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A
t the March 1996 annual meeting of the

International Group of Experts on the

Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental

P rotection (GESAMP), the following “priority emerg-

ing issue” w as identified:

There is an urgent need for an accepted integrated coastal

management (ICM) evaluation methodology...When an evalu-

ative framework is in place it will be possible to document

trends, identify their likely causes and objectively estimate the

relative contributions of ICM programs to observed social and

environmental change.

This need became a theme at the International Workshop

on ICM in Tropical Developing Countries: Lessons Learned

from Successes and Failures, held in Xiamen, China, lat e r

that year.

The discussions in Xiamen led to an informal meeting

in Paris in October 1996 organized by the United

Nations Development Pro gramme (UNDP) and the

S wedish International Development Cooperation

Agency (Sida), and hosted by the Intergove rnmental

Oceanographic Commission (IOC). At that meeting,

15 bilateral and multilateral donors further discussed

the need for common methodologies for learning fro m

the rapidly accumulating experience in the practice of

coastal management worldw ide. Since then the com-

mon methodology initiative has proceeded through a

number of activities coordinated by the Unive rsity of

Rhode Island’s Coastal Resources Center (CRC) with

the support of Sida, UNDP, the Global Environmental

Facility (GEF) and the U.S. Agency for International

D evelopment (USAID). The objectives of the initiative

are to:

1) Develop and apply concepts and tools that facilitat e

analysis across coastal management (CM) initiatives  

2) Clarify the conceptual framew orks upon which CM

initiatives are based

3) Analyze hypotheses on how sustained pro gress is

achieve d

4) Better document pro gress tow ards an improved 

g ove rnance process and the impacts of CM upon the

condition of coastal ecosystems and coastal societies

5) Enhance local and national ow n e rship of CM 

initiative s

To dat e, the initiative has produced a survey of the 

purposes and methods for evaluating CM projects 

and pro grams funded by international donors (Olsen,

L ow ry and To b ey, 1997) and has tested prototype

evaluative instruments in a dive rsity of settings.

This manual is another step in an effort to develop and

make accessible approaches to assess pro gress tow ards

CM goals and learn from expe rience. An earlier draft

w as presented and review ed at a Consultative Meeting

of International Experts held at the Coastal Resources

Center of the Unive rsity of Rhode Island on March 23-

25, 1998.

Foreword
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of coastal re gions that are important to human quality

of life. High population growth combined with increas-

ing pove rty in some re gions and increased consumption

in others has led to large-scale deterioration of coastal

e nvironments and conflicts over a failing resource base

in many areas of the world.The pressures produced by

a growing population are expected

to increase, as will the manifesta-

tions of ove ruse and misuse of the

coastal re sources. As CM practition-

e rs , w e are all familiar with the

symptoms of declining water quali-

ty, degradation or destruction of

c ritical habitats, decline and collapse

of fisheries, and losses in biodive rsi-

ty. We know that these pro bl ems

contribute to increased user con-

flicts. Declining coastal conditions

and intensifying user conflicts are

also posing seve re tests to gove rn-

ments at all levels.

A third reason to systematically eval-

uate and learn from CM initiatives is

that the existing successes are as ye t

small compared to the worldwide forces causing coastal

degradation. In the tropics, wh e re the pace of coastal

change is most rapid, coastal management is currently

conceived and implemented as a scattering of pilot pro-

jects. There is little communication between projects or

analysis of the differences in their designs and impacts.

1) THE NATURE OF THE CHALLENGE

W
hy is there an urgent need to evaluat e

coastal management (CM) initiatives  

and to develop an accepted evaluation

methodology? First, because the transform ation of

coastal re gions is of vital importance

to our species. Almost half of the

w orld’s population lives within 

150 km of a coastline (Cohen et al.,

1997) and the percentage is expect-

ed to increase in coming decades

because of continued rapid popula-

tion growth and migration to coastal

areas (World Bank, 1996).Yet, these

coastal re gions encompass less than

20 percent of the inhabitable land

space. Coastal areas attract the

human population because they are

focal points for economic growth.

Coastal re gions claim 12 of the

w orld’s 15 largest cities and probably

contain more than half of humanity’s

infrastructure for manufacturing,

transportation, energy processing,

tourism, c o m munications and other services, and a 

similarly large share of global consumption and waste

p roducts.

A second reason to systematically evaluate CM initia-

tives is that global trends show a decline in the qualities

Part One
I N T R O D U C T I O N  T O  T H E  S E L F - A S S E S S M E N T  M A N U A L

1
“Between the years 1990 and

2010, over a billion people in

developing countries will move

from rural areas to large cities. At

the turn of the century about a

quarter of the population of devel-

oping countries will live in about

300 cities with a population of

more than a million people, and

50 of these will have a population

of more than four million people.

Approximately 80 percent of the

world’s largest cities are in devel-

oping countries. Most of these

cities are located on the coast.”

(Sida, 1997)
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If coastal management is to have significant global

impact on the conditions of coastal ecosystems, the

lessons of effective projects and pro grams will have  

to be more rapidly identified and disseminated.

The successes and failures of current coastal manage-

ment efforts are often undocumented. Drawing lessons

from this growing body of experience has been slow and

difficult.There are few  readily available documents that

analyze how the differences in pro gram design and

implementation are influencing outcomes. Countries

around the world are looking for successful models 

of  CM. All those concerned need to learn from one

another’s  experience and develop features of CM pro-

grams that  work successfully. If we are to increase the

ratio of success to failure, w e need to know what

w orks, what does not work, and why.

The number of CM initiatives in developing countries

that have succeeded in making the transition fro m  

planning to implementation remains small. Anecdotal

de s c riptions of experience point to inadequacies in the

capacity of local institutions and in the design of the

first steps of a gove rnance pro c e s s. H ow eve r, without

accepted CM evaluation framew orks it is difficult to

engage in systematic assessment of the adequacy of

g ove rnance activities. In developed countries, such 

as the United States, coastal management pro grams

have brought a measure of order and predictability to

coastal development, and ve ry large investments have

led to the restoration of some qualities in selected 

estuaries and the Great Lake s.

2) MANAGEMENT CAPACITY ASSESSMENT

E valuations of coastal management initiatives can be

grouped into three major types (Olsen et al., 1997a):

• Performance evaluation

• Outcome assessment

• Management capacity assessment

Per formance evaluations address the quality of project

implementation, and the degree to which project goals

are achieved . Outcome assessments evaluate the

Management or
Governance?

Coastal management is the term used to name the

work described in this manual. But the manual recog-

nizes that ‘management’ alone is not enough to meet

the challenges posed by ecosystem and social change

along the world’s coastlines.The term ‘governance’

often better defines the work that is the subject of this

manual.

M a n agement  is the proces s  by which human and

m ate rial resources are organized to achieve a know n

goal within a known institutional structure. Thus,

management typically re f e rs to organizing the ro u-

tine work of a unit of a company or a gove rnmental

agency.

G overnance  is the proces s  by which policies, law s

and institutions address the issues of concern to a

society. G ove rnance questions the fundamental

goals, and the institutional processes and structure s

that are the basis of planning and decisionmaking.

G ove rnance sets the stage within which management

occurs.
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impacts of a CM initiative upon coastal re sources

and/or the associated human society(s). Management

capacity assessments are conducted to determine the

adequacy of management structures and gove rnance

p rocesses as these relate to generally accepted interna-

tional standards and experience. The purpose is to

improve project design and make adjustments to the

internal workings of a project or pro gram. Manage-

ment capacity assessment is the subject of this manual.

The inform ation revealed in a management capacity

assessment can identify the pro gram adjustments 

that better align structure and activities to objective s.

This is termed  ‘instrumental learning.’ In as complex 

an undertaking as CM, the ‘ e rro rs ’ to be detected usu-

ally have to do with insuring that project or pro gram

management strategies are implemented effective ly.

Effectiveness and efficiency involve skillful adaptation

rather than faithful allegiance to a planning ‘ blueprint.’

Capacity assessments address the quality of project

design and the quality of the implementation effort.

Assessment of the management of complex ecosystems

subject to significant human pres sures requires appro-

p riate scientific tools and sound knowledge. The natural

sciences are vital to understanding ecosystem function,

and social sciences are essential to elucidating the origin

of human-induced pro blems and in finding approp riat e

solutions (GESAMP, 1996). It is there fore essential that

science has clearly defined roles within the planning

p ro c e s s. Science can be used to help characterize 

p ro blems over time and rank management priorities;

unravel the causes to specific environmental pro bl ems

and select protective actions; understand ecological 

systems in order to develop sound policy options and

justify management decisions; and, monitor existing

conditions in order to evaluate the effectiveness of 

policies and attainment of plan objective s.

This manual builds upon the management capacity

questions assembled in the UNDP-supported survey of

evaluation types and the questions being posed by inter-

national donors when they assess coastal management

p rojects and pro grams (Olsen et al., 1997a). Some 

19 donor agencies and international organizations we re

contacted in the survey. This manual poses those ques-

tions that are most useful to defining the maturity and

capacity of a given project or pro gram as it relates to

each of the elements of the CM development cycle.

Evaluation Themes
Identified in the

Donor Survey

• Human capacity

• G ove rnmental commitment

• Participato ry planning, decisionmaking

and management

• Institutional structure

• Public education and aw arenes s

• P ro gram administration

• Sustainability

• Use of scientific inform ation

• Clear roles and responsibilities 

• Assessment of conditions and trends

• Policy framew ork/legislative  

m e chanisms

• Conflict resolution

• Monitoring and evaluation

•Traditional attitudes, uses and rights

•Transfer of knowledge/experience

• Issue analysis

• Public disclosure
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What are the benefits of a common approach to man-

agement capacity assessment? Clearly linking project or

p ro gram activities with national priorities, demonstrat-

ing forward pro gres s , and highlighting accomplishments

c reates a sense of common purpo s e, hope, ow n e rship

and accountability. The use of common approaches to

management capacity assessment could become impor-

tant to countries when they are defining their agendas

with donors and when working to achieve greater 

consistency among CM-related activities within their

boundaries. Thus, an accepted approach to management

capacity assessment can promote greater ow n e rship of

CM initiatives  by gove rnments and local stakeholders.

This goal is increasingly recognized and re c ommended

in a dive rsity of international forums , such as the firs t

General A s s e m bly of the Global Environment Facility

(New Delhi, A p ril 1-3, 1998).This, in turn, p romo t e s

accountability among those funding, designing and

implementing these initiative s. The specific objectives  

of this manual are to:

• P rovide a simple conceptual framew ork upon which

to base project design, and the agenda for periodic self-

assessments

• Assist in tracking forward pro gress in CM, in both

specific nations and globally

• P romote learning across projects, advance transfer of

knowledge, and increase replication of good practices

• Help make external evaluations a positive pro c e s s

that promotes learning for CM pro gram staff, funders

and the people they serve.

3) THE COASTAL MANAGEMENT POLICY
AND PROGRAM CYCLE

It is widely accepted that the proces s  by which CM pro-

jects or pro grams evolve can be described as a policy 

or project development cycle with the same features as

other institutional endeavo rs (see GESAMP, 1996).This

cycle has been described as having the following steps:

• Identification and analysis of national, re gional or

local coastal issues (Step 1)

• Plan or pro gram preparation (Step 2)

• Fo rmal adoption and funding (Step 3)

• Implementation (Step 4)

• E valuation (Step 5)

The CM cycle places the many actions of a pro gram or

p roject in a development sequence and helps unrave l

the complex interrelationships among the many ele-

ments of CM. Expe rience shows that certain feature s

m ust be in place for a CM project or pro gram to be

sustainable and to successfully pro gress tow ard its long-

t e rm goals. In this sense, the steps listed above provide

a simplified ‘ road map’ to a complex, dynamic and

adaptive pro c e s s.

The CM cycle is the organizing framew ork for this

manual. E valuative instruments based on the frame-

w ork have been successfully tested in the field in

UNDP/GEF final project evaluations in Patagonia,

Cuba and Belize (Olsen and To b ey, 1997; Olsen et al.,

1997c; Olsen and Ngoile, 1998).

P riority actions associated with each step of the CM

d evelopment cycle are shown in Table 1.

It must be recognized that the inherent complexity of

CM often makes it difficult or impractical to proceed in
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Step 1:

Issue Identification 

and As se s sment

Step 2:

P reparation of 

the Plan

Step 3:

Fo rmal Adoption 

and Funding

Step 4:

Implementation

Step 5:

E valuation

Step Priority Actions

Table 1: Essential Actions Associated with the Steps of the CM Cycle

Assess the principal environmental, social and institutional issues and their implications.

Identify the major stakeholders and their intere s t s.

Invite review and response to the assessment.

Select the issues upon which the management initiative will focus its effort s.

Define the goals of the management initiative.

Conduct scientific research targeted at selected management questions.

Document baseline conditions.

Conduct a public education pro gram and involve stakeholders in the planning pro c e s s.

D evelop the management plan and the institutional framew ork by which it will be implemented.

C reate staff and institutional capacity for implementation.

Test implementation strategies at a pilot scale.

Obtain gove rnmental mandate for a planning and policy form ulation pro c e s s.

Obtain formal endorsement of policies/plan and the authorities necessary for their implementation.

Obtain the funding required for pro gram implementation.

Modify the strategies of the pro gram as needed.

P romote compliance with pro gram policies.

Strengthen institutional framew orks and legal authority for management.

Implement mechanisms for interagency coordination.

Strengthen pro gram staffs’ t e chnical and administrative capacity.

Catalyze the construction and maintenance of necessary physical infrastructure.

Sustain participation of major stakeholder groups.

Implement conflict resolution procedure s.

Maintain the pro gram’s priority on the public agenda.

Monitor performance and societal/ecosystem trends.

Assess the pro gram’s impacts on the management issues being addres sed.

Adapt the pro gram to its own experience and to changing social and environmental conditions.

Conduct external evaluations at major junctures in the pro gram’s evolution.

Source:Adapted from GESAMP, 1996 and Olsen et al. 1997.
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as orderly a manner as Table 1 would suggest.Yet one 

of the five steps will characterize a given project or

p ro gram’s operations at a given time. Sometimes the

steps are taken in a different order. For example, a law

that mandates a CM pro gram may be enacted before

the specific issues to be addressed have been analyzed

or a set of policies and implementing plan have been

d eveloped. In such cases, b eginning at Step 3 may 

be necessary or expedient for any number of reasons.

H ow eve r, those responsible for the pro gram will need

to return to Steps 1 and 2 before they

can make the new law operational.

