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PREFACE

OceaNs, CoAsTs, WATER,
AND THE EvoLviNGg USAID
AGENDA

By Bill Sugrue
Director
Office of Environment and Natural Resources
Bureau for Economic Growth, Agricultural and Trade
U.S. Agency for International Development

Since 1985, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) has
partnered with the University of Rhode Island Coastal Resources Center
(CRCQ) in carrying out the Coastal Resources Management Program
(CRMP). CRMP is a pioneering initiative working with developing coun-
tries around the world to advance the principles and practices of integrat-
ed coastal management (ICM). During this 18-year partnership, USAID
and CRC, together with partners in the field, have learned a great deal
about the complexities and challenges of better managing our coasts. This
+ has included learning how to balance the need for ecologically healthy
coasts with the need to promote a better quality of life for those who live
and work there. Throughout this process, CRC has been an instrumental
force in promoting a “learning agenda” for ICM. In the selected CRMP sto-
ries included in this book, you will share in some of that learning. Let me
summarize here some of the key principles that underlie the ICM learning
agenda.
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ADVANCE INTEGRATED WATER AND COASTAL RESOURCES
MANAGEMENT FOR IMPROVED ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AND MANAGEMENT

It is essential that ICM and integrated water resources management
(IWRM) be mainstreamed into sustainable development efforts. ICM and
IWRM are essential foundations for improvements in health, food security,
economic development, democracy and governance, and biodiversity con-
servation. We must recognize the interdependence of these development
goals. The interdependence of human health, food security, governance
and the other human activities is obvious. How development objectives
are pursued in these sectors can have dramatic impacts on biodiversity,
and on the biosphere. The biosphere is currently in free-fall, so the signifi-
cance of these impacts is not trivial. Conversely, biodiversity conservation
programs, properly conceived, can significantly support CRMP objectives
in economic development, food security, governance and other areas. The
challenge to development assistance organizations is to ensure that they
move beyond single sector responses to more integrated, cross-sectoral
approaches that do justice to the exceedingly complex and interrelated fac-
tors that shape our world. Principles of integration as practiced in ICM
and IWRM must be given the commitment of time and resources that they
deserve.

CREATE STRONG GOVERNANCE AT ALL LEVELS

Good governance is more than just good government. It encompasses a
range of processes in which public, private and civil societies organize and
coordinate with each other to make decisions, and distribute rights, obliga-
tions and authorities for the use and management of shared coastal
resources. A central operating principle of the CRMP has been that effec-
tive governance systems are what create the preconditions for achieving
sustainable environmental and social benefits. We have learned that good
coastal governance functions best when it exists as part of a nested sys-
tem—that is, one that operates simultaneously at scales ranging from the
local to the global. For example, sub-national and community-based man-
agement efforts stand the best chances to be effective and to be sustained
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over the long term when they are supported by policies and institutional
structures at the national level. Meanwhile, national-level initiatives build
capacity for ICM governance across spatial and sectoral scales, providing
support to local initiatives while addressing coastal development and con-
servation of more wide-ranging national interest.

PROMOTE PRIVATE AND PUBLIC PARTNERSHIPS

Participatory approaches to conservation are now recognized as one of the
few means to ensure sustainable management of ecosystems and natural
resources while also meeting local peoples’ livelihood needs. This partici-
pation is most effective when it includes both the public and private sec-
tors. ICM and IWRM are too complex for one institution or group of con-
stituencies to “go it alone.” Forging carefully selected, strategic private-
public partnerships can help.

Eco-tourism is just one of the issues around which coastal programs are
testing such partnerships. The hope is that by partnering with the private
tourism sector, chances improve for achieving environmentally sound,
financially sustainable, and culturally appropriate coastal tourism devel-
opment. When these partnerships succeed, eco-tourism can have signifi-
cant, positive impacts on local economies and can provide strong incen-
tives for sound environmental protection and management. A caution is
that “environmentally sound” and “culturally appropriate” cannot be
throwaway lines. They need to be taken seriously. Not all eco-tourism is
very “eco,” and unless there is true and transparent participation—i.e. the
local community is fully engaged, not simply consulted—the impact of
tourism on local communities can be destructive economically, socially,
and culturally, and the impact on the environment catastrophic and per-
manent. It is not easy to do this right—but it is essential to do so.

EMPOWER COASTAL COMMUNITIES TO SELF-MANAGE THEIR
RESOURCES

This must be done while promoting alternative livelihood and food securi-
ty objectives. In cases where local social and economic networks are

CoASTAL GOVERNANCE




already well established and thriving, even at relatively low income levels,
poorly conceived outside interventions can be extremely and negatively
disruptive. Since poverty is not solely a function of income, but also of
control of assets, empowerment, and control over one’s fate, even the most
well-intentioned efforts at poverty reduction or economic growth can have
the opposite effect on people if existing arrangements are not taken fully
into account. This is especially worthy of consideration in the case of
indigenous communities. In such cases, poverty prevention, rather than
poverty reduction, may be the appropriate goal. In this way, intact com-
munities with essentially sound traditions of resource management may
best be assisted by simply strengthening and supporting their control over
local resources. Only modest, incremental initiatives aimed at ensuring
continued food security and additional income streams may be called for;
but here again, full engagement of the community, not simply consulta-
tion, must be the norm.

ADVANCE INSTITUTIONAL STRENGTHENING AND CAPACITY BUILDING
AT BOTH THE NATIONAL AND LocAL LEVELS

Inadequate capacity to practice ICM and to design and implement strate-
gies that lead to more sustainable forms of coastal development remains a
primary factor limiting progress in ICM. Too often, development projects
bring in external expertise and funding without a parallel effort to build
and strengthen in-country partner organizations—leaving partner organi-
zations and the larger ICM effort vulnerable to failure when outside assis-
tance ends. CRMP has used a different approach. Its preference has been
to strengthen institutions over extended periods of time and to transfer the
skills and the responsibilities for implementation to CRMP collaborating
organizations. This approach is grounded in the belief that long-term col-
laborative relationships with partners maximizes learning and increases
the probability that productive efforts will be sustained over many years.

The CRMP experience has also demonstrated the value to be derived from
cross-portfolio learning. For example, we have seen how communities in
the Philippines that developed community-based marine sanctuaries were
able to provide useful insights to Indonesian practitioners attempting to
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establish their own marine reserves. Similarly, experience in Ecuador and
Sri Lanka in the development of shoreline management guidelines helped
CRMP undertake the process more efficiently in Tanzania.

While USAID, through its overseas missions, presently supports coastal
and marine activities in over 40 countries, only a small handful of those
USAID missions have been able to invest in a more comprehensive ICM
approach, with broad attention to all of the general principles cited above.
The challenge remains to enhance the dialogue between development
agencies and national governments on the economic, social and environ-
mental values of marine and coastal resources, and the proper level of
investment to maintain these resources as national and local assets. These
priority challenges, which must be faced, and which will help guide
USAID’s future directions include the need to:

% Mainstream applied fisheries research and management into ICM pro-
grams, and promote effective governance of commercial, artisanal, and
subsistence capture and culture fisheries. Science and technology
advances must influence decisions on coastal resource management in
a context of good governance. Both are crucial.

+» Establish networks of marine protected areas with substantial ecologi-
cal reserves in all regions, while ensuring the sustainability of these
activities through the development of alliances and partnerships.
Conservation groups and their allies in government and the private
sector have made good progress over the past 20 years in establishing
parks and reserves to preserve terrestrial biodiversity. The scientific
basis for defining these reserves, and managing and linking them, has
grown more sophisticated. The number and variety of partners sup-
porting these efforts has grown as well. Coastal and marine reserves
need to catch up. Strong partnerships among conservation groups,
government, the private sector, and local communities will be essen-
tial.
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< Enhance coastal and nearshore water quality through partnership pro-
grams to control both point and non-point sources of marine pollution,
while addressing the impact of the growing number of coastal megaci-
ties. There has been little meaningful engagement in a significant way
with the challenges of coastal resource management in the context of
megacities. This is a huge challenge that needs to be confronted for
reasons of human welfare and environmental quality.

% Reduce the vulnerability of coastal populations and their infrastructure
to the growing threat of flooding, storm surge, and coastal erosion due
to climate change and rising sea levels. Mitigation efforts are essential.
A great deal remains to be done that has not yet been done. But seri-
ous—even drastic—efforts in mitigation do not eliminate the need to
undertake, simultaneously, ambitious initiatives in adaptation because
sea level rise and other effects of global climate change seem
inevitable.

What is next? Clearly, coastal and freshwater management challenges and
needs will not abate in the foreseeable future. World leaders reaffirmed at
the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg the
central role that these resource issues will continue to play in the sustain-
able development agenda. USAID is in full agreement with that affirma-
tion and remains committed to full engagement on these issues.
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PART ONE

INTRODUCTION

Stephen Bloye Olsen
Director
Coastal Resources Center

In the early 1980s, the late Molly Kux, a passionate and effective advo-
cate for an environmental agenda within the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID), saw that there were many similari-
ties in the problems brought by the overuse and mis-use of coastlines in
the United States and in the developing nations in which she had
worked for many years. Individual coastal states, with the support of the
federal Coastal Zone Management Act, had by the early 1980s begun to
implement a first generation of U.S. coastal zone management programs.
Close to Washington, the Chesapeake Bay Program was attracting nation-
al attention as is worked to address the degradation of the nation’s
largest estuary and to restore its grass beds, its fisheries and the quality
of its waters. Could such experience be applied to similar problems in
developing nations in the tropics? USAID contracted an expert team that
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visited several nations where coastal problems were known to be signifi-
cant. Rather than structuring an initial program around short-term tech-
nical assistance on selected topics in many nations, the team proposed
investing in three four-year pilot projects at the national scale. These
pilots would probe the feasibility of applying U.S. experience to social,
institutional and environmental contexts where poverty and social insta-
bility are often dominant major issues. In 1983, a cable was sent to the
USAID country missions soliciting their interest in hosting such pilots.
The solicitation stated that the majority of the costs would be assumed
by the Division of Science and Technology at USAID headquarters in
Washington, but that contributions were expected from the mission and
host country governments. Four missions responded positively: Ecuador,
Sri Lanka, Thailand and Indonesia.

The next step for USAID was to select the organization that would
design and administer the project. Since this was an experimental pro-
ject, designed to explore a new idea, the project was designed as a part-
nership, structured as a Cooperative Agreement, rather than the more
usual contract. This meant that the organization selected would most
likely be a university or a non-governmental organization (NGO) that
would invest some of its own resources in the project. A Cooperative
Agreement allows greater flexibility than a contract. It is structured as a
collaborative effort between USAID and an institution with complemen-
tary interests, and it does not require that precisely what will be accom-
plished and how it will be accomplished is defined in full detail before
the work begins. The selection process proved to be arduous and it was
not until early 1985 that the University of Rhode Island (URI) was
declared the winner. At URI, the Coastal Resources Center (CRC) had
agreed to lead the project.

CRC had been formed 15 years before to work with the state of Rhode
Island, and subsequently throughout New England, in the design and
negotiation of coastal management initiatives. This had included the

- drafting of Rhode Island’s Coastal Zone Management Program, one of
the first to win federal approval, the negotiation of detailed plans of
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action for priority areas of concern (such as Rhode Island’s coastal
lagoons and decaying urban waterfronts in the capital city, Providence),
and analysis for the four New England governors of the potential con-
flicts between fishing and anticipated offshore oil activities off New
England.

CRC’s experience in working at the boundary between a research and
teaching institution and government agencies to assist in the negotiation
of public policy on topics of concern to society had led CRC to formulate
a distinctive approach. This features a form of issue analysis that probes
the historical roots of present resource management issues and considers
the long-term implications of trends in social and ecosystem change. By
working with the people of a place to “tell their story” we found that it
was then easier to help formulate visions for the future, identify specific
priorities for both conservation and development, and to negotiate an
agenda of actions that would be judged to be both fair and possible. Our
work with a diversity of rural to urban communities and with state and
federal agencies taught CRC the importance of selecting management
tools and strategies that are within the capacity of implementing institu-
tions to execute. We had also learned that is important when framing
such agendas to strike a balance between actions likely to produce
immediate and visible results with actions with a long-term payoff.
Perhaps most important of all, CRC’s experience in New England work-
ing with a great diversity of groups and institutions—often in competi-
tion with each other and sometimes in conflict—taught us the impor-
tance of being transparent about what we were attempting to accom-
plish and making sure that all parties had access to the same informa-
tion and had ample opportunity to participate in all the phases of the
management process. To succeed, a coastal management program had to
win the trust and the respect of those who would be affected by its
actions. We had learned that the breadth and sustained success in coastal
management requires a base of informed constituencies who understand
and believe in the program’s goals and will work actively to support
them. Such constituencies and active support must be created not only
in communities along the coast but within government agencies at both
the state and the national levels.

CoAsTAL GOVERNANCE




Responsibili'ty to shape and implement USAID’s Coastal Resources
Management Program gave CRC the unique opportunity to apply what
it had learned to countries where the pressures on coastal ecosystems are
intense but the cultural setting is very different. The initial four-year
agreement has led to a sequence of USAID-sponsored projects in almost
a dozen countries in Latin America, Southeast Asia and East Africa. It
has been an extraordinary voyage of discovery. This volume presents
some of what we believe we have accomplished with our partners, what
we have learned and what we believe should be done in the future to
address the accelerating process of societal and ecosystem change along
the world’s coastlines.
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CHAPTER |

COASTAL STEWARDSHIP IN
THE ANTHROPOCENE

Stephen Bloye Olsen

WELCOME TO THE ANTHROPOCENE

Human beings are changing the biosphere in a manner that was inconceiv-
able a few decades ago. Large elements of society, including many impor-
tant leaders, are unaware of the changes underway or do not believe that
what is happening is possible. Yet the evidence is now incontrovertible
that our species is changing the planet’s climate and causing one of the
greatest extinctions of fellow species since the death of the dinosaurs. We
are altering the fundamental bio-geo-chemical cycles that govern the dis-
tribution of fresh water, the production of the nutrients that plants require,
and destroying or degrading habitats critical to the functioning of life on
this planet such as wetlands, coral reefs, estuaries and forests. These forces
led Paul Crutzen and Eugene Stoermer in 2000 to coin the term
“Anthropocene” to describe a geological epoch in which the combined
forces of human activity equal or surpass those of nature in modulating
the behavior of the planet. These changes are happening at a speed
measured in decades and centuries, and not in the millennia that 50 years
ago we comfortably assumed is the pace by which our planet evolves.
Awareness that we are living in the Anthropocene has gathered momentum
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only in the last few decades. In the late 1950s, two oceanographers
(Revelle and Suess, 1957) hypothesized that the emissions from burning
fossil fuels might be changing the chemistry of the planet’s atmosphere.
They suggested measuring carbon dioxide and other gasses at the Mauna
Loa observatory in the north-central Pacific, far from any immediate ‘
sources of these products of the industrial era. The measurements were
subsequently made and they have shown that the carbon dioxide concen-
tration in the high atmosphere regularly increases in the spring and sum-
mer as plants throughout the Northern Hemisphere grow and respire. The
concentrations decrease in the fall and winter when most plant life is dor-
mant. The record shows that the planet as a whole breathes in and
breathes out once every year. The record also showed a steady annual
increase in the baseline of the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmos-
phere. This is attributed to the burning of fossil fuels. The Mauna Loa sig-
nal triggered a burst of research on climate change and then, increasingly,
investigations into other dimensions of the Anthropocene. Beginning in
1991, the International Geosphere Biosphere Program (IGBP) has worked
to synthesize the detailed quantitative science that multitudes of scientists
have been producing. Box 1 contains their “big picture” conclusions and
Box 2 documents graphically the enormity of contemporary ecosystem
change at the global scale.

THE PRIMARY HUMAN HABITAT IN THE ANTHROPOCENE

A feature of the Anthropocene is that the planet’s people, their infrastruc-
ture and their activities are becoming concentrated in a narrow band on
the border of oceans, seas and great lakes. By 2000, nearly half the world’s
people lived within 150 kilometers of a coastline (Cohen et al., 1997). If we
eliminate Antarctica and the lands in the Arctic (but not deserts and high
mountains elsewhere), this is approximately 15 percent of the inhabited
land-space. By 2050, demographers predict that the proportion of the
world’s people living in this coastal band will have increased to 75 per-
cent. By 2000, 12 of the world’s largest 15 cities were coastal. The increases
in the density of coastal populations that are expected to be the result of
both migration from inland and, in the tropics, population growth in these
coastal regions, will transform greater portions of coastlines into sprawling
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cities. Such urban growth will be greatest in the tropics and in these areas
we can expect that large portions of these urban dwellers will continue to
live in poverty.

