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1. INTRODUCTION

The emergence of a new model of governance, bringing together governmental and non-governmental forces to achieve the policy goal, calls for a novel form of partnership driven by interdependence and networking between a range of actors  QUOTE "(Newman and Verpraet, 1999)" 
(Newman and Verpraet, 1999)
. Although this approach is often described theoretically as ‘collaborative planning’ QUOTE "(Healey, 1997)" 
(Healey, 1997)
, there is widespread acknowledgement that the ‘new’ practice has operational difficulties. This paper draws on the results of a research project investigating how a concrete example of collaborative partnerships, the Mersey Basin Campaign in the North West of England, can operate for integrated waterside revitalisation. 

The first part of this paper explores the concept of governance and the principles of integrated waterside revitalisation. In an effort to incorporate collaborative principles, a partnership approach is becoming increasingly evident as an appropriate instrument in delivering integrated waterside revitalisation. The second part investigates how the Mersey Basin Campaign operates in each stage of its partnership life cycle: pre-partnership collaboration; partnership creation and consolidation; partnership programme delivery; and partnership termination or succession. In particular, investigating a mechanism of collaborative partnership service delivery, six different case studies within the Campaign activities have been evaluated under categories of a three key aspects of integrated waterside revitalisation: consensus building; facilitation; and open participation. 

In carrying out the research, about 40 semi-structured interviews have been undertaken, and over 25 meetings and fieldwork projects have been observed in relation to the Campaign activities.

2. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENT FOR INTEGRATED WATERSIDE REVITALISATION

2.1 CHANGING ATTITUDES TOWARDS GOVERNANCE 

The concept of governance is wider than that of government, which is used to refer to the formal institutional structure and location of authoritative decision-making in the modern state  QUOTE "(Leftwich, 1994)" 
(Leftwich, 1994)
. Governance directs attention to the distribution of power both internal and external to the state. Its focus is on the interdependence of governance of governmental and non-governmental forces in meeting economic and social challenges  QUOTE "(Stoker, 1997)" 
(Stoker, 1997)
. This changed the traditional image of government as an enabler, which acts as a catalytic agent facilitating provision and action by and through others. Osborne and Gaebler  QUOTE "(Osborne and Gaebler, 1992)" 
(1992)
 have described that the ‘reinvented’ form of government as more about ‘steering’ and less about ‘rowing’ by emphasising the role of government as a policy manager, catalyst, and broker.

The changing of social-political environment forces the pattern of government to the new form of governance (Figure 1). The driving forces of these changes have been described as two aspects, interdependence and diversity, focusing on the interactive relationship among interests and players  QUOTE "(Innes and Booher, 1998)" 
(Innes and Booher, 1998)
. These interactions are explained with the concept of: reciprocity among interests and players with different things to offer; and networks linking these interests that provide the power to enable change and successful adaptation and response to environmental stresses and opportunities. With two variables of interdependence and diversity, Judith Innes  QUOTE "(Innes, 2000)" 
(2000)
 has developed four different types of planning style: the rational/technical model of planning; the political influence model of planning; the ideological model of planning; and the collaborative model of planning. 

It is evident that the rational/technical model of planning is closer to the pattern of government and that the collaborative model is closer to the one of governance. In the 1960s and the 1970s, the concept of government was dominated by the hierarchical mode of governance, which occurs in the context of the employment contract and intra-organisational exchange within the formal hierarchical structure of authority. The influence of the private sector in the 1980s brought a market-oriented approach to planning. The political influence model of planning, with diverse players but limited interdependence between them, accumulates power by winning the loyalty of key player’s interests. In the other hand, the ideological model of planning tends to be emerged by players who are outside the governmental process, and organise a movement to promote a particular view of how a community or region ought to be. In relation to governance, the paramount feature of the 1990s is the collaborative model of planning with more balanced modes of governance among hierarchies, markets and networks. The collaborative model of planning is one where multiple stakeholders representing different interests work together through face-to-face dialogues to help decide what the issues are and what to do about them. Collaboration involves reciprocity and synergy. Its concern is with how the challenge of collective action is met and the issues and tensions associated with the shift in the pattern of governing.

Figure 1. Types of Planning and Governance 
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Source: Author, middle diagram is adapted originally from  QUOTE "(Innes, 2000)" 
Innes (2000)

2.2 COLLABORATIVE PLANNING AND WATERSIDE REVITALISATION 

The Concept of Collaborative Planning

The basis of the collaborative planning concept is from communicative rationality as articulated by Habermas who published ‘Theorie des Kommunikativen Handelns, Band I: Handlungsrationalitat und gesellschaftliche Rationalisierung  QUOTE "(Habermas, 1981)" 
(Habermas, 1981)
’ in 1981
. There have been various interpretations of communicative rationality as a basis for planning over the last two decade. When Habermas’ communicative philosophy was translated to planning theory, the terms have been used extensively, for example, ‘communicative planning’  QUOTE "(Forester, 1989)" 
(Forester, 1989)
, ‘argumentative planning’  QUOTE "(Forester, 1993)" 
(Forester, 1993)
, ‘planning through debate’  QUOTE "(Healey, 1992)" 
(Healey, 1992)
, ‘inclusionary discourse’  QUOTE "(Healey, 1994)" 
(Healey, 1994)
, and ‘collaborative planning’  QUOTE "(Healey, 1997)" 
(Healey, 1997)
. Patsy Healey  QUOTE "(Healey, 1997)" 
(1997)
 sets out five parameters of systematic institutional design for a collaborative form of policy development and delivery.  These are to:

· recognise the range and variety of stakeholders;

· spread power from the agencies of government;

· provide opportunities for informal invention and for local initiatives;

· foster the inclusion of all members of political communities; and

· be continually and openly accountable.

Collaborative planning has, however, raised doubtable issues about how common values can be forged and applied in a field of differences and power plays due to its idealism and utopianism  QUOTE "(Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger, 1998)" 
(Tewdwr-Jones and Allmendinger, 1998)
. These emphasise three sets of issues particularly in relation to the design of practice
. 

· Construction: the assumption of involvement from all stakeholders is essential, but it is not clear who organises collaborative discourse arena, and how all stakeholders sharing a common purpose can be identified and encouraged to become involved  QUOTE "(Healey, 1998b)" 
(Healey, 1998b)
. 