They may then find that the legislation

is lacking and requires amendment 

and that the efficiency of the overall

p rocess  may have been compromised

by taking the steps out of order.

“ G e n e ra t i o n s ” of  the Policy 

o r  P rogram Cycle. Global and re gional

e xp e rience demonstrates that CM 

p rojects or pro grams mature through

the successive completion of manage-

ment cycles. CM pro grams in a range

of developed and developing nations

suggest that completion of an initial

cycle at a national scale typically

requires eight to 15 years but can be

completed in half this time at the scale

of a demonstration project for a single

bay or urban area. Each cycle may be

t e rmed a “generation” of a CM project

or pro gram (Figure 1).The first cycle

usually begins with a few urgent issues,

often in a confined geographic area.

Through adaptive learning over succes-

sive  cycles, the geographic scale of 

the pro gram is increased and new and

m o re complex issues are addres sed.

Just as it is useful to identify which step in the pro c e s s

best characterizes a pro gram at a given time, it is also

useful to differentiate  between first generation, and

m o re mature effort s. The tendency to ignore previous

efforts to achieve the goals of coastal management 

contradicts a learning-based approach. In many places,

s everal attempts have been made to launch a pro gram

but the initiative has floundered in Step 3 (formal

F i g u r e  1 .

The steps of the coastal management cycle.

The dynamic nature of coastal management requires feedback among the steps and may alter 

the sequence, or require repetition of some steps (adopted from GESAMP 1996).

Source: Adapted from GESAMP, 1996, as found in Olsen et al. 1998
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outcomes of CM pro grams. The emphasis is on the

quality of project design and implementation. A n

emphasis on first and second order outcomes reflects

the maturity of most current coastal projects and pro-

grams.

Third order outcomes are the initial targeted changes

in resource and socioeconomic conditions, such as

reduction in coastal erosion rates and improvements  

in certain elements of quality of life of coastal resi-

dents. Fourth order outcomes refer to the attributes of

b roader long-term sustainable development of coastal

c o m munities. In the tropics, wh e re the pace of coastal

change is most rapid, some coastal management initia-

tives are achieving second and third order outcomes at

adoption and funding) or failed to make the transition 

to Step 4 (implementation). Such previous experience 

is alw ays instructive and should be carefully examined.

The Sequence of Coastal Management  Outcomes .

In designing a framew ork for learning from CM experi-

ence it is essential to

recognize the time that

it takes to complete a

sequence of CM cycles

and achieve the ulti-

m ate goals of (1) sus-

tainable quality of life

in coastal communities,

and (2) 

sustainable  well-being

of coastal ecosystems.

The sequence may 

be visualized as first,

second and third order

intermediate outcomes

as shown in Figure 2.

Expe rience with

m ature CM pro grams

suggests that it often

takes a sustained effort

measured in decades

and spanning several

generations of a give n

p ro gram, to achieve tangible expression of third order

outcomes and occasionally the end goal at 

a significant geographic scale–for example, a province,

state or nation.This time scale is beyond the duration 

of the majority of pro grams and projects currently

funded by  multilateral development banks or interna-

tional donors.

This manual focuses primarily on first and second order

F i g u r e  2 .

Ordering coastal governance outcomes.

Source: Adapted from USEPA 1994.
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1) HOW THE SELF-ASSESSMENT 
QUESTIONS ARE STRUCTURED

The assessment questions are divided into five sections.

Each of the five sections corresponds to a step in the

cycle of coastal management development. Each of the

five sections is further sub-divided into the topics most

important to that step in the cycle. Under each topic,

a series of questions are listed. Each question focuses 

on some aspect of ‘good practice’ associated with the

design and implementation of coastal management 

p rojects or pro grams at different geographic scales.

Not all the questions are re l evant to all projects or 

p ro grams, and the topics that should be addressed for 

a given self-assessment need to be carefully selected.

There are a total of 126 questions in 26 categories.

The great dive rsity in the maturity and scales of coastal

management initiatives means that some topics, and

some questions, will be mu ch more re l evant than others

for a given pro gram at a given time in its evolution.

Some of the ‘good practices’ that are reflected in the

questions in the manual are widely accepted among

practitioners of coastal management. Others are  

less widely tested and are offered here as hypotheses

about ‘good practices’ that require further testing and

refinement.

Accompanying each of the individual steps is text

explaining why the question is deemed to be re l evant,

the types of inform ation sought and, in the case of

some questions, the types of judgments that can be

made. For example, Section 4 (Pro gram Implementa-

tion) includes the following question: “Do staff re spon-

sible for implementation of the management strategy

understand it? We re they involved in its design?”

Expe rience demonstrates that the quality of implemen-

tation tends to be directly related to the degree of staff

commitment to a management strategy, such as the

administration of a coastal setback regulation in ero-

sion-prone areas, or dedication to the principles of

transparent behavior in a controve rsial decisionmaking

p ro c e s s. Staff commitment is highly correlated with

their understanding of the intentions of the strategy.

Such understanding and commitment increases the

p robability that the management strategy will be 

carr ied out as intended and that needed adaptations 

will be made when required . Hence, activities that

increase staff understanding and commitment and 

p romote accountability are among the ‘good practices’

that are the focus of the manual.

2) WHO SHOULD USE THE MANUAL

The manual is intended for project or pro gram man-

agers , staff, donor agency personnel, people organizing

training pro grams and staff of non-gove rnmental 

organizations involved in CM initiative s. The primary

intended use is for self-assessment, but the manual can

also be used as a project design che cklist, as a frame-

w ork for training, or as a methodology for tracking the

Part Two
S E L F - A S S E S S M E N T  Q U E S T I O N S

2
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G O O D  P R A C T I C E  G U I D E L I N E S  F O R

I N I T I A T I N G  A N D  S U S T A I N I N G  E F F E C T I V E

C O A S T A L  M A N A G E M E N T

USAID, through the Coastal Resources
Management Project, implemented by 
the URI Coastal Resources Center, has
identified ICM practices that have proven
to be successful and can be adapted to 
the unique qualities of different nations
and sites.

1) Recognize that coastal management is primar-

ily concerned with the processes of gove rnance.

2) Work at both the national and local levels,

with strong linkages between levels.

3) Develop an open, participato ry and 

democratic proce s s , with opportunities for 

all stakeholders to contribute to planning and

implementation.

4) Build pro grams around issues that have been

identified through an inclusive participato ry

p ro c e s s.

5) Build constituencies that support effective

coastal management by informing the public

about the long-term implications of the issues

that are being addressed and demonstrating the

benefits of improved management.

6) Utilize the best available inform ation for plan-

ning and decisionmaking. Good coastal manage-

ment pro grams understand and address the man-

agement implications of scientific knowledge.

7) Commit to building national capacity through

short- and long-term training, learning-by-doing

and cultivating host country colleagues who can

forge long-term partnerships based on share d

values.

8) Complete the loop between planning and

implementation as quickly and frequently as 

possibl e, using small projects that demonstrat e

the effectiveness of innovative policies.

9) Recognize that pro grams undergo cycles of

d evelopment, implementation and refinement,

building on prior successes and adapting and

expanding to address new or  more  complex

issues.

10) Set specific targets, monitor and assess 

per formance.

Source: USAID, 1997.
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m aturity and the capacity of a CM project or pro gram.

It can there fore also be used to structure elements of

performance evaluations and outcome evaluations.

3) HOW TO USE THE MANUAL

The primary purpose of this manual is diagnostic. It is

intended as an aid to pro gram stakeholders in organiz-

ing pro gram assessment activities. This manual is based

on several assumptions:

• Coastal management projects or pro grams vary in

the issues they addres s , the management techniques

they employ, the spatial scales they encompass and 

the socio-political context in which they operat e

• It is possible to identify the attributes of coastal gov-

e rnance that are central to sustained pro gress tow ards

coastal management goals

•The manual can help identify conditions in projects

and pro grams that lead to sub-optimal performance

• Identifying potential performance pro blems is a firs t

step in a learning process that leads to project or pro-

gram adjustments

W h e n ever applying this manual to a specific pro gram,

it is essential to recognize that each question in each

re l evant step need not be answ e red .The task of

answ e ring so many questions would be daunting and

w ould promote superficial answ e rs rather than the

p robing analysis and reflection that a learning-based

approach to CM require s. The manual is there fore

offered as a guide and not as a ‘ blueprint’ that is 

re l evant to all situations. Selecting what questions 

are re l evant and useful as the basis of an analysis

requires detailed knowledge of the initiative.

External review e rs will not usually have such detailed

knowledge. The specific questions that need to be

addressed there fore need to be negotiated with the 

p roject leaders , funders–and perhaps other important

stakeholders–before a peer assessment or external 

evaluation gets underway.

When diagnosing pro gram or project strengths and

w eaknesses, the manual may be used in one or more

of the following ways:

Sel f-As se s sment. O n e  way to organize a self-assess-

ment is to conduct a staff workshop. The first step is to

identify which questions are re l evant to their pro gram

or project. Examining the explicit basis for rejecting

c e rtain questions as irre l evant also can help in better

understanding the project or pro gram. Sessions would

be scheduled for pre-selected sets of questions. Staff

w ould use the questions as a framew ork for discussion

of the strengths and weaknesses of their project or pro-

gram. Such internal self-assessments can, and usually

should, be expanded to include external stakeholders

and the public. It can be useful to invite those who

should be benefiting from the pro gram and/or collabo-

rating institutions, groups and consultants to discuss

and help reflect upon the topics that have been selected

and on the pro gress of the CM initiative as a whole.

Having an outsider’s perspective on the project can 

also be useful and takes on the features of a peer

review. An external review er can be a coastal manage-

ment official from a donor agency or another country,

a well-respected NGO official or coastal management

specialist selected to provide a dive rsity of views and

e xp e rience. Because outsiders are like ly to be less

familiar with the project, an optimal approach is to

have project staff prepare  w ritten responses to a 

m utually agreed-upon set of the questions. The repo rt
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becomes a basis for further questions and discussions

among project officials and the peer review team.

Such peer reviews should alw ays include opportunities

for the review team to meet with stakeholders within 

g ove rnment and those impacted or benefiting fro m  

the project. Public workshops may in some cases also

be approp riat e.

What ever the form , a self-assessment should end with

a written summary of the major findings and conclu-

sions. That summary should be made available to those

who have participated. In some projects, such self-

assessments are the basis for drawing up an operational

w ork plan and budget for the following year. W h e re

this form of adaptive management is practiced, the

funding agency and the re l evant gove rnmental re p re-

sentatives should participate in the assessment pro c e s s.

External  Eva l u ations. The manual can be used as 

the basis for an external evaluation by donor agencies

or others. The logic of external assessment is similar

to that of peer review : Questions that are to be the

focus of the assessment are selected from the manual;

a written response is developed by staff, or arrange-

ments for an oral presentation are made. External

evaluations tend to be more formal than management

capacity assessments and typically emphasize an analy-

sis of the project or pro gram’s performance in re f e r-

ence to its official objectives and expectations.W h e re

management capacity assessment is one of the topics

addres sed, this manual can be useful. Sometimes there

are interesting differences in the conclusions that

emerge from performance and capacity analysis.

For example, a project may have done a good job of

meeting the targets called for by the project design,

but may have done poorly in meeting some of the

‘good practices’ called for by this manual.The differ-

ences  between the two can be instructive and help

identify what adjustments to project design and admin-

istration are most like ly to be useful.

Tra in ing. The manual can be used as a framework for

training. The questions can be used as a framew ork for

p resentations of ‘good practice.’ Training participants

can discuss the re l evance of the questions to their expe-

r ience and how they  would respond to them in a give n

situation.

P roject Design. The conceptual framew ork and ‘good

practices’ embedded in the manual can be used to guide

the design of projects. Initial field testing of elements 

of this manual through the final external evaluations 

of CM initiatives sponsored by the Global Environment

Facility (GEF) in Latin A m e rica and the Caribbean has

demonstrated its usefulness in shaping the design of fol-

low-on projects. By applying a consistent and explicit

set of evaluative standards, these evaluations we re abl e

to identify specific strengths and weaknesses, and locat e

each project in the policy cycle. This was ve ry useful 

in setting priorities for further investments in the pro-

gram and identifying what modifications we re  deemed

approp riate to the design and administration of each

p roject. We believe that the manual can also be useful

when designing new initiatives  where coastal manage-

ment has not yet been attempted.
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Name of management effort:

Scope of project or pro gram:

• Geographic coverage

• Annual and total budget

• Funding sources

Institution responsible for implementing the coastal management effort:

P revious coastal management initiatives in the province (state) and for nation:

Concurrent coastal management initiatives in the province (state) and/or nation:

B A C K G R O U N D  I N F O R M A T I O N  S H E E T

Date of assessment:

Name of individual(s) performing assessment: Title and responsibility:
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Overview of Step One

Coastal management (CM) is a set of activities designed

to maintain and improve the quality of coastal ecosys-

tems and the human societies they support. Nothing is

m o re critical to the success of a given generation of CM

than the selection of the issues – both the pro blems and

the opportunities – that a coastal management initiative

will addre s s. Early on, successful projects negotiate an

agreement amongst stakeholders , both in and out of

g ove rnment, on the major issues that require improve d

management and the specific objectives of the project.

Step One ends when the issues and the geographic

areas that will be the subject of subsequent planning,

research and the framing of management actions are

defined.

In many cases this important step is skipped over quick-

ly. For example, when the catalyst for initiating CM is

funds made available by international donors , the topics

and the approach to CM may be pre-selected because

they are of interest to the donor. Yet, if the agencies 

of gove rnment that will ultimately be responsible for

implementing CM actions or the people that will be

affected by such management have little influence on

what issues are selected, the prospects for the success

of the CM initiative are like ly to be compromised.

An issue identification process is often based on pre-

existing inform ation that may be supplemented by

‘rapid assessment’ t e chniques that provide a snapshot 

of environmental and social conditions in the areas

being considered for a management initiative.

H ow eve r, a longer, m o re detailed analysis involving

the identification of coastal pro blems, their causes 

and possible remedies  by local stakeholders , leaders

and officials is preferabl e.

The major actions that should be undertaken in Step

One are :

Step 1:

Issue Identification and Assessment  

Priority Actions:

• Assess the principal environmental,

social and institutional issues and their 

implications.

• Identify the major stakeholders and their

interests.

• Invite review and response to the 

assessment.

• Select the issues upon which the manage-

ment initiative will focus its efforts.

• Define the goals of the management 

initiative.

Step One
I S S U E  I D E N T I F I C A T I O N  A N D  A S S E S S M E N T

1
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Tw o essential threads are put in place in Step One that

should become central to the initiative as it pro c e ed s

through planning, implementation and evaluation.