Why have coastlines assumed such prominence? It would appear that this
is, at least in part, a consequence of a more interrelated global society in
which the number of people who rely on resources from their immediate
surroundings for their food and their livelihoods has diminished dramati-
cally. The great bulk of the world’s goods and fossil fuels are transported
over water by ships, and the nodes in the distribution system are port
cities. Industrial infrastructure and populations have clustered around
these nodes. Since it is more efficient to transform such energy into goods
and services close to their point of distribution, this, too, has contributed
to the growth of coastal cities. But the reasons for the importance of coast-
lines to people can also be attributed to the natural wealth they contain.
According to Costanza et al. (1997) the annual value of the goods and ser-
vices produced by coastal ecosystems are more than four times greater
than the per unit area value of terrestrial systems and 16 times greater
than those produced by the open ocean. (See Box 3.) The reason is that
water flows downhill, and runoff from the land, and the nutrients, sedi-
ments and other materials that it carries, are all released into estuaries and
from there flow out along coastlines and across continental shelves. Waves,
currents and tides vigorously mix the resulting stew. The consequence is
extraordinarily high biological productivity in estuaries and coastal
waters, deltas of rich deep soils, abundant freshwater, a climate in which
temperature highs and lows are modulated by the buffering effect of a
large water body and, very often, seasonally generous rainfall. The result
is that coastal waters produce 90 percent of the world’s fish production and
coastal lands contain a high proportion of the best farmland. Before mod-
ern medicine, many coastlines in the tropics were made inhospitable by
such diseases as malaria, yellow fever and typhoid. These constraints have
been much reduced since the 1950s and made the urbanization of tropical
coasts feasible.
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Box 2: THE NATURE OF GLOBAL CHANGE

Global change is much more than climate change. These expressions of
change are accelerating and interact with each other and with social
and environmental conditions at local and regional scales. (IGBP, 2001)
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Today, coastal regions support three-quarters of the infrastructure for
transportation, energy production and manufacturing. They are, therefore,
also the places where the consumption of natural resources is highest—
and consequently the places where the most wastes are produced and
released into the environment. Last but not least, tourism has become the
world’s largest industry, and by far the greatest number of tourism desti-
nations are coastal.
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THE DRIVERS OF ACCELERATING CHANGE

An analysis of the forces of human-induced change at the global scale
reveals that the planet’s people are divided into two large groupings with
distinctly different characteristics (Kates et al., 2001). Both the causes of
undesired change to the planet as an ecosystem and actions to mitigate or
halt those forces must consider the differences between the two groups.
One group, often referred to as “the North,” contains about 25 percent of
the planet’s population and lives primarily in North America, Europe,
Japan and such prosperous countries in the Southern Hemisphere as
Australia and New Zealand. By 1990, the North was consuming 70 percent
of the world’s energy, 75 percent of its metals, 85 percent of its wood and
60 percent of its food (UNDP, 1992). A decade later, this imbalance shows
no evidence of changing. By the turn of the 20th century, the population
growth in the North had stabilized. But, its major characteristic is that its
economy requires sustained growth and is based upon a culture of
resource consumption. Its citizens, in fact, refer to themselves as “con-
sumers.”

“The South” contains three-quarters of the world’s people and they, on
average, are young, less educated and poor. While the North enjoys
resource surpluses, the South suffers resource shortages. The North relies
on technical knowledge and invests heavily in theory-driven research. In
the South, traditional knowledge dominates.

Both groups are shaping the Anthropocene and both have major roles

and major responsibilities in responding to the changes to the planet as

an ecosystem that are underway. However, at least until now, the principal
causes of global change lie in the North, while the impacts are most evi-
dent in the South (Kates et al., 2001). The scale of the differences between
the two groups is great and poses enormous challenges to all attempts

to develop the ethics and the global governance systems that the
Anthropocene requires.
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CoASTAL MANAGEMENT AS A NEW APPROACH TO PLACE-BASED
PLANNING AND DECISIONMAKING '

The problems posed by balancing demands for all the natural assets with
the human activities that are concentrated along coastlines became an
issue of national significance in the U.S. in the 1960s. The Stratton
Commission (1969) made a famous analysis of the problems and the
opportunities posed by the nation’s policies towards the sea and the coast.
It recognized that a “new approach” to planning and decisionmaking was
needed in coastal zones if the multitude of pressures and the differences in
the needs and institutional cultures of specific coastal places were to be
managed effectively. The Stratton Commission made two recommendations
to guide the “new approach.” The first was to create the incentives that
could produce a tiered management system for coasts that would clearly
differentiate among the roles and responsibilities of state coastal zone
authorities and the federal government while assuring that a common set
of principles was applied across this governance hierarchy. The second
was to recommend very large investments in the scientific and engineering
studies that would generate the knowledge and the technologies needed
to address current and future coastal problems and opportunities.

The Stratton Commission’s recommendations became formalized in the
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972. This was launched as a
federal program that offered the states two major incentives to analyze
their coastlines and to re-think and restructure the policies and authorities
by which coastal planning and decisionmaking occurs. The first incentive
was federal funds for an initial phase of studies and planning. A second
phase of more generous and sustained funding for program implementa-
tion would be triggered when a state’s proposed CZM program addressed
the topics defined as being in the national interest, met federal standards
for clarity of purpose, and demonstrated that the state possessed the
authorities and capacities necessary to implement the proposed CZM pro-
gram. An approved program would be periodically reviewed to ascertain
that it was indeed being implemented effectively and responding to new
challenges as they materialized. The second incentive was unusual. It
promised that the agencies of federal government would themselves abide
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by the states” approved CZM programs. This became known as the “con-
sistency clause.” As states responded to the challenge, they found that the
program was designed to give great attention to the process by which
coastal management would unfold. There were detailed requirements for
informing and involving the public in every step of the process. Each state
was also required to consult with all potentially affected federal agencies—
providing them the opportunity to specify their interest in that state’s
coastal zone and to define how that state agency or its policies would be
accommodated within the state’s CZM program.

Twenty years later, at the United Nation’s Conference on Environment and
Development held in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, similar ideas were put for-
ward as integrated coastal management (ICM). The Conference’s Chapter
17 in Agenda 21 drew upon the U.S. experience and early initiatives in
some low-income nations to frame an approach that calls for integrating
across the different sectors (for example, fisheries, agriculture, tourism,
community planning) and involving the affected stakeholders in an inte-
grated planning and decisionmaking process that addresses needs for both
conservation and development. However, the system of incentives that
had proved central to the success of the U.S. program was absent. Chapter
17 estimated the cost of implementing a global coastal management pro-
gram at $6 billion, and called upon all coastal states to formulate and
implement coastal management programs by the year 2000. There has
indeed been a proliferation of ICM projects and programs since the Rio
Conference. One estimate (Sorensen, 2000) identified 345 ICM efforts in 95
coastal nations and semi-sovereign states. Of these, 70 are “developing
nations.” Very few of these efforts, however, have proceeded beyond the
phase of issue analysis and planning and most have been attempted as
small-scale pilot projects.

For those working to promote “new approaches” to planning and deci-
sionmaking in coastal regions, the insights of the Stratton Commission are
holding up well. Experience is teaching that tailoring the principles and
the practices to the socio-cultural and biophysical conditions of a specific
place lies at the heart of success. We are also learning that some variables
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are more important than others. At least three are emerging as particularly
important: (1) the strength and resilience of the existing governance fabric;
(2) the speed at which change is occurring; and (3) the prospects for sus-
tained financial support for promising initiatives.

The most important of these variables is the baseline of conditions in gov-
-ernance capacity, authority and institutional structures, and the beliefs that
frame the goals of governance. In the North, where nations are wealthy
and politically stable, the rules by which the planning and decisionmaking
unfold have been formalized and are widely accepted. With few excep-
tions, here society lives “within the law.” In low-income, low-consumption
“developing countries” the context is usually very different. Typically, a
substantial proportion of the population lives in poverty and is struggling
to extract food and marketable products from its immediate environment.
Not infrequently, the majority of the society operates outside the law.
Government may have little control over the activities that are changing
the society and degrading coastal ecosystems. Not infrequently, corruption
is rife and governments are willing partners in behavior that is destructive
to the nation’s natural assets, the people, or both. In the North, controls
over land use through zoning, the designation of areas off-limits to devel-
opment, and rules over where new activities may take place and how they
are conducted are all present and generally accepted as “the rules of the
game.” They provide a framework within which a coastal management
program can seek out a role and make a contribution to the common good.
In the South, development and change are often occurring in a context of
near anarchy under conditions that have been dubbed as “a cowboy econ-
omy.” In the South, the first challenge is to assemble the institutional
capacity, the collective will and the resources that are the preconditions to
a viable program.

The second major variable is the pace of coastal change. In the South, the
annual growth of unplanned urban development may be as great as 10
percent per year. If sustained, this produces a doubling in the population
every seven years. Entire watersheds, coastlines and nearshore habitats
can be transformed in a few years by the combined impacts of unregulated
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deforestation, construction of shrimp ponds, urban expansion, and the
building of enclaves for foreign tourists. Such conditions amplify the
weaknesses in governance capacity since the costs of destructive and non-
sustainable forms of activity accumulate quickly and, not infrequently,
bring social unrest.
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The third variable lies in the sources of funding for a coastal management
program. In the North, national and provincial (or state) governments
have played a lead role in catalyzing programs and in maintaining
progress through subsidies and other incentives. A “core” of governmental
funds typically provides a base from which energetic programs can “lever-
age” additional resources for projects that contribute to their central mis-
sion. The U.S. Coastal Zone Management Program, the Chesapeake Bay
Program, Australia’s Great Barrier Reef Authority and Europe’s Wadden
Sea Program are all examples of this pattern (Olsen and Nickerson, 2003).
In the South, most governments have many demands on a small budget.
Provincial and municipal governments often have little or no tax revenue
and depend on an uncertain trickle of funds allocated to them by the
national treasury. In these conditions, external funds from an international
donor or development banks are the only option for funding a coastal
management program. Since there is no sustained source of core funds,
and external funding usually flows for only three to six years, it is
extremely difficult to maintain continuity of effort. International institu-
tions that provide funds for a coastal management effort have different
interests, different selection criteria and different administrative proce-
dures. It is a context that produces many short-term projects but few pro-
grams. Since the changes required to address the fundamental forces of
social inequity and resource misuse require years of sustained effort, this is
both inefficient and ineffective.

COASTAL MANAGEMENT AS LEARNING AND ADAPTATION

ICM is an expression of adaptive management. This means programs need
to be viewed as a sequence of generations, each of which links issue analy-
sis and planning with the implementation of a course of action. Sustainable
forms of development are not achieved through a single and heroic leap. It
is a goal that can be met only by a sequence of incremental steps. The
process will be efficient and effective when it is grounded upon sustained
learning that connects current and proposed actions to a thorough appreci-
ation of what has succeeded and what has failed in previous management
cycles in a given place.
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In essence, the steps of conscious learning are the steps of the scientific
method. Much learning is unconscious and emerges by slow trial and
error, often over long periods of time. Conscious learning is more efficient
and it is a foundation of our contemporary civilization. Rather than apply-
ing a set of beliefs or a dogma as an answer to a question, the scientific
method calls for stating an idea for what the answer may be, designing a
way to test this idea, carefully observing what happens, and then drawing
conclusions. This objective and experimental way of learning was as radi-
cal a concept when it was developed by the ancient Greeks as it was when
rediscovered during the European “enlightenment” that brought the soci-

CoOASTAL RESOURCES CENTER




etal transformations that shape today’s world. It remains a radical idea
when applied to how public policy is formulated and evaluated. Herein lie
the many difficulties of making adaptive management an operational real-
ity when developing systems of coastal governance.

In its pure form, the scientific method requires a hypothesis that clearly
states what an individual thinks is going to happen and it requires experi-
ments designed to demonstrate whether the hypothesis is affirmed or
rejected by reproducible events. Experiments must have controls. Without
them, it is difficult to prove if the variables that are being probed are the
cause of the outcomes being observed. Adaptive management can seldom
attain this level of rigor, but the basics of experimentation remain the
same. Applying adaptive management to how coastal governance is prac-
ticed, therefore, requires:

% Stating clearly the assumptions that underlie a course of action and the
expectations (or hopes) for what will happen as the result of those
actions. This requires setting unambiguous goals

% Deciding what should be monitored to demonstrated progress—or its
absence—towards those goals

% Since rigorous controls are not feasible, critically observing and
acknowledging how the context is changing during a generation of
management and engaging those involved in assessing these events
and adapting to them

% Drawing conclusions as they relate to the goals that were set and the
adaptations to the plan of action that were made along the way. As
much can be learned from failure as from success. Soliciting the views
of informed outsiders is essential when drawing conclusions. The con-
clusions invariably fall short of a watertight “proof,” but this does not
negate their value

% Setting the next round of goals and repeating the process
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By far, the most radical departures from the usual practices are the last
two. This is the heart of the scientific method, of science-based manage-
ment, and of accountability and transparency in governing societies. But
since so much public policy is shaped by beliefs and by values, this
approach requires a degree of humility and flexibility that does not come
easily to the bureaucracies that usually develop and implement public pol-
icy. As a result, the adaptive, learning-based approach is a difficult path to
follow.

MAKING ADAPTIVE COASTAL GOVERNANCE AN OPERATIONAL
REALITY

When coastal management initiatives are conceived as expressions of
adaptive management, the many activities that contribute to a project or
program can be arranged in a logical sequence. (See Box 6.) Clustering
activities around the five steps in the learning process helps in making bet-
ter judgements on when an initiative is ready to move to the next cluster
of activities. It also helps in better understanding the interdependencies
between the results and the learnings associated with each step (Olsen et
al., 1997; Olsen et al., 1998; Olsen, 2002). (See Box 7.)

The Planning Phase: Steps 1 through 3

This phase begins by identifying the management issues that need to be
addressed. Issues are both opportunities and problems. The first questions
are “What are the problems, what are the opportunities that need to be
addressed?” (Step 1). In the Anthropocene, these are similar in any coastal
region, but the dynamics of inter-relationships among the issues, their
causes and their tractability within a given culture and place are

always different. These differences make this step a critical one. Selecting
the issues to be addressed sets the foundation for all that will follow.
Typically it starts with the preparation of “issue profiles,” site assessments,
and other methods for integrating information from a variety of sources
on the problems of overfishing or shorefront construction or habitat loss or
runaway shrimp pond development or whatever else may be calling for
attention. It must be decided which questions require surveys or other
forms of research in order to better understand the dimensions of the issues
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Box 7: THE ICM LEARNING CYCLE AND THE ACTIONS
ASSOCIATED WITH EACH STEP

STEP INDICATORS

Step 1: ¢ Principal environmental, social and institutional
issues and their implications assessed

¢ Major stakeholders and their interests identified

* Issues upon which the ICM initiative will focus its

efforts selected

Goals of the ICM initiative defined

Stakeholders actively involved in the assessment

and goal-setting process

Issue Identification and
Assessment

Step 2:

Scientific research on selected management ques-
tions conducted

Boundaries of the areas to be managed defined
Baseline conditions documented

Action plan and the institutional framework by
which it will be implemented defined
Institutional capacity for implementation being
developed

Second Order behavioral change strategies at pilot
scales tested

Stakeholders actively involved in planning and pilot
project activities

Preparation of
the Plan

Step 3:

Policies/plan formally endorsed and authorities
necessary for their implementation provided
Funding required for program implementation
obtained

Formal Adoption
and Funding

* Behaviors of strategic partners monitored,
strategies adjusted

Societal/ecosystem trends monitored

and interpreted

Investments in necessary physical infrastructure
made

Progress and attainment of Third Order outcomes
documented

Participation of major stakeholder groups sustained

¢ Constituencies, funding and authorities sustained

Program learning and adaptations documented

Step 4:

Implementation

Step 5: * Program outcomes documented

* Management issues reassessed

Priorities and policies adjusted to reflect experience

and changing social/environmental conditions

External evaluations conducted at junctures in the

program’s evolution

» New issues or areas for inclusion in the program
identified

Self Assessment and
External Evaluation
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perceived as important. Since a coastal manager’s concern lies with
ecosystems and the people they contain, it is necessary to select ways to
actively involve the people of the place in this process of listening and
analysis.

