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Abstract 

Previously, a fragmented, disjointed and piecemeal approach has been taken 

to coastal risk management. In the present day, it is now recognised that 

successful management requires a more comprehensive, fluid, coordinated 

and integrated approach. The inter-tidal zone, between the marine area and 

the land, is recognised as an area where integration has been slow to 

develop.  

This study analyses the perceived level of collaboration between coastal and 

marine organisations and Local Authorities (LAs). Secondly, this study looks 

at the integration between the town and country planning policy and coastal 

management. This is done through the use of an online questionnaire survey 

carried out by 65 participants. This was followed by semi-structured interviews 

with 8 participants from coastal and marine organisations and one LA planner. 

This study looks at the effectiveness of the Coastal Concordat from the view 

of coastal organisations, and from LA planners from Chichester, Havant and 

Portsmouth. 

The research studies integration using the Coastal Concordat as a lens. The 

Coastal Concordat was introduced in 2013 to streamline the process for 

development proposals on the inter-tidal zone. Despite being received well 

initially, a significant impact of the Coastal Concordat remains to be seen. In 

order to gain insight into the opportunities, challenges, successes and failures, 

it is vital that there is engagement with those tasked with implementing and 

supporting the Coastal Concordat. A SWOT analysis is conducted to identify 

the opportunities and limitations of the Coastal Concordat so far. The research 

concluded that generally, knowledge of the Coastal Concordat is limited.  

A prominent theme from the results was the concerns in regards to lack of 

funding and staff, in turn causing “corporate memory loss.” However, there 

was appreciation of long term goals of the Coastal Concordat and other 

initiatives. This study concludes by identifying the opportunities to bridge 

cross-disciplinary and cross-sector collaboration at the coast and taking a 

place specific approach. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Introduction 

This dissertation will critically assess the degree of integration between Local 

Authority (LA) planners in the Solent and organisations managing coastal risk. 

In particular, the successes of initiatives such as the Coastal Concordat will be 

studied. The implementation of Shoreline Management Plans within Local 

Authority local plans will also be outlined.  

This chapter introduces the focus and rationale of the study followed by the 

specific aims and objectives and then concludes with an outline of the 

dissertation structure.  

 

1.2 Focus and rationale of the study 

The vulnerability of coastal communities to coastal hazards is increasing due 

to population growth, housing pressures and a changing climate (Cantasano 

& Pellicone, 2014; Girard et al., 2014; Swathi, 2018). For that reason, coastal 

authority initiatives must be applied to lessen the vulnerability of coastal 

communities. To reduce the risk to coastal communities, risk mitigation and 

adaptation approaches need to be integrated into local planning practices. 

However, Local Authorities (LAs) operate within a intricate hierarchal 

governance framework which often promotes practices with a political agenda 

in order to boost their political party (McGuinness & Mawson, 2017). Hence, it 

is necessary to appreciate that local coastal planning practices are heavily 

impacted by national and international regulations and policies. Local 

Authorities are also faced with the challenge of expanding populations which 

require affordable housing and suitable infrastructure. This is particularly true 

for the south coast of England, where there is an increasing demand for new, 

affordable housing (Kollewe, 2017). As a consequence, there are conflicting 

user values, needs and interests which need to be addressed (Cicin-Sain and 

Knecht, 1998; Bowen and Riley, 2003). Effective, proactive coastal planning is 

therefore required to address these challenges. 
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It is crucial to recognise that coastal flooding and erosion risk impacts do not 

follow the same restrictions that Local Authority boundaries do (ECSP, n.d). It 

is therefore important that planners and organisations managing coastal risk 

have a shared agenda whereby there is a mutual vision for change and one 

that includes common understanding of the problem (Taussik, 2004). 

Therefore, a joined-up, integrated, coherent approach is necessary to mitigate 

the risks faced at the coast.  

In the past, management has often taken a sectoral, piecemeal approach. 

However, in recent years, there has been a shift to focus on a more 

integrated, holistic and collaborative approach. At the forefront of this 

development, are the principles for Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

(ICZM) proposed by the EU (Pickaver et al., 2004; McKenna, 2008; Ballinger 

et al., 2010). Many new policies and legislation in English planning system 

have been developed based around ICZM. For example, the Coastal 

Concordat aims to encourage integration by having a single point of contact 

when dealing with coastal planning applications (Defra, 2013).  Furthermore, 

Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) have aimed to be more integrated into 

the statutory town and country planning system in England.  

To date, there are few studies which directly study integration at the coast. 

Turner and Essex (2015) carried out a study on the effectiveness of Coastal 

Concordat two years after its implementation. It is now five years after its 

introduction and has been given prominence through it’s mention in the 25 

Year Environment Plan (2018). Taussik (2004a & 2004c) and Ballinger, 

Taussik and Potts (2004) also conducted studies surrounding the impacts of 

the planning system on coastal risk. With a greater emphasis and awareness 

of the issues facing the coast at present, this study aims to conduct a more up 

to date analysis of the challenge of integration on the inter-tidal zone. 

1.3 Aims and objectives 

The overarching aim of this research is to critically analyse the level of 

integration with between coastal and land planning in coastal organisations 

around the UK, and Local Authorities in the Solent. In order to achieve this, 

five research methods were identified which are depicted in Table 1.1. 
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Table 1.1: Core research objectives.  

Objective no.  Objective 

1 Undertake a review of the literature surrounding the topic of 

integration within marine, coastal and terrestrial planning in 

England 

2 To find out what the perceived challenges are to ensuring 

integration 

3 Examine the successes and shortfalls of the Coastal 

Concordat which aims to improve integration between coastal 

and terrestrial planning 

4 Analyse to what extent Shoreline Management Plans are 

perceive to be integrated into land planning 

5 Put a set of recommendations together for the future LA 

planners and organisations managing coastal risk  

 

1.4 Dissertation structure  

This research project consists of seven chapters. Chapter 1 has outlined the 

rationale for the project and the aims and objectives of the study. Chapter 2 

will critically analyse the relevant literature in regards to the previously 

sectoral division between coastal managers and town planners and the steps 

which are being taken to improve integration. Specifically, the Coastal 

Concordat will be discussed. Chapter 3 will discuss relevant research 

methods for data collection in the context of the aims and objectives outlined 

in Chapter 1. Chapters 4 and 5 will present the interpretation and the analysis 

of the findings which will then be compared to the findings within the literature. 

Chapter 6 will provide a critical analysis of the study and suggest 

recommendations for coastal management, moving forward. Chapter 7 will 

present a final conclusion of the findings of this study.  
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

Chapter 2 contemplates the existing literature surrounding the context for the 

study. Firstly, the nature of coastal conflict will be discussed, followed by how 

the planning system has developed over time. Within this section the 

differences between coastal and terrestrial planning will be highlighted, along 

with the differing approaches to planning. This is followed by an analysis of 

how integration fits within the global approaches to coastal management and 

in particular, within the EU principles of ICZM. Finally, the challenges to 

integration within coastal and terrestrial planning, such as economic cutbacks 

and political agendas within local authorities will be discussed. It is important 

to note that although this study will focus predominantly on terrestrial and 

coastal planning, there is an intrinsic link with the marine environment. 

Therefore, this literature review will include marine planning as well.  

2.2 Marine and Coastal Management   

2.2.1 The context for the study, coastal zone resources and multiple use 

Coastal areas have long been recognised as a hub for economic and social 

development and it is now estimated that 40% of the global population live 

within 100 kilometres of the coast (Girard at al., 2014; Kummu, 2016). The 

world’s population has grown exponentially over the last century and is 

projected to reach 9.7 billion by 2050 (Kay & Alder, 1999; The UN, 2015). 

Consequently, the ever-increasing dependency on the coast has resulted in 

the exhaustion of many of its resources, putting an increased pressure on the 

biotic and abiotic mechanisms of ecosystems (Defra, 2008; Cantasano and 

Pellicone, 2014). It is likely that coastal resources have been, and will 

continue to be placed under numerous, intense and often conflicting forces 

(Kay & Alder, 2004). Furthermore, the expanding population has meant that 

communities are forced to live on unstable areas of coast. This, combined 

with the added threat of climate change, has hence led to an increased 

dependency on coastal defences in order to protect residents and their 

properties from coastal flooding and erosion.  



UP725302 
 

14 
 

The best practice for coastal risk management has been defined as taking a 

holistic approach which promotes a shared responsibility among all relevant 

stakeholders (Ballinger, Taussik and Potts, 2004c). It is generally accepted in 

the literature that the past “development-defend cycle” of coastal management 

needs to be broken, in favour of a more adaptive, holistic, integrated 

approach. Studies by Carter et al. (1999), Ballinger et al. (2002a & 2000b) and 

Ballinger, Taussik and Potts (2004c) have stated that this can only be 

accomplished through a collective, collaborative approach to coastal risk 

management. This requires coordination of activities between planners and 

coastal managers and more collaboration in terms of the Local Plans. 

Nicholls and Klein (2005) state that rising sea levels and increasing frequency 

and intensity of storms has put into question the cost implications and overall 

effectiveness of traditional coastal management such as groynes and sea 

walls. In addition, such defences are have been found to be unsustainable in 

the long term because they have a tendency to the problem rather than 

solving it.  Furthermore, the combination of hard sea defences and rising sea 

levels has given rise to ‘coastal squeeze,’ whereby intertidal habitats are lost 

(Hildinger and Braun, 2016). Consequently, in recent years coastal 

ecosystems have been a more widely regarded method of mitigating the 

effects of climate change and preventing coastal squeeze. For example, 

saltmarsh dissipates the energy of waves and is regarded as a more 

sustainable approach to management (Elliot et al., 2007; SECD, 2012; 

Hildinger & Braun, 2016). 

2.2.2 Concepts and principles of Integrated Coastal Zone Management 

(ICZM) 

It has long been recognised that integration is a prerequisite for environmental 

policy-making (Lenschow, 2002; McKenna, 2008; Martino, 2016). The 

proposed Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) framework aims to 

inspire a more sustainable, long term approach when managing the necessity 

for development whilst maintaining, or improving, the quality of the natural 

environment (Cicn-Sain & Knecht, 1995). CEC (2000, p.25) defines ICZM as a 

mechanism to “balance environmental, economic, social, cultural and 

recreational objectives, all within the limits set by natural dynamics.” However, 
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the definition of ICZM, and the guidance of it should be implemented, has 

evolved over time.  

The European Community Council Recommendation (2000) states that there 

are three core components needed for a long-standing ICZM strategy. These 

are: a holistic approach to management; horizontal and vertical integration; 

and sustainable development (Martino, 2016). These are needed to underpin 

the definition and development of the eight EU principles of ICZM as stated in 

Table 2.1. 

The European Community Council Recommendation (2000) states the key 

features for a long-standing ICZM strategy are: a holistic approach to 

management; horizontal and vertical integration; and sustainable development 

(Martino, 2016). These three concepts underpin the definition and 

development of the eight EU principles of ICZM as seen in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1: The EU Principles of ICZM 

1. A broad overall perspective  

2. A long-term perspective  

3. Adaptive management  

4. Local specificity  

5. Working with natural processes and respecting the carrying capacity of 

ecosystems 

6. Involving all the parties concerned 

7. Support and involvement of relevant administrative bodies at national, 

regional and local level  

8. Using a combination of instruments 

(Source: The UN, 2002; Mckenna 2010) 

Terrestrial planning should not be considered as independent from coastal 

planning (Kidd and Shaw, 2014; Kerr, 2014; Gazzola et al., 2015; Li et al., 

2018). However, as acknowledged by Kidd and Shaw (2014) and Kerr (2014), 

there are significant differences in the organisation of management between 

terrestrial, coastal and marine planning which can challenge integration. 

Marine and land systems have different management priorities due to different 
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history, administrative context as well as contrasting institutional and legal 

frameworks.   

Furthermore, Kerr (2014) states that integration is an inaccurate term for what 

should be more appropriately described as “coordination and balance” 

between the two planning forms. As of yet, no solution has been put forward 

for the most effective integration of marine, coastal and terrestrial 

management. The studies discussed suggest that there is no ‘one size fits all’ 

approach to coastal planning. Furthermore, they suggest that it is the specific 

characteristics of the local area, which should be carefully considered to 

ensure appropriate management. The studies previously discussed, 

acknowledge that there are significant challenges in coordinating 

management but none provide a solution that specifically addresses these 

challenges during decision- making process.  

Whilst much of the literature highlights the importance of integration, it is 

crucial that “an integrated approach” must coexist with other of the principles 

of ICZM such as taking a “holistic approach” and “sustainable development.” 

Within the ocean environment there are no definite, physical boundaries, 

therefore management should reflect this through a continuous, iterative 

adaptive approach.  

2.2.3 ICZM in Local Authority planning 

Historically, planning in the UK has taken a compartmentalised, piecemeal 

approach which has lacked integration (Rupprecht Consult and International 

Ocean Institute, 2006; McKenna, 2010; Kerr, 2014). However, since the 

increase in awareness of ICZM, substantial effort has been applied to comply 

with the EU principles of ICZM. In 2006, the “Report from the United Kingdom” 

was written with contributions from “ICZM in the UK: A Stocktake” (Atkins, 

2004) and “Safeguarding out seas- a strategy for the conservation and 

sustainable development of our marine environment” (Defra, 2002).  

2.3 Overview of terrestrial and planning in England  

2.3.1 The history and development of coastal management and planning  

Studying past management provides a basis for understanding how current 

initiatives to planning of coastal resources have changed over time (Kay and 
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Alder, 2004). The projection of such trends can then provide insight into the 

possible future progress of coastal management and planning. 

Informal approaches to resource planning date back to the seventh century 

AD (Frassetto, 1989). The industrial revolution changed the communities’ 

understanding of its resources, resulting in them being viewed as tangible 

elements of nature or ‘natural resources.’ Furthermore, management and 

planning at the coast Little emphasis was given to the ecology, social 

demands or public opinion and it was perceived that all resources were infinite 

and there to be consumed (Goldin and Winters,1995; Grigalunas and Congar, 

1995). However, in the late nineteenth century this began to change due to 

advances in economic theories on supply and demand and social reforms, 

which consequently led to the realisation that society had the ability to destroy 

the environment. As the application of land use planning grew and the 

concept of managing areas in ‘zones’ was introduced, this then transposed 

into coastal planning. 

Table 2.2 sets out a brief timeline on how coastal management has evolved 

over the last sixty years. There has been a transition in the approach to 

management of the land, coastal and ocean environment. Zones are now 

used on and off shore in order to protect specific areas. Moreover, in recent 

years it has been recognised that a more integrated, holistic approach is 

required in order to achieve the main goal of sustainable environmental 

management.  

Table 2.2 Phases in the development of coastal management  

Phase  Period Key features  

1 1950-1970  Sectoral, piecemeal approach 

 Man-against-nature ethos 

 Public participation low  

 Limited ecological considerations 

 Reactive focus 

2 1970-1990  Increase in environmental assessment  

 Greater integration and coordination between sectors  

 Increased public participation 

 Heightened ecological awareness 
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 Maintenance of engineering dominance 

 Combined proactive and reactive focus 

3 1990-2000  Focus on sustainable development  

 Increased focus on comprehensive environmental 

management  

 Environmental restoration  

 Emphasis on public participation  

4 2000-2010  Focus on tangible implementation of sustainable 

development principles  

 Ecosystem-based management becoming embedded in 

national legislation 

 Shared governance emerging  

 Exploration of new coastal management approaches, 

including learning networks and adaptive management 

systems 

 Increased impact of globalisation and the internet on 

management approaches and impacts 

 Emerging re-analysis of the basic tenets of coastal 

management 

5 Future  Integrated suite of theories and tools applicable with 

confidence over all scales, timeframes, locations and 

issues 

 Comprehensive ecosystem-based management  

 Connected coastal management communities of practice 

 Verified set of governance models 

 Emphasis public participation 

Adapted from O’Riodan and Vellinga (1993) and Kay and Alder (2004) 

It is important to note that the timeline may be slightly outdated as it was 

originally created in 1993. However, the timeline is still valuable when 

combined with more recent key features.  