These are an issue-driven analytical process and the

active involvement of the pro gram’s stakeholders.

W ithout a dedicated constituency, no CM initiative can

be sustained. Similarly, CM is so complex and poten-

tially all-encompassing that a strategic focus on a limit-

ed set of carefully selected issues is essential to success.

Q u e s t i o n s

A . Coastal  I s sue Identi fi cation and
A s s e s sm en t

A1.What coastal  management  i s sues  are of concern

to this project or progra m ?

Major categories of coastal issues include: conflicts

among different user groups; p rotection and conserva-

tion of important ecosystem proces se s , features and

biodive rsity; coastal hazards or impacts of natural forces

such as shore  erosion, r iver flooding and ocean storm s

on coastal use activities and structure s ; issues related to

d evelopment needs and opportunities such as maricul-

ture, dam building, tourism, po rts development and

facility siting; and, social issues such as pove rty, un em-

ployment, public health pro blems, and conflicts among

ethnic groups, the rich and the poor.

The majority of CM projects are initiated as a re sponse

to the deterioration of coastal resource supplies or con-

ditions. These typically are  expressed as losses in such

important habitats as coral reefs and mangrove s , threat s

to public health and livelihoods brought about by

declining water quality, the inapprop riate siting of

infrastructure, losses in biodive rsity, e t c. Such re source

conditions usually develop over many years and it can

be illuminating when an issue analysis provides histori-

cal perspective on the causes of misuse and over-use.

A2.W h at trigge red this  coastal management  

init iat ive and how did this influence the selection 

of the issues that the project is  addre s s ing?

Was the project or pro gram a gove rnmental initiative

and if so, what agency or individuals championed this

initiative? What  we re their motivations? Was CM trig-

ge red by a crisis, o r  was it the culmination of a long

p rocess of growing aw areness? If this CM initiative  was

a response to the availability of funds from an interna-

tional donor, h ow did the donor’s interests and experi-

ence influence the issue selection process?

A3. Has  an as s e s sment  been  pre p a red? 

Who  p re p a red the as se s sment  and who funded 

the e f fo rt ?

What  was the composition of the assessment team? 

Was the assessment made by specialists from a gove rn-

mental agency, NGO or unive rsity? Did a foreign team

define and select the issues? 

A4.Who  pa rticipated in the assessment? 

H ow did such participation occur?

In what specific ways  was the identification and ranking

of issues influenced by who participated and how such

participation was structured? Did the assessment team

visit the coastal sites of concern or remain in the capital

city? Have coastal user perceptions of important CM

issues been considered? A n sw e rs to such questions can

p rovide important insights into the ow n e rship of the

p ro gram and the degree of local commitment.
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A5.To wh at extent  does  the  as se s sment  addres s  the

social and economic conditions of coastal users ?

Does the analysis identify how such issues as pove rty,

employment opportunities, the status of coastal infra-

structure, income distribution and similar conditions

contribute to environmental issues and the political

context within which the CM

initiative will play out? How

have these forces influenced

the selection of the issues

upon which the CM pro gram

will focus? 

A6.Was an analys i s  made

of current  re l at ionships

b e t ween  agencies of 

government  and other

institutions and the 

priority coastal manage-

ment  i s sue s? W h at did 

this  analysi s  reveal  ab o u t

the  adequacy of ex i s t ing

m a n agemen t ?

Does the assessment 

identify the roles and re spon-

sibilities of gove rnmental

agencies as they relate to

important social and enviro n-

mental issues? Has the insti-

tutional capability and credi-

bility for addressing important CM issues been evaluat-

ed? Have the interests and political influence of those

institutions most directly involved in priority social and

e nvironmental issues been acknowledged? How have

these realities affected the proposed agenda of the CM

p ro gram?

A7.A re  gender  i s sues  analy zed in the asses sment?

Does the assessment differentiate among coastal wo m e n

and men? A gender-disaggregated assessment should 

analyze the differences  between how men and wo m e n

segregate roles and responsibilities and how they are each

affected by coastal issues and the coastal development

p ro c e s s. Whi ch activities are

done by  women and by men?

H ow is access, control and

ow n e rship of resources 

allocated among men and

w omen? What are the differ-

ences in their access of local

organizations and to political

p rocesses? What are the 

differences  between the 

p riorities of women and men?

H ow do  women and men vary

in their knowledge of, and

influence ove r, coastal issues?

A8.W h at  was the 

technical scope of the 

i s sue  as se s sment?  

What types of technical analy-

s e s  we re conducted? Does the

assessment re ly on existing,

secondary inform ation? Is the

assessment based on a rapid

appraisal process? A re histori-

cal trends identified and documented where pertinent

data exists? Does the analysis consider local expressions

of pro blems and opportunities in isolation or does it link

them to pres sures and opportunities at a larger scale?

Does the analysis identify data gaps and areas of concern

that  we re not well understood?

B o x  1 :

Priori ty I s sues  and Relationships

B e t ween  Gove rnment  A genc i e s

In 1986, Sri Lanka’s Coast Conservation

Department convened a four-day workshop on

the management of coastal habitats to which rep-

resentatives from all government agencies exercis-

ing jurisdiction over one or more types of habitats

(dunes, estuaries, sea grass beds, reefs, wetlands,

mangroves, etc.) were invited. Representatives of

non-governmental organizations also participat-

ed.Working in facilitated sessions, the 40 repre-

sentatives sought to reach consensus on the major

threats to each type of resource, existing manage-

ment responsibilities, significant management

‘gaps’ or weaknesses, needed management initia-

tives and significant information needs for each

type of resource.This workshop provided the basis

for framing the issues, policies and initial actions

incorporated into one of the chapters of the 1989

Coastal Management Plan.
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A9. H ow  well tailored is  the depth of the assessment

to the scope, re s o u rces and time constra int s  under

which the progra m

was  opera t ing at  the

t ime?

B . Majo r
Stakeholder
G roups and The i r
I n t e re s t s

B1.W h at  are  the

major  non-gove r n-

mental  s takeholder

groups in the coastal

regions  that  a re likely

to be affec ted  by this

coas ta l  manage m e n t

init iat ive ?

What groups are  most

affected by the condi-

tion and use of the

coastal ecosystems and

the natural re sources

that may be affected by

a CM initiative? If CM

is successful, what

groups are most like ly

to reap the benefits and what groups are most like ly to

feel that their interests are threatened? It is often the

poo rer segments of society that benefit the least fro m

the modernization of economies, and their concern s

and perspectives may not be easy to hear or to under-

stand. In some cases, those who are benefiting mone-

tarily and/or politically from prevailing patterns of

resource exploitation will be reluctant to articulat e

their interests and their concerns for how a re source

management initiative

m ay affect their behav-

ior.

Those preparing an

issue assessment are

frequently under

intense pres sure to

complete their wo r k

quickly. The time and

the opportunities for

consultation is often

s eve re ly limited. It

there fore  becomes  ve ry

important to question

whether those who

purpo rt to re p resent

specific interest groups

– such as fishermen ,

shrimp farm e rs or 

traditional users of 

w etlands – accurately

articulate the often

dive rse concerns of

their constituents. It is

ve ry difficult to evalu-

ate the limitations of

such consultation unless

those participating have

a long-standing familiarity with local conditions and

local politics.

B2.We re the views of unorgan i zed interes t s  and the

p e rceptions of the ge n e ra l  public solicited during

the i s sue as se s sment proces s?  

B o x  2 :

Essential  Elements  of  a Pro fi l e

What is the current condition of the ecosystem? Characterize

significant habitats, species and biological communities.

Identify trends in the condition and use of resources and con-

sider the short-term and long-term implications of such

changes for the environment and or society. Identify specific

sites where resource problems and management opportunities

are particularly important.

What is the quality of life in the area? Assess material

indicators (income, nutrition, housing, education, etc.), as

well as intangible indicators such as people’s hopes, dreams

and fears for the future.What is on people’s minds? What

issues are the local media covering?

What is the institutional context for management of the

resource area?  What are the roles and responsibilities of gov-

ernment agencies for resource management? Are existing

agencies prepared to address the emerging resource manage-

ment issues? How have management roles changed through

time? Are there traditional forms of resource management

that may be relevant to contemporary problems? Assess the

ability of institutions to address current and future manage-

ment issues based on their technical capabilities and public

credibility.

Source:The Coastal Resources Center, 1998.



19A s s e s s i n g  P r o g r e s s  i n  C o a s t a l  M a n a g e m e n t

H ow did this occur, and what  was learned? For exam-

ple, participato ry rapid appraisal techniques encourage a

quick analysis of the perceptions of the public and some

user groups. The techniques used range from structure d

household surveys to more open-ended public meetings

and workshops. The manner in which such surveys and

public events  we re organized, wh e re they  we re held and

there fore who partici-

pated can provide

important insights

when interp reting the

conclusions that  we re

draw n .

B3.W h at  gove r n m e n-

tal  agencie s  and

other  fo rma l ly consti-

tuted institutions –

such as unive rsities,

u s e r  groups, and  re l i-

gious organ i zations –

h ave an interest  in

the condition and use

of the coastal ecosys-

tems being considered? 

H ow  well did the assessment bring together disparate or

conflicting interests? We re stakeholders and opinion

leaders involved at the local level as well as within cen-

tral gove rnment? How did this occur?

H ow  we re these interests analyzed? In first generation

p ro grams, conflicts among institutions are often domi-

nant factors that constrain the scope of management

efforts and the perceived political feasibility of particu-

lar management techniques. Ve ry often, h ow eve r, an ini-

tial issue analysis gives scant attention to these issues.

Their importance may only be appreciated when formal

approval of the plan or pro gram (Step Three) is being

sought. An analysis of institutional issues should go

b eyond institutional diagrams and cataloging the re spon-

sibilities of the different agencies and explicitly addre s s

issues of institutional capacity, inter-institutional juris-

dictional conflicts and other, potentially sensitive topics.

B4. Has  th e re  b e en

consul tation with peo-

ple  whose lives will be

a f fe c t ed  by the project,

and  wh at  attention has

been  g iven to women in

thi s  proce s s?

It is important early on

to seek both men’s and

w omen ’s opinions and

identify their interests 

as they relate to coastal

resource management.

What are the like ly posi-

tive or adve rse impacts

of the project on

w omen? What social, legal and cultural obstacles could

p revent women from participating in the project?

B5. Did the  as se s sment  process identify potential

l e ad e rs  and the stakeholder groups  whose invo lve-

ment should be a priority as the program un folds?

The assessment process should identify both those who

are most like ly to support a CM initiative and those

who are most like ly to oppose it.The pow er and influ-

ence of these groups will often become most evident

during the formalization of the pro gram (Step Thre e )

and its implementation (Step Four).The ultimate suc-

cess of the project often depends in good measure on

B o x  3 :

Sida Marine Coastal Zone Initiat ive

“All phases of a coastal zone management programme must be

broadly participatory, with the majority of the initiatives

originating from the stakeholders. Participation must be

extensive enough to develop community trust and a con-

stituency which supports the programme. It is critical that

local stakeholders have a primary role in planning and

implementing site- and resource-specific coastal zone man-

agement efforts. Otherwise, the prospects for successful imple-

mentation are dramatically reduced.”

Source: S wedish International Development Cooperation Agency, 1997.
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the identification of these interests at the ve ry begin-

ning of the project and thinking through strategies for

dealing with these differences during the planning

p ro c e s s.

C. Issue Selection

C1.W h at coastal issues

has  the  project select-

ed as the focus for its

e f fo rts? 

H ow  we re these issues

chosen? By whom? Issue

selection is the most

c ritical decision in Step

O n e. The issues that are

selected as a project’s

focus will be the prima-

ry determinant of the

physical boundaries as

w ell as the topics that

the planning pro c e s s

will encompass in Step

Tw o. They need to be

sufficiently tractable to

offer good opportunities

for making positive

p ro gress in the near

t e rm , and yet significant

enough to command the

interest and the com-

mitment of the people

affected and the agen-

cies of gove rnment that will need to be involved .

C2.A re the scope and complexity of the issues that

h ave been se lected approp r iate to 

the capacity of the institutions invo lved and the

p roject  team?

One of the most frequent mistakes in coastal manage-

ment initiative s , particularly in developing nations,

is that the issues selected outstrip the capacity of the

institutions and staff

that will carry the

initiative  forward

through to imple-

mentation. It is far

better to do a few

things well than many

things poorly. Is for-

w ard pro gress on the

issues selected

achievable with the

staff, funding and

time that is available?

C3. Is  a planning

and policy fo r mu l a-

tion process  on the

i s sue s  that  have

been selected likely

to  produce  propo s-

als of enough sig-

n i ficance to ga i n

fo rmal  approva l

and the re s o u rc e s

fo r  implementation?

It is essential at this

early stage of a pro-

ject to think through

the implications of gaining the requisite political sup-

po rt required for formal adoption and the re sources

that will 

B o x  4 :

Issue Selection

In Sri Lanka's first generation coastal management plan,

initiated in 1983, the issue identification process was

conducted primarily by staff of the Coast Conservation

Department (CCD). Among all the potential coastal

resource management problems, CCD staff chose to

emphasize coastal erosion, degradation and depletion of

coastal habitats and loss of significant historic, cultural

and scenic resources in coastal areas. Coastal erosion was

an obvious choice because it was part of the historic man-

date of the department. With substantial engineering

expertise already in place in the department and broad

public recognition that coastal erosion constituted a sig-

nificant problem, erosion control was a clear priority.

Habitat management and the protection of cultural and

historic sites were viewed as difficult, but potentially

‘tractable’ problems over which the CCD could exercise

some influence through a regulatory program in the nar-

row (300 m) coastal zone identified in the Coast

Conservation Act. Other important coastal concerns, such

as industrial discharges in estuaries, were viewed as out-

side the expertise and management capacity of the

department. However, coastal water quality was added in

the second-generation plan.
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be required for implementation 

(Step Three ) . A re the re l evant authorities sufficiently

interested in these issues? Do they believe a plan or

p ro gram to address them is desirable and politically

viable? How strong is their commitment to follow

through? What interest groups and/or gove rnmental

institutions are like ly to resist a change in how these

issues are addressed? Have like ly sources of funds,

and the other resources been identified that will be

required to implement a plan or pro gram directed 

at these issues?

D . Reactions to the Issue A s s e s sm en t
P ro c e s s

D1. H ow  was  the  as se s sment  rev i ewed for technical

quality? 