· Dynamics of the progresses: interactive networks, which can benefit collaborative approach, are difficult to be established in traditional compartmentalised working practices where hierarchies and markets are dominant  QUOTE "(Laws, 1999)" 
(Laws, 1999)
. 

· Securing outcomes: collaborative processes cannot always secure outcomes of collaborative actions such as productions of policy strategies or actions from stakeholders. This is because the collaborative process is based on the network mode of governance, which has loosen responsibilities that is not bonded with neither employment relationships nor contracts as like hierarchies or markets.

Engaging Collaborative Planning to Integrated Waterside Revitalisation 

Waterside revitalisation should be viewed as a healing process that restores and maintains environmental health, as well as anticipating and preventing future harm. This means striving to ensure that existing land uses and activities are adapted, and all new developments are designed to contribute to the health, diversity, and sustainability of the entire ecosystem (the physical environment, economic activities, and human communities). In an effort to incorporate principles of ecosystem approach, our research identifies nine principles for waterside revitalisation that may make watersides healthier for environment, community, and economy: cleanliness, conservation, connectivity, accessibility, usability, diversity, affordability, attractiveness and stewardship
 (Figure 2). These wider waterside issues are usually bounded with a considerable number of stakeholders including public sectors from different administrative boundary and hierarchies, private sectors, voluntary sectors and local residents. In order to co-ordinate all these stakeholders, there is the need for collaborative planning approach in integrated waterside management.

Figure 2. Ecosystem Approach and Principles for Waterside Revitalisation 
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Advantages in engaging the waterside revitalisation to the collaborative planning theory are: 1) sustainability issues in integrated waterside revitalisation may bring wider stakeholders in relation to environmental, economic and social issues; and (2) a certain geographical boundary such as a river basin helps identify stakeholders in relevant interests, develop specific issues to tackle, and gain local knowledge.

2.3 PARTNERSHIP AS AN INSTRUMENT FOR COLLABORATIVE PLANNING MODEL

Partnership is a coalition of different organisations in order to achieve a common purpose and shared vision of a defined area. An effective partnership cannot be dominated by any of its member organisations in decision-making, and the existence of the partnership does not affect the statutory powers and obligations of its member organisations. The term ‘different organisations’ distinguishes a partnership from a ‘network’ that is described as individual based relationships. There is also a moral dimension that distinguishes partnerships in town planning from business collaboration in the market place. This is the aspiration to further the public interest rather than private gain. A common structure of partnerships has been illustrated at Figure 3.

Figure 3. A Typical Structure of Partnership 
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Source:  QUOTE "(Muir and Rance, 1995)" 
Muir and Rance (1995)
 

MacKintosh  QUOTE "(MacKintosh, 1992)" 
(1992)
 has established three characteristics of the partnership approach
: 1) synergy in that more can be achieved by two or more sectors working together than separately; 2) transformation is of a process whereby partners seek to change or challenge the aims and operating cultures of other partners; and 3) budget enlargement assumes that a primary reason why organisations form partnerships is to extract additional resources from another party. 

In line with these, a following set of characteristics of the partnership instrument has been identified as the reasons for making partnerships desirable in collaborative model over other forms of public organisations:

1) Partnerships produce additional assets, skills and powers through synergy, which is a principle of collaborative planning by involving less government coercion than do other possible modes of public sector intervention  QUOTE "(Woodside, 1986)" 
(Woodside, 1986)
;

2) Partnerships are arenas of bargaining, lobbying and negotiation about purpose and objectives  QUOTE "(Bailey, 1995)" 
(Bailey, 1995)
. Therefore, partnerships may lead to quicker consensus building between stakeholders than other forms of public organisations; and

3) Partnerships can be cost-effective when compared to other possible means of achieving the same goals  QUOTE "(Brindley et al.  1989)" 
(Brindley et al. 1989)
, so that the cost of providing the same service will be less for each side of the arrangement than it would if it were providing the service alone. 

2.4 LIFE CYCLE OF PARTNERSHIPS

In the practice of planning, a particular set of institutional arrangement may be associated with a variety of modes of governance, and it includes partnerships. As a simple explanation, partnerships are the mix of different modes of governance including markets, hierarchies and networks  QUOTE "(Kim, 1999)" 
(Kim, 1999)
. Consequently, different modes of governance may be required at different stages of the partnership life cycle. Lowndes and Skelcher  QUOTE "(Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998)" 
(1998)
 have identified a life cycle of partnerships based on contrasts between modes of governance. This has four stages (Table 1): pre-partnership collaboration; partnership creation and consolidation; partnership programme delivery; and partnership termination or succession
.

Table 1. Modes of Governance in a Partnership Life Cycle

Stage in the 

Life Cycle
Mode of 

Governance
Relationship 

between Stakeholder

Pre-partnership Collaboration
Networking between individuals/ organisations.
Informality, trust and co-operation.

Willingness to work together to achieve collective purpose.

Differential resources result in emergence of inner and outer networks, with some actors becoming marginalised.

Partnership Creation and Consolidation
Hierarchy incorporating some organisations.

Formalisation of authority in partnership board and associated staff.
Negotiation and contest over definition of membership and allocation of board seats.

Disruption of network as informal balance of power codified.

Informal systems and agreements are replaced by hierarchical structure with formalised procedures and decisions.

Partnership Programme Delivery
Market mechanisms of tendering and contractual agreements.

Regulation and supervision of contractors.

Networking assists in production of bids and management of expenditure programme.
Low co-operation between providers.

Purchasers’ suspicion of over-selling by potential providers.

Distinction between inner and outer network sharpens as partnership determines agreed bids and/ or fund allocation. Reliance on informal agreements within network to negotiate complexities of contracts. 

Emergence of trust-based contracting with some organisations.

Partnership Termination and Succession
Networking between individuals/ organisations as means to maintain agency commitment, community involvement and staff employment.
Uncertainty as network stability afforded by partnership comes to an end.

Potential for new openness/ expansion of links.

Trust and informality, with negotiation and contest concerning strategic role of partnership.