2.3.2 The requirement for integration between coastal and terrestrial 

planning 

Developments in the intertidal zone, which span over the land and sea, have 

been subject to a complex network of licensing controls making management 

difficult (Turner & Essex, 2016). The various different requirements for the 

coastal and marine area can be seen in Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3: The rapidly increasing demand for maritime space for different purposes 
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 Installations for the production of energy from renewable sources 

 Gas exploration and exploitation 

 Maritime shipping and fishing activities 

 Ecosystem and biodiversity conservation 

 The extraction of raw materials  

 Tourism  

 Aquaculture installations  

 Underwater cultural heritage 

                                             Adapted from EC (2004) and Tafon (2017) 

There are currently terrestrial and marine institutions with overlapping spatial 

and sector-based priorities. It is vital that structures are implemented which 

are designed to anticipate potential conflicts amongst marine and coastal 

users whilst guaranteeing assets that are mutually owned can be sustained 

for future generations (Hull, 2013). Marine spatial planning across Europe is 

using and adapting existing terrestrial planning tools and sustainable 

development concepts to allow the “sustainable use of the sea” Hull (2013). 

Such strategies encourage integration.  

Marine Spatial Planning, Integrated Coastal Zone Management and Strategic 

Environmental Assessment have all made attempts at achieving horizontal 

and vertical integration across and between sectors. However, an issue which 

has less adequately been addressed is the integration of marine and 

terrestrial planning (Scarff, Fitzsimmons & Gray, 2015).  

2.3.3 The challenges surrounding the cohesion of terrestrial, coastal and 

marine planning 

Integration between marine, coastal and terrestrial planning structures is 

necessary to assure the natural environment is managed sustainably. Since 

terrestrial planning has been acknowledged as a practice for a longer period, 

it is considered to be far more developed than marine and coastal planning 

(Turner & Essex, 2016). Terrestrial planning has evolved over the last 100 

years where as coastal planning is more recent and marine planning even 

more so (Kerr et al., 2014; Kidd and Shaw, 2014; Gazzola et al., 2015; Li, 

2018). 
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It is challenging to define the physical boundary between the coastal, 

terrestrial and intertidal zone. There are numerous interpretations of the 

definition of the ‘coastal zone’, which further obscures management (Defra, 

2008). Figure 2.1 displays the complex assortment of stakeholders in the 

coastal zone and the areas where they operate. The Marine and Coastal 

Access Act (2009) intentionally created an overlay between terrestrial 

planning (applied landward from the mean low-water mark ordinary spring 

tides) and with the new marine licensing regulations (applied seaward from 

the high-water mark ordinary spring tides) (Turner and Essex, 2016). This was 

completed in an attempt to integrate the planning systems, however 5 years 

after the implementation of the Coastal Access Act, the TPCA (2014) 

described the condition of sub-planning in England “as one of fragmentation 

and contrast”. The challenge of integration in planning is therefore still 

apparent.”  

 

Figure 2.1 The marine and terrestrial planning consents required in the inter-tidal zone  
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(Defra, 2014) 

 

The definition of the boundary between sea planning and land- use planning 

differs from country to country and therefore there remains a requirement to 

certify coherence across this artificial separation (Smith et al., 2011). The UK 

Government’s policy paper accompanying the Marine Bill (HM Government, 

2009) recognises the prerequisite for strong integration between terrestrial, 

coastal and land planning systems (HM Government, 2009). The challenge in 

integrating the two management plans is attributed to two specific differences. 

The first is the three-dimensional properties of ocean in comparison to the 

two-dimensional properties of the terrestrial environment (Smith et al., 2009; 

Taussik, 2007). Planning of the seabed is arguably simpler because most 

stakeholders have a fixed relationship with the seabed. However, the water 

column has a changing nature and is therefore more difficult to manage. The 

second difference between coastal and marine planning and terrestrial 

planning is that sea-use planning has maintained a close association with the 

ecosystems approach from the beginning (Mee at al., 2008; Bainbridge et al., 

2011; van Leeuwen et al., in press). In contrast, coastal and marine planning 

developed after the post-1990s collapse of many fisheries across the world, 

leading to the realisation of the value of marine ecosystems management 

(Jay, 2010; Smith, 2011). Sea-use management has subsequently learnt from 

the errors and obstacles experienced by more established planning forms, so 

as to prepare for a more sustainable future (Dominguez-Tejo et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, environmental management now focuses on achieving a 

balance between an anthropogenic approach and an eco-centric approach.  

The sole aim of terrestrial planning is to achieve what is perceived to be for 

the ‘public good.’ Marine planning however, aims to follow the precautionary 

principle- although this is often not true when put into practice (Turner & 

Essex, 2015). 

It is widely accepted that coastal planning and management activities are 

often so strongly linked, that in successful coastal programs they are almost 

indistinguishable. The interweaving of planning and management to create a 
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single coastal program can help to break down institutional boundaries or 

possible professional rivalries between planners and managers (Kay and 

Alder, 2004). Consequently, in management and planning strategies cross-

sector collaboration should be encouraged. 

2.4 The integration of Shoreline Management Plans 

A Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) is an expansive assessment of the 

hazards associated with coastal processes and provides a policy framework 

to mitigate the risks to people and the built, historic and natural environment in 

a sustainable way (Defra, 2001). Town and country planning and SMPs are 

intrinsically linked. Whilst shoreline managers have the ability to define what is 

and isn’t a risk at the coast, it is the duty of the local planning authorities 

(LPAs) to control the amount of new developments in areas that are at risk of 

coastal erosion (Taussik, 2004a). It is important that there is communication 

and integration between these two sectors in order to Development control is 

therefore and important too in the implementation of SMPs. Planners and 

shoreline managers therefore have a shared agenda of safeguarding people 

and property from risk. Figure 2.2 highlights the intrinsic link between 

shoreline management plans and town and country planning.  

 

Figure 2.2 The integration between town and country planning and shoreline 

management plans                                                                                                                 

(Taussik, 2004a) 
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It should be noted that the diagram depicted in Figure 2.2 was created by 

Taussik in 2004, 14 years ago. Therefore, it could be argued that the diagram 

is outdated. Since 2004 many steps have been made in an attempt to move 

towards the creation of the ‘shared objective.’ For example, the introduction of 

the Coastal Concordat in 2013 is a framework which aims to coordinate the 

separate processes of consenting developments in England. The merits and 

shortfalls of the Coastal Concordat will be discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. 

A study conducted by Li et al (2018) highlighted two implications of integrated 

consideration. The first was that land-sea integration is need and the second 

was the multiple plans need to operate in cohesion. In an attempt to aid 

interconnection, the cells of the Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) were 

zoned so that the cells not only included sea, but also the land. This can be 

seen in Figure 2.3. 

 

Figure 2.3 The identification of seven Shoreline Management Plan zones in Longhai, 

China                                                                                                       (Li et al., 2018) 

2.5 The application of the Coastal Concordat 

The Coastal Concordat is a voluntary framework which was introduced by the 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) in November 

2013. The aim was to better coordinate terrestrial and marine processes at 

the coast (Defra, 2013; Turner and Essex, 2016). The Coastal Concordat a 

non-standard example of an intervention which aims to directly integrate 

terrestrial and marine planning. It’s implementation therefore proposes 
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openings to determine and explore the influences in the conception of a more 

holistic regulatory system (Turner & Essex, 2016). The defining aim of the 

Coastal Concordat is to encourage a more cohesive, efficient, coordinated 

regulation (Defra. 2013). The principles set out by the Coastal Concordat 

according to the regulatory and advisory bodies are set out in Table 2.4.  

Table 2.4 The Coastal Concordat is based on five high level principles, as set out 

below:  

1. Applicants seeking regulatory approval should be provided with a single point of 

entry into the regulatory system, guiding them to the organisations responsible 

for the range of consents, permissions and licences may be required for their 

development. 

2. Regulators should agree a single lead authority for coordinating the 

requirements of the Environment Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive or Habitats 

Regulations Assessments (HRA). 

3. Where opportunities for dispensing of deferring regulatory responsibilities are 

legally possible and appropriate, they should be taken.  

4. Where possible, at the pre-application stage, competent authorities and statutory 

advisors should agree the likely environment assessment evidence 

requirements of all authorities at all stages of the consenting process 

5. Where possible regulators and statutory advisors should each provide 

coordinated advice to applicants from across their respective organisations.  

Adapted from (Defra, 2013) 

A study which successfully examined the practicality of the integration and 

terrestrial, marine and coastal planning under the Coastal Concordat used the 

approach of a questionnaire followed by a follow-up interview (Turner and 

Essex, 2016). A questionnaire was used as a prompt, followed by a semi-

structured interview. Organisations such as the MMO, Natural England, the 

Environment Agency and businesses from the marine sector were interviewed 

in order to gauge their opinion on the level of integration between terrestrial 

and marine planning systems. The use of semi-structured interviews in the 

Turner and Essex (2016) study meant that themes were brought up which had 

not been considered prior to the study. Although the study by Turner and 

Essex (2016) is considered to be a successful investigation to the integration 

between coastal, marine and terrestrial planning, the study focused on all 
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three types of planning. In contrast, this study will take a more specific view of 

the link between coastal and terrestrial plans, particular within Local 

Authorities and their Local Plans.  

2.5.1. Integration within policy 

The importance of the Coastal Concordat was recognised in the UK 

Governments 25 Year Environment Plan. The long-term management 

recognises the value of the Coastal Concordat all Local Authorities will be 

expected to have signed up to the Coastal Concordat by 2021 (Gov.uk). 

However, aside from the 25-year plan and the study conducted by Turner and 

Essex (2015), there is little reference of the Coastal Concordat in the 

literature. 

2.5.2 Single point of entry  

The five high level principles of the coastal concordat (see Figure []) 

emphasises the need for one lead authority. Having one lead authority 

streamlines the regulatory process by minimising the duplication of data 

requirements. Emphasis was also put on the need to reduce the duplication of 

effort of collecting data for the requirements of Habitat Regulation 

Assessments (HRA) and Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA). In 

addition, it was recommended that parallel tracking of assessments should be 

carried out where possible (Defra, 2013).  

In an assessment of the effectiveness of the Coastal Concordat, Turner and 

Essex (2015) found that the Coastal Concordat aided improvement of 

communication between planning officers and the MMO assessors during the 

“screening opinion” part of the planning process. It was found that the system 

was more efficient when deciding whether the proposed development, 

negatively affected the environment and whether an EIA was required.  

In regards to EIAs, despite the differences between the regulations for the 

MMO and terrestrial planning, eight LAs and four statutory bodies indicated 

that they had engaged in discussions at the pre-application stage with other 

statutory organisations to avoid the duplication of effort when contemplating 

the necessity for EIA assessments. Moreover, the “single point of contact” 

was found to be a more practical and efficient use of resources because the 
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cost of joint meetings could be shared between the MMO and the LA (Turner 

& Essex, 2016). Nevertheless, there were still concerns in regards to the cost 

implications, particularly in a time of cuts in the public budget.  

The “single point of entry” strategy has been used in other sectors as well. 

The financial market previously had a complex financial institution in an 

attempt to reduce the turmoil occurring in the financial market, the Federal 

Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) introduced a single point of entry in 

order to streamline the system (Kupiec & Wallison, 2015). This therefore 

strengthens the “single point of effort” as a strategy in itself.  

2.6 Achieving the long-term goal of sustainable development 

Sustainability has emerged as the dominant paradigm of global coastal 

management programs since the late twentieth century (Kay and Alder, 1999). 

Sustainability remains valid today, albeit with continued debate over how to 

produce tangible measures. Furthermore, there is much variety surrounding 

the interpretation of sustainable development.  

One of the most widely used definitions for sustainable development is 

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

ability of the future generations to meet their own needs” (World Commission 

on Environment and Development, 1987.p8). The Brundtland report states the 

need for a progressive transformation of economy and society (Kay and Alder, 

2004).  Hull (2015) stated that sustainable development in the UK policy has a 

focus on economic development. Consequently, when applied to the coastal 

and marine environment, management aims to facilitate sustainable economic 

development (HM Government, 2011, p.3). 

To conclude, achieving sustainable development in itself is challenging, but 

without proper planning it will be impossible. Planning helps governments to 

resolve the apparently conflicting aims of sustainable development: to 

promote the economic development of coastal resources while attempting to 

preserve their social, cultural and ecological applications.  
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2.7 Chapter summary 

To summarise, there is literature which discusses the level of integration in 

coastal and land planning separately. However, few studies have explicitly 

studied how much integration there is between the two types of planning. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction  

Chapter 3 will discuss a range of appropriate research methodologies which 

are adopted to meet the overall aims and objectives of the study, as set out in 

Chapter 1. This will be followed by discussion of the advantages and 

disadvantages of the chosen research methodologies, concluding with the 

most appropriate techniques for this study to ensure the results best answer 

the research question.  

3.2 The methodological approach 

In order to adequately answer a research question, a sound methodological 

approach is necessary (Jamshed, 2014). Buckley and Chiang (1976, p.34) 

describe a research methodology as “strategy or architectural design by which 

the researcher maps out an approach to problem-finding or problem solving.” 

A rational methodology is important in establishing the credibility and 

contribution of the research and verifying that ethical issues have been 

addressed. In addition, the research design must be reliable and replicable. 

Therefore, a study that does not have a sound methodological selection may 

lack validity. Validity may be compromised by whether or not the method is 

assessing what it intends to measure and by inaccuracies that arise from 

incorrect application of it (Morgan, 2010; Bryman, 2016).  

Logistics such as limited time and money should be considered against the 

quality of the data produced. Frey and Oishi (1995) state that if such logistics 

limit the choice of the methodology, then the researcher must qualify their 

conclusions within that context. Furthermore, the views and values of the 

researcher have been taken into account as a cofounding variable, which may 

influence the results of the research (Bryman, 2016). 
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3.2 Study location   

Initially, it was intended that the whole study would be solely based in the four 

LAs of Portsmouth Havant, Arun and Chichester (see Figure 3.1). This was 

due to their close proximity to the researcher’s location and to keep the study 

size manageable. Furthermore, the study was also award by the Professor 

Mike Clark Award and one of the requirements was that the study was at least 

partly undertaken in the Solent (SolentForum.org., 2018). In addition, local 

contacts of the study supervisor were based primarily in these LAs and hence 

more easily accessible. However, the study was extended to all individuals 

working in Coastal Organisations across the coast in England due to the initial 

poor response rate of Coastal Organisations. The LA planners who 

participated in the questionnaire and interview were all from the four LAs listed 

above. An alternative method of sampling would have been to gain responses 

from all LAs in the UK but this was deemed too broad within the time 

restrictions of the study. Therefore, although main case study was based 

around the Solent, responses from organisations such as Natural England, 

Environment Agency, the MMO and the Solent Forum from across the country 

were collated too. 

Figure 3.1: The four Local Authorities in the south of England                             

(ONS, 2015) 

 

 

Chichester Arun Portsmouth  Havant 
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The four LAs in the study area are different in size, coastline to land ration and 

population size. They also differ in terms of management strategies at the 

coast. Portsmouth, for example is the only of the four LAs depicted in Figure 

3.1 which has signed up to the Coastal Concordat at present (Defra, 2014). 

This makes a particularly interesting point of comparison. Whereas 

Portsmouth is renowned more for its built up areas, the rare wetlands of 

Chichester are of significant national and international importance and 

consequently has many important environmental regulations in place 

(Chichester Harbour Conservancy, 2018). Although the LAs are different 

geographically and demographically, they are all going to be exposed to 

similar threats in the future. Climate change will cause great challenges to the 

area due to accelerated sea level rise and more frequent storm surges 

(Nadarajah & Rankin, 2005). This is particularly true of the area of 

Portsmouth, where the threat of flooding is around the entire island. 

Furthermore, the population of all four LAs continues to grow putting further 

pressure on housing in the area. This combined with government budget cuts, 

means there is a great stress on the south of England as a whole (Valler, 

2016).  

3.3 Preliminary research considerations  

To address the aim of the study, the following study questions were 

developed: 

1. How aware are coastal Local Authorities and Coastal Organisations of 

issues facing the coast? 

2. How well integrated is the documentation surrounding coastal and land 

planning- for example in Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs), Local 

Plans. 

3. What are the perceived barriers to integration?  

4. How are the departments between and within stakeholder 

organisations integrated to tackle coastal challenges? Is there currently 

enough perceived integration between the different stakeholders? 

5. The Coastal Concordat has been a proposed solution to Question 3. 

How effectively has this been perceived to have been implemented?  
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These questions were addressed using the following data collection 

techniques: 

 Questionnaires distributed to individuals currently working at coastal 

organisations and Local Authorities 

 Conducting follow up interviews with willing participants  

3.4 Quantitative and qualitative research  

There are fundamental differences between quantitative and qualitative 

research. Whereas quantitative research is deductive and testing of theory, 

qualitative research is inductive and generates theory (Bryman, 2016). 