When beginning to formulate a plan of action (Step 2), decisions must be
made on the scope of the program and the goals it will achieve in an initial
effort. This involves separating the ideal from the practically achievable. It
requires matching the capacity of the coastal management program or pro-
ject (as constrained by time, funds and the capabilities of the people and
institutions involved) to the complexity of the issues that the initiative
decides to address. The hundreds of coastal management initiatives under-
taken in the 1990s all faced the same challenge—they needed to demon-
strate how integrating approaches could be successfully applied in settings
where they were untested and at the same time show tangible results
within a few years. This led many of these programs to focus their efforts
on pilot efforts at a small geographic scale. Indeed, the cases in Part 2 of
this volume have relied on community-based management pilots (also
known as demonstration projects) to introduce integrated approaches to
coastal management and to discover which practices are more effective
and which are less effective in that setting. There are always instructive
exceptions. The Sri Lanka program (Chapter 4), for example, was struc-
tured from the start as a national program. It learned what to do and how
to do it by focusing on the accessible reaches of coast close to the nation’s
capital, Colombo, and by limiting its efforts to a single issue (coastal ero-
sion) within this constrained area. Community-based management was a
feature of a later phase of this program.

Beginning with an agenda that is reasonably balanced with the capacity of
those involved is critical—and a balance that too often is ignored or mis-
judged. Those who ignore it may claim that the necessary capacity can be
imported from elsewhere but underestimate the difficulty of integrating
that external capacity (and the beliefs and values that accompany it) into
the host society.
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The planning and goal-setting step must not be a task relegated to planners
and technicians working in offices. It must be an effort that engages the
people and institutions that will be affected by the programs. In settings
where coastal management is an untested approach and the success or fail-
ure of alternative strategies is difficult to assess, it is very important to
apply the learning cycle at a small experimental scale during the planning
process. (See Box 8.) In the Ecuador program (Chapter 3), these early tests
were called “practical exercises” and they became the foundation for activ-
ities funded later at a much larger scale during program implementation.
This approach has subsequently been a feature of the planning phase of all
other CRMP field programs. It is important, however, not to confuse such
“experiments” with the full-scale implementation of a formally endorsed
program to which the society as a whole has committed itself. Winning
such commitment is the challenge of Step 3.

How long does the planning phase take? In the U.S., the CZMA of 1972
created a federally administered and federally funded program that issued
grants for up to three years to complete Steps 1 through 3 at the scale of
individual coastal states. The planning phase culminated in: (1) obtaining
the signature of the state’s governor which signaled commitment from the
highest executive officer to the program’s policies and procedures; and (2)
demonstrating that the institutional framework and implementing powers
were sufficient to adequately implement the program. In the U.S., despite
a stable political context and significant financial incentives, most states
required considerably more than three years to meet the federal standards
and graduate from the planning phase. In some cases the planning phase
extended over 10 years or more.

Progress at smaller scales is usually more rapid. The issues may be less
complex and the prospects of winning commitment to a plan of action are
often—but by no means always—better, and the procedures less complex.
At the village level, commitment to a plan of action may be expressed by a
vote at a community meeting, the decision of a village head or mayor, or
by the adoption of an ordinance. The time required may be a year or less.
But, it is important that such commitments are not pro forma and do not
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fall into the category of good intentions. The planning phase must engage
the people affected and there must be a critical mass of people committed
to its implementation (a constituency) if sustained action is to follow.

Implementation, Self-Assessment and Renewal: Steps 4 and 5

At the national or provincial (state) scale, the implementation of a coastal
management program requires dedicated staff, supportive constituencies
and funding, as well as a clear mandate. In poor and politically unstable
nations, these are very difficult pre-conditions to meet. Poor countries see
the priority as development—with development measured by economic
growth, increased incomes and wage employment. Societal priorities are
typically defined in terms of security, employment, education and public
health. In this context, it can be difficult to make the case that investments
in coastal management are worth the effort and the resources they require.
Political scientists have examined the forces at play in such situations and
describe the conditions necessary for gaining a place on the political agenda
(for example, see Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1979 and 1981). Such analyses
are helpful in understanding how a coastal management initiative can be
designed and led during Steps 1 and 2 to maximize the chances for success
at this critical juncture. The issues that are selected and how the program’s
goals are articulated in Step 1 and the institutions and other partners selected
to help shape the programs policies and proposed actions in Step 2 will all
have a major influence on the prospects for getting on the policy agenda
and assembling the suite of enabling conditions that are required for suc-
cess in full-scale implementation.

When ICM programs rely primarily on regulations to implement their
policies, they risk becoming bureaucratic and rigid during Step 4. To
counteract this tendency, it is essential that the identification and analysis
of issues continue during Step 4, and that the program be alert to new
problems and new opportunities and that it maintain the ability to
respond to them. The program’s constituencies must be sustained. They,
too, will change as new issues emerge and the ones selected at the begin-
ning of the program mature and become more or less salient.
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Figure I.
The Four Orders of coastal governance outcomes
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Source: Adapted from Olsen et al., 1998

At smaller scales, the processes of governance are less formalized and less
cumbersome. Practicing adaptive management may be easier. When a
threshold of trust has been achieved among the parties involved, it is rela-
tively easy to examine what is working well, what is working less well,
and to make adjustments. The “generations of management” spin over
more quickly than they do at larger spatial scales.

THE OUTCOMES OF COASTAL MANAGEMENT

The policy cycle is useful as a simplified framework for understanding the
process by which coastal management initiatives evolve. It is no less
important to analyze and comprehend the outcomes that coastal manage-
ment works to achieve. As with the ICM cycle, it is important from an
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operational perspective to understand the sequences by which impacts
accumulate. The Orders of Outcomes shown in Figure 1 groups the out-
comes of coastal management along a trajectory that traces the advance to
more sustainable forms of coastal development. This framework (Olsen,
2003) emphasizes that the first threshold is creating the enabling conditions
that make integrated forms of coastal management feasible. The second
threshold is to gauge the success of implementing an ICM program in
terms of the changes in behavior that are required to meet its goals. Only
after the requisite changes in behavior have been practiced for a sufficient
period can improvements be expected in the environment and in the social
benefits that may be attributable to a coastal management program.

Finally, achieving the ultimate goal of sustainable forms of coastal devel-
opment requires a mosaic of environmental and social conditions that are
as yet poorly understood and can only be defined in very general terms. In
an operational sense, the ultimate goal of sustainable forms of coastal
development is a “north arrow” that points in the direction needed to pro-
ceed. The most tangible and near-term outcomes lie in achieving the neces-
sary enabling conditions and the forms of behavior that constitute coastal
stewardship, and produce some—but not all—of the desired social condi-
tions in a given place.

The First Order: Enabling Conditions

These are achieved when a program has succeeded in completing the first
three steps of the ICM cycle. The crucial point is that this essential thresh-
old requires that all five of the following outcomes be present:

1. Constituencies actively support the ICM initiative:
% Within the user groups that will be most affected by
the ICM program
% Within the governmental institutions involved in
the program
» Within the general public

2. A formal governmental mandate for the program along with the

authority necessary to implement a course of action are in place. This
may take the form of:
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% Alaw, decree or other high-level administrative decision
creating an ICM program as a permanent feature of the

- governance structure

% The creation of commissions, working groups, user organiza-
tions and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) dedicat-

- ed to the advancement of an ICM agenda

% The designation of protected areas and the enactment of land
and water use zoning schemes

3. Resources, including sustained annual funding, that are
adequate to implement the plan of action are made available.

4. A plan of action is constructed around clear goals.

5. The institutional capacity necessary to implement the plan of action
is in place.

Often all five enabling conditions are not achieved in low-income nations
because external grants in support of an initiative often evaporate once a
program has been formally approved by government. As a result, many
projects and programs never make the transition at the national scale to
implementation. In these low-income nations, assembling the necessary
funds may require a loan from a foreign institution, and already heavily
indebted nations are rightfully reluctant to add to their debts. Similarly,
the institutions that make such loans to governments usually require a
clear demonstration that the benefits of the program will yield economic
returns that make the payback economically justifiable. The long-term
nature of coastal stewardship makes the demonstration of such short-term
economic returns difficult and many important activities essential to the
coherence and quality of the program may be judged as “not bankable.”

The Second Order: Changes in Behavior

These fall into three broad categories:

1. Changes in the behavior of institutions and interest groups:
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% Collaborative planning and decisionmaking
through task forces, commissions, civic associations
and the like
% Successful application of conflict mediation activities
% Evidence of functional public-private partnerships
% Collaborative actions by user groups
% Use of new school curricula on ICM topics

2. Changes in behaviors directly affecting resources of concern.
For example:

% Elimination of destructive fishing practices and
over-harvesting

% Land use practices that reduce contamination of water and
sustain freshwater inflows to estuaries

% Adoption of construction setbacks and other controls over
shorefront development

3. Investments in infrastructure supportive of ICM policies and plans.
For example:
% Construction and maintenance of shoreline protection works
% Construction of port facilities and other transportation-
related infrastructure
% Waste disposal and pollution reduction infrastructure
including sewage treatment facilities and sanitary landfills
% Infrastructure to enhance and protect public access to the
shore including rights of way, boardwalks, and signage pro-
grams
% Investments in habitat protection and restoration including
purchase of protected areas and conservation easements,
and replanting of mangrove wetlands

The third category, investments in physical infrastructure, is the most
readily quantifiable and often the easiest to justify on a budget sheet. On
the face of it, there are fewer unknowns. If sewage treatment plants or
water systems have been shown to work elsewhere and competent firms
can be contracted to build them, the problems are relatively tractable and
the “good practices” for the administration of such projects are widely
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known. But such apparent simplicity can be deceiving. A poor institutional
capacity assessment and insufficient attention to the human dimensions of
successful use and adequate maintenance may mean that a few years later
the fishing port lies empty, the sewage treatment plant has broken down,
or the water system no longer delivers water to the people who still need
it. ‘

The “outcome mapping” techniques (Earle, Carden and Smutylo, 2001)
disseminated by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC)
are a powerful means for defining, documenting and analyzing behavioral
changes. The method calls for identifying the “boundary partners” that a
program selects to work with directly in order to instigate the societal
change required to attain its ultimate (harvest) goals. The changes in rela-
tionships, activities, actions or behaviors of boundary partners that can be
logically linked to the ICM program’s activities are carefully negotiated. A
graduated set of indicators of changed behaviors are then developed and
monitored. Periodic self-assessments provide the feedback loops that
encourage the program and its partners to learn and adapt as the program
proceeds.

The Third Order: The Harvest

The harvest is the reward for adequate and sustained achievements in
institutional and behavioral change. Water quality improves, there are
more fish, the quality of life improves, income levels rise, and target com-
munities’ engagement in supplemental livelihoods stabilizes or improves.

The changes that indicate Third Order outcomes are invariably the result
of multiple events and forces. At anything larger than a local scale it is
only occasionally that an ICM program can confidently claim sole respon-
sibility for a positive change in the environment or in social well-being.
The more complex the program, the more difficult it is to establish valid
cause and effect relationships. A second difficulty is that the benefits of
Third Order changes in behavior may be reflected in improvements in
coastal conditions over the long term, but not in the short term. A third
difficulty in documenting Third Order outcomes often lies in ICM pro-
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grams having avoided inappropriate development or in modulating forms
of development that have negative impacts on coastal conditions. These
are difficult to quantify and place on a balance sheet.

Greater equity and social welfare is one of the important socioeconomic
outcomes of ICM. ICM strengthens systems of participatory democracy
and brings order, transparency and equity to decisionmaking and to the
manner in which resources are allocated. By modeling standards of partici-
patory democracy, ICM programs bring hope, a greater sense of security
and belief that the governance system can respond to public needs. ICM-
induced changes in behavior can increase the standard of living of coastal
residents by improving food security and improving opportunities to gen-
erate income through traditional and supplemental employment. Properly
managed, diversified income-generating activities that improve economic
welfare can be related to improvements in the condition of the environment.
In summary, Third Order outcomes fall into two broad categories:

1. Improvements in some coastal ecosystem qualities. For example:
% Sustained conservation of desired qualities within the areas

subject to ICM

Halting or slowing of undesired trends such as overfishing,

sand and coral mining, and/or eutrophication

» Restoration of lost qualities, for example, through re-estab-
lishment of water flows to wetlands, sufficient diminution of
sediment or nutrient loads to permit light penetration to
corals or seagrass beds, and/or control of overexploitation
of living resources

K/
o

o

2. Improvements in some societal qualities. For example:

% Increases in indices of quality of life, such as the Human
Development Index
Reduced poverty, greater life expectancy and literacy
More equitable access to coastal resources and distribution
of benefits from their use
Greater order, transparency and accountability in how plan-
ning and decisionmaking processes occur

2 &
L g

2
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% Greater security, including food security
% Greater confidence in the future and hope

It is within Third Order outcomes that the wisdom of Second Order
investments in physical infrastructure can be assessed. Sometimes the
results are disappointing. Often failures are attributable to an absence of
the governance capacity required to successfully administer the facilities
that have been built. The case can often be made that this translates into
inadequate investments in building the base of First Order outcomes
required to sustain the Third Order prize.

Far more effort has gone into developing, refining, and monitoring Third
Order outcomes than either First or Second Order outcomes. This has con-
tributed to a very major problem with the designs of most ICM initiatives
in developing nations. Most investments in ICM set their “bottom line”
targets in Third Order terms even when experience should have made it
abundantly clear that these lie beyond the time scales of the usual donor
or development bank funded “project.” Programs designed and funded
for the high-income North countries are more realistic. The more success-
ful, such as the Chesapeake Bay Program, and the Great Barrier Reef
Authority, have taken two or more decades to achieve their Third Order
goals. In developing nations in the tropics, most Third Order outcomes
that are attributable, at least in part, to ICM initiatives are currently limit-
ed to small demonstration sites. In the U.S., the documentation of Third
Order achievements potentially attributable to the coastal zone manage-
ment programs of coastal states has been frustrated by an absence of base-
lines and adequate monitoring protocols (Hershman et al., 1997).

The Fourth Order: Sustainable Coastal Development

The difference between Third and Fourth Order outcomes is that sustain-
able development requires achieving yet-to-be defined equilibria among
both social and environmental qualities. Sustainable development has not
been achieved if, for example, the condition of the coral reefs of a place are
sustained or improved but the people associated with them continue to
live in poverty. Similarly, sustainable development has not been achieved
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if some measures of quality of life are high but such achievements are
eroding the resource base or require the exploitation of other social groups.
The challenge is vastly complicated by the imperative of defining an
acceptable balance in terms of both intergenerational equity and a plane-
tary perspective on both societal and environmental conditions and trends.

There is a long way to go to defining in specific terms the balance among
societal and environmental qualities that could be considered sustainable
in given coastal places. Recognizing that all living systems are in a con-
stant process of change, sustainable forms of development will be dynam-
ic, not static, and must be capable of responding to the surprises that
Mother Nature delivers.

It is important to recognize that some expressions of First, Second and
Third Order outcomes will accumulate concurrently within a given time
period. While there are causal relationships between the three orders they
are not, and should not, be achieved in a strictly sequential progression.
For example, many successful programs experiment at a small geographic
scale before attempting to apply new management practices at the national
scale. Thus the First Order threshold may only be achieved at the national
scale when Second and Third Order outcomes have accumulated at one or
more demonstration sites.

CONCLUSION

This chapter has made the case that coastal governance must be seen as a
response to the challenges of the Anthropocene. Since coastal ecosystems
are of unique importance to humanity, their governance should be a criti-
cal concern. Beginning in the early 1970s in the U.S., coastal management
has emerged as a “new approach” to planning and decisionmaking that
considers the interactions and the interdependencies of the webs of the
ecosystem process and human activities. It is the “I” in ICM that makes it
both unusual and significant. Because it works to understand and to influ-
ence systems, coastal governance is complex and its benefits accumulate
gradually. The second half of this chapter presented simple frameworks
for visualizing how the processes of coastal governance unfold and how
progress and learning can be documented and evaluated. These frame-
works are applied to the case studies presented in Part 2 of this volume.

