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Abstract

In England, flooding in recent years has had a detrimental effect on the economy, the
environment and the health and wellbeing of people. Climate change research suggests
that the occurrence and consequences of flooding may worsen in the future. Therefore,
effective flood risk management (FRM) is crucial. Traditionally, mainly structural
measures, such as barriers and embankments, were taken to prevent flooding. In recent
times, the emphasis has shifted to managing the risk of flooding by using non-structural
methods as well, such as spatial planning. Simultaneously, there has been a shift from
government to governance. Due to privatisation, agentification and decentralisation,
decision making increasingly takes place in local governance networks. Actors with
differing interests and responsibilities interact and negotiate in order to influence FRM,
such as local authorities, the Environment Agency (EA), which has national

responsibility for FRM, and developers.

This PhD research explores the nature of network governance in FRM in England. The
research focuses on local planning processes to examine the development and
functioning of governance networks, in order to identify key factors that influence
FRM. To achieve this, a multiple case study approach was applied, comprising two
cases of local planning processes. The first case is a major mixed development in the
North-East of England that has issues with river and surface water flooding, whilst the
second case is a major redevelopment of a cricket ground in the South-East that is at

significant risk of river flooding.

The findings show that in both cases governance networks were formed to make
decisions on FRM. In the first case, the actors cooperated and were able to implement a
sustainable method of FRM. In the second case, the actors were unable to agree and the
decision was referred to central government, which granted permission for development
against the EA’s advice. One key factor influencing FRM was the actors’ ability to align
interests, in particular the developers, the local authority and the EA, causing either
conflict or cooperation in the governance network. The individual interests were derived
from various factors, such as legislation, financial benefits and personal preference. The
actors then used their agency to reach collaborative or individual objectives by utilising
knowledge and structures to their advantage. Therefore, the nature of network
governance influences the functioning of these networks, which in turn impacts on the

way flood risk is managed.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This chapter introduces the research topic and rationale for this research, which is
composed of the changing approach to flood risk management (FRM) and the way in
which it is governed. Section 1.2 briefly introduces the problem of flooding in England,
where various floods in the past years have caused much disruption and damage.
Section 1.3 explains how the nature of FRM and the way it is governed has been subject
to changes over the years, such as the increasing roles of the planning system and
governance networks. Section 1.4 introduces theory on governance networks, after
which, section 1.5 outlines the research aim and questions, followed by the
methodological approach in section 1.6. Then, section 1.7 describes the academic field
this research is part of, as well as the contribution it aims to make. Lastly, section 1.8

contains the structure of this thesis.

1.2 The problem of flooding

In recent years, England has suffered from multiple floods. For instance, flooding
during June and July 2007 caused much damage and disruption in many parts of
England and a heavy rainstorm in the summer of 2012 caused widespread flooding in
Newcastle upon Tyne. Not only does flooding have a great economic cost — for
instance, the 2007 floods cost an estimated £3.2 billion (Chatterton et al. 2010) — it also
has a great social cost. Flood waters are treacherous and people whose houses flood
may suffer from physical and psychological problems (Whittle et al. 2010). In addition,
much disruption is caused by the loss of potable water, electricity and transport, whilst
many people are unable to return to their damaged homes. Therefore, flooding forms a

great problem to society.

A flood can be defined as a temporary covering by water of land not normally covered
by it (European Commission 2007). There are six types of flooding. Firstly, fluvial
flooding is related to flooding from rivers. Secondly, pluvial flooding is also called
surface water flooding, caused by rainfall that is not absorbed in the ground or directed
away by a drainage system, thereby submerging the ground surface. Thirdly,

groundwater flooding occurs when the groundwater level rises above surface levels; this



also includes structures underground such as basements. There is a lack of knowledge
about this type of flooding (Macdonald et al. 2012), with data on groundwater floods
only starting after the year 2000 (British Geological Survey 2012). Pluvial and
groundwater flooding caused many problems across England in 2012, which was the
wettest year since 1910, with many locations receiving more than 135% of the annual
average of rain (Met Office 2013). Fourthly, coastal flooding refers to land that
becomes covered by seawater at times of flood. Fifthly, sewer flooding occurs when the
sewerage is engulfed by heavy rainfall or becomes blocked, forcing water and sewage
up the drains into roads and buildings. This most often occurs during extreme rainfall
events, when surface water sewers and foul sewers are combined into one sewer system,
which as a result becomes overwhelmed. Sixthly, when reservoir banks overtop or fail,

a reservoir flood takes place. These floods occur very rarely in England.

In 2008, it was estimated that 2.4 million properties in England were at risk of flooding
from rivers or the sea and 3.8 million were at risk of surface water flooding. One
million properties of these had all three flood risks (Environment Agency 2009¢c). It is
estimated that approximately 1.6 million properties in England and Wales are
susceptible to groundwater flooding (British Geological Survey 2012), whilst 1.1
million properties are situated in the vicinity of reservoirs and are therefore at risk of
reservoir flooding (Defra and Environment Agency 2011). According to Ofwat, in 2011
approximately 4,700 properties were registered with wastewater companies for being at
risk of internal flooding' at least once every ten years (Ofwat 2011). However, these
figures do not consider combination flood events, such as in Newcastle in 2012, where
overwhelmed drains and sewers and ground saturation together contributed to flooding

(Newcastle City Council 2013Db).

In recent years, the question has been raised whether the problem of flood risk is likely
to become worse as a result of climate change. Research suggests that climate change is
causing a global temperature rise, rising sea levels and an increase in extreme rainfall
events, which are factors that can exacerbate flooding.” There is much uncertainty on
the way the climate will change and the potential effect on flooding, but recent research
suggests that the future increase in flood risk is significant (see Table 1). In particular
the heavy rainfall in 2012 raised the question whether this was climate change induced.

Although it is complicated to attribute individual weather and flood events to climate

' Caused by sewage water flowing into a property through the internal drains.
* See section 3.3.3.



change, according to the Adaptation Sub-Committee (2012) it is likely that the extreme
weather of 2012 will occur more frequently in the future. If the occurrence of flooding
rises in the future, its economic, social and environmental consequences will also be
exacerbated. Moreover, new development is still taking place in areas at risk of

flooding, which will add to the consequences and costs of flooding (Parker 1995,

Adaptation Sub-Committee 2012).

Type of | Number of Number of Number of Estimated | Estimated
flooding | properties at | properties properties annual future annual
significant 2080, climate | 2080, damage damage (2011
risk change including prices)
induced population
growth
River 230,000° Between Between £0.7 billion | Between £0.9
320,000 and 350,000 and billion and £6.9
580,000 1,100,000 billion by 2080
Coastal 100,0004 Between Between £0.3 billion | Between £1
310,000 and 330,000 and billion and £3.7
570,000 840,000 billion by 2080
Surface | 50,000’ Not estimated | Not estimated | £320 Between £510
water million million and £1
billion over next
50 years

Table 1: Predictions of future significant flood risks in England

Source: Adaptation Sub-Committee 2012, Ramsbottom et al. 2012

Flooding represents a major problem for England at present and is likely to be
increasingly so in the future; therefore, effective FRM is crucial. Managing flood risk
entails taking the probability and the consequences of flooding into account. The
probability of flooding is usually communicated as an annual percentage or a return
event; for instance, an area might have an annual 1% chance of flooding, which is the

same as being at risk of a flood event once in 100 years. The consequences of flooding

? With an annual probability of 1.3% or greater.
* With an annual probability of 1.3% or greater.
> With an annual probability of 3.3% or greater.



are the effects on, for instance, people, property, the environment and the economy. In
addition, FRM does not only consider current flood risks, but also aims to adapt to the
effects of climate change. The next section discusses the various ways in which flood

risk can be managed.

1.3 The governance of flood risk management

There are many ways in which flood risk can be managed. Traditionally, the approach
used was to defend against flooding with structural measures, for instance by modifying
existing rivers, building embankments, controlling the flow of water through installing
barriers or by creating areas for flood storage (Jha et al. 2012). During the last decades,
however, this approach has changed to using integrated methods comprising structural
and non-structural measures (Johnson and Priest 2008, Butler and Pidgeon 2011).
Examples of non-structural methods are flood awareness campaigns, flood insurance,
emergency planning, warning and evacuation systems and spatial planning (Parker
1995, Jha et al. 2012, Meyer et al. 2012). An integrated approach is considered more
sustainable, efficient and effective than structural measures alone (Van Herk et al.
2011). In addition, there is a growing realisation of the effects of land use on the risk of
flooding,’ thereby increasing the role of spatial planning in FRM (Wheater and Evans
2009). Through planning, the location, type, design and function of development can be
influenced and flood risk can be avoided, reduced and managed (White and Richards
2007). Finally, by taking flood risk and climate change into account in the planning
process, proactive action can take place, which is more cost-effective than responding to

flood events retrospectively (Wilson 2006a).

The way FRM is governed has evolved as well. There has been a shift from government
to governance, which entails that decisions on policy formation and implementation are
no longer solely made by the formal institutions of central government. Processes of
decentralisation, privatisation and agentification (Kjer 2004) mean that central
government has lost power upwards, downwards and sideways (Jessop 1999) and policy
decisions are made at a distance from central government in relatively autonomous
networks (Rhodes 1997). This has also occurred in FRM, where flood problematisation
and decision making is influenced by the action of individuals and collectives (Butler

and Pidgeon 2011). However, the power of central government has not disappeared, as

% Explained further in Chapter 3.



there are national policies, legislation and funding structures that frame decision making
in networks. Therefore, governance in practice often has hybrid characteristics that

include hierarchical, network and market arrangements (Klijn and Koppenjan 2012).

In England, the hybrid character of the governance of FRM is identifiable in for
instance the fragmentation of responsibilities. Whereas in the past central government
and regional water authorities held the responsibility for FRM, now non-departmental
public bodies, private water companies, local authorities, developers and residents all
have some responsibility in delivering or funding FRM, creating what Hooghe and
Marks call a Type II multi-level governance (2003, 2010).” To tackle flood risk,
multiple authorities with differing responsibilities interact in network arrangements.
These responsibilities are often set in legislation, which can impact on the flexibility of
this type of governance to respond to new flood problems. This became apparent in the
floods in 2007, when pluvial flooding affected large parts of the England but no
authority could be held accountable or take responsibility (Pitt 2008). One solution to
this type of flooding would be to make use of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS),
such as ponds that store rainwater, but no authorities are willing or able to be held
accountable for maintenance and adoption (Wheater and Evans 2009). Even though the
governance system is evolving and new opportunities for managing flood risk are being
developed, structures created in the past can stand in the way of generating effective
solutions. Therefore, decisions made in networks are framed by structures that are part

of hierarchical or market arrangements.

Another influence in the changing governance of FRM is the increasing role of
planning. Local planning processes provide the arenas in which actors involved in
managing flood risk and planning frequently meet. These actors with varying
responsibilities and interests interact and make decisions in a network setting. A key
question is how responsibilities and powers are divided and how this impacts on the
way FRM is delivered in practice, particularly in the case where flood risk conflicts
with other aims such as development (Butler and Pidgeon 2011). This question is partly
addressed by Pardoe et al. (2011) who examined the delivery of FRM in planning and in
particular the conflict between ‘land and water, water and people’ (Pardoe et al. 2011:
2898). They conclude that in the UK this conflict is articulated in particular on a case-
by-case basis. Actors involved in decision making, such as planners, the Environment

Agency (EA) and developers are mutually dependent, creating a ‘sensible process of

7 See section 2.2.2.



negotiation, where both sides are balanced in terms of power’, which allows
‘compromises to be made that balance the inherent conflicts of water and people on
land’ (Pardoe et al. 2011: 2900). However, another study by Tunstall et al. (2009)
shows that these different actors may have diverging perceptions and definitions of
flood risk, which complicates this process of negotiation more than Pardoe et al.

suggest.

The actors do not form the only element that influences FRM, because the wider context
in which decision making takes place also plays a role. Richards (2005) researched
institutional influences on flood risk policy and development control decisions, and
identified three key factors that most likely contribute to how local authorities set
requirements to mitigate flooding and approve development in flood risk areas. These
include: flood experience in a local authority, stakeholder practice and development
pressure. If a local authority has flooding experience, it is more inclined to request
structural measures as part of its policy instead of non-structural measures. The effect
on development control decisions was less apparent, as in some cases development was
still allowed in flood risk areas. In particular, Richards (2005) found cases where local
planning authorities approved developments based on the EA’s advice, even if it was
not compliant with their own local policies. Therefore, the influence from actors and
how they interact is apparent. Furthermore, local authorities tended to permit
development more in urban areas than in rural ones, which can be an indication that
development pressure influences building in flood risk areas. Lastly, Richards noted
interactions between the three factors, where flood experience increases the number of
stakeholders involved, but development pressure lowers the importance attached to
flood risk by stakeholders. This implies that there is a relationship between the decision
makers and the wider context. At the same time, exceptions were found, which is in line
with research by Pardoe et al. (2011) that shows that every local planning process is

different and multiple processes can have diverse outcomes.

Building upon the results of research in FRM and in order to explore how decisions are
made on FRM and which key factors have contributed to these decisions, the influence
of the governance system and the wider context should be considered. The governance
system is composed of multiple actors with varying responsibilities and interests, who
interact within a network set at a distance from central government. By examining
decision-making networks in detail, the impacts of the actors and their interactions can

be identified. In addition, the impact of the wider context, such as structures, and the
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interaction between the network and the wider context, can explain the FRM outcomes
as they are observed in practice. In order to understand these relationships in the context
of FRM, this research draws on network governance theory, which is briefly outlined

below and elaborated on in Chapter 2.

1.4 Network governance theory

Decisions on FRM are made in the local planning process within governance networks.
Therefore, what occurs in these networks influences the delivery of FRM. There are
various theories, ideas and concepts of governance networks, but the main features

commonly ascribed to a governance network are as follows:

* It is a relatively stable horizontal articulation of interdependent but
operationally autonomous actors;

* Actors are from the public, semi-public or private sectors, or civil society;

* Actors interact through negotiations;

* The network operates within an institutionalised framework of rules, norms,
shared knowledge and social imaginaries;

* The network is self-regulating within limits set by external agencies, such as
central government;

* The network contributes to the production of public purpose (Serensen and

Torfing 2007, 2009).

These features show that actors are influenced by structures, such as rules and norms,
but also have some discretion in making decisions. Therefore, both actors and structures
influence the outcome. Structures can be divided into informal and formal structures.
Informal structures are social structures such as norms and values, whilst formal
structures are rules and policies, which can impose limits on decision making in a
network. For instance, central government can exert influence on the network by
creating structures of legislation, policies, strategic lines, procedures and financial
resources (Jessop 1995b, Cowell and Murdoch 1999, Whitehead 2003, Swyngedouw
2005, Grix and Phillpots 2011).

Serensen and Torfing (2007) argue that governance networks are important parts of
contemporary governance processes. In their contribution to the network governance
debate, they distinguish two generations of governance networks research. The first

generation, such as research by Rhodes (1996) identified the existence of networks as a
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type of governance. The second generation has acknowledged the existence of these
governance networks, but places emphasis on the workings of governance networks and
their consequences for policy making. The second-generation research mainly attempts

to address the following gaps in knowledge:

* How can the formation, functioning and development of governance networks
be explained?

*  What are the sources for failure and success of governance networks?

* How can self-regulating networks be regulated?

* What are the democratic problems and potentials within governance networks

(Serensen and Torfing 2007: 14)?

Even though the second-generation research of network governance mainly focuses on
the same gaps in knowledge, there is no universal application to conduct this research.
Serensen and Torfing, whose work has made major contributions to the debate,
advocate the need for examining concrete, empirical cases of governance networks by
combining various theoretical perspectives (Serensen and Torfing 2007), such as
governance theory, network theory and institutional theory (Osborne 2010). In addition,
analysis of governance networks often focuses on common themes, such as actors,
interdependencies, interactions and institutions (Klijn and Koppenjan 2012). This can
help to identify the influence of actors and structures on an outcome, not only through
the network arrangement, but also by including hierarchical and market influences
(Klijn and Koppenjan 2012). Relating the outcome to actors and structures may
contribute to an explanation of why even though governance networks have the ability
to create effective and efficient solutions, a network can fail, resulting in decisions that

are poor, biased or not based on consensus (Torfing 2012).

The research aims to contribute to network governance theory by applying the network
governance perspective to FRM. It aligns the key questions in network governance
theory with those that concern FRM. First-generation network governance research has
already engaged with FRM; for example, Butler and Pidgeon (2011) identified the
presence of governance networks in FRM. This research aims to contribute to second-
generation research, by examining two cases of governance networks and identifying
what influences decision making on FRM. The next section translates these intentions

into a research aim and questions.



1.5 Research aim and questions

The overarching aim of this research is to explore the nature of network governance in
FRM in local planning processes in England and its influence on the outcome of FRM.