However, this does not mean they should be used independently from one 

another. The application of research has become increasingly varied and the 

combination of quantitative and qualitative data is accepted and encouraged 

(Guest, Namey & Mitchell, 2013). A mixed method approach can provide 

better understanding than if the different methods were practiced 

independently of each other. Furthermore, mixed methods can grant further 

depth and insight into the investigation (O’Leary, 2012; Guest et al., 2013). 

Hammersley (1996) and Bryman (2008) proposed three styles of mixed 

methods research:  

 Triangulation whereby the use of quantitative research is used to 

support qualitative research findings or vice versa (Yin, 2009).  

 Facilitation where one research strategy is utilised to support another 

research strategy.  

 Complementarity whereby two research strategies are used to 

investigate different parts of the research strategy. 

A mixed method approach was taken to data collection in order to encourage 

triangulation of data, thus increasing the validity of the results. The chosen 

methods for data collection are an online questionnaire survey followed by 

semi-structured interviews.  A mixed method approach will be adopted to 

reinforce the validity of the study. 
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3.5 Questionnaire design  

3.5.1 Questionnaire advantages and disadvantages 

All research methods have strengths and limitations. The advantages and 

limitations of questionnaires can be seen in Table 3.1. 

 

Table 3.1 Advantages and disadvantage of self-complete questionnaires (Gillham, 

2008; Bryman & Bell, 2011) 

 

3.5.2 Questionnaire design 

It is of paramount importance that the questionnaire is designed in a fashion 

which will a collate data conducive of the research goals. This requires 

several design elements to ensure the validity, dependability and continued 

commitment of the participant (Bird, 2009).  

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluation of self-complete questionnaires 

Advantages Disadvantages 

 Inexpensive to administer 

 Time efficient 

 No interviewer bias 

 Respondents can complete 
the questionnaire in their own 
time 

 Less pressure for the 
participant for an immediate 
response 

 Standardisation of questions 

 Analysis of closed question 
answers is straight forward 

 Respondents remains 
anonymous  

 Cannot prompt answers and 
ask follow up questions for 
clarity 

 Difficult to motivate 
respondents to fill out the 
whole survey 

 Completion and accuracy of 
the survey 

 Question wording can have an 
impact on answers 

 Misunderstandings cannot be 
corrected 

 Impossible to check honesty 
and reliability of answers 

 Greater risk of missing data 

 Typically, low response rates.  
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Figure 3.2 Steps in constructing a questionnaire 

adapted from (Peterson, 2000: Lee, 2006; McAuliffe, 2011) 

The aim of the questionnaire is to generate more quantitative data from a 

variety of people, whereas the idea of the interview is to gain more detailed 

opinions from a smaller number of individuals.  

3.5.3 Questionnaire order 

To ensure the order of questions was appropriate, a ‘funnel approach’ was 

implemented. Broader, general questions were filtered to more specific in 

depth questions. This method prevents biased responses to specific questions 

from more general questions (Grove & Vriens, 2006; Brace, 2008; McNabb, 

2015). 

3.5.4 Questionnaire style  

The questionnaire was designed to be self-administered by the participant. It 

was therefore particularly vital that the presentation of the questionnaire was 

clear (Myatt et al., 2003). Having logistically ordered groups of questions 

assists the flow of the questionnaire and lets the respondent know the area in 

which each set of questions are focused, thus preventing confusion between 

topics (Brace, 2013). The questionnaire was divided into seven short sections 

which were: 

 

1. Establish aims and objectived through reviewing gaps and 
opportunities in the literature 

2. Development of potential questions and prioritisation to meet aims 
and objectives

3. Evaluation of each question to establich their ease of understanding 
and answerability 

4. Determine types of questions asked. (open-ended or closed-ended 
questions)

5. Examine and specify the exact wording for each question (eliminate 
unnecessary/ irrelevant questions)

6. Determine the structure of the questionnaire (does it follow a logical 
order)

7. Evaluate the questionnaire through a pilot study to assess its success 
of meeting aims and objectives
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Section 1: Organisation and Person  

Section 2: Planning in Coastal Local Authorities and organisations  

Section 3: Integration between different departments within the same 

organization 

Section 4: Integration between different organisations 

Section 5: Integration with Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) 

Section 6: The application of the Coastal Concordat 

Section 7: Moving forward 

The questionnaire concluded with a question about further participation where 

the participant had the opportunity to submit their email address if they were 

interested in taking part in a follow up interview.  

The questionnaire was compiled of primarily multiple choice and ranked, 

closed questions to ensure that the questionnaire was quick to complete by 

the professionals who were likely to have limited spare time (Myatt et al., 

2003). The more extensive, open-ended questions were reserved for the more 

detailed follow up interviews with the willing participants. 

 

3.5.5 Distribution of the questionnaire  

After the questionnaire had been designed it needs to be distributed 

appropriately. There are several ways of doing this, each with their 

advantages and limitations. Factors should be taken into consideration such 

as; time restraints, resource availability, type of question and research size of 

sample (Bird, 2009).  
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Table 3.2 Evaluation of questionnaire types  

Method  Advantages  Disadvantages 

Face-to-

face 

 Interviewer to provide 

clarification on questions.  

 Interview able to ask for clarity 

on answers 

 Visual aids can be used 

 Less likely that questions will 

be skipped because the 

investigater is present 

 Costly 

 Time consuming 

 Interviewer could effects the 

results of the study – 

interviewer bias 

Telephone   No geographical boundary  

 More cost effective than face 

to face 

 Time consuming  

 Visual aids cannot be used 

 Unpopular  

Web-based  Cost effective  

 Time to consider the 

responses 

 No geographical boundary 

constraints 

 No interviewer bias 

 Low response rate due to the 

survey being viewed as junk 

mail 

 Not suitable for all people- 

only people with internet 

access. May alienate some 

demographic groups 

 Interviewer cannot ask for 

clarity on questions 

(Bird, 2009; Phellas, Bloch & Seale, 2012) 

3.5.6 Questionnaire response rate and bias  

The University of Portsmouth logo was included on the top of each page of 

the online questionnaire because it has been found by Fox, Crask & Kim 

(1988) and Beebe et al. (2007) that this can improve response rate as it 

encourages participants trust into the survey. All of the people emailed were 

asked to forward on the email. In addition, contacts at Natural England, the 

Environment Agency and Arun Council were asked to forward on the email to 

colleagues and provide reminder emails to encourage more responses. This 

was particularly effective in Natural England, where there was a particularly 

high level of response.   
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A copy of the findings of the report was offered as an incentive for 

participation. No other incentives were offered due to the financial constraints 

of the study (Fairclough, 1977; Fox et al., 1988; Dillman, 2009). 

3.5.7 Pilot questionnaires 

To assess the feasibility, time, cost and appropriateness of the questions, a 

pilot study was conducted. (Teijlingen, 2001). This approach helps ensure the 

questions in the full survey will address the aim of the study. Hussey and 

Hussey (1997, p.20) describes a pilot study as “a list of carefully structured 

questions chosen after considerable testing with a view to eliciting a reliable 

response from a chosen sample.” Pilot studies can also reduce any confusion 

in the phrasing of the question and identify if all participants are answering 

certain questions with the same response which may, in turn, make the 

research less valuable (Bryman, 2008).  

A group consisting of individuals from the Environment Agency, Natural 

England, RHDHV and the Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership piloted the 

questionnaire. Feedback was given by the respondents and consequently 

lengthy, open ended questions which were perceived as being too long for the 

survey, were omitted. In addition, it was acknowledged that the Coastal 

Concordat section of the questionnaire was of particular interest to a couple of 

the respondents. Therefore, more questions were asked within this part of the 

section in order to attain more detail. Finally, a suggested topic area to cover 

was the level of integration between Shoreline Management Plans (SMP) and 

Local Authority Local Plans.  

One comment made was that may be challenging to get a extensive enough 

sample size from individuals from Local Authorities only, and the suggestion 

was made to extend the questionnaire to coastal groups as well. 

Consequently, individuals from the EA, Natural England, and private 

consultancy firms were also asked. The participants from the pilot study also 

commented that some of the questions were directed at Local Authorities 

rather than the more significant organisations that operate on the coast. This 

comment was noted and the questions were rephrased so that they were 

more all-encompassing so as not to alienate the different participant groups.  
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3.5.8 Sample selection  

The study included 65 participants who were professionally active within 

coastal organisations and local Authorities on the coast. Using the website 

“Survey Monkey, an online questionnaire was designed and used to collect 

the data. A link to this questionnaire was sent via email to potential 

participants. The questionnaire was online from the 25/07/2018 and ran until 

26/09/18. The decision to close the survey was made due to time restraints. 

The list of the organisations that the questionnaire was sent to, can be seen in 

Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3 Participants and the organisations they are from. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5.9 Data analysis 

The data from the questionnaire will be processed in Excel in order to create 

appropriate graphs and charts to depict the results. Cross tabulation will be 

administered where relevant to mark associations between the responses, 

thus allowing a deeper depth of discussion. The analysis of the data is 

exploratory by nature and therefore a statistical significance test was not 

deemed to be necessary (Tukey, 1977). 

3.6 Interview design  

A key methodological approach for obtaining qualitative data is through 

interviews- of which there are many forms (Bryman, 2012). They are 

Organisation Number of 
Participants 

Havant Council  5 

Arun Council  0 

Chichester Council  2 

Portsmouth Council 2 

West Sussex District Council  1 

Hampshire County Council 7 

Environment Agency  1 

Natural England  36 

National Trust 1 

Langstone Harbour Board 1 

MMO 6 

Private Consultancy 1 

Chichester Harbour Conservancy 1 
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acknowledged as a respected technique of data collection because they 

permit participants to express their opinions and to give insights of topics 

important to them (Belk, Fisher and Kozinets, 2013; Arsel, 2017). 

3.6.1 Semi Structured interviews 

In addition to the questionnaire, it was deemed appropriate to carry out follow 

up interviews with willing participants. 

Semi-structured interviews are commonly implemented in qualitative research 

(Bryman, 2014). In order to advance insight into the responses of the 

questionnaire, it was deemed appropriate to conduct follow-up interviews with 

eight participants. Interviewees were selected on a volunteer basis. At the end 

of the questionnaire there was an option to participate in a follow up interview. 

Although it was seen as preferable to conduct face-to-face interviews, it was 

deemed to be inconvenient for the professionals who were under tight time 

restraints (Brace, 2013). Furthermore, some of the participants were based 

further away than expected such as the Humber Estuary and Newcastle. 

Interviews were therefore conducted over the phone instead.  

Representatives from the following organisations agreed to be interviewed: 

 Natural England  

 The Marine Management Organisation   

 The Solent Forum 

 Chichester Harbour Conservancy  

 Chichester District Council  

 

The selection of participants needed to be considered carefully to give enough 

data and experiences to address the research questions an aid triangulation 

of data with the project documentation (Yin, 2009). Furthermore, the selection 

of interviewees should be kept to a manageable size (Perry, 1998).  

3.6.2 Interview structure 

Interviews allowed for more in depth study of the integration between coastal 

and terrestrial planning systems. A series of questions were written prior to 

the interview in order to direct the conversation towards the areas in which 

attitudes and information were required. The interview questions were split 
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into four subject areas followed by a section at end where the interviewee was 

able to add any additional thoughts. The three subject areas were: 

1. Role in the coastal environment 

2. Knowledge and opinions of the implementation of the Coastal 

Concordat 

3. Knowledge and opinions of SMPs and how they have been 

implemented into policy.  

4. Overall integration between coastal and terrestrial planning systems.  

 

Due to the nature of the professional positions of the interviewees, the length 

of some of the questions varied considerably. In particular, one participant had 

no knowledge of the Coastal Concordat and consequently this section was 

missed.  

The interviews took a semi-structured approach. The advantages and 

disadvantages of the different types of interview can be seen in Table 3.4. 

Table 3.4 Characteristics of different types of interview (Zhang & Wildermuth, 2005; 

Bryman 2014) 

 

 

 

 

Unstructured Semi-structured Structured 

 Minimal structure - 
just a list of 
questions. 

 Significant time 
needed to collect 
information. 

 Highly individualised 
interview will result 
in longer length of 
interview. 

 Lengthy process to 
analyse data. 

 Very informal 
method of 
questioning. 

 Interviewer develops 
an ‘interview guide’ 
including a mixture of 
open and closed 
questions. 

 Flexible structure. 

 Improvisation by 
interviewer of 
questions to ensure 
clarity of certain 
areas.  

 Ability to ask further 
questions in 
response to replies. 

 Led by interviewer. 

 Use of pre-
established 
questions in 
predetermined order. 

 Interview structure 
followed throughout. 

 Questions 
standardised and 
response recorded. 

 Increased accuracy 
and ease of data 
processing 
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3.6.3 Ethical consent  

The project was reviewed for ethical approval before the data collection was 

carried out. The interviewees were given the right to withdraw their information 

at any point in the process.  

3.6.4 Interview bias 

Interviewer bias is noted as “one of the largest sources of error in survey work 

of all kinds” (Oppenheim, 2005, p.86). Sources of interviewer bias include 

poor maintenance of interviewee rapport, one-sided explanations of 

questions, directive wording of questions, careless prompting, biased probes, 

biased recording of answers and questions asked out of sequence 

(Oppenheim, 2005) (see Table 3.5). These challenges were mitigated by 

having a structured list of questions which were reviewed by a peer in order to 

ensure that they were not leading.  

Table 3.5 The common sources of error in research using interviews:  

1. A poorly worded question; 

2. The way the question is asked by the interviewer; 

3. Misunderstanding on the part of the interviewee 

4. Memory problems on the part of the interviewee; 

5. The way the information is recorded by the interviewer; 

6. The way the information is processed, either when answers are coded 

or when data is entered into the computer.  

(Bryman, 2012) 

3.6.5 Data analysis 

It was decided that the most appropriate way of presenting the data was 

through thematic analysis. Thematic analysis is a method for identifying, 

analysing, organising and reporting themes within qualitative research (Braun 

and Clarke, 2006; Nowell, 2017). Therefore, the discussion section will follow 

the format whereby each of the subject topics covered in the interview will be 

discussed, which will then be supported by the key points and quotes made 

by each participant on the relevant topic. 

Similarly, to the analysis of the questionnaires, it was decided that a statistical 

analysis was not appropriate. However, for the assessment of the Coastal 

Concordat, a SWOT analysis was undertaken to evaluate the importance and 
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performance of its implementation so far, and in the future (Hill & Westbrook, 

1997; Phadermrod, Crowder & Wills, 2016).  

3.7 Chapter summary 

Chapter 3 discusses a range of research approaches and methodologies 

appropriate to address the aims and objectives. The study will take a mixed 

method approach collecting quantitative and qualitative data through the 

medium of questionnaires and interviews. A questionnaire which is distributed 

and collected online was decided to be the most appropriate method of data 

collection due to the time restraints of the participants and the interviewer. In 

addition, the nature of their jobs mean they are mostly desk based and 

therefore it was more convenient for the participants to fill out the 

questionnaire online, at their desk. Similar time constraints were present when 

selecting the interview technique. Semi-structured interviews conducted over 

the phone were selected as the most suitable technique for gathering in-depth 

understanding of the experiences and opinions of the subject area.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF 

QUESIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

4.1 Introduction  

Chapter Four presents the results, analysis and discussion of the data 

collected from the online questionnaire. The chapter is divided into five 

sections based on the topics outlined in Chapter 3. Firstly, the demographic 

characteristics of the participants will be discussed, followed by a critical 

evaluation of the data based on four themes. Due to the exploratory nature of 

the research topic, it was not perceived as appropriate to conduct statistical 

analysis (Andrienko & Andrienko, 2006; Foster, 2013).  

In total 65 participants participated in the questionnaire using the online web 

survey tool, Survey Monkey. Despite a small number of surveys being only 

partially completed, the computer programme was able to analyse the existing 

data. It was therefore considered acceptable to include all data from 

respondents despite the some of the data being incomplete. To aid the 

analysis of the results, in some sections the sample has been divided into two 

subsets to compare the responses of the Local Authority planners1, to the 

responses of the coastal organisations2. This was to compare the opinions 

and perceptions of individuals who had a direct role in the coast, to those who 

were indirectly related.  