Source:  QUOTE "(Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998)" 
Lowndes and Skelcher (1998)
 

3. THE MERSEY BASIN CAMPAIGN: THE CASE STUDY

The Mersey Basin Campaign is a government-sponsored 25-year initiative that was formally launched by the Department of the Environment in 1985. The Campaign aims to improve water quality and the waterside environments of the Mersey Basin, a heavily urbanised area containing the two conurbations of Merseyside and Greater Manchester. The Campaign covers the Mersey Basin (Figure 4), an area of 4680 square kilometres and embraces some 2000 kilometres of watercourses, and it is one of the largest river basin projects in the world  QUOTE "(Wood et al.  1999)" 
(Wood et al. 1999)
. At the time of establishing the Campaign, the River Mersey and its tributaries were amongst the most polluted rivers in Europe, receiving up to 60% of the mainland pollution generated by industry and a living population of over 5 million  QUOTE "(Mersey Basin Campaign, 1997)" 
(Mersey Basin Campaign, 1997)
. 

Figure 4. The Area Covered by the Mersey Basin Campaign 
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With a £4 billion funding programme (£2.5 billion for water quality measures and £1.4 billion for landward regeneration) the Campaign has three overarching objectives:

· to improve river quality to at least fair standard by the year 2010 so that all rivers and streams are clean enough to support fish;

· to stimulate the development of attractive waterside environments for businesses, housing, tourism, heritage, recreation and wildlife; and

· to encourage people living and working in the Mersey Basin to value and cherish their watercourses and waterfront environment.

The Campaign is based on the notion of strategic partnership between public, private and voluntary sectors. The Campaign has got about 30 local authorities, 600 voluntary organisations and 23 businesses and government agencies as its member partners. In 1999, the Campaign won the inaugural Thiess Environmental Services ‘River Prize’ in Brisbane, Australia as the World’s best river-management initiative for its environmental co-operation between all sectors. 

4. PRE-PARTNERSHIP COLLABORATION

The innovation of the Campaign was developed within the social and political environments of Merseyside in the early 1980s. In the wake of the Toxteth riots, Michael Heseltine, the former Secretary of State for the Environment, put special efforts to Merseyside. Following his 1981 visit to Merseyside, the Merseyside Task Force Initiative was created  QUOTE "(Cullingworth and Nadin, 1994)" 
(Cullingworth and Nadin, 1994)
. Initially, this was a task force of officials from the Department of the Environment to bring together and concentrate the activities of central government and to work with local government and the private sector to find ways of strengthening the economy and improving the environment in Merseyside  QUOTE "(House of Commons, 1983)" 
(House of Commons, 1983)
. The Campaign was not totally the product of ‘marriage of convenience  QUOTE "(RTPI, 1998)" 
(RTPI, 1998)
’ that is aptly described as common motivation of partnership working. The Campaign was a product of a political inspiration from Heseltine.

4.1 BUILDING COMMON PURPOSES 

In order to translate the political ambition into reality, the Department of the Environment produced a consultation paper, ‘Cleaning up the Mersey  QUOTE "(Department of the Environment, 1982)" 
(Department of the Environment, 1982)
’, in November 1982. The consultation paper outlined the present state of water quality, problems of watersides and improvement projects that were undertaking at that time. Identifying agreed problems, which is a starting point of building common purpose  QUOTE "(Innes, 1998)" 
(Innes, 1998)
, was very straightforward. Poor water quality and, consequent high costs of the economic development were already at the heart of matter in the region. The common purpose of the Campaign, improving water quality was simple and widely acceptable. The consultation paper, therefore, sought for answers on how to do it rather than what to do. The questions raised are as follow:

· Are the most affected people ready and willing to tackle problems in the Mersey Basin?

· How much will it all cost and who should pay for it?

· How long will it take?

· What part the different bodies, the public, private and voluntary sectors, can play?

· How best can co-ordination of effort and continuing commitment be ensured?

The consultation paper was circulated widely among the many interests involved. Following on the consultation paper, the Secretary of State held the first Mersey Basin Campaign Conference at Daresbury in 1983 with over 200 participants. 

4.2 IDENTIFYING KEY STAKEHOLDERS

The consultation process was important in the pre-partnership collaboration stage. The consultation was part of not only building common purpose but also of identifying and networking with key stakeholders in the Mersey Basin. Interviewees reported that stakeholders have been identified through the consultation process and other networking developed in their daily working life such as the local government networking. However, existing networks played more a significant role than just that of identifying stakeholders. 

Our research found that existing organisations and networks in the Mersey Basin area helped establish the Campaign. Interviewees reported that the Merseyside Task Force as a way of partnership working provided area-based knowledge and networks particularly in the area of the estuary where was their territory. Derelict land reclamation and Groundwork Trust
 provided useful contacts to local governments and voluntary groups within the Basin. Although many parts of networking are based on personal contact and skill, initial contacts to wider stakeholders in this period to make them aware of the partnership are crucial to take the partnership forward to a creation and consolidation stage.

5. PARTNERSHIP CREATION AND CONSOLIDATION

A year after the Mersey Basin Campaign Conference, a press conference
 was held in March 1984 in order to begin the initial formation of the Campaign. The statement that was published in the press conference raised three messages: we need a radical clean-up campaign; we need a new non-statutory body to run it; and we need the Department of the Environment to take the lead. The press conference also concluded the needs of 25 years time-period and 2 billion pounds investment based on a brief calculation from the North West Water Authority. In March 1995, the Mersey Basin Campaign officially launched.

Heseltine’s political inspiration motivated the creation of the Campaign. This brought several advantages in establishing the Campaign at the early stage. Unlikely other short-term initiatives established in the early 1980s, the Campaign had exceptionally a 25-year long-term time scale. It was also relatively easy to take inputs from governmental bodies such as the Department of the Environment and the North West Water Authority. However, persuading stakeholders to become involved in the Campaign was a different matter. Although most stakeholders agreed on the Campaign’s sustainability vision, this could not be the sole reason for the stakeholders to contribute their resources (extra time and money) to the Campaign. This section therefore investigates what structure the Campaign has taken to deliver its service and how the Campaign attracts partners to get involved.