More specifically, the research aims to address the following questions:

1. How has network governance of FRM developed?
2. How do governance networks in FRM function?
How do governance networks in FRM form?
b. What actors are present?
c. What are the characteristics of these actors (e.g. roles, responsibilities,
interests, resources, perceptions and preferences)?
d. How do actors interact?
e. How do the wider context and the governance network interact?

3. What are the key factors in network governance that influence FRM?

1.6 Methodological approach

This research applies a stratified ontology,® based on critical realism (Bhaskar 1975,
Sayer 2000). In this perspective, the world is composed of structures and mechanisms,
events and non-events and people’s perceptions. Structures are natural and social
phenomena that exist independently of how people perceive them, but people will try to
understand the real world and manipulate structures and mechanisms to produce desired
events. Social structures are related more closely to agency, as these structures would
not exist without agents, but at the same time, when a social structure is created it exists
whether or not people are aware of it (Mingers 2004). People can affirm or reject social
structures, but different people might perceive structures differently, or might have
different awareness of the barriers and opportunities they present, which impacts on
their behaviour. Therefore, both agents and structures matter. As a result, the outcome
of a decision-making process is not only influenced by natural and social phenomena
and events, but also by the way agents have experienced them and acted upon them to

create a desired effect.

This research adopts a network governance approach, which involves studying concrete,

empirical cases (Serensen and Torfing 2007). In addition, the nature of this research

¥ As opposed to a purely foundational ontology, leading towards a positivist epistemology; or an anti-
foundational ontology, leading towards interpretive approaches.
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requires detailed examination of a decision-making process and the influence of
structure and agency. Therefore, the choice has been made to adopt a case study
approach. The chosen cases are two local planning processes in which decisions are
made on how to manage flood risk in new, major, mixed-use developments. The first
case focuses on Newcastle Great Park, a large housing and commercial development on
former green belt land in the North-East of England. This development is at risk of
flooding from the rivers Ouseburn and Letch and from surface water flooding. The
second case examines the redevelopment of a cricket ground in Chelmsford in the
South-East of England. The development includes cricket-related facilities and housing,
but is at significant risk of flooding from the river Can. The data has been collected
through semi-structured interviews, document analysis and site visits. The analysis of
the cases entails a detailed investigation of the governance network, the wider context

and the key factors that have influenced FRM.

1.7 Academic field and contribution

This research is grounded in the social sciences and more specifically in spatial
planning. It aims to contribute to the development of theories on network governance,
whilst also gaining knowledge on how FRM is managed in practice as part of the

planning process and how key factors influence this.

Research conducted on FRM and planning is composed of a variety of orientations.
Firstly, policy-oriented research has been carried out on for instance national policy
development by analysing the shift from flood protection to FRM and the role of
planning (Penning-Rowsell and Handmer 1988, Tunstall et al. 2004, Butler and Pidgeon
2011). Other policy-oriented research has been conducted towards the implementation
of national FRM policies at the local level (Richards 2005, White and Richards 2007,
Tunstall et al. 2009, Pardoe et al. 2011). A study by Tunstall et al. (2009) focused on the
adoption of national policy in practice by examining a planning application and public
inquiry relating to a development in a flood zone. It discussed the interpretation of
policy wording, disagreement over flood risk calculations and models and arguments in
favour of development as part of wider sustainability benefits. It showed an example of
how the planning authority, applicants and the EA failed to reach an agreed outcome,
after which the application was decided by central government. However, the focus was
not on the actors, the decision-making process and contributing factors that led to a

failure to reach an agreed outcome. It did not examine the process, but the content of the
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decision. It also mainly focused on the policy framework and not on other structures or

the influence of agency.

Secondly, FRM research has been conducted in the field of problem-oriented policy
research, which is concerned with the causes of problems, potential solutions and the
effect a policy intervention has on the problem and the wider environment (Scharpf
1997). There is a vast amount of research on technical aspects of flood risk and flood
protection, originating from geography or engineering disciplines. These examine
methods for establishing the risk of flooding, the prediction of flooding and methods for
protecting against flooding. In addition, the social science literature has focused on the
role of planning in reducing the problem of flood risk (Penning-Rowsell and Handmer

1988, Parker 1995, Howe and White 2004).

Thirdly, interaction-oriented policy research focuses on the actors involved in decision
making and the process they go through. This was the focus of much of the research
conducted by Scharpf (1997), but not in the context of FRM. Hence, there is a gap in
knowledge on governance networks in FRM and the key factors that influence FRM,
which this research aims to address by focusing on the influences of actors and

structures on decision making in planning processes.

This research also aims to contribute to network governance theory, in particular by
contributing to knowledge about the development and functioning of governance
networks. It builds on existing research by for instance Serensen and Torfing (2007),
who apply a multi-disciplinary approach. Network governance theory does not prescribe
any universal rules for analysis, therefore a study that aims to apply network
governance would benefit from developing a guiding theoretical framework (Lewis
2011). In this research, a theoretical framework is developed in Chapter 2 by drawing
on some aspects of governance theory, network theory and institutionalism. By
analysing two governance networks, using this theoretical framework, a contribution is
made to governance network theory and to knowledge on governance networks in

practice.

1.8 Structure of the thesis

After this introduction, Chapter 2 presents a literature review, focusing on the notion of
governance and networks. Using established theories, a theoretical framework is
proposed that informs data collection and analysis. The framework sets out how a
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governance network functions by being set within a wider context in which institutions,
structures, events and other agents may influence a network. The governance network
itself forms a structure as well, within which various agents interact and make decisions.
The agents perceive the structures, experience barriers or opportunities from them and

affirm or defy them, thereby affecting interaction, behaviour and policy outcomes.

Chapter 3 analyses how the governance systems for FRM and for planning have
evolved from being two separate systems towards a combined arrangement. It focuses
on how the nature and governance of FRM and planning have developed. This
development also includes the emergence of governance networks and therefore this

chapter proceeds to describe the main actors and structures involved in FRM.

Chapter 4 describes the ontological and epistemological perspective on which this
research is founded and explains the applied research design and methods in more
detail. It also lays out the method for case selection, data collection and analysis and

discusses ethical considerations. It concludes with a section on reflexivity.

Chapters 5 and 6 focus on two cases of governance networks that were formed as part
of a local planning process, in which decisions were made on how to manage flood risk
in a new development. Each case chapter tells the story of the planning process. It looks
at the wider flood risk and planning context in which the network is situated, the actors

involved, their interactions and the ultimate outcome.

Chapter 7 analyses the outcomes of the case studies and relates this to the used
theoretical framework. It thereby contributes to the further development of network
governance theory and adds to knowledge on the governance of FRM in local planning

Processces.

Chapter 8 provides a conclusion to the research. It summarises the results, answers the
research questions and discusses limitations of this research and recommendations for

further research.
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Chapter 2 From government to network governance

2.1 Introduction

This chapter begins by exploring general governance theory in section 2.2. The main
focus is on descriptive debates within governance, which examine the organisations and
rules involved in policy formation and implementation. Scholars participating in these
debates have identified a shift taking place from government to governance. This shift
entails that government is making less use of hierarchical arrangements of governing
and instead promotes collaborative decision making. As a result, policy formation and
implementation increasingly takes place within networks of public and private actors.
Therefore, section 2.3 further explains the concept of networks and discusses several
network approaches and theories, including network governance theory. Based on the
literature covered in this chapter, a theoretical framework is developed in section 2.4,

which is used to collect and analyse data and to answer the research questions.

2.2 Governance theory

The debate on governance has been prominent within the social sciences for some
decades. There is a concurrence that governance refers to a process of governing that is
not defined by hierarchy, but rather based on the interaction of multiple public and
private actors (Stoker 1998a). However, in literature the term ‘governance’ is used in a
variety of ways with different definitions and meanings (Stoker 1998a, Davoudi and
Evans 2005). For instance, some debates are normative, focusing on how the
government should manage its collective affairs. These debates are based on ideologies,
such as those derived from Marxism and regulation theory. In regulation theory, the
state has a key role in guiding economic development by using various forms of
governance (Jessop 2008), such as rules, laws, regulations and policies. Due to the
interdependent relationship between economic, social and political features of society’
these rules and policies are present in many sectors (Stoker 1998b), including urban
politics (Judge et al. 1995). The shift from government to governance is explained by
moving away from Fordism towards post-Fordism (Davoudi and Evans 2005). Fordism

aims for mass production by separating the production process into small and

’ For instance in a Fordist regime, social welfare can maintain a healthy labour force and sustain
consumption (Stoker 1998).
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specialised tasks. In post-Fordism, flexibility and automation in the production process
is achieved by using technology and allowing for specialisation by smaller firms (Judge
et al. 1995). The process of globalisation is not only evident in the economy, but also in
politics. The state system is denationalising and is losing power upwards, downwards
and sideways, coupled with a movement away from top-down governing towards more

decentred governance mechanisms (Jessop 1999).

Other debates on governance are descriptive, examining the agencies, interests and
regulatory systems that are involved in making and implementing policy (Davoudi and
Evans 2005). This research focuses on this descriptive debate, in which the argument
made is that a shift from government to governance has taken place. The term
‘government’ represents a hierarchy, in which central government has control over
policy formation and implementation. Governance is a new type of coordination that
has taken the place of government, characterised by public and private agents who are
involved in policy making through coalitions, partnerships and networks with an
increased autonomy from central government. The number of public, semi-public and
private agents that are involved in policy is increasing, as European, regional and local

authorities and external agencies become involved in the decision-making process.

Kjaer (2004) explains this shift through the emergence of New Public Management
(NPM), in which the public sector incorporates private sector management techniques,
such as decentralisation, privatisation and agentification. Decentralisation can occur
through deconcentration, which is the decentralisation of policy implementation to local
levels, whilst central government still formulates the policies. Decentralisation can go
further, when devolution occurs, which stands for a decentralisation of all authority. The
process of agentification comprises the establishment of various semi-public agencies,
which are non-departmental public bodies (NDPBs). Whilst the government still
designs policy, the implementation of certain policies is managed by agencies (Kjar

2004).

According to Rhodes, a transformation of the public sector has taken place, which
‘involves “less government” (or less rowing) but “more governance” (or more steering)’
(Rhodes 1996: 655). State functions are lost through privatisation, agentification, EU
policy making and NPM, but the discretion of public servants remains limited and as a
result, the state becomes hollowed out (Rhodes 1997). Therefore, governance takes

place in ‘self-organizing, interorganizational networks’ (Rhodes 1996: 660), where

14



interdependent organisations undertake game-like interactions and have certain

autonomy from the state.

In academic and political circles, the term ‘governance’ is most often used to signify a
new mode of governing that is distinct from hierarchy and instead signifies a
cooperative mode where public and private actors participate in networks (Mayntz
2003). These networks are relatively self-regulating, meaning that there is a degree of
freedom to decide on public policy without being directly controlled by a state (Van
Kersbergen and Van Waarden 2004, Torfing 2005). However, that does not mean that
networks are autonomous from central government or that indeed central government
has lost power to govern. Jessop argues that within modes of governance, the state
exercises power to organise networks in order to achieve their goals. For instance,
central government might develop a strategic line, which is then translated into regional
and local action through institutional arrangements (Jessop 1995b, Cowell and Murdoch

1999).

Whitehead (2003) and Swyngedouw (2005) also claim the government has not
disappeared from governance, but the two co-exist. In an attempt to retain an influence
in policy outcomes, the government adapts to new forms of governance and fills in the
hollowing out of strategic capacity, thereby creating a hybrid form of governing (Bache
and Flinders 2004). Central government’s power has therefore not disappeared, but has
been adapted to new forms of governance in order to retain control over public policy.
For instance, any networks that are formed as part of a mode of governance, often
operate in the shadow of the hierarchy (Scharpf 1994). Decisions made in networks are
often subject to approval of a higher-level authority, whilst this authority might also

have created the network itself and the procedures the network has to follow.

Some scholars have used specific cases to counteract the conceptualisation that there
has been a shift from government to governance. Skelcher (2000) has observed that
within partnerships in urban regeneration, training and health, central government
heavily influences networks. It for instance stimulates the creation of these partnerships
or networks, it creates inducement through financial resources, gives preferential
treatment in access to other resources, or sets up rules, such as programme approval and
monitoring procedures. By creating partnerships and controlling resources, central
government strategically forces networks in a strict framework, to ensure central

government’s objectives will be met. Laffin (2009) examined the social housing sector
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as an example where the influence of central government is still high, although the

means through which central government exerts power have changed.

Grix and Phillpots (2011) argue that some governance arrangement may at first seem to
be based on multi-agency decision making, but if these arrangements are examined in
more detail, an underlying hierarchical power structure becomes visible. Central
government has much influence in these networks, for instance by controlling resources.
The other actors involved as part of governance, have in reality little power to influence
decision making. This results in what Grix and Phillpots call ‘asymmetrical network
governance’, which is effectively a strategy to enhance control over policy. They
illustrate this claim by examining the sports policy sector, where most of the NDPBs are
controlled by central government through linking financial resources to set criteria and
only if targets are met is funding released. Grix and Phillpots’ study demonstrates the
importance of gaining a deep understanding of governance networks, by not assuming
that just because a network is created, actors have an equal say. Instead, underlying

power structures must be taken into account to explain interactions and outcomes.

Apart from hierarchy forming an important influence within a network, the presence of
private actors also introduces a market element into networks. The neo-liberal climate
and NPM have caused privatisation and deregulation to promote competition in
providing public goods and services and as a result, the government has lost power to
the market. However, even though neo-liberalism stands for ‘less state, more market’,
market failures such as imperfect competition, unaccounted market externalities and
inequality still require the state to command and steer (Serensen and Torfing 2007).
Market forces in networks will therefore be balanced through hierarchy and cooperation
in networks, which means that ‘the invisible hand will be combined with a visible
handshake’ (Jessop and Sum 2006: 268). As a consequence, governance structures and
practices are often of a hybrid constitution, in which hierarchical, network and market

arrangement are combined (Klijn and Koppenjan 2012).

On the presence of hierarchy and market influences in network arrangements, Jessop
concludes that ‘markets and hierarchies still exist, of course; but both operate in a
context of negotiated decision-making’ (1999: 13), balancing market and hierarchical
forces through actor interaction. Jessop therefore concludes that ‘it is for these reasons
that the negotiated economy can be described as a “third way, between market

299

economics and central planning”” (Jessop 1999: 13). In other words, governance is a
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new way of governing that is different from hierarchy and market coordination, but at
the same time this does not mean these forces are absent in governance processes, due

to privatisation and the state trying to keep some control in decision making.

In addition, even though trends in governance can be identified, there is no one specific
type of governance. Central government applies many different styles of governance
with many different purposes and arrangements can vary between policy fields or even
between individual issues. There is no governance in general, but rather specific
instances of governance in action, and every case is unique (Cowell and Murdoch
1999). Governance therefore does not constitute a whole; instead there are different

arrangements which are governed through a form of self-organisation (Jessop 1995a).

2.2.1 Meta-governance and network management

Meta-governance is a term developed by Jessop (e.g. in his 1999 work) to describe
government influence within governance arrangements in order to keep control over
policy. Meta-governance relates to the °‘practices and procedures that secure
governmental influence, command and control within governance regimes’ (Whitehead
2003: 4), by organising self-organisation, also labelled the governance of governance
(Jessop 2009), or in Foucault’s terms, the conduct of conduct (see section 2.2.3). The
government applies meta-governance to define the procedures of any governance
arrangements as well as the specific outcomes that are to be achieved (Cowell and

Murdoch 1999).

Jessop (1999) argues that meta-governance is not just applied by the government, but by
any actor who wants to influence the decision-making process. According to Jessop, in
a decision-making network the government is just an equal actor amongst all other
actors. Even though it has its own distinctive resources that other actors do not have,
such as public money and law, other resources, such as private money, knowledge and
expertise, also carry weight in negotiation. This creates interdependence between
government actors and other actors. The government holds unique resources others rely
on, but simultaneously, other actors hold resources that are equally important to the
government; for instance political support, cooperation with implementation and private
investment (Compston 2009). Furthermore, resources that are vital, such as knowledge,

are dispersed between public, semi-public and private actors. Therefore, in a governance
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arrangement the government has to adapt the way it can influence decision making by

using a wider range of resources:

The exchange of information and moral suasion become key sources of
legitimation and the state's influence depends as much on its role as a
prime source and mediator of collective intelligence as on its command
over economic resources or legitimate coercion.