4.2 Characteristics of respondents  

4.2.1 Demographic profile of respondents 

Figure 4.1 displays what organisation each participant was from. Over half of 

respondents (52%) were from Natural England. This high response rate is 

attributed to of one of the participant’s ability to distribute the questionnaire to 

a mailing list of over 160 Natural England employees. In comparison, only 

26.16% of participants were from Local Authority planning departments. This 

low response rate could be credited to planners being too busy to participate. 
                                            
1 The terms “planner” and “planning” in this paper refer to those involved in, and the process 
of town and country planning as established by the Town and Country Planning Acts in 
England. 
2 “Coastal organisation” is used to describe the participants from Natural England, the MMO, 
the Environment Agency, the Solent Forum, the Chichester Harbour Conservancy and private 
consultancy firms. All of who work in coastal protection and sea defence management in 
some form. 
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Portsmouth City Council
3%

Havant Borough Council
7%
Chichester District 

Council
3%

Arun District Council
0%

Hampshire Council 
Council

10%

West Sussex 
County Council

1%

Marine Management 
Organisation

9%

Environment Agency
1%

Natural England
52%

Private consultancy firm
1%

National trust
1%

Langstone Harbour 
Board

1%

The Solent Forum
1%

Chichester Harbour 
Conservancy

1%

Other
6%

Similar challenges were experienced by the Commission for Architecture and 

the Built Environment (2003, p. 2) where a low number of Local Authorities 

participated in the study. The low response rate was attributed to a number of 

external factors such as heavy workload and the topic of the survey being a 

low priority for the Local Authority planners. It can be assumed that the low 

response rate from the planners is for the same reasons as the experienced 

by the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (2003).  

Of the participants from Local Authorities sampled, only Portsmouth City 

Council was reported to have signed up to the Coastal Concordat (Defra, 

2014). Therefore, only 11% of the Local Authorities who participated, had 

publicly adopted the Coastal Concordat. Turner and Essex (2015) also 

acknowledged challenges obtaining sufficient sample of marine businesses 

that had implemented the Coastal Concordat and consequently their study 

had to be extended to non-Coastal Concordat areas.  However, both this 

study, and the Turner and Essex (2015) study had a variety of perspectives 

surrounding the awareness of the Coastal Concordat, the knowledge and 

opinions of SMPs and the overall perception of integration at the coast.   

Organisation or Local Authority which participant is from 

Figure 4.1 –Organisation or Local Authority where participant is from 
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The questionnaire was distributed to planners from four Local Authorities via 

email whereas for the other coastal organisations, responses were taken from 

across England. The location of participants from the coastal organisations 

(non-local authorities) can be seen in Figure 4.2. The location of the where the 

participants from the coastal organisations worked, varied.   

 

  

Figure 4.2: The approximate location where each of the participants is based from the 
coastal organisations 

 

4.2.2 Perception of the importance of coastal planning  

Participants were asked to rank a list of given challenges which were facing 

their organisation or Local Authority. Overall it was found that funding cuts 

were the greatest challenge followed by housing pressures and population 

growth. There was little disparity between the answers and the top three 

threats were consistent for both Local Authority planners and coastal 

organisations. However, it was found that Local Authority planners perceived 

housing pressures by the government as the greatest challenge which is to be 

expected as the drive for affordable housing is central to their job role (Kenny, 

2017; Morphet & Clifford, 2017). Job role also influenced the risk perception 
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within the coastal organisations. The challenge of flooding was overall, 

perceived to be much higher compared to the local authority planners. This is 

likely to be due to the viewpoint of the coastal organisations meaning that they 

are more aware of coastal issues.  

Two participants from Havant Council also identified that high staff turnover 

makes it difficult to maintain relationships.  

 

Figure 4.3 The perceived most significant challenge overall 
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Figure 4.4 The perceived most significant challenges by Local Authority planners 

compared to coastal organisations 

4.3 The Coastal Concordat 

4.3.1 Awareness and degree of implementation of the Coastal Concordat 

The understanding and purpose and direction of the Coastal Concordat was 

generally vague across the participants. Overall, there was minimal 

knowledge about the Coastal Concordat or its implementation. When asked 

how valuable the Coastal Concordat was, the majority of participants 

(34.88%) stated that they did not know. 30.23% stated that they thought the 

Coastal Concordat was important. However, this may be due them assuming 

that because it is a government led initiative, that it is valuable. Furthermore, 

in the following question when asked about the extent of the implementation 

of the Coastal Concordat since its’ introduction in 2013, 52.5% of participants 

reported that they did not know. 15% of participants reported that they had not 

successfully implemented the Coastal Concordat.  

4.3.2 Perceived usefulness  

The existing matrix of accountabilities and current legislative structure on the 

coast of England is arguably unnecessarily complex (Hines, Hutchison, 
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Thompsett & Potts, 2011). The Coastal Concordat has the potential to simplify 

this. One participant said the Coastal Concordat had great potential to make 

things simpler for organisations and LAs (see Box 1). However, the lack of 

knowledge of the Coastal Concordat and how it is supposed to be utilized can 

be defined as a great barrier.  

Box 1: Participant from Havant Borough Council 

“Coastal Concordat has great potential, but often doesn't work in practice as 

LPA planning permission and MMO marine licence determination timescales 

are not aligned. Also, MMO does not have any local marine licencing case 

officers to attend meetings with LPA and statutory advisers.” 

4.4 Awareness of Shoreline Management Plans and their implementation 

Awareness of the Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) varied greatly. The 

participants were asked rate how informed they were of the SMP in their local 

area on a scale of 1 to 100 (with 1 being not informed to 100 being very 

informed). It was found that on average the coastal organisations (65) felt 

more informed than the Local Authority planners (41). It was also found that 

some of the planners answered 0 indicating they had no knowledge of the 

SMP in their area. This is supported by Taussik (2004a) who stated that the 

first round of Shoreline Management Plans were heavily criticised for the 

limited contribution made by planners. Furthermore, it was stated that early 

views of SMPs as limited technical documents rather than the public policy 

documents which they intend to be. However, it is important to note that the 

planners were all from the Solent where coastal erosion is only a moderate 

problem.  In comparison, the responses from the coastal organisations were 

from across the country (such as Norfolk and the Holderness coastline) where 

SMPs are perhaps more heavily relied on due to the greater awareness of 

coastal issues.   

4.5 The sharing of information and data 

The participants were asked whether they had an internal database or 

equivalent where data regarding planning is stored to reduce the duplication 

of effort for data collection. 78% of participants responded that they do, 15% 

reported that they did not know and 3% confirmed that they did not have a 

shared database. It was found that participants from Local Authorities used 
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“Uniform,” the Environment Agency used “Sharepoint”, the MMO used “Marine 

Information Systems” and Natural England used a database called “Casework 

Tracker.” In regards to Casework Tracker, one participant stated that “The 

internal filing system can be extremely difficult to use and I suspect we 

duplicate effort all the time.” There was no reported database which combined 

all such data in one format. The Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership (ESCP) 

to a degree, aims to provide a platform for sharing information. ESCP aims to 

deliver a combined, efficient and comprehensive coastal management 

platform across the Local Authorities of Fareham, Gosport, Havant and 

Portsmouth (ESCP.org.uk, 2018). In the survey responses, one participant 

suggested contacting the ESCP however no employees were willing to 

participate in the study.  

A study by Li (2018) also found that there was a confusing network of different 

plans in place which complicated management and resulted in duplication of 

effort. Furthermore, Syme (2012) proposed that a method is needed whereby 

vast, integrated research programmes can comprehensively and 

systematically organise and collate both internal and external data.  

The participants were asked whether they thought any of the options below 

would make communication and coordination between organisations easier. 

In the ‘Other’ option, the answers in Local Authorities included “none, all those 

listed in the previous question work well” another participant stated that “we 

deal with development on coasts like we would any other development.”  

Overall, it appeared as if Local Authority planners preferred desk-based 

communication such as emails, databases, and phone calls. In contrast, 

coastal organisations chose face-to-face options such as focus groups. One 

of the most prominent things to note was the difference in attitude to 

shareholder workshops. 46.43% of coastal organisations selected workshops 

as a way of making communication and collaboration easier, whereas 0% of 

Local Authority planners did the same. This could be accredited to time 

restraints within local authorities or it could be due to the planners never 

having participated in stakeholder workshops before and therefore little 

knowledge of how they work or the benefits before.    
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Figure 4.5 - The best mode of communication in regards to coastal issues moving 

forward 

50% of coastal organisations interviewed recognised that this was an effective 

method of communication. In comparison, 0% of LAs thought it would be 

appropriate. This could be attributed to time restraints. Or it could be down to 

the fact they have never participated in workshops before and therefore don’t 

know how they work or recognise the benefits. In contrast, 60% of LAs 

thought that a shared database would be a suitable method of improving 

duplication of effort.  

 

4.6 Holistically encouraging integration 

4.6.1 Barriers to ensuring integration 

Most participants agreed that there needed to be more cohesion and 

integration between terrestrial, coastal and marine planning bodies. However, 

there was some confusion of the definition of the coast with one participant 

from West Sussex Country Council stating “I had no idea that coastal planning 

exists as a separate entity.” Other participants with more understanding stated 

“there must be improved join up between marine licensing and terrestrial 

planning processes.” One participant stated that “Marine planning, like the 
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South Marine Plan is entirely separate from LPA planning.” Suggesting that 

integration was limited.  

4.7 Summary and conclusion 

The results from the questionnaires indicate that there are several barriers to 

integration. In particular, there is a confusion surrounding the definition of the 

intertidal zone. Furthermore, it was found that there was limited knowledge 

about the purpose or the benefits of the Coastal Concordat. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



UP725302 
 

51 
 

CHAPTER 5: RESULTS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF INTERVIEWS 

5.1 Introduction 

Chapter 5 discusses and analyses the results of the semi-structured 

interviews which were conducted. In addition, the rationale for the interview 

selection, the methods of managing the interviews and the interview process 

is discussed. The suitability of interviews as a research technique was 

explored in Section 3.6. The data was divided into relevant themes which 

arose in the interviews. Quotes will be used to support the findings and more 

lengthy quotes will be displayed in textboxes.   

5.2 Interview process 

5.2.1 Rationale 

The grounds for conducting the interviews was to gain further knowledge and 

detail about the topics raised in the questionnaire survey discussed in Chapter 

4. The interviews followed a semi-structured format and the main topics of 

discussion were as follows: 

 Awareness of the Coastal Concordat 

 The Coastal Concordat, the challenges and success to date.  

 Awareness of the Shoreline Management Plans implementation. 

 The necessity for more integration between coastal and land-use 

planning. 

 Obstacles for future integration between coastal and land-use 

planning.  

5.2.2 Interviewee selection  

It was only deemed necessary to interview a small group of individuals for this 

study due to the time restraints as previously mentioned. At the end of the 

questionnaire discussed in Chapter 5, a final question was included which 

invited the participants to participate in a follow-up interview. Eight individuals 

were interviewed from a variety of coastal organisations and one from 

Chichester LA who were all perceived to have experience of development on 

the coast. The interviews were conducted at the participants’ convenience.  

Each interview lasted between 18 and 22 minutes. A list of the participants, 
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their job titles and their location can be seen in Table 5.1. Personal 

conversations from time spent at Bromley Council were used to support the 

points made.  

Table 5.1: Participants’ name, job title, organisation, and location  

Participant 

no. 

Name Organisation/ 

local 

Authority  

Position title Location 

based 

1 Tim Page Natural 

England (NE) 

Marine and 

coastal team 

lead advisor  

Yorkshire and 

Northern 

Lincolnshire 

2 Nick 

Williams 

Natural 

England (NE) 

Senior specialist 

for coastal 

geomorphology 

South coast 

3 Tom 

Charman 

Natural 

England (NE) 

Responsible 

officer for 

protected sites 

River Tees 

4 Russell 

Gadbury 

Marine 

Management 

Organisation 

(MMO) 

Marine planning 

manager 

UK wide 

5 Richard 

Austin 

Chichester 

Harbour 

Conservancy  

Area of 

Outstanding 

Natural Beauty 

(AONB) 

manager   

Chichester 

6 Mike 

Allgrove  

Chichester 

District Council 

Planning Policy 

Manager  

Chichester 

7 Carolyn 

Francis 

The Solent 

Forum 

Solent Forum 

Officer 

The Solent 

8 Kate 

Chesman 

The Solent 

Forum  

Solent Forum 

Officer 

The Solent 
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5.2.3 Interview procedure 

The design of the semi-structured interview, method of administration and 

potential bias were explored in Section 3.6.2. Recommendations made have 

been followed in the interview process.  

5.2.4 Administration of Interviews  

The interviews were carried out over a four-week period. The length of time of 

each interview varied, but the participants were informed the interview should 

take no longer than 20 minutes. The semi-structured nature of the interviews 

meant that the interviewer could ask follow up questions on specific issues 

and topics raised. In total seven interviews were carried out- six one to one 

telephone interviews and one telephone interview with two participants were 

carried out. Interviews were recorded on the participant’s permission with 

supplementary notes.  

5.3 Responses and analysis of interviews 

5.3.1 Role within the coastal environment 

Firstly, each participant was asked to give an outline on their job role to gain 

insight into the background of the position of each interviewee. The number of 

each participant relates to the numbers depicted in Table 5.1. Three of the 

participants were from Natural England but undertook different job roles and 

therefore their perspectives varied. Participant 1 operated around the Humber 

estuary where the advised on all planning applications that effected the 

estuary and undertook monitoring and habitat surveys, whilst working closely 

with the Environment Agency. Participant 2 from NE reported that if there was 

an example of best practice, it would be the Humber Estuary. A senior 

specialist for coastal geomorphology who gives advice on shoreline 

management and policy was also interviewed (Participant 2). Participant 3 

from NE was an officer responsible for the protected site around the Teeside 

where the team are in the process of expanding, extending the sites and 

notifying nearby stakeholders. A Marine Planning Manager at the MMO was 

also interviewed who participated in the creation of the first marine plan in 

England (Participant 4). Participant 5 was the Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB) manager at Chichester Harbour Conservancy. His role was to 

look out for the best interests of the AONB through the planning process. It 
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was reported that Chichester Harbour Conservancy has a planner who deals 

specifically with coastal issues as well. Participant 6 was the Planning Policy 

Manager at Chichester District Council and had previously worked at Arun 

District Council and Portsmouth District Council and was therefore able to 

draw comparisons. Participants 7 and 8 were from the Solent Forum where 

they performed an administrative role, coordinating student bursary awards 

and acting as secretariat in the Annual Solent European Marine Sites 

meetings. 

5.3.2 Pressure for new housing 

The pressure of creating new affordable housing was highlighted by all 

participants as being a substantial stress to Local Authorities at the coast. 

Austin (Personal Communication, 31 August 2018)3 stated that “the Local 

Authorities are under a huge amount of pressure to identify land suitable for 

new housing developments.” Similarly, Allgrove4 (Personal Communication, 4 

September 2018) stated that in Chichester “the pressure for development is 

huge. We’ve just adopted a local plan with 435 dwellings per annum in it.” The 

housing pressures are greatly documented both in the press and in the 

literature. This will be discussed in more detail in Section 5.3.7. In order to 

take a long-term view on coastal management, it is crucial that an approach to 

housing does not follow a develop-defend pattern whereby housing is created 

and then the threat of coastal flooding is thought of afterwards. This is why 

Shoreline Management Plans are of the utmost importance so as to take a 

long-term, sustainable approach to management (Taussik, 2004c; Ballinger, 

Taussik & Potts, 2004).  This is particularly true of Portsmouth which is the 

second most densely populated city in the England after London and pressure 

for housing is high (ONS, 2012).  

5.3.3 Awareness of the coast 

One interview question revolved around general opinions about the 

integration between coastal and land-use planning. One of the most 

prominent themes which arose from this question was the lack of awareness 

of the definition of the coast. Williams (Personal Communication, 21 August 

                                            
3 Richard Austin – AONB manager. Chichester Harbour Conservancy. Chichester.   
4 Mike Allgrove – Planning Policy Manager. Chichester District Council. Chichester.  
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2018) stated “it goes back to the point of the ultimate question of ‘where’s the 

coast?’” Williams (Personal Communication, 21 August 2018) proposed that 

the lack of clarity was due to the small area which the ‘coast’ covers. “I 

suppose there’s only that small corridor between mean high water and mean 

low water where they’re both dealing with the same issue.” This is furthered 

elaborated on in Box 5.1. The uncertainty as to the definition of the coast was 

also found in Chapter 4 where a participant reported that they did not know 

where the coast began and land ended.  

Box 5.1: Williams (Personal Communication 21 August, 2018) 

“if you has 100 people to shade in a map of where they thought the coast 

was.. you would probably get 100 different answers. Drawing lines on a 

boundary, that’s the difficulty.” 