5.1 DESIGNING FACILITATING BODIES

Structuring Facilitating Bodies

The structure of the Campaign has been always flexible and has changed several times in response to changing political environments. In the 10 years since the consultation paper, a baseline structure of the Campaign had been established in 1992. It echoes the principle of collaborative planning by creating three central elements representing public, private and voluntary sectors. These three elements were developed as the Mersey Basin Campaign Administration Ltd, the Mersey Basin Business Foundation and the Mersey Basin Trust. 

The Administration Ltd was originally part of the Environment and Technology Directorate, Government Office for North West. This had been acting as overall co-ordinator and administrator, to simulate, develop and support Campaign action. It had two main roles: 1) to consult member partners and codify a sort of common agenda that can co-operate all interest groups involved in the Campaign; and 2) to produce accountability of the Campaign activities for the annual government grant. The Administration Company was a subsidiary company of the Mersey Basin Business Foundation that is a channel for business sponsorship to the Campaign activities. The Mersey Basin Trust, originally formed in 1985, is to support voluntary groups undertaking environmental actions at local level.

This ‘three-element’ structure enables not only representations from diverse interests but also input from the various experiences of the Campaign partners. Apparently, each key organisation operates and represents a different mode of governance, hierarchies, markets and networks (Figure 5). It does not mean that each key element is predominated by its representing mode of governance. For example, as the Administration Company emerged from the Government Office, it had a good understanding of a hierarchical approach. The Company knew how the Campaign could work and deal with local governments and governmental agencies. However, the Company also played an essential role in establishing networks with key partner organisations in its operation. The Business Foundation was able to input a market approach, business way of thinking, to the Campaign activities. In much the same way, the Trust that nurtures comprehensive voluntary networks in the region.

Figure 5. The Structure of Mersey Basin Campaign, 1992-2000
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Structural Changes of Facilitating Bodies

The structure of the Campaign has been changed several times for various reasons such as the changing of political environment and accountability (Table 2). The Campaign has been, however, fairly consistent with keeping the principle of ‘three-sector representation’
. It is clear that the structure of the facilitating bodies needs to adapt to changing of political and administrative environments. Interviewees reported that the changes in the facilitating body have been significant but have affected only a limit number of people, mostly the Campaign Centre staff.

Table 2. Developing and Changing of the Campaign Structure, 1982-2000

Year
Restructuring Events

1982
‘Cleaning up the Mersey’ Consultation Paper produced.

1983
1st Mersey Basin Campaign Conference held.

1984
The Mersey Basin Campaign Unit was set up.

1987
The Mersey Basin Campaign Voluntary Sector Network launched.

1991
The Voluntary Sector Network changed to the Mersey Basin Trust as a charitable body.

1992
The Mersey Basin Business Foundation launched.

1996
The Campaign Unit changed to the Mersey Basin Campaign Administration Ltd as a freestanding company.

2000
The Administration Ltd absorbed to the Campaign Council. 

Source: Adapted from  QUOTE "(Mersey Basin Campaign, 1993)" 
Mersey Basin Campaign (1993)
 

Our research shows that the structural reform has been a tool for managing administration at the Campaign Centre as a facilitating body, but has not changed a whole attitude of the Campaign partners. In the case of the Campaign, at least, the principle of collaboration between public, private, and voluntary sectors at the core of the partnership structure has helped to deliver a consistent message to wider member partners. Moreover, a geographically-tiered approach of the Campaign might play a role in securing a consistent support from wider partners during its many structural reforms. As individual River Valley Initiatives
 manage discrete geographical areas, the activities of individual local initiatives were not directly influenced by significant structural reforms at the regional centre. 

Geographically-tiered Approach 

Anther paramount feature in the Campaign structure is a geographical tiered approach (Figure 6). The Campaign area is split into smaller catchment areas led by independent steering groups such as the River Valley Initiatives. The Campaign’s geographical tiered approach started when the Catchment Project Groups were established by addressing the specific needs of particular catchments. The Catchment Groups, formed in 1984, divided as five project groups led by local authorities: Central; Upper; Estuary; Southern; and Leeds and Liverpool Canal Corridor project groups. Within the sub-regional structure of the Catchment Groups, RVIs deliver the Campaign’s vision to local level. The Alt 2000 RVI, formed in 1992, helped pioneer not only the concept of the RVI but also a ‘piecemeal basis  QUOTE "(Alt 2000, 1999)" 
(Alt 2000, 1999)
’ approach
 by dividing local watercourses in manageable sizes for stimulating local actions.

This tiered approach may help deliver directly the Campaign’s vision to local level activities by translating regional strategies to project-oriented actions at local level. It also enables the Campaign to work with a concern of diverse characteristics of individual watercourses by working with local interest groups that have area-based knowledge, networks and resources. Targeting individual watercourses encourages local community groups to contribute to their neighbourhood watercourses, and stimulates stewardship on their waterside environments.

Figure 6. The Campaign’s Geographically-tiered Approach to River Management
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5.2 HOOKS ATTRACTING STAKEHOLDERS

Like other basins, the Mersey Basin is faced with a range of administrative, political, economic and environmental issues. The scope and complexity of these issues in relation to the Mersey are immense (Kidd, 1995). The complexity of waterside issues forced the Campaign to establish a much broader vision based on the concept of sustainability that can be agreed by most stakeholders. This enables a win-win strategy by covering wider issues together in economic, social, and environmental decision-making. The overarching objectives give benefits in developing common purposes between stakeholders and prevent serious conflicts in between them. However, the sustainability objectives could not secure stakeholder participation because it could not generate strong commitments from stakeholders to put extra time, effort and money into the partnership. Moreover, the speed of water quality improvement is too slow to act as a stimulus. The Campaign therefore had to develop a set of hooks to attract waterside stakeholders in the Mersey Basin.

Direct Hooks to Attract Stakeholders: Resources

There is wide spread acknowledgement that market-based hooks such as funding availability are the most popular reason for stakeholders to get involved in a partnership. It is also evident that the European Regional Development Strategies and its preparation process have stimulated collaboration in implementing tasks of regional issues  QUOTE "(Martin and Pearce, 1994)" 
(Martin and Pearce, 1994)
. Interviewees indicated that the 63 million pounds of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) played a significant role in attracting stakeholders to become part of the Campaign. Peter Walton, the former Head of the Campaign Unit, reported:

“People in Macclesfield asked why they should be interested in the Mersey Basin, so I said the River Bollin flows into the River Mersey, so you are part of the Basin. By the way, there is a European grant. They suddenly thought this is a good idea. The money talked. … The local authorities were in particular because at that time the other sources of funding were diminishing. People get completely hooked on getting money from the government.”