(Jessop and Sum 2006: 268)

On the other hand, it can also be argued that the government is not an equal actor, but
has more powers than any other actor. Grix and Phillpots (2011) made this observation
as part of their research into governance and created the term ‘asymmetrical network
governance’. They argue that the government holds special powers; for instance central
government can use hierarchical direction to influence networks, in order to set the
agenda and predetermined goals (Peters and Pierre 2004), in addition to determining the
rules a network has to abide by. Moreover, the public actor has characteristics that are
different to other actors in the network. Instead of there being one public actor, there
might be multiple individuals present that represent different governmental authorities
or departments with varying interests. Moreover, there might also be semi-public actors
present, for instance NDPBs that are semi-autonomous from the state, but have some
public interests. Therefore, government is a divided actor and cannot be treated as a

unitary actor.

Meta-governance can be applied exogenously, for instance by rule setting, or it can be
used to influence the network internally, for instance by direct participation or process
management (Klijn and Koppenjan 2012). Dutch scholars such as Klijn, Koppenjan and
Termeer (1995) have specialised in these forms of meta-governance using the term
network management. Network management is a form of steering in networks that is
aimed at promoting joint problem solving or policy formation (Kickert et al. 1997). It is
aimed at ‘initiating and facilitating interaction processes between actors, creating and
changing network arrangements for better coordination’ (Kickert et al. 1997: 10). As a
result, actors with divergent goals and preferences will work towards harmonising their
strategies. According to Klijn, Steijn and Edelenbos (2010b) network management can
contribute to improved outcomes, especially when the network is dealing with a

difficult problem.

Klijn, Koppenjan and Termeer (1995) make the distinction between network structuring

and game management or process management. Network structuring alters the network
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itself, for instance by introducing or excluding actors, changing the existing distribution
of resources, the rules of the network and existing perceptions. Through game or
process management, the network structure remains untouched. For instance, the group
of actors remains the same, but there may be a selective activation of some actors in a
policy game to reach an agreement. The resources are not changed, but instead there
could be a strategic mobilisation of resources. To aid the decision-making process,
some networks appoint a network manager who manages the process. This can be a
public actor, an actor delegated by a public authority or by the network as a whole, or a
single actor who takes the lead (Sullivan and Skelcher 2002). Network managers can
improve the decisions that are made, help to overcome any conflicts and will keep track

of the time it takes actors to reach an outcome.

The type of network management applied by a public actor can depend on the
preferences of that actor. If a governmental actor has strong views on the type of
outcome it wants to achieve, it might use network structuring by hierarchical direction
to control the actors. However, if the government perceives process rather than the
outcome as being the ideal, it may want to try and manage the process if it becomes
stagnant or entrenched. Therefore, there is a difference between governance being
interpreted as a means or as an end, which will determine the role the government plays

in a network.

2.2.2 Multi-level governance

A separate but overlapping part of the governance debate is the notion of multi-level
governance. In the early 1990s, multi-level governance emerged in academic literature
to analyse the European integration process (Enderlein et al. 2010). In 1993, Marks
observed a new system of negotiation between nested governments at various territorial
tiers, with some of central government’s decision-making power moving up to the
supranational level and some moving down to the regional and local level. He used the
term ‘multi-level governance’ to describe the notion of several tiers of governments
interacting and making decisions (Marks 1993). The term has since been applied on
many occasions, especially to the subjects of European integration, comparative
federalism and international relations. Multi-level governance is often applied to public
authority arrangements, but it can also be widened to include non-political actors

(Enderlein et al. 2010).
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Hooghe and Marks (2003, 2010) argue that multi-level governance is the most efficient
governance arrangement to adapt to policy issues that can vary enormously in scale,
from global issues such as climate change to local-level issues, such as city services.
How multi-level governance is organised can be categorised into two types. The first
type of multi-level governance, simply called Type I, is characterised by the dispersion
of authority to a limited number of levels, which are of general purpose. There are
international, national, regional, meso-level and local authorities with multiple
functions, whose boundaries do not intersect. This type of governance is usually stable.
In Type II governance, authority is divided between task-specific jurisdictions, resulting
in a large number of authorities, with no set boundaries (Hooghe and Marks 2003,
2010). Tasks are divided between a variety of organisations, which means that if a new
issue arises, there might be a possibility that no organisation is willing or able to take
responsibility for it. However, Type II governance should in theory be flexible, with
new organisations being developed or existing ones absorbing new tasks if needed. The
result of Type II governance is that there will be a wide variety of actors involved in
decision making, which could complicate the process. It also increases complexity for
citizens when they want to raise an issue, as they will not deal with a single authority,
but rather with a range of agencies. In that case, it may be difficult to find the agency

that is responsible for an issue, or none may be willing to take up the issue.

The core of multi-level governance is the presence of multiple actors, who may be all-
purpose public authorities on different territorial levels, or task-specific actors from
public bodies, agencies or the private sector who are involved in forming and
implementing policy. Therefore, multi-level governance is linked to network
governance literature. Kohler-Koch and Eising even prefer to speak of ‘network
governance’ in the European Community rather than multi-level governance (Van
Kersbergen and Van Waarden 2004). They see governance in the EU as a network in
which state and societal actors interact together in highly organised social sub-systems.
Central government is in that case: ‘vertically and horizontally segmented and its role
has changed from authoritative allocation “from above” to the role of an “activator’
(Kohler-Koch and Eising 1999: 5). The notion of governance, multi-level governance
and network governance are therefore closely related and overlap can often be found in

the literature.
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2.2.3 Governmentality

The change in the manner of governing, from hierarchy to governance, may also be seen
as a new governmentality. The term ‘governmentality’ was used by Michel Foucault as
a guideline to analyse the government and how it governs society from Ancient Greek
times through to modern neo-liberalism (Lemke 2001). It therefore refers to how we
think about governing (Davoudi and Madanipour 2013). Governmentality is expressed
through a discourse, or a collection of ideas centred on a certain belief, which
rationalises the use of direct and indirect power by the government. Indirect control over
organisations and individuals is used to steer conduct that affirms the discourse
(Burchell 1996). The government attempts to shape our behaviour through ‘the conduct
of conduct’. This government is composed of a plurality of governing agencies and
authorities, which aim to influence a wide variety of behaviour according to particular
but various norms and for various outcomes (Dean 1999). To do this, the government
uses a combination of specific techniques and procedures (regimes of practices) and the
use of local or regional sites of power articulated into mechanisms for producing
knowledge, whether for accumulating knowledge on individuals or on subjects (Jessop
2008). Knowledge therefore plays an important role to exert power and to shape an

individual’s identity.

The mechanisms that are used to govern and achieve outcomes are referred to as
technologies (Davoudi and Madanipour 2013). Two technologies are important to
Foucault: firstly, the technologies of power, which ‘determine the conduct of
individuals and submit them to certain ends or domination, an objectivizing of the
subject’ (Foucault et al. 1988: 18); and secondly, technologies of the self, which ‘permit
individuals to effect by their own means or with the help of others a certain number of
operations on their own bodies and souls, thoughts, conduct, and way of being’
(Foucault et al. 1988: 18). The technologies of power are methods and knowledge used
to dominate over others, for instance by the government. The technologies of self,
which can be individuals in government or those being governed, show that individuals
are able to think and behave on their own account and can resist existing constraints or
structures. Dean (1999) calls this the technologies of agency, which is aimed at enabling
an individual to use their freedom and capabilities to achieve certain outcomes, for
instance through empowerment, consultation and negotiation. The contact point
between the way people are being driven by others and the way people conduct

themselves is what forms the government (Lemke 2001).
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The current trend of governance is the result of a neo-liberal governmentality (Lemke
2001). Neo-liberal forms of government utilise direct intervention through state
apparatuses, but also through indirect techniques for leading and controlling individuals
without being responsible for them. Individuals are deemed self-responsible for social
risks, such as illness and unemployment, and are supposed to be moral, responsible and
economic-rational. By creating apparatuses and also by making individuals and groups
self-responsible, governance takes place within networks with a plurality of actors, who
govern other groups and individuals (Serensen and Torfing 2007). As individuals adopt
the neo-liberal governmentality, these self-regulating networks are expected to produce
results in line with the predominant discourse. The technologies of self mobilise
individuals’ agency and capabilities, whilst the technologies of power are used to ensure
that behaviour and outcomes achieve government’s ends (Davoudi and Madanipour

2013).

Foucault addresses the same subjects as governance theory, examining the way in which
the government controls society. He states that the government is not a centralised
authority; rather, its powers are diffused. By creating a governmentality that individuals
believe in and adopt, the government can still have influence over the decisions that are
being made outside central government. The government does this using a mixture of
measures; it applies top-down methods, such as rule making, but also uses the ability of
individuals to make decisions for them, for instance within networks. The use of top-
down methods controls agency and ensures that decisions made are in line with
government ends. In the words of Cowell and Murdoch (1999) and Jessop (Jessop
1995b), the state creates a strategic line that is extended into regional and local decision-
making processes through institutional arrangements. Therefore, Foucault’s work links
to literature on governance and networks, as he states that in a neo-liberal climate
governing occurs at a distance, away from the state, through actors working together in

networks.

2.3 Network theory

The previous section discussed contemporary governance and various strands of
governance theory. Governance involves multiple actors interacting to make decisions
on policy, and networks therefore play an important role. This section examines several
network theories. In policy science, network theory is seen as one of several approaches

to researching policy, amongst other theories such as institutional approaches and

22



rational choice approaches (John 1998). It also provides an alternative to pluralist and
corporatist models. Whilst pluralism states that power is dispersed amongst a large
number of groups and the government plays a passive role in policy formation, in
corporatism, a limited number of organisations hold power and are recognised or
created by central government. These two models do not exist in reality in pure form,

which is why the concept of networks was created.

A unitary network theory does not exist; instead there is a wide variety of perspectives
of what a network constitutes and how this can be applied to research. Borzel has
organised this ‘“Babylonian” variety of policy network concepts and applications’
(Borzel 1998: 253) and claims that the common characteristic of networks between
disciplines is that it encompasses a variety of interdependent actors with relatively
stable patterns of interaction, who exchange resources and who share common interests
with regard to a policy (Borzel 1998). However, these common interests usually refer to
an interest in an outcome being reached, whilst actors could still have conflicting
interests. Therefore, actors might not pursue the same goals, but they are willing to
negotiate, because not reaching an agreement would be less beneficial to them than

making concessions.

Borzel (1998) and Marsh and Smith (2000) distinguish between different types of
network research. Firstly, some theories are quantitative and others qualitative; these
two forms are not mutually exclusive, but complimentary. The quantitative approach
analyses networks in terms of their relationships, looking at factors such as cohesion
and centrality. The qualitative approach focuses on the process and the content of
interactions between actors as opposed to the structure. Secondly, a distinction can be
made between theories that treat networks as a typology of interest intermediation,
which are part of a decision-making process in policy formation and implementation,
and theories that regard networks as a specific form of governance. The former uses the
term ‘network’ as any kind of relation between public and private actors, where the
network is formed to mobilise resources. The latter type falls under the category of
‘network governance’ and views networks as a specific form of governance that is an
alternative to hierarchy and market (Borzel 1998, Marsh and Smith 2000). However,
this distinction is fluid and not always clear. Research that considers networks as a
typology of interest intermediation can also be extended to become part of network
governance theory, by considering wider issues of policy formation and

implementation.
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2.3.1 Regime theory

The first theory that examined governance networks is regime theory, which formed the
foundation of network theory. It was Stone who developed regime theory whilst
studying informal networks between the local authority and local businesses in Atlanta,
US. He called this relationship a regime and defined it as: ‘the informal'® arrangements
by which public bodies and private interests function together in order to be able to
make and carry out governing decisions’ (Stone 1989: 6; emphasis in original). The

characteristics of a regime are as follows:

* Regimes include public and private economic parties;

¢ Regimes have common policy agendas, usually the economic development of a
city;

* Regimes are relatively stable;

* Regimes are relatively autonomous;

* Actors are interdependent and have access to institutional resources;

* Regimes do not need to share the same beliefs and values, but achieve a
consensus on policy (Stone 1989, Mossberger and Stoker 2001, Davies 2003,
Stone 2005).

Regime theory is based on political economy (Stone 2005). It acknowledges that
economic forces play an important role in decision making, but emphasises that political
forces shape decisions as well (Imbroscio 1998). Where the theory describes the
privileged position of business in governmental decision making, it uses elements of
neo-Marxism (Judge et al. 1995). However, it moves away from it as well by rejecting
the structuralist assumption that economic forces determine policy (Mossberger and
Stoker 2001, Davies 2002), by acknowledging that ‘politics matters’ (Judge et al. 1995:
56) and by being less state centred (Mossberger and Stoker 2001). Furthermore, power
plays an important role in regime theory; not as a way to exert social control (power

over), but rather as a tool for creating social production (power to) (Imbroscio 1998).

Stone links regime theory to governance by stating that ‘governance through informal
arrangements is about how some forms of coordination of effort prevail over others ...
it is not about absolute control’ (Stone 1989: 5-6). Another characteristic that regimes

and governance share is that complexity is central, as it acknowledges that actors are

' The arrangement is regarded as informal, because it is formed voluntarily (Stone 1989).
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involved in a complex network of interdependence. The state cannot have complete
control, but must combine its capacities with non-governmental actors (Judge et al.
1995). Some scholars specifically place regime theory under the umbrella of
governance, such as DiGaetano and Klemanski (1999) and Mossberger and Stoker
(2001). Regimes can therefore be seen as a type of governance, with a specific set of
actors (local government and businesses) and a specific policy agenda (urban economic
development) (Pierre 2005). Others, such as Bassett (1996) and Mossberger and Stoker
(2001) specifically mention the regime as a type of network. A regime would then be a
network with strong relations between the local government and businesses, which still

can be interpreted as a type of governance.

The application of regime theory in the UK proved to be more limited than in the US,
because, whilst in the US local government depends more on business to implement
policy, in British policy processes the market is less influential and the state plays a
larger role (Bassett 1996, Mossberger and Stoker 2001). Local authorities in the US are
more dependent on business for tax revenue and experience greater economic
competition amongst themselves (Judge et al. 1995). In the UK, local government is
more influential and the business sector less influential, which means that regime theory
would lose in strength and descriptive and explanatory power if applied to UK cases.
Regime theory was more of a starting point in examining the influence of multiple
actors in a policy process. The second step was the development of network theory,
which does not limit itself to the influence of businesses on policy decisions, but
includes a variety of public, semi-public and private actors. However, many of the
characteristics of regimes are still applied to networks, as will become clear in the next

few paragraphs.

2.3.2 Rhodes’ network theory

Rhodes developed a prominent version of network theory by describing governance as
‘self-organizing, interorganizational networks’ (1996: 660). These organisations have
mutual dependencies based on resources, causing a need to exchange resources and to
negotiate, resulting in game-like interactions (Compston 2009). According to Rhodes,
these networks are not accountable to the government and therefore have a significant
degree of autonomy. However, Rhodes concedes that the state does have some influence
to ‘indirectly and imperfectly steer networks’ (Rhodes 1996: 660), even though this

influence is limited.
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As Rhodes argues that governance is equal to networks, the analysis of governance
should take place on a micro level and should focus on individuals within networks."'
That is why Rhodes, together with Bevir and Richards, developed the decentred
approach (Bevir and Rhodes 2001, Bevir and Richards 2009). This approach focuses on
the diverse beliefs and practices of political agents (Goodwin and Grix 2011). These
individuals make a choice about what beliefs to hold and what actions to perform.
Individuals can choose to adopt a certain belief or tradition, but they can also choose to
reject or modify it. This is also valid for beliefs about institutions and the government.
The way in which individuals adopt or modify government traditions will shape the type

of governance, which explains differences in governance between countries.

Network analysis based on the decentred approach focuses on the individuals present in
a network and the ability to create and act on beliefs and meanings (Bevir and Richards
2009). The approach is therefore based on an anti-foundational ontology and an
interpretive epistemology (Goodwin and Grix 2011), because the focus is on the
meanings individuals within a network attribute to the world around them and the action

they take as a result. It therefore rejects the influence of structures on decision making.

2.3.3 Networks and institutions

Whereas the decentred approach looks at the influence of agents in networks, other
theories focus on the influence of structures and institutions. These theories are founded
on institutionalism, which perceives institutions as being the main determinant of policy
outcomes. Networks can also be an institute or structure in themselves (Bevir and

Richards 2009).

As with governance and networks, there are many different definitions of what

institutions are. March and Olsen define an institution as:

A relatively stable collection of rules and practices, embedded in

structures of meaning that explain and justify behaviour — roles, identities

and belongings, common purposes, and causal and normative beliefs.
(Marsh and Olsen 2006: 691; emphasis in original)

These rules and practices can both be formal and informal. Formal institutions are

official rules, laws and policies, whilst informal institutions are unwritten rules that

' This is contrary to some research that focuses on governance at the macro level, in order to produce a
single narrative of the development of governance.
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guide human interaction, such as conventions, codes of behaviour and the norms and
values that are present in society. These informal ways that structure human interaction

are more complex to define, describe and analyse than formal rules (North 1998).