COASTAL GOVERNANCE




REFERENCES

Cohen, J.E. et al. 1997. Letter: Estimates of coastal populations.
Science #278: 1209¢-1213c. Washington, D.C.

Commission on Marine Science, Engineering and Resources. (The Stratton
Commission). 1969. Our Nation and the Sea: A Plan for National Action. U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C.

Costanza, R. et al. 1997. The Value of the World’s Ecosystem Services and Natural
Capital. Nature #387: 253-260. Washington, D.C.

Crutzen, P. J. and E. E. Stoermer. 2000. The “Anthropocene.” Global Change
Newsletter. 41: 12-13.

Earle, S., F. Carden and T. Smutylo. 2001. Outcome Mapping: Building Learning and
Reflection into Development Programs. International Development Research Centre.
Ottawa, Canada.

GESAMT, 1996. The Contributions of Science to Integrated Coastal Management.
GESAMP Reports and Studies No. 61. Rome, Italy.

Hershman et al., 1997. State Coastal Zone Management Effectiveness: A National
Overview. Report to OCRM/NOAA, U.S. Department of Commerce. Washington,
D.C.

International Geosphere Biosphere Program. 2001. Global Change and the Earth
System: A planet under pressure. IGBP Science Series #4.

Kates, R. W. et al. 2001. Environment and Development: Sustainability Science.
Science, 292: 641-642. Washington, D.C.

Kingdon, J.W., 1995. Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policies (2nd Edition). Collins
College Publishers. New York, NY

Olsen, S.B., ]. Tobey and M. Kerr. 1997. A Common Framework for Learning from
ICM Experience. Ocean & Coastal Management, 37 (2):155-174.

Olsen, S.B., ]. Tobey and L. Hale. 1998. A Learning-Based Approach to Coastal
Management. Ambio # 27 (8):611-619.

CoASTAL RESOURCES CENTER




Olsen, S.B., K. Lowry, and ]. Tobey. 1999. A Manual for Assessing Progress in Coastal
Management. Coastal Management Report #2211. University of Rhode Island,
Coastal Resources Center, Narragansett, RI. USA.

Olsen, S.B. 2002. Assessing Progress Towards the Goals of Coastal Management.
Journal of Coastal Management #30 (4): 325-345.

Olsen, S.B. 2003. Frameworks and indicators for assessing progress in integrated
coastal management initiatives. Ocean and Coastal Management #46, (3-4):347-361.

Olsen, S.B. and D. Nickerson. 2003. The Governance of Large Ecosystems at the
Regional Scale: An Analysis of the Strategies and Outcomes of Long-Term Programs.
Coastal Resources Center. Narragansett, RL

Revelle, R. and H. Suess. 1957. Carbon Dioxide Exchange Between the Atmosphere and
the Ocean and the Question of an Increase of Atmospheric CO2 During the Past Decades.
Tellus, Vol. 9, pp. 18-27.

Sabatier, P. and D. Mazmanian. 1979. The Conditions of Effective Implementation: A
Guide to Accomplishing Policy Objectives. Policy Analysis, Vol. 5, Fall, pp. 481-504.

Sabatier, P. and D. Mazmanian. 1981. The Implementation of Public Policy: A
Framework for Analysis. In: Effective Policy Implementation. D.Mazmanian and P.
Sabatier (eds.). Lexington Books. Lexington, MA.

Sorensen, J. 2000. “Baseline 2000,” background paper for Coastal Zone Canada
2000: Coastal Stewardship - Lessons Learned and the Paths Ahead, September 17
22, New Brunswick, Canada, http:/ /www.sybertooth.ca/czczcc2000/.

United Nations, Development Program (UNDP). 1992. Human Development Report.
New York, NY.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1994. Measuring Progress of Estuary

Programs. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Water. Report #842-B
94-008. Washington, D.C.

COASTAL GOVERNANCE




CHAPTER 2

CoASTAL GOVERNANCE IN
DONOR-ASSISTED
COUNTRIES

Lynne Zeitlin Hale and Stephen Bloye Olsen

BACKGROUND

The Coastal Resources Management Program (CRMP) has pioneered an
approach to assisting developing countries progress towards better gover-
nance and use of their coastal resources. Through this 18-year initiative,
the Coastal Resources Center (CRC) at the University of Rhode Island has
had the privilege to assist a wide array of countries to make progress in
coastal management. CRMP has worked with a range of nations to do a
better job of allocating, using, developing and conserving coastal resources
for the purpose of improving the well-being of the people of the place, the
development of the nation, and the health and quality of the environment.
The countries in which CRMP has worked are diverse. They range from
small, very poor but relatively peaceful and stable nations like Tanzania, to
middle-income countries like Mexico and Thailand, to nations experienc-
ing political transformations and social turmoil like Indonesia and Ecuador,
and to nations in a longstanding civil war like Sri Lanka. In each place,
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CRMP has worked with a wide range of partners to make substantial for-
ward progress. The program has also tried to take what has been learned
—place by place, year by year—and have an impact on how coastal issues
are defined and addressed at larger regional and global scales. These
lessons are also used to shape how the profession of coastal management

~ evolves by integrating what is learned into training materials and publica-
tions that document and analyze that experience. This chapter is a reflec-
tion on some of what was learned through the experience of leading this
major coastal management program. (See Box 1.)

As pointed out by Lowry (2002), learning from experience can occur
through a wide range of activities, and the practice-relevant conclusions
may be expressed along a scale that ranges from anecdote to statistically
significant conclusions. What follows are lessons drawn from insights
from project implementation, from discussions with colleagues, and from
CRC’s participation in the evolving field of coastal management. They are
offered to complement the more analytical pieces on aspects of the practice
that CRC and CRMP have produced over the last decade. This repertoire
can be accessed through the papers in this volume and CRMP’s World of
Learning in Coastal Management: A Portfolio of Coastal Resources Management
Program Experience and Products report with an accompanying compact
disc, which contains over 100 CRMP-generated documents (CRC, 2002).

CRMP’s FOUNDATION OF BELIEFS, VALUES AND CONCEPTS

When CRMP began, CRC had developed through its work in New
England a number of principles as to how to successfully launch and sus-
tain coastal programs. (See Box 2.) The Center believed that for such pro-
grams to succeed they must be supported by the people of the place—that
a program constituency is essential (Olsen, 1993). CRC believed that an
unwavering focus on participation, relevance and results is critical to build-
ing such support. The process through which a program is developed is as
important as the reliable knowledge or technical information on which it is
based. Successful programs need to enjoy strong national support but must
produce tangible results in specific places. CRC knew that local leadership
was essential, and that government, universities, non-governmental
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organizations (NGOs), the private sector, and resource users must all be
active participants in coastal planning and implementation.

Over the 18-year period of CRMP, these beliefs have been tested, not only
by CRC but by many others as the number of ICM projects and programs
around the world have proliferated (Sorensen, 2000). During this period,
the basic values and beliefs that underlie CRMP’s work have remained
unchanged. However, CRMP’s approach to coastal management has been
adapted and modified over the years to reflect lessons learned through
experience—both its own and others. CRMP staff have generalized from
their experience to develop a number of basic concepts and tools to guide
programs in their design, implementation and assessment. These concepts
and tools are set forth in some detail both in CRC’s Manual for Assessing
Progress in Coastal Management (Lowry, Olsen and Tobey, 1999) as well as in
a number of papers (Olsen, 2002; Olsen 2003; Olsen and Christie, 2000;
Olsen et al., 1998; Hale et al., 1998).

The essential aspects of the approach are:

% Recognition that the scope of ICM must include a definition of ICM that
includes both conservation and development. CRMP embraces the defini-
tion of ICM as used by the United Nations Joint Group of Experts on the
Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection (GESAMP) (1996):
“(A) continuous and dynamic process that unites government and the
community, science and management, sectoral and public interests in
preparing and implementing an integrated plan for the protection and
development of coastal ecosystems and resources.”

% Recognition that while ICM’s fundamental purpose is to move towards

more sustainable forms of development, progress is made through a linked
sequence of outcomes. (See Chapter 1.)
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% Recognition that ICM is a governance process that goes through a policy
or project development cycle with each cycle representing a “generation.”
(See Chapter 1.) It is through completion of successive generations, with
each generation building on the accomplishments and lessons of the previ-
ous one but expanding in scope and scale, that ICM programs will begin
to achieve Second and Third Order outcomes at significant scales. The pol-
icy cycle and the essential actions that need to occur at each step of the
process provide a road map for sustained progress.

TRANSLATING CRMP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES INTO SUSTAINED
PROGRESS

While CRMP goals and objectives have evolved over the course of the last
two decades, in each nation where program staff works their primary
objective is to advance the ICM governance process towards more sustain-
able forms of development. How this broad objective gets translated into
an effective program in a specific place is at the core of designing and
implementing donor-assisted projects. For CRMP, that translation is guid-
ed by values which explicitly recognize the country and its people as its
primary “client,” the program’s underlying concept of how ICM programs
progress, and a pragmatic integration of the preceding with the objectives
of the USAID mission sponsoring the work.

At a practical level, CRC analyzes the complex development, environmen-
tal and governance situations. The Center also pays careful attention to
assessing the demand and capacity for ICM, as well as reviewing a place’s
previous experience with ICM. These two factors are of particular interest
and concern. Since progress is most important, CRMP wants to capitalize
on potential building blocks (e.g. existing and completed projects). At the
same time, work is done to develop an appreciation for how the current
coastal management issues have evolved. Lastly, a realistic assessment of
capacity for undertaking an ICM governance initiative is essential. It has
been CRMP’s practice to balance the complexity of a program’s design and
aspirations with local capacity. Absent this balance, local ownership and
sustained progress are unlikely. In this way, program staff try to shape a
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course of action that navigates among competing interests, and sets realis-
tic intermediate project objectives to assist a nation in advancing a gover-
nance process that can lead to more equitable, and environmentally and
socially sustainable patterns of coastal resource use.

CONTEXT AND CAPACITY MATTER

In considering how the principles and practice of coastal management can
help address coastal problems and opportunities in any country, it is nec-
essary to look at its unique context for management. The aspects of coun-
try context that matter are many—from size, to governmental system, to
relative significance of the coast to the country, to the degree, amount and
distribution of wealth, to literacy, to scientific expertise, to traditions of
democracy, to religion. As mentioned above, a nation’s previous experi-
ence with ICM is crucial.

Governance context

Since ICM is a governance process, and one that was initially developed in
the U.S., differences in governance context and capacity are important to
understand. The U.S. is a wealthy nation, with a relatively high degree of
social stability with multiple institutionalized mechanisms to balance indi-
vidual and societal rights. The U.S. has multiple levels of government, and
while they often have different objectives and different capabilities, they
provide a relatively stable structure for coastal management. There are
also well-developed organizations within civil society that can represent
stakeholder interests, from environmental advocacy groups, to business
associations, to fishermen’s associations, to labor unions. There are democ-
ratic traditions, checks and balances among the branches of government,
and a free press. A “social contract” exists between people and their gov-
ernment. In many donor-assisted nations, these structures and traditions
are lacking. The impact is that programs attempting to advance ICM in
such nations must devote considerable time and attention to creating the
context, or enabling conditions, that allow an ICM governance initiative to
succeed. This means it is likely to take longer to reach sustainable out-
comes—even First Order outcomes—in USAID-assisted countries than it
did in the U.S.
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Why is creation of enabling conditions both so important and so challeng-
ing for ICM initiatives? ICM is about promoting social equity as interests
are balanced and resource allocation decisions are made. Balancing the
many interests that need to be considered when making significant coastal
management decisions—decisions that are often about common property
resources—requires inclusive, transparent processes, facilitated by effective
institutions. Such processes are difficult to carry out even in places with
democratic traditions. In countries where poor people and other major
segments of society, such as women and youth, are too often “voiceless”
and powerless, initiating such processes is challenging, time consuming
and not without risk. The disparity in power—and therefore influence—
over decisionmaking among interest groups in CRMP countries is great.
Prior to CRMP, there were often no mechanisms for bringing groups and
their concerns regarding coastal resources to the table. The Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) mandated substantial public and inter-govern-
mental participation in coastal program formulation and implementation.
This mandate was initially resisted by some government agencies, particu-
larly those with a “command and control” tradition of management. Such
participation is now the norm in America’s environmental management.

It is useful to remember that coastal management programs were at the
forefront of this transformation in the U.S..

Overcoming the implementation gap is the greatest challenge

There is always a gap between what laws and plans say and what happens
in the real world. The magnitude of that gap, however, is almost always
orders of magnitude greater in the countries where CRMP works than in
the U.S. In America, one has a full suite of management tools to apply—
laws, regulations, voluntary actions, financial incentives, education, and
public works projects, as well as access to financial resources and well-
trained personnel. In CRMP countries, many of these tools are ineffective
(as in the equitable application of regulatory processes) and/or too expen-
sive. Meaningful implementation is difficult to achieve without a full set of
tools, without sustained commitment and without sustained funding. This
has led not only to greater challenges, but frequently to great innovation in
developing new approaches to implementation.
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Continuity of effort is essential for program learning, evolution and growth

Coastal management issues are never “solved” once and for all, nor is an
effective coastal management program a static one. Successful coastal pro-
grams are developed incrementally, they learn from their own and others’
experience, and they develop institutional mechanisms that allow them to
identify and address new issues, to innovate, to sustain and re-invent
themselves (Olsen, 2003). Achieving program continuity is often challeng-
ing in donor-assisted countries. ICM efforts are too often a disconnected
group of donor-funded projects rather than contributions to a coherent,
country-driven program, in which different donors fund different elements
of a national program. In the 1980s and 1990s donors favored working
with NGOs, often excluding governments completely from their environ-
mental and biodiversity conservation programs. Very rarely are promising
beginnings passed on for continued support from another donor. Too fre-
quently, the assumption is that once a program has been designed, imple-
mentation is the responsibility of the national government or that individ-
ual initiatives must become financially self-supporting. In other words,
that it is time for “graduation.” Yet we have learned in all programs—
whether in the U.S. or in a donor-assisted nation—that continuing finan-
cial support is essential to the implementation and sustained success of a
program.

The issues that ICM programs address

There is a great commonality in coastal issues around the world. With few
exceptions, most coastal nations are experiencing the environmental prob-
lems of habitat loss, pollution, and declining resources, as well as the
social problems that accompany such issues, including resource use conflicts
and the governance issues raised by poor planning and decisionmaking on
major development actions. (See Box 3.) But this apparent similarity masks
important differences among countries. Because poor nations and poor
people are heavily dependent on the natural resources around them and
have few-to-no options when local natural resources decline or vanish,
ineffective management produces dire consequences. A decline in fisheries
means that people go hungry, a loss of mangroves means no shellfish to
eat and no fuel wood for cooking, water quality deterioration means that
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‘Box 3: ENVIRONMENTAL AND DEVELOPMENT ISSUES IN THE UNITED STATES AND
CRMP COUNTRIES
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people get sick and, too often, die. A second difference is in the rate of
transformation of the landscape and the changes in resource condition.
When development happens—whether explosive shrimp mariculture
growth in Ecuador, Indonesia or Mexico, or tourism development in
Mexico, Thailand or Zanzibar—its pace usually far exceeds the capacity of
society to steer the process of change to desirable ends.

Finding the conservation/development balance

While in the U.S. ICM is not a “green program,” internationally it is often
viewed as such. In all USAID-assisted countries, conservation and biodi-
versity protection are rarely high on the political agenda. Instead, the
priority is on economic growth and livelihood development. Yet a healthy
ecosystem is crucial to such development. ICM programs are most suc-
cessful when they are seen as encouraging appropriate, sustainable
development and not as a tool for promoting a one-sided conservation
agenda. For example, in both Tanzania and Mexico, the ICM programs
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feature strategies and activities that encourage sustainable resource-
dependent economic development that benefits local communities. At
the same time, ICM and biodiversity conservation programs are already
complementary and would benefit by being even more closely linked.
(See Chapter 10.)