B o x  5 :

An  As se s sment  o f  Management  I s sue s  A f fect ing the Lagoons of the Moskito Coast

The coastal management project in the Moskito

coast of Nicaragua focused initially on the manage-

ment of two large lagoons.The process of issue iden-

tification began with a series of workshops that drew

together representatives from the villages around

each of the lagoons. Timelines were prepared that

identified major changes in the condition and use of

each lagoon.‘Talking maps’ were drawn that identi-

fied such features as the location of seagrass beds,

prime fishing areas, areas of rapid sedimentation

and conflicts among fishers from different villages.

Mikupia, a local NGO, and representatives of the

Nicaraguan fisheries agency agreed to work togeth-

er to gather data on harvests of fish and shrimp.

The completed assessment presents a historical

perspective of the condition and use of resources in

the region and a more detailed examination of the

issues posed by overfishing, sedimentation and

habitat destruction in the two lagoons.The content

and conclusions of a draft version of the assessment

was first reviewed and modified at community

workshops and then at a gathering that drew

together representatives of regional and central

government.This produced a consensus on both the

nature of the problems and the first set of actions

that should be taken that was summarized in a

two-page statement entitled “The Biwi Manifesto.”

The Manifesto was signed by community leaders,

representatives of regional and central government,

and other respected figures in the community.The

assessment set the stage for an initial management

plan that will build upon traditional decisionmak-

ing and resource management practices to confront

today’s problems.

Source: Coastal Resources Center, 1998.
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Who  review ed the issue assessment for technical quali-

ty? Do technical specialists regard the analysis as sound?

Was there a formal review process that involved stake-

holder groups and gove rnment agencies? Did 

the review process affect which issues we re selected or

the manner in which they  would be addressed during 

a more formal planning process? 

D2.To  whom and in wh at fo rm  we re the results  of

the  a s s e s sment  pre sented?  

Was a profile or similar document produced and widely

distributed? Did the assessment elicit press  coverage,

and if so, w as such coverage accurate? Was it favorable?

D3.W h at  responses  did the i s sue asses sment pro c e s s

elicit?

Is there official support for action on priority issues

that have been selected as the focus of this project or

p ro gram? Do the people most directly affected by the

management issues identified support the findings? 

Do they feel that their own perceptions of the major

management issue have been recognized?

E . Goals of the Coastal Manage m e n t
P roject or Progra m

E1.To wh at extent do the proposed  project or 

p rogra m  goals re flect the issues that  have  b e en

ident i fi ed?

What are the formal goals of the project or pro gram?

Do they reflect all the issues that have been identified?

H ow comprehensive are they? How  realistic are they,

given the resources and expertise of the coastal man-

agement agency – and the political, economic and

social context within which the project or pro gram

operates?

E2. Is the purpose of this coastal management  

init iat ive  unders tood  by those who are likely to 

be  a f fec ted  by it?

In what specific terms is the fundamental purpose 

of this CM initiative being communicated? Is there  

any evidence that some stakeholders – both within 

g ove rnment and the public – are confused or misin-

formed about what the project or pro gram hopes 

to accomplish? 
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Overview of Step Two

In Step Tw o, the CM project develops a detailed plan 

of action to address the issues selected in Step One.

Specific objective s , management policies and manage-

ment actions are articulated for each of the issues

selected. Research is undertaken to fill knowledge gaps

judged to be most important to better understanding 

of the issues selected. Early implementation actions 

are vital at this stage to discover the feasibility of 

management techniques and strategies that are being

contemplated. Pilot scale actions can bring attention

and credibility to a project when they demonstrate 

that meaningful action is indeed possibl e.

The essential actions in Step Tw o are :

Step 2:

Preparation of the Plan

Priority Actions:

• Conduct scientific research targeted at select-

ed management questions.

• Document baseline conditions.

• Conduct a public education program and

involve stakeholders in the planning process.

• Develop the management plan and the 

institutional framework by which it will be

implemented.

• Create staff and institutional capacity for

implementation.

• Test implementation strategies at a pilot

scale.

While an issue analysis (Step One) can be conducted

rapidly, p reparation of the plan (Step Tw o) requires a

m o re protracted planning process that often extends

over three to five years. What ever the scale of the

effort, the planning process  requires contributions 

f rom both technical specialists and stakeholders.

Step Two
P R E P A R A T I O N  O F  T H E  P L A N

2
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In Step Tw o, the constituency building process initiat-

ed through the issue identification process in Step One

gathers strength.This should be coordinated by a

sequence of investments that build capacity to practice

CM at both the community level and at higher scales

(the state/province and/or the nation).The public

education pro gram that is shaped in this step should

also be sustained and adjusted throughout the life of

the pro gram.

Q u e s t i o n s

A . Documen tation of Baseline
Conditions

A1.W h at specific baseline studies have been 

conducted?

Have baseline conditions been documented that detail

the condition and use of the ecosystems that are perti-

nent to the issues that have been selected? Have the

social, economic and gove rnance processes that apply to

the selected issues also been documented? Has gender-

disaggregated baseline data been collected?

A2. Did the  public and/or specific  s takeholder

groups  participate in documenting baseline 

conditions? 

A3.A re the basel ines  considered to be adequate 

as  the basi s  for  analyzing future  change in the

social and env i ronmental  va r i ab les of intere s t  

to the project? 

What are the prospects for relating such future  change

to the efforts of the coastal management project? Have

control sites been considered or planned as the basis of

a future analysis of project impacts?

B . Es sent ia l  Researc h

B1.W h at studies have been conducted? 

What questions does the research seek to answ er? How

have CM issues shaped the research agenda? Is the scale

of research approp riate to the issues identified and to

p ro gram needs?

Research on selected issues of concern may include

interview s , literature review s , remote-sensing studies,

and fieldw ork to describe and map significant coastal

resources and uses and to determine which uses, func-

tions and values are important for each re gion.

What is the balance between research on environmental

issues and the social, economic and institutional dimen-

sions of the issues upon which the plan will focus?

B o x  6 :

Basel ine Studies

For a community-level project in Bentenan and Tumbak,

Indonesia, socioeconomic and environmental baseline studies

were conducted.The studies collected basic household demo-

graphic information, types of household-productive activi-

ties, fishing practices, and attitudes toward resource use

activities. In addition, the entire coastline of the two villages

was surveyed and divided into 12 transect stations for

detailed fish census and reef surveys.Two trash surveys along

the beachfront were also conducted.

Source: Pollnac, et al., 1997.
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Some CM projects have focused too mu ch on ‘science’

that has proved to be peripheral to effective manage-

ment practice and too little on gove rnance proces se s ;

others have done the reve rs e. Research and technical

tools (vulnerability assessments, GIS analysis, t e chnical

studies, surveys and inventories), for example, are of

little value if the institutional and societal context in

which they are introduced cannot absorb the insights that

such tools can provide. C reative thinking on alternative

approaches to institutional design can be of central

importance since these issues often dominate debate ove r

the project during the formalization process (Step Three ) .

Judgments on what research and what technology will 

be most useful and approp riate in a given setting is 

best made by managers and scientists working together

through all the steps in the CM pro c e s s.

B2. Is the initiat ive  b ene fit ing from  re s e a rch that 

has been designed to fi l l  important  gaps in the 

a n a lysis  of the selected management  i s sue s?

H ow will the results of the research be used? Is such

research like ly to produce inform ation and insights that

will be important to the form ulation of the plan? 

B o x  7 :

R e s e a rch on Key Issues  A d d re s s ed  by

th e  Pat agonia 

Coastal  Managemen t  P lan

An important element of the three-year

UNDP/GEF project in Patagonia,Argentina

was research.The objective of the project was

to preserve Patagonia’s spectacular concentra-

tions of large marine birds and mammals

along a 3,000-km coastline stretching from

the northern boundary of the province of Rio

Negro to the Straits of Magellan.Examples of

research activities included:

• An on-board biologist observer program to

collect data on nearshore fisheries

• A study of the impacts of whale watching

on whale behavior 

• A mobile pollution sampling van for gath-

ering water contamination data in the

municipalities

• A GIS map system with information on

resource uses, threats and biodiversity ‘hot

spots’

• Technical reports on the distribution and

abundance of marine bird and mammal

colonies

B o x  8 :

GESAMP Statement on Science and Integra t e d

Coastal  Management  

“Despite great differences in the social, economic and ecolog-

ical conditions in countries, there is remarkable consistency in

the lessons learned about the contributions of science to ICM.

They demonstrate that scientists and managers must work

together as a team if scientific information generated for ICM

is to be relevant and properly applied for management pur-

poses.Since the two professions have different perspectives and

imperatives and approach the solution of problems different-

ly, the objectives and priorities for programs must be derived,

tested and periodically re-evaluated by scientists and man-

agers working together.”

Source: GESAMP, 1996.
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B3.Who is conducting the re s e a rch? 

Does the research involve local specialists? Does it 

build upon existing research? Have outside expert s

been selected where their specialized knowledge and

e xp e rience will add the greatest value? A re such outside

e xp e rts mentoring local scientists and working to

upgrade local capabilities in research on CM issues? 

B4.A re the public  and stakeholders  invo lved in

re s e a rch projects? 

A re they being informed of research findings and their

potential implications? 

B5. I s  experience f rom other  coastal  manage m e n t

initiat ives in the region being analy zed and 

incorpora t ed ?

Too often CM initiatives within a single country or

even the same province or state are designed and

implemented in isolation. Is re l evant experience fro m

concurrent projects being considered? Is the project 

or pro gram building on previous attempts to addre s s

the same issues?

C.The  Management  P lan

C1.W h at is the ‘logic’ or  ‘ theory’ t h at  underlies  the

design of  the major management init iat ives in the

m a n agement  p lan?

CM policies, plans and laws should be based on an

explicit theory about how activities are to be managed

so that adve rse impacts are reduced, hazards mini-

mized, resources protected and sound development

encouraged.This question is intended to elicit inform a-

tion about the assumptions upon which the manage-

ment plan re s t s. For example, a permit system designed

to minimize coastal erosion by gove rning the types and

siting of coastal uses such as hotels is based on a set of

assumptions. It assumes that re l evant impact-generating

uses or activities have been identified and made subject

to the permit; that coastal users are aw are of the permit

system and will apply for a permit if one is required ;

that permit inform ation about potential impacts of the

p roposed use at that site is sufficient for staff to make

informed decisions; that staff will attach approp riat e

conditions to permits if needed to mitigate adve rs e

impacts; that applicants will comply with all conditions,

e t c. Close examination of the assumptions of the strat e-

gy will help identify possible implementation pro bl ems.

The ‘ validity’ of the management strategy re f e rs to the

degree to which it is based on an adequate technical

understanding of the causal linkages among human

activities and adve rse coastal conditions.

C2.A t  wh at  groups or individuals  i s  manage m e n t

d i re c t ed?

Management activities are designed to change the

behavior of coastal users : the manufacturer whose plant

dumps untreated wastes in coastal estuaries, the hotel

owner  who wants to build in a coastal flood zone, o r

the person harvesting coral reefs to conve rt to lime.

Management may be designed to educate the user,

to provide incentives to encourage approp riate uses 

or to regulate behavior.

Is the plan designed, for example, to encourage the for-

m ation of user groups among fisherfolk? Is it aimed at

fisherfolk in general? Fisherfolk using traditional meth-
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ods? Those fishing at particular sites? Those using

mo t o rized boats and modern gear? Clarity about whose

behavior is to be modified by the management strategy

can help identify potential implementation pro bl ems.

C3. I s  the  manage m e n t

s t ra t egy gender- sens i t ive ?

Does it address strategies for

reducing or overcoming gen-

der-based barr iers to access,

participation and benefit dis-

t ribution? Does it addre s s

strategies for increasing or

maximizing gender-based

opportunities (e.g., training,

c o m munication activities,

extension, e t c.)?

C4.W h at  changes in 

t a rge t  group  behavior 

a re sought in the 

m a n agement  s t ra t egy? 

H ow significant are the

behavioral changes that are

being sought? Research

demonstrates that the

greater the behavioral

change, the more difficult it

is to achieve. For example,

small-scale fisherfolk may be

m o re willing to change the

type of gear they use than to

change their profession.

Similarly, it is usually easier to control the volume and

location of sand mining than to prohibit it altogether.

Management strategies that build on the user’s self-

interest or encourage modest changes in behavior are

m o re like ly to be successful than those that are per-

ceived as dramatic, costly, punitive or unfair.

C5. Doe s  the  management  s t ra t egy balance 

r eg u l at o ry and non-reg u-

l at o ry actions? 

Have the gove rnmental insti-

tutions that will be involve d

in the application of such

management tools as well 

as the user groups that will

be affected by them been

consulted? Have a range of

options been evaluated by

which the pro gram’s policies

can be implemented? Does

implementation combine,

for example, economic

incentives (e.g., user fees

and charges, resource pric-

ing, subsidies); regulato ry

instruments (e.g., zoning,

setbacks , p e rmitting,

emission standards); and

non-regulato ry proce s s e s

(conflict resolution mecha-

nisms, review s , negotiations,

public hearings, voluntary

agreements)? 

C6.W h at inducements  are

o f fe red to or costs imposed

on targe t  groups in the

m a n agement  s t ra t egy?

Generally, compliance with policies is directly propo r-

B o x  9 :

M a n agement  Act ions

In Sri Lanka, the erosion management strategy

relies on a mix of management tools, including

regulation, education, and public investment in

infrastructure:

• Regulation of the siting of coastal structures

(the designation of variable setback lines with-

in which construction is closely regulated) 

• Regulation of beach sand mining (limits on the

sites, amounts and methods for extracting sand) 

• Beach nourishment at selected sites 

• Building of groins, revetments and other coast

protection structures 

• Analysis and regulation of boat harbors or

docks that would inhibit long-shore sand trans-

port

• Prohibition of coral mining

• Education of hotel developers and others who

would build in coastal areas on the importance

of careful consideration of the impacts of

coastal structures on coastal erosion.



28 C o a s t a l  R e s o u r c e s  C e n t e r U n i v e r s i t y  o f  R h o d e  I s l a n d

tional to the risk of detection and the costs of non-

compliance. Analysis of how compliance is enforced

(and whether it is enforced) and the costs of non-com-

pliance can be helpful in assessing the longer-term

effectiveness of the management strategy. For example,

p rohibiting coral mining in Sri Lanka proved to be a

difficult management strategy for protecting ree f s

because the lack of cooperation by local police made

the costs of enforcement high and the costs of non-

compliance low.