It is clear that the funding opportunity helped considerably attract the partners in the early years of the Campaign when there was narrow understanding on the concept of partnership. This funding opportunity does not have to be enormous like the ERDF to attract partners. Even smaller funding opportunity could be very attractive to voluntary groups.

Indirect Hooks to Attract Stakeholders: Added Values

Although it is not very obvious as market-oriented resources, the credibility of the Campaign has been also identified as a hook to attract stakeholders in the area. This credibility is as a regional partnership initiative with the central government support. For example, the North West Water (NWW) has had an independent objective to improve water quality of the Mersey catchment even before the Campaign established. However, the Campaign could strengthen the accountability of the NWW to the government and give the NWW a high priority when allocating external finance. The regulatory agencies, such as the Environment Agency, saw an opportunity for wider consultation by being a part of the Campaign. Business sectors saw the potential for promoting a positive image of the company and better public relations by working within the sustainability vision. 

Interviewees from voluntary sectors indicated the benefits of becoming part of the Campaign are: 1) small funding opportunities; 2) expertise and help from the Trust and other member partners of the Campaign; 3) credibility and strength when they speak to the local authorities; and 4) feelings of comfort being a part of bigger organisation. Additionally, bigger partner organisations from both public and private sectors such as the DETR, the Environment Agency, North West Water, ICI, and so on, give the Campaign an added credibility to attract smaller organisations or groups.

6. PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMME DELIVERY

6.1 THREE KEY ASPECTS OF INTEGRATED WATERSIDE REVITALISATION
Creighton ( QUOTE "(Creighton, 1983)" 
1983
), quoted in  QUOTE "(Heathcote, 1998)" 
Heathcote (1998)
, has pointed that different publics may be required throughout the planning process, some stages requiring broad review by the widest audience possible and others having a greater need for technical focus and continuity. One way around these issues to the partnership approach is for different partners to operate at different levels  QUOTE "(RTPI, 1998)" 
(RTPI, 1998)
. Decision-making may usually rest with a forum, such as a board of directors, which is formed with formal membership of partners. Informal involvement may involve a greater number of partners. Moreover, in the process of co-operative development work, both top-down and bottom-up approaches are importance and these two approaches cannot be separated  QUOTE "(Paton and Emerson, 1988)" 
(Paton and Emerson, 1988)
. 

A partnership requires multiple processes to achieve its goals. Some stages of planning require continuity of leadership and clarity of vision, and others require local democracy approaches. This is especially true when the partnership deals with complexity and dynamics of multiple issues such as those around the waterside revitalisation projects. Therefore, the institutional arrangements delivering an appropriate mechanism for the waterside revitalisation should be able to accommodate those multiple aspects and processes in it service delivery.

Our research has identified three key aspects of the collaborative partnerships based on the nature of collaborative planning: consensus building; facilitation; and open participation. Faced with complexity of wider involvement and agenda in revitalising the waterside, the partnership should be able to make stakeholders reach agreed statements for common goals (consensus building); to encourage partners to implement on focused issues or projects (facilitation); and to allow wider involvement of all interest groups willing to participate in various aspects (open participation). A mechanism of service delivery process is illustrated in Figure 7. 

Firstly, consensus building is developed by and delivered through formal memberships. This involves strategy-oriented actions rather than implements practical projects. There are two different kinds of consensus building processes. One is to reach to common visions and manage the strategic overview of the partnership. The other is to develop strategic management plans in relation to specific issues or areas. Secondly, facilitation may involve both formal and informal memberships to deliver its services. A partnership can facilitate actions from partners by developing a strategic programme. Moreover, facilitation is also needed to take forward practical projects that are under conflicts. Thirdly, open participation is more likely related to practical projects than strategic actions. Due to the notion of open participation, this involves both member partners and members of the general public. Projects of open participation can be organised by the facilitating body but also self-organised by participating interest groups.

Figure 7. A Mechanism of Collaborative Partnership Service Delivery
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6.2 CONSENSUS BUILDING

This section draws on the results of two case studies investigating how a consensus building process can be applied to a process of integrated waterside revitalisation within the Campaign activities. Two case studies are: the Mersey Strategy Partnership that covers the Mersey Estuary and implements the Mersey Estuary Management Plan  QUOTE "(University of Liverpool Study Team, 1995)" 
(University of Liverpool Study Team, 1995)
 as an element of the Campaign; and the Mersey Basin Council that is a coordinating committee of the Campaign providing a strategic overview of the Campaign activities.

Mersey Strategy Partnership

The Mersey Strategy Partnership case study suggests the importance of a steering group structure; a working group with 20 or fewer is a desirable size for it to be effective  QUOTE "(Heathcote, 1998)" 
(Heathcote, 1998)
. This should also be in a manner consistent with the principles for collaborative planning: the working group should include representatives of all relevant and significant interests  QUOTE "(Innes and Booher, 1999a)" 
(Innes and Booher, 1999a)
; and participants should represent points of view and interests, not merely large organisations with the most wide-ranging powers  QUOTE "(Straus, 1999)" 
(Straus, 1999)
.

A service delivery mechanism of collaborative partnerships, which tend to be based on a network mode of governance  QUOTE "(Kim, 1999)" 
(Kim, 1999)
, may be different from other economic regeneration partnerships. This is because the actions from partner organisations cannot be directly motivated through a network-oriented approach. The interviews undertaken by the authors show that most representatives on the Steering Group have not changed their own organisational points of view on the Estuary while working within the Mersey Strategy. However, they gained a better understanding of the Estuary issues, and came to recognise the need for a wider perspective on the Estuary than could be achieved by individual partners ploughing a lone furrow.  Nevertheless, most interviewees had found that the motivation for working actively in the Steering Group is dependant on the enthusiasm of individuals rather than the concerns of their own organisations.