Gadbury (Personal Communication, 30 August 2018)5 identified that this lack 

of awareness was particularly present in land planners. Gadbury (Personal 

Communication, 30 August 2018) stated “I think currently many land based 

planners turn their back to the sea and focus on the land.” This was also 

found by Smith, Stojanovic and Ballinger (2011) who states that integration is 

difficult to achieve because of the administrative and institutional inertia 

whereby both sectors tend to address issues only within their defined remits. 

Consequently, they fail to address matters beyond their designated boundary. 

Furthermore, it has been found that that historically, there has been little 

opportunity for local terrestrial interests to provide input into the use of marine 

space, because it has been planned with little consultation, by national 

sectoral agencies (Shipman and Stojanovic, 2007). The findings of this study 

are in line with the conclusions made by Taussik (2004a) who found that 

planners are sometimes confused as to the relationship between land use 

planning policy and spatial policy. The complexity and confusion associated 

with the coastal and marine zone is also evident in the horrendogram 

mentioned in Chapter 2 which calls for a vertically and horizontally linked 

network to ensure the different key players are integrated within a 

geographical zone (Boyes and Elliott, 2014).   

                                            
5 Russell Gadbury – Marine Planning Manager. Marine Management Organisation. UK wide.  
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All the participants recognised that perception and awareness of coastal and 

marine issues was improving Gadbury (Personal Communication, 30 August 

2018) attributed this to the popular programme Blue Planet II which was 

released the end of 2017. Blue Planet II had an emphasis on ocean litter and 

pollution and has created more awareness to the conservation of the seas. 

Allgrove (Personal Communication, 4 September, 2018) suggested that in 

recent years there has been more consultation. Allgrove (Personal 

Communication, 4 September, 2018) recalled the MMO providing a training 

day whereby the employees came into the planning office and gave talks 

about the work they do. The training contributed to the planners’ Continued 

Professional Development and consequently a substantial number of planners 

attended. Allgrove (Personal Communication, 4 September, 2018) stated the 

local Authority planners found the day “reassuring” to know that there was 

contact there if needed.  

However, even though coastal issues may be currently in the media, Protess 

and McCombs (1991) suggest that there is an issue-attention cycle which the 

interest in all “crises” go through where by interest is gained and then lost by 

the public (see Figure 5.1). It is therefore important that coastal issues do not 

lose interest.  
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Figure 5.1- The issue attention cycle  Adapted from Protess and McCombs (1991) 

5.3.4 The Coastal Concordat 

5.3.4.1 Awareness of the Coastal Concordat 

The awareness of the Coastal Concordat varied between the participants 

although generally, little was known about the Coastal Concordat. As stated 

by Gadbury (Personal Statement “the Coastal Concordat has a variable level 

of either; a) knowledge of its existence or b) its actual application and how we 

have championed this.” The three individuals from Natural England had all 

heard of the Coastal Concordat but none had first-hand experience of its 

5. The post-problem stage

- The issue has moved from being in the centre of public concern to a prolonged limbo of being of 
lesser attention or sporatic recurrences of interest

4. Gradual decline of intense public interest

-A gradual decline in the interest in the problem mean that people become discouraged in finding 
a solution to the problem 

- By this time there may be another issue entering Stage 2 so thus a more powerful claim upon 
public attention 

3. Realising the cost of significant progess

- Realisation that the cost of "solving" the problem is very high and would require a large sum of 
money as well as major sacrifices. 

2. Alarmed discovery and euphoric enthusiasm

- Public become aware of the particular problem

- Euphoric enthusiasm about societies ability to "solve this problem" within a short timeframe

1. The pre-problem stage

- When a highly undesirable condition exists but has not yet captured much public attention 

- Already ackowledged by some scientists 
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implementation. Williams (Personal Communication, 21 August, 2018) stated 

that that the “Coastal Concordat would work if people used it.” In contrast, the 

AONB manager for Chichester Council and the Planning Policy manager had 

no knowledge of the Coastal Concordat and stated that it was not knowingly 

implemented in Chichester at present. The same lack of explicit 

implementation was also evident in the Chichester Local Plan. The two Solent 

Forum Officers had heard of the Coastal Concordat but did not know the 

details of how it was implemented, if at all. Francis (Personal Communication, 

13 September 2018) stated that from what she had heard, it was a good idea 

but was not yet implemented. It can therefore be concluded that there is 

currently a lack in understanding or experience of the Coastal Concordat. It is 

consequently unlikely that the Coastal Concordat can be successful if so little 

is known about it.  

5.3.4.2 The Coastal Concordat, the challenges and successes to 

date.  

Due to the overall lack of specific knowledge of the implementation of the 

Coastal Concordat, few participants were able to give first-hand knowledge. 

However perceived issues and advantages were identified using the 

responses combined with the literature. “Corporate memory loss” was 

identified as a challenge facing the Coastal Concordat. Corporate memory is 

defined as explicit, disembodied, persistent representation of knowledge and 

information in an organisation (Mohamed, Abdelaziz and Ellis, 2011). When 

people move on from the organisation, it is accepted that some information 

and knowledge will be lost. Williams (Personal Communication, 21 August 

2018) Chesham (Personal Communication, 21 August 2018)6 and Francis 

(Personal Communication, 13 September 2018)7 stated that the lack of 

knowledge of the Coastal Concordat could be attributed to corporate memory 

loss. Williams proposed the people involved in the in the early stages of 

development of the Coastal Concordat may have left, leaving the policy to be 

carried on by local authority planners who mainly deal with planning 

applications and “just don’t have the time to look at or appreciate these 

documents” (Williams, Personal Communication, 21 August 2018). 

                                            
6 Kate Chesman – Solent Forum Officer, The Solent Forum. 
7 Carolyn Francis – Solent Forum Officer, The Solent Forum. 



UP725302 
 

59 
 

Consequently, some information was lost in the process. It was also proposed 

that the budget cuts in Local Authorities had heightened this, because there is 

now a higher turnover rate in Local Authority staff. This was also found to be 

true in Section 4.5.1 where it was reported that it was difficult to maintain 

working relationships due to the high turnover rate within Local Authorities.  

When asked about the perceived challenges of the Coastal Concordat, 

Charman (Personal Communication, 30 August 2018) stated that from past 

experience, there had been difficulties in deciding who the single point of 

contact should be. Furthermore, it was indicated that there was some relief 

among the coastal organisations that the Coastal Concordat had not been 

implemented as it was perceived that it may add to workloads, particularly in 

the initial stages (see Box 5.2 and Box 5.3). Challenges particularly in the 

initial stages were also recognised also acknowledged that it would take a few 

examples of best practice “to get it all ironed out and smoothed through.” 

Box 5.2 Charman (Personal Communication, 30 August 2018)  

“at the same time I suppose some people are happy that it hasn’t been taken 

up because I suppose from our end, it dominates things in a way- not 

necessarily making it more complicated…but its takes extra time to coordinate 

things, especially if you’re the single point of entry.” 

 

Box. 5.3 Charman (Personal Communication, 30 August 2018) 

“I think it’s a combination of developers not knowing about it but then maybe 

also that if they're statutory consultation ends then it’s like 'ergh, well if we 

push it then we'll probably be named as the lead authority' so maybe a slight 

reluctance to kind of take it on cos it well I'm sure certainly that at least in the 

first few cases, it’s certainly more work for everybody as it will be a lot more 

work for everybody because it’s a bit unknown.”  

The responses indicate that there is some scepticism about the effectiveness 

of the Coastal Concordat. The findings of this study contrast with Turner and 

Essex (2015) who reported that there had been evidence that the Coastal 

Concordat was beginning to generate positive outcomes for integration. 

However, it is important to note that the responses reported in this study are 

“outsider” perceptions of the Coastal Concordat because none of the 

participants had directly been involved in it. A SWOT analysis is used in 
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Figure 5.2 to compare the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of 

the Coastal Concordat.  

 

Strengths  Opportunities 

 Calls for greater interdisciplinary 
and collaboration between sectors 
and across different management 
scales.  

 Creation of common goals and 
objectives through new policies 

 If used correctly, has the potential 
to save time and resources in the 
long term. 

 Being mentioned in the 25 Year 
Environment Plan gives the 
Coastal Concordat more publicity  

Weaknesses Threats 

 Has reduced in momentum since 
its initial introduction in 2013.  

 There is limited depth and general 
awareness of the Coastal 
Concordat. 

 Needs better support for relevant 
stakeholders regarding 
implementation of acts and their 
goals. 

 There are uncertainties on how 
different actors need to react  

 Limited funding and staff 
shortages to carry out the Coastal 
Concordat. 

 Few examples of best practice. 
Organisations are  

 Funding cuts within public bodies 
and government organisations 

 Staff cuts within public bodies and 
government organisations.  

 High staff turnover leading to 
“corporate memory loss“ 

 Difficulties in determining the 
“single point of contact” 

 Figure 5.2 SWOT analysis of the implications of the Coastal Concordat 

 

5.3.5 Awareness of the Shoreline Management Plan implementation 

Bridging the planning-shoreline management interface is considered a priority 

of coastal management (Taussik, 2004c). Aside from the participants from 

Natural England, none of the participants had knowledge of how Shoreline 

Management Plans are implemented within the Local Plans. Williams 

(Personal Communication, 21 August 2018) proposed that the lack of 

coordination was due to planning policy working on a different timeframe to 

shoreline management. In addition, Strategic shoreline management planning 

is a key approach to adapting to the changing coastline (Nicholls et al., 2013).   
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Box 5.4 Williams (Personal Communication, 21 August 2018)  

“And then I think they could advocate it a lot more to local planning authorities 

and tell them that they should be doing them a lot more and embedding them 

into their local plan and I suppose the issue with that is that the local plans are 

reviewed every six years so if you miss that window of opportunity to get 

those coastal change management areas embedded.” 

5.3.6 The need to take a place-specific approach  

Pressures for new housing to be built and the designation protected areas has 

resulted in a conflict of interest. This is particularly true in some areas more 

than others. The participants took the stance that some areas in the intertidal 

zone required more integration than others. Allgrove (Personal 

Communication, 31 August 2018) and Austin (Personal Communication, 4 

September 2018) both reported that there was a “good” level of integration 

between the different planning bodies in Chichester.  Allgrove (Personal 

Communication, 4 September 2018) had previously worked in Portsmouth 

Planning department and Arun Planning department prior to working at 

Chichester and therefore could make comparisons between the three 

departments.  

Allgrove (Personal Communication, 4 September 2018) proposed that 

integration and cohesion was required in some areas more than others. For 

example, Portsmouth is more threatened by development and subsequently 

needs more close interaction between coastal and terrestrial planning due to 

the great conflict of uses. Allgrove (Personal Communication, 4 September 

2018) stated that “In Chichester you just don’t build where the regulations 

won’t let you” compared to Portsmouth where there is a substantial demand 

for affordable housing which Allgrove (Personal Communication, 4 September 

2018) claimed made regulations more flexible. If this is true, this is to say that 

an anthropogenic approach to management is being taken in some areas 

more than others. Allgrove (Personal Communication, 4 September 2018) 

detailed that areas immediately at risk from erosion such as Norfolk may 

require more collaboration due to the nature of the threats in the area. The 

Norfolk coast is characterised by low lying land, soft cliffs and sandy beaches 

which mean the coastline is eroding rapidly (Brooks & Spencer, 2010; 

Burningham & French, 2016).  
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Allgrove (Personal Communication, 4 September 2018) added that whereas 

development would not be permitted in Flood Zones 2 and 3 in Chichester, in 

Portsmouth a third of development is in Flood Zone 3. The EA flood risk plan 

for Portsmouth (see Figure 5.3) states that where possible, new development 

should be steered to Flood Zone 1 or 2. Furthermore, when considering 

potential development in Flood Zone 3, the flood risk vulnerability of land uses 

and the Exception Test should be applied if required (The Environment 

Agency, 2011). Figure 5.2 shows the flood risk zones of Portsmouth and 

Chichester. 

 

Figure 5.3 Flood Risk Zones in Portsmouth and Chichester                        (Gov.uk., 

2018) 

Furthermore, the councils which have signed up to the Coastal Concordat as 

depicted in Table 5.2 comprises mostly of coastal cities and areas where 

there are high rates of erosion. This could be interpreted as evidence of the 

existing attitude to the Coastal Concordat whereby the Coastal Concordat is 

only implemented where it is considered needed. This attitude is likely to 

change with the reference to the Coastal Concordat in the 25 Year 

Environment Plan published in 2018, which detailed that all Local Authorities 

with a coastal influence should be signed up to the Coastal Concordat (HM 

Government, 2018). In regards to the implementation of the Coastal 

Concordat it may be that the degree and the way that it is employed varies.  

Due to the great differences between the coastal communities, it is important 



UP725302 
 

63 
 

that a flexible approach is adopted when implementing the Coastal Concordat, 

in order to maximise its potential. 

Table 5.2- Local Authorities who are adopters of the Coastal Concordat 

Cornwall Council  

Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk 

Durham County Council  

Newcastle City Council  

North Norfolk District Council  

Purbeck District Council 

Plymouth City Council  

Portsmouth City Council  

Scarborough District Council  

Southampton City Council  

Suffolk Coastal District Council  

Tendring District Council  

Waveney District Council  

 

The EU principles of ICZM state that coastal management should be adaptive 

and acknowledge local specificity (The UN, 1992; Martino, 2016). The points 

made above highlight the claims made by the literature to take a more place-

specific approach to coastal management which considers the shifting 

requirements and priorities of local communities over time (Reis, Stojonovic & 

Smith, 2004; Cicin-Sain & Belfiore, 2005; McKinley & Ballinger, 2018). 

McKenna (2010) also states that a “one size fits all” approach should be 

avoided, instead favouring strategies which recognise the specific human and 

physical characteristics of the coastal area.  

5.3.7 The pressure of insufficient time and resources 

All the participants attributed the challenge of ensuring integration to 

insufficient time and resources. Specifically, Local Authority budget cuts were 
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identified as having particularly substantial impacts on the productivity of LA 

planning. Austin (Personal Communication, 31 August 2018) stated “we’re 

operating on a shoestring.” As mentioned previously in Section 5.3.3.2, it is 

likely that this lack of funding may indirectly be causing a reluctance to adopt 

new initiatives.  

Furthermore, it has been proposed that the Local Authorities have been 

forced to reduce the number of specialists they have in their team (Read, 

Personal Communication, 20 July 20188). Ogilvie (Personal Communication, 

13 April 2018)9 supported this claim stating that “all the specialist planners 

have left. We used to have planners who specialised in different types of 

planning. Now we just have planners who can do a bit of everything.” It is 

important to note however, that these individuals were from Local Authorities 

in a London Borough and their claims may not be entirely in line with other 

Local Authorities. Nevertheless, all Local authorities have still experienced 

budget cuts to some extent. The NAO (2018) discovered that 49.1% real-

terms reduction in government funding for local authorities between 2010 and 

2011 to 2017 and 2018. In addition, it was reported that within the service 

area of planning and development, community development and economic 

development reduced by 56.2% and 51.8% respectively. In the same time 

frame, the number of major, minor and other planning applications processed 

had increased by 19% thus putting excessive stress on the Local Authorities 

(NAO, 2018). This pressure is expected to grow with ministers warning that 

the “worst is yet to come” with many “truly unpalatable” cuts to be made to 

services (Richardson, 2018). It could therefore be said that Local Authorities 

may be unwilling to sign up to the Coastal Concordat if they believe it will 

increase their workload.  

Gadbury (Personal Communication, September 2018) argued that in the long 

term, the Coastal Concordat could prove timesaving. Turner and Essex (2016) 

compared the former consenting regime with that of the Coastal Concordat. It 

was found that issues had been improved such as partial consultation, poor 

                                            
8 Penny Read – Parks Manager- London Borough of Bromley Council  
9 Douglas Ogilvie – Senior Planner – London Borough of Bromley Council  
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quality information and inconsistent decision making systems. In this instance, 

the Coastal Concordat had the “streamlining” effect as desired.  

The pressure of budget cuts is supported in Section 4.2.2 of this study where 

it was also found that funding cuts were the greatest perceived threat to Local 

Authority planners. Furthermore, these findings are in line with those of 

McKinley and McKenna (2018) where one Local Council interviewee also 

reported that budget cuts are causing great challenges with many staff 

leaving, resulting in an increased workload for the remaining staff. The same 

study also found that there was concern that the introduction of a new piece of 

legislation may create a greater, unmanageable workload. The same 

apprehensions were experienced in this study.  