Institutional change is an incremental process through a continuous creation and
evolution of institutions over time. Within a formal institutional framework, formal
rules can change on a short-term basis as the result of political decisions, but informal
institutions such as traditions and codes of conduct generally only evolve slowly over
time (North 1998). Institutions influence the roles, identities, powers and resources of
actors and organise the interactions between actors. Institutions in a policy process
therefore guide decision making. Due to institutional change, the constraints and
opportunities for behaviour and thus the possible strategies for agents continually

change as well.

There are various strands of institutional theories with different ontological and
epistemological foundations in existence, such as historical, sociological and rational
choice institutionalism. Sociological institutionalism focuses on the informal norms and
rules actors choose to abide by, to avoid social disapproval or exclusion (Helderman
2007). Within historical institutionalism, institutions are perceived as a system of formal
and informal rules that regulate political action. Institutions in this approach are
enforced through the state. Political struggles take place within an institutional
framework, but the outcome of these struggles will also impact on this framework
through incremental change (Serensen and Torfing 2007). Political structures provide
constraints to agents, but agents also play a part in maintaining and changing these
structures. Rational choice institutionalism presupposes that individuals make rational
decisions based on expected costs and benefits. Individuals develop strategies and play
games to ensure the best outcome. Therefore, if the institutions are identified, agents’

behaviour and the outcome can be predicted.

In addition, Scharpf (1997) developed an actor-centred institutionalism with elements of
rational choice theory and applied it to decision making in policy processes. He argues
that policy is the result of interactions of bounded rational actors, who will act on the
basis of their perceived reality and their subjectively defined interests. The purpose of
their action is to achieve maximisation of self-interest and they will play strategic games

with each other in order to reach their goals. The institutional setting — for instance, a
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network — influences the actors’ behaviour, and by defining this institutional setting and

the actors, the policy games and outcome can be predicted.

Some actors are individual actors and only represent themselves in the process, whilst
others are composite actors who are representatives of the organisation they work for.
Scharpf (1997) also characterises actors by their orientations, which comprise
perceptions and preferences, and the capability to deploy resources. An actor’s
perception is formed by their cognitive orientation, which is the observation of facts
such as cause and effect relationships. An actor’s knowledge is derived from their
institutional framework, which is shared by other actors. The more orientations differ,

the more difficult interaction between actors will become.

Institutional setting

Actor
Policy 1 orientations 1 1 Modes of ] Policy

‘ Constellation { . ; i
problem and interaction outcome
capabilities

Policy environment

Figure 1: Actor-centred institutionalism

Source: Adapted from Scharpf 1997: 44

Preference is categorised into interests, norms, identities and interaction orientations.
There are five different interaction orientations, namely: individualism, solidarity,
competition, altruism and hostility. The second characteristic of an actor in addition to
the orientations is the ability to deploy resources. Resources, such as knowledge, labour
and financial resources are needed to ensure that other actors within a policy process are
dependent on the actor. Lastly, the constellation and mode of interaction influence the
policy outcome. A constellation can be founded on coordination, mixed motives and
conflicts, which influences the interaction between actors. The institutional setting also
affects the interaction, for instance actors within a network interact through negotiations

and/or unilateral action. This differs from a market setting with predominantly unilateral
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action and from a hierarchy that involves majority voting and hierarchical direction

(Scharpf 1994).

Actor-centred institutionalism is a deductive, positivist and quantitative approach to
analysing policy processes, which is based on very different ontological and
epistemological beliefs compared to Rhodes’ anti-foundational decentred approach
(Rhodes 2006). Scharpf’s model does not take the influence of agency into account as
Rhodes’ approach does. It sees individuals as being ruled by institutions and their desire
for self-maximisation. It assumes policy outcomes can be predicted if the institutional
setting is known. However, even if human behaviour could be simplified in this manner,
predicting any policy outcomes will still be complex, as it will be difficult to identify all

relevant institutions.

Even though institutionalism is often applied as part of network governance, it is not
applied in the way Scharpf meant. Some scholars adopt a ‘non-formal, context-oriented
and “thin” rational choice perspective’ (Hertting 2007: 45), presuming that actors in
governance networks are more or less rational and understand and give meaning to their
actions in specific contexts. The approach is ‘thin’ because actors are presumed to have
perceived rationalities, rather than objective rationalities based on maximising their self-
interest. This perception is derived from the specific context they are acting in, such as

social and cultural, political and administrative contexts.

2.3.4 The dialectical model of networks

The theories discussed so far focus either on the influence of agents or structures on
decision making, but there are other approaches that examine the way agents and
structures influence each other and therefore both influence policy making. For
instance, structuration theory by Giddens (1984) is a well-known theory in the social
sciences, in which agency and structure support each other and cannot exist without
each other. Structures are maintained and created by agents, and they are dynamic, as
their existence depends on the use of structures by agents. Individuals are purposive and
reflexive agents, who have reasons for their specific action and can explain these
reasons. Agents use resources, or structured properties of social systems, which provide
agents with power as they can use them to control other agents. Power is not a resource
on its own, but resources are media through which power is exercised. Not all resources

are equally distributed and some resources are limited, such as authoritative resources
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(control over people) and allocative resources (control over material resources).
Additionally, the agent has to be able to use these structures. This can cause autonomy
or dependency relations between actors, causing a continuity of power. However,
Giddens states that even agents who are dependent on others still have some resources
that they can utilise to influence the behaviour of their superiors (Giddens 1984, Parker

2000).

Structuration theory can be useful in explaining behaviour in policy networks. A
network is formed within a social structure that provides opportunity and constraints to
the actors within the network, including the presence of resources. If agents are able to
use the resources available, they can exercise power over others. The structure and
resources are independent from the agent and network, but it is the agent’s
responsibility to use or reject and try to change them. Therefore, the structure influences

the agent, but an agent can also influence a structure.

Another theory using the dialectical structure/agency approach, but in relation to the
state specifically, is the strategic—relational approach (SRA) by Jessop, which places the
state and political systems in a broader environment of social relations. The state is not
just a product of social development, but also an important influence on the structure

and dynamic of social formations. SRA defines the core of the state apparatus as a:

distinct ensemble of institutions and organizations whose socially
accepted function is to define and enforce collectively binding decisions
on a given population in the name of their ‘common interest’ or ‘general
will’.
(Jessop 2008: 9)
SRA involves a dialectical relationship between structure and agency, which are
interlinked by the use of strategy. Social structure is the result of structurally inscribed
strategic selectivity by agents. Constraints or opportunities that structures provide to
agents are dependent on time, space, agency and strategy. Agents are reflexive to their
particular situation and undertake strategically calculated and structurally oriented
action. Agents are able to modify some structures, providing them with conjectural
opportunities, but they might also come across structural constraints that cannot be
altered. Structures only exist within the temporal and spatial horizons of action pursued
by actors, whilst actors always act within specific action contexts formed by institutions

and the interaction of other social actors. A structural constraint for one agent may pose

as a conjectural opportunity for another, but structures might also be different over time
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or space. Furthermore, agents may adapt their strategies to their experiences. The study
of specific agents that undertake specific action for the realisation of a specific goal, in a
specific time and space, will result in an explanation of the exercise of power (Smith

2000, Jessop 2008).

SRA explains that agents are influenced by structure, but they have to use their agency
to affirm or reject these structures. As it presumes structures are independent of agents,
SRA is premised on a critical realist philosophy of social science (Jessop 2008).
Structural conditions, including power, are ‘real’ and exist independently of our
knowledge. However, it takes human agency for these structures to become an influence

on behaviour and action (Fawcett 2011).

Marsh and Smith (2000) also apply a critical realist approach, but with the aim to
explain decision making in policy networks. In their dialectical approach, they identify
three dialectical relationships: between the structure of the network and the agents,
between the network and the context within which it operates and between the network
and the policy outcome (Figure 2). Each of these relationships is dialectical, because it
forms ‘an interactive relationship between two variables in which each affects the other

in a continuing iterative process’ (Marsh and Smith 2000: 5).

In a network, structures influence agents and the network, but agents interpret these
structures and negotiate constraints and opportunities that are derived from these
structures. Structures can be internal and external to the network. Internally, when
interaction becomes institutionalised, the network itself forms a structure. Externally,
the broader political and social-structural context forms a framework within which the
network operates. Changing structures or other exogenous developments can therefore
cause change in a network, but agents will interpret these changes and negotiate the
effect it will have on the network. As a result, even though elements such as institutions,
network structure or resources exist independently from agents, these agents will have
to interpret and apply them and therefore these elements are all to an extent socially
constructed. Although the model shows a relationship between the network and the
outcome, this relationship is complicated and not causal; the model is neither predictive
nor deterministic. The dialectical model does show the complexities involved in
network decision making and the relationships between elements involved. One of the
relationships between elements is feedback between the policy outcome, the structural

context and the learning process of actors. The eventual policy outcome feeds back into
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society by changing the broader context. Moreover, outcomes in a network can also
affect agents that participate in other networks, for instance by learning or by acquiring

new resources.

Context Network Outcome
Structural Network
context structure
Resources
Structure
Policy
outcome
Agent
& Innate skill
Skills Interaction
Learning
process

Figure 2: Dialectical approach to networks

Source: Adapted from Marsh and Smith 2000: 10

Marsh and Smith (2000) explain that agents in a network have preferences or interests
that are partly defined from the membership in that network, but they also have other,
perhaps contradictory interests derived from the broader structure or from being a
member in another network. They also claim that network members have innate skills,
which affects their capacity to use opportunities or negotiate constraints, but what this
entails is not clarified (Raab 2001). Furthermore, actors’ preferences are lacking in the
model, even though for instance Scharpf (1997) argues that this affects the policy

outcome.

Another shortcoming of the model is addressed in a later article by Toke and Marsh

(2003), who apply the dialectical model to analyse policy change for genetically
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modified crops in the UK. They find that by applying the model to a case, some
weaknesses are revealed. Firstly, there is no distinction between groups of actors and
individual actors. Secondly, the influence of inside groups may be exaggerated at the
cost of outside groups. In the case of genetically modified crops, environmental groups
had much agenda-setting power and they also pressurised supermarkets into no longer
selling these foods, which was not an outcome decided by the network. It can be argued,
however, that outside influence is present through the dialectical relationship between
context and network. The model would benefit from adding that, in the context, not only
structural influences are relevant, but also influences from agents. This strengthens the
dialectical relationship between structure and agency. After all, if a network is
composed of structure and agency, it is only logical that the context would also

comprise both structures and agents.

In response to Marsh and Smith’s dialectical approach, Evans (2001) discusses how this
approach uses macro-, meso- and micro-levels of analysis to examine policy networks
and policy outcomes. He visualises the complex relationship between the network as a
structure and the wider context comprising structure and agency. Evans’ model

therefore excludes the micro-level analysis of relations inside the network.

Figure 3 shows the network existing within a wider policy environment, in which
formal and informal institutions, ideologies, history, culture and beliefs, macro-
economic variables, other networks and external agents and groups all influence the
network. Simultaneously, the network itself affects the policy environment. Evans
identifies the exogenous key factors that influence a network and its outcome by
connecting macro structures to the meso structure of the network. The network itself is
represented as a black box and does not show the impact the different elements of the
environment have inside the network. It also fails to show the decision-making process

between agents in a network and therefore lacks clarity on a micro level.

A more comprehensive approach to analysing networks would include the dialectical
relationship between the environment, the network, the actors and the policy outcome.
Marsh and Smith’s approach (2000) forms a good starting point. It enables an analysis
on three abstract levels: the macro environment, the structure of the network and the
micro-level relationships between actors and their decision making. The governance

network itself forms the network structure, which influences decision making. The
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micro-level analysis inside the network shows the interaction between agents and the

policy outcome.

The dialectical model’s weakness is the lack of detail regarding what the structural
context is composed of, but this has been addressed by Evans (2001). However, both the
dialectical model and Evans’ model leave out some detail in the micro level. This is
where actor-centred institutionalism can provide the missing elements, by identifying
the institutions that are present in the structural context, but also by looking at actors’
preferences in more detail. The deductive nature of institutional theory would not be
adopted, but instead the critical realist stance would remain in place, which allows for

the influence of agency.
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Figure 3: Dialectical approach visualised by Evans

Source: Adapted from Evans 2001: 544

Marsh and Smith (2000) state that their dialectical model examines the roles networks
play in policy development and implementation, as opposed to networks being treated
as a new form of governance. However, that does not mean the model cannot be
extended to form part of the governance debate. Governance can be treated as a

structure that is part of the context of a network, being present in formal and informal
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institutions, political structures and in external agents. This means that a political
culture favouring network governance will influence the establishment of governance
networks and could influence the agents in the network if they agree with this
governmentality and strive for cooperation and autonomous decisions making without
relying on central government. The predominant type of governance will influence the
type of networks that are established and their outcomes. Type I multi-level governance
will create small, tight networks in which responsibility is clear, which might stimulate
cooperation. If Type II multi-level governance is prevalent, large networks are created
that include many agencies with overlapping boundaries. As responsibility and authority
may be muddled, decision making becomes complicated. On the other hand, there might
be an increased flexibility, which increases the ability of agents to adapt to new
circumstances. Furthermore, any policy outcomes will affect the network governance
debate. If networks are successful, it will reinforce the idea that network governance is
the desired arrangement, but if networks fail it may cause doubts, or a change in the

way policy is decided upon.

2.3.5 Network governance theory

An additional strand of governance research'? examines governance arrangements that
involve networks (Van Kersbergen and Van Waarden 2004). In recent years, meta-
analytical literature on network governance has emerged (Lewis 2011), initiated by
scholars from the Centre for Democratic Network Governance at Roskilde University
(e.g. Serensen and Torfing) and Dutch scholars with a background in network theory
(e.g. Klijn and Koppenjan). The Centre for Democratic Network Governance focuses
specifically on network governance research, whilst scholars at other universities have
also contributed, resulting in a series of books on network governance with a collection
of chapters by various authors (Marcussen and Torfing 2006, Bogason and Zelner 2007,
Serensen and Torfing 2007).

Serensen and Torfing (2007) argue that some of the past research on networks,
institutions and governance can be classed as a first generation, because it focused on
the emergence of governance networks, including work by Kooiman, Rhodes, Jessop

and even Foucault. Even though these authors did not use the term ‘network

12 .

Van Kersbergen and Van Waarden argue that there are nine approaches to governance: network
governance, good governance, international relations, self-organisation, economic governance, corporate
governance, NPM, multi-level governance and private network governance (2004).
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governance’, Segrensen and Torfing argue that their research can be perceived as such,
because they examined the formation of networks as part of a governance arrangement
and the differences between networks and state and market-led coordination. Building
on these past studies, Serensen and Torfing seek to develop a second generation of
research, which focuses mainly on four topics: research on the formation, function and
development of governance networks, research on the failure and success of networks,
research on meta-governance and research on democratic problems and potential in
these networks. This second generation of network governance research aims to be

multi-disciplinary, meaning that:

Political studies of institutions, power and decision making are articulated
with sociological studies of culture, communication and social control
and organizational studies of cognitive frames, learning and resource
exchange. Different theoretical approaches are drawn upon in the attempt
to address research problems derived from studies of concrete, empirical

cases of network governance.
(Serensen and Torfing 2007: 6)

Governance networks are seen as a specific form of governance (through networks) or a
specific form of network (as part of governance).”> The networks are composed of a
plurality of actors, such as politicians, administrators, interest groups, private companies
and citizens, who interact and negotiate to achieve public outcomes (Torfing 2005). The
definition of a governance network includes institutional influences, such as hierarchical
rule, and agency influences, such as the culture and values of actors. It therefore
attempts to combine network theory, institutionalism and governance theory by defining

a governance network as:

A relatively stable horizontal articulation of interdependent, but
operationally autonomous actors, who interact through negotiations,
which take place within a regulative, normative, cognitive and imaginary
framework, that is self-regulating within limits set by external agencies,
and which contributes to the production of public purpose.

(Serensen and Torfing 2007: 9)

The regulative, normative, cognitive and imaginary framework is further explained as

comprising:

A regulative aspect, since it provides rules, roles and procedures; a
normative aspect, as it conveys norms, values and standards; a cognitive
element, given that it generates codes, concepts and specialised

" The terms ‘network governance’ and ‘governance networks’ are often used interchangeably. Network
governance can be seen as the type of governance that is realised through networks, whilst governance
networks can be seen as those networks that are established as part of a governance arrangement.
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knowledge, and an imaginary aspect, seeing as it produces identities,
ideologies and common hopes.
(Torfing 2005: 308)

The definition focuses on networks being relatively autonomous, but it also recognises
that even though it is a network governance arrangement, outside authorities are likely
to have an influence: for instance government imposing rules onto a network. In
addition, it combines thoughts about the bounded reality actors live in and their agency,
by referring to cognitive and imaginary frameworks. Lastly, it acknowledges the
influence of institutions and structures by including the regulative framework and
normative framework. This use of four different frameworks can also be found in actor-
centred institutionalism through formal and informal institutions and actors’ preferences
and perceptions. Therefore, this network governance theory borrows heavily from
established theories, which is its strength. It promotes the application of a variety of
established theories, founded on the dialectical approach, in which both structure and

agency influence the production of public purpose.