CRMP OUTCOMES

Over the five- to eight-year life of CRMP II programs (1995-2003), substan-
tial and important First Order outcomes (adopted policies, strategies,
order and laws) and Second Order outcomes (changed institutional and
individual behaviors) have been achieved at multiple scales. These pro-
vide the foundation for larger-scale Second and ultimately Third Order
outcomes. In addition, CRMP II has documented Third Order outcomes—
i.e. changes in environmental and or socioeconomic conditions at a num-
ber of demonstration sites—but at a relatively small scale. These outcomes
are discussed in the case studies in Part 2 of this volume.

This progress is substantial and is consistent with the rate of progress
made by start-up ICM programs in the U.S. after passage of the CZMA. In
the CZMA, coastal states are eligible for three years of federal planning
funds to develop a plan for approval to the national government (First
Order outcome). In reality, the state program development process has
ranged from four years to more than a decade. Once programs are
approved and begin implementation, achieving significant Third Order
outcomes has required many years of sustained effort.

Key CRMP STRATEGIES IN THE FOcus COUNTRIES

Tailoring the principles of ICM practice to local circumstances is central to
CRMP. Through the stories presented in each country case study in Part 2,
the art and science of “tailoring” projects is demonstrated. In this section,
the focus is on five key strategies that have been central across the portfo-
lio of CRMP programs, and how the application of each strategy has been
different in each country.
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Catalyzing and sustaining the coastal management process—the critical
partners

Moving away from “business as usual,” and advancing towards more sus-
tainable forms of coastal governance requires both a catalytic spark and a
sustained effort. The individuals and organizations that begin programs
and sustain their progress vary widely across CRMP countries. In Sri
Lanka, Thailand, and Tanzania, CRMP had a single, strong government
agency as the primary partner from the beginning. In Ecuador and
Indonesia, there were multiple, designated government partners, and it
took time to develop their central role in project planning and implemen-
tation. In Mexico, CRMP worked primarily through NGOs and universi-
ties, and relationships with government have been less direct. Regardless
of which institution plays the initial catalytic role, in all CRMP projects
government, universities, NGOs, the private sector and resource users
must all play strong roles. Below, selected examples of approaches that
proved particularly successful are highlighted; additional examples are
found in the country case studies.

Government

Government is, of course, crucial. Government sets policy, has legal
authority over common property resources, regulatory control over private
property and development, maintains a civil service system, and has
recurrent budgetary funds (however limited). Government is the entry
point for many (but certainly not all) donors. It has been CRMP’s
approach to work closely, but not exclusively, with governmental agencies.
In working directly with government, the program has also experienced
the normal challenges and frustrations. Corruption is a reality in many
CRMP countries; civil servants are often so underpaid that they must work
multiple jobs to survive, and the lack of operating funds often results in
capable people sitting in non-functioning offices doing routine paperwork
rather than carrying our activities that would lead towards meaningful
results.

For CRMP, as for other projects, there is not a single strategy for overcom-

ing these problems. Rather, a number of strategies have proven effective in
harnessing the capability of government for real progress. For example, in
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Tanzania, inter-departmental working groups were the primary means for
getting work done. These groups provided a positive venue for govern-
ment employees to contribute. Individuals were formally “seconded,” or
loaned, to the working group for a percentage of their time. Working
groups had budgets that allowed individuals the opportunity to work on
well-supported activities, and CRMP’s well-equipped office (computers
with Internet access, etc.) provided secretariat support and a welcoming
atmosphere that substantially increased professional commitment and
motivation.

Non-governmental organizations

NGOs have been key partners for CRMP in Mexico and Ecuador. In both
these Latin American countries, strong NGOs existed, and USAID encour-
aged NGO partnerships. In both countries substantial investment was
made in strengthening the capacities of existing NGOs to provide ICM ser-
vices. In other CRMP countries, NGO involvement at the beginning of the
programs was relatively small. This was a result of multiple factors—pri-
marily the relatively underdeveloped ICM-relevant NGO community, and
government counterpart suspicion of NGOs. In both Indonesia and
Tanzania, CRMP has worked to strengthen selected NGO capacity for
engagement, and provide venues where NGO involvement would be posi-
tively viewed by governmental counterparts.

Universities

CRMP has consistently sought out university partners in focus countries
as it recognizes these partners can and often do play a crucial role in both
catalyzing and supporting ICM (both technically and from a process per-
spective). For example, in Indonesia, CRMP contributed to the establish-
ment and growth of a Center for Coastal and Marine Resources Studies
(CCMRS) at the nation’s leading fisheries and agricultural university.
CCMRS now serves as a national repository for learning on the many ICM
projects ongoing in the nation, helps build capacity of ICM practitioners,
and provides research results and technical advice to CRMP programs.
CCMRS has also helped establish a national network of coastal universi-
ties that could ultimately provide similar services across the vast expanse
of Indonesia.
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A central issue surrounding university involvement in ICM programs has
been the tension between academic and practical approaches to engage-
ment in what is—at its core—a political process. In Indonesia, Mexico,
Thailand and Ecuador, CRMP has worked with centers within universities
that have a “service” and/or “extension” mission. Such centers have full-
time professional staff (not tied to the academic calendar/teaching sched-
ule) and can offer sustained services to governmental and community
groups working to advance ICM. In addition, such centers can be brokers
in identifying, managing and incorporating university-based research and
knowledge into the ICM process. However, there are many challenges to
the sustained viability of such centers within universities. Among the
greatest obstacles is the reward system for faculty members, which typical-
ly values research and publication over extension and service.

Despite the reality of the challenges of sustained practical engagement of
universities in the ICM process, CRMP remains a strong advocate for their
continued involvement. Their ability to act as “neutral ground” and
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provide respected advice on contentious issues in many but not all coun-
tries—in many Latin American countries universities are highly politi-
cized—their relative stability as institutions, and their recognized and
accepted role in education, training, research and extension make them
essential partners for progress.

A capacity-building approach to ICM

Inadequate capacity to practice ICM, and to design and implement strate-
gies that lead to more sustainable forms of coastal development are well-
recognized problems. Building the capacity of individuals and institutions
to successfully lead, catalyze and support coastal management efforts is,
therefore, central to the work of CRMP.

CRMP’s primary approach to building human capacity is through “learn-
ing by doing.” In-country work is largely implemented by host country
nationals through in-country staff, consultants, working groups and other
partners who undertake project activities and develop products that
advance the country’s ICM initiatives. Local practitioners are frequently
“accompanied” by advisers from CRC.

Capacity is also strengthened by building national, regional and interna-
tional networks of ICM practitioners that actively share experience and
develop the professionalism of participants. These vehicles range from
participation in professional conferences to preparation of journal and
newsletter articles.

CRMP also builds individual capacity through education and training. In
1995, CRMP convened a conference in Rhode Island entitled “Educating
Coastal Managers” (Crawford et al., 1995). This conference identified and
described approaches to building human capacity and defined the knowl-
edge, skills and attitudes most critical for ICM. CRMP conducts several
types of training—international short courses, regional courses and in-
country courses—for coastal management practitioners, government offi-
cials and decisionmakers, universities, local communities and other
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stakeholders. Over the course of the last 18 years, CRMP, just through its
international training courses, has helped raise the skills of nearly 400 men
and women from 68 countries worldwide. Many of these individuals now
play an important role in national and local ICM programs around the
globe. Adding individuals trained through country and regional courses,
study tours and seminars, the number increases to nearly 20,000.

While much emphasis has been placed by both CRMP and others on
building individual capacity, it is now widely recognized that such effort is
necessary, but is certainly not sufficient. Overall capacity development
requires that individuals operate within an enabled environment—within
institutions that function well and support values and goals conducive to
sustainable coastal development. CRMP’s explicit institutional capacity-
development activities, have, however, been relatively modest and limited
to targeted NGO and university partners.

Linking projects to advance programs

When CRMP began in 1985, the countries where CRC worked were just
beginning in coastal management and there were at most one or two
donor-assisted ICM projects in each. At that time the distinction between
an ICM project and a nation’s ICM program was small. Now, in every
CRMP country, there are multiple ICM and ICM-related projects, but too
frequently there is little connection among them and they seldom add up
to a national program. Both Sri Lanka and Tanzania are notable exceptions
to this pattern.

Creating and sustaining nested systems of governance to advance ICM

The need to link and promote synergy between national and local coastal
management initiatives is well recognized in many of the coastal manage-
ment guidance and lessons-learned documents which have emerged over
the last five years (e.g. Cicin-Sain and Knecht, 1998; World Bank, 1998). All
essentially recognize the need for a “two-track” approach to coastal man-
agement (Olsen, 1993; Olsen et al., 1998; Hale et al., 1998) that links “top-
down” with “bottom-up” planning and management. A top-down
approach focuses upon central government, its policies, procedures and
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structures. A bottom-up approach works to enable change at the site, com-
munity, and local government level, with the hope that success can solve
urgent problems, encourage resource users to become resource managers,
and produce good practice models that can be transferred and replicated
across a nation.

The two-track strategy combines both approaches by simultaneously and
incrementally building capacity both within central government (national
and provincial) and at selected geographic sites. National and local gov-
ernments, in partnership with communities and resource users, are
involved in the analysis of development issues and in taking responsible
action. The power of the two-track approach lies in creating linkages
between the tracks and promoting a sense of shared purpose at all levels.
The challenge lies in the fact that different levels of government typically
do not work easily together. When national government is the program
initiator, it is not uncommon for local government to be resistant and even
hostile to the program. This is especially true if local government perceives
that they will lose power or authority, that their discretion will be con-
strained, and/or that they will be required to do more work or incur costs
without commensurate benefits. Similarly, when local levels of govern-
ment initiate coastal programs, resistance sometimes occurs if central gov-
ernment believes locals are becoming too powerful or independent, or that
national interests are being compromised. Similar tensions and pitfalls
have occurred when trying to launch co-management regimes at the local
level, with similar strategies being used to overcome resistance.

As elaborated in Chapter 1, CRMP country programs have typically (but
not always) followed the same sequence—the establishment of tangible
ICM demonstrations at the local level which are recognized and supported
by national government, then the creation of enabling frameworks at the
national level that support and sustain local initiatives, as well as address
coastal issues of larger-than-local concern. In Sri Lanka, initial work con-
centrated on the development of a national ICM program, one with sub-
stantial regulatory authority. A second, local track of special area manage-
ment (SAM) plans was added in a second generation to make the coastal
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program a more proactive and positive force for improving the environ-
ment and lives of coastal people. In Ecuador, after an extensive, coast-wide
consultation process, a national program was created that focused imple-
mentation in five local-level SAM sites. In Thailand, Kenya, Indonesia and
Mexico, CRMP focused on establishing demonstration sites that then
inspired and informed policy formulation at higher levels of government.
In Tanzania, CRMP was able to build directly on the existing, ongoing
local-level ICM projects, especially the Tanga Project, an initiative support-
ed by Irish Aid and implemented by the World Conservation Union-IUCN
(Torell et al., 2000). This enabled CRMP to focus its resources on the cre-
ation of the country’s National Integrated Coastal Environment
Management Strategy.

Promoting rapid and effective program implementation

For ICM programs to achieve their goals, they must be implemented. In
the policy cycle, the time to choose implementation strategies is after
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issues have been selected and agreement on management objectives
reached. While there are a vast number of management tools, they can be
broadly categorized as regulatory and non-regulatory. In CRMP country
programs, with the exception of Sri Lanka, the emphasis has been on insti-
tuting primarily non-regulatory interventions to address the selected issues.

While non-regulatory initiatives have proven extremely effective for build-
ing a foundation and constituencies for management, it is clear that to
achieve Third Order outcomes, such measures must be complemented by
codification and enforcement of guidelines of existing policies, or promul-
gation and enforcement of new regulations. The dilemma is that while the
need for regulation is recognized, getting effective enforcement of regula-
tions in most developing countries is difficult, and the consequence of
ineffective regulations can be especially damaging to an emerging coastal
program. Regulatory tools that are not enforced create only cynicism and
frustration that together lead to a loss of credibility for a young ICM pro-
gram. Such a loss will then undermine a program’s constituency. Lastly,
the cross-sectoral and cross-institutional nature of ICM programs seldom
yield a new institution with direct regulatory power. More typically, ICM
programs are “networked,” meaning they rely on existing sectoral agen-
cies to apply and enforce their regulations in a manner that is supportive
of coastal management strategies.

Staying on the political agenda

CRMP programs take an issue-based approach. The majority of coastal
management projects have been initiated as a response to the deterioration
of coastal resources. These typically are expressed as losses in such impor-
tant habitats as coral reefs and mangroves, and threats to public health
and livelihoods brought about by such factors as declining water quality,
the inappropriate siting of infrastructure, or losses in biodiversity. ICM
programs are recognizing, especially since the World Summit on
Sustainable Development in 2002, that they must also address basic devel-
opment issues such as poverty alleviation and equity if they are to be
salient to the societies they serve and remain on the political agenda. At
the same time, donors and ICM professionals recognize that to address
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many issues in coastal regions (e.g., land-based sources of marine pollu-
tion, water scarcity) requires moving farther up the watershed and linking
upstream and downstream management initiatives.

Coupled with the recognition that ICM program scope must be broadened,
CRMP also recognizes that given the limited capacity of most coastal pro-
grams, success is most often found by focusing planning and implementa-
tion efforts on a relatively narrow set of issues. This presents an opera-
tional dilemma.

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

Over the last 15 years, there has been a convergence and an emerging con-
sensus as to the basic concepts and principles that underlie ICM, and what
it will take to advance towards more sustainable forms of coastal develop-
ment. At the same time, CRMP experience and that of others reinforces
that despite such consensus, there is no formula or recipe for ICM. The art,
and the crucial determinant of success or failure, is in how these broad
principles are tailored to the particular social, cultural, political and envi-
ronmental conditions of a place. Given this convergence, CRMP’s practi-
tioners have refrained from making new lists of success factors or “lessons
learned.” Such lists already exist—both from CRMP and from others.
Instead, the program can share a number of key messages that have
emerged from its collective experience. Given that the approach or philos-
ophy of ICM—that of integration, participation and transparency—is
increasingly recognized as the approach to many of the complex problems
in our societyl, it is hoped that these messages are heard both within and
outside the ICM community.

There is an urgent need to define, support and sustain the ICM agendas of
coastal nations and to escape the tyranny of short-term projects.

Nations need well-articulated, results-oriented, integrated programs to

1 For example, ICM is the approach called for by a wide range of international declarations and treaties
on topics relevant to coastal areas—from wetlands, coral reef and biodiversity conservation, to adapta-
tion to global climate change and sea level rise, to controlling land-based sources of marine pollution.
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which individual projects contribute if meaningful progress towards more
sustainable forms of coastal development is to be made. There is a need to
build on each other’s work. Those involved in coastal management need
to thread together the many individual projects that now exist in almost
every location, to make the whole equal more than the sum of its parts.
All partners—donors, secondary organizations and the many primary
actors within each country—need a greater willingness to learn from each
other and work together, share credit, and to vest program ownership
where it belongs: in the hands of coastal people and nations.

Longer-term commitments to places and programs must be made to
achieve implementation on a meaningful scale.

A second message is that past investments in creating the enabling condi-
tions for ICM have been essential. It does take years, not months, to devel-
op trust among key players, envision a positive coastal future that is dif-
ferent from today’s conditions, and then build the capacity, commitment,
constituencies and programs for carrying that vision forward. In many
countries these conditions are now in place. This is not the time to “gradu-
ate” such programs. Rather, this is the time to harvest the investment—to
move to meaningful implementation at scale with a full array of manage-
ment tools. This means that more mature programs need to be willing to
go beyond approaches that rely exclusively on voluntary compliance.
While attaining high levels of societal support for and compliance with
ICM programs is crucial, this approach must be increasingly supplement-
ed by strengthened legal frameworks and enforcement measures.

While ICM must remain a locally centered endeavor, a major effort is
needed to create enabling and supportive frameworks at larger scales to
sustain and support these local initiatives and address the root causes of
coastal degradation at larger scales.

This third message is directed to those engaged in the debate as to which
level or what scale should be the primary target for investments in ICM.
CRMP’s collective experience reinforces the notion that ICM must be root-
ed at the local level. However, it also stresses that unless positively
reinforcing governance systems are created at larger scales—at regional,
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provincial, national and even international levels—those local efforts can-
not and will not be sustained over the long term. CRMP has also conclud-
ed that the strategy of investing in demonstration projects remains an
important and powerful strategy for launching ICM programs. They can
and do inspire and inform action at other locations and at larger scales.
Explicit attention and strategies are needed to ensure they do not become
expensive dead ends.