C7.A re the scope and complexity of the plan appro-

p r i ate to the capacity of the institutions that will

b e  re spon s i ble for  i t s  implementation?

Have the institutions that will be responsible for the

actions being proposed by the plan been identified? A re

they participating active ly in the planning process? How

confident do they feel that they have the capacity and

the tools to implement the policies and actions? A re

there constituencies within gove rnment and the public

that will work to make implementation successful?

C8.A re the proposed boundaries  for  planning and

m a n agemen t  app rop r iate to the issues that  have

been se lec ted?

Ideally, establishing a CM boundary is done during the

planning process based on the issues that have been

identified. In practice, h ow eve r, boundaries are  s ome-

times specified in law that  was established prior to sys-

tematic issue identification. Coastal boundaries are

sometimes arbitrarily defined zones (e.g., 1,000 yards

in California or 300 m in Sri Lanka), based on natural

or man-made coastal features (e.g., a highway) or speci-

fied according to coastal issues or processes  (e.g., a

coastal wate rshed).

For pro grams that re ly primarily on regulato ry

approaches to management, the boundaries of the pro-

gram’s jurisdiction can be ve ry important.W h e re pro-

grams have a stronger focus on promoting approp riat e

forms of development, conflict resolution and educa-

tion, boundaries are less critical.

D . Institutional and Legal Stru c tu re
and Deci s ionmaking Proce s se s  fo r  P lan
Imp l emen t at ion

D1. Has an institutional fra m ew o rk been des igned

for  implementation of the plan?

P roject managers need a plan to institutionalize the

management strategies they develop and implement in

a resource area. Selecting an institutional design is a

delicate proce s s , and requires sensitivity to local tradi-

tions and pow er structure s. There are alw ays a multi-

tude of management agencies, often with overlapping

jurisdictions, and all concerned about their survival

and their institutional ‘terr itory.’ Resource manage-

ment projects must find an institutional niche that

p rovides enough pow er to accomplish their mission

and goals while collaborating successfully with pre-

existing gove rnmental agencies.

W ill the implementation of the plan depend primarily

upon a single institution or a coordinated effort by a

number of institutions? Has the lead institution been

identified? What is the degree of support for the insti-

tutional framew ork for plan implementation? 

D2. Does the institutional design provide for l ink-

ages in policy fo r mu l ation and decis ionmaking at

the local level and in central  gove rnment  o r
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p rovincial gove rnment?  

Is the allocation of responsibility at different levels

approp riate and workable?

D3. Is the legal authority fo r  managemen t  

a d e q u at e ?

Effective CM pro grams provide for the regulation 

of some types of impact-generating activities. This

question directs attention to the legal basis for such

regulato ry authority. Does it allow for the regulation

of all re l evant activities? A re the proposed penalties

adequate to encourage compliance? If the pro gram

features the coordination of existing agencies, does  

it have pow er of assembly and how will it motivat e

such collaboration? A re the incentives to collaborat e

sufficient to expect effective pro gress?

D4.To  wh at extent  does  the management  s t ra t egy

re ly on the coopera tion of other management  

agencie s?

In some coastal pro grams, management authority is

divided or allocated among several agencies. Research

on coastal resources, for example, m ay be the re spon-

sibility of an agency other than the one charged with

regulato ry authority.

A re there barr iers to effective interagency coopera-

tion? Have incentives been developed to encourage

interagency cooperation or coordination? A re addi-

tional funds, staff or other resources made available?

Have formal or informal arrangements for coordina-

tion been established? Coordinating committees for

specific resources, such as interagency mangrove  c om-

mittees, are one example of specific mechanisms.

Memoranda of agreement, consistency requirements ,

reassignment of staff, joint hearings or permitting

p roces se s , special area management plans and many

other types of mechanisms are being used in CM pro-

grams throughout the world.

D5.Are  there  obvious jurisdictional gaps?  

A re significant impact-generating activities exemp t

from regulation or other forms of management?

D6.A re  there conflicts with other laws or 

p rograms?  

A re significant impact-generating activities under the

management authority of other agencies? What are

they? Whi ch agencies are  e xercising jurisdiction ove r

these activities? A re the management activities of these

agencies consistent with the goals of the coastal man-

agement initiative?

D7.A re jurisdictional conflicts ack n ow l e d ged? 

H ow are such conflicts dealt with? Have interagency

arrangements been made or mechanisms established 

to address jurisdictional conflicts? What are they?

E . Staff  Competence

E1.W h at  management and/or technical tra in ing

and capacity-building activit ies  have  been prov i d-

ed to project staff and/or staff from coopera t i ng

agencies? 

Have the staff become conve rsant with re l evant experi-

ence elsewh e re in their nation, the re gion and the

w orld? Is there a specific capacity-building strategy? 
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If so, h ow effective is it?

E2.W h at is the level of staff confidence and 

commitment to the plan? 

Do the staff expect to play sig-

nificant roles in the pro gram’s

implementation? Staff under-

standing and commitment is

essential to effective implemen-

tation.To what extent have staff

participated in the design of the

plan? Do they believe propo sed

management strategies will be

effective? 

Do they think the propo sed

strategy is feasible?

E3.A re  p roject or progra m

staf f  suf ficiently competent 

in the technical and institu-

tional/political issues being

a d d re s s e d ?

F. P lanning fo r
Sustained Financing 

F1.Have the  monetary costs and other re s o u rc e s

re qu i red to implement the plan been est imat ed ?

Have short-term and longer-term personnel costs been

budgeted? Research costs? Capital costs? A re there sig-

nificant uncertainties regarding the costs of project

implementation and the cost-effectiveness of project

elements?

F2.Has a funding stra t egy for  the implementat ion

of the plan been pre p a red? 

Does the funding strategy

combine core funding fro m

g ove rnment with other

sources? What propo rtion of

p roject costs is a routine part

of the gove rnment budget?

What propo rtion of costs is

supported by donors? What

p roject elements would be

sacrificed if the project had

to re ly solely on gove rnment

funding?

G. E a rly
Imp l emen t at ion
Act ions

G1.What  early  implemen-

t ation actions we re  

u n d e rtak en?

A re project officials trying to implement a permit sys-

tem? Conduct educational workshops? Fo rm collabora-

tive relationships with other management agencies?

C reate special plans?

G2.To  wh at extent is the exper ience  gained 

t ra n s fe rab le to other issues or sites?

B o x  1 0 :

C h a racteristics of Successful Early

Imp l emen t ation Act ions

• Are short-term – there should be a product

or end point in less than 12 months

• Produce tangible results

• Involve diverse groups – early actions

should test management techniques that

require collaboration between different

groups or institutions

• Model desired behaviors for resource use

and management. Groups are provided

with hands-on experience with participa-

tory resource management

• Provide positive publicity for management

initiatives
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A re there significant lessons from these early imple-

mentation efforts? What has been learned? Do the

lessons apply in other contexts?

G3.Has the exper i ence

gained been incorpora t e d

into policy fo r mu l ation?

Have significant modifications

in the management assumptions

and the major features of the

plan occurred? What adjust-

ments have been made? By

whom? What is the rationale 

for such adaptation? Significant

adaptations can be a sign of

p ro gram ‘learning,’ but they

m ay also be evidence of acqui-

escence to political pres sure.

G4. Do  ea rly  implementat ion

act ions  produce tangibl e

i m p rovement s  for  s takehold-

e rs in the place wh e re  they

a re applied?

H . P u blic Educat ion
and  Awa re n e s s
P rogra m s

H1. Has  a  public education and public invo lve m e n t

p rogram been des igned that is tailored to info r m-

ing and involving those who have an interest in the

selected issues? 

Have the target audiences been identified? Have the key

messages to be conveyed been form ulated? W ith what

success have they been transmitted? 

H2.Have  public educat ion

and invo lvement  e f fo rt s  had

di s c e rn ible impacts on tar-

get audiences? 

Have the reactions and sug-

gestions from the public influ-

enced the design of the plan? 

H3. H ave  p roject officials

sought to educate officials

and opinion leaders  

about coastal pro bl ems  

and  p roject effo rts to 

a l l ev i ate them? 

Do high officials and opinion

leaders speak publicly and

favorably about CM? Do they

understand the implications

of the issues the project is

addressing, their causes and

possible solutions? 

H4. Has  the  project

c hanged  public perceptions of the issues and con-

t r i buted to any change s  

in  behavior?  

B o x  1 1 :

Beach Cleanups  A re  Useful  

E a rly Act ions

Beach cleanups were used as an early

action by the Center for Marine

Conservation’s community-based coastal

management project in the Dominican

Republic (DR). In the DR, beaches are

segregated by socioeconomic status. Staff

managing the project recognized that

integrated management relied on the

coordination of these different groups. A

beach cleanup, organized to include

beaches used by all economic classes,

required the coordination and cooperation

sought by the project. The success of the

cleanups showed community members the

power of coordinated action. Participants

decided that this approach could be used

to address other issues, and organized a

community management committee with

broad social class representation.
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Overview of Step Three

The third step in the CM development cycle is the time

when planning efforts crystallize. In some cases, a high

level formal mandate for CM policy form ulation and

planning is required before Step Tw o can begin.This is

typically expressed in legislation, an executive decre e,

or a Cabinet resolution that creates an interministerial

commission, or its equivalent, and charges it with spe-

cific responsibilities and pow e rs. Often, a time period is

stipulated for the preparation of a plan and guidance is

p rovided on the proces s  by which the plan will be pre-

pared , the issues it must address and geographic areas

wh e re it will focus. Such an initial official gove rnmental

commitment to CM is most useful when it clearly

articulates the nation’s policy and provides a re f e ren c e

point for both planning and subsequent decisionmaking.

An official mandate to plan and form ulate policy may

or may not provide the funding required .

Before a CM pro gram can begin a period of full-scale

implementation (Step Four), the institutions involve d

m ust formally commit to a specific course of action.

He re again, adoption may take many form s , but typical-

ly requires an executive decre e, Cabinet resolution or 

a high level administrative decision. N ew gove rnment

agencies may be created to implement the CM pro-

gram. Existing agencies often must formally commit 

to collaborating on the implementation of discrete 

elements of the pro gram and important roles may be

given to non-gove rnmental organizations. This formal-

ization usually advances a first generation CM initiative

from the status of a short-term project to a more for-

mal pro gram that is part of the structures or formal

policies of gove rnment.

There are few essential actions in this step, yet securing

the unambiguous implementing authority and re sources

required for implementation may be a greater challenge

than successfully completing the planning phase of the

p ro gram.The essential actions are :

Step 3:

Formal Adoption and Funding

Priority Actions:

• Obtain governmental mandate for a planning

and policy formulation process.

• Obtain formal endorsement of policies/plan

and the authorities necessary for their 

implementation.

• Obtain funding required for program 

implementation.

Fo rmal adoption of a new CM pro gram and of a new

approach to important resource management issues

affects the distribution of authority and influence

among institutions, interest groups and politicians. This

m ay trigger defensive behavior and bu reaucratic maneu-

Step Three
F O R M A L  A D O P T I O N  A N D  F U N D I N G

3
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ve ring that is often mysterious and distasteful to the

t e chnical experts and scientists that have played impor-

tant roles in Steps One and Tw o. Negotiating new legis-

lation or a formal endorsement by a minister or agency

head is a process dominated by bargaining and accom-

modation as the coastal pro gram finds its place in the

existing structures and institutional terr itories of gov-

e rnment.The careful, objective analysis of scientific

inform ation often fades into the background.

Many CM initiatives fail in Step Thre e. They do not sur-

vive to earn the necessary endorsements or are so mod-

ified by interagency negotiations and the political influ-

ence applied by some interest groups that their poten-

tial to achieve significant pro gress on the issues they

have been designed to address is reduced or lost.

Success lies in understanding the dynamics of Step

Three and carefully planning for it during the previous

t wo steps of a CM initiative. One  reason for this is that

many CM initiatives funded by international donors in

d eveloping nations are conceived and financed as plan-

ning efforts that will somehow  ‘transfer’ responsibility

and financial obligations to local or national gove rn-

ment agencies once the plan is complete. Expe rience

teaches that such transfers occur when the implement-

ing institutions have played a significant role in shaping

the pro gram and feel ow n e rship for it.

Step Three involves mobilizing stakeholder and political

support for the pro gram.This mobilization pro c e s s

should begin during the issue identification phase and

continue through the planning phase. Te chnical excel-

lence can help in creating credibility for the propo sed

management pro gram, but the active support of key

officials and stakeholders is like ly to be more important

when seeking formal endorsement of the pro gram.

Q u e s t i o n s

A . Formal  A p p roval of the Plan 

A1. Has  the  approval  proces s  c leared the way for  

a period of  implementation or is further  planning

and/ or the pre p a ration of opera tional pro c edure s

and  reg u l ations re qu i re d ?

In some cases, the formal approval process  occurs in

t wo steps where by new legislation or the creation of a

n ew gove rnmental institution is the result of an initial

cycle of planning. This was the case, for example, in 

Sri Lanka and Ecuador where the formal enactment of

a CM pro gram was the culmination of an initial period

of planning. This was follow ed by the preparation of

detailed management plans, which, s everal years lat e r,

required a second round of formal approvals. In other

cases – for example, many state coastal zone manage-

ment pro grams in the USA – a one-step approval

p rocess  provided formal enactment of both the institu-

tional structure and the plan itself.

A2.By wh at  process, and  at  wh at political level,

was the coastal  management  p rogram o f ficially

a p p rove d ?

Has the pro gram been formally adopted? By an exe cu-

tive agency? Legislative  body? At what level of gove rn-

ment? What form does adoption take? What status does

this form of adoption have? Is it consistent with other

natural resource management pro grams? Is the level of

adoption sufficient to ensure that executive agencies

will engage in approp riate implementing activities?
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A3.W h at  we re the major i s sues  raised during the

a p p roval  process? 

What gove rnmental agencies, political figure s , groups

or interes t s  we re most involved during the approval

p rocess? Fo rmal approval is primarily a political pro c e s s

during which the technical issues that dominated during

Step Tw o recede into the background. Sometimes the

p ro gram must respond to unforeseen ‘windows of

opportunity’ such as a hurr icane, flood or epidemic,

and pro gram approval is gained as a response to a crisis.

In other situations, an opportunity was foreseen by the

p ro gram and formal approval was designed, for exam-

ple, to coincide with the period directly preceding or

immediately following a national election. Did the

strategies for Step Thre e, as they  we re contemplated 

in Steps One and Tw o, play out as expected? Did new

stakeholders appear or unexpected issues mate rialize?

H ow  well we re such unexpected events dealt with by

the project team?