Even though network governance theory is producing more knowledge on governance
networks and addresses issues regarding their function and their failures, it does not
provide a unitary method to research governance networks. Therefore, when applying
the network governance lens to a research, there is no restriction to certain theories or
research methods. Moreover, if a scholar uses the term, it does not always imply that a
combination of thoughts on networks and institutions has been applied; network

governance is a relatively flexible concept.

Lewis (2011) also argues that even though network governance theory has made a
contribution to research in this field, for instance by defining the governance network,
there is still a need to establish a theoretical framework to guide analysis. However,
Lewis sees this openness as a strength, offering a diversity of approaches and providing
researchers with a choice in what method they find best to apply. Simultaneously, Lewis
states that synthesising different approaches will be the most rewarding approach to
increase knowledge on governance networks, by regarding these networks both as

structures and cultures.

Klijn and Koppenjan (2012) find that even though network governance theory does not
provide a universal approach, common concepts and assumptions can still be identified.
Firstly, network governance research examines actors, their perceptions and their

interdependencies. Secondly, as a consequence of perceptions and interdependencies,
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complex interactions and patterns of negotiation emerge between actors, which will
influence the outcome. Thirdly, the interaction patterns become institutionalised,
forming a certain network structure of social interaction and patterns of rules. Lastly,
when network processes become complex, guidance and management of interactions
are required. This concept of network management is another element that is examined

as part of network governance research.

However, even though network governance provides guiding elements in what
influences decision making, it does not explain how these elements are interlinked. For
instance, how does the constellation of actors determine what normative, cognitive and
imaginary framework is being tapped into to make decisions? Can the frameworks
explain what public purpose is being produced? Moreover, network governance theory
does not explain change. How can frameworks that actors are using change? What does
that mean for the policy outcome? Where does this change come from? Network
governance theory still leaves many questions unanswered and network governance
research should therefore also be aimed at identifying relationships between the

elements of governance networks.

Other scholars have observed more substantive issues with network governance theory.
For instance, Davies (2011, 2012) argues that network governance is part of a
hegemonic strategy based on a neo-liberal perspective. He acknowledges the existence
of networks as a type of interest intermediation and an arena for exchanging resources,
but states that network governance as an ideal type of governance, built on
collaboration, trust and empowerment, does not exist. Instead, he states that network
governance is based on hierarchy, closure and coercion. Davies — inspired by Marxism
— claims that this hierarchy and coercion is vital for the maintenance of social order. He
therefore argues that the shift from government to governance has never taken place and

that it is misleading to characterise institutions as ‘hierarchies’ or ‘networks’.

However, previously discussed research is more balanced. For instance, scholars such
as Jessop (1995b), Whitehead (2003) and Swyngedouw (2005) argue that even though
elements of hierarchy have not entirely been eliminated, the shift from government to
governance has taken place. Network governance is characterised by decision making at
a distance from central government, where actors operate within a certain institutional

framework, but with a degree of discretion. Governance networks and the actors within
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the network have the ability to influence the outcome and are therefore not completely

coerced.

Moreover, even though Davies argues that governance networks ‘have no special
potential’ (2011: 152), other scholars such as Klijn et al. (2010a) and Agranoff and
McGuire (2001) have discussed the opportunities that networks provide to collaborate,
build consensus and create synergy, which will be further discussed in section 2.4.2. For
instance, actors can share knowledge, resources and ideas and implement a decision
together, but they would not do this without a degree of trust. This ideal type of network
may not always be achieved, but it is certainly a possibility. Even though Davies’
perspective on network governance does not entirely reflect policy practice, it does
emphasise the importance of understanding and identifying the hierarchical elements

within a network and the effects on the actors and the outcome.

2.3.6 Summary

The theories covered in this section examine the way the government governs. The term
‘governance’ is used to indicate a shift has occurred away from hierarchy, towards an
arrangement that includes a variety of agencies and actors, dispersed over multiple
spatial levels, from the public and private sector, such as discussed in the multi-level
governance approach (e.g. in the work of Hooghe and Marks 2003, 2010). Even though
multiple actors are involved in decision making, central government is still able to exert
control, for instance by using a combination of technologies of power and technologies

of self (Foucault et al. 1988).

Networks play an important role in governance and various approaches and theories
have been developed to study these networks. Some theories focus on studying the
beliefs and behaviour of individuals in networks. For instance, Rhodes developed an
approach that studies individuals, their beliefs and behaviour to explain policy outcomes
(Bevir and Rhodes 2001, Bevir and Richards 2009). Other theories such as actor-
centred institutionalism use the influence of structures to explain policy outcomes
(Scharpf 1997). Finally, dialectical approaches take both agents and structures into
account when analysing the influences on policy outcomes (e.g. in the work of Marsh

and Smith 2000).

Building on past theories on governance, networks and institutions, a network

governance theory has emerged that specifically examines networks that are part of
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governance arrangements. This emerging theory provides a definition of governance
networks that includes the influence of agency and structures. Within a governance
network, interdependent actors interact within a normative, cognitive and regulatory
framework to produce public purpose. However, there is no explanation of how the
agents, structures and outcome influence each other, even though there are existing
approaches and theories on governance, networks and institutions that could provide
this explanation. This research therefore includes a theoretical framework that combines
several of these approaches and theories. The theoretical framework is founded on
critical realism and focuses on the dialectical relationship between structure and agency,

which is explained in the next section.

2.4 The functioning of governance networks

The purpose of developing a framework for analysing governance networks is to
examine how governance networks are functioning and to guide data collection and
analysis. The framework is based on multiple theoretical perspectives centred on
concepts of governance, networks and institutions. It applies a dialectical relationship
between the network and the environment, between the network and the agents, and
between the network and the outcome, as applied by Marsh and Smith (2000). To
provide more detail, elements from Evans’ approach (2001) and Scharpf’s

institutionalism (1997) are included as well.

Network functioning is dependent on influences from structure and agency, which
affect the interaction within a network and the outcome. The theoretical framework,
visualised in Figure 4, shows the functioning of a governance network once it is formed,
by placing the governance network in a wider context. The network is not a closed
structure, but is open to the wider structural context. This wider context influences the
network, but the network influences the wider context as well. The governance network
itself is composed of a policy problem, the actors, their interactions and the outcome.
All elements are open to wider influences, visualised by the dashed lines, whilst the

arrows represent the relationships between the different elements.
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Figure 4: Functioning of governance networks

The elements are dynamic and a change in one element will impinge on other elements
and ultimately the outcome. Each change in an element is negotiated by the agents in
the network and can alter the actors present in the network, their resources, perceptions,
preferences and interactions. This section describes each element and their relationship

with other elements.

2.4.1 Formation of the governance network

Networks can be formed for a variety of reasons. Firstly, the network might be formed
as a response to the emergence of a policy problem that actors wish to address. A
network can also be formed voluntarily; for instance, by a group of actors who share a
common goal or vision or by the actions of a strong actor who mobilises others
(Waddock 1989). Networks can also be the result of direct or indirect governmental
direction. For instance, public authorities can create networks directly by creating a
mandate or rules and policies to form statutory networks, in which agencies have to

make decisions together. Networks are formed indirectly through creating conditions for
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the establishment of a network (Hoff 2003), for instance by offering financial incentives
to those agencies that join a network, as is the case with for instance public—private

partnerships.

The way the network has formed can influence the structure of a network and its
outcome. Firstly, the hierarchical mode of coordination can be of great influence in
networks that have been indirectly created by government, as Grix and Phillpots (2011)
and Laffin (2009) found in their research. The level of self-regulation and freedom can
differ significantly between governance networks, which will affect the outcome.
However, even when a network is formed under the influence of a public authority,

there is usually still a degree of self-regulation within the limits set by external agencies.

Secondly, the interaction may differ between voluntary and involuntary networks. If a
network is formed voluntarily, the actors in that network will have agreed in advance
that cooperation is fruitful. The voluntary network may be ideological in nature,
focusing on the process of cooperation and thereby improving interaction. This
improves the chance of synergy and an outcome all actors agree with. On the other
hand, if a network is formed involuntarily, a positive interaction is not guaranteed. An
involuntary network may be functional in nature, having been assigned externally. Its
focus is on achieving a decision or outcome, whilst the process of negotiation and
cooperation, instead of it being the starting point of interaction, is one that has been

forced upon the network.

Finally, the inclusion and exclusion of actors in the formation stage may affect
interaction and the outcome. Edelenbos and Klijn (2005) argue that early involvement
of actors stimulates joint decision making, increases support for the outcome and
prevents the use of veto power. Even though including more actors may complicate
decision making, overall it can save time when impasses are prevented. Therefore,
excluding actors in the early stages when the network is formed may create problems
later in the process, especially when the excluded actors have the power to block

decision making.

2.4.2 Policy problem

The policy problem in a governance network can be a general policy problem (for
instance, flood risk on a site), but the exact definition, boundaries and meaning are part
of an actor’s perception (for instance, the exact flood levels or the consequences of
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flooding). As actors define the policy problem, it is dynamic and might be redefined
during the decision-making process. Therefore, the problem definition can differ
between actors and can be contested (Brownill and Carpenter 2009). The policy
problem can also be of a wicked nature and might have risks attached (Torfing 2005).
Wicked problems are often surrounded by cognitive uncertainty (Van Bueren et al.
2003). Firstly, there is uncertainty about the nature of the problem; the problem is
complex and there is a lack of knowledge. In addition, there can be discrepancies
between the problem definitions of various actors. Secondly, there will not be a true or
false solution to a wicked problem. Thirdly, a wicked problem has no clear end to it; it
is unknown when or if it will ever be solved (Rittel and Webber 1973). Furthermore,
institutional uncertainty is created when various decisions on a problem are taken in
different policy fields or governmental levels (Van Bueren et al. 2003). Additionally,
actors will originate from different institutional backgrounds, which can cause conflicts.
Lastly, actors working with a wicked problem make strategic choices, causing strategic

uncertainty that can influence the problem-solving process (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004).

If a policy problem is wicked or associated with much uncertainty, actors can respond in
various ways to deal with uncertainty. For instance, actors can start collecting
information, conduct research or involve other actors to attempt to reduce uncertainty
surrounding a problem (Koppenjan and Klijn 2004). However, this approach is not
always successful. For instance, research on the effects of climate change is still

surrounded in uncertainty, which complicates decision making.

Some scholars argue that networks can be effective in dealing with these wicked
problems, because they have the ability to combine knowledge and generate better
solutions, as well as increasing the chances of implementation (Parker 2007, Brownill
and Carpenter 2009, Klijn et al. 2010a). Networks could even create a synergy, where
multiple actors are committed to develop new alternatives that would not have been
practicable through unitary action (Agranoff and McGuire 2001) and multiple actors
will have greater resources and greater knowledge to tackle a problem. The network can
also provide flexibility to adjust to complexities and uncertainties that occur during the
process. Conflicts may arise between actors, but it is argued that the network develops
their own ways of negotiating and overcoming conflict to create a consensus.
Furthermore, when a decision is made, it is expected that the actors have developed a
joint responsibility and will therefore put effort into implementing the policy (Serensen

and Torfing 2007).
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However, it is inherent to wicked problems that knowledge may not be able to make a
problem clearer. In a network, a plurality of actors stands for a plurality of perceptions
and there is a chance that knowledge will be used as a strategy or as a way to exert
power. For instance, they may produce research that supports their perception of the
problem and their preferences, which is not constructive to solving the problem of
uncertainty. Therefore, actors in a network may not be able to address the cognitive
uncertainty, whilst they may struggle with the institutional uncertainty and may increase
the strategic uncertainty. In this case, network management can be used to stimulate the
opportunities that networks offer, in order to tackle policy problems and overcome any

1Ssues.

Other issues that some networks encounter are problems and outcomes that have a

degree of risk embedded. Risk can be defined as:

the possibility that an undesirable state of reality (adverse effects) may
occur as a result of natural events or human activities.
(Renn 2008: 98)

Risk refers to a situation in which something of human value has been put at stake and
of which the outcome is uncertain. In academic literature, the term ‘risk governance’ is
used to describe the governance process in which risk is managed through the
collaboration of multiple actors. These different actors all have their own perception of
risk. A risk manager needs to consider these different perceptions when deciding if a
risk should be taken and what risk reduction measures are appropriate. However, there
could be a tension between the ‘facts’ and the ‘feelings’ of risk. Some question if
science should be the main determinant of making risk-based decisions, or if the science
perception is equal to subjective perceptions of risk held by other actors (International
Risk Governance Council 2005). Obviously, a wicked problem can include a risk,
which means that knowledge about this risk is limited, increasing the complexity of

decision making.

2.4.3 Actors and interactions

A governance network has a variety of actors, which originate from the public, semi-
public, private and community sector. Which actors are included in the network is the
result of the governmentality, which can be expressed through policies and regulations.
In addition, the type of multi-level governance will also influence the network
membership. Finally, the network constellation may also be the result of the problem
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definition that requires certain actors to become involved or of the network interaction,

for instance if an actor decides to leave the network due to conflict.

Actors may be individual actors and only represent themselves in the process, whilst
others are composite actors, representing the organisation they work for. In addition,
any actor can belong to other networks or normative circles.'* The perception and
preference of an actor is an individual factor, but is also influenced by membership.
Individuals have causal power in their own right, but social groups possess causal
powers that are greater than the sum of the individuals; this perspective is known as
emergence theory (Elder-Vass 2010). The perception of an individual can be in conflict
with that of their organisation or group. In addition, if the actor or organisation is part of
other networks, interests may become incongruous. By regarding actors as being
composite or belonging to other groups, one weakness of the dialectical model by
Marsh and Smith (2000) is addressed, which was that in their model no distinction

could be made between individual actors and groups.

The description of the actors in a network includes their characteristics and their
resources, to determine interdependence. Actors are characterised by their interests,
preferences, perceptions and resources. An actor’s interest refers to what benefits this
particular actor, which will influence their preference and strategy. Perceptions
influence the actor’s definition of the policy problem, what type of outcome they can
visualise and how they see other actors. Resources are structural elements that exist
independently from the actor, but it is up to the actor to identify and make use of
resources. The actors’ resources will influence the interdependencies in a network.
Their resources can be, for instance, authority, financial resources, knowledge and
labour that are present in their particular organisation. However, an individual’s
resource can also be a person’s ability to cope with a network situation. This personal
resource is similar to an actor’s skill from Marsh and Smith’s dialectical model (2000)
and is an important part of an individual’s agency, as it allows an actor to reach their

preferred policy outcome.

One element that is implicit in this model is power. Power influences the capacities of
actors to achieve desired outcomes (Morriss 2002) and this power is often not equally
divided (Goodwin and Grix 2011). It is therefore important for actors to understand

their own power, but also the power of others. Understanding your own power means

'* A normative circle is a group of individuals who adhere to a shared social norm or rule, producing
social power (Elder-Vass 2010).
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that you understand how to use your agency to apply or change structures to achieve
your goal. Understanding the other actors’ powers means that you can predict how
others can influence the outcome in a beneficial or adverse way (Morriss 2002).
However, power is not readily identifiable; for instance, it cannot be directly derived

from the resources actors have:

One should not measure the resources as an accountant, but make a
qualitative assessment of the actions open to the partners and of the
dynamics of their games. It is equally indispensable to focus on the
relationship as such and not on each partner's respective power. Even if
one partner appears completely to dominate the other, the dependence
remains reciprocal—no matter how absolute the right of life and death is
held by masters over their slaves. Masters are dependent on their slaves'

survival in order to retain lordship over them.
(Crozier and Thoenig 1976: 562)

Identifying power in a network therefore goes beyond listing available resources or
observing behaviour. Lukes suggests applying an agent-centred approach that not only
considers the power agents exercise, but also the power that they do not exercise
(Hayward and Lukes 2008). He argues that there are three dimensions of power. The
first dimension entails the power to prevail over the opposition of other actors, which
can be identified by examining overt behaviour in decision making. The second
dimension entails the power to control participation and set the agenda. In a network,
this includes the power to alter the network structure. The third dimension focuses on
the power to influence the preferences and perceptions of other actors. An example of
the third dimension of power is the conduct of conduct as discussed by Foucault (for
instance 1991). To ensure that individuals and groups take decisions that are in harmony
with government’s ends, government influences behaviour by using technologies of self

and technologies of power.

