Chapter 5:

A Model for Monitoring and Evaluating Public
Participation

5.1 Introduction

Considering participation requires specifying the types and extent of
participation possible or observable. Types of participation are linked with
methods or channels of communication. The extent of participation is the
amount of participation offered by those with authoritative control over the
decisions, typically the government. It must be remembered that offering
participation says nothing about the intensity or direction of communication
(Coenen et al 1998).

Greater and more effective public participation and community consultation in decision-
making is one of the key triggers for reform of coastal management, alongside global
environmental change, sustainable development and integrated resource management. The
discussion in Chapters 2 and 3 focused on the availability of opportunities for public
participation in CZM. Australia's commitment to public participation is enshrined in national
legislation (NSESD 1992) and international agreements (Agenda 21, 1992). Agenda 21 states
that:

“one of the fundamental prerequisites for the achievement of sustainable
development is broad public participation in decision-making" (UNEP 1992).

The legislative sanction of public participation in decision-making (top-down) has been
complimented by an increase in community expectation (bottom-up) of the desire for a share in
the vision and ownership of decisions that affect their lives. The discussion generated in the
previous chapters as well as the case study examinations have demonstrated that there is a need
for a more prescriptive description of public participation - across levels of government,
programs and policies, and in a format that is able to be independently evaluated. This Chapter
attempts to incorporate the information from a number of models that will describe the
essential components of a model that can be used for monitoring and evaluating the role of the
community in decision-making for CZM in NSW. To this end, this chapter has three main
goals:
e to establish what sort of questions need to be asked when a public participation program is
being developed (timing and process);
¢ to developed a system that enables public participation programs to be evaluated in terms
of a common set of standards; and
¢ to identify whether the information generated at a program level can be imported into the
policy development and review process.
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5.2 Background

Public participation and community consultation are recognised alongside economic and
environmental indicators as being a vital component of the environmental management process
(Draft NSW Coastal Policy 1994, NSW EPA 2000). Integrated environmental planning and
management programs and policies that involve public participation are generally set within a
certain paradigm that asks a specific set of questions in order for this process to be realised (see
Table 5.1).

Table 5.1 Examples of Paradigm Questions for CZM Programs

Who should take the lead?

What is the role of government?

Who are the communities and what is their role?
What is the role of other stakeholders?

What are the long-term goals?

What are the short-term objectives?

How are these goals and objectives achieved?

e How is evaluation conducted?

Source: Adapted from Meltzer 1996, Connor 2000a.

These questions need to be answered in order to establish the framework (visions, goals,
objectives and process) for any CZM program or policy. They will set the operating paradigm
for both decision-makers and the public. It is from this basis that public participation programs
can be carried out. Precisely how these objectives are carried out and what steps or stages are
emphasised will vary depending on the nature and scope of the proposed action, the publics
perception of the agency or organisation promoting the program, the location, size and scale of
the affected area, and the time, resources, and expertise of the lead agency or organisation
(after Burdge and Robertson 1990).

5.3 Criteria for the development of a public participation program

To date, there has been no universally acceptable model for evaluating public participation
strategies, however, there are a series of general themes that emerge from case study
examinations, including the studies from the previous Chapter:

e agency personnel tend to measures success in terms of the extent to which a program is
accepted by those involved in it and the extent to which the image of the agency has been
improved;

e citizen groups appraise programs by the success they have in preventing or modifying a
proposed course of action, or the attainment of a broader recognition of the group, or
public at large, in the decision-making process;

e independent observers look for how well a program meets its objectives, the degree of
representation and the accuracy of information gathered; and
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e cost, time, effort or resources are used as evaluation criteria by some agency personnel
(after Sewell and Phillips 1979).

In practice, all four of these criteria need to be met when developing a model to evaluate public

participation programs. For example, Sewell and Phillips (1979) argue that a model might be a

good indicator of public participation from an 'Agency' perspective because it evaluates public

participation in terms of:

¢ enhanced public acceptance of planning decisions;

e public participation programs as a data source for planning activities; and

e the usefulness of public participation programs in terms of educating the public so that
they will acquire skills that can be used to deal with planning problems in their own
communities.

These criteria, however, fall short of satisfying some of the key objectives for public
participation in general (see Table 3.3) as identified by Conacher and Conacher (2000) and
public participation programs specifically, according a set of evaluation ‘criteria’ developed by
Connor (2002). These include:

the development of informed, visible, majority public understanding,
acceptance and support for a valid proposal (Connor 2002) (see Table 4,
Chapter 3 for more detail).

As well as this, inadequately run programs may also trigger many of the reasons listed in Table
3.8 for inadequate public participation programs. Nevertheless, Thomas (1998), points out that
even a limited evaluation process provides some sort of guidance, and can be useful when used
in conjunction with other evaluative mechanisms. Evaluation models need to be able to be used
by practitioners - whether they are Councils, Agencies, Developers or Community Groups: to
define the social indicators that are relevant to their particular program; and to enable social
indicators to be monitored and evaluated, thereby allowing them to become a measurable
component of environmental monitoring and thus be included in environmental reporting and
the decision-making process. The argument put forward by Sewell and Phillips (1979) was that
existing mechanisms failed to ensure that all relevant viewpoints were taken into account. By
recognising that both the broader objectives for public participation as well as the more
specific requirements for public participation programs need to be met and any program, plan
or policy needs to be independently evaluated so that it can be verified. For example, McCool
and Guthrie (2001) orientate public participation around two themes: product-orientated
measures; and process-orientated measures (see Table 5.2 below).

This type of analysis allows the superimposition of Englander et al's (1977) model which
classifies CZM processes into either 'Resource Outcome' or 'Organisational Process' categories,
but also allows for the move from a 'reductionist' planning framework to a more integrated
system, which includes not only greater public participation in the decision-making process,
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but also an articulation of the value of the process of participation as a measure of the success
of a program or policy.

Table 5.2 Program and Process Evaluation Criteria for Public Participation in CZM Policies

and Programs
Program-Orientated Measures | Process-Orientated Measures
e Plan Written o Learning
¢ Plan Implementation e Content (public understanding of the
e Socially and Politically issues / problems
Acceptable (plan, program e Process
or project justified to the e Interpersonal
wider community) e Staff competence and commitment
¢ Information for planning o Responsibility
new projects is provided e Managers Responsive
e Sufficient jurisdiction, e Develop publics sense of Ownership
authority and resources e Demonstrates worth of group or
e Clear and consistent policy organisation
objectives o Relationship Building
e Acceptance (public) of the ¢ Between Managers and Publics
proposal. e Among Publics
e Between the public and elected
officials
e Interest Representation
e Being Heard
¢ Maintaining the program’s priority
on the public agenda.
e Process
e Improves the focus and procedures
of a project as it proceeds
e Majority public understanding
* Open to all citizens

Source: Adapted from Mazmanian and Sabatier (in Cullen and Sorensen 1986), Woodhill and
Robbins 1998, McCool and Guthrie 2001, Connor (2002).

5.4 Criteria for a Model

The methods by which public participation is sought are many and varied. For each
participation program the techniques(s) used to provide opportunities and seek public
participation are likely to vary. In particular, the techniques(s) used will depend on the
objectives of the program. If an objective is to have the public involved in making decisions
about a proposal, it is pointless using only information dissemination techniques (after Thomas
1998).

As discussed in Chapter 3 and earlier on in this Chapter, in the past the assessment of public
participation programs or involvement in the decision-making process has not been adequately
assessed. Without identifiable and reportable indicators, monitoring and evaluation of the role
of the community/public involvement in a manner that might is iterative and useful, has been
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near to impossible. The problem is two-fold. The first issue is that because of the ad hoc nature
of public participation programs which were often initiated without guidance or without
predetermined outcomes, against which success could be measured. The second issue is that
evaluative criteria have generally followed on from the implementation of public participation
programs and in many cases, there simply has not been a 'toolkit' with which to evaluate
programs. The Table below provides a summary of key components that can be used to
measure a program from its inception. The criteria include operational paradigms and
individual technique and program criteria as well as a series of indicators against which the
'process’ of participation can be measured. This last indicator series, when combined with
questions about operating philosophy and the iterative, interactive and integrated nature of the
program or process, make this model unique.

There are, of course other indicators that can be applied. For example, Table 3.5 'Summary of
Requirements for Successful Public Participation Programs' provides a summary of criteria that
can be used to map out the development, review and evaluation of programs. These
requirements can be summarised as:

e The public;

e The process;

¢ The objectives;

e Decision-making; and

e Monitoring and evaluation.

As well as this, the 'Indicators for Success in Public Participation Programs' (Table 3.9) is
appropriate to evaluate public participation programs.

This model presented in Table 5.4 (below) has been developed using information collected
from an extensive literature review as well as adapting information from older designs (see
Armnstein 1969, Munn 1979, Sinclair and Diduck 1992). It is by no means comprehensive and
needs to be used in conjunction with the criteria listed in Table 5.3. Together, the information
provides a basic structure for evaluation of community consultation and public participation
programs and also serves to outline where future analysis may drive the process.
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Table 5.3 Criteria for monitoring and evaluating the role of the community / public in the
decision-making process.

Provide a list of widely recognised (eg ANZECC or NSW EPA SoE approved) techniques.
Provide a capability statement for each technique, eg
e cost and time of activity, including scoping studies,
o ability to handle specific interests, and
e level of contact achieved with community,
e Provide a set of evaluation criteria for each activity, eg
e  ability to deliver information,
e ability to receive information, and
e ability to facilitate discussion. The model presented in Table 3 provides an example
of how this can be achieved. These criteria enable a ranking system to be
established.
e Provide program evaluation criteria, eg
e does the program support integrated / adaptive management,
e is the program robust enough to support activities such as scoping studies,
mediation and facilitation,

does the program incorporate ESD,

can the community effect the program vision,

does the program recognise that there may be multiple publics, and

does the program incorporate a variety of public participation measures (this can

also be weighted).

e Provide a system for 'process' evaluation. In practice, all the conditions for evaluating
process-orientated measures described in Table 2, are unlikely to be met during the initial
implementation period of any program, however, they will function as a checklist against
which periodic progress can be compared.