Our research shows that having shared ownership of the partnership among those representatives is fundamental for effective partnership service delivery. William Crookshank, a representative of the Environment Agency, commented that:

“Initially, I was representing the Agency. … I am now, at the Steering Group meeting, representing the Steering Group and the [Mersey] Strategy more than the Agency. … I have a problem when I talk about ‘we’. I sometimes think, am I talking ‘we’ as the Agency or ‘we’ as the Mersey Strategy?”

The interviews show that the more active representatives, in the view of their colleagues, have similar feelings. Our research identifies that, once the representatives have ownership of the partnership, they act as a catalyst to stimulate and motivate action by partner organisations. This is because: 1) they are more likely to have a strong feedback process to their parent organisations; 2) they are generally prepared to seek resources for the Mersey Strategy from their parent organisation; and 3) they tend to make their colleagues aware of the Mersey Strategy throughout internal networks within their parent organisations  QUOTE "(Kim and Batey, forthcoming; Kim and Batey, 2001)" 
(Kim and Batey, 2001;forthcoming)

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\03332\03332\00\03\00 
. Our research indicates that these three actions of representatives are essential to make the partner organisations aware of the importance of the Mersey Strategy, and consequently, encourages them to work for the Strategy’s aims. If so, there is another question to be asked. How can the ownership of the partnership be developed among the representatives?

There is no simple answer. However, it may be easier to answer the question as to what distinguishes active members from less active members in the Steering Group. Our research shows that most of the active member representatives perceive much wider potential for the partnership. Active representatives have pointed out that the potential outcomes are the product of written agreements, mutual understanding, a learning process, and changing attitudes and viewpoints of working within partnerships. On the other hand, less active members described the purpose of the Strategy as simply enabling issues concerned with the Estuary to be raised. 

We agree with Marsh  QUOTE "(Marsh, 1998)" 
(1998)
 who argues that communication exchange (interaction and information sharing) in a working group affects the outcomes of the network-oriented approach, by offering a unique opportunity for partners to gain a better understanding of each other’s interests and improving partner relationships. Our research indicates ownership of the partnership may be stimulated when the representatives are made aware of wider visions of the Estuary developed through communication exchanges. Networks are useful in streamlining such communication by encouraging information sharing  QUOTE "(Powell, 1991)" 
(Powell, 1991)
. However, one interviewee reported that newcomers have found difficulties in breaking into the close-knit relationships among active members in the Steering Group.

Mersey Basin Campaign Council

The Campaign Council, which is a consulting advisory committee providing a strategic overview of the Campaign has 42 member organisations on board. It was not initially designed to be a working group like the Steering Group of the Mersey Strategy. However, the size of the committee may not be appropriate to develop comprehensive consensus building. Instead, the Campaign uses the Council as a forum to allow member partners to meet in a regular basis, allowing them to share their experiences. It also shows partners what is happening across the region and enables many to put their own project into the context of the Campaign as a whole. The actual consensus building has been preceded outside of the Council through consultation process by organising one-to-one individual meetings with key partners. Although it is not the real form of consensus building, this enables the Campaign to build more close and personal contacts with its partners considering the personal enthusiasm of representatives plays an important role in delivering the services. Additionally, these individual meetings resolve conflicts before they become serious in the Council meetings.

6.3 FACILITATION

This section investigates how facilitation can operate in the practice of integrated waterside revitalisation. The two case studies are: 1) the Water Mark Scheme as a strategic programme, which is an award scheme promoting the sustainable waste management from waterside businesses; and 2) the Showrick’s Bridge Project as an example of facilitation process in a practical project that was under conflicts between two local authorities. Two case studies show clearly that facilitation is not just a negotiation process between conflicting bodies. The most fundamental aspect of implementing facilitation is a process bringing resources from all interest groups involved. 

Water Mark Scheme

The Water Mark Scheme is initially designed to target waterside businesses to implement sustainable waste management by giving an award following an appropriate site audit such as the ISO 14000
. However, at the end of its pilot scheme, our research has identified the Water Mark as a stimulus in breaking the barrier between businesses, the Environment Agency and local communities. The businesses get involved because of: 1) a free site audit for environmental management; 2) a better chance to achieve ISO 14001 by operating better environmental management in day-to-day practice; 3) the potential for promoting a positive image of the company; 4) an opportunity for better public relations by working within local communities. Speaking from his experience of operating the pilot scheme with a national chain store, B&Q Brierfield, Steven Beesley, Project Officer of REEL RVI, added:

“Some of companies, especially large ones, totally finance themselves within their own budgets. … [But] because they [B&Q] restricted how much grant they can put in any one store, they couldn’t finance the whole project [creating seating area on canalside]. But that was helped by input from a local community group, free labouring from the Environmental Project Along the Canal.”

His point extends the outcomes of the scheme. The Water Mark may be not only to involve businesses as it initially intended but also can break down the barrier between businesses and local community groups. For the Environment Agency, the Water Mark scheme has been seen as way of preventing pollution by encouraging businesses to practice better environmental management. The scheme also brought about a positive image of the Agency among businesses by tackling practice through ‘encouragement’ than ‘enforcement’. 

Showrick’s Bridge Project

The Showrick’s Bridge that was removed during the First World War has been a missing link in an extensive footpath network of the West Lancashire and Sefton areas. The site of Showrick’s Bridge is located on the administrative border between the Sefton Borough and the Lancashire County. The overarching location between two authorities was a major obstruction dragging the Showrick’s Bridge project on for more than 10 years due to a disagreed funding reasonability. During the 10-year period, however, significant work progress had took place at last two years time when the Alt 2000 RVI got involved in and facilitated the project.

Although the actual conflict of the project was between Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council and Lancashire County Council, it would be a mistake to dismiss this case as being about a simple two-party negotiation. While the representatives of the two local authorities could not take the case forward, the intervention of the third party pressurised two local authorities to promote the Showrick’s Bridge project. A comprehensive consensus building by Alt 2000, where communication and trust are strong, brought in the resources and efforts from all member organisations. 