Brown (2018) and Rogers (2018) state that local consultation, engagement 

and participation have a vital role in creating high-quality developments, but 

this depends on councils having well-resourced planning departments. 

Conversely, engagement and collaboration can help to make better use of 

limited resources.  

5.4 Chapter summary and conclusion  

The aim of Chapter Five was to support and further the findings from the 

questionnaire survey research analysed in Chapter 4.  

The results from the interviews carried out show there are mixed levels of 

understanding surrounding the definition of the coast and the role coastal 

managers should play. The interviewees highlighted a number of challenges 

in ensuring integration between coastal planning and land use planning. 

Insufficient resources and time was highlighted by all interviewees as a 

significant challenge faced- particularly within Local Authorities. It was 

proposed that this could be the reason why so few LAs are implementing the 

Coastal Concordat.  

It was recognised that collaboration between coastal managers and LAs is 

improving. However, some participants suggested that integration was 

required in areas with more contested issues such as areas with rapidly 

eroding cliffs or coastal areas with high population densities. Nevertheless, as 

suggested by Taussik (2004), there is a shared policy agenda between 
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shoreline management and planners and therefore collaboration should be 

ensured.  

CHAPTER 6: LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Introduction  

Chapter 6 brings together the discussion of the previous two chapters, 

reviewing and summarising the major findings of the project. This Chapter 

discusses the limitations of the approach used, and potential 

recommendations for implementation of the Concordat as well as 

opportunities for further research.  

6.2 Limitations 

To accurately gain an insight into the perceptions of the integration, 

interviewees would be required from a range of coastal Local Authorities in 

the Solent. Although the study sample for the study was initially targeted on 

the Solent alone, concerns over a limited sample size and variety in the 

answers received meant it was expanded to include coastal organisation 

representatives across the country. Consequently, the study was more 

expansive than initially intended. However, despite the interview invitation 

being distributed to all Local Authority planners, only one individual was willing 

to participate. This could be indicative of the strict time pressures and budget 

cuts which Local Authorities are under. It can therefore be said concluded that 

the results may have some bias as the participants were predominantly from a 

coastal and marine focused background.  

Another is that land-use planners read the word “coastal” in the title of the 

questionnaire and assumed it was not relevant to them. The latter possibility 

suggests that land planners have limited integration with coastal issues, and 

hence limited knowledge in this area. As a consequence of the limited 

response rate, the results are likely to be biased towards placing “blame” on 

the LAs.  

The response rate to the Coastal Concordat section of the questionnaires was 

lower than expected as participants were generally not aware that it existed. 

This was also true of the interviews with many participants having heard of the 
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Coastal Concordat but not knowing any details of its implementation or 

benefits. This lack of knowledge of the Coastal Concordat mean that it was 

difficult to ask about the specifics of the application of the Coastal Concordat 

because they were not fully informed.  

Initially it was intended that the interviews would be carried out in person. 

However, because many of the participants were based across the country, it 

was deemed more practical to consistently carry out the interviews over the 

phone. This was more convenient for the participants who were under tight 

time restraints.  

The pilot study for the survey was successful in identifying topic areas which 

had not been identified initially. In a similar manner, because the Solent 

Forum is sponsoring the project, they were sent an email detailing a brief 

overview of the project. The Solent Forum stated that there was concern over 

the small sample size as initially it was only LA planners which were intended 

to be participate. This comment was acted on and consequently the sample 

was extended to include coastal organisations as well. This proved to be 

particularly beneficial advice due to the limited number of LA planners willing 

to participate.  

6.3 Recommendations 

The final objective of the study was to establish recommendations for future 

best practice of integrating marine, coastal and terrestrial planning. Four key 

recommendations have been identified as a result of the questionnaires and 

interviews conducted in Chapters 4 and 5. A summary of these 

recommendations can be seen in Table 6.1.  

Table 6.1 Summary of the recommendations 

Recommendations 

1) Improvement of cross-disciplinary and cross-sector collaboration at the coast 

2) Greater education about the benefits of the Coastal Concordat 

3) Collaboration of data to reduce duplication of effort 

4) Taking a place specific approach  
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6.3.1 Improvement of cross-disciplinary and cross-sector collaboration at the 

coast 

The EU principles of ICZM state that a holistic, cross-sectoral approach 

should be taken towards coastal management. Local Authorities tend to work 

up to a set boundary and Page (Personal Communication, 20 August 2018) 

stated that this boundary is a hindrance to integration. Page furthered this 

point by saying in terms of ecosystems “in the real world there aren’t set 

boundaries.” Therefore, although planners may be aware of their 

administrative boundaries, there appears to be a sense of neglect in regards 

to the intertidal zone. As concluded by Page (Personal Communication, 20 

August 2018) there needs to be a “…more expansive approach and more 

expansive thinking from the local authorities and from the MMO.”  

Williams (Personal communication, 21 August 2018) argued that one obstacle 

hindering an integrated approach at the coast, was the lack of knowledge 

about what defines the coast (see Box 6.1). Therefore, more education is 

needed to educate stakeholders and LA planners on the definition and the 

importance of the coast and the management, which is there. Education was 

successfully achieved on a small scale in Chichester where LA planners were 

required to participate in training by the MMO as part of their Continuing 

Professional Development which is required as part of their jobs (Allgrove, 

Personal Communication, 4 September 2018).  

Box 6.1: Williams (Personal communication, 21 August 2018) 

“it goes back to the ultimate question of where do you draw the coast?” 

“If you had 100 people to shade in a map of where they thought the coast 

was, where would they shade in the coast? If you had 100 people, you’d 

probably get 100 different answers.” 

Turner and Essex (2015) also state that the success of integration depends 

upon opportunities for mutual learning between LA departments and coastal 

developers on producing a system where stakeholders have confidence within 

the system. 

The feasibility of meeting new requirements within the setting of reduced 

funding and staff resources, and a greater need for interdisciplinary 

collaboration are just some of the hurdles noted by interviewees.  As noted in 
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Chapters 4 and 5, funding and resource constraints remain a very real 

challenge to many organisations. Nevertheless, the call for greater 

interdisciplinary and cross sector collaboration may result in increase in 

shared goals and thus, in the long term, shared workloads serving to ease the 

burden. This transition towards greater integration reflects earlier efforts made 

by the ICZM approach to managing coastal resources (CIcin-Sain. 1993; 

McKenna, Cooper & O’Hagen, 2008).  

6.3.2 Greater education about the benefits of the Coastal Concordat 

Analysis of the questionnaires and interviews highlighted that users generally 

do not have a good level of understanding and awareness of the application 

of the Coastal Concordat. It can therefore be concluded that the Coastal 

Concordat has not been implemented to the degree it was initially intended to. 

However, the Coastal Concordat, if implemented correctly, has the ability to 

provide an integrated, inclusive and forward thinking approach to some of the 

challenges faced at the coast. Furthermore, it could act as an opportunity to 

bridge sectoral gaps and instigate more effective dialogue between key 

players on the coast. Given the fragmented and sectoral approach to intertidal 

zone management in the past, it can be said that the Coastal Concordat has 

the potential to act as a springboard for improving collaboration, cooperation 

and coherence for future coastal management and policy development. 

However, a more clearly articulated and understood process is required 

(Turner and Essex, 2016). In support of this, Cicin-Sain (1993) stated that 

greater comprehension of the potential issues faced will help the long and 

medium term management of the coastal zone, assessing how best to 

response to challenges faced along the coastline. 

There are three main requirements for effective coastal management which 

are shown in Table 6.2. The results of Chapter 4 and 5 state the Coastal 

Concordat is lacking in all three of these areas. Furthermore, this study found 

that there was a challenge in deciding who the lead point of contact was in the 

Coastal Concordat. However, Ostrom and Ahn (2003) stated that decision 

making structures allocate roles and authority to specific stakeholders and 

therefore can be used as an advantage to stakeholders. Therefore it should 
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be reinterpreted to the coastal organisations and LAs that being the lead point 

of contact can be advantageous for them.  

Table 6.2 States that effective coastal management requires three components:  

1. Clarity about responsibilities and required outcomes;  

2. Financial resources aligned with policy goals;   

3. Wide participation of stakeholders to give the decision-making 

process authority.  

Vigar et al. (2000) 

 

6.3.3 Encouraging the collaboration of data to reduce the duplication of 

effort  

The results of this study outlined in Chapters 4 and 5 indicate that currently 

there are internal datasets for Natural England, the Environment Agency and 

LA planning departments. Nevertheless, there are currently no shared 

datasets which can be accessed by coastal managers, policy makers and 

planners alike. Bell et al. (2009), Chen et al. (2014), Merino et al. (2016), 

Wang et al. (2016) and Meaden et al. (2016) state that integrating and 

managing extensive datasets efficiently can help to contribute to meeting the 

objectives of sustainable development. The requirement of sharing datasets 

has been successfully addressed in the Europe in the Marine Strategy 

Framework Directive (MSFD) and the Water Framework Directive which share 

the same datasets for Descriptor 5 (eutrophication) and Descriptor 8 

(contaminants). Similarly, “Bigtable” technology has also been proposed by 

Google for storing data for temperature, salinity, density and marine currents 

Wang et al., (2016).  

One method of coordinating data would be the implementation of Triple 

Bottom Line dataset. ‘Triple bottom line’ data refers to the expansive quantity 

of data representing wide variety of environmental, social and economic 

subject matter (Rumson & Hallett, 2018). Much of this data is especially 

important to the development of environmental risk assessments at the coast. 

Decision-makers relying on different datasets can cause issues in 

management, particularly when there is insufficient awareness of the full 

range of datasets available (Rumson & Hallett, 2018; Li, 2018).  
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Figure 6.1 - The Triple Bottom line (The Economist, 2009) 

However, one limitation of open source data, is the quality and availability of 

the data, although it is becoming more readily available (Rumson & Hallett, 

2018). Furthermore, it is important that the precise coordinates are recorded 

accurately. The task of collecting extensive datasets should not be 

underestimated because datasets can often be expansive and may need 

updating regularly which may be expensive. Nevertheless, the Triple Bottom 

line dataset could further help to succeed in the “reduction of the duplication of 

effort” defined by the Coastal Concordat and could contribute to the long-term 

aims of ICZM. 

6.3.4 Taking a place specific approach 

Fuentes, Grandos and Marints (2018) found that low levels of public policy 

reduced the capacity for ensuring integration in coastal and marine policy. In 

addition, Collie (2013) stated that marine spatial plans “are heterogenous- 

there are essential ingredients, but not single recipe of success.” The same 

can be said for coastal and terrestrial planning whereby a place specific, 

adaptive approach to management should be adopted as opposed to a “one-

size-fits- all approach”. This is because the relationship between the coastal 

zone, the intertidal zone and the marine area will vary considerably from place 

to place.  

6.4 Suggested actions 

A summary of the suggested actions as stated above, can be seen in Table 

6.3. 
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Table 6.3 The recommendations and suggested actions  

Recommendations and suggested actions 

Recommendation  Action  

Improvement of cross-

disciplinary and cross-sector 

collaboration 

1. Workshops to encourage the 

interaction between LA planners and 

Coastal managers  

Greater education of the benefits 

of the Coastal Concordat 

2. Assistance particularly in the first few 

cases about best practice for the 

application of the Coastal Concordat 

3. Explicitly educate planners about the 

benefits and limitations 

Collaboration of data to reduce 

the duplication of effort 

4. One dataset which all organisations 

can access 

5. Provide better coordination of 

Environmental Impact Assessments  

Taking a place specific approach 6. Recognise that each coastal area is 

different and approach as appropriate 

6.3 Further research 

There are several ways this study could be furthered. In a follow-up study, 

more LA planners could be interviewed. It would be especially beneficial to 

interview more LA planners who have actively implemented the Coastal 

Concordat- such as Portsmouth City Council and Southampton’s City Council. 

Furthermore, in a more extensive study with access to greater time and 

resources, it may be valuable for the study to be extended to coasts across 

England. In addition, interviewing individuals who had been directly involved in 

the development stage of the Coastal Concordat would be beneficial. This 

study only provided an insight of the success and challenges of the Coastal 

Concordat, and the implementation and integration of SMPs within Local 

Plans and conducting follow up studies would aid understanding of how 

attitudes and perceptions are changing over time.  

6.4 Conclusion  

It can be concluded that there is no “quick fix” to ensuring integration between 

marine, coastal and terrestrial planning. There is a combination of tools 



UP725302 
 

73 
 

required to achieve this long-term aim. Steps should be taken to improve the 

cross-disciplinary and cross-sector collaboration at the coast through the use 

of better education. The findings from this study suggest that limited 

knowledge by LA planners surrounding the definition of the coast, is one of 

the leading hindrances to LA integration. Clarity is needed as stated by 

Charman (Personal Communication, 30 August 2018) “It is quite a murky 

ground around the intertidal areas…and surrounding the different 

responsibilities.” In particular, education about the application of the Coastal 

Concordat and its benefits is necessary in order to further the voluntary 

framework.  
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CHAPTER 7: SUMMARY AND FINAL CONCLUSION 

7.1 Summary of study 

This study has set out to critically analyse the level of integration between 

town and country planning and coastal management. Within this, this study 

has looked at the Coastal Concordat. This was carried out through the use of 

65 questionnaires, and eight interviews gaining insight into a range of 

perspectives surrounding the coast.  

The findings of this study compared to Turner and Essex (2016), suggest that 

the Coastal Concordat has lost momentum since it was first implemented. 

This could be attributed to corporate memory loss. The reference to the 25 

Year plan provides optimism that the Coastal Concordat will be implemented 

more often. It is of the utmost importance that examples of best practice of the 

Coastal Concordat are exemplified for future use. However, budget cuts, work 

pressures and staffing shortages remain an ever-present difficulty.  

The research has contributed to previously identified gaps in the literature 

allowing for greater understanding about how integration could be achieved – 

if it is required at all. Furthermore, the perceptions of the Coastal Concordat 

were studied. Overall, barriers to integration were identified as being lack of 

education and awareness of planners of coastal issues, the pressure for 

affordable housing and above all, insufficient resources.  

7.2 Recommendations for future management  

Recommendations for future management highlighted the need for improved 

cross-disciplinary and cross-sector collaboration at the coast, greater 

education surrounding the benefits of the coast, and ensuring each approach 

to coastal management is place specific. Furthermore, it was identified that a 

shared dataset may reduce the duplication of effort in terms of the storage of 

information. 

7.3 Final conclusion 

This study makes some contribution to the previous research conducted by 

Taussik (2004c), Ballinger, Taussik and Potts (2004) and Turner and Essex 
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(2016). Whilst the nature of this form of qualitative investigation means the 

findings themselves are situation specific, the research itself highlights the 

benefits of this type of approach to understanding the implications of changing 

legislation. This exemplifies the need for a place-specific approach to coastal 

management. 

Therefore, the aim should be to ensure sustainable development in a way 

which achieves a balance between ecocentrism and anthropocentrism in an 

iterative and adaptive manner. Land planning and marine planning at the 

coast are intrinsically linked. As stated by Gadbury (Personal Communication, 

30 August 2018) “the land based part is integral to our marine area and vice 

versa.” 

The integrated and inclusive approach to the challenges faced by coastal 

legislation, represents an opportunity to bridge traditional sectoral gaps and 

instigate more effective communication between stakeholders, and specifically 

between LA planners and coastal managers. In addition, having a clear 

understanding of stakeholders’ views on legislative reform can aid ongoing 

implementation and support to ensure success and acceptance of new 

strategies. Furthermore, the recommendations of this study can also be 

applied to the wider principles of ICZM outside the requirement for integration 

of coastal management and town and country planning.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



UP725302 
 

76 
 

CHAPTER 8: REFERENCES 

Andrienko, G., Andrienko, N., Fischer, R., Mues, V. and Schuck, A. (2006). 

Reactions to geovisualisation: an experience from a European project. 

International Journal of Geographical Information Science, 20(10), pp. 1149-

1171. Doi: 10.1080/13658810600816524  

Arsel, Z. (2017). Asking Questions with Reflective Focus: A Tutorial on 

Designing and ocnducting Interviews. Journal of Consumer Research, 44(4), 

pp.939-948. 

Atkins.co.uk, (2004). ICZM in the UK: A Stocktake. pp.79-96. Retreived from: 

randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=ME1404_1999_FRP.pdf 

Bainbridge, J., Potts, T. and O’Higgins, T. (2011). Rapid Policy Network 

Mapping: A New Method for Understanding Governance Structures for 

Implementation of Marine Environmental Policy. PLoS ONE, 6(10), p26149. 