A4.W h at is  the management  s t ra t egy as it was  fo r-

ma l ly  approved in the law, d e c ree or interage n cy

agreement?  

Was the ‘logic’ or ‘theory’ upon which the design of the

management plan was based in Step Tw o significantly

modified during the approval process?

If significant modifications we re made to the plan and

the institutional framew ork by which it will be imple-

mented, h ow are these modifications like ly to affect the

p rospects for successful implementation? 

B . Enactment of  the Institutional
Fra m ew o rk for Implementing Coastal  
M a n agemen t  Policies

B1. Has the transi t ion been made succes s ful ly fro m

a  p roject or collection of projects  to a permanent

coa s ta l  management  p rogram with an institutional

identity as a permanent element within the stru c-

t u res of gove rnmen t ?

A re agencies responsible for implementation primarily

national, p rimarily local or re gional, or some 

combination?

B2. H ave the neces sary inter-institutional agre e-

ment s  been  negot iated  that specify how  re spons ib i l-

ities fo r  implementation are allocated among 

d i f fe rent  p re - existing institutions? 

Since CM, by definition, addres se s  more than one 

sec tor, the implementation of a management pro gram

frequently requires the coordinated action of several

g ove rnmental institutions. Before implementation can

p roceed, it is often necessary to negotiate memoranda

of understanding or similar formalized agreements  

that specify budget allocations, commitments in staff,

logistical support and the procedures  by which the 

g ove rnance process will proceed.

B3. Is the legal authority and implementing 

f ra m ew o rk considered  adequate fo r  implement ing

the plan? 

Is the coastal agency authorized to expend funds? 

To engage in regulato ry activities? To hold other agen-

cies accountable for CM activities?
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B4. H ave  new conflicts with other laws or  pro-

grams  su r faced during the process  of  progra m  

fo rma l i zation? 

H ow significant are such conflicts? W ill other agencies

e xercise ‘ vetoes’ over any aspect of the pro gram as it 

is implemented? 

C. Funding fo r  P rogra m
Imp l emen t at ion

C1. H ave  adequate financial re s o u rces  been 

committed for  ful l  implementation? 

What propo rtion of implementation costs are a ro u-

tine part of the gove rnment budget? What propo rtion

of costs are supported by short-term grants and pro-

jects supported by international institutions and other

institutions?

A  variety of mechanisms can provide a pro gram 

with a long-term infusion of core funds that may 

be raised from user fees, dedicated tax revenues and

commitments of long-term financial contributions

from central gove rnment. Other sources of funding

m ay support specific activities or research and further

planning on specific issues or special areas.

B o x  1 2 :

In t e r -Amer i can  Deve lopment  Bank  ( IDB)

Coastal  Management  Loans

Since 1993, the IDB has approved almost US$ 60 million

in financing for integrated coastal management, and in

1996 had an additional US$ 90 million in pending

coastal management operations.

The Bank’s first integrated coastal management loan

was for Ecuador in 1993.This investment recognized the

links between coastal ecosystems,water quality and the sus-

tainability of that country’s shrimp mariculture industry.

Several lessons emerged during the preparation of the pro-

gram including: (a) the importance of having coastal

stakeholders genuinely participate in setting priorities and

forging the decisionmaking arrangements for project exe-

cution; and (b) the value of donor coordination.

Most of the Bank’s experience in integrated coastal

management to date has been in the preparation of loans.

These programs will face various obstacles during imple-

mentation, including limited, adequately trained human

resources in both government and the private sector. In

each case, the small coastal units that do exist face formi-

dable tasks in resolving conflicts among economic activities

and in securing the support of more powerful sectoral

agencies such as fisheries, tourism and public works depart-

ments. A key to success will be the ability to demonstrate

that good coastal management yields measurable returns to

the national economy in terms such as improved competi-

tiveness (for tourism or shrimp production for example),

increased employment and/or reduced public costs (e.g.,

for coastal flood control).

Source: Inter-American Development Bank,
Sustainable Development Department, De c embe r, 1997.
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Overview of Step Four

Implementation is the time when the policies and

actions selected and designed in Steps One and Tw o and

formally approved and funded in Step Three are made

fully operational.This is when all the investments in

research, planning, educating, mediating among dive rs e

interests and campaigning for formal approval are  

harvested. Listed in step 4 are the major categories of

activities that typically occur during implementation.

Step 4:

Implementation

Priority Actions:

• Modify the strategies of the program as

needed.

• Promote compliance with program policies.

• Strengthen institutional frameworks and

legal authority for management.

• Implement mechanisms for interagency

coordination.

• Strengthen program staff ’s technical and

administrative capacity.

• Catalyze the construction and maintenance

of necessary physical infrastructure.

• Sustain participation of major stakeholder

groups.

• Implement conflict resolution procedures.

• Maintain the program’s priority on the pub-

lic agenda.

• Monitor performance and societal/ecosys-

tem trends.

Step Four
I M P L E M E N T A T I O N

4
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In practice, implementation is complex and the list of

potential implementation pro blems is enorm o u s. Those

who have studied the science of implementation theory

as it applies to CM have attempted to identify critical

p reconditions for implementation success (Hennessey,

1994; L ow ry, 1985; Imperial, Robadue, and Hennessey,

1992; and Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1979, 1981).

Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979, 1981) identify six 

c ritical preconditions for successful implementation:

• Clear and consistent policy objectives

• Good policy-relevant science

• Sufficient jurisdiction and authority

• Good implementation structure 

• Competent and committed staff

• A priority position on the public agenda

These preconditions for implementation success 

are incorporated into the questions below. They are

consistent with the attributes of effective CM presented

earlier on page 7.

When CM pro grams re ly primarily on regulations to

implement their policies, they risk becoming bu reau-

cratic and rigid during Step Four. To counteract this

tendency, it is essential that the identification and analy-

sis of issues continue during Step Four, and that the

p ro gram be alert to new pro blems and new opportuni-

ties and that it maintain the ability to respond to them.

The pro gram’s constituencies must be sustained.

They too will change as new issues emerge and the

ones selected at the beginning of the pro gram mature

and become more or less salient.

Q u e s t i o n s

A . E f fect iveness  of  the Manage m e n t
S t ra t egy

Coastal pro grams typically fail either because the pro-

gram ‘logic’ (assumptions, hypotheses) is flaw ed or

because implementation activities we re poorly  execut-

ed . One of the major tasks of evaluation is to assess

both the soundness of pro gram hypotheses and the

quality of implementation activities.

B o x  1 3 :

Global  Env i ronmental  Faci l i ty  (GEF)

R e c ommendation:“ L e a r n  From Expe r i ence ”

The GEF Secretariat prepared a study of pilot project lessons

learned for the first Assembly of the Global Environment

Facility in New Delhi (April 1-3, 1998). The document

finds that:

“...even well-designed projects evolve continuously, and

their managers need to be able to deal with a variety of tech-

nical, social and political issues at the same time. Successful

projects and their staff consistently learn and benefit from

their own experience, and that of others.They pay careful

attention to feedback from project staff and participants,

and make modifications and improvements promptly in

response. In addition, they regularly look beyond their own

four walls for ideas and solutions. Although it is sometimes

difficult to get this information – and almost always diffi-

cult to find time to read and digest it – the most effective

project managers make this a priority.”

Source : Global Environment  Facility, Monitoring and Evaluation
P ro gram, January 1998.
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A1. Is the ‘logic’ or  ‘ theory’ upon which the manage-

ment  s t ra t egy is  based proving to be valid? 

Have the fundamental hypotheses upon which the strat-

egy is based been made sufficiently explicit to permit

the analysis of their validity?

Refer to Step Two, question C1.

A2. H ow, if at all, has  the

s t ra t egy been modified ove r

t ime?

Have significant modifications

in the management strategy

occurre d? What adjustments

have been made? By whom?

What is the rationale for pro-

gram adaptation? Significant

adaptations can be a sign of

p ro gram ‘learning,’ but they

m ay also be evidence of acqui-

escence to political pres sure.

A3. Do implementat ion

act iv i t ie s  balance  betwe e n

reg u l at o ry and non-reg u l a-

t o ry actions? 

Refer to Step Two, question C4.

A4.W h at  groups or individuals  are  most  direct ly

impacted by the  implementation of the program?  

A re such impacts the ones that  we re expected when 

the pro gram was designed and approved? If not, w hy?

Refer to Step Two, question C2.

B . Compliance and Enfo rc emen t

B1.A re the changes in targe t  group  behavior  sought

b y the management  p rogram being achieve d ?

What specifically are those changes, if any? In Sri Lanka,

one of the strategies intend-

ed to reduce coastal erosion

at particular sites was a ban

on offshore coral mining at

selected sites. At most sites

at which mining was occur-

r ing, a combination of a

legal prohibition, education

activities and police

enforcement was sufficient

to greatly reduce or stop

this activity. H ow eve r, at a

f ew sites, the initial ban was

insufficient because such

mining was so lucrative,

livelihood conditions we re

so poor and local police

w e re unwilling to enforce

the ban. Changing the strat-

egy to focus on coral kilns

rather than miners – combined with efforts to creat e

economic alternatives for miners – has proved  more

successful.

Refer to Step Two, question C3.

B2. Has  the  program contr ibuted to import a n t

examples  of  sel f-enfo rc ement  p ract iced by user

group s ?

B o x  1 4 :

Wo rld Bank Guidelines on Integra t e d

Coastal  Zone Manage m e n t

“Enforcement of existing rules and regulations is

one of the most difficult aspects of government in

developed and developing countries alike. The

goal should be to have rules that are generally

accepted by most parts of society and that can be

enforced. Chances for this are dependent on the

knowledge level of the public and the credibility

of government programs. Strong and objective

enforcement is often required, however, when par-

ties are clearly benefiting economically from

breaking the rules.”

Source:World Bank, 1996.
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Because most jurisdictions lack the personnel and funds

to engage in extensive surveillance of coastal users ,

management activities that encourage individual or 

collective self-management through cooperative user

groups or other institutions can be critically important.

In Sri Lanka, for example, a fishing cooperative has

d eveloped self-gove rning rules regarding fishing prac-

tices, which the members of the cooperative enforce.

B3.A re the inducements offe red to or the costs

imposed on targe t  groups in the management  

s t ra t egy proving to be effec t ive ?

For example, do density bonuses offered to coastal

hotel developers in exchange for increased setbacks or

open space work as intended? A re pollution discharge

fines resulting in new  waste processing procedures  

on the part of coastal industries?

Refer to Step Two, question C5.

C.Ad equa cy of the Institutional
Fra m ew o rk and Legal Authority fo r
M a n agement  

C1. Is the legal authority fo r  managemen t  p rov ing

to  be  adequate? 

What modifications to the legal framew ork have been

made? W hy  we re they made? Did they strengthen or

w eaken the pro gram?

Refer to Step Two, question D3.

C2. I s  implementation revealing obvious jurisdic-

tional gaps?  

A re significant impact-generating activities exempt fro m

regulation or other forms of management? A re other

g ove rnmental agencies continuing to carry out their

p ro grams without re f e rence to the coastal pro gram? 

For example, an irr igation department may build irr iga-

tion systems that increase the discharge of fre sh water 

in coastal areas where corals are located. Or a fisheries

department may accept funds for the construction of

small fisheries harbors without adequate consideration

of the impacts of such a facility on coastal erosion.

D . I n t e rage n cy Integra tion and
Cooperat ion

‘ Policy integration’ is a fundamental element of CM.

It involves breaking down sectoral barr iers by getting

agencies to recognize their impact on other sectors ,

B o x  1 5 :

The  Organ i zation for Economic Coopera tion and

D evelopment (OECD) Council’s  Recommendat ion

on Integra ted Coastal Zone Manage m e n t

In 1992, the OECD Council recommended that member

countries achieve the goals of integrated coastal management

through, inter alia:“strengthening the integration and har-

monization of sectoral policies affecting coastal zone man-

agement and resource usage.”

Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD), Paris, 1993.
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c o m munities and the environment. Increased coordina-

tion among gove rnment agencies and with outside

organizations involves a combination of amending 

mandates to CM objectives and offering incentives  

to influence institutional behavior.

D1.A re  there conflicts  emerging with other 

p rograms or  laws?  

A re the activities of other agencies consistent with the

goals of the CM pro gram? 

D2.A re jurisdictional conflicts ack n ow l e d ged? 

H ow are such conflicts handled? Have interagency

arrangements been made or mechanisms established 

to address jurisdictional conflicts? What are they? 

H ow  well do they  work? 

D3.A re the forms of interage n cy coopera t ion

requ i red  by the management  s t ra t egy wo rk ing?

What organizational arrangements for interagency

coordination or cooperation are proving effective?

Whi ch are less useful? In some coastal pro grams, man-

agement authority is divided or allocated among several

agencies. Research on coastal resources, for example,

m ay be the responsibility of an agency other than the

one charged with regulato ry authority.

Task forces, coordinating committees, interagency

w ork groups and memoranda of agreement are typical

m e chanisms for encouraging coordination. Sometimes

m u ch simpler techniques can be effective. For example,

in the early days of Sri Lanka’s CM pro gram, coastal

hotel developers  we re either not aw are of or ignore d

coastal permit requirement s. To increase compliance,

the Coast Conservation Department developed a

strategic alliance with the Ceylon Tourist Bureau

(CTB). Because the CTB issued liquor licenses, its

approval was essential to anyone hoping to operate a

successful hotel. C C D  was able to persuade CTB not 

to issue a liquor license to any hotel applicant that had

not applied to CCD for a coastal permit. Compliance

with the CCD’s coastal permit increased substantially.

D4.A re other agencies  exe rcis ing ‘vetoes ’ ove r  any

aspects  of  the coastal management  s t ra t egy?

C o m p rehensive CM plans or projects usually require

the cooperation of multiple gove rnmental and 

non-gove rnmental agencies and organizations.

In general, the greater the number of clearance points,

the greater the possibility of implementation ‘ block-

ages’ or pro bl ems. As Mazmanian and Sabatier note:

“Even given agreement among all actors on basic objec-

tive s , the multiplicity of clearance points offers  numer-

ous occasions for delay and the breakdown of consensus

as participants negotiate specific agreement s. In the

absence of such goal consensus, there is eve ry likeli-

hood that opponents or lukew arm support e rs of 

p ro gram objectives will be able to control sufficient

clearance points or demand important concessions 

and potentially to scuttle the pro gram as it applies to

them.This is particularly like ly in intergove rnmental

p ro grams, wh e re there will normally be substantial

variation in the attitudes of implementing officials in

various jurisdictions.” (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983)

For example, an urban housing authority may seek to

ove rrule a CM policy designed to discourage filling 

o f  wetlands, because such wetland sites are considere d

p ri m e, inexpensive locations to construct low-cos t

housing. Likew i s e, a re gional development authority

t rying to encourage industrial parks at a few  key sites

m ay seek to block mangrove protection pro grams.
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D5.W h at inducements  are  encouraging interage n cy

coord i nation? 