The project shifted its emphasis when the Environment Agency funded a new design and costing exercise for the Bridge. The Section 56 of the Highways Act, Proceedings for an Order to Repair Highway  QUOTE "(Cross and Sauvain, 1981)" 
(Cross and Sauvain, 1981)
, has been a bargaining tool for bureaucratic deadlock caused by traditional compartmentalised working practices. Underlining a comment from Gwen White, the former Chair of the Alt 2000 Access Group, facilitation has been implemented collaboratively than adversely:

“The extraneous elements in this [the Showrick’s Bridge project] was actually Sefton was legally bound to replace the bridge. There was an obligation according to the Highways Act to replace the bridge legally. Politically in Sefton it was difficult for them to justify spending this money on this bridge because of the tight budget. … The engineers in Sefton actually asked us [the Alt 2000] to ask the Ramblers Association that is also member of the Alt 2000 to threaten them with high court action as the way of unblocking the political will to do this. So, the chair of local branch [of the Ramblers Association] wrote to Sefton saying they would take legal action. That was a kind of face-saver for the local authority. There was a kind of will to do with the bridge, but they couldn’t because the bridge wasn’t on the top of the list. It wouldn’t have happened without Alt 2000.” 

This demonstrates a good example of collaborative faciliation enhancing preception and understanding, providing conflicts to possible solutions, and remaining open to counterarguments. The most important lesson that can be learnt from this case is that an ‘informal’ way of collaborative actions can be more effective to solve conflicts caused by ‘formal’ approaches of planning. However, this collaborative facilitation can be implemented where there is a conprehensive consensus building process that promotes ownership and wider vision of the partnership. As it shows in this case, the representatives of the Sefton did not represent the only interests of the Sefton Borough Council but worked for much wider vision of the partnership. The role of Alt 2000 was important to open up the issues initially and solve conflicts before more serious problems developed. 

It is now clear that facilitation can be mostly implemented as a part of a comprehensive consensus building process when there is a well-established collaborative culture in the working group. This is because an accomplished consensus building process can: 1) build a better communication and understanding among participants; 2) open up the discussion and bring resources from all members who participate; and 3) unlock opportunities to resolve potential conflicts that may be hardly sorted in traditional compartmentalised working practices. 

6.4 OPEN PARTICIPATION

Two case studies for open participation are: the Mersey Basin Weekends that are annual events involving the members of the Campaign to undertake practical actions to improve and raise awareness of their local watercourses; and the Kingfisher and Dragonfly/Damselfly Surveys that are surveys for numbers and distributions of wildlife species by inviting the participation of the general public. The two case studies show that the true values of open participation are in its process stimulating the local stewardship on local waterside environment and providing an effective marketing tool than its physical improvement.

Mersey Basin Weekends

The Mersey Basin Weekends take place on a weekend of October inviting all members of the Campaign, especially voluntary groups, to improve and develop awareness of local waterside environments. Annually, more than 100 events have been organised, these include river and stream clean-ups, guided walks, exhibitions, water sports and education. Interviewees emphasised that the Mersey Basin Weekends were originally allocated in publicity and marketing side of the Campaign. The Weekends act as a focus for the voluntary efforts of the Campaign. Considering there is no obvious tool to measure the outcome from voluntary actions, the result of the Weekend provides a virtual evidence of community actions in the Campaign. This helps secure the credibility of the Campaign as a ‘three-sector’ partnership. 

The Weekends also play a role in empowering local community generating the awareness and stewardship on local waterside environments. One-third of the Weekend events are related to waterside clean-ups organised by local community groups. Speaking from her experience as a member of Friends of Healey Dell, Caroline Downey, Director of the Mersey Basin Trust, explained how local stewardship may be developed through clean-up events:

“In this group [Friends of Healey Dell], we have gone through the process of doing the clean-ups for three years. … When you are working with them on that, they come up with this point. They turn around and say ‘Why the hell are we out here every two or three weeks and cleaning up this rubbish? Who is putting it in there?’ … That’s what the group gets to. They want to stop this. That’s what our group is looking at the moment, campaigning and writing to local authorities and the Environment Agency [to make sure keep the area clean]. The community is starting to stand up and shout. That is the story [of empowering the communities] beyond the clean-ups.”

Kingfisher and Dragonfly/Damselfly Surveys

The rationale behind the Kingfisher Surveys is that the presence of kingfishers and dragonflies/damselflies depends on high quality water to be able to survive. The interviewees reported that the selection of the wildlife species for the survey was important in order to meet two major aims of the survey: distribution of wildlife in relation to water quality in the Mersey Basin; and public awareness on watercourse environments. The kingfisher and dragonfly/damselfly have been chosen as survey species because 1) they are indications of clean water; and 2) their looks attract people’s attention. Obvious benefits in having attractive wildlife species as a survey target are a considerable number of responses and publicity opportunities after the survey has been completed. 

There were over 1300 responses back in 1998, and every year the participants have increased  QUOTE "(Dawson and Eagles, 1999)" 
(Dawson and Eagles, 1999)
. Furthermore, there were over 20 articles published on local newspapers in relation to the Kingfisher Survey in 1998. It was a significant amount of publication from single survey project undertaken with limited resources, as Tony Jones, the former Executive Director of the Mersey Basin Trust, reported. Good publicity could provide an opportunity to highlight the achievement of the Campaign that may encourage the ownership among the member partners by generating feelings of achievements, which is a fundamental element for comprehensive consensus building.

For the organising body, open participation cannot only bring wider involvement, but also be a good marketing tool for the organising body. It is now clear that open participation can generate a great deal of publicity and provide an evidence of wider supports from various sectors. This may ensure the credibility of the organisation to both member partners and the general public. A stronger networking and a funding opportunity have been identified as the reason for informal members to get involved in the open participation events. In addition, an educational purpose is the main hook for the general public.

7. PARTNERSHIP TERMINATION AND SUCCESSION

There are three different exit strategies for partnership termination: complete close of the partnership, continued by partner organisations, and succession of the partnership. Considering it is generally assumed that partnerships should only run for a limited period  QUOTE "(Bailey, 1995)" 
(Bailey, 1995)
, partnership should prepare situation after its termination in order to ensure that the lessons learnt would be absorbed by existing agencies. On the exit strategy of the Campaign, Jeff Hinchcliffe, the former Chief Executive of the Campaign, reported:

“My view is that the year 2010 is the limit currently set by the government to fund the [Campaign] Centre. … There are three possibilities. The whole thing stops. The Campaign can continue to achieve whatever it needs to be achieved afterward 2010 without the current input from the government. If there is enough organisations to realise the Campaign is worth preserving, then they will find their own way to do it. Or, government can extend their funding. I will be very surprised if the Campaign closes and collapses in 2010.”