Provide scope for the model to be independently evaluated (verified).
Be established within a paradigm that incorporates an adaptive management philosophy.
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Table 5.4 Public Participation Evaluation Model

Communication characteristics

Specific Technique Evaluation Criteria

N | of citis Abili Public Inform and / Identify Generate Deliver Resolve Allow the Provide an
'W,L, 0, citizen Level of two- thity Participation / or educate problems ideas / feedback conflict process to evaluation of the
. . participation to handle C . )
Cost | Audience (Arnstein's way specific ommunication stakeholders / values solve incorporate process at
ranking system) communication "immstg Techniques used problems new identified
&5y ’ information milestones
Audio / Visual
1 | Film / video X
1 1 Radio / TV ads X
Computer-
based methods
1 1 Public access to X
electronic data
Media
| Advertising X
* * 2 1 News releases X X
Depends on lead (inviting comments)
agency Plain language
Depends on scale philosophy or | 3 3 Communication with X X
of activity who conducts the public
the assessment 2 1 Legislation / Policies X
+ + Public meetings
3 3 Conferences X X X X X
Exhibits/displays X
3 3 Dinners / BBQs / X X X X X X
picnics
Citizen training
programs
3 3 Organised hearings X X X X X X




€01

Communication characteristics

Specific Technique Evaluation Criteria

l | of citi Abili Public [aform and / Identify Generate Deliver Resolve Allow the Provide an
,w.e' ot. citizen Level of two- ;\"{“ Participation / or educate problems ideas / feedback conflict process to evaluation of the
Cost | Audience pammpfitmn way to é“ ¢ | Communication stakcholders / values solve incorporate process at
(Amstein's L specific . , .
. communication . Techniques used problems new identified
ranking system) interests . . .
information milestones
3 3 Workshops X X X X X X X
Direct /
Individualised
services
1 3 Direct mail X
3 2 Phone lines X X X X X
* * | 2 Submissions X X X X
Depends on lead | 2 2 Surveys X X X
Depends on scale agfncy Pedagogy
of activity philosophy or S -
who conducts 2 2 articipatory drama X X
the assessment Publications
1 2 Brochures / X
* + Pamphlets
1 2 Feature articles X X
{depends on source)
1 3 Internet X X X
1 2 Reports / Discussion X X X
papers

Key:

I =Low 2=Medium 3= High

X = Capability




This model, however, is insufficient in itself. It needs to be complimented with a number of
other evaluative criteria. Importantly, for the model to be successful, it must sit within an
adaptive framework that allows for multiple iterations, adaptations and corrections to the
model. This adaptive or integrated framework in turn sits within an overarching institutional
paradigm which delivers the vision for CZM.

Communication / Participation Techniques and Technique Evaluation Criteria

In terms of identifying communication / public participation techniques, the model is
particularly useful because it provides a ranking system. By importing Sinclair and Diduck's
(1992) 'Checklist of Environmental Assessment Techniques', the list of techniques can be
grouped into categories, which provides community groups, Agencies or proponents with a
range of communication techniques according to their needs. The techniques are evaluated in
terms of conditions such as their ability to:

¢ Inform and / or educate stakeholders;

o Identify problems / values;

s Generate ideas / solve problems;

o Deliver feedback;

¢ Resolve conflict;

¢ Allow the process to incorporate new information; and

e Provide an evaluation of the process at identified milestones.

Communication Characteristics

For a model to be useful, it needs to take into account issues such as time available (for
consultation and for action), experience of actors/participants, training requirements, available
budget and most importantly, identify the target audiences. It is for this reason, factors such as
cost and target audience need to be included as evaluation criteria. For a number of
organisations (eg community groups, local Councils, small-scale developers) the perceived
cost of an activity can be prohibitive. It is therefore important to have an understanding of the
message that needs to be delivered (see 'Fitness of Purpose’ Table 3.4) and the advantages and
disadvantages of the techniques available so that the best possible options can be developed.
For best results, it would be appropriate to use these tools in conjunction with the model
presented in Table 5.4. One of the key messages to come out of the literature on public
participation programs is that in many cases, a proponent may have implemented a general
consultation program without a particular goal and a particular target audience in mind and the
result has been that neither the goal is achieved nor is the target audience (the community)
adequately consulted (after Bass et al 1995, Coenen ef al 1998).

One of the critical factors reflecting on the success of public participation strategies is the
timing of the programs. The literature is littered with reports of community consultation

programs that have failed or only partially succeeded because of time constraints. Consultation
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takes time and the lack of guidance for public participation and consultation programs or the
lack of knowledge and skill on the part of the actors has often been the root cause of failure.
The key to success is to involve the public (stakeholders) from the start of the process.
Anything less than this may contribute to suspicion and lack of confidence in the process (after
Peterkin 1999, Harding 1998, Shindler & Cheek 1999).

The concept of a 'scoping study' which prepares a 'social profile' of a community or a region is
an important component of any environmental assessment and will help to determine a list of
potential stakeholders and the direction that community consultation will take (after Burdge
1990, Connor 2001). Many proponents have commented that it is often cheaper (financially) to
involve the public in programs from the inception than to initiate a damage control program
midway through a process. However, this all depends on the type of involvement that the
proponents see as being necessary / legitimate in the first place. Proponents have to be aware
that public participation can be unpredictable (Harding 1998). The consequences of not
including community input, or of a mistimed or badly managed program of public participation
can cost the proponent of a development project or policy / procedural changes, substantial
time-delays, resources and public confidence.

Participation programs consume resources (time and money), so it makes sense to try and use
the most effective techniques. Measures of effectiveness only come from evaluation of
previous programs and their successes and failures.

Program and Process Evaluation

While 'program' and 'process’ evaluation criteria have not been built into the model, they are
nevertheless essential components of the evaluation process. As previously identified, a
number of models have been criticised because of their inability to be independently evaluated
or because they are designed specifically for Agency use and evaluation. For any model for
public participation to be successful, it needs to be available and useful to a range of actors,
including the public, industry and government. Arnstein's (1969) 'Ladder of Citizen
Participation’ is one of a number of such models (see Pretty er al 1993) that attempt to rank the
level of influence that the public and community groups have in the decision-making process.
This type of schematic analysis serves to compare the intention of an actor with the reality of
the process as well as allowing for different actors to independently rank each other's
performance - and can therefore provide a valuable evaluation tool. The risk for some
institutions (government or private sector) is that:
e finding and implementing sound solutions for environmental problems may necessarily
require continuing and broadened participation far beyond the 'usual' experts and political
elites; and
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e environmental decision-making often requires a shift of resources and opportunities from
some groups to others, thus raising inherently political questions (after Coenen er al
1998).

In the Byron Shire case study, community involvement in the decision-making process has
produced lengthy time delays on the development of the Shire's Coastline Management Plan
and may have had a destructive influence on the process in general. Often, community groups
can be highly sectoralised. The issue of representation is an important issue. The problem for
BSC is that whilst Council recognises that there is public disagreement over some of the key
issues, they have not implemented a facilitation or dispute resolution process to deal with these
specific issues. Many traditional channels of communication and participation - in this case,
stakeholder committee meetings - provide a very narrow band for community action and may
not be effective.

The Coastline Management Committee meetings do not allow for specialised debate which
needs to be dealt with in a more appropriate forum. The risk of not embarking on such a
process is that any decisions made may turn out to be unenforceable or require further legal
action to implement. Such meetings may even undermine existing relationships or encourage
an escalation of adversarial behaviour (after Susskind and McCreary 1985). Burton (1990)
argues that traditional methods of conflict management are failing in modern societies to a
degree that is becoming increasingly unacceptable, and there is no reason to believe that these
levels of conflict will not continue to escalate. We are therefore forced to consider our
approach to dispute resolution and to factor in the longer-term costs of bargaining and
negotiation into the decision-making process.

One of the reasons for evaluating 'program’ and 'process' indicators is that clearly defined
objectives for public participation programs aid in the evaluation of the program and its
approach. Program evaluation criteria can be categorised in terms of 'outcomes' and 'process’.
Table 3.9 provides a broad overview of some of the 'Indicators for Success' that can be used in
the review process. For more specific evaluation criteria, Table 5.2 (above) describes some of
the key criteria that can be monitored through this process. These indicators can be used in
conjunction with the process specific 'Program Objectives' described by Connor (2002) in
Table 3.5 to measure a number of the key program goals and objectives. Allen and Whenua
(1997) believe that with the help of appropriate participatory and systems-based processes it
may be possible to help meet the different needs of those involved and develop 'win-win'
strategies.
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5.5 Discussion

For some community groups, the major outcome of any public participation program will be
the final result, that is their impact on the particular program or development proposal. For
these groups, the result is about a specific outcome, irrespective of the process involved. To
this extent, a model that evaluates each technique - by assessing its purpose, time involved,
costs, level / scope of impact and the level of expertise needed to carry out each activity, are all
that is required. The model described in this Table 3 accomplishes this.

There are, however, two other issues that come out of this discussion. Firstly, as the Kempsey
Shire case study demonstrates, the 'result’ was the most significant issue at stake. Information
currently to hand is that the Proponent plans to submit a new DA for the region. This time
around, if the DA is presented to Council, the Proponent as well as the relevant government
agencies, should expect to face a community that is familiar with the planning and legislative
framework and the avenues available for redress. The upshot of this is that the whole process
will be taken to a higher level of debate. The community, local and state government and the
proponent will actively monitor the program of consultation.

Secondly, there is a bigger picture that needs to be addressed - and that is the 'process' of
involvement. At an individual activity, project or program level, this may be quite minimal but
the cumulative effect of this process has been recognised as a vital trigger for future plan and
policy development and review and must be considered an important factor in the decision-
making process. The substantive difference between developing an evaluation model for
'programs’ versus one for 'policy' development and review is that the evaluation system for
'policy' must have the scope to deal with (evaluate the process of change or otherwise) issues
like institutional change in government and organisations.