Ballinger, R. and Dodds, W. (2004a). Local government reform and the role of 

local government in coastal risk management. (LGA CSIG Research Paper 3: 

Implications of local government reform) Local Government Association’s 

Coastal Special Interest Group.  

Ballinger, R. and Dodds, W. (2004b). Regional governance and coastal risk 

management. (LGA CSIG Research Paper 4: Regional governance and 

coastal risk management) Local Government Association’s Coastal Special 

Interest Group.   

Ballinger, R. C., Taussik, J. & Potts, J. S., (2004) Sharing responsibility for 

managing coastal risk: lessons from the British Experience. Littoral 2004: 7th 

International Symposium: delivering sustainable coasts: connecting science 

and policy. Green, D. (ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p. 199-

204 

Ballinger, R., & Dodds, W. (2017). Shoreline management plans in England 

and Wales: A scientific and transparent process?. Marine Policy. doi: 

10.1016/j.marpol.2017.03.009 

BBC (2017) Environmental charities 'bewildered' by cutbacks in Wales, 2017. 

Retrieved from 〈http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-41558074〉 (Accessed 

on 07 September 2018). 

Beebe, T. J., Stoner, S. M., Anderson, K. J., & Williams, A. R. (2007). 

Selected questionnaire size and color combinations were significantly related 

to mailed survey response rates. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 60(11), 

1184-1189. 

Belk, R., Fisher E., and Kozinets., R (2013). Qualitative Consumer and 

Marketing Research, London: Sage.  

Bell, G., Hey. T. and Szalay, A. (2009). Computer Science: Beyond the Data 

Deluge. Science, 323(5919), pp. 1297-1298.  



UP725302 
 

77 
 

Bianci, G. and Skjoldal, H. (2008). The Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries. 

CABI. 

Bird, D. K. (2009). The use of questionnaires for acquiring information on 

public perception of natural hazards and risk mitigation – a review of current 

knowledge and practice. Natural Hazards and Earth System Sciences, 9, 

1307-1325. DOI: 10.5194/nhess-9-1307-2009. 

Boyes, S.J., Elliott, M., (2003). Marine Legislation- the ultimate 

‘horrendorgram’: international law, European directives and national 

implementation, Mar. Pollut. Bull. 86 (20140 39-47. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2014.06.055. 

Brace, I. (2013). Questionnaire design: how to plan, structure and write survey 

material for effective market research (3rd ed.). London: Kogan Page Limited. 

Brace, I., (2008). Questionnaire Design: How to plan, structure and write 

survey material for effective market research (2nd ed.). London: Kogan Page 

Ltd. 

Braun, V., Clarke, V., (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. 

Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3, 77-101. 

doi:10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

Brooks, S.M., Spencer, T., 2010. Temporal and spatial variations in recession 

rats and sediment release from soft rock cliffs, Suffolk coast, UK. 

Geomorphology 124, p. 26-41. Retreived from: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.08.005. 

Brown, M. (2018). UK's council planners overworked, underpaid and abused, 

experts say. [online] the Guardian. Retrieved from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/books/2018/may/25/uk-council-planners-

overworked-underpaid-abused-kevin-mccloud-hay-festival-experts-say 

[Accessed 15 Sep. 2018]. 

Bryman, A. (2008). Social Research Methods: Fourth edition. Oxford: Oxford 

Univ. Press 

Bryman, A. (2016). Social research methods:Sixth edition. Oxford: Oxford 

Univ. Press 

Bryman, A. and Bell, E. (2015). Business research methods. Oxford: Oxford 

Univ. Press.  

Buckley, J., Buckley, M. and Chiang, H. (1976). Research methodology & 

business decisions. [Canada]: National Associatin of Accountants. 

Burningham, H., French, J., (2016). Shoreline Dynamics on the Syffolk Coast. 

Shoreline. 

Cantasano, N. and Pellicone, G. (2014). Marine and River environments: A 

patent of Integrated Coastal Zone Management (ICZM) in Calabria (Southern 

Italy). Ocean & Coastal Management, 89, pp. 71-78. 



UP725302 
 

78 
 

CEC (2000). Communication form the Commission to the Council and the 

European Parliament on Integrated Coastal Zone Management a strategy for 

Europe. COM (2000) 547 final. Brussels: CEC.  

Chen, C. and Zhang, C, (2014). Data-intensive applications, challenges, 

techiques and technologies: A survey on Big Data. Information Sciences, 275, 

pp. 314-347. 

Cicin-Sain, B. and Knecht, R. W. (1998). Integrated Coastal and Ocean 

Management. Washington, DC: Island Press 

Commission for Architecture & the Built Environment. (2003). Survey Results. 

Review of Local Authority Planning departments. 

Conservancy.co.uk. (2018). A Special Place for Wildlife. [online] Retrieved 

from: http://www.conservancy.co.uk/page/special-place-for-wildlife [Accessed 

1 Aug. 2018]. 

COREPOINT. (2007) COREPOINT ICZM Training course, Pembrokeshire, 

October, Unpublished report. P.12.  

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2008). A Coastal 

Concordat for England: Implementation Document, Defra, London. 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (2014). Local Authorities 

who are adopters of the coastal concordat. [online] Retrieved from: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/

attachment_data/file/360017/cc-adopters-list-20141001.pdf [Accessed 1 Aug. 

2018]. 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. (2001). Shoreline 

Management Plans: A guide for coastal defence authorities. P1-6. 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. (2002). A Strategy for 

the Conservation and Sustainable Development of our Marine Environment. 

pp 2-27. 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. (2006). Defra’s 

Departmental Report 2006 and Defra’s budget. Second Report of Session 

2006-2007. P4.  

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. (2007). Development of 

Outcome Measures. Retrieved on February 5, 2012 from the Defra website: 

http://archive.Defra.gov.uk/environment/flooding/policy/strategy/outcomemeas

ures.html 

Dillman, D. A., Phelps, G., Tortora, R., Swift, K., Kohrell, J., Berck, J., et al. 

(2009). Response rate and measurement differences in mixed-mode surveys 

using mail, telephone, interactive voice response (IVR) and the Internet. 

Social Science Research, 38(1), 1-18. 

Domingues-Tejo, E., Metternicht, G., Johnston, E. and Hedge, L. (2016). 

Marine Spatial Planning advancing the Ecosystem-Based Approach to coastal 

zone management: A review. Marine Policy, 72, pp.115-130. 



UP725302 
 

79 
 

EC (2000). Commission proposal for a European Parliament and Council 

Recommendation concerning the Implementation of Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management in Europe (COM/2000/545), adopted 8 September, 2000 

Elliott, M., Burdon, D., Hemingway, K. and Apitz, S. (2007). Estuarine, coastal 

and marine ecosystem restoration: Confusing management and science – A 

revision of concepts. Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, 74(3), pp.349-

366. 

Ellis, C. (2011). Enterprise workflow, corporate memory, and decision-making. 

Multimedia Computing and Systems (ICMCS), 2011 international Conference 

on (pp.1-8. IEEE. 

Escp.org.uk. (2018). Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership |. [online] Retrieved 

from: https://www.escp.org.uk/ [Accessed 1 Aug. 2018]. 

Fairclough, H. E. (1977). Personal interviews and postal questionnaires: some 

observations and experiences. The Statestician, 259-268. 

Foster, T. (2013). A critical analysis of the attitudes and perceptions of 

recreational boater based in Portsmouth Harbour and Langstone Harbour 

towards Marine Conservations Zones. (Unpublished Masters Dissertation), 

Portsmouth: University of Portsmouth. 

Fox, R. J., Crask, M. R., & Kim, J. (1988). Mail survey response rate - a meta-

analysis of selected techniques for inducing response. Public Opinion 

Quarterly, 52(4), 467-491. 

Frey, J.H. & Oishi, S.M (1995). How to conduct interviews by telephine and in 

person. California: Sage Publications 

Gallagher, A., (2010) The coastal sustainability standerd: A management 

systems approah to ICZM. Ocean and Coastal Management. 336-349. 

Gazzola, P., Roe, M.H., Cowie, P.J., 2015. Marine spatial planning and 

terrestrial spatial planning: reflecting on new agendas. Environment Plan C. 

1156-1172.  

Gillham, B. (2008). Developing a Questionnaire (2nd ed.). London: A & C 

Black. 

Girard, L., Kourtit, K. and Nijkamp, P. (2014). Waterfront Areas as Hotspots of 

Sustainable and Creative Development of Cities. Sustainability, 6(7), pp.4580-

4586. 

Goldin, I., Winters, A. (1995). The Economics of Sustainable Development. 

Voorkant. Cambridge University press. 

Gov.uk. (2018). The Long term flood risk map for England. [online] flood-

warning-information.service.gov.uk. Retrieved from: https://flood-warning-

information.service.gov.uk/long-term-flood-risk/map  

Graham, P. (2018). Regeneration in Littlehampton. [online] Arun.gov.uk. 

Retrieved from: https://www.arun.gov.uk/regeneration-in-littlehampton 

[Accessed 3 Aug. 2018]. 



UP725302 
 

80 
 

Grigalunas, T. A. and R. Congar, Eds. (1995). Environmental Economics for 

Integrated Coastal Area Management: Valuation Methods and Policy 

Instruments. Nairobi, Regional Seas Reports and Studies No. 164, United 

Nations Environment Programme.  

Grove, R., & Vriens, M. (2006). The Handbook of Marketing Research: Uses, 

Misuses and Future Advances. California, USA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Guest, G., Namey, E., & Mitchell, M. (2013). Collecting Qualitative Data: A 

Field Manual for Applied Research. California, USA: SAGE Publications, Inc. 

Hines, J., Hutchison, J., Thompsett, S., Potts, J. (2012) New century, new 

management approaches – It is time for consolidated legislation for the 

Coast? Innovated Coastal Zone Management; Sustainable Engineering for a 

Dynamic Coast – 7th International Coastal Management Conference. p. 296-

305. 

HM Government. (2018) A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the 

Environment. pp 106- 108.  

Huang, C., Chuang, H., S., Chen, S. (2016). Corporate Memory: Design to 

better reduce, reuse and recycle. Computers & Industrial Engineering. pp.48-

65. 

Hull, A. (2013). Managing Competition for Marine Space Using the Tools of 

Planning in the UK. Planning Practice and Research, 28(5), 503-526. doi: 

10.1080/02697459.2013.812375 

Hull, S., Brexit: implications for the future of the Uk’s marine environment. A 

White Paper, ABPmer, 2016. Available from: 

〈http://www.abpmer.co.uk/buzz/brexitand-the-marine-environment/(Last 

accessed: 14 September 2018) 

Hussey, J., & Hussey, R. (1997). Business research: a practical guide for 

undergraduate and postgraduate students. London: Macmillan Press. 

Jamshed, S. (2014). Qualitative research method-interviewing and 

observation. Journal of Basic and Clinical Pharmacy, 5(4), p.87. 

Jay, S. (2010). Built at Sea. Town Planning, 81(20), pp.173-193. 

Kay, R. and Alder, J. (2004). Coastal Planning and Management. London: 

Routledge, pp.1-2. 

Kenny, T. (2017) Better Planning: Housing affordability. [online] Royal Town 

Planning Institute. Retrieved from: https://www.rtpi.org.uk/knowledge/better-

planning/better-planning-housing-affordability/  

Kerr, S., Johnson, K., Side, J.C., 2014. Planning at the edge: integrating 

across the land and sea divide. Marine Policy. 47, (118-125). 

Kidd, S., Shaw, D., 2014. The social and political realities of marine spatial 

planning: some land-based reflections. Marine Science. 71, 1535-1541. 



UP725302 
 

81 
 

Kummu, M., de Moel, H., Salvucci, G., Viviroli, d., Ward, P. and Varis, O. 

(2017). Over the hills and further away from the coast: global geospatial 

patterns of human and environment over the 20th-21st centuries. [online] 

Retrieved from: http://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1748-

9326/11/3/034010 [accessed 23 July 2017]. 

Kupiec, P., & Wallison, P. (2015). Can the “Single Point of Entry” strategy be 

used to recapitalize a systemically important failing bank?. Journal of 

Financial Stability, 20, 184-197. doi: 10.1016/j.jfs.2015.09.007 

Lenschow, A., (Ed.).(2002). Environmental policy integration: Greening 

sectoral policies in Europe. Routledge.  

Lester, C. and Mary, M. (2016). Managing the Coastal Squeeze: Resilience 

Planning for the Shoreline Residential Development. Stanford: Stanford 

Environmental Law. 

Li, X., Huang, J., Tu, Z. and Yang, S. (2018). Bringing Multi-Criteria Decision 

Making into cell identification for Shoreline Management Planning in a coastal 

city of Southeast China. Ocean & Coastal Management. 

Marino, J., Caballero, B., Rivas, B., Serrano, M. and Piattini, M. (2016). A data 

quality in use model for big data. Future Generation Computer Systems, 63, 

pp.123-130.  

Martino, S. (2016). An attempt to assess horizontal and vertical integration of 

the Italian coastal governance at national and regional scales. Revista de 

Gastao Costeira Integrada, 16(1), pp.21-33. 

McKenna, J., Cooper, A., OHagan, A.M. (2008). Managing by principle: a 

critical analysis of the European principles of Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management (ICZM), Marine Policy 32:941-55. 

McKinley, E., Ballinger, R., (2018) Welsh legislation in a new era: A 

stakeholder perspective for coastal management. Marine Policy 253-261. 

Retrieved from 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0308597X18304640 

McNabb, D. E. (2015). Research Methods In Public Administration and 

Nonprofit Management: Quantitative and Qualitative Approaches. Oxon: 

Rouledge.  

Mee, L., Jefferson, R., Laffoley, D. and Elliott, M (2008). How good is good? 

Human values and Europe’s proposed Marine Strategy Directive. Marine 

Pollution Bulletin, 56(2), pp.187-204. 

Morgan, S. (2010). Validity and Reliability. [online] S. T. Morgan. Retrieved 

from: http://www.stmorgan.co.uk/validity-and-reliability.html [accessed  12  

June 2018] 

Morphet, J., & Clifford, B., (2017). Local authority direct provision of housing. 

Royal Town Planning Institute. University College of London.  



UP725302 
 

82 
 

Myatt, L. B., Scrimshaw, M.D., & Lester, J.N. (2003a). Public perceptions and 

attitudes towards a current managed realignment scheme: Brancaster West 

Marsh, North Norfolk, U.K. Journal of Coastal research, 19(2) 278-286. 

Retrieved from: http://www.jstor.org/stable/4299169 

Nadarajah, C. & Rankin, J. (2005). European Spatial Planning: Adapting to 

Climate Events. Weather, vol. 60(7). 

Nandelstaedt, T., (2008). Analysis of the ICZM process in the United 

Kingdom. Available from: 

http://www.coastalwiki.org/wiki/Analysis_of_the_ICZM_process_in_the_United

_Kingdom [accessed on 27-08-2018] 

Nicholls, R. and Klein, R. (2005). Climate change and coastal management of 

Europe’s coast. Springer, Berlin.  

Nicholls, R., Townend, I., Bradbury, A., Ramsbottom, D., & Day, S. (2013). 

Planning for long-term coastal change: Experiences from England and Wales. 

Ocean Engineering, 71, 3-16. doi: 10.1016/j.oceaneng.2013.01.025 

Nowell, L.S., Norris, J. M., White, D. E. & Moules, N. J. (2017). Thematic 

Analysis, International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 16(1).doi: 

10.1177/1609406917733847 

O’Leary, Z. (2012). The Essential Guide to Doing Your Research Project. 

London: SAGE Publications Ltd.  

O’Riordan, T. and Vellinga, P. (1993). Integrated coastal zone management: 

the next steps. World Coast 1993 (eds P. Beukenkamp, P. Gunther, R. Klein 

et al.), pp. 409-413, National Institute for Coastal and Marine Management, 

Coastal Zone Management Centre, Noordwijk, The Netherlands. 

Office for National Statistics. (2012). Regional Profiles: Key Statistics - South 

East, August 2012. [online] Retrieved from: 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20160108201618/http://www.ons.go

v.uk/ons/dcp171780_275246.pdf [Accessed 1 Aug. 2018]. 

Olsen, S. (2003). Frameworks and indicators for assessing progress in 

integrated coastal management initiatives. Ocean and Coastal Management, 

46(3-4), pp.347-361. 

Oppenheim, A. N. (2005). Questionnaire Design, Interviewing and Attitude 

Measurement. New York: Continuum.  