The third dimension of power also considers latent conflict and the ‘real’ interests of
those excluded by the process (Lukes 2005). Even if power is not exerted, it can still act
as a barrier to other actors, when they feel that they need to behave in a certain way to
prevent another actor from showing their authority. This power is difficult for a

researcher to identify:
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This third dimension of power is usually hidden from direct observation;
it has to be inferred via the postulation of relevant counterfactuals, to the
effect that but for the exercise of the power in question those subject to it
would have thought and acted otherwise, in accordance with their ‘real’
interest.

(Hayward and Lukes 2008: 6)

In these dimensions of power, structures play an important role. Power is not located in
structures, but is the effect of structures. Power is not structurally deterministic, but
there needs to be an agent with the choice to exercise this power. It can be presumed
that the person who exercises power takes a conscious choice to do so and is aware of
the consequences of their actions. Therefore, to locate power is to ‘fix the responsibility
for consequences held to flow from the action, or inaction, of certain specifiable agents’
(Lukes 2005: 58). Furthermore, power is not limited to the network itself, as structures,
‘real’ interests and power relations outside the network can also influence decision

making.

The actors’ characteristics, interdependence, and if and how they use power all
influence their interactions. On the one hand, an actor can use their skills and resources
to create a collaborative working environment (Edelenbos et al. 2013). On the other
hand, an actor can use their resources to exert power by limiting other actors or block
decision making. In addition, the actors can design a decision-making process that is
counterproductive. A slow process without progress causes inertia and no decisions are
made. On the other hand, too much action or decisions made too fast can cause
suboptimal outcomes (McGuire and Agranoff 2011). The network may also be too
focused on being successful in their process and achieving cooperation instead of
conflict, whilst producing poor outcomes. For instance, the ex post satisfaction might be

high, but the problem might not be effectively or efficiently solved.

Furthermore, structures can affect interaction. By examining a network in the Thames
Gateway, Brownill and Carpenter (2009) conclude that Type II governance causes too
many different agencies to become involved, which complicates interaction and
decision making. Moreover, Skelcher (2000) argues that due to governance and the
process of hollowing out, an organisational and political fragmentation has taken place,
which complicates matters of responsibility, accountability and authority. In addition,
the political focus has shifted towards intractable problems cutting across sectoral and

organisational boundaries, complicating decision making further.
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However, actor constellation still plays a crucial role. If the actors’ interests are
compatible, it can be expected that the interaction will be characterised by cooperation,
resulting in a policy outcome that actors are content with. If there are large
discrepancies between actors, this could result in conflict and the lack of an agreed
policy outcome. However, the actors’ characteristics and their interactions are not
necessarily constant, because throughout the process changes may happen that will
affect the actors. For instance, actors can learn from experiences, or events may occur in

the wider context.

Finally, a network may form a structure of its own when formal or informal rules for
interaction are developed which are specific to that network. A strong network structure
forms an institutional capacity, which allows the actors to share information, knowledge
and understanding (Healey 1998) and leading to collaboration (Edelenbos et al. 2013),
for instance, because trust is developed between the actors, or because imperatives are
created to maintain the network (Toke and Marsh 2003). The network structure
influences interaction and policy outcomes. As an example, developing shared values
over the desired outcome stimulates joint decision making, but will also privilege
certain policy outcomes (Marsh and Smith 2000). The network structure can also
influence the wider context; when actors from a previous network meet in another

network, they may adapt the old network structure.

2.4.4 Wider context

The actors and the network operate within a wider context composed of structures and
agents. Structures are composed of formal institutions, informal institutions, or other
structures, such as the political, economic, social, technological or environmental
situation and events. Structures exist independently of people’s interpretation and
people will perceive these structures using their senses and their minds (Bhaskar 1975,
Sayer 2000). Therefore, even though the actors in a network are all part of the same
structural context, they might have specific perceptions and preferences derived from

the policy field they work in, the organisation they work for or their individuality.

Part of the context is the governance structure or the governmentality. Through this
structure a certain type of governance will be favoured, which can impact on the
network structure and the actors within. The governance structure can for instance be

characterised by Type I or II multi-level governance (Hooghe and Marks 2003, 2010),
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which may determine the size of the network and the division of the actors’
responsibilities. In addition, the level of hierarchical rule or the influence of market
forces impacts upon the network. A political culture favouring network governance will
influence the establishment of governance networks, whilst the actors, if they agree with
this governmentality, will strive for cooperation and autonomous decision making at a
distance from central government. These factors in turn affect the interaction between
the actors and the outcome. Moreover, policy outcomes will affect the network
governance debate. If networks are successful, this will reinforce the idea that network
governance is the desired arrangement, but if they fail the arrangement may be

undermined.

Structures are part of the ‘real’ world and may cause events or non-events to occur.
These events are the result of structures or mechanisms being triggered, causing an
observable effect. For instance, if weather, water and landform are triggered, extreme
rainfall is created, causing a flood. Even though the structures are always present, it is
the weather and flood event that people observe and find undesirable, thereby causing
action to be taken. Therefore, even though the initial trigger is in a structure, agents
matter as well, because structures cannot act, only agents can (Toke and Marsh 2003).
Agents can affirm or reject structures, or sudden change and events can change the
perceptions and preferences of agents, which will affect the outcome. Simultaneously,
by their actions, agents can in turn shape structures as well. Therefore, agents and the

wider context are in a dialectical relationship.

2.4.5 Policy outcome

Lastly, policy outcomes are the result of the decision-making process in the network.
Actors may have differing preferences on what their desired outcome is. When an
outcome is eventually reached, both the network structure and the wider structure can be
affected. Firstly, a particular network outcome can change the existing network’s
membership or resources. Secondly, the policy outcome can change the broader context
through any element, such as a change in regulations, a change in other networks or a
change in the environment. Moreover, outcomes can change agents if they learn from
experience or change their perceptions (Marsh and Smith 2000). Lastly, a policy
outcome can change the policy problem, for instance by solving the problem, or

changing the factors in the wider context that affect the problem.
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2.5 Conclusion

This chapter discussed various strands of governance theory, resulting in the
development of a theoretical framework that provides a method for analysing the
functioning of governance networks. By applying this theoretical framework, the key
factors that impact on FRM, which are derived from influences from structure and
agency that are present in the governance network or in the wider context, can be
identified. This theoretical framework will inform data collection and analysis of two
cases of governance networks. However, before this takes place, the next chapter

discusses how network governance of FRM has developed.
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Chapter 3 Network governance of flood risk management

3.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the first research question, which is: ‘how has network
governance of FRM developed?’” The aim of this research is to explore the nature of
governance networks in FRM in local planning processes in England; therefore the
main focus of this chapter is on where the governance systems of FRM and spatial

planning in England overlap.
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Figure 5: Governance of flood risk management and spatial planning

To do this, section 3.2 describes the development of FRM and spatial planning
chronologically. Section 3.3 looks at the characteristics of the governance networks in
FRM in more detail. This will provide a context for examining two cases of governance

networks later in the thesis. Lastly, conclusions are drawn.

3.2 Governance of flood risk management and spatial planning

This section describes the development of FRM and spatial planning chronologically. It
is divided into six eras, starting with the pre-war era and ending with the end of 2013.
By describing the development of the governance system for FRM and spatial planning,
it becomes clear how the two fields converged and how the shift from government to

network governance took place.
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3.2.1 The pre-1945 era

Flooding has always occurred as a natural process and people have always attempted to
manage the impacts of flooding. For instance, historic cities were often established in
advantageous areas near vital resources, such as water, but with development located in
areas safe from flooding. An example is Tewkesbury with its historic core located on a
hill (White 2010). Another early form of FRM took place in rural areas by draining land

to create sufficient farmland for food supply.

At first, government was not involved in FRM, but that slowly changed over time. For
instance, in 1427 one of the first regulations on FRM was created: the Sewers Act,
which established the commissioners of sewers'’ appointed by the king. The
commissioners levied drainage rates from land with defences or drainage systems.
Drainage was a localised function, and as a result, a large number of organisations were
in existence (Watson et al. 2009). As the population grew, draining agricultural land
became more important, and in the 19th century, public money was made available to
fund this. This continued into the 20th century (Bowers 1998). The power of central
government in drainage increased in 1930, through the Land Drainage Act, when the
commissions were transformed into catchment boards and Internal Drainage Boards
(IDBs), which were under the control of central government (River Stour (Kent)

Internal Drainage Board 2009).

In the meantime, the industrial revolution caused rapid changes in the landscape during
the 19th century and a desire for government intervention grew. Population became
concentrated in industrial towns, where industrial land use and housing were in close
proximity. Development was market-led, and there was a lack of building control or
regulations regarding sanitation, causing poor quality of life for residents and outbreaks
of diseases. The desire for government interference into planning grew. In 1848, two
Acts of Parliament were passed that restricted the freedom of landowners and
development, whilst local acts gave councils the authority to set standards for housing
and deal with unsanitary houses, but the scope and effect was limited (Duxbury and
Telling 2006). Therefore, to increase the role of government in planning, the first
Planning Act was passed in 1909, with further Acts in 1919 and 1931. These Acts

authorised local authorities to prepare planning schemes for development land, set

' The term ‘sewers’ referred at this time to water drainage rather than sewerage.
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standards of amenity and convenience, and control change of use in existing buildings

(Duxbury and Telling 2006).

During the Second World War, the planning system developed further. A central
planning authority was established and planning was formally given a role in state
affairs through the Minister of Town and Country Planning Act 1943. The minister was
responsible for developing a national policy that was aimed at the use and development
of land. The framework of the modern planning system was established with the passing
of the Town and Country Planning Act of 1947. As part of this Act, local authorities
had to adopt development plans, and development was dependent on the obtaining of
planning permission. The adoption of this system proved to be slow, as it would take
over ten years after the Act for the minister to approve the first local development plans

(Tewdwr-Jones 1997).

3.2.2 1946-1980

During the war, domestic food production contributed to Britain’s survival, and after the
war, self-sufficiency remained an important goal (Tunstall et al. 2004). Therefore, in the
period after the Second World War until the 1970s, land drainage and flood defences
were mainly used to protect agricultural land. However, their contribution to protecting
urban areas was increasingly recognised (Penning-Rowsell and Handmer 1988). At the
time, flood defences were characterised by hard engineering solutions with little regard
for the natural environment (Tunstall et al. 2004). Nature was to be controlled; for
instance, through the channelling of rivers and draining of wetlands. Therefore, FRM at
the time was aimed at reducing the probability of flood risk, and as a result, the
consequences of flood risk were reduced as well. There was no overall drainage

strategy, as flood issues were addressed on a site-by-site basis.

In 1947, the Thames flooded, causing one of the worst floods England had experienced.
That winter there had been much snowfall, and after a thaw set in during a period of
heavy rainfall, the rainwater did not drain into the frozen ground, whilst snowmelt
caused rivers to rise quickly. The floods that followed damaged infrastructure, farmland
and more than 100,000 properties, at an estimated cost of between £3 billion and
£4.5 billion at 2007 levels (Wainwright 2007). As a consequence, there was a public
outcry to improve protection against flooding. The chief engineers of the catchment

boards responded by demanding more financial resources to improve existing flood
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defences and develop new ones. The action that was taken was in line with the paradigm
of the time, which focused on finding engineering solutions by controlling the
environment. In addition, the flood defences that were developed were mainly aimed at
protecting agricultural land with protection of urban areas as a secondary benefit
(Tunstall et al. 2004). Moreover, further changes were made in the institutional setting
with the replacement of catchment boards by river boards in 1948 (National Archives

2012).

This period also signified the emergence of the first policies that embedded FRM in
planning. As FRM had been aimed at agricultural land, there had been no restrictions on
developing within floodplains and, as a result, prior to 1947 much development had
been taking place within areas at risk of flooding (Richards 2007). In 1947, a series of
government circulars was released to control development within floodplains. The
circulars stated that planning authorities should consult with drainage authorities (river
boards at that time) in order to identify which parts of a development could create
problems with drainage. The planning authorities were responsible to set up an effective
system of liaison with the authorities responsible for FRM (Parker 1995); therefore, the
implementation of these policies were heavily dependent on the priorities of local

government.

Another greatly damaging flood occurred in 1953 on the east coast of England. A
committee was established that looked into the probability of a similar flood recurring,
which recommended strengthening the flood defences to be able to cope with similar
conditions that caused the floods of 1953. In addition, the committee reported on the
flood risks in the London estuary and recommended developing flood defences there as
well, which ultimately led to the Thames Barrier being built (Penning-Rowsell and
Handmer 1988). Again, due to the engineering paradigm of the time, FRM focused on
decreasing the probability of flooding by raising flood defences.

Some years later, attempts were also made to strengthen the liaison processes between
planning authorities and water authorities by publishing further circulars on
development in flood risk areas in 1962 and 1969. Again, planning authorities were
responsible for controlling development and adhering to the circulars, meaning the
levels to which the circulars were adhered to varied greatly per local authority (Parker

1995, Tunstall et al. 2004).
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Concurrently, the institutional setting of the water sector went through another change
when the Water Resources Act 1963 created river authorities, which took over powers
from the existing river boards and introduced water abstraction permits. This
institutional change was in response to a severe drought in 1959 and flooding in 1960.
However, problems with managing water resources and the segregation of
responsibilities for water and sewage treatment resulted in a large restructuring of the
water sector through the Water Act 1973. The large number of river authorities was
merged into ten regional water authorities, which were responsible for the whole water
cycle, including water supply, sewage treatment and drainage.'® Therefore, through the
new Act, various water functions were integrated (Ofwat and Defra 2006). The regional
water authorities remained under control of central government and they received
funding to carry out flood defence measures, without the need for cooperation from
local authorities (Watson et al. 2009). As a result, local authorities were not involved in

any issues of drainage and flooding.

Meanwhile in the planning field in the early 1960s, there was a renewed discussion
about the planning system, and in 1964, the Planning Advisory Group was established
to review the development plan system. In 1965, they published their report, which led
to the Town and Country Planning Act 1968 (Delafons 1998). With this Act, a new
system of structure plans and local plans was introduced. Structure plans dealt with
strategic issues and needed the approval of the Secretary of State (SoS);17 but even
though local plans had to conform to structure plans, they did not need the approval of
central government (Duxbury and Telling 2006). This gave local government authorities
some discretion in developing local plans, which was seen as a move away from the
centralised structure of the planning system (Delafons 1998). This development was

therefore the opposite to the FRM field, which was controlled centrally.

3.2.3 1980-1990

In an attempt to strengthen the role of planning in FRM, a new circular on development
in flood risk arcas was released in 1982, with the aim to stimulate interaction between
the local planning authority and the water authorities and to prevent development in
floodplains (Parker 1995, Tunstall et al. 2004). Research into the effectiveness of this

circular was conducted by Penning-Rowsell and Handmer (1988) who found that in

'® With the exception of 29 small, private companies that remained in existence.
17 The Secretary of State replaced the minister in his duties.
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practice, the influence of the water authorities was often limited. Their role was
primarily advisory, but at the same time they also lacked the personnel to be able to
respond to planning queries within the statutory 28-day time limit. The arrangement was
considered too informal, which meant that planning authorities could prioritise
employment-generating development over flood risks, whilst the water authorities did
not have the power to stop development. In an interview, a planning officer felt that the
circular was too weak and it needed additional formal agreements. Engineers from the
water authorities expressed their frustration with development in floodplains, which
subsequently required flood alleviation works paid for by government. This meant that
private development was effectively subsidised, whilst it also prevented coherent FRM
to take place (Penning-Rowsell and Handmer 1988). Therefore, even though circulars
were released, much development still took place in floodplains and in areas that were

known to flood (Penning-Rowsell and Handmer 1988, Tunstall et al. 2004).

Furthermore, in the 1980s the water industry became part of a wider process of
privatisation, in which governmental tasks were transferred to private companies. In
1986, the first proposals were made to set up privatised water companies with a
transferral of all tasks, but there was much criticism about giving private companies
environmental regulatory functions. The plans were withdrawn, revised and resubmitted
in 1989, through the Water Act 1989. The assets and personnel of the regional water
authorities were transferred to limited companies, which would be responsible for water
supply and sewage treatment. The ten private water and sewerage companies (WaSCs)
would provide water to 78% of all connected properties in England and Wales (Saal and
Parker 2001). In addition, three separate bodies were established to regulate water and
sewage treatment: the National Rivers Authority (NRA), the Drinking Water
Inspectorate and the Office of Water Services (Ofwat) (Ofwat and Defra 2006). The
NRA became responsible for the quality of inland, coastal and underground waters,
controlling pollution, the management of water resources, land drainage, flood
protection and fisheries (National Archives 2012). Ofwat became mainly concerned
with prices, profits and the quality of services (Saal and Parker 2001) and with
regulating the WaSCs’ investments. Even though central government lost some control
through privatising the water companies, they still retained power by being responsible

for these NDPBs, as well as providing some funding and setting legislation.