In the past, state government agencies have traditionally been removed from the demands of
public pressure because local government was the most responsive participant, the first port of
call for the public. Over the past decade, these agencies have been increasingly exposed to
direct public contact. Much of this has to do with the availability of information on the
Internet. It is at this stage that the cumulative effect of 'process' must start to have an effect on
the institutional arrangements in place for policy development and review. It is much harder to
assess the process of public participation at this level because it is one step removed from the
actual activities. Chapter 2 provided a discussion of the current institutional arrangements for
monitoring and evaluating public participation in decision-making at this level of government.
If multiple organisations have responsibility for collecting data, then there needs to be some
sort of formalised process to coordinate this data, by locality, by region, by state (and
nationally).
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With respect to coastal management, based on the evidence presented, there is no such facility
for this collection to take place. For environmental planning and management in NSW
generally, DUAP has identified greater community consultation as a key facet of its Plan First
program (NSW Government 2000). Thus, the NSW Government has provided the rhetoric for
greater public involvement in the development of key environmental and planning policies
such as LEPs, REPs and SPPs. There are, however, some ominous signs within many
communities that exhaustion is setting in, optimism and commitment are being replaced by
cynicism because of a lack of agency co-ordination in the area on community consultation,
education, feedback and; because people aren't being listened to — there is no feedback loop to
link community considerations into the decision-making process (Eberhardt, in NSWCPAR
1999-2000). Hopefully this thesis can provide assistance with the substantive development of a
framework to redress these information gaps and enable better coastal management in NSW.

5.6 Conclusion

“The major threats to coastal landscape and lifestyle values are perceived to
be poor planning, providing for the future urban growth, lack of development
control, over-development, pollution, agricultural viability, habitat destruction,
over-population, infrastructure provision, and government inaction. The public
recognise that responsibility for these issues rests with all stakeholders and
importantly, are prepared to do more themselves if they can be assured that
other stakeholders (notably government agencies) act as well”(Dutton et al
1997).

The goal at the start of this Thesis was to progress the discussion of public participation in
CZM programs and policies and to establish whether a framework could be developed that
would allow the community's / publics role in the decision-making process to be monitored
and evaluated. It is not the goal of this chapter to provide a prescription for public participation

because participation programs need to be considered in the context of each program or policy
or development.

This Chapter proposes a structure for what many decision-makers label as soft data -
information that is often hard to collect and quantify and because of these restrictions, can
therefore be difficult to write into policy. The key goal of the Chapter was to provide a
framework of understanding or a common language for public participation. This is the
foundation stone for a broader framework that is consistent with and will enhance the quality
of the decision-making process for CZM. The relative stability of the key issues for coastal
management, however, may help coastal managers and decision-makers to focus on key
planning issues and better allocate stretched resources with some confidence that government
objectives and community needs will be met (after Channell 1996b).

Australian Governments, at the Local, State and Federal and Industry have made numerous
incursions into the design and delivery of public participation programs in recent years, but
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there is a substantive lack of evidence to show that this has helped to prevent environmental
degradation or public tension, despite the coast’s pride of place as Australia’s national icon.
One of the key constraints to developing greater public participation (Stein 1998) has been the
numerous government efforts at watering down the thrust of the EP & A Act (1979).

Without a legitimate and meaningful role in integrated planning and management for the
coastal zone, the public / community will remain on the fringe of decision-making,
consultation processes are unlikely to be successful and as a result, the planning and legislative
framework will continue to be burdened with economic, social and political claims for redress.
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Chapter 6:

Conclusion

The aim of this Thesis was to review the history and practice of coastal management and make
a series of recommendations to improve CZM in NSW. My personal experience in this area
has been that there are a number of key issues/barriers preventing effective management and
decision-making. The relative stability of many of the environmental issues related to CZM
over the past one to two decades indicated to me that there were not only resource-related
issues, but also organisational and institutional issues affecting coastal management.

In Chapter One, I provided an historical study of coastal management. The review initially
took on a broad framework and gradually developed a key focus on NSW. People have been
living on the coast for many thousands of years. The coastal environment is endowed with an
abundance of natural resources, providing people with access to resources for living. As well
as this, coastal climates have generally been milder than those further inland and thus more
suitable for human occupation. Over time, two important changes have taken place: firstly,
population growth in the coastal zone has led to increased competition for resources; and
secondly, the increased population levels have affected the quality of the resources available.
Water quality and loss of habitat are serious marine and coastal environmental issues in NSW.

Management of coastal resources has developed towards a more integrated approach and today
has at its core, the principles of ESD. Integrated CZM can be broadly defined as a process of
governance that consists of the legal and institutional framework necessary to ensure that
development and management plans for coastal zones are integrated with environmental and
social goals, and are developed with the participation of those affected (Post and Lundin 1996).

In NSW, there are a number of hindrances to effective and sustainable coastal management.
Defining coastal management, however, does not provide any indication of how coastal
management is practiced. In this regard, my review produced a number of significant findings.
Key issues were identified as being: population growth; environment and sustainability;
management and decision-making; public participation; and access. There is a general
concurrence between these issues and the major triggers necessary for reform of coastal
management. These are: global environmental change; ESD; integrated management; and
greater community awareness of management issues and participation in decision-making
(Thom and Harvey 2001).

Community involvement and public participation in decision-making, as well as being a
central issue for reform and improvement of CZM, has been a major recommendation from
practically every significant report and inquiry into CZM over the past 30 years (see Table
1.8). In order to develop a greater understanding of the basis and opportunities for public
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participation in decision-making, I conducted a review of the current policy, legislative and
reporting framework for coastal management in NSW. Community involvement/public
participation is a key indicator for successful CZM programs. Despite this significance, there is
documented evidence of the failure of government to fully understand this issue and the result
is that public participation in CZM decision-making remains a peripheral policy and an
administrative issue at the local, state and federal level.

In order to develop a greater understanding of the basis and opportunities for public
participation in decision-making, I reviewed current policy, and the legislative and reporting
framework for coastal management in NSW (Chapter Two). This demonstrates that the current
planning and management system in New South Wales is not adequately equipped with a
system that can monitor and evaluate public involvement/participation in the development and
review of coastal management policies and programs. The current system, although it is
gradually responding to change expectations, is off track and there is a grave danger that a
cynical and badly consulted public will lose interest in the management and protection of this
precious resource.

A number of key issues need to be stressed here. Chapter Two identified a significant disparity
between the policy rhetoric of government and the actual framework and practice. The major
planning act, the EP&A Act (1979) specifically encourages public participation in
environmental management and decision-making, yet as was pointed out by Justice Stein
(1998), of the Land and Environment Court, a developmental mentality exists within
government and this has come at the expense of the general publics right to participate, and
principles of accountability for environmental planning and resource management. Stein
argues that planning laws have been watered down and massaged by government to a large
degree. Connor (2002) has described this traditional approach to decision-making as the
'decide’, 'announce’ and 'defend’ (DAD) model. He argues that it needs to be replaced with a
more positive model. A course of action he suggests is that DAD be replaced with PEP which
he defines as:

e Profile the community or region so you know the people you need to work with;

o Educate them about the issues and alternatives already identified; and

e Participate with them in a process of mutual education and joint problem solving.

I reviewed the EIA process and found that as a means of involving the public in the decision-
making process, it had a number of shortcomings. The DAD approach is ingrained in EIA,
prevents early public involvement and does not encourage an independent review of proposals.

Resourcing of programs is a major issue for CZM in NSW. The NSW Coastal Policy (1997)
attempts to co-ordinate the collection of a range of data to improve CZM, however, an analysis
of the information presented in Chapters One and Two, has led me to the conclusion that CZM
in NSW is primarily a top-down delivery program without adequate systems in place to
effectively incorporate bottom-up information into the decision-making process. The NSW
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Coastal Council does not have the resources (personnel or time) to investigate public
participation in more detail.

The problem is not that the NSW Coastal Policy is lacking in information about public
participation and community involvement in policy and program review decision-making for
CZM, it is that there is a need to develop systems for monitoring and evaluating public
participation and community consultation because it is such an important component of
CZM. As this discussion points out, this information is not being collected and evaluated at a
level of government where it can be used to inform and drive CZM.

This highlights another important issue that is related to data collection. As Chapter Two,
described, SoERs are the major vehicle by which public participation could be monitored and
evaluated, yet the range of indicators for this type of analysis are not well defined and
reporting is generally sporadic. Further to this, there are no comprehensive databases in which
to collate and store this type of knowledge/information so that it can be accessed as part of the
decision-making process.

Reforms to the current planning system are currently underway and increased public
participation and community consultation are a major component of the reform process.
Chapter Two provides a summary critique of the proposed reforms and Chapter Three supports
this evaluation by providing a detailed discussion of the fundamental principles of public
participation. Based on my review of Plan First, I am not confident that the proposed reforms
will significantly alter the practice of coastal management, nor are they likely to provide any
real opportunities for further public/community involvement in the decision-making process.

In Chapter Three, I described the important elements of public participation. The benefits of
successful public participation programs are widely acknowledged and based on an extensive
review, it is my opinion that greater and more effective public participation and community
consultation involvement will deliver better management decisions. I developed a common set
of criteria for public participation that is based on a series of considerations prevalent in much
of the literature. Central to any public participation program is the philosophical dimension
within which it operates. No matter how ingenious, representative or well developed a
consultation or participation program is, it will not be completely successful unless there is
concomitant political will. Chapter Two described some of the hindrances these programs are
facing in NSW. On a practical level, Arnstein (1969) was the first author to describe the
various levels of participation the public could have in the decision framework. While this
process is useful, it does not provide any real strategic direction. A more appropriate model
today would be the adoption of a set of criteria that were developed by Renn et al (1995) and
Connor (2002) which evaluate not only the decision-making framework, but program and
program criteria objectives as well. I provided a summary table of common evaluative criteria
in Table 5.3
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I have proposed a series of recommendations a strategy to develop, integrate, monitor and
evaluate public participation programs. A different paradigm for public participation is
necessary if there is to be an advance in the discussion and practice of public participation
programs. The development of better planned programs and policies, including further training
for managers and decision-makers is critical to the successful implementation of programs.
Lastly, programs need to be monitored and evaluated. One of the key drivers for CZM today is
the need for it to operate within an integrated management process that, through deliberate and
continuous monitoring, allows policies and programs to be adapted and modified, as the need
requires.