Ostrom, E., & Ahn, T. K. (2003) Foundations of Social Capital (Cheltenham: 

Edward Elgar).  

Phadermrod, B., Crowder, R. M., Wills, G. B., (2016). Importance-

Performance Analysis based SWOT analysis. International Journal of 

Information Management, pp.1-10.  

Pickaver, A., Gilbert, C., & Breton, F. (2004). An indicator set to measure the 

progress in the implementation of integrated coastal zone management in 

Europe. Ocean and Coastal Management, 47(9-10), 449-462.  



UP725302 
 

83 
 

Pollitt, C. (2000). Institutional Amnesia: A Paradox of the 'Information Age'?. 

Prometheus, 18(1), pp.5-16. 

Potts, J. (2004). Implications of the Water Framework Directive for coastal risk 

management. (LGA CSIG Research Paper 5: Implications of the WFD) Local 

Government Association’s Coastal Special Interest Group. 

Repprecht Consult, (2006), Evaluation of Integrated Coastal Zone 

Management (ICZM) in Europe. Cologne: Rupprecht Consult - Forschung & 

Beratung GmbH, pp.1-360. Retrieved from: 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/iczm/pdf/evaluation_iczm_report.pdf 

[Accessed 27 Aug. 2018]. 

Rogers, B. (2018). Want more houses, Mrs May? Then fund council planning 

properly | Ben Rogers. [online] the Guardian. Retrieved from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2018/mar/09/houses-theresa-

may-council-planning-local-government [Accessed 15 Sep. 2018]. 

Rumson, A., Hallett., S. H. (2018). Opening up the coast. Ocean and Coastal 

Management. Retrieved from: https://ac.els-cdn.com/S0964569117309365/1-

s2.0-S0964569117309365-main.pdf?_tid=6f0c6447-c11c-4608-9f37-

45928913c299&acdnat=1537862868_02fd39b77879f7b6b67e08ea38035d39 

133-145 

Scarff, G., C., Fitzsimmons, T. Gray. (2015). The New mode of marine 

planning the UK: aspirations and challenges, Mar. Policy 5. Retrieved from: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2014.07.026 

Sennitt, A., (2015). Establishing the perceptions and attitudes of recreationl 

water users, based in Chichester Harbour, towards environmentally 

designated areas. (Unpublished Masters Dissertation), Portsmouth: University 

of Portsmouth. 

Smith, H, Stojanovic, T., Ballinger, R., Carter, D., Potts, J. and Reis, J. (2009). 

The Management, Planning and Governance of the U.K. Marine and Coastal 

Environment. Ocean Yearbook Online, 23(1), pp.251-277. 

Smith, H., Maes, F., Stojanovic, T. and Ballinger, R. (2011). The integration of 

land and marine spatial planning. Journal of Coastal Conservation, 15(2), 

pp.291-303. 

South East Coastal Group. (2012). Coastal Habitats. Retrieved on Spetember 

3, 2012 from the SECG website: http://se-coastal group.org.uk.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2012/02/Coastal-Habitats.pdf 

Stojanovic TA. Ballinger RC (2009a) Responding to coastal issues in the UK. 

Managing information and collaborating through partnerships. Oceans 

Yearbook 23 Brill: Leiden. 445-472 

Tafon, R. (2017). Taking power to sea: Towards a post-structuralist discourse 

theoretical critique of marine spatial planning. Environment and Planning C: 

Politics And Space, 36(2), 258-273. doi: 10.1177/2399654417707527 



UP725302 
 

84 
 

Taussik, J. (2004a). A Research Paper for the Local Government 

Association’s Special Interest Group on Coastal Issues (LGA CSIG Research 

Paper 1: Changes to the planning system) Local Government Association’s 

Coastal Special Interest Group.  

Taussik, J. (2004b). Development control in areas of coastal risk (LGA CSIG 

Research Paper 2: Development control in areas of coastal risk) Local 

Government Association’s Coastal Special Interest Group. 

Taussik, J. (2004c). The Contribution of Town and Country Planning to 

Coastal Management: New Opportunities in England. Littoral 2004: 7th 

International Symposium: delivering sustainable coasts: connecting science 

and policy. Green, D. (ed.). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p. 211-

215 

Taussik, J. (2007). The opportunities of spatial planning for integrated coastal 

management. Marine Policy, 31(5), pp.611-618. 

Teijlingen, E. (2001). Social Research Update 35: The importance of pilot 

studies. [online] sru.soc.surrey.ac.uk. Retrieved from: 

http//sru.soc.surrey.ac.uk/SRU35.html [Accessed 26 July 2018]. 

The Economist.com (2009). Triple bottom line.  

The Environment Agency. (2011). Development and Tidal Flood Risk: 

Statement of Common Ground. Local Development Framework.  

The Guardian (2016), Welsh assembly government budget cuts of £860m 

next year. Availble from: 

http://www.theguardian.com/politics/2010/nov/17/welsh-assembly-

government-budget-cuts Accessed on 7 September 2018).  

Tukey, J. W. (1977). Exploratory Data Analysis. Pearson.  

Turner, J. and Essex, S. (2016). Integrated terrestrial and marine planning in 

England’s coastal inter-tidal zone: Assessing the operational effectiveness of 

the Coastal Concordat. Marine Policy, 72, pp.166-175. 

UN DESA | United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. 

(2015). World population projected to reach 9.7 billion by 2050 | UN DESA | 

United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. [online] Retrieved 

from: https://www.un.org/development/desa/en/news/population/2015-

report.html [Accessed 4 Aug. 2018]. 

Valler, D. and Phelps, N. (2016). Delivering growth? Evaluating economic 

governance in England’s South East sub regions. Town Planning Review, 

87(1), pp.5-30. 

Van Leeuwen, J., Raakjaer, J., van Hoof, L., vanTatenhove, J., Long, R. and 

Ounanian, K. (2014). Implementing the Marine Strategy Framework Directive: 

A policy perspective on regulatory, institutional and stakeholder impediments 

to effective implementation. Marine Policy, 50, pp.325-330. 



UP725302 
 

85 
 

Vigar, G., Healey., Hull, A. D., & Davondi, S. (2000) Planning, Governance 

and Spatial Strategy in Britain: An Institutionalist Analysis (London: Macmillan) 

Wang, H., Xu, Z., Fujita, H. and  Liu, S. (2016). Towards felicitous decision 

making: An overview on challenges and trends of Big Data. Information 

Sciences, 367-368, pp.747-765.  

World Commission on Environment and Development (1987). Our Common 

Future. Brundtland Report. London. 

Yin, R.K. (2009). Case Study Research: Design and Methods. (4th ed.). 

London: Sage 

Zhang, Y. and Wildemuth. (2005). Qualitative Analysis of Content. Philosophy 

of Mind.  

 

 

 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 

 



UP725302 
 

86 
 

 

 



UP725302 
 

87 
 

 

 



UP725302 
 

88 
 

 

 



UP725302 
 

89 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



UP725302 
 

90 
 

 

APPENDIX B – Example of interview question structure 

Questions for the Solent Forum 

I’m at the University of Portsmouth studying a Masters in Coastal and Marine 

Resource Management.  

I’m undertaking a dissertation is on assessing the level of integration between 

coastal and land planning systems.  

1. Could you first start by telling me a bit about your role  

2. Which local authorities do you work with? 

Coastal Concordat 

3. Have you implemented the Coastal Concordat? If not why not?  

4. If you have- what benefits have there been?  

5. What challenges? 

6. Portsmouth City Council and Southampton City council are the only two 

Solent LAs signed up to the Coastal Concordat. From working with 

them have you seen any benefits of signing up to the Coastal 

Concordat?  

Overall integration 

7. a. What means do you have of insuring integration between land, 

marine and terrestrial planning organisations and stakeholders?  

b. Could you give me some examples please? How have they 

worked? 

c. Could you tell me about the “Coastal Consents” guide?  

d. What feedback have you had from that? Positive or negative? Is it 

useful to coastal organisations and stakeholders? 

e. Does the Coastal Consents Guide help encourage integration do 

you think?  

8. Apart from your website how else do you coordinate the different 

sectors? For example, workshops.  

Integration with Shoreline Management Plans?  

9. How useful do you think Shoreline management plans are?  

10. Do you give much consideration to SMPs? If not, why not? 

Other questions to ask:  

11. Do you think there needs to be more collaboration between coastal and 

terrestrial planning bodies? 

12. Do you have any other questions you wish to raise? 

13. Question 19. If yes, please make any other points you feel would be 

relevant to the research. 

APPENDIX C- Sections from interviews 

1. Tim Page- Natural England. 
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• “I mean I know there was a big fanfare and everybody talked about it 

for a while and then from my point of view it faded into the background 

but you’ve got to ask the question - why?” 

• “So it’s been a bit calling natural England into account whereas it 

should be more collaborative with everybody trying to seek a way 

through if there’s a problem” 

• “Their remit is clear to them and they tend to not think outside of it.” 

• “the different players aren’t thinking holistically”  

• “…more expansive approach and more expansive thinking from the 

local authorities and from the MMO” 

• “single point of coordinating, overseeing group should being the Marine 

Site Management Scheme, assuming you have the European Marine 

Site. For me, thats the where all these people get together.” 

 

2. Nick Williams- Natural England 

• “we're very conscious of not saying one thing to either the MMO or 

LPAs” 

• “we also advise that they use the Coastal Concordat because it makes 

life easier for them and us” 

• “in terms of the planning applications I’ve worked on I don’t think CC 

has ever been used” 

• “despite the CC being there to simplify and make things easier for them 

and I think the marine panning system and LPAs, I don’t think they're 

particularly integrated. If they’re not integrated at the start there’s not 

much that a piece of legislation like the coastal concordat is going to do 

to force them” 

• “I think the CC would work if people used it” 

• “I suppose there’s only that small corridor between mean high water 

and mean low water where they’re both dealing with the same issue.” 

• Difffculties rooted in the definition of the coast. Where do you draw the 

line?  

• it goes back to the point of the ultimate question of “where’s the coast?' 

• ” If you had 100 people to shade in a map of where they thought the 

coast was, where would they shade in the coast?  if you had 100 

people youd probably get 100 different answers” 

• “Drawing lines on a boundary, thats the difficulty.” 

• “Claims that whilst they aren’t necessarily signed up to the coastal 

concordat, they may implement it unintentionally” 

• “I think it’s very much the basis for all our advice” 

• “So I think the fact it is non-statutory, I think that’s where it all comes 

crumbling down…the fact that people don’t have to heed to it, but 

should do.” 

• “So the people who were working in local planning authorities have 

probably largely moved on and aren’t in those roles anymore - and it’s 

probably the same with the MMO the MMO was started in 2009.” 
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• “I also think local planning authorities are being scaled down quite a lot. 

so the ability for somebody or a local councillor to have a specific 

person working on the coast or even to have a coastal engineer or 

something like that I thinks is being heavily reduced so that there’s not 

that person with the expertise within the councils” 

• “not said that a local Plan with totally adhere to shoreline management 

plan policy” 

• “And then I think they could advocate it a lot more to local planning 

authorities and tell them that they should be doing them a lot more and 

embedding them into their local plan and I suppose the issue with that 

is that the local plans are reviewed every six years so if you miss that 

window of opportunity to get those coastal change management areas 

embedded” 

 

3. Tom Charman - Natural England 

• “So I’ve been quite surprised that people aren’t taking it [the Coastal 

Concordat] up or seemingly aren’t taking it up because it would simplify 

stuff for them.” 

• [Developers] “thoughts was 'oh no new protected sites that’s going to 

stop everything that we're doing’…but that’s not the case. So to relay 

that we need to clarify the understanding of that.”.. which is where the 

coastal concordat comes in  

• “at the same time I suppose some people are happy that it hasn’t been 

taken up because I suppose from our end it dominates things in a way- 

not necessarily more complicated but its takes extra time to coordinate 

things, especially if you’re the single point of entry.” 

• “if there’s anything that can be done to simplify the process and speed 

stuff up then its welcomed.” 

• “I think it would take a few cases to get it all ironed out and smoothed 

through” 

• “I think the first few things where it gets triggered you might have 

people running around saying 'ohhh what do we do here?.. what do we 

do now' and then if that’s sorted, then I think it could be good” 

• When asked about whats hindering integration- “I think it’s a 

combination of developers not knowing about it but then maybe also 

that if they're statutory consultation ends then it’s like 'ergh, well if we 

push it then we'll probably be named as the lead authority' so maybe a 

slight reluctance to kind of take it on cos it well I'm sure certainly that at 

least in the first few cases, it’s certainly more work for everybody as it 

will be a lot more work for everybody because it’s a bit unknown.”  

• “It is quite a murky ground the sort of intertidal areas, and the different 

responsibilities.” 

• “Uses the example of the MMO being slow in the Teeside. Not sure if 

the CC would have helped in this eg.” 
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Russell Gadbury – Marine Management Organisation  

• “The concordat has a variable level of either a) knowledge of its 

existence or b) its actual application and we have championed this” 

• “are still applying the principles and there are also some signatories 

that are not applying principles so it’s very variable in the way in which 

it’s applied.” 

• “i think the participation and the application of the concordat brings 

benefits in terms of time saving and resourcing elsewhere so i think i 

think it is advantageous for them to participate, so that's a good reason 

for them taking that approach.” 

• “I say that as a former land based planner who joined the MMO from a 

coastal planning authority to be confronted with - 'you’re going to work 

where? who?' 

• I think currently many land based planners turn their back to the sea 

and focus on the land” 

• “i think we could, if we had an infinite pot of resources, we could do a 

lot more to champion our dependencies and importance of the marine 

and encourage people to consider it more” 

• “the land based part is integral to our marine area and vice versa” 

• “We're an island nation dependant on marine but the awareness of our 

dependencies and its value is very, very variable so i think the process 

of marine planning is actually the people, of its prominence, what it 

does for people economically and how important it is socially and 

culturally, so that process will continue as we continue to deliver marine 

plans all the way through to 2025(?)” 

• “What we do is effective, it does work, face to face engagement 

particularly” 

• “Appetite because some people are very interested in marine planning 

but don’t actually applies the plans through decisions they make or as 

responses to consultations they make” 

• "The real value of planning is it directs the most acceptable activities to 

the most appropriate places" 

Richard Austin – AONB manager at Chichester Harbour Conservancy 

• You talk about coastal based planning, land based planning and 

marine based planning. In practice, I don’t know if it’s as clear cut as 

that 

• The Local Authorities are under a huge amount of pressure to identify 

land suitable for new housing developments 

• We're operating on a shoestring and I think Local Authorities are 

struggling to attract and retain good planners and inevitably things fall 

through the cracks. 

• that every new building built they have to pay a Levy to help manage 

that recreate disturbance 

• I wasn’t even aware of it before i did your survey I would need to talk to 

the harbour master to find out 
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• I don’t really see the three tiers, i see the land based, which goes up to 

mean high water springs and then marine based is anything below 

mean high water springs 

Mike Allgrove – Planning policy manager at Chichester District Council 

(CDC) 

• “The pressure for development is huge. We've just adopted a local plan 

with 435 dwellings per annum in it” 

• “When asked about the need for integration – “I think Chichester’s got 

quite a history of looking at that aspect of planning.” 

• “When we were looking at coastal defences at Portsmouth there 

needed to be compensatory habitats for the coastal zone which were 

going to be lost with coastal squeeze etc. because of sea level rise and 

coastal squeeze.” 

• “I can imagine in Norfolk and in places like that, where those sea 

defences are much more of a critical issue, I would imagine it would be 

much more integrated - and much more necessary there.” 

• “We got a really, really good turn out from all the planners because it 

was easy cheap or free CPD- Continuing Professional Development for 

them which they need to do as part of their jobs.” 

• “The only real overlap was on the intertidal zone between the MMO as 

a marine based organisation. And as a terrestrial planning body and 

there’s very limited development there.” 

• “Yes I think it was quite reassuring for us as local authority planners, to 

know what we were doing and that we didn’t have any significant 

issues and the contact was there if we needed it.” 

• “We wouldn’t put any development in flood zones 2 and 3 which is 

designed for rivers but also designed for the coast. if you look at the 

maps of Portsmouth about a third of the development is in flood zone 

three. Whereas if you look at Chichester, then a much lower proportion 

of land is in those flood one so you wouldn’t allocate land within those 

flood zones so in a sense you don’t need to be as involved in the detail 

of planning and everything like that because you just don’t need to look 

at those areas.” 
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