Capacity development remains central to ICM, but one must tackle the
full set of capacity-development challenges, and not focus exclusively on
individual training and education.

Since coastal systems are among the most dynamic on earth, coastal pro-
grams must be able to adapt to both predictable changes as well as inevitable
surprises. To do so requires a full suite of capable players—individuals
who are willing and able to work together to solve problems. All of the
central players (at both the individual and institutional level)—from gov-
ernment to universities to NGOs to the private sector to resource users and
communities—must embrace their role and have the capacity to fulfill it.

If ICM is to achieve its long-term goal, it must form multiple new part-
nerships and address human development needs head-on.

The last and perhaps strongest message is that as ICM practitioners, it is
necessary to get out of the coastal management box. One can no longer
separate fisheries management or biodiversity conservation or integrated
water resources management from ICM. Nor, if one truly believes that
ICM must address issues that are most salient to coastal societies, can
poverty alleviation or the basic governance issues of equity and trans-
parency be ignored. While recognizing this need for a much expanded
scope for ICM programs, initiatives must remain focused if they are to be
successful and achieve results. This calls for an unprecedented expansion
of the number and type of partnerships that coastal programs seek.
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PART TwO

INTRODUCTION
TO CRMP | PILOTS

Stephen Bloye Olsen

The goal of the Coastal Resources Management Program (CRMP) was
defined by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) in
1984 as:

“To assist less developed countries to develop and better man-
age their coastal resources on a sustainable basis through inte-
grated approaches to regional planning and development.”

The Project Paper, the document that details the design and anticipated
results of the project, ends with a section entitled “Expected End of
Project Status.” This states that within four years USAID anticipated
having replicable methods for “facilitating improved coastal manage-
ment.” Each of three pilot countries—Ecuador, Sri Lanka and
Thailand—would be applying “institutional and technical solutions to
coastal conflicts,” and an interagency working group would “regularly
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review development proposals for coastal resources.” Finally, it was antic-
ipated that in these three countries the skills of the professionals
involved in coastal management would have been improved and that
the results of research on coastal management issues would be being
actively applied to the coastal management planning and decisionmak-
ing process.

CRMP generated a level of progress and enthusiasm in the pilot coun-
tries that led to a series of program and funding extensions which con-
tinued until 1995. Between the start of CRMP I in 1985, and its conclu-
sion in 1995, several new elements were added to the initial design. One
of these was a training and capacity building program that subsequently
became a central feature in the CRMP approach to coastal management.
Beginning in 1990, the CRMP training unit was offering intensive, two-
to four-week training courses at the University of Rhode Island (URI)
and, for regional participants, in two of the three pilot countries.
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CRMP I received over US $14.3 million during its 10-year life-of-project
(Figure 1). Over US $13.7 million came from USAID Washington and its
in-country missions, while more than half a million dollars was con-
tributed by The University of Rhode Island (URI) as matching funds.
Seventy percent of the USAID funds were invested in the three pilot pro-
jects. Country governments contributed from 10 to 25 percent of the
funds expended to support CRMP activities in each of the countries.

The three pilots allocated their budgets among similar categories of
activities. These included funds for:

% The operation of a project office

+ Development of national coastal policies and an institutional
framework for their implementation

% Activities at special area management sites

% Training and public education activities

_ training, field office su
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Figure 2 shows how USAID project funds were allocated during CRMP
L. The three country programs received similar levels of total funding
that together absorbed half of the total budget. Almost US $7 million
was assigned to URI-based activities of which over US $2.5 million went
to fund staff, activities, and operating costs directly related to providing
technical assistance to the field. All technical assistance staff was based at
the URI office. Adding the URI-based funds designated as “in direct sup-
port of field operations” to the funds sent directly to the field offices
shows that 70 percent of the total life-of-project funding was devoted to
the pilot countries.

Once the pilots were operating successfully, the training program encour-
aged the project team to begin codifying what it was learning and devel-
op models that helped visualize the inter-relationships among the many
activities required by the practice of integrated resource management. By
1990, the CRMP I was using a version of the learning cycle as a means
for visualizing the different phases in the evolution of a coastal manage-
ment program. A refined version of this integrated coastal management
(ICM) policy framework is described in Chapter 1. The training program
adopted adult learning techniques utilized by the Peace Corps and by
USAID-supported public health programs, in particular those designed
and administered by Management Sciences for Health.

CRC interpreted USAID’s somewhat vague project goal and anticipated
outcomes as described in the CRMP I Project Paper as the equivalent of
the planning phase of state-level coastal zone management programs in
the United States. This meant setting the target for each pilot as estab-
lishing an “up and running” ICM program at the national scale. For
CRC, this meant that a pilot country’s coastal management program had
been formally constituted as a permanent element of national govern-
ment; that the program’s policies and plans had been formulated and
approved; that in-country capacity was present to implement the pro-
gram; and that funding had been secured for an initial phase of program
implementation. Such “enabling conditions” are described as First Order
outcomes in Chapter 1. These “restated” goals were ambitious, and they
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guided the efforts of the CRC and its in-country partners. The formal
agreements that framed each pilot and the annual workplans that set tar-
gets for each year were more cautious.

By the end of CRMP I in 1995, the three pilots had made significant
advances. These can be summarized as follows:

In Sri Lanka, the nation’s Cabinet approved the national Coastal Zone
Management Plan in 1991, and in 1992 the government substantially
increased the staffing and budgets of the implementing agency, the Coast
Conservation Department. Follow-on activities were being funded by the
USAID mission, the German Agency for Technical Cooperation (GTZ) and
the Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA) at annual levels
substantially greater than those provided by CRMP L.

In Ecuador, the Programa de Manejo de Recursos Costeros (PMRC) became
a formal government of Ecuador program administered by the Office of
the president in 1989. Detailed plans for the full-scale implementation of
the five special area management zones were formally approved at the
community and national levels in 1991 and the funding of these plans was
declared a top national priority later that year. A US $15 million Inter-American
Development Bank loan that was expected to begin in 1993 had been
negotiated for this initial phase of implementation of the PMRC program.

In Thailand, the Thai Cabinet had formally approved a special area man-
agement plan for Phuket Province in 1989; the Cabinet adopted a National
Coral Reef Management Strategy in 1991 and US $2 million in government
funds were appropriated for its initial implementation. The Thailand USAID
mission was funding follow-on activities focused on launching a coastal
management training and research center at Prince of Songkla University.
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TABLE 1: CHARACTERISTICS OF THE COASTAL REGIONS OF THE
THREE CRMP I Pi.oT COUNTRIES

CoASTAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CRMP I COUNTRIES

\
SRI LANKA | ECUADOR | THAILAND

ToTAL POPULATION IN 2002 19 287 13,112 64,344
(THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE) !

POPULATION WITHIN 100 KM OF THE COAST 100 61 39
(PERCENT IN 1995)

GDP PER CAPITA (1995 US DOLLARS) 880 1,425 2,712
TOTAL COASTLINE LENGTH (KM) 2,825 4,597 7,066

CLAIMED EXCLUSIVE ECONOMIC ZONE (KM2) 500,750 283,560 176,549

COASTLINE ADDRESSED IN CRMP I PROJECT (KM) 150 244 49

SOURCES: Exclusive Economic Zone data for Ecuador from the CIA World Fact Book
Book, 2003. All other data from the World Resources Institute, Earth Trends,
The Environmental information Portal Country Profiles, 2003.

KEY COUNTERPART AGENCIES

Sri Lanka: Coast Conservation Department, Ministry of Fisheries

Ecuador: Directory of the Environment, Ministry of Energy and Mines (1985-1989);
Office of the President (1990-1994)

Thailand: Office of the National Environment Board (1986-1991)
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STRUCTURING THE CRMP I PiLOTS AS PARTNERSHIPS

A defining feature of coastal management initiatives in the U.S. is that
they are structured as partnerships between a federal agency and indi-
vidual state governments. Within individual states, initiatives may be
further decentralized to respond to the different needs and capabilities
in counties or municipalities and to apply strategies tailored to special
management areas. Such “nested” structures are central to the gover-
nance of all complex systems and are described in Chapter 8. Building
on its U.S. experience, CRC made a major effort to structure its relation-
ship with its counterpart governmental agencies in the CRMP I pilot
countries in a way that would build truly collaborative partnerships,
including the sharing of power. Successful partnerships are character-
ized by trust and mutual respect among the partners—attributes of great
importance when together facing uncertainties and conflicts.

With these ideas in mind, the formal agreements governing each pilot
were structured so the CRMP I project director and his in-country coun-
terpart were designated as co-directors. The co-directors oversaw the
preparation of annual workplans and together presented them for
approval by the USAID in-country mission, USAID Washington, and the
national agency with oversight responsibilities for foreign assistance.
The agreements stipulated that the co-directors would concur on signifi-
cant changes in the pilot program’s annual budget and would consult
with each other before contracting both in-country staff and external
technical experts. From the beginning, CRMP I strove to make the pilot
in Ecuador an Ecuadorian program; in Sri Lanka, a Sri Lankan program;
and in Thailand, a Thai program. The U.S. experience had driven home
repeatedly that management initiatives neither flourish nor survive if the
people of the place do not “own” them. The preference was that CRMP
I's resident representative in each pilot country be a local hire selected
on the advice of the in-country co-director. This arrangement worked
well in both Ecuador and Sri Lanka, where in-country directors played
sustained and important roles for years after the program’s inception.
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In 1986, USAID selected Thailand as the third pilot. This experience
drove home the frequently repeated lesson that each initiative must be
tailored to the conditions in each country. In Thailand, the model of hir-
ing a local CRC representative worked less well. The CRMP I team’s
inability to speak Thai made it difficult or impossible to interpret the
dynamics at the many national and local-level meetings. USAID’s sup-
port for this pilot was truncated abruptly in 1991 by a coup d’etat. U.S.
law stipulates that USAID foreign assistance must be suspended when a
government changes in this manner. The CRMP’s five years of involve-
ment in Thailand produced a rich body of experience at the national
level, in Phuket Province, and in launching CORIN, the Coastal
Resources Institute at Prince of Songkla University. These experiences,
however, are not the subject of a case study in this volume. Some
insights on the thailand program can be gained from Lemay, Ausavajitar
and Hale (1991), and Hale and Olsen (1993).

DIFFERENCES IN CONTEXTS FOR COASTAL MANAGEMENT IN SRI
LANKA AND ECUADOR

Sri Lanka was selected by USAID in the belief that its capable and well-
established national program could serve as a model for other tropical
nations. It soon became evident that while Sri Lanka had much that
could inform and inspire, its traditions of governance were so remark-
ably different from those in Ecuador that the two countries had to pro-
ceed toward integrated forms of resource management using quite dif-
ferent strategies.

Sri Lanka, as a former British colony, has a professional civil service. This
provided for a degree of professionalism and continuity in government
agencies that contrasted dramatically with Ecuador. In Ecuador, minis-
ters seldom retained their position for more than 18 months and each
change in minister brought in a new cadre of senior officials. The only
exception to this was in the armed forces, which is one reason for the
critically important role played by naval port captains along Ecuador’s
coast. In Ecuador, presidents serve for a single four-year term, and each
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new administration brings an even greater change in personnel and
policies. In contrast, the core staff of the Sri Lanka Coast Conservation
Division (CCD), all of whom were government civil servants, remained
essentially the same over a 30-year period. The minister of fisheries in
Sri Lanka changed once in this same period. With a dedicated, technical-
ly competent and creative staff, CCD, as a small Sri Lankan agency,
could over time accomplish a great deal. On the other hand, less compe-
tent and less motivated agencies could make it very difficult to bring
about the changes in behavior that integrated forms of resource manage-
ment require. The Sri Lanka case study details the evolution of a regula-
tory program within a society where government exercises considerable
control over the process of development and coastal change.

In Ecuador, government was playing a very minor role in managing the
processes of coastal development and coastal ecosystem change. Its
principal contribution was to build the transportation infrastructure that
made previously isolated stretches of coastline accessible. In the absence
of planning and resource management, this too often brought a rapid
stripping of exportable natural assets. As described in the Ecuador case
study, the representatives of governmental agencies at the community
level initially opted out of a collaborative planning and decisionmaking
process. In this context, the strategies for advancing coastal management
adopted by Sri Lanka’s CCD would have had little or no impact. While
CCD could influence the siting of hotels by holding hostage their liquor
licenses, the development process in Ecuador proceeded by the rules of
an open frontier. In El Oro Province, for example, where the shrimp
farm boom began in the late 1970s, three-quarters of the farms were still
operating in public lands in 2000 without the permits required by law.

At the beginning of both pilot projects, neither Sri Lanka nor Ecuador
involved the public in the coastal planning and decisionmaking. In
Ecuador, such participation became a defining feature of the program
during the USAID-funded phase, but subsided as the program returned
to the traditions of top-down governance in 1996. In Sri Lanka, the
strong desire among the CCD staff to invest in public education and
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public involvement was truncated by civil war. When the political situa-
tion along the southwest coast stabilized in 1991, the program experi-
mented with special area management and succeeded in demonstrating
the effectiveness of locally driven resource management. This approach
attracted considerable attention and was adopted by other programs that
addressed the problems of lagoon management on the western coast
north of Colombo, the nation’s capital.

THE OUTCOMES OF THE SRI LANKA AND ECUADOR PILOTS

Figures 3 and 4 chart the advance of the two programs through the steps
of generations of coastal management as described in Chapter 1. In both
Ecuador and Sri Lanka, the first generation of the national program
evolved in two distinct phases. The initial effort completed some, but not
all, of the five steps of a generation of coastal management. We have
termed this a “seed cycle” that is concerned primarily with securing a
formal mandate (Step 3) and achieving an initial threshold of institution-
al capacity and funding. These seed cycles are diagramed as double
loops. In all cases a darkened number indicates a completed step and a
darkened thread signals sustained progress through all steps in a genera-
tion of management.

When the outcomes of the two pilots are grouped by the three orders
discussed in Chapter 1, it is evident that both national programs made
substantial advances in terms of First and Second Order outcomes. In
Ecuador, the four enabling conditions required for a full-fledged period
of implementation were briefly present at the end of the USAID-funded
phase. In Sri Lanka, this threshold was attained with the adoption of the
National Coastal Management Plan in 1990. In both cases, however, the
scope of these national programs was limited to a small segment of each
nation’s coastline. (See Table 1.) During the USAID-funded period in Sri
Lanka, CCD'’s activities were limited to approximately 150 kilometers of
coastline in the vicinity of Colombo. Within this limited area the CCD’s
regulatory program has, with great difficulty, controlled three forms of
behavior that exacerbate the problems of coastal erosion. These are the
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inappropriate siting of tourism facilities and transportation infrastruc-
ture (roads and small harbors), the illegal breaking of coral reefs for the
production of lime, and sand mining in the rivers. The successes of these
regulatory actions are major accomplishments. In addition, through such
efforts as the preparation of the extensive, two-volume resource man-
agement strategy, Sri Lanka 2000, and the negotiation of two special area
management plans, the program has succeeded in successfully integrat-
ing the ideas and the energies of many governmental agencies. The spe-
cial area management efforts have brought together the coastal users
and have succeeded in instigating voluntary collaborative actions that
signal better coastal stewardship.

In Ecuador, the five special area management zones (Zonas Especiales
de Manejo, or ZEMs) together accounted for 180 kilometers, or 8 percent
of that country’s coast. The Ecuador case study details major changes in
behavior among governmental agencies—the Ranger Corps and the
National Commission—that instigated a surge of self-help initiatives
within the five management zones.

In both Sri Lanka and Ecuador, the harvest of improved societal and
environmental conditions (Third Order outcomes) during the period of
the USAID-funded pilots was modest. In Ecuador, the participatory,
issue-driven management process inspired and brought hope to many
of the poorest of the poor in the five ZEMs. “Practical exercises” in vol-
untary collaborative action generated new livelihoods, better living con-
ditions and some localized improvements in the condition of beaches
and mangrove wetlands. The program slowed but did not halt the fur-
ther construction of shrimp ponds in mangrove wetlands.