The two case studies presented in Chapter Four have enabled me to critically examine real
examples of public participation. The Kempsey Shire study provided an opportunity to test the
model that is presented in Chapter 5. The case studies approach community involvement in
coastal management from different perspectives: the Kempsey Shire study focuses on the role
that the local community had through the development, release and subsequent withdrawal of
an aquaculture DA for the area. The Byron Shire study focuses on a particular issue, coastal
erosion at Belongil beach, and through this, I examine community involvement in the
development of Council's Coastline Management Strategy.

Both of the studies examine issues that are less tangible, but equally as important as scientific
indicators in the decision-making process. They highlight many of the contemporary issues for
CZM in NSW today. Public participation is a vast and often unpredictable art and there are
many factors that affect participation in CZM. The case studies examined core issues including
legislative failure, representation (who is the public), and the process of involvement/
participation (See Table 5.11). The studies confirm the existence of a set of key issues for
CZM as well the major institutional hindrances to effective CZM.

Public participation programs must be built around the 'process' of involvement. This is often
more important than 'outcomes', as program goals can become outdated or obsolete very
quickly (Bass et al 1995). In the Kempsey Shire study, the Proponent failed to conduct a
successful consultation campaign (by any standards), whereas in the Byron Shire study,
Council's desire to involve the community has bottlenecked the process of developing the
Coastline Management Plan. The adoption of more innovative techniques for consultation and
participation might help to progress some of the key issues at stake. The issues raised in the
case studies are comparable to those listed in Table 1.9, which provides a comprehensive
review of the key organisational process and resource outcome issues for CZM in NSW.

Based on our collective experience, there really is no reason why CZM planning, policy and
implementation should not be more integrated and fundamentally improved. The issues faced
in Byron and Kempsey Shire are not new, nor are they unique, and they provide concrete
evidence of the stagnant institutional approach to natural resource management in general and
coastal management specifically. This is symptomatic of the business of development in NSW.
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"Without a change in governance and in administrative structures (including a
limited role for the Commonwealth), the future of coastal management will not
differ much from that of the past” (Thom and Harvey 2001).

Reform of coastal management cannot occur without whole of government institutional
change, a process that typically takes a minimum of five to seven years (Cullen 1987). There
are however, many smaller changes that can take place during this time that are compatible
with the much shorter, but infinitely more powerfully driven electoral and political cycle. The
rapid degradation of resources in the coastal zone requires no less than this.

In Chapter 5, I developed a broad-based set of criteria for monitoring and evaluating public
participation and community consultation in the decision-making process. These criteria have
been developed from my research as well as the knowledge and experience of other authors.
Because of the adaptive nature of CZM, such a model cannot be prescriptive, yet the criteria
for evaluation can be standardised. This means that a series of indicators for public
participation can be developed and programs and policies can be evaluated.

In this respect, the key goal of the chapter was to contribute to the development of a common
language that can be used to describe public participation. This is the foundation stone for a
broader framework that is consistent with and will enhance the quality of the decision-making
process for CZM.

Dovers (2001) argues that long term monitoring of environmental change in Australia is poor
and patchy, and monitoring of the impact and adequacy of policy and management
interventions is particularly sparse. It was my intention in this thesis to examine all aspects of
public/community involvement in decision-making in CZM in NSW. Change needs to come
simultaneously from a number of directions. Greater and more effective public participation
and community consultation is a key trigger for CZM reform. The design and implementation
of monitoring and evaluation tools, not just for public participation, but for the practice of
government generally is made all the more critical because of the currently poor institutional
framework for managing natural resources in Australia.

The goal of this thesis was to present a case arguing for the development of a model that
monitors and evaluates public participation in coastal planning and management policies and
programs and that could be embodied in the New South Wales Coastal Policy as a tool that can
be used by individuals, community groups and government to contribute to better coastal
management. The model or framework developed in Chapter 5 should allow the
community's/public's role in the decision-making process to be monitored and evaluated. I
believe it will be a useful one.

114



References:

Alexandra JJ Higgins White T 1998 Environmental indicators for national state of the
environment Uses, Australia: State of the Environment (Environmental Indicator
Reports), Department of the Environment, Canberra.

Allen W] Manaaki Whenua 1997 Results-based performance reviews and evaluations
Canadian Journal of Development Studies, X V111, Special Issue:629-643.

Alreck PL & Settle RB 1995 The Survey Research Handbook 2™ Edition Richard D Irwin Inc,
USA.

Amir S 1983 Tools for a Coastal Resource Management Framework with Multiple Objectives
Journal of Environmental Management 17:121-132.

Arnstein SR 1969 A Ladder of Citizen Participation AIP Journal July 1969:216-224.

Australia and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council, State of the Environment
Reporting Taskforce 1998 Core Environmental Indicators for Reporting on the State of
the Environment: Discussion Paper for Public Comment, ANZECC Secretariat,
Canberra.

Australian and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council (ANZECC)
State of the Environment Reporting Task Force 2000 Core Environmental Indicators for
Reporting on the State of the Environment
http://'www.environment.gov.au/soe/envindicators/coreindicators.html, May12, 2001.

Australian Bureau of Statistics 1998 Pocket Yearbook Australia Commonwealth of Australia,
Canberra.

Australian Capital Territory State of the Environment Report 1997
http://www.envcomm.act.gov.au/SOE1997/Thm_Lga/ACtstart.htm, May12, 2001.

Bainbridge WS 1989 Survey Research: A computer-assisted introduction Wadsworth
Publishing Company, California.

Banister P Burman E Taylor M & Tindall C 1996 Qualitative Methods in Psychology: A
Research Guide Open University Press, Buckingham.

Bass S Dalal-Clayton B Pretty J 1995 Participation Strategies for Sustainable Development
International Institute for Environment and Development, London.

Batisse M 1990 Development and Implementation of the Biosphere Reserve Concept and Its
Applicability to Coastal Regions Environmental Conservation 17(2):111-116.

Batley GE & Cocks KD 1992 Defining and Quantifying National Coastal Resources
Environment Australia

http:www.environment.gov.au/marine/natmis/subject_info/coastal_subjects/management
/coast_resources.htm, 15 April 1999.

Belongil Residents and Ratepayers Group 1999 Coastal erosion - protection of property letter
presented at Byron Shire Council meeting, 10 August 1999.

115


http://www
environment.gov
http://www.envcomm.act.gov.au/SOE1997/Thm_Lga/ACtstart.htm
http:www.environment.gov.au/marine/natmis/subject_info/coastal_subjects/management

Berkes F 1999 Twenty-five Years in Community-Based Coastal Resources Management Out
of the Shell: Coastal Resources Research Network Newsletter 7:2
http://www.dal.ca/~corr/7no2.htm 30 October 2001.

Blomberg GD 1982 Coastal Amenities and Values: Some Pervasive Perceptions Expressed in
Literature Coastal Zone Management Journal 10(1-2):53-78.

Born SM & Miller AH 1988 Assessing Networked Coastal Zone Management Programs
Coastal Management 16: 229-243.

Bosch OJH Allen WJ Gibson RS 1996 Monitoring as an integral part of management and
policy making in Proceedings of Symposium Resource Management: Issues, Visions,
Practice Lincoln University, New Zealand, 5-8 July, p12-21.

Brower DJ Archer JH Coates DG Godschalk DR Luger MI Owens DW Armingeon N
Grossman N Henderson B and Schwab AK 1991 Evaluation of the National Coastal
Zone Management Program Center for Urban and Regional Studies, University of North
Carolina, North Carolina.

Brown VA 1996 Turning The Tide: Integrated Local Area Management For Australia's
Coastal Zone ANU, Canberra.

Brown VA Spink M 1997 Australia’s Oceans Policy: Socio-cultural Considerations. Issues
Paper 4 Caring for the Commons Socio-cultural considerations in Oceans Policy
Development and Implementation. A report Commissioned by Environment Australia.
Local Sustainability Project, Centre for Research in Healthy Futures, University of
Western Sydney, Hawkesbury. Union Offset, C/o Department of the Environment,
Canberra.

Burdge R B 1987 The Social Impact Assessment Model and the Planning Process
Environmental Impact Assessment Review 7. 141-150.

Burdge RJ Robertson 1990 Social Impact Assessment and the Public Involvement Process
Environmental Impact Assessment Review 10: 81-90.

Burton J 1990 Conflict: Resolution and Provention MacMillan Press Ltd, USA.

Byron Shire Council 1988 Palm Valley to the Surf Club: A discussion of management issues,
Byron Shire Council.

Byron Shire Council 1998 Community Consultation and Participation in the Council's
Decision-Making: Policy 3.38, Byron Shire Council.

Byron Shire Council 1999 Development Control Plan No 1, Date Revised 1 February 1999
Byron Shire Council.

Byron Shire Council 1999 Final Report on the Byron Bay, Suffolk Park, Ewingsdale and
Brunswick Heads Tourism Capacity Study, Byron Shire Council.

Byron Shire Council 2000 Draft Byron Coastline Values Study: Background information for
the Byron Coastline Management Study and Plan, Byron Shire Council.

Byron Shire Council 2000 Report of the Byron Shire Coastline Management Committee 25 Feb
2000.

116


http://www.dal.ca/~corr/7no2.htm

Caldwell LK 1985 Science Will Not Save The Biosphere But Politics Might Environmental
Conservation 12(3):195-197.

California Coastal Commission (CCC) 2001 http://www.coastal.ca.gov/whoweare.html, 10
October 2001.

Carley M 1994 Policy Management and Methods of Analysis for Sustainable Agriculture and
Rural Development International Institute for Environmental and Development, London,
and United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation, Rome.

Cannell, CF 1985 ‘Experiments in the Improvement of Response Accuracy’, In Beed TW and
Stimson, RJ (eds.) Survey Interviewing: Theory and Techniques, George Allen and
Unwin, North Sydney.

Carson L & Gelber K 2000 Ideas for Community Consultation: A discussion on principles and

procedures for making consultation work A report prepared for the NSW Department of
Urban Affairs and Planning, Sydney.

Channell M 1996a Steps Towards An Integrated Coastal Planning Model For NSW: Part 1,
Making Use Of The Existing Planning Framework Graduate School of the Environment
Macquarie University, Australia.