Upon establishment, the NRA started to develop ideas of sustainable water

management. For instance, they identified a need for storm water source control, now
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known as sustainable drainage systems, although it struggled to develop these in
collaboration with local authorities (Howes 2007). As Howes, who worked at the NRA,
described:

While there was a great deal of progressive thinking on more sustainable
ways of managing the water environment this was failing to make itself
felt, not only with Local Planning Authorities but also within the more
hidebound parts of the organisation.

(Howes 2007: 23)

Therefore, the NRA did not make sufficient use of the planning system to achieve their
goals on FRM. They had a reactive approach by responding to planning applications,
which often did not contain firm recommendations and was written in scientific
language that planning officers had trouble understanding and integrating into their
reports. At that time, they were not yet proactive by influencing policy or development

plans and as a result, they had difficulty implementing their vision (Howes 2007).

Concurrently, throughout the 1980s the influence of the agricultural sector in
governmental affairs decreased, as a result of its diminishing contribution to the national
economy. This meant that FRM for agricultural land became less of a priority compared
to that for urban areas. In addition, environmental issues grew in importance, which
meant that environmental effects of flood defences were now taken into account

(Tunstall et al. 2004).

The planning system, in the meantime, was set for another institutional change.
Procedures for approval and adoption of structure and local plans were again considered
to take too much time.'® From 1986, in Greater London and metropolitan areas the
structure and local plans were replaced by unitary development plans, which did not
normally require the approval of the SoS. Moreover, due to the Planning and
Compensation Act of 1991, amendments to structure plans were no longer required to
be submitted to the SoS (Tewdwr-Jones 1997). This development that started with the
1968 Act and continued throughout the 1980s and 1990s can be seen as a move away
from rowing to steering, as central government loosened its reins. However, this does
not mean that central government lost much power, because the SoS still developed
national policies that had to be taken into account by local authorities. These policies
were released through departmental circulars until 1988, when Planning Policy

Guidance (PPG) was introduced. PPG did not have a statutory status, but Local Plans

18 For instance, in 1988 only 20% of areas in England and Wales that were outside London were covered
by a formally adopted local plan (Duxbury and Telling 2006).
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had to be consistent with national and regional policies and any inconsistencies could be
used by developers as grounds to outweigh the provisions of a Local Plan (Tewdwr-
Jones 1997). Therefore, even though national policies were not statutory, they still

greatly influenced Local Plan making.

3.2.4 1990-2000

In the field of FRM, in 1992 another circular was published on development and flood
risk. It stressed that the NRA had only limited powers to prevent development and the
planning authorities were expected to take up the responsibility. Central government
expected the local authorities to ‘use their planning powers to guide development away
from areas that may be affected by flooding and to restrict development that would
increase the risk of flooding’ (DoE et al. 1992: para 4, in: Parker 1995: 358). To
emphasise the importance of resisting floodplain development, it addressed how climate
change would increase flooding. Furthermore, as a tool to prevent local authorities from
permitting floodplain development, central government would no longer fund the

upgrade or construction of defences necessary for new development in flood risk areas.

However, again it was felt that the circular was not effective in preventing floodplain
development. According to Parker (1995), there was evidence that regular liaison did
occur, but developments were considered in isolation, with no long-term view or
attention to cumulative effects. In addition, information on flood risk from the NRA was
imprecise and unreliable, making it difficult for planners to identify if proposed

development would be at risk of flooding (Parker 1995).

Furthermore, central government wanted to create a single agency that would protect
and enhance the environment and that would contribute to sustainable development.
The Environment Act 1995 was passed, replacing the NRA by the Environment Agency
(EA). The new EA not only took over the functions of the NRA, but also the functions

of waste authorities concerning pollution and environmental protection.

One of the objectives of the EA was to improve the translation of sustainable
development into practice. They improved their responses to planning applications by
taking the needs of planning officers into account and developed a more proactive
response by becoming involved in local and regional policies and plans (Howes 2007).
Being involved in planning became much more of a priority for the EA, for instance
signified in the 1997 study on best practice in liaising with planning authorities, which
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recommended more consistency in consultation responses and more involvement in pre-

application discussions (Environment Agency 1997).

During Easter 1998, major flooding occurred in Warwickshire, Northamptonshire and
northern Oxfordshire, caused by heavy rainfall on saturated soil. These flood levels
proved to be higher than the 1947 floods and, as a result, over 4000 properties and
businesses flooded and five people lost their lives. Insured and uninsured losses were
estimated at approximately £500 million (Horner and Walsh 2000). After the floods, the
EA was criticised because many people had not received a flood warning. There were
two reasons for the lack of flood warnings in some areas. Firstly, the EA had been in
existence for two years when the floods occurred and it had not had time to change the
fragmented flood warning system that was in place (Tunstall et al. 2004). Secondly,
many flooded areas had not been considered to be at risk of flooding previously and in

those areas no warning arrangements were in place (Horner and Walsh 2000).

As the floods had been damaging, there were calls for an inquiry and in response the EA
commissioned an independent review to be carried out (Bye and Horner 1998). This
review identified that, at that time, FRM relied on structural engineering solutions. A
more holistic approach would be more effective, including various non-structural
solutions, such as improvements in the identification of flood risk areas and in the flood
warning system. As a consequence of this realisation, a new and improved national
warning system was set up (Tunstall et al. 2004). Surprisingly and in contrast to earlier
conceptions, the review found that planning authorities were sufficiently regarding the
EA’s advice to resist development in floodplains. The only exception was caravan
parks; some large caravan sites were flooded with minimal warning and the largest loss
of life took place here; therefore, regulations needed to be improved (Bye and Horner

1998).

During this decade, awareness of environmental limits and climate change continued to
grow. The planning system became increasingly concerned for the environment (Vigar
et al. 2000). In FRM, the environmental effects of structural flood defences were taken
into account and climate change was included in future flood risk. Furthermore, non-
structural measures were gaining popularity. FRM was now not just aimed at reducing
the probability of flooding. Increasingly, measures were taken aimed at the
consequences specifically. In addition, as awareness on climate change and the effects

on flooding grew, FRM and the adaptation agenda developed together.
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3.2.5 2000-2010

In the autumn of 2000, much of the UK experienced prolonged and above average
rainfall, resulting in various flood events between October and December. These floods
were much more widespread than the 1998 floods and affected many properties, but
also caused railway closures (Kelman 2001). The floods resulted in much discussion
concerning the cause and who was to blame (Richards 2007). For instance, after
flooding in Uckfield and Lewes that cost £130 million and damaged over 1000
properties, the EA consulted an engineering firm to compile a report on the causes and
impacts of flooding. The report concluded that even though most of the built
environment in the floodplain was historic, some new development had taken place that
had increased surface water runoff and reduced flood storage (Binnie, Black and Veatch
2001). This was a common situation, because although policy tools had been in place
via the circulars, in practice, planning authorities found that the economic and social
benefits of developing outweighed the costs of flooding (Richards 2007). In particular,
if a local authority had no flooding experience in the past, flood risk would be a low
priority, which was easily outweighed by benefits of development. In addition, costs
may have been underestimated in previous decades, for instance by not taking
intangibles such as health implications into account, but also by using wrong data to
gauge flood losses between 1977 and 1988 (Penning-Rowsell and Handmer 1988). As a
consequence, the effects of flooding may have been underestimated, tipping the scales

in favour of development and revealing the true cost only after a flood took place.

These floods of 2000, which had come only two years after the previous flood event,
were described by the Deputy Prime Minister as a wake-up call (Tunstall et al. 2004).
Whereas the government found FRM and planning policies satisfactory after the 1998
floods, it was now decided to review these policies. As a result, PPG25 was published
in 2001, which made flood risk a material planning consideration. It also introduced a
sequential test to be carried out, prioritising development in areas at low risk of
flooding. Development in floodplains was considered exceptional, although in some
cases still possible. The EA had a lead role in advising on flood risk issues, but were not
a statutory consultee. It was also agreed to monitor the implementation of PPG25 and

review this policy in 2004 (Tunstall et al. 2004, Richards 2007).
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Returning to the planning system, there had been concerns for some time about delays
in adopting the development plans (McDonald 1997);1? therefore, another fundamental
change occurred through the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. The 2004
Act replaced PPG with Planning Policy Statements (PPSs), which were material
planning decisions that had to be taken into account by local authorities (Duxbury and
Telling 2006). If a local authority decided to ignore a PPS, they had to have clear and
convincing reasons to do so (DCLG 2008a). The Act also abolished structure and local
plans and introduced a two-tier system of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local
Development Frameworks (LDFs). LDFs, which are still in use, are composed of
statutory and non-statutory documents. Statutory documents are called Development
Plan Documents, which have to be submitted to the SoS for approval. Supplementary
Planning Documents are non-statutory and do not have to be submitted to the SoS. They
can provide further detail to policies in a Development Plan Document, but cannot be
used to allocate land. Examples are master plans, design guides or development briefs.
All documents have to be consistent with national policies (Duxbury and Telling 2006).
Planning permissions and refusals have to be consistent with the LDF, but the SoS can
revoke or modify planning permissions or call in planning decisions. In addition, when

a planning decision is appealed, the SoS decides on the case.

There was also an important change in scope for the planning system. The new Act
introduced a statutory duty of the planning system to contribute towards sustainable
development, which went beyond traditional land use planning. The planning system
became more proactive in strategically coordinating all interests and sectors involved in
spatial development. This provided the opportunity for other sectors, including FRM, to

become incorporated into planning.

In the meantime, the awareness of environmental limits and climate change had
continued to grow steadily. For instance, there were debates on whether the 2000 floods
were the signs of things to come (Tunstall et al. 2004). The effects of climate change on
flooding were researched as part of the Foresight Future Flooding project, which
concluded that flooding and flood losses were expected to increase under all climate
change scenarios (Evans et al. 2004). In addition, the government developed a
sustainable development strategy, containing five guiding principles to permeate

through various policy fields: living within environmental limits; ensuring a strong,

19 In 1997, 57% of local authorities had yet to adopt local plans, although 50% of those were in the
inquiry stage (McDonald 1997).
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healthy and just society; achieving a sustainable economy; promoting good governance;

and using sound science responsibly (Defra 2005b).

The issue of climate change also started to percolate through the planning system.
Central government commissioned planning guidance on climate change in 2000, but
the release of this guidance was delayed, due to the changes that were occurring in the
planning system and the conflict between ‘the traditional planning stance of discretion
and enablement, as against the climate change community’s arguments for urgent and
authoritative action’ (Wilson 2009: 128). The guidance was eventually published in
2004, but in the form of advice, which did not have the same status as a PPS (ODPM
2004). Later, climate change became a material consideration in planning decisions
through the publication of PPS1 and a supplement on climate change (ODPM 2005,
Wilson 2006b, DCLG 2007).

In the field of FRM, the government’s guiding principles for sustainable development
influenced policy through the development of a comprehensive approach for managing
future flood and coastal erosion risk, called ‘Making Space for Water’ (Defra 2005a).
The aim of this approach was to make FRM cross-sectoral, whilst taking environmental,
social and economic implications into account. The consultation process for ‘Making
Space for Water’ took place in parallel with a review of PPG25. It had become clear
that development was still taking place in areas at risk of flooding against the EA’s
advice and PPG25 was replaced with PPS25 that included revisions and a practice
guide®® (DCLG 2006, 2008b). The EA became a statutory consultee through the Town
and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) (Amendment) (No.2)
(England) Order 2006. The EA now had to be consulted during the planning process for
any development of land of one hectare or more, for development within 20 metres of
main rivers, for development other than minor development in areas at risk of flooding,
or for developments in areas with critical drainage problems. The EA also received a
new power to issue a call-in direction.”' If the local planning authority planned to grant
an application permission that was contrary to advice given by the EA, the local
planning authority had to notify the SoS. In that case, the SoS would decide whether the

application needed to be called in.

*% An update to the Practice Guide was released in 2009, followed an updated PPS25 in 2010.

*! First determined in Circular 04/06 (Communities and Local Government): the Town and Country
Planning (Flooding) (England) Direction 2007, which was later replaced by the Town and Country
Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009: Circular 02/2009.
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In 2005, further flooding took place in Cumbria, caused by prolonged rainfall. In
particular Carlisle, Appleby, Cockermouth and Keswick were affected, causing the
deaths of three people and £250 million in damage (BBC News 2005, Met Office 2012).
Again, in the summer of 2007, extreme levels of rainfall in a short time caused river,
sewer and surface water flooding across England. In June, it was South Yorkshire and
Hull which were mainly affected, whilst in July, Gloucestershire, Worcestershire and
the Thames Valley flooded (Pitt 2008). These 2007 floods caused much damage; around
55,000 properties were flooded, 500,000 people had no water or electricity and 13
people were killed as they were attempting to cross or clear away floodwaters. In total,
14,500 households could not return to their properties after the water had retreated, and
a year later, 4,750 households still had not moved back into their properties. The
economic costs were estimated to be £3.2 billion (Chatterton et al. 2010). Insurers
received 180,000 claims for damage to properties, businesses and vehicles, costing
approximately £3 billion (Association of British Insurers 2008). In addition, the floods
impacted on public health and welfare. In a study of the social impacts of the 2007
floods in Hull, where 8,600 properties were flooded, participants were asked to keep a
diary over a period of 18 months. Diarists responded that the floods had caused much
stress, leading to a range of physical and mental problems. Examples given were skin
irritations, chest infections, and exhaustion and depression, which could manifest or

remain many months after the flood occurred (Whittle et al. 2010).

Due to the severity of the floods, an independent review was conducted, which resulted
in the Pitt Review (Pitt 2008). In this report, 92 recommendations were made on how to
tackle flooding and how to adapt to heavy rainfall caused by climate change. For
instance, the report identified that surface water flooding had been a large problem in
the 2007 floods, but no authority was actually responsible for dealing with it. There was
no clear coordination structure and responses to flooding were piecemeal and
inadequate, causing confusion between authorities and the public. The report called for
the EA to take on a strategic overview for all types of flood risk on a national level,
whilst the local authorities should take the lead on local FRM. In addition, a new Act on

FRM should be adopted that clarifies responsibilities.
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Figure 6: The 2007 floods in England
Source: Pitt 2008: xix

Furthermore, the review examined the relation between planning and FRM. It found
that, since 2000, 11% of new houses were built in a floodplain. In 2006, around 16,000
homes were built in high-risk flood areas. However, ending all development in
floodplains or flood zones would not be realistic, as many areas that have high
development demands are in flood zones, such as London. Moreover, flooding in 2007
also occurred in areas that were not in a floodplain, through surface water and sewer
flooding. Simultaneously, the fact that around a quarter of the houses flooded were 25
years old or less meant that more regard to all sources of flooding should be taken
during the planning process. PPS25 could help to achieve this, but removing the
automatic right to connect surface water drainage of development to the sewer system

would encourage sustainable drainage and reduce pluvial flooding (Pitt 2008).

In 2009, heavy rainfall again caused flooding in Cumbria, with Cockermouth and
Keswick in particular being badly affected. Many properties and businesses suffered
flooding, but the event is mostly remembered because of the death of PC Barker who
was directing motorists off a flood-damaged bridge when it collapsed (BBC News
2009b). This event showed that the problem of flooding was still urgent and also had

devastating consequences.
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3.2.6 2010-2013

The government implemented some of the recommendations from the Pitt Review by
adopting the Flood and Water Management Act 2010. This Act established Lead Local
Flood Authorities (LLFAs) formed by the unitary authority or the county council. The
LLFA became responsible for developing a local strategy to manage all types of
flooding. The Act also required the EA to develop a national strategy for all types of
flooding; this strategy was published in 2011 (Defra and Environment Agency 2011).

Furthermore, Schedule 3 of the Act strengthened the use of sustainable drainage in new
development. Sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) are site-specific structures that aim
to mimic natural drainage as close as possible. SuDS control the quantity of surface
water runoff, but can also improve water quality by providing treatment, and enhance
biodiversity and amenity. Examples are permeable paving, swales, basins, ponds and
wetlands (Howe and White 2001, Woods-Ballard et al. 2007). Applicants must apply to
SuDS Approval Bodies (SABs) to gain permission for the drainage system. For
approval by the SAB, drainage must be designed to comply with the national standards
(Defra 2011). After permission is granted, developers are allowed to start works and
receive the right to connect to the sewer, whilst the SAB adopts and maintains the
SuDS. However, there have been some issues with the pending implementation of
Schedule 3. For instance, the Home Builders Federation was concerned about the costs
to developers and claimed it would present a significant risk to the delivery of new
houses. Some local authorities also expressed concerns on the cost of maintaining and
adopting SuDS. This has caused a delay in the implementation of Schedule 3 (Booth
2013), which is expected to take place in 2014%* (Defra 2013d).