In Sri Lanka, after years of effort, the CCD did manage to win the sup-
port of local politicians and police in controlling the lucrative practice of
producing lime from coral extracted from living reefs. This, combined
with the controls on sand mining and shorefront construction, has
reduced coastal degradation. The CCD’s defense of public access to the
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shore has benefited artisanal fishers, and the two special area manage-
ment efforts have brought benefits to the communities of very poor peo-
ple in these areas. Unfortunately, such benefits, in both Ecuador and Sri
Lanka, were not quantified in CRMP L.
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CHAPTER 3

ECUADOR:
ESTABLISHING A COASTAL
MANAGEMENT PROGRAM IN

AN UNSTABLE SYSTEM

Stephen Bloye Olsen, Emilio Ochoa and Donald D. Robadue

DESIGNING THE FIRST PILOT PROGRAM

Ecuador and Sri Lanka were selected by the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) as the first pilots to be sponsored
by the new Coastal Resources Management Project (CRMP). In 1983, the
USAID Ecuador mission and government of Ecuador had assembled a
persuasive case that featured the promise of 50 percent matching funds
from an enthusiastic, pro-environment mission, and commitments for
high-level collaboration with several important Ecuadorian governmen-
tal agencies. The mission’s proposal built upon a high-profile workshop
on coastal management sponsored by the Ecuadorian Navy and the
United Nations in 1981. This had prompted discussion of an approach
to natural resource management that spanned the usual sector-by-sector
planning and decisionmaking, and reviewed the issues posed by the
explosive growth of shrimp farms. An approach to coastal management
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that integrated across the major forces of change was appealing to a pro-
gressive government and to a USAID mission that had previously
focused its attention on issues in the highlands. (See Box 1).

By 1985, the long delays in selecting the lead U.S. institution to imple-
ment the CRMP project had produced a far less receptive setting. The
expectation of USAID was that the CRMP Cooperative Agreement
would be in place in six weeks. Instead, crafting the Joint Project
Agreement that defined the objectives, the implementing strategies of
the pilot, and the roles and responsibilities of USAID, the University of
Rhode Island Coastal Resources Center (CRC), the USAID Ecuador mis-
sion and the government of Ecuador required 13 months of intense
negotiations.

What had changed? In the U.S., President Ronald Reagan had been
elected to his second term. His administration had little sympathy for
environmentalists and no interest in exporting “environmental” pro-
grams overseas. Similarly, in Ecuador the liberal administration of
Oswaldo Hurtado and been succeeded by President Leon Febres-
Cordero, a right-of-center former mayor of Guayaquil—Ecuador’s
largest city—who was referred to in the press as a “Reagan clone.” The
USAID mission’s primary objective was to encourage exports—particu- -
larly non-traditional exports—such as the shrimp produced by a new
farmed shrimp industry along the coast. Only one member of the team
that had prepared the mission’s response to the USAID solicitation in
1983 was still present.

For the new mission leadership, CRC’s experience in cross-institutional
resources management, building constituencies through public participa-
tion in planning and decisionmaking, and investments in public educa-
tion was of little interest. Within Ecuadorian government, there was also
no top-level support for the concept of a comprehensive approach to -
both the development and the conservation of the coast. But, there was
vigorous competition over what agency would benefit from the funds
that the project would bring. Ultimately, the choice was the Office of the
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Environment (DIGEMA) in the Ministry of Energy and Mines, a small
agency concerned primarily with oil drilling in the Amazon and with
little experience and few contacts along the coast. The agreement, how-
ever, was that DIGEMA would open an office in Guayaquil, and would
hire a full-time director who would be the counterpart of the resident
project manager provided by CRMP I. The DIGEMA co-manager was
Dr. Luis Arriaga, a person with several decades of experience in fisheries
and former director of the Southern Pacific Commission. Two years later
he became CRMP Is in-country director, and served in that capacity
until the USAID-supported phase ended in 1995.

Initial visits to the coast and many meetings with officials in a variety of
agencies in Quito, Ecuador’s highland capital, repeatedly reinforced to
the CRC team that they were embarking on a journey into the unknown.
What could a pilot program hope to accomplish in four years? CRC
invited the DIGEMA director, who had just earned a Ph.D. at Vanderbilt
University in the U.S., to observe U.S. coastal zone management (CZM)
programs in action. He recognized the benefits of the state CZM model.
The planning phase for U.S. state programs was targeted at not more
than four years and he thought this a reasonable timeframe to establish a
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comparable program in Ecuador—a country about the size of West
Virginia—with a coastline of approximately 4,500 kilometers. Thus, the
Joint Project Agreement followed the U.S. model and defined as its
objective the establishment of an inter-agency working group that would
review major development proposals and oversee a permit program for
specified forms of coastal use. Permit decisions would be based upon
environmental impact statements. Other objectives called for zoning the
coast for different intensities of use, and for enforcing construction stan-
dards for major shorefront developments.

The CRMP team had no basis for judging whether such objectives were
realistic. None of the team members had worked in a developing nation
or in Latin America. But the U.S. experience had taught that establishing
such procedures where they have not previously existed is always an
uncertain, and often a very difficult, process. CRC, therefore, argued
that the Joint Project Agreement would not detail how these objectives
would be achieved. This, CRC proposed, would be defined incremental-
ly through annual workplans, each of which would be constructed on a
thorough assessment by the program and its partners of what had been
accomplished and learned in the preceding year. This rolling design was
a novel idea for both the USAID mission and CRMP’s Ecuadorian coun-
terparts. It was met with considerable resistance but eventually the sig-
natories to the agreement settled on this approach. There were two
immediate consequences that were to prove essential to the program’s
future success. The first was that no commitments were made to U.S.
“experts” to be contracted for pre-defined activities during the project.
The second was that the annual in-house self-assessment and workplan
development process soon gave the Ecuadorian-American project team a
strong sense that they were shaping their own program for the nation.

In retrospect, the overtly adaptive approach structured around self-
assessments and annual workplans formally approved by the program’s
partners was the single most important feature of this program’s design.
As set forth in Box 2, the goals, strategies and organizational structure of
the program evolved through four distinct iterations over eight years.
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Each design was widely debated within the project team and appeared
at the time to be optimal. Nearly 20 years later, the formulation of an
operationally and politically viable institutional design remains a central
and unsolved problem.

The first annual workplan was approved as an attachment to the Joint
Project Agreement. The mission requested that the project devote a
major portion of its resources to the farmed shrimp industry. The indus-
try had entered what would later prove to be only the first in a series of
crises. This was caused by a shortage in the wild shrimp post-larvae
that were used to stock the ponds. This supply “bust” came after a
decade-long boom that had created many millionaires and produced a
major new source of the foreign earnings that the country so urgently
needed to pay down its foreign creditors and boost the Gross Domestic
Product. CRMP I, with the support of DIGEMA, argued for a similar
investment in an analysis, drawn from existing sources, of trends in the
condition and use of the entire coast and its resources. CRC believed
such “findings” should be the basis for consultations and an inclusive
dialogue on the other issues that a coastal management program should
address. This had been the first step of all coastal management pro-
grams in the U.S., and the CRC team was convinced that it was the best
way to begin the process of building a foundation of constituencies for a
long-term coastal planning and decisionmaking program. The objective
was to prepare a document that would engage the interested public, and
that would be objective and describe out how current issues and condi-

CoAsTAL RESOURCES CENTER




tions had evolved. Profiles were constructed around the issues of poten-
tial concern to a coastal management program. A historical perspective
on these issues was important since the selection of actions that can
shape a desirable future must be rooted in an understanding of the his-
tory of the place. Simple graphics and maps gave visual expression to
the major points of the story. Profiles were drawn from existing sources
of information and were widely distributed and discussed when still in
draft form, so that other sources of information and interpretations of
the facts could be discussed and considered for inclusion.

H. T. Odum, the famous ecologist, was an early advisor to the project.
He had flown over coastal Ecuador many times in the 1940s when he
was a meteorologist in the U.S. armed forces. Staring out of the widow
of a single engine plane that took him from the Peruvian border in the
south to the remnant of primary coastal forest on the Colombian border
to the north, he sadly remarked, “Well, this place has been pretty much
stripped.” Where 40 years before he had seen uninterrupted expanses of
coastal forest, there now lay a denuded landscape that could only sup-
port a few cattle. The few remaining, least accessible patches of forest
were being logged. Equally dramatic were the vast patterns of shrimp
ponds around the Gulf of Guayaquil. These had been built by bulldoz-
ing low dikes around shallow ponds of up to 100 hectares each. The
majority were in publicly owned sand flats and mangrove wetlands. By
1984, 90,000 hectares of ponds had been built and had been producing
more than 22,000 tons of shrimp worth US $160 million. There had been
a similar re-engineering of every lagoon and river estuary along the
ocean coast. The only estuaries still in their natural state were in the as
yet inaccessible northern reaches of Esmeraldas on the northern border
with Colombia.

BUILDING CONSTITUENCIES FOR A PROGRAM

How could a participatory and inclusive profiling process be undertaken
in Ecuador? The first challenge was to find a local partner with whom
CRMP could work. The Fundacion Pedro Vicente Maldonado, a small
and incipient NGO in Guayaquil composed of members of the faculty of
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FIGURE 2. AREAS OF MANGROVES, SAND FLATS AND SHRIMP PONDS, 1969-
1995, As REVEALED BY AERIAL SURVEYS CONDUCTED BY CLIRSEN (THE
MILITARY CARTOGRAPHIC INSTITUTE)
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the principal coastal university, the Polytechnic Institute of the Coast
(ESPOL), was selected. The Fundacion was intrigued by CRC’s belief in
participation and the need to build a broad-based constituency for a
coastal management program. Reflecting back on the situation several
years later, Washington Macias (1995), who co-led the Fundacion during
its initial years wrote:

“Before the inception of Ecuador’s Coastal Resources Management
Program, coastal communities in Ecuador had little exposure to environ-
mental education, and no role in environmental decisionmaking.
Technical experts working on coastal issues seldom consulted residents
and resource users; coastal communities were not given the opportunity
to express their views on decisions affecting coastal resources. The
Coastal Program recognized from the outset that public education on
environmental issues and participation in decisionmaking was critical to
both launching and sustaining coastal resource management initiatives.”

By mid-1986, the Fundacion’s teams had compiled the available articles,
data and books on Ecuador’s coastal resources. This secondary informa-
tion had three principal characteristics: the information was scattered, it
was incomplete and it was not very reliable. The challenge was to orga-
nize what was known so that it could be a tool for understanding the
economic and social development processes underway in the four
coastal provinces, and to highlight the major social and environmental
trends that had emerged since 1950. Much of what was known did not
exist in printed documents but could be pieced together from the obser-
vations and experience of the older members of coastal communities and
from the personal files and the institutional memory of the business peo-
ple involved in such activities as agriculture, fishing, tourism and mari-
culture. Two techniques were used in a major effort to integrate these
sources into the analysis. The first was “talking maps,” which were
used with community elders, who in most cases were illiterate or had
very little schooling. This called for organizing gatherings in communi-
ties along the coast that brought together finfishers, shellfish collectors,
charcoal makers, mangrove wood sellers, and those involved in the
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tourism-related activities. A base map with an outline of that section of
the coast was taped to a wall and the areas and activities being discussed
were noted on the map with colored markers. These discussions cen-
tered on such questions as:

7
0.0

What resources existed before and what resources are important
to your livelihood now?

2
0‘0

When did big changes in the resource occur?

% What were the economically important activities before and now?

7
L34

When and where did new activities related to your livelihoods
develop?

7
L4

When did your techniques for using the resource change?

R
L4

What have been the principal social, environmental, and
economic impacts caused by the new activities and techniques?

A parallel set of interviews and workshops with business leaders and
provincial experts were structured so that they could comment on the
quality and completeness of the existing secondary sources compiled by
the Fundacion, and present their perspectives on a similar set of ques-
tions.

When, in 1987, a full draft of both a regional overview and profiles of
each province had been prepared, seminars were scheduled in each
province to verify the content of the profiles and discuss the resource
management issues that they revealed for each province. Where the
reports and the perceptions of knowledgeable people differed, and
where there were substantial differences in people’s recollections and
opinions on what had happened, the draft noted such differences. The
participants represented the private sector, technical experts, authorities
and user groups. The draft was distributed to the participants in
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advance and each seminar began with a panel of presenters and com-
mentators who addressed elements of the analysis and its conclusions.
By the end of each daylong session, a consensus was reached on the
modifications that should be made to the text. The final version of the
document was produced as a single volume entitled Ecuador: A Profile of
its Coastal Resources.

The volume was widely distributed and was the subject of many articles
in the Jocal and national press. Its release coincided with local elections
for mayors, congressional representatives and city council presidents.
Many politicians used the book as a source of information in formulating
their political platforms, and for the first time the environmental man-
agement issues raised became an important element of the political dis-
course. A second printing of the profile was funded by a local bank and
presented to each student upon his or her graduation from high school.
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While the profiling process was underway along the coast, a two-person
team was entrusted with the task of formulating a proposal for the insti-
tutional structure of a national coastal management program. This work
was centered in the highland capital, Quito, where all national agencies
of government have their headquarters. This team was composed of one
of Ecuador’s preeminent legal scholars and an American who had been
deputy administrator of the National Office of Coastal Zone
Management during the period when federal approval of many state
CZM programs had been successfully negotiated. In contrast to the pub-
lic debate and workshops that characterized preparation of the profile,
this element of the program was carried out quietly. Its purpose, howev-
er, was the same—to build a constituency for the program within gov-
ernment agencies in Quito and to shape an institutional design that drew
on the experience and views of recognized leaders. Sequences of meet-
ings were held with individual agency heads and political figures to dis-
cuss the principles that should govern the design and operation of the
coastal management program and an institutional design that would
integrate across several ministries.

As a consensus emerged, another round of meetings was organized to
comment and refine recommendations on how a national coastal man-
agement program should be structured. The result was a 20-page pro-
posal that became known by the color of its cover as the “Yellow Book”
(Matuszeski et al., 1988).

The Yellow Book gave a brief rationale for the need of a national pro-
gram, set forth the principles that had emerged from the discussions,
and suggested the major features of the institutional structure by which
a first generation program could be implemented. (See Box 4.) These
featured the development of detailed plans and actions for selected spe-
cial management areas (Zonas Especiales de Manejo, or ZEMs), one in
each coastal province, that would be selected as representative of the
range of conditions and issues along the coast. Each ZEM plan would be
prepared under the direction of an Executive Committee composed of
the local elected authorities and representatives of government agencies,
with the advice of an Advisory Committee made up of representatives of
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the various user groups and business interests in each ZEM. The Yellow
Book also proposed that the various enforcement officers connected to
the permit granting institutions along the coast be organized into seven
Ranger Corps, each of which would be led by the naval Port Captain
responsible for that stretch of the coast. Finally, the Yellow Book pro-
posed that the program should be administered by the Director of Public
Administration in the Office of the President. This representative of the
president would chair a National Commission composed of the ministers
with major coastal responsibilities. The National Commission would
shape the program’s policies and have oversight of the program office in
Guayaquil, the Ranger Corps and the ZEM process.
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Like the profile, the Yellow Book attracted considerable positive press.
At the time of its release, Ecuador was approaching a presidential elec-
tion. Fundacion Maldonado drafted a manifesto urging that the presi-
dential candidates commit to the formal creation of a coastal manage-
ment program. The Fundacion obtained the signatures of 66 prominent
leaders in education, business and the church. The manifesto was print-
ed with its signatures in local newspapers. Never before, and not since,
have the coastal provinces come together to produce a regional state-
ment of needs and presented these to the national government. All the
major presidential candidates stated in televised debates that they sup-
ported the coastal management initiative. Indeed, in 1989, within six
months of assuming office, the winner, President Rodrigo Borja, signed
Executive Decree 375 that formally created the program with the fea-
tures suggested by the Yellow Book. One could claim that the program
had, within four years, built a broad-based constituency for a new form
of coastal management and had secured a legal mandate for a national
coastal program. The task of preparing the plans of the actions that such
a program would work to implement was the next priority.