Channell 1996b Steps Towards An Integrated Coastal Planning Model For NSW: Part 2,
Guidelines For Facilitating Sustainable Coastal Management Graduate School of the
Environment Macquarie University, Australia.

Cicin-Sain B & Knecht RW 1998 Integrated Ocean and Coastal Management: Concepts And
Practices Island Press, Washington.

Clark J 1996 Coastal Zone Management Handbook Lewis Publishers, USA.

Coakes S 1998 Social issues related to certification and labelling (date) International
Conference On Certification And Labelling Of Products From Sustainably Managed
Forests http://www.dpie.gov.au:80/dpie/conference/icocal/papers/Spanel3.html, 6 August
1998.

Coast Arc P/L 2001 faxed letter to Roger and Julie Ferguson from Christopher Gee Response
to Statement of Environmental Effects (SEE) by SWRA - February 2001.

Coastal Council of NSW Resolution 27 August 1999.

Coenen FHIM Huitema D & Laurence JO (eds) 1998 participation and the quality of
environmental decision-making Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordecht.

Commonwealth of Australia 1980 Australian Coastal Zone Management: Report from the
House of Representatives Standing Committee on Environment and Conservation
(HORSCEC) AGPS, Canberra.

Commonwealth of Australia 1991 Government response to the Report of the House of
Representatives Standing Committee on Environment, Recreation and the Arts titled The
Injured Coastline — Protection of the Coastal Environment AGPS, Canberra.

117


http://www.coastal.ca.gov/whoweare.html
http://www.dpie.gov.au:80/dpie/conference/icocal/papers/5panel3.html

Commonwealth of Australia 1991 The Injured Coastline: Protection of the Coastal
Environment. Report of the House of Representatives Standing Committee on
Environment, Recreation and the Arts (HORSCERA) AGPS, Canberra.

Commonwealth of Australia 1992 National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable
Development Commonwealth of Australia AGPS, Canberra.

Commonwealth of Australia 1995 Department of Environment, Sport and Territories (DEST)
Living on the Coast: Commonwealth Coastal Policy DEST, Canberra.

Commonwealth natural resource management and environment programs 1997 (ANAO)
Australia's land, water and vegetation resources performance audit 1997 Audit Report
No.36 1996-97 Australian National Audit Office, Canberra.

Commonwealth of Australia 1998 Australia's Oceans Policy Commonwealth Government
AGPS, Canberra.

Commonwealth of Australia 1999 Environment Conservation and Biodiversity Conservation
Act (EPBCA) http://www.ea.gov.au/epbc/index.html December 5, 2001.

Conacher A & Conacher J 2000 Environmental Planning and Management in Australia
Oxford University Press, Melbourne.

Conlan J letter to Total Environment Centre Jan 26 2000.

Connor DM 2000a Constructive Citizen Participation Resource Book: Ten Lessons Learned in
22 Years of Public Participation http://www.islandnet.com/connor/lessons.html

Connor DM 2000b Editorial: Some Current Trends Constructive Citizen Participation 28:2

Connor D 2000¢ Public Participation in Australia and New Zealand: Current Status and Trends
http://www.islandnet.com/connor/pp_aust_nz.html.

Connor DM 2001 Stakeholder versus Public Participation
http://www.islandnet.com/connor/stakeholder.html 14/10/01.

Connor D 2002 Connor Model Approaches for Public Participation
http://www.connor.bc.ca/connor, 15 February 2002.

Corkill J 1999 Media Release - Retreat the Only Economic Option, Big Scrub Environment
Centre 15 June 1999.

Crescent Head Residents and Ratepayers Association 2001 Submission to DUAP re South West
Rocks Aquaculture Ltd Development Application for a prawn / fish hatchery at
Racecourse and Growout ponds at Kinchela.

Cullen P & Sorensen J 1977 Coastal Management Experiences in the United States and

Implications for Australia Canberra College of Advanced Education Special Publication,
ACT.

Cullen P 1982 Coastal Zone Management in Australia Coastal Zone Management Journal
10(3):183-212.

118


http://www.ea.gov.au/epbc/index.html
http://www.islandnet.com/connor/lessons.html
http://www.islandnet.com/connor/pp_aust_nz.html
http://www.islandnet.com/connor/stakeholder.html
http://www.connor.bc.ca/connor

Cullen P & Sorensen J 1986 Present and Future Directions in Coastal Management for
Australia Report on the 1985 Coastal Management Workshop at Canberra College of
Advanced Education November 1985 Canberra College of Advanced Education, ACT.

Cullen P 1987 Coastal Resource Management and Planning Australian Planner 25(3):10-12.

Curtis A L 1997 Landcare, stewardship and biodiversity conservation in Frontiers in Ecology:
Building the Links N Klomp & I Lunt (Eds) Elsevier Science, Oxford p143-153.

Dale A P Lane M B 1993 Strategic Perspectives Analysis: A Procedure for Participatory and
Political Social Impact Assessment Society and Natural Resources 7: 253-267.

Daniels SE Lawrence RL Ralph JA 1996 Decision-making and ecosystem-based management:
applying the Vroom-Yetton model to public participation strategy Environmental Impact
Assessment Review 16: 13-30.

Daniels SE Walker GE 1996 Collaborative learning: improving public deliberation in
ecosystem based management Environmental Impact Assessment Review 16: 71-102.

Davis G & Weller P 1993 Strategic Management In The Public Sector: Managing The Coastal
Zone Resource Assessment Commission, Canberra.

Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR) (United Kingdom) 1998
Guidance on Enhancing Public Participation in Local Government http://www.local-
regions.detr.gov.uk/epplg/11.htm September 3, 2001.

De Vaus D A Surveys in Social Research 4" Edition Allen and Unwin, Sydney 1995.

Dovers SR & Mobbs CD 1997 An Alluring Prospect? Ecology, and the Requirements of
Adaptive Management in Frontiers in Ecology: Building the Links Klomp N & Lunt I
(eds) Elsevier Science, Oxford p39-52.

Dovers S & Lindenmayer DB 1997 Managing the Environment: Rhetoric, Policy and Reality
Australian Journal of Public Administration 56(2):65-80.

Dovers S 2001 Institutions for Sustainability Australian Conservation Foundation, Melbourne.

Dutton IM Derrett R Domock K Luckie K Boyd WE & Knox S (eds) 1997 Images from the
Edge: Landscape and Lifestyle Choices for Northern Rivers Region of NSW. Final
Report of a ‘Coastwise Project School of Resource Science, and Tourism and
Hospitality Management, Southern Cross University, Lismore Australia.

Edwards SD Jones PJS Nowell DE 1997 Participation in coastal zone management initiatives:

a review and analysis of examples from the UK Ocean and Coastal Management 36(1-
3):143-165.

Ehler C 1993 International Developments in Marine Conservation and the World Conservation

Union Marine Agenda in Proceedings of the Fourth Fenner Conference on the
Environment, Sydney, IUCN.

Englander E Feldman J & Hershman M, 1977 Coastal Zone Management Problems: a Basis
for Evaluation Coastal Zone Management Journal 3(3):217-36.

119


http://http.V/www.local-
regions.detr.gov.uk/epplg/ll.htm

Environmental Defender’s Office (NSW) 1999 Coastal Environmental Law Toolkit (ed) Tessa
Bull with contributions from Johnson J Ogle L Galpin D Wells K Norton C Foreman J
Renvoize M Ryan G Kneebone S Environmental Defenders Office 1999.

Environmental Defender’s Office (NSW) 2000a The Environmental Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act (Cth) An Overview Ogle L and Blazejowska L, Sydney.

Environmental Defender’s Office (NSW) 2000b Understanding Environmental Law Factsheet
http://edo.org.au/edonsw/publications/factsh/factsheet1.htm.

Environmental Defender’s Office (NSW) 2001 Fact Sheet 26: Coastal and Marine Protection
http://www.edo.org.au/edonsw/publications/factsh/factsheet26.htm.

Evans G 1996 Social Characteristics of Seaside Settlements: Quantitative Indicators of
Difference and Change unpublished thesis Macquarie University, Australia.

Ewing S 1999 Landcare and community-led watershed management in Victoria, Australia
Journal of the American Water Resources Association 35(3):663-673.

Farrier D Lyster R Pearson L Lipman Z 1999 The Environmental Law Handbook: Planning
and land use in NSW 3™ edition Redfern Legal Centre Publishing.

Feeny D Berkes F McCay B J Acheson J A 1990 The Tragedy of the Commons: Twenty -Two
Years Later Human Ecology 18(1):1-19.

Ferguson A 1996 Natural and Cultural Values of Coastal Byron Shire between Belongil Creek
and Broken Head (Draft Report) NSW NPWS and The Cape Byron Consultative
Committee.

Fien J Scott WAH Tilbury D 1999 Education and Conservation: An evaluation of the
contributions of educational programmes to conservation within the WWF network,
Washington, WWF International.

Gardner GT Stern PC 1996 Environmental problems and human behaviour Allyn and Bacon,
United States.

Gilmour AJ Owen PC Collett LC 1978 Coastal Zone Management In: Water and Land
Resources of Australia Proceedings of a Symposium, Australian Academy of
Technological Sciences, Parkville, Victoria p221-236.

Gilmour A J 1986 Issues in Coastal Management in Australia in Proceedings of the National
Conference on Coastal Management Coffs Harbour, p107-114.

Gilmour A J 1988 Coastal Management in Australia in The Australian Environment: Taking
Stock and Looking Ahead in Proceedings 1988 National Conference, Australian
Conservation Foundation, Sydney.

Gordon AD Lord D Nolan MW 1978 Byron Bay - Hastings Point Erosion Study, DPWS NSW
Reprot PWD 78026, Sydney.

Hanna S 1990 The Eighteenth Century English Commons: A Model for Ocean Management
Ocean & Shore Management 14: 164-168.

Hanna S Folke C and Maler K 1996 (eds) Rights to Nature: Social Systems, Ecological
Systems, and Property Rights Island Press, Washington.