Have incentives been developed to encourage intera-

gency cooperation or coordination? A re additional

funds, staff or other resources made available? 

E . P rogram Staf fing and Admin i s t ra t ion

E1.A re  there  su f fic ient personnel and re s o u rces to

implement  the  management  s t ra t egy? 

Analysis of staff workload and workflow can help deter-

mine whether the pro gram has sufficient staff. In addi-

tion, staff support, in the form of vehicles to visit

coastal sites, cartographers and other specialists, funds

for technical analysis and travel are all part of necessary

resources to support a pro gram.

E2.Is the performance of  employees  e f fec t ive ly  mon-

i to red  and  manage d ?

A re employees  recognized and evaluated based on their

accomplishments and ability to meet their job require -

ments and objectives? A re there job descriptions for

eve ry position in the institution? Do employees partici-

pate in setting annual performance objectives? Is there

an annual employee performance appraisal procedure?

Is employee professional development and training

encouraged?

E3.A re  human re s o u rce  and adminis tra tion 

guidelines  clear?

Is there a personnel policies and procedures manual,

with outlines for gr ievances, sickness and compensa-

tion? Do new staff members rece ive  orientation 

m ate rials with policies, p rocedure s , mission and values?

Do managers conduct staff meetings on a regular basis?

A re there guidelines for contracting consultants? 

E4. Do staf f  re spons ible fo r  implementation of the

m a n agement  s t ra t egy  understand it? We re  they

i nvo lved in its design?

Staff understanding of the overall pro gram goals and

implementation strategy is important not only to insure

that implementation occurs as designed, but because it

is also politically important. Staff understanding is a

necessary condition for staff acceptance and support.

Staff understanding is like ly to be greater if they have

participated in the planning pro c e s s.

E5. H ow committed and skillful are the staff in

implement ing  the  management  s t ra t egy?

Staff support as well as commitment and skill are  obvi-

ous ingredients of a successful implementation effort.

To the extent that implementation involves the exercise

of administrative discretion, as is the case in a regulat o-

ry pro gram, it is particularly important that staff have

both the requisite technical skills to make judgments

and the political skills to deal with the inevitable 

conflicts that arise in a regulato ry pro gram.

E6.W h at changes  in the management  s t ra t egy have

been init iat ed  by staff?

Have staff modified the management pro gram? If so,

w hy? Modifications may involve something as simple 

as revising inform ation requirements for permits or

changing the pro gram in some more fundamental ways,

such as modifying setback requirements or exempting

some uses or activities from the regulato ry pro gram.
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F. Financial  Manage m e n t

F1.A re  bu d get  proces se s  and financial  manage m e n t

a d e q u at e ?

A re there established budget proces se s , financial con-

t rols and tracking mechanisms in place? A re there clear

office procedures for handling payables and rece ivables?

A re there regular financial repo rts? Do pro gram leaders

have a clear understanding of the pro gram’s financial

health? What type of accounting system is in place? 

Is the financial system computerized? 

F2. H ow is financial accountability insure d ?

Who is responsible for insuring financial accountability?

Do advisory groups or non-gove rnmental organizations

review  budgets or pro gram funding?

G.Technical A n a ly s i s

G1.W h at technical judgments does the manage-

men t  s t ra t egy requ i re ?

A re there routine technical judgments that are require d

by management? What are they? The design of a special

area management plan, the review of a permit applica-

tion and other management activities may require  s ome

t e chnical analysis. A re special studies or analysis

required on an episodic basis? Do staff review  enviro n-

mental impact assessments, for example? 

G2.W h at specific technical data  a re  ga t h e red  fo r

m a n agement  purpose s?  

What technical data are routinely required? How are

they generated? Do they come primarily from permit

applications? What is done to insure the validity of data

submitted by permit applicants?

G3.A re technical re s o u rce s  adequate for  

m a n agement?  

Do staff have the requisite technical skills to make

approp riate judgments? Does analysis require any 

special equipment? Is supporting equipment adequate?

H ow accessible are requisite technical resources? 

Do staff have the capacity to assess technical data? 

For example, staff might need to decide whether 

p roposed seasonal fishing quotas will be sufficient to

maintain stock at sustainable levels or whether waste

discharge from an aquaculture pond will violat e  wate r

quality standards.

H .Tra n s p a re n cy

H1.A re the policies, dec i s ionmaking pro c edure s  

and  en fo rcement mechanisms of  the progra m

u n d e rs tood by those most direc t ly affec ted  by its

imp l emen tation?

H2.A re impending program deci s ions  announced

and made  known to those likely to be affe c t ed?

H3.To wh at ex tent  are  p rogram  data  ( e. g. impac t

a s s e s sment s , permit  deci s ions, d evelopment and 

con s e r vation plans, and violat ions )  ava i lab le to

s takeho lde rs  and the public?
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A re there notification requirements for hearings or

meetings on permits, variance applications or other

management activities?

I . Cons t ruction and Maintenance of
I n f ra s t ru c tu re

I1. I f  construction of 

i n f ra s t ru c tu re i s  part of 

the  port folio of the coastal

m a n agemen t  age n cy, i s  the

imp l emen tation of this 

element of  the stra t egy ove r-

taxing the staff or dive rt i ng

attention from other 

m a n agement act iv i t ie s?

This question is designed to

elicit inform ation about the

coastal agency’s ro l e, if any,

in coastal infrastructure  

d evelopment.

I2.To the extent  that  infra -

s t ru c tu re  development i s

p a rt of the age n cy port folio,

h ow is the need for specifi c

p roject s  e s tab li shed?

A re infrastructure projects

d eveloped on a case-by-case basis? A re they identified 

in a plan? What technical analysis is done to justify 

p rojects? How sound is the technical analysis?

I3.To  wh at extent do identifi ab le  bene ficiaries 

p a rt ic ipate in the design, fund ing, con s t ruction 

and maintenance of coastal infra s t ru c tu re  p rojects?

Do beneficiaries participate in the design of projects? 

If so, h ow? Do they participate in the funding? How

w as the amount of financial participation in the project

established? Do they participate in monitoring project

construction? How trans-

parent are project account-

ing procedures?

Do beneficiaries have a ro l e

in operation and mainte-

nance? What is the role of

beneficiary groups? How

w as it established? Is there

a user group with its ow n

rules?

I4.A re  there cost re c ove ry

mechani sms  for the con-

s t ruction and mainte-

nance of infra s t ru c tu re? 

Do users help pay for infra-

structure? How? Through

fees? Special assessments?

Other  mechanisms?

I5.W h at is the quality of

coastal infra s t ru c tu re ?

To what extent is the coastal infrastructure effective ly

maintained? What is the role of the coastal agency in

infrastructure operation and maintenance? Does it

appear to be effective?

B o x  1 6 :

The Inter-American Development Bank’s

(IDB) Coastal Management Strat egy

Participation is one of the essential guiding 

principles of the coastal and marine resource

management strategy of the Inter-American

Development Bank.

“Coastal management programs must ensure

strong public involvement of those who are most

affected by the coastal development process.

International experience repeatedly demonstrates

that programs are successful and sustained only

where there are constituencies that are active

advocates for improved resource management....

The responsibility towards participation goes well

beyond awareness and extends to creating genuine

accountability among all stakeholders.”

Source: Inter-American Development Bank,
Sustainable Development Department, December 1997.
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J. Pa rt ic ipat ion

J1.W h at governmental  and non-gov e rnmen ta l

groups and individuals  have the biggest  ‘ s take’

in  management?  

What is the degree of political support for management

among these groups? The degree and type of public par-

ticipation in management is like ly to depend on the

nature of the management effort (e.g., p e rmit system,

d evelopment of a special area management plan, e t c.),

time and personnel available to manage a participation

p ro gram and attitudes about the value of public partici-

pation.The larger issue is whether public understanding

and support for the pro gram exists and, to the extent

that these elements are lacking, what can be done to

foster such understanding and support. In some coun-

t ries, a participation effort may be minimal, involving

only public education effort s. Participation can be more

intensive, for example, by promoting a structure d

negotiation process among disputants in coastal areas.

J2.To  wh at ex tent  are  p rogram  b en e ficiaries  and

major s takeholder groups active ly invo lved in pro-

gram impl ementation?

It is useful to identify groups involved in the manage-

ment pro gram and their specific issues. Hotel ow n e rs ,

fisherfolk and environmental activists are among those

like ly to be found in advocacy roles.

J3.W h at techniques or stra t egie s  have been used 

to encourage  pa rt ic ipation? 

A re participato ry strategies proving to be successful?

Some participation pro grams are organized simply 

to encourage public aw areness, understanding and 

support through films, w orkshops and other pro grams.

Others actually seek inform ation from user groups

about the quality and use of coastal resources through

w orkshops and survey s. A few  pro grams seek to creat e

‘participation’ in the form of self-management by

resource user groups.

K . Conflict Resolution

K1.W h at conflicts, i f  any, h ave arisen in the cours e

o f  implementat ion?

A re there conflicts over coastal uses? Policy conflicts

among coastal users agencies? Jurisdictional conflicts?

Conflicts between applicants and the agency? The main

types of conflicts should be identified.

K2.W h at conflict resolution techniques have  

been used? 

H ow successful are they? A re conflicts acknowledged?

H ow are they handled? A re conflict-resolution meetings

held? A re senior officials asked to arbitrate or mediate?

A re facilitated conflict resolution workshops organized?

What are the conflict management strategies and 

t e chniques?
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L . P olitical Support

L1. Do senior political fi g u re s  support the program?  

A re Cabinet ministers and

legislato rs familiar with the

p ro gram? Is there general

support for the pro gram?

A re there aspects of the

p ro gram that are opposed

or that have been particular-

ly controve rsial? Do senior

political figures have confi-

dence in the pro gram lead-

e rship and staff?

L2.A re  there elected or

other  government  o f ficials

who are in a position to

veto or alter aspects of the

m a n agemen t  p rogram?  

Have any pro gram decisions

been ove rruled? Has fund-

ing been threatened or

reduced? Is the support of

important officials changing

over time? W hy?

L3.W h at  are  the  pr imary

imp l emen tation pro bl e m s

as  s een by officials

i nvolved  in  management?  

Interviews with public officials and non-gove rnmental

groups can reveal the specific causes of implementation

p ro blems and the actions or changes in attitudes needed

to overcome them.

L4. H ow support ive  a re  non-gove rnmenta l  group s ?

A re non-gove rnmental

groups, such as environmental

NGOs , user groups and busi-

ness groups, supportive of 

the pro gram? Whi ch groups

support the pro gram? How is

the support manifested?

L5. I s  the re  ge n e ra l  public

s uppo rt for  the program?  

H ow is such support

e x p ressed? Is there  evidence

of general public support for

the pro gram? Newspaper edi-

to rials, positive letters to the

editor, ‘coastal days,’ s chool

p ro grams, e t c., can be

thought of as evidence of 

general public aw areness 

and support.

M. P rogra m
Monitor ing

Monitoring pro grams should

focus on both administrative

activities and trends in coastal

conditions. Gathering data on the impacts of the coastal

p ro gram on the ecosystem qualities and societal groups

of concern to the pro gram is especially important.

B o x  1 7 :

Local  and National  Ownership 

of  the  Pro c e s s

Since a coastal management program articu-

lates a nation’s goals and policies for a geo-

graphically specific region or regions, it is

essential that the process by which it is devel-

oped and refined is ‘owned’ by the government

and the constituency it represents.Key parame-

ters of ownership are:

• Government endorsement and involvement

in the process

• Broad stakeholder participation fortified

through public dialogue

• Sustained, ideally collaborative, support

from NGOs and the donor community

A comprehensive assessment of integrated

coastal management initiatives in the

Mediterranean (1988-1996) identifies these

features as critical determinants of sustainabil-

ity. The most important determinant of sus-

tainability was found to be strong political

commitment at all levels in project or program

preparation and implementation.

Source: World Bank, 1997
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A monitoring pro gram can be the foundation for adap-

tation and learning. It provides the inform ation needed

to document pro gram milestones, detect potential

implementation pro blems and identify changes in

coastal conditions. Assessing the quality of the design

of a monitoring pro gram usually involve s :

• Identifying what inform ation

about pro gram milestones,

p ro gram activities or coastal

conditions is needed

• Dete rmining who inside or

outside the agency will gener-

ate monitoring inform ation and

h ow it will be used

• Assessing the effectiveness of

p rocedures for collecting, s tor-

ing, re t rieving and analyzing

monitoring data

M1. Has a monitor ing pro-

gram been  fo r mu l ated? 

Does the pro gram emphasize

administrative data, e nviro n-

mental data, social data or a

combination? Some pro grams

focus on the collection of

administrative data only (e.g.,

number of permits issued,

types of uses for which permits

are sought). Most administrative monitoring pro grams

focus on measures of input or effort (number of per-

mits, meetings, w orkshops, e t c.). Other pro grams also

collect inform ation about indicato rs of coastal ecology

( e.g., w ater quality, e rosion rates) and social sectors 

of concern to the pro gram (e.g., earnings of artisanal

fisherfolk, tourist arr ivals, shrimp farm production).

M2.W h at  re s o u rces and staff time does the moni-

tor ing progra m  re qu i re? 

Is monitoring placing an

unreasonable demand on

staff’s time? 

M3. I s  the re a sufficient-

ly rigo rous  analytical

de s ign that will make 

it fe a s i ble to draw the

types of conclusions

d e s i red  f rom the dat a

being collected? 

Have control sites been

included in the analytical

design?

M4.W h at indicat o rs  a re

used to asses s  progra m

milestones?  

What are the specific pro-

gram indicato rs that are

used? A re the indicato rs

used generally consistent

with international prac-

tice? Do they measure

what they purpo rt to measure (i.e., h ow  valid are

they)?

B o x  1 8 :

P rogram Monitor ing:Ta n ga ,Tanzan ia

The monitoring program of the Tanga Coastal

Zone Conservation and Development Program

is designed to support an experimental and

learning-based approach to coastal manage-

ment.The system encourages cooperation, col-

laboration and shared learning.Three monitor-

ing systems involve the key players:

• Progress of village action plans – focuses on 

villagers and district officers

• Village participatory processes – focuses on 

villagers

• Activities of government extension workers –

focuses on district officers

These all tie back to the program’s overall

objectives, that is, do these actions actually

help to resolve the priority resource manage-

ment issues?