In order to secure that the vision of the partnership can sustain even after the partnership termination, the partnership needs to develop clear exit strategy in advance to allow time to prepare its termination. Most important aspect in the exit strategy is to develop strong networks between partner organisations that may last longer after the termination than other modes of governance, hierarchies and markets. Networks between members partners may be enable further collaboration in future. The Campaign’s geographical tiered approach may benefit its exit strategy. Even if the regional centre of the Campaign may terminate its service in 2010, there is a strong possibility that local RVIs as independent initiatives may continue their services afterwards.

8. CONCLUSION

We learn from more than arguments and voice in participatory settings, but how we do so is far from clear. In negotiations, participatory groups, and ordinary meetings too, we learn not just with our ears but with our eyes, not just with our heads but with our hearts. We come not only to hear new information we find relevant, but we come to see new issues that need our attention. We come not only to revise our sense of strategies, but to develop new relationships with others too.  QUOTE "(Forester, 1999)" 
(Forester, 1999:129)

Concepts of collaborative planning are now firmly on the agenda of integrated waterside revitalisation. Although such ideas are now widely accepted, they are potentially difficult to operate in the practice of planning. This is because they require a transformation of traditional compartmentalised working practices and the engagement of many players not previously directly worked with. 

The complexity of waterside issues forced the partnership to establish a much broader vision based on the concept of sustainability. This enables a win-win strategy by covering wider issues together in economic, social, and environmental decision-making. However, sustainability is not the sole reason for them to put extra time, effort and money into the partnership. Therefore, the waterside collaborative partnerships need to develop alternative motivations for stakeholders to become involved, and working practices that can generate commitments from the partner members to act under the common visions of the partnership.

From the experience of the Campaign, our research shows that funding opportunity acts as a direct hook to attract stakeholders to become part of the partnership. The Campaign also provides indirect hooks such as the credibility as a government-sponsored regional initiative and publicity opportunity. Our research identified three key aspects of integrated waterside revitalisation: consensus building; facilitation; and open participation. Our research shows that having a shared ownership of the partnership, between member representatives, is fundamental for effective consensus building. Once participating member representatives have feelings of achievement, their stimulated ownership of the partnership acts as a catalyst to motivate action from their parent organisations. Those motivated representatives enable partner organisations to work for wider vision of the partnership than the interests of their own organisations. Our research suggests this enthusiasm of representatives is the driving force of the collaborative partnership.

Two case studies on facilitation show that effective facilitation must be in the basis of the comprehensive consensus building. Facilitation in a collaborative partnership is not just a negotiation process to solve a source of conflict. A process bringing resources from all interest groups involved is identified as the most fundamental aspect of facilitation. On line with this, a comprehensive networking between member partners is an essential element for open participation. As well as open participation helping improve waterside environments, it also acts more importantly as a vehicle in simulating local stewardship on waterside environments. Open participation may also promote ownership of partnership within the member groups, considering achieving feasible projects that can give a feeling of achievement to the representatives. 

Small-scale projects run by the voluntary group, which can be easily organised with little efforts and funds, may provide a considerable impact on developing ownership of the partnership. This is especially true at the beginning of partnership establishment. When the partnership may have difficulties in organising large-scale projects, some small-scale voluntary group actions may give representatives feelings of achievement and awareness of what the partnership can achieve.
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�  These nine principles for revitalising waterside are modified from � QUOTE "(Kim, 1998; Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront, 1990)" � ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00K(Kim, 1998; Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront, 1990)\00K\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\0277\0277\00\02\00 ��Kim (1998) and Royal Commission on the Future of the Toronto Waterfront (1990)�� QUOTE "" � ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\03131\03131\00\03\00 ��.


� Her work has been developed further by other researchers like � QUOTE "(Bailey, 1994; Bailey, 1995)" � ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00\1C(Bailey, 1994; Bailey, 1995)\00\1C\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\03159\03159\00\03\00 ��Bailey (1994; 1995)�� QUOTE "" � ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00\00\01\00\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\03132\03132\00\03\00 �� and � QUOTE "(Hastings, 1996)" � ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00\10(Hastings, 1996)\00\10\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\03134\03134\00\03\00 ��Hastings (1996)�.


� The four stages of partnership life cycle, which discuss on this section, draw heavily on the work of Lowndes and Skelcher � QUOTE "(Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998)" � ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00\1C(Lowndes and Skelcher, 1998)\00\1C\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\03177\03177\00\03\00 ��(1998)�. However, some contents have been modified in order to adjust into wider definition of partnership dealing in this research. This is because their works tend to be limited on public-private partnerships of urban regeneration projects.


� The Groundwork Trust, formed in 1981, is a registered charity working in partnership with the local community to improve the local environment with a network of over 40 national branches.


� Press Conference On Mersey Initiative, Mersey Clean-up Initiative Moves to Third Stage (16 March 1984)


� This three-sector structure has not been obviously appeared in its formal structure since the creation of the Campaign Council in withdrawing the Administration Company and combining several committees in 2000.


� The RVIs were in effect seen as ‘mini’ Campaign targeting individual watercourses delivering the Campaign’s strategies at the local level.


�  This is also known as a Professor Peter Batey’s Approach in the Campaign.


� The International Organisation for Standardisation (ISO) is a non-governmental organisation aiming to facilitate the international exchange of goods and services by establishing international standards and reconciling regulatory differences between countries. The ISO 14000 series are to address the environmental impacts on their activities � QUOTE "(Pringle et al.  1998)" � ADDIN REFMAN ÿ\11\05‘\19\01\00\00\00\16(Pringle et al.  1998)\00\16\00\1CC:\5CProgram Files\5CWinRM8\5Cjoon\03\00\03302\03302\00\03\00 ��(Pringle et al.  1998)�.
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