120


http://edo.org.au/edonsw/publications/factsh/factsheetl.htm
http://www.edo.org.au/edonsw/publications/factsh/factsheet26.htm

Hardin G 1968 The Tragedy of the Commons Science 162: 1243-1248.

Harding R (ed) 1998 Environmental Decision-Making: the roles of scientists, engineers and
the public, Chapter 6 Public Participation, The Federation Press.

Harvey N Clarke BD Carvalho P 2001 The role of the Australian Coastcare program in
community-based coastal management: a case study from South Australia Ocean and
Coastal Management 44: 161-181.

Healy RG (ed) Banta JS Clark JR Duddleson WJ 1978 Protecting the Golden Shore: Lessons
from the California Coastal Commissions The Conservation Foundation, Washington.

Helman P 1999 Chronology of coastal erosion, development and management Byron Bay
(used with permission).

Hildebrand LP 1997 Introduction to the special issue on community-based coastal management
Ocean and Coastal Management 36(1):1-9.

Holliday S 1998 A Partnership for Sustainability: The Key to Managing Our Precious Coast
Paper presented at the 8" Annual NSW Coastal Conference Bateman’s Bay, NSW.

Holling C Bazykin A Bunnell P Clark WC Gallopin GC Gross J Hilborn R Jones DD Peterman
RM Rabinovich JE Steele JH Walters CJ (eds) 1978 Overview and Conclusions in
Adaptive Environmental Management And Assessment The Pitman Press, UK pl1-21.

International Association for Public Participation 1990 Core Values for the Practice of Public
Participation http://www.iap2.org/practitionertools/CoreValues/coreofvalues.html 10
October 2001.

Jacob M 1994 Sustainable Development and Deep Ecology: An Analysis of Competing
Traditions Environmental Management 18(4):477-488.

Jacoby C Manning C Fritz S Rose L 1997 Three recent initiatives for monitoring of Australian
coasts by the community Ocean and Coastal Management 36(1-3):205-226.

Kay R & Lester R 1997 25 Anniversary Invited Paper: Benchmarking the Future Direction of
Coastal Management in Australia Coastal Management 25: 265-292.

Kay R & Alder J 1999 Coastal Planning and Management E & FN Spon (Routledge), London.

Kenchington R & Crawford D 1993 On the meaning of integration in Coastal Zone
Management Ocean & Coastal Management 21: 109-127.

Ketchum BH 1972 (ed) The Water’s Edge: Critical Problems of the Coastal Zone MIT Press,
Massachusetts, USA.

Knecht R Cicin-Sain B Fisk GW 1996 Perceptions on the Performance of State Coastal Zone
Management Programs in the United States Coastal Management 24: 141-164.

Lazarow N 2001 Public Submission for Plan First: White Paper, Surfrider Foundation -
Sydney Eastern Beaches Branch, Sydney.

Legge-Wilkinson M 1996 Human Impacts on Australian Beaches Surfrider Foundation
Australia.

121


http://www.iap2.org/practitionertools/CoreValues/coreofvalues.html

Lord D 2001 The NSW Coastal Management Program: A 10 Year Review Paper presented at
the NSW Coastal Conference, November 13-16, Newcastle.

Luckie K 1995 Discovering Social Values of the Environment: A Case Study of the Uses of
Games to Assess Social Preferences for Land Use Management Honours Thesis Southern
Cross University, Lismore.

Ludwig D Hilborn R Walters C 1993 Uncertainty, Resource Exploitation and Conservation:
Lessons from History in Science 260: 17-36.

Macleay Argus 2001 Development Proposal listed, March 23, 2001.

May P Waterman P Eliot I 1998 Responding to Rising Seas and Climate Change: A Guide for
Coastal Areas Commonwealth of Australia, ACT.

McCool SF Guthrie K 2001 Mapping the Dimensions of Successful Public Participation in

Messy Natural Resources Management Situations Society and Natural Resources 14:
309-323.

McGregor C 2000 Sydney Morning Herald 15 January.

Meltzer Research and Consulting 1996 A4 strategy for achieving Integrated Management
http://www.oceanconservation.com/iczm/model_coasts.htm 11 October 1999.

Morris L 2000 Beaches under threat from the sea change set Sydney Morning Herald January
27 2000.

Morvell G 1996 Two years on from Coast to Coast '94: how far have we come? In Harvey N
(ed) Proceedings of the Australian Coastal Management Conference. The University of
Adelaide, Adelaide, p301-307.

Munn RE 1975 Environmental Impact Assessment: Principles and Practice SCOPE Report
No.5, John Wiley and Sons, Chichester.

Murrell LK 1996 Community involvement in coast/catchment. In Harvey N (ed) Proceedings
of the Australian Coastal Management Conference. The University of Adelaide,
Adelaide, p24-27.

Neil H, Wensing E Bartlett S (eds) 1999 National Local Government Coastal Management
Policy (ALGA) http://www.alga.com.au/coastal_policy.htm, 5 March 2000.

New Zealand State of the Environment Report 1997
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/monitoring/index.htm, May 12, 2001.

NSW Government 1979 Coastal Protection Act http://www.austlii.edu.aw/cgi-
bin/download.cgi/download/aw/legis/nsw/consol_act/cpal979210.rtf 22 January 1999,
July 3, 2000.

NSW Government 1979 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (EP&A Act)

http://www austlii.edu.au/cgibin/download.cgi/download/au/legis/nsw/consol_act/epaaal
979389.rtf, February 22, 2001.reporting — Local and Community

NSW Government 1989 Legislative Council Standing Committee on State Development:

Coastal Development in NSW — Public Concerns and Government Processes. Discussion
Paper No.2 Parliament of NSW

122


http://www.oceanconservation.com/iczm/model_coasts.htm
http://www.alga.com.au/coastal_policy.htm
http://www.mfe.govt.nz/monitoring/index.htm
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgi-
http://www.austlii.edu.au/cgibin/download.cgi/download/au/legis/nsw/consol_act/epaaal

NSW Government 1990a NSW Coastal Policy Coastal Committee of NSW, Sydney.
NSW Government 1990b Coastline Management Manual, Sydney.

NSW Government 1991 Legislative Council - Standing Committee on State Development
Coastal Planning Management in New South Wales: A Framework for the future 1(4),
Sydney.

NSW Government 1992 Legislative Council - Standing Committee on State Development
Coastal Planning Management in New South Wales: The Process for the future 2(8),
Sydney.

NSW Government 1993 Local Government Act, website address, July 3, 2000.

NSW Government 1994 Draft Revised Coastal Policy for NSW Coastal Committee of NSW,
Sydney.

NSW Government 1994 Who Cares About the Environment: A Benchmark Survey of the
Environmental Knowledge, Skills, Attitudes and Behaviours of the People of New South
Wales Websdale Printing, NSW.

NSW Government 1997 NSW Coastal Policy: A Sustainable Future for the NSW Coast,
Sydney.

NSW Government - Environment Protection Authority 1997 Who Cares About the
Environment Sydney.

NSW Government State of the Environment Report 1997
http://www .epa.nsw.gov.au/soe/97/index.htm, 23 June 2001.

NSW Government Department of Urban Affairs and Planning 1999 Plan Making in NSW:
Opportunities for the future - discussion paper.

NSW Government DLWC 1999 DLWC North Coast Region - Byron Shire Coastline
Management Plan - Situation Report August 1999 DLWC Alstonville.

NSW Government 1999 Coastal Council of NSW Annual Report 1998-1999.

NSW Department of Urban Affairs and Planning (DUAP) 2000 Plan First: Review of plan
making in NSW White Paper, Sydney.

NSW Government - Environment Protection Authority 2000a NSW State of the Environment
Report 2000 Environment Protection Authority, NSW.

NSW Government - Environment Protection Authority 2000b Who Cares About the
Environment Sydney.

NSW Government 2000 (amended) State Environmental Planning Policy no.62: Sustainable
Aquaculture.

NSW Government 2000 Coastal Council of NSW Annual Report 1999-2000.
NSW Government North Coast Sustainable Aquaculture Strategy 2000.

NSW Legislative Assembly Hansard, 52™ Parliament of NSW, 29 May 2001, p13854.
NSW Legislative Council Hansard 52™ Parliament of NSW, 5 April 2001, p.13295.

123


http://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/soe/97/index.htm

Ocean Watch Australia Ltd 2001 Submission to DUAP on the SOEE for South West Rocks
Aquaculture Ltd.

OECD 1990a Integrated Coastal Zone Management and Marine Living Resources Integrated
Coastal Zone Management: Various OECD/UN Papers, 1989-1991, OECD, Paris.

OECD 1990b National Coastal Zone Management Policies: Synthesis of Country Information
Papers Integrated Coastal Zone Management: Various OECD/UN Papers, 1989-1991,
OECD, Paris.

OECD 1991a Environment Committee Natural Resource Management Group: Draft Final
Report: Policies for integrated coastal resources management, OECD, Paris.

OECD 1991b Environment Committee Natural Resource Management Group Selected case
studies - Integrated coastal zone management, OECD, Paris.

OECD 1993 Coastal zone management, integrated policies OECD, Paris.

Ostrom E 1990 Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action
Cambridge University Press, USA.

Peterkin B 1999 Oh No! - Not the Community Again Paper presented at the 9™ Annual NSW
Coastal Conference Forster, Australia Nov 16-19 1999,

Post JC Lundin CG (eds) 1996 Guidelines for Integrated Coastal Zone Management
Environmentally Sustainable Development Studies and Monographs Series No. 9, The
World Bank, Washington, D.C.
http://wbln0018.worldbank.org/essd/essd.nsf/b82933b25de4d11085256a240056250b/d8
29c¢9eb6dad4e0b85256a5500563165?0penDocument, 8 November 2001.

Pretty JN Chambers N 1993 Towards a Learning Paradigm: New Professionalism and
Institutions for Sustainable Agriculture IDS Discussion Paper DP 334. Institute of
Development Studies, University of Sussex, England.

Queensland Government 2001 Queensland Coastal Policy, Brisbane.
http://www.env.qld.gov.au/environment/coast/management/

Queensland State of the Environment Report 1999

http://www .env.qld.gov.au/environment/science/environment/welcome.html, May 12,
2001.