For CRMP I, the formal creation of Ecuador’s coastal management pro-
gram through Executive Decree 375 was the equivalent of a state gover-
nor in the U.S. signing off on a state CZM program. In America, had
this coincided with approval from the federal Office of Coastal Zone
Management, the result would have been a secure flow of annual federal
funds to support the program’s implementation. Although Ecuador is
comparable in size to many states in the U.S., the next higher level in the
governance hierarchy has no such mechanisms to reward and sustain a
coastal management initiative. In essence, Executive Decree 375 had
given the program a mandate and an institutional structure authorized
by the highest executive authority—the president. But, as of 1989, the
PMRC had neither the detailed policies and plans nor the funds to begin
a full-fledged period of implementation. This situation was later dia-
gramed (see “Introduction to CRMP 1”) as a “seed generation,” recogniz-
ing that it generated the formal mandate and an initial base of con-
stituencies for digging down into the negotiations and planning that
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could shape the future trajectory of coastal change. It was becoming
increasingly obvious that sustained funding for the PMRC once USAID
support ended was a critical unknown. At the time, optimism prevailed.
CRMP staff were buoyed by the fact they had already accomplished
much of what observers had assured them was impossible. Surely funds
to sustain the effort would materialize once a more detailed agenda for
action had been negotiated. The Ecuadorian members of the team point-
ed to the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) as a likely prospect
once a detailed plan of action that had the full support of the govern-
ment in Quito had been negotiated.

CAN COMMUNITY-BASED MANAGEMENT BE MADE OPERATIONAL?

The coastal profile documented extraordinarily rapid processes of
change that showed every sign of accelerating. The pattern of boom and
bust was dominant in agriculture, fisheries and mining. The crisis in the
mariculture industry was but another example of a well-established pat-
tern, familiar to all that had characterized booms and busts in lumber,
coffee, cocoa, fisheries and bananas. How could one hope to break such
entrenched patterns of resource overuse and misuse? The layers of dys-
functional relationships and procedures within government and the
business community convinced CRMP I staff that any attempt to tackle
the issues identified by the profile at the national scale would get
nowhere. The solution was to draw from CRC’s experience with “spe-
cial area management” in Rhode Island to focus the program’s efforts on
selected areas that illustrated conditions typical of the coast as a whole.
The selection of these ZEMs (Ochoa, 1995) became a focal point of the
concluding workshops in the profiling process and was shaped by the
following criteria:

« Likelihood that positive results could be generated in a short time-
frame |

% Likelihood that actions could be undertaken successfully with a
limited financial investment
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% Likelihood that a resource management initiative would benefit a
large number of people

% A positive climate was present for working with both government
and the private sector

% There was the presence of local issues that reflected national con-
cerns

% Likely relevance of planning techniques and management actions to
other coastal areas

Once the first Decree was signed, it was time to detail the process by
which planning and capacity building at the community level could be
launched—an effort that would shed light on the following questions
(Ochoa, 1995):

% Is it possible to use participatory methods for planning and
decisionmaking in a country that has had no prior success in
environmental planning in the coastal region?

72
0‘0

Can local resource users be convinced that coastal resources
management is desirable and useful?

% Can existing laws and regulations serve as the basis for an effective
approach to coastal management?

% Will local and national governance institutions be able to respond
effectively if there is pressure in favor of plan implementation?

The Yellow Book proposed that each ZEM would be given two years in
which to engage in an open planning process that would actively
involve local residents, resource users and authorities in addressing
future use of coastal resources. It had been decided that responsibility
for preparing the plan had to rest with the existing local authorities
including the mayor or mayors of the communities involved—if these
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were present—and the designated representatives of governmental agen-
cies with responsibilities within that ZEM. The Yellow Book visualized
the responsibilities of the Executive Committee as:

% To detail the scope of the planning and coordination effort and invite
other national agencies to participate as necessary

% To review the key projects and activities causing conflicts or abuse
within the ZEM and develop a detailed timetable for d1scuss1ng
them in open forums

% To expedite decisions on the issues identified
% To develop a “one stop” permit system for actions within the ZEM

An Advisory Committee composed of representatives of the various user
groups and business interests would assist the Executive Committee by
generating ideas and by reacting to the proposals that might be put for-
ward. A full-time coordinator would be hired by the project to organize
the necessary meetings and provide the link between each ZEM and the
project staff in Guayaquil. These coordinators would be hired from
within the local communities and selected for their local knowledge,
their contacts, and their potential to play a leadership role in what
promised to be a complex process of a kind that had not been attempted
before.

The expectation was that the five ZEMs would all address the priority
issues that had been identified by the profiles and that the ZEMs would
provide a variety of contexts and a range of social, political and econom-
ic dynamics that would generate the experience and ideas that could at
some future date be applied more broadly. The project assembled a two
or three-person technical team for each of the five priority issues:

% Destruction of mangroves
®

% Declines in fishery resources
< Water quality and sanitation
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% Shoreline development
% Mariculture

Each team was to detail the issues in each ZEM and identify options for
improved management responses. The technical teams were to consult
within each ZEM and then present their findings and conclusions to the
ZEM committees before presenting their reports to the program staff in
Guayaquil. This was one of many examples of establishing feedback
loops within all components of the program.

It was a novel experience for both the technical teams and ZEM commu-
nities to meet together to review and discuss the accuracy and potential
usefulness of the findings and recommendations of external “experts.”

It soon became evident that this process was going to produce a multi-
tude of ideas on what might be done to address the various issues. How
could one decide which ideas had the most promise? This question
dominated the annual self-assessment at the end of the first year of the
ZEM process in 1991. The conclusion was that the program should
establish a fund for “practical exercises.” This provided modest funds—
usually in the vicinity of US $100—for the implementation of selected
initiatives at a pilot scale. This proved to be a successful strategy for
engaging the communities in a process that went beyond issue analysis
and planning. The practical exercises generated excitement, interest and
vigorous debate on why a given effort succeeded or failed. They
focused the efforts of the technical teams, the coordinators and the com-
mittees, and shaped the management actions that subsequently became
the major features of each ZEM plan.

Without exception, the Executive Committees were a complete failure.
Although their members came to the initial opening ceremony and
accepted the congratulations of the representative of the President’s
Office and the program, they had little desire to experiment with a con-
sultative approach to planning and management that involved the inter-
ested public. What benefits might such novel behavior bring them?
Despite the energetic efforts of several of the coordinators, the Executive
Committees were abandoned after the first year. For the CRC members
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of the team, the first five years of the experience in Ecuador were teach-
ing that the differences in the social and institutional contexts between
the U.S. and a small Latin American nation were indeed profound. In
Ecuador the roles and authorities of government in shaping the process
of societal and ecosystem change were astonishingly limited. Yet the
energy, creativity and desire of the impoverished people in each ZEM
and the personal commitment of many individuals scattered through the
government to engage and support a more effective form of planning
and decisionmaking was inspiring. The foreseen journey into the
unknown was proving to be exciting, full of surprises and highly
rewarding.

The response to the Advisory Committees was entirely different from
that of the government representatives appointed to the Executive
Committees. The Advisory Committee meetings attracted so many par-
ticipants that an initial concern within the program was that the efficien-
cy of each Advisory Committee would be undermined by its sheer size.
Attendance varied, but not infrequently drew more than 100 people to
any given meeting. Fears about size leading to inefficiency proved to be
unfounded as the ZEM coordinators and Advisory Committee presi-
dents moved quickly to establish procedural rules that protected democ-
ratic principles, maintained order, and made sure that the at least a por-
tion of the discussions at a given meeting addressed the announced
topic. To U.S. observers, the Advisory Committees had characteristics
remarkably similar to those of a New England town meeting. The Port
Captain and some ‘of the local officials that had been appointed to the
Executive Committee began attending Advisory Committee meetings.
When it came time to adjust the program’s design in preparation for a
full-scale phase of implementation through a loan from the IDB, it was
obvious that the two committees should be merged into a single “ZEM
Committee.”

Usually absent from the ZEM Advisory Committees were representa-

tives of the wealthy segments of society—most typically the owners of
shrimp farms. Like those appointed to the Executive Committees, these

CoASTAL RESOURCES CENTER



John M
Rectangle


people seldom saw any benefits to participating in a new planning and
decisionmaking process. For them, the existing system worked well
enough, and actions that might encroach upon their freedoms and pre-
rogatives were regarded with suspicion, if not as an outright threat.
During this initial period, the PMRC became known in some circles as
“the poor people’s project,” since the enthusiasm of the participatory
process and the interest raised by the ZEM events (the practical exercis-
es, school painting contests and workshops on a wide diversity of top-
ics) appealed principally to the poor and the disenfranchised. At the
time, this label was, for some, a source of embarrassment. For the pro-
ject’s critics it was evidence that the project was failing to meet its goals
because it was not engaging those with the greatest power to influence
the coastal development process.

The difficulties of working with the wealthier segments of coastal soci-
ety—particularly those represented by the shrimp farmers—and the dif-
ferences between CRMP’s approach and the usual “project” had nearly
derailed the program at the end of its first year. The program’s greatest
single investment in Year One was a symposium that brought world
experience to bear on the crisis within the shrimp industry. An interdis-
ciplinary team of shrimp mariculture experts, resource economists, estu-
arine ecologists and shrimp biologists met with representatives of the
industry, local university specialists, and governmental agencies to
assess the situation and develop a multi-faceted strategy to address
problems posed by disease, the collapse of the wild shrimp stock, and
the shortages of post-larvae needed to stock the ponds, as well as taxa-
tion policies, and the permit process. Focusing the program on the
farmed shrimp industry had strong advocates within the CRC team and
was seen as the top priority by the USAID mission. At the end of Year
One, the mission argued forcefully that the program should be
redesigned into a technical assistance program to the industry. The con-
flict resulted in the termination of some members of the CRC team and
the mission refused to approve visits by the CRMP international director
for several months. Subsequently, representatives of the farmed shrimp
industry made it clear that they had no interest in participating in activi-

COASTAL GOVERNANCE



John M
Rectangle


ties that could not be shown to produce an economic return to their
members within two years. Nonetheless the crisis was weathered and,
with the agreement of DIGEMA, Dr. Arriaga left his post with that
agency to become CRMP’s in-country director. He retained the position
until the USAID-supported phase ended in 1995. His statesmanlike
leadership became another central reason for the program’s success. For
the remaining years of the USAID-funded phase, strategies to foster a
less volatile shrimp industry were addressed within the ZEMs and
focused on actions that would protect and restore the environmental
qualities upon which the industry depends.

THE “TwoO-TRACK” APPROACH

The design set forth by the Yellow Book calls for a “two-track” approach
in which experiments in community-level governance would be
endorsed and overseen by a National Commission. The central idea was
that the absence of successes in resource management along the coast
gave little basis for making judgements on what actions would be most
likely to produce positive outcomes. The ZEMs were presented to the
National Commission as experiments, which could be undertaken with
little or no risk to the existing allocation of resources and authorities
among government agencies.

The project team soon learned that there were great benefits to schedul-
ing some meetings of the National Commission in a ZEM. In such cases,
the first part of the agenda was open to the public and devoted to hear-
ing firsthand about the problems being addressed and, as the process
matured, the ideas that were emerging from the practical exercises. The
second part was an executive session on a pre-defined agenda. These
meetings were typically held in a school classroom or an equally dilapi-
dated meeting hall. The energy and the passion of the locals was always
inspiring and on several occasions, the commissioners endorsed activi-
ties that according to the letter of the law were illegal or counter to
established governmental procedures. For example, the commissioners
granted a group of shellfisherwomen the responsibility for the steward-
ship of a mangrove area in which they harvested. This was not a “con-
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cession” like those granted to shrimp farmers, but the right to manage a
wetland for the benefit of the group that had traditionally utilized it, and
to maintain it as a mangrove wetland rather than convert it to some
other use. This became one of several actions that were seen by all as
experiments “sponsored by the Office of the President.” The fact that it
departed from the established permit process was recognized by the
local Port Captain and acceptable to all.

While the Executive Committees were failures, the idea of organizing
local level enforcement officers into a Ranger Corps proved to be anoth-
er experiment that quickly began to produce positive outcomes. As
mentioned earlier, Executive Decree 375 established seven Ranger Corps,
each of which was led by the naval Port Captain responsible for a desig-
nated stretch of coast. The Port Captains are recognized as the most pro-
fessional and the most powerful representatives of the national govern-
ment along the coast. They issue one of the three permits that should be
obtained before constructing a shrimp pond. The other permits are
issued by the forestry authority and the fisheries authority. In the 1970s
and 1980s, it was universally accepted that these permits, if they were
issued at all, were obtained in exchange for “informal payments” to offi-
cials in the various agencies (Meltzoff and LiPuma, 1986). Gathering
these inspectors into teams and then assisting them in obtaining the
resources with which to make joint inspections and joint patrols proved
to be effective in making a corrupt system more accountable. A succes-
sion of admirals with oversight over the Port Captains strongly support-
ed the program. Gradually, the quality of the officers selected to serve as
Port Captains improved and the Navy training academy developed
courses on coastal management and the proper functioning of a Ranger
Corps. The process of change was gradual, but it was sustained.

LEARNING TO APPLY ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT TO THE FOUR
PRIORITY ISSUES

Once the ZEM process was underway, the program became over-
whelmed by the need to provide sound technical guidance to the many
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initiatives being implemented or considered in the five ZEMs. The pro-
gram had a modest budget for so ambitious an undertaking and a pri-
mary goal was to build capacity within the Ecuadorian partners to
respond effectively to these needs. There were two demands on the
technical staff. One was to work with the ZEM Advisory Committees
and coordinators to prepare a management plan for each ZEM. The
plans would then be submitted to the National Commission for
approval, and would frame a five to 10-year agenda of actions for each
ZEM. The second demand on the technical staff was to support and
evaluate the practical exercises as a body of experience that would shape
the content of those plans.

The first CRMP I in-country director, and a person with years of experi-
ence in rural development in Latin America, suggested a strategy of nur-
turing informal teams on selected topics (Merschrod, 1989). The idea
was to avoid the usual practice of inviting institutions to designate a rep-
resentative to a committee. Unless there was the prospect of capturing
significant financial or technical resources, this invariably resulted in the
appointment of a low-level functionary who often had little interest or
expertise in the topic and no decisionmaking authority. Such commit-
tees quickly become a pro forma exercise. Indeed, this was the fate of the
Policy and Steering Committees that had been formed from national
agency representatives with much effort in the first months of Year One.
The alternative was to let it be known that the program was forming a
working group on a given topic and invite those interested and with
known capabilities to join and to serve in their individual capacity. The
incentive was that the working group would be advised by a respected
international expert. Also, the program would allocate modest funds to
support initiatives put forward by the working group that responded to
the program’s needs. This approach proved to be particularly fruitful on
two topics—mangroves and water quality.

The mangrove working group drew together specialists from the univer-

sities and the governmental agencies and was led by a member of the
program’s resident staff, with the advice from an American expert in
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mangrove ecology. One of this group’s priorities was to make the
destruction of this feature of the coast a central theme in PMRC'’s public
education efforts. Over the years these have featured school programs
and parades involving thousands of schoolchildren, and have gained
numerous news spots on TV and radio. In some ZEMs, the destruction
already approached 80 percent of the mangroves present in 1969, when
the first aerial photographs of the coast were taken. The working group
noted that the official response to the widespread destruction was to
adopt ever more stringent regulations forbidding any cutting and
increasing the penalties for those who were caught doing so—both the
traditional charcoal makers and those bulldozing new shrimp ponds.
Yet, the regulations were having no discernible impact on the annual
losses. The working group, impressed by the desperate conditions of the
traditional “mangrove people,” began to advocate for strategies that
would promote the sustained utilization of mangroves and “put the peo-
ple back into the wetlands.” This cast the traditional users and environ-
mental groups into an alliance against the shrimp pond builders and
those condoning the advance of urban slum communities into these
“wastelands.” Practical exercises that produced trails and observation
points in mangrove wetlands, and community efforts in reforestation
and stewardship contacts with groups of shellfish and crab harvesters,
all generated interest and press coverage. Another strategy was to sup-
port the Ranger Corps in their efforts to apprehend those constructing
illegal shrimp ponds. The joint patrols and coordinated enforcement
actions of the Ranger Corps increased steadily and produced over 200
enforcement actions in 1998 alone. Unfortunately, judges refused to treat
the infractions as serious and very few produced jail sentences or penal-
ties for those with influence and connections.

Parallel efforts on water quality, community sanitation, post-larvae han-
dling and shorefront development created a sense of excitement and the
wide perception that the program was developing a novel approach to
old problems. The alliance of a foreign “project” involving both an NGO
and governmental agencies was unusual. How could the effort be sus-
tained? The USAID Ecuador mission had become a strong supporter of
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