Source: Sida/The World Bank, 1996.
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M5. H ow f requen t ly  are indicat o rs of  ecosystem

quality collected?

Some pro grams collect environmental data only for a

specific site, such as a threatened bay. Others try to 

collect data on a sub-national or national scale. One  

of the difficult trade-offs that pro grams face is whether

to have  comprehensive data for a few sites or a limited

amount of data at a sub-national or national scale.

F requency of collection is also important for some indi-

cato rs , particularly if pro gram managers are trying to

construct valid time series for particular indicato rs.

M6. Is  the monitoring data  gende r -d i saggregat ed?

Gender-disaggregated data is important to detect and

evaluate the effects of the project on women and men

separately.

M7.Who collects  monitoring data? 

To what extent does the pro gram manage the monitor-

ing pro gram? In some countries, monitoring is separat e

from pro gram management (frequently in a research

agency) and pro gram officials may have little effective

influence over what sorts of data are collected, at what

sites and with what frequencies. This can limit the use-

fulness of the data collected when refining management

strategies.

Citizen monitoring pro grams are proving cost effective

and useful in some settings. A re these techniques being

used? How beneficial are they?

M7.W h at admini s t ra t ive decisions, plans or other

m a n agement  act ivities does the monitoring pro-

gram in fo r m ?

One indicator of the relative importance of the moni-

to ring pro gram is the degree to which data generated 

is actually used in management activities.

M8. H ow is monitoring data collected, s t o red  and

made  ava i lab le fo r  re t r i eval? 

A re there established protocols for collection, storage

and re t rieval? A re data collected and stored on a timely

basis? Is access broadly available? A re pro gram staff abl e

to access monitoring data easily?
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Overview of Step Five

As described in the initial sections of the manual, C M  

is an adaptive and iterative pro c e s s. Successful pro grams

learn from their experience and adapt to changing con-

ditions. This learning process ideally occurs through

both internal processes of analysis, reflection and

adjustment and by  more formalized external evalua-

tions typically conducted by individuals with no form e r

involvement in the pro gram.This manual is designed

p rimarily to promote self-assessment but it can also 

be used to help frame external evaluations.

Step 5:

Evaluation

Priority Actions:

• Assess the program’s impacts on the manage-

ment issues being addressed.

• Adapt the program to its own experience and

to changing social and environmental condi-

tions.

• Conduct external evaluations at major junc-

tures in the program’s evolution.

There are dozens of different approaches to self-assess-

ment, adjustment and evaluation.These approaches

vary greatly in their purposes , substantive focus, mix 

of research methods, analytical rigor and the validity

and persuasiveness of the conclusions they offer.W h e n

examining a project or pro gram it is useful to examine

the types of evaluative studies that have already been

conducted, their purposes and methods. The major

types of evaluation may be grouped as follows (Olsen,

et al. 1997a):

• Performance Evaluations are designed to assess the qual-

ity of the execution of a project or pro gram and the

degree to which they meet the commitments that they

make to their funders. He re the issues are accountabili-

ty and quality control.

• Management Capacity Assessments are designed to deter-

mine the adequacy of management structures and gov-

e rnance processes as these apply to generally accepted

standards and experience.

• Outcome Evaluation assesses the impacts of a pro gram

upon coastal resources and the associated human 

society(s).

Step Five
A D J U S T M E N T  A N D  E V A L U A T I O N

5
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Q u e s t i o n s

A.The Impacts  of  Sel f-Asses sment and
P rogra m  Ad ju s tmen t

A1. H ave the design and execution of progra m

act ivities been periodically

a s s e s s ed ?

A re pro gram staff, funders ,

g ove rnment officials and/or

p rivate sector stakeholders

involved in such assessments?

H ow are such assessments

structured?

A2. H ow has the progra m

been  modi fied over  t ime?

Refer to Step Four, question A2

A3.W h at  are  the  mecha-

n i sms  by which those most

a f fe c t ed  by the progra m

can ex p ress  their  view s  and

in fluence the progra m ’s

priorities  and mode of

o p e ra tion?

A4. H ow  recept ive is the

funding age n cy to making

adjustments to the design,

b u d get allocat ions  and

admin i s t ra t ive  p ro c edure s

of the progra m ?

B .The Purposes  and Impacts  of  External
E va l u at ion

B1.Was  external  eva l u ation built into the project or

p rogram as a discrete  ele-

ment of its design? 

H ow often are  external eval-

uations conducted? A re they

generated inside or outside

the agency? Have they been

directed at the pro gram as a

whole or at discrete projects

or components? What is the

history of evaluation in the

p ro gram?

B2.W h at  we re the purpos-

es of eva l u ations?  

Was the emphasis on evalu-

ating performance, manage-

ment capacity, outcomes or

a combination of the three?

Who performed the evalua-

tions? What  was their exper-

tise and what experience did

they bring to the pro gram?

What  was the substantive

focus? What evaluative ques-

tions we re addressed? What

indicato rs of success, ef fec-

tiveness, capacity or other

c riteria we re used? What

data gathering strategies

w e re used?

B o x  1 9 :

Typical Theme s  fo r  Pe r fo rman c e
E va l u at ion

• Is the program designed around an explicit and

appropriate conceptual framework?

• Is the project being implemented as designed?

What departures from planned management

strategies have occurred and why?

• Are funds spent according to work plans and by

the approved procedures?

• Are the program budget, personnel and admin-

istrative procedures appropriate to the objec-

tives?

• Does the program address relevant social and

environmental issues?

• Are the program’s objectives and intended

results realistic and relevant? To what degree

have these objectives been achieved?

• Do program impacts appear reasonable for the

amount of money and effort expended?

• Is the program implemented efficiently?

• Is the program likely to create the impacts

envisaged?

Source: Olsen, et al. 1997a.



50 C o a s t a l  R e s o u r c e s  C e n t e r U n i v e r s i t y  o f  R h o d e  I s l a n d

B3. H ow  we re the eva l u ation re su l t s  communicat ed ?

We re the results of the study disseminated internally

and outside the pro gram? Was a repo rt circulated? 

H ow b roadly?

B4. H ow  we re the results of the eva l u ation used?

H ow, if at all, has the evaluation shaped how agency

staff conceive of their management approach? We re  

any pro gram adjustments made? A re there other way s

in which the study results have been used?

B5. H ow, if at all, ha s  eva l u ation contributed to

o rgan i zational learning?

Did pro gram officials find the evaluation process useful?

Is there  evidence that there are  changes in perspective s

or behavior as a result of evaluation? A re they intere s ted

in participating in future  evaluations?
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F i rs t  Order  Outcomes

The approp riate non-gove rnmental groups and gove rn-

mental authorities have formally approved the coastal

management plan (Step Thre e, questions A1-A3).

The authorities and institutional arrangements require d

to implement the plan have been negotiated and for-

malized as a permanent feature of the gove rnance sys-

tem (Step Thre e, questions B1-B5).

Funds and other resources required for implementation

have been secured (Step Thre e, question C1).

Second Order  Outcomes

Early implementation actions provide tangible improve-

ments for stakeholders in the place where they are

applied (Step Tw o, question G4).

Changes in target group behavior are detected (Step

Four, question B1).

Examples of self-enforcement are practiced by user

groups (Step Four, question B2).

Interagency conflicts are reduced or resolved (Step

Four, questions D1-D4).

Perception and attitude changes among stakeholders are

detected (Step Tw o, questions H1-H4).

Use conflicts are reduced or resolved (Step Four, ques-

tions K1-K2).

Infrastructure has been constructed/improved (Step

Four, questions I1-I7).

Th i rd  Order  Outcomes  

Socioeconomic benefits for specific target groups are

evident and can be linked to the pro gram’s effort s.

Specified indicato rs of environmental quality are effec-

tive ly safeguarded and/or have been re s tored .

Fo u rth  Order  Outcomes

Sustainable forms of coastal development are  evident

and well protected.

C O A S TA L  M A N A G E M E N T  O U T C O M E S  C H E C K L I S T

This checklist refers back to Figure 2 and the sequence of 

coastal management outcomes.

References to the outcomes in the self-assessment questions are noted.
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Glossary

Adap t ive  Managemen t : An approach to management

based upon learning from expe rience. Management ini-

tiatives are conceived as experiments and test stat ed

hypotheses. According to Lee (1993), adaptive manage-

ment is built upon the two pillars of (1) a sound gove r-

nance process and (2) reliable inform ation.

Coastal  Management : Three types of coastal manage-

ment (CM) are :

Enhanced Sectoral  Management  (ESM): Focuse s

on a single sector or topic but explicitly accounts

for impacts and interdependencies with other sec-

to rs and with ecosystem proce s s e s.

Coastal  Zone Management  (CZM): Multi-sec-

toral planning and regulation focus upon the char-

acteristics and needs of narrow, geographically

delineated stre t ches of coastline.

I n t egra ted Coastal  Management  ( ICM):

Expands the cross-sectoral feature of CZM to

include consideration of the closely coupled

ecosystem processes within coastal wate rsheds 

and oceans.

Coastal Management (CM) Cycle: The process  by

which CM pro grams evolve. The CM development

cycle places the many actions of a pro gram or project

in a logical sequence and helps unravel the complex

inter-relationships among the many elements of CM.

The process  begins (Step One) by identifying and ana-

lyzing the issues in the stre t ch of coast in question and

then proceeds to set objectives and prepare a plan of

policies and actions (Step Tw o). Next comes Step Thre e

of formalization through a law, de c ree or interagency

agreement and the securing of funds for implementa-

tion of some selected set of actions. Policy implementa-

tion (Step Four) is the step in which procedures and

actions planned in the policy form ulation stage are

made operational. Step Five is evaluation.

Coastal  Management  Plan: A document that analyzes

the management issues to be addres sed, defines the

objectives for a management effort and the strategies by

which such objectives will be achieved . A plan propo se s

an institutional framew ork and then assigns responsibil-

ity for the actions that will be taken.

Coastal  Managemen t  P rogra m : A resource manage-

ment effort typically encompasses the coastal re gion of

a province, state or nation. A CM pro gram’s goals and

objectives are sustained over many decades. It has insti-

tutional identity as an independent organization or for-

malized network of institutions with an executive  or

legislative mandate; it acts within a geographic area

with defined seaw ard and landw ard boundaries and

addresses at least two sectors (adopted from Sorensen

and McCreary, 1988).

Coastal  Managemen t  P roject: A specific management

effort with short-term targeted objective s. P rojects

typically span three to six years. A number of projects

contribute to a sustained CM pro gram.

Goals : A general statement of the desired outcome 

or impact of the CM project. Goals are  broad and 

long-term .

G e n e ra tion of Coastal Management : A completion 

of the five steps in the CM cycle is a ‘generation’ of a

p ro gram. P ro gress tow ards the goals of CM is achieve d

through a linked sequence of generations.
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G overnance : Add resses the policies, laws and institu-

tions by which a set of issues of concern to a society 

are addres sed. G ove rnance questions the fundamental

goals, and the institutional processes and structures  

that are the basis of planning and decisionmaking.

G ove rnance sets the stage within which management

occurs.

Institutional A rra n gement s : Include the composite 

of law s , customs and organizations and management

strategies established by society to allocate scarce

resources and negotiate among competing values for 

a social purpo s e, such as to manage a nation’s coastal

resources and environments.

I n s t rumental  Learning: The process  by which experi-

ence is analyzed to identify the strengths and weakness-

es of a pro gram and adjustments are made to how it is

being implemented. For example, one management

tool may be replaced with another.

M a n agement : The process  by which human and mate r-

ial resources are organized to achieve a known goal

within a known institutional structure. Thus, manage-

ment typically re f e rs to ove rseeing the work of a unit 

of a company or a gove rnmental agency.

M a n agement Capacity A s s e s smen t : Is conducted 

to determine the adequacy of management structure s

and gove rnance processes as these relate to generally

accepted international standards and experience. The

purposes are to find ways to improve pro gram and pro-

ject design and implementation, and to make adjust-

ments to the internal workings of a project or pro gram,

and to the CM strategies and practices that the project

or pro gram is promoting.

M a n agement  I s sue : A pro blem with the resource area

or an opportunity for management. It is not a topic or a

situation. For example, ‘decline of estuarine-dependent

fisheries’ is a pro blem that makes a good management

issue. ‘Ecotourism as a source of alternative livelihoods’

is an opportunity that makes a good management issue.

‘Fisheries’ or ‘ecotourism’ are topics, but are not clear-

ly defined enough to be management issues.

Objec t ive : Specific statement of the desired accom-

plishments or outcomes of a project. P roject objective s

should be measurabl e, time-bounded, clearly stated,

practical and impact-oriented. A chievement of a

sequence of a project’s or pro gram’s objectives lead 

to the fulfillment of its goals.

Outcome  As s e s sment : E valuates the impacts of a CM

initiative upon coastal resources and/or the associat ed

human society(s).

Pa rt ic ipat o ry Management : The process through

which the public and stakeholders are informed , c on-

t ribute to and assume responsibility for management

initiative s.

P e r fo rmance  Eva l u ation: Add resses the quality of

p roject execution and the degree to which project goals

are achieved . Issues of accountability to the funder and

of quality control are priority concern s.

P i lo t  P roject: A demonstration project to build intere s t

in and capacity for future management efforts at a 

larger scale.
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S takeholder: Those that are affected by the outcomes

of a coastal management initiative – negative ly and pos-

itive ly – or those that can affect the outcome of an ini-

tiative  ( World Bank, 1996).Typical stakeholders include

those that fund a pro gram, coastal residents, users of

the coastal resources, g ove rnment agencies (national,

state and local) and those who, although physically dis-

tant from the place in question are concerned with its

condition (e.g., international interest groups).

Important – and too often forgotten – stakeholders 

are future generations.

S t ra t egy: The means selected to achieve one or more

objective s. A project’s objectives define ‘what;’ the

strategies define ‘how.’

Sus ta inab le  Deve lopment : D evelopment that 

meets the needs of the present without compromising

the ability of future generations to meet their ow n

needs. (Our Common Future, 1987; B rundtland

Commission). Sustainable development includes two

key concepts:

•The concept of ‘needs,’ in particular the essential

needs of the world’s poor, to which ove rr iding priori-

ty should be given; and

•The idea of limitations imposed by the state of tech-

nology and social organization on the environment’s

ability to meet present and future needs.
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