Resource Assessment Commission 1993a 4 National Coastal Action Plan: The Drafit
Conclusions and Recommendations of The Coastal Zone Inquiry, AGPS, Canberra.

Resource Assessment Commission 1993b Coastal Zone Inquiry: Final Report Commonwealth
of Australia.

Resource Assessment Commission 1993c Coastal Zone Inquiry: Recommendations from
Previous Reports and Inquiries Relevant to the Coastal Zone Information Paper No. 2,
AGPS, Canberra.

Resource Assessment Commission 1993d Coastal Zone Inquiry: Values and Attitudes
concerning the Coastal Zone Information Paper No. 4, AGPS, Canberra.

124


http://wbln0018.worldbank.org/essd/essd.nsf7b82933b25de4dll085256a240056250b/d8
http://www.env.qld.gov.au/environment/coast/management/
http://www.env.qld.gov.au/environment/science/environment/welcome.html

Resource Assessment Commission 1993f Coastal Zone Inquiry: Coastal Zone Management
Objectives Information Paper No. 5, AGPS, Canberra.

Resource Planning and Development Commission (RPDC) 2000 http://www.rpdc.tas.gov.au/ 8
November 2000.

Russell CS & Kneese AV 1973 Establishing the Scientific, Technical and Economic Basis for
Coastal Zone Management Coastal Management Journal 1(1):47-63.

Sammut J 2000 An Introduction to Acid Sulfate Soils Environment Australia & Agriculture
Forestry and Fisheries, Canberra.

Sarkissian W Cook A Walsh K 1999 Community Participation in Practice A Practical Guide,
The Institute for Science and Technology Policy, Murdoch University, Murdoch,
Western Australia, Second Printing.

Sarkissian W Perglut D & Ballard E (eds) 1986 The Community Participation Handbook:

Resources for Public Involvement in the Planning Process Impacts Press Roseville
NSW.

Sewell WRD Phillips SD 1979 Models for the Evaluation of Public Participation Programs
Natural Resources Journal 19: April 1979.

Shah P 2000 Overview of building blocks of participation at the macro level World Bank
http.//www.worldbank.org/participation/parmeshl_files/frames.htm

Shindler B Cheek K Aldred K Stankey GH 1999 Monitoring and evaluating citizen-agency
interactions: a framework developed for adaptive management US Department of
Agriculture, Forest Service, Portland Oregon.

Shindler B Cheek KA 1999. Integrating citizens in adaptive management: a propositional

analysis Conservation Ecology 3(1): 1-9 http://www.consecol.org/vol3/iss1/art9 8 July
1999.

Shorelines 1995 Public Trust Document. http://mbgnet.mobot.org/salt/shores/public.htm, The
Evergreen Project 21 January 2002.

Sinclair J Diduck A 1992 Public education: an undervalued component of the environmental
assessment public involvement process Environmental Impact Assessment Review 15:
219-240.

Smisek R & Walters K 1999 Interview with Roger Smisek and Kay Walters, Belongil
Dunecare, November 21 1999,

Smith, TF 2002, Australian Estuary Management: Drivers and Perspectives, University of
New South Wales (PhD Thesis)

Sorensen J 1993 The International Proliferation of Integrated Coastal Zone Management
Efforts Ocean and Coastal Zone Management 21: 45-80.

South Australian State of the Environment Report 1998
http://www .environment.sa.gov.au/sustainability/reporting.html, May 12, 2001.

Stark K 1986 Report of National Conference on Coastal Management at Coffs Harbour
Volume 4 Australian Environment Council.

125


http://www.rpdc.tas.gov.au/
http://www
http://www.consecol.org/vol3/issl/art9
http://mbgnet.mobot.org/salt/shores/public.htm
http://www.environment.sa.gov.au/sustainability/reporting.html

State Government of Tasmania 2000 Resource Planning and Development Commission:
Indicators http://www.rpdc.tas.gov.au/soe_reporting/soe_docs/soe_indicators.htm 3
August 2000

State of the Environment Report for British Columbia, Canada (1998)
http://www.ec.gc.ca/soer-ree/English/Regional/Map.cfm?SectionID=SOESectionl D,
May 12, 2001.

Stein P 1998 21* Century challenges for urban planning - the demise of urban planning in
NSW, in Gleeson B and Hanley P (eds) Renewing Australian planning? New challenges,
new agendas Research School of Social Sciences, Australian National University,
Canberra p71-81.

Stone Y 1999 Overview of legislation and practices in EIA in NSW course notes for GSE 843
Environmental Decision-Making, Macquarie University.

Stratton J A 1969 Our Nation and the Sea. A Plan for National Action. Report of the
Commission on Marine Science, Engineering and Resources, United States Government
Printing Office Washington D.C.

Sullivan W C Frances E K Mona P 1996 Assessing the impact of environmental impact
statements on citizens Environmental Impact Assessment Review 16: 171-182

Sullivan W C Frances E K Mona P 1997 Communicating with Citizens: The Power of
Photostimulants and Simple Editing Environmental Impact Assessment Review 17: 295-
310.

Surfrider Foundation Australia 2001 Submission to DUAP on the SOEE for South West Rocks
Aquaculture Ltd.

Susskind L & McCreary S 1985 Techniques for Resolving Coastal Resource Management
Disputes Through Negotiation American Planning Association Journal Summer 365-
374.

Sydney Coastal Councils Group 1998 Sydney Regional Coastal Management Strategy
(SRCMS) Sydney Coastal Council Inc, NSW.

Tasmanian Government 1996 Tasmanian State Coastal Policy, Hobart
http://www.delm.tas.gov.au/env/coastpol.html

Thom B 1998 Coastal Management in NSW Paper presented at the 8" Annual NSW Coastal
Conference Batemans Bay, 10-13 November 1998.

Thom BG 1999 Draft Discussion Paper: ESD and the Coastal Zone Coastal Council of New
South Wales, NSW Coastal Council, Sydney.

Thom BG 2000 Environmental Policies and the Court: The Coastal Policy as a case study
Coastal Council of New South Wales, NSW Coastal Council, Sydney.

Thom BG 2001 Coastal Management in NSW Keynote address at the Surfrider Foundation
National Conference, Sydney, October 27.

Thom BG Harvey N 2001 Triggers for Late Twentieth Century Reform of Australian Coastal
Management Australian Geographical Studies 38(3):275-290.

Thomas 1 1998 Environmental Impact Assessment in Australia: Theory and Practice Second
Edition The Federation Press, Leichhardt.

Underwood AJ & Chapman MG (eds) 1995 Coastal Marine Ecology of Temperate Australia
University of NSW Press Ltd, Sydney.

126


http://www.rpdc.tas.gov.au/soe_reporting/soe_docs/soe_indicators.htm
http://vvTvw.ec.gc.ca/soer-ree/English/Regional/Map.cfm?SectionID=SOESectionID
http://www.delm.tas.gov.au/env/coastpol.html

United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) 1992 Agenda 21 Rio
de Janeiro, Chapter 17 http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/agenda2 1chapter17.htm,
November 25.

United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) GEO 2000
http://grid2.cr.usgs.gov/geo2000/english/0030.htm 9 September 2000.

United States Government 1972 United States Coastal Zone Management Act
http://www.usbr.gov/laws/czma.html, April 8, 2001.

Victorian Government 1997 Victorian Coastal Strategy
http://www.vce.vic.gov.au/strategy/index97.htm, September 20, 1999.

Weiss E 1989 An unreadable EIS is an environmental hazard, The Environmental Professional
11: 236-240.

Weisberg HF and Bowen BD 1977, An Introduction to Survey Research and Data Analysis,
WH Freeman and Company, San Francisco.

Wescott G 1998 Reforming coastal management to improve community participation and
integration in Victoria Coastal Management 26: 3-15.

Westcott G 2000 Overview of Coastal Zone Management in Australia in the New Century
(This paper is a combination of the published paper in the conference proceedings of
Coast to Coast 2000 and the additional material included in the presentation at the
conference on 9th March 2000) School of Ecology and Environment Deakin University,
Melbourne. http://www.vcc.vic.gov.au/conference/oview.doc, September 8, 2001

Western Australia Government 1998 State of the Environment Report www.environ.gov.au,
May 12, 2001.

Western Australia Government 2001 Draft Coastal Zone Management Policy for Western
Australia, Perth.

Woodhill J &Gore J 1997 Regional Strategy Checklist: Essential Characteristics of Regional
Natural Resources Management Strategies Greening Australia, ACT.

Woodhill J Robbins L 1998 Participatory Evaluation for Landcare and Catchment Groups -
A guide for facilitators Greening Australia.

Worldwide Fund for Nature 1999 Australia’s Marine Pollution Report Card WWF, Australia.
Worldwide Fund for Nature 2000 Australia’s Marine Pollution Report Card WWF, Australia.
Wright E 1999 Interview with Eric Wright November 23 1999.

Zann LP 1995 Our Sea, our future: major findings of the state of the marine environment
report for Australia (SOMER) Commonwealth of Australia. Published by GBRMPA.

127


http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/agenda21chapterl7.htm
http://grid2.cr.usgs.gov/geo2000/english/0030.htm
http://www.usbr.gov/laws/czma.html
http://www.vcc.vic.gov.au/strategy/index97.htm
http://www.vcc.vic.gov.au/conference/oview.doc
http://www.environ.gov.au

Appendix 1:

Survey Participant Information Form
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Participant information form

Hello, we are students from Macquarie University and we are doing a survey of people in
several places around Byron Bay. We would like to ask you some questions about the area and
your relationship to it. Could you spare 10 or 15 minutes of your time please?

Confidentiality:

Only summaries of information will be made public. Individual information will not be
identified with particular persons even to the researchers.

For your information:

The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the Macquarie University Ethics
Review Committee (Human Research). If you have any complaints or reservations about any
ethical aspect of your participation in this research, you may contact the Committee through its
secretary (telephone [02] 9850 7854). Any complaint you make will be treated in confidence
and investigated, and you will be informed of the outcome.
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Appendix 2:

Byron Shire Survey
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Byron Bay Survey

Have you already been interviewed today/this week?

Q1. Which of the following best describes your situation?

Permanent resident How long?

Resident for part of the week

Visitor

Q2. What do you like most about the Byron Bay area?

5 4 3 2 1
(like most) (like least)

Peace & quiet

Recreational features / activities

Nature and the surroundings / scenery

Clean air

Clean water

Climate

Non-urban lifestyle

Community/friendly people

National Park

Lifestyle

Spiritual nature

Beaches + swimming

Access to good surfing waves

Access to good dive sites
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Q3. Do you think there are any activities taking place in Byron Bay that affect the environment
negatively?

Activities Very serious | Serious Not serious 1
3 2

Q4. Can you tell us which of the following issues are important to you in Byron Bay?

Issue Very Important | Neutral Not Don't
important important | know
5 4 3 2 1

Improve boating facilities

Rubbish on foreshores

Conserve native plants and

animals

Population growth

More jobs

Improve services for local
residents

Improve services for tourists

More open space

Car bodies placed on the

foreshore for beach protection

Rocks/boulders placed on the
foreshore for beach protection

Comments
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Q5. Do you think there should further development in Byron Bay?

Yes () No ( ) Notsure ()

Q5a. If yes, which of the following would you favour?

Housing Industry/business
Marinas Tourist/visitor centre
Beach protection measures Local government info centre

Other (please give details)

Q6. Do you think there should be expansion of tourism in Byron Bay?

Yes (
(

)
No )

Q6a. If yes, which of the following would you favour?

Hotels Holiday resorts

Ecotourism Camping/caravan parks

Conferences Health / Spiritual retreats
Comments

Q7. Over the next ten years, what are the TWO things you would least like to see in the Byron

Bay area?
1.
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Q8. Over the next ten years, what TWO things would you like most to see in the Byron Bay
area?
1.

Q9. Do you think there is significant community awareness of how natural features are
managed in Byron Bay?

Yes () No () Not sure () Don't know ()
Q10. Do you think the local community should be involved in the management of Byron Bay?

Yes () No ( ) Notsure () Don'tknow ()

QI10a. If yes, how should they be involved?

Q11. This question relates to Agencies and groups who have a role in the management of the
Byron Bay area. Can you rank these agencies/groups from 1-12 with respect to their
responsibility for management of the Byron Bay area (with 1 being the most important and 12
the least important).

Byron Shire Council | National Parks and Wildlife

State Forests ] Dept. of Land and Water Conservation
Federal Government [ Aboriginal Groups

NSW Fisheries | Dept. of Defence

Env. Protection Authority || Tourism Board

Waterways Authority | Coastal Council
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Q12. If you were interested in further information on Byron Bay, where do you think you
would go?

Q13. Do you think the area could benefit from any changes in the way it is managed, for
example:

More Co-ordination between existing government agencies

A new single regional agency

More community management and less control by government agencies

It's fine, no change

Comments

Q14. What are the main recreational activities you pursue in the Byron Bay area and how
often?

Activity more than once per Once / <once / twice | Holiday
once per week twice per per month Periods
week month
5 4 3 2 1

Bushwalking/walking

Sight seeing

4Wd/trailbike

Fishing

Surfing/swimming

Power boating

Sailing/canoeing

Golf

Other (specify)
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Q15. What type of access do you have to the beaches in Byron Bay? (please tick)

__Unrestricted
__Public access restricted in part only (give details)
__Access closed to the public (give details)

Q15a. If there are any beaches in Byron Bay where access is restricted, do you know who has

imposed the restrictions?

Yes () No ( ) Notsure () Don'tknow ()
If yes, please provide details

Q16. Has there been any change in beach condition in recent years?

Yes () No ( ) Notsure () Don'tknow ()

Qléa. If yes, what sort of changes have you noticed?
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Ql6b. If yes to 16a above, to the best of your knowledge has anyone attempted to modify the
condition of the beach?

Yes () No () Not sure () Don'tknow ()

If yes, please provide details.

Q17. To the best of your knowledge, are there any current developments or development
proposals affecting any of the beaches in Byron Bay?

Yes () No ( ) Notsure () Don'tknow ()

If yes, please provide details.

QI18. Are you aware of any problems that have been caused by engineering works designed to
protect the coastline in Byron Bay?

Yes () No ( ) Notsure () Don'tknow ()

If yes, please provide details.
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Q19. This is a hypothetical question. If you were a local resident whose property adjoined the
beach and your property was potentially under threat because of beach erosion on a public
beach, what would you do?

Q20. Do you think Byron Shire Council has a right to prohibit land owners from protecting
their property from immediate danger due to beach erosion if it means that in the long term the
beach will be degraded? Please explain.

Q21. Which age group do you belong to?

16-25 () 41-60 ()

26-40 ()  Over 60 ()

022.

Male ( ) Female ()
Q23. Are you:

Employed () How?
Unemployed ( )
Retired ( )

Other ( )

Thank you very much for your participation! ©
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Appendix 3:

Letters, Submissions and Newspaper Articles examined for the Kempsey
Shire Case Study
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Community and NGO

Chris Dockrill, resident

Chris Gee (Coast Arc P/L. Architects / Designers)
Crescent Head Ratepayers and Residents Association
FJ Andrews, Wallum Cottages, resident and businessman
John Jeayes, resident

Kendall & Kendall Ecological Services P/L, Kempsey
Kevin Pugh, resident

Linda Valk, resident

Nat Young, (former) World Surfing Champion

Ocean Watch Australia Ltd

Phil Heaton, resident

Roger Ferguson, resident

Surfrider Foundation Australia

Trial Bay Sportfishing Club inc.

Council and Government Agencies

Andrew Stoner MP - letter to The Hon Andrew Refshauge, Minister for Urban Affairs
and Planning, 3 April 2001.

Ian Cohen MLC - questions asked in Parliament to the Minister for Urban Affairs and
Planning, 5 April 2001.

DUAP - letter from Jo Haggerty to Howard Kerr (Proponent), 19 April 2001.

NPWS - letter from Brendan Diacono, Manager, Conservation Planning Unit to Yolande
Stone, Manager - Environmental Policy and Strategic Assessment, 13 December 2000.
DUAP - letter from Geoff Noonan, Director Development and Infrastructure to Roger
Ferguson, 3 May 2001.

NSW Premier's Department - letter from Col Gellatly, Director General to Roger
Ferguson.

NPWS - letter from Brendan Diacono, Manager, Conservation Planning Unit to G Kirkby,
Team Leader, Manufacturing and Rural Industries (DUAP), 26 April 2001.

NPWS - letter from Michael Wright, Director; Policy and Science to Linda Valk, May
2001.

DUAP - letter from Geoff Noonan, Director, Development and Infrastructure Assessment
to Linda Valk, 5 June 2001.

DUAP - letter from Jo Haggerty, Development and Infrastructure Assessment to Linda
Valk.

Kempsey Shire Council - letter from R. Pitt, Development Control Officer, Environmental
Services Department, to Roger Ferguson, 23 April 2001.
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Newspaper Articles

A announcement Macleay Argus, 23 March 2001.

Sue Paterick - Macleay Argus, April 10, "Support for Fish Hatchery, but Council has its
concerns".

Macleay Argus, April 9, "Support removed from Hatchery".

Phillippa Murray Newcastle Morning Herald, 10 March 2001 "Councils need to let
sleeping coasts lie".

Other

South West Rocks Aquaculture Ltd. - Statement of Environmental Effects, Hatchery,
Growout, Processing, Stage 1. February 2001

NPWS - Goolawah Reserve Plan of Management 1987.

Petition in opposition to the Development.

Save Racecourse Flyer

NSW Government 2000 North Coast Aquaculture Strategy.

S.O.R.E. Newsletters 1-3 (April - June 2001).
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Appendix 4:

List of Acronyms
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List of Acronyms

ANAO
ANZECC
BSC
CHRRA
CPA
CZM
CZMA
DA

DAD
DCP
DEST
DETR
DLG
DLWC
DUAP
EDO

EIA

EIS
EP&A Act
EPA

EP1

ESD
GEO
HORSCEC

Australian National Audit Office

Australian and New Zealand Environment Conservation Council
Byron Shire Council

Crescent Head Residents and Ratepayers Association

NSW Coastal Protection Act 1979

Coastal Zone Management

United States Coastal Zone Management Act

Development Application

Decide Announce Defend

Development Control Plan

Commonwealth Department of Environment Sport and Territories
Department of Transport (United Kingdom)

Department of Local Government (NSW)

Department of Land and Water Conservation (NSW)
Department of Urban Affairs and Planning (now known as Planning NSW)
Environmental Defenders Office

Environmental Impact Assessment

Environmental Impact Statement

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (1979) (NSW)
Environment Protection Authority (NSW)

Environmental Planning Instrument

Ecologically Sustainable Development

Global Environment Outlook (United Nations)

House of Representatives Standing Committee on Environment and
Conservation

HORSCERA House of Representatives Standing Committee on Environment Recreation and

IAP2
ICM
ICWG
ICZM
INRM
LEP
LES
MoU
NGO
NPWS
NRM
NSESD
NSW
OECD

the Arts

International Association for Public Participation
Integrated Coastal Management

Integrated Coastal Working Group

Integrated Coastal Zone Management

Integrated Natural Resource Management

Local Environment Plan (NSW)

Local Environment Study (NSW)

Memorandum of Understanding

Non Government Organisation

National Parks and Wildlife Service (NSW)

Natural Resource Management

National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development
New South Wales

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
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PEP
PoM
PP
PPS

REP
RPDC
SEPP
SES
SoE
SOEE
SoER
SOMER
SORE
SPP
SRCMS
SWRAL
TCM
UNEP
USA
WWF

Profile Educate Participate

Plan of Management

Public Participation

Public Participation Strategies

Resource Assessment Commission (1993)
Regional Environmental Plan

Resource Planning and Development Commission
State Environmental Planning Policy (NSW)
State Emergency Services

State of the Environment

Statement of Environmental Effects

State of the Environment Report

State of the Marine Environment Report
Save Our Racecourse Environment

State Planning Policy

Sydney Regional Coastal Management Strategy
South West Rocks Aquaculture Limited
Total Catchment Management

United Nations Environment Program
United States of America

World wide Fund for Nature
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