In the same year as the Flood and Water Management Act 2010, the planning system
underwent a major reform led by the new coalition government comprising the
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats. The debate on the planning system was
similar to those held in the past, where the system was perceived to be too slow and too
complicated. According to the coalition programme, the new government set out to ‘end
the era of top-down government’ (HM Government 2010: 11) and replace it with a
bottom-up approach, with more involvement of local people in the development and
land use of their area. For instance, the regional tier of government was abolished and

the Regional Spatial Strategies were no longer considered relevant. The government

** Predicted implementation date as of December 2013.
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also set out to simplify the planning system and stimulate development by replacing the
PPSs with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and technical guidance.
The NPPF, which is currently still valid, aims to develop a presumption in favour of
sustainable development. In its definition of sustainable development, the NPPF builds
on the UK sustainable development strategy from 2005, but also includes the three
dimensions of sustainability: economic, social and environmental. The planning system
is expected to contribute to a strong economy, to support strong communities and to
protect and enhance the natural, built and historic environment (DCLG 2012a). In
addition, the technical guidance contains detailed policies, such as on FRM, which are

similar to those in PPS25> (DCLG 2012b).

The first three months of 2012 were very dry compared to averages, but in April rainfall
increased. In fact, the months April and June were the wettest since records began in
1910 and many locations in the UK received more than 135% of the annual average of
rain (Met Office and JBA Risk Management 2012, Met Office 2013). The continuous
rainfall saturated soils and produced a combination of fluvial, pluvial and groundwater
flooding. In addition, there were intense thunderstorms, producing much water in short
periods of time. One of these events occurred in the area around Newcastle upon Tyne
on 28 June. In two hours 50 mm of rain fell, equivalent to the expected rainfall of the
whole month of June. These short bursts of rain caused rapid pluvial and sewer
flooding. This event was unique; according to a survey conducted by Newcastle City
Council, 66% of those whose houses had flooded had never experienced flooding before
(Newcastle City Council 2013b). However, there are also concerns that climate change
may increase the occurrence of these extreme weather events in the future. The
Adaptation Sub-Committee states that even though it is not possible to attribute current
weather events to climate change, ‘the latest climate models tell us that extremes of the
kind seen this year [2012] are likely to become more common in the future’ (Adaptation
Sub-Committee 2012: 6). Moreover, Peterson et al. (2013) examined the events in more
detail and found that natural variability played an important part, but human influences
on sea surface temperatures and low levels of Arctic sea ice may have contributed as
well. Therefore, it is likely that extreme rainfall and rapid flooding will occur more

frequently in the future.

* An exception is that the NPPF includes the use of SuDS, but does not explain these in as much detail as
PPS25 did, because they are catered for in the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 and the national
standards that are to be published.
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Lastly, in recent years debates on flood insurance have resurged. Flood insurance is
perceived as a non-structural approach to FRM by managing the consequences of
flooding and improving recovery. In addition, the cost of insurance can promote risk
reduction (Jha et al. 2012), for example, if a policyholder takes flood risk measures to
reduce their premium or if developers only build houses outside flood zones, ensuring
they are insurable and therefore saleable. In England, flood insurance is included in
domestic property insurance provided by private insurance companies. Most of the cost
associated with repairing damaged property is therefore borne by private insurance,
instead of compensation provided by the government. This arrangement is the result of
an agreement between the government and the Association of British Insurers (ABI)
(Lamond et al. 2009). In this agreement, called the Statement of Principles, insurance
companies have agreed they will continue to provide insurance for properties at risk of
flooding if the government reduces flood risks (HM Government and Association of
British Insurers 2008). The statement was initiated as a temporary measure to cover
properties at risk of flooding until the risk was reduced after flooding in 1998 and 2000.
The statement was revised over time (Association of British Insurers 2010), with the

most recent one originally running out in June 2013.

Negotiations for a new agreement proved to be difficult. The insurers felt that flood risk
had not reduced over time and that the government was not doing enough to abate such
risk. As houses were still built in flood risk areas, they stated that the planning system
should be more rigorous and take insurability into account. It should direct development
away from areas of high risk, and when development is necessary, vulnerability should
be reduced through flood-resilient design and flood alleviation schemes (Association of
British Insurers 2010). Therefore, the insurers threatened to remove cover for properties
at risk of flooding (Lamond et al. 2009), which would render insurance very costly for
houses in flood risk areas. The ABI estimated that 78% of the properties in areas of high
flood risk paid less insurance than they would if the risk was fully reflected in the price.
The estimated under-pricing was 165% on average (similar to £430 at 2010 prices), but
in some cases the price was estimated to be more than 500% lower that it would have

been if it was risk-based (O'Neill 2011).

The government, on the other hand, felt that the NPPF was a strong enough policy to
avoid unnecessary building in floodplains (Defra 2012) and continued to negotiate a
new agreement with the ABI. As a result, plans were presented to establish a not-for-

profit entity, named Flood Re, to provide flood insurance for houses in flood risk areas.

67



The concept is based on capping the insurance cost for houses at risk of flooding based
on council tax band. Houses built after 2009 are excluded in order to deter further
development in flood risk areas. The insurers pay into the new fund and pass on this
cost to all customers. Therefore, the cost of insuring houses at risk of flooding is
distributed amongst all policyholders in Britain. The new agreement was consulted on,
and the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) was reviewing the

proposals as of December 2013 (Defra 2013a, 2013b).

To summarise this section, key events and policy developments that occurred in FRM
are listed in Appendix B. In addition, the current regulations, plans and policies on FRM

and planning are detailed in Appendix A.

3.3 Governance networks of flood risk management

The previous section described the development of FRM and spatial planning
chronologically. This section continues with the examination of the development of
network governance in FRM and the functioning of governance networks by applying
the theoretical framework (see section 2.4). Firstly, the formation of governance
networks is discussed, followed by the policy problems governance networks may
encounter, the actors that may be present in these networks, the wider context in which
the network is set and the outcomes of FRM that have been observed in the past. Lastly,

conclusions are drawn, exploring the key factors that may affect FRM.

3.3.1 Development of network governance in flood risk management

As previously discussed, the nature of FRM has developed over time. Until the 1970s,
FRM was mainly a measure to control drainage in order to improve agricultural land. It
was aimed at controlling nature by using engineered solutions. In recent decades, FRM
started to change as awareness grew of environmental effects and the need to adapt to
the changing climate. Flood events, such as in 1998, 2000 and 2007, created more
urgency to manage flood risk and acted as a stimulant for change. Currently, the nature
of FRM entails accepting but also managing flood risk through a combination of
structural and non-structural techniques (Tunstall et al. 2004). One non-structural
measure is spatial planning. Understanding of the effects of land use on flood risk has
increased, and as a result, FRM is now to a significant extent decided within the

planning system.
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The planning system has experienced various developments as well. Firstly, the
planning system changed from a land use system to a spatial planning system that
coordinates different sectors. In addition, there has been a growing awareness of climate
change and environmental limits. Secondly, the current planning system is founded on a
neo-liberal governmentality. Network arrangements are included in planning through
partnerships and various forms of formal and informal networks (Tewdwr-Jones 2012),
which facilitate decision making at a distance from central government. Central
government is stimulating the involvement of communities and the rate of development
by increasing market freedoms (Davoudi 2011). The role of planning is to facilitate
growth and overcome any barriers that may inhibit this, thereby increasing the influence
of private actors in planning. As a consequence, multiple actors are involved in the
planning process, such as planners, various departments and sectors from local
government, NDPBs, applicants and communities. These actors have some discretion to
make decisions and interact with each other in governance networks in order to make

planning decisions.

The move towards spatial planning and the increasing influence of communities is
reflected in national rules and guidance on engagement with the public and involvement
of authorities in the planning process. However, in planning practice the level of
involvement differs (for a typology on community participation, see Arnstein 1969). At
times, participation is restricted to sharing ideas, whilst in other cases stakeholders are
directly involved in shaping policies and making decisions (Tewdwr-Jones 2012).
Networks may be more ideological in nature, focusing on the process of sharing ideas
and creating an integrated vision. Networks may also be more functional in nature, only
‘ticking the boxes’ on consultation, but without the aim to create a synergy and form a

shared solution.

The predominant governmentality influences the type of governance networks that are
created. For instance, the involvement of the community in planning through
neighbourhood planning has been developed by government as an aim to meet

government objectives:

In the context of neighbourhood planning, the agency of individuals is
mobilised by the construction of a new identity as a member of
neighbourhood forum. Their capacity is then redeployed to achieve
government’s objectives which are currently centred on increasing the
rate of house building and development in general.

(Davoudi and Madanipour 2013: 555)
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Even though more power to local governments and communities should stimulate
planning decisions being made in local networks, central government still influences
planning practice directly and indirectly (Vigar et al. 2000, Moore 2007). In the
example of neighbourhood planning, the residents are limited in their decision making
by mandatory compliance with higher-level spatial plans and rules that do not allow the
rejection of development (Davoudi and Madanipour 2013). Using Foucault’s concepts,
the government uses technologies of agency and of power to achieve their ends.
Therefore, planning has moved towards a hybrid system, in which central government
encourages networks for policy formation and implementation and increases the
influence of the market, but at the same time remains its influence through hierarchy
(Brownill and Carpenter 2009). Networks play an important part in planning, as both
the nature of planning and the governance system enable network arrangements, but

these networks operate within a framework of hierarchy and market influence.

FRM in itself has also experienced a shift from government to governance and has been
subject to processes of decentralisation, agentification and privatisation. Throughout
history, FRM has been the responsibility of specialised authorities, often under control
of central government. In the 1980s, privatisation caused water supply and sewerage to
become the responsibility of private companies, whilst the EA was given a strategic
overview of water quality and FRM. In addition, local authorities gained responsibility
for all sources of local flooding through the Flood and Water Management Act 2010.
Furthermore, the EU started to create directives for its member states on the topic of
water management and flooding. Therefore, FRM is a form of multi-level governance,
with decisions made at the EU, central and local levels. FRM has a complex structure of
legislation, policies and plans required by the EU and central government.** As a result,
the local level is required to develop multiple plans to manage flooding, which often
overlap. This means that for authorities, developers and the public it can be a confusing

exercise to identify a local authority’s stance on flooding and how this is to be managed.

To be more specificc FRM is a Type II governance, in which responsibility and
accountability is dispersed amongst multiple authorities on various spatial levels
(Hooghe and Marks 2003, 2010). These responsibilities are set in legislation, which has
caused the flexibility usually associated with this type of governance to be diminished.
An example is the inability of any authority to take responsibility for dealing with the
surface water flooding in the 2007 floods in England, which had to be resolved by

** This structure is explained in Appendix A.
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creating new legislation through the Flood and Water Management Act 2010. However,
some new responsibilities set out in the Act are incongruent with the interests of some
actors, such as developers, causing reluctance and delay in adopting new legislation on
sustainable drainage. In addition, the Type II governance increases the complexity of
decision making as more liaison and negotiation between authorities is needed. It can
also frustrate communities and individuals who are experiencing flooding when they
feel that the local authority has not done its duty in protecting them against flooding
(Butler and Pidgeon 2011); when they have an issue that needs resolving but are
referred from one authority to another; or when no authority is able to address their

concerns.

In addition, FRM can also be seen as being part of a neo-liberal climate that shifts
responsibility from the state to others. FRM within planning has become the
responsibility of local authorities, whilst the developer is responsible for assessing,
mitigating and funding flood mitigation for proposed developments. Central
government is also changing funding for FRM by increasingly seeking partnership
funding for new flood schemes (Defra and Environment Agency 2012) and by making
£5 million of funding available for communities to arrange and realise local FRM
schemes (Defra 2013c). In addition, flood damage is covered by private insurance,
meaning that central government does not provide compensation after flood events. It is
the citizen’s responsibility to ensure their property is adequately insured against flood
losses. Therefore, central government is passing responsibility and the financing of
FRM to others. Moreover, individuals are encouraged to live with a flood risk (Butler
and Pidgeon 2011). This emphasis on individual responsibility is an important element
of neo-liberal governmentality, but is often referred to as ‘resilience’ by government.
Even though it has not been made clear what this resilience entails (Davoudi 2012),
there is a risk that when resilience becomes hegemonic or is over-emphasised, it may
lead to ‘social Darwinism’ and ‘survival of the fittest’ (Davoudi and Madanipour 2013:

557).

In conclusion, governance of FRM takes for an important part place on the local level.
Individuals are responsible for protecting against any future flood losses and are
increasingly being encouraged by the government to manage local flood risk. In
addition, private developers have the onus of assessing and mitigating flood risk on site.
The local authority is responsible for managing flood risk in the area, whilst cooperating

with other authorities that have responsibilities for FRM and thereby forming
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governance networks. These networks operate within guidelines set by central
government through policies and targets, in order to govern the governance. Moreover,
this neo-liberal governmentality is also present in the planning system, where decisions
are taken at a distance from central government, with an increasing role for private
investment and responsibility. At the same time, central government keeps control
through legislation and policy. Therefore, decisions on FRM in the planning process are
taken within governance networks that are influenced by hierarchical and market

arrangements.

3.3.2 Formation of governance networks in flood risk management

Governance networks in FRM can be formed for a variety of reasons. Firstly, a group of
actors may interact as a result of a flood event that created an urgent policy problem
they wish to address. Secondly, the network may be formed voluntarily; for instance, by
a group of actors who wish to develop a flood risk measure together. Thirdly, a network
may be the result of direct or indirect governmental direction. An example is the
involvement of statutory consultees in the planning process, thereby creating a network

of actors who interact to make decisions on FRM.

New development regularly takes place within areas at risk of flooding, which means
that in these cases, governance networks are formed to manage flood risk as part of the
local planning process. According to the Adaptation Sub-Committee (2011, 2012),
approximately 12,000 to 16,000 new houses were built in flood zones each year
between 2000 and 2009. Development inside floodplains grew by 12% between 2002
and 2012, compared to an increase of development outside floodplains of 7%. An
explanation for this might be development pressure in floodplains, as some areas with
the greatest demand for housing and development also have large areas at risk of
flooding, such as the south of England and London in particular (Howe and White
2004).

3.3.3 Policy problems concerning flood risk

In 2008, it was estimated that 5.2 million properties in England, which equates to one in
six properties, were at risk of flooding from rivers, sea or surface water (Environment
Agency 2009c). The problem of flooding and flood risk is therefore current and real, but

is also likely to worsen in the future as a result of climate change. According to figures
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by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), climate change is already
noticeable through an increase in global land and ocean surface temperature by
approximately 0.85°C over the period between 1880 and 2012. Additionally, snow and
ice in certain regions are melting, the average sea level has increased and temperature
extremes and wind patterns are changing (IPCC 2007b, 2013). Around the UK, the sea
level has risen approximately one millimetre per year in the 20th century, whilst
temperatures in central England have risen by 1°C since 1980. The annual average of
rainfall has not changed, but although seasonal rainfall is highly variable, there seems to
have been in an increase of precipitation in the winter and a decrease in the summer®

(Jenkins et al. 2009, Murphy et al. 2010).

According to the IPCC, changes in the climate system have been caused by humans, for
instance through the increase of greenhouse gas concentrations (IPCC 2013). Even if
climate change is mitigated, its effects will continue in the future. Future predictions are
that the sea level is expected to rise between 13 and 76 cm by 2080 (high confidence)
and that storm surges may increase (low confidence). This not only affects coastal flood
risk, but rising sea levels may also cause groundwater flood risk to increase (Rotzoll and
Fletcher 2013). Furthermore, a rise in peak river flows between 7% and 60% and an
increase in rainfall intensity between 15% and 30% by 2080 are predicted (Adaptation

Sub-Committee 2012), impacting on fluvial, pluvial and sewer flooding.

As a consequence, the risk of most types of flooding is expected to increase in the
future. This will affect the built environment: not only does it raise the risk of areas near
the coast or in floodplains, it also makes settlements vulnerable to flooding caused by
intense rainfall overloading sewers and drainage systems. Surface water flood risk is not
easily identified and some areas not currently at risk may be in the future. In addition,

once identified, the risk is also difficult to manage (White 2010).

It is estimated that the number of properties at significant risk of river flooding will rise
from 230,000 currently to up to 580,000 in 2080, excluding population growth. Coastal
flood risk will increase from 100,000 properties currently to up to 570,000 in 2080,
purely due to climate change (see Table 1 on page 3). Population growth in areas at risk

of flooding will increase these figures still further (Adaptation Sub-Committee 2012).

** Largest changes in winter precipitation: increase of up to 33% in the west of the UK; small decrease in
Scottish highlands. Wettest day of winter: no change in parts of Scotland to a 25% increase in parts of
England. Largest changes in summer precipitation: decrease of 40% in the far south of England and no
change over northern Scotland. Wettest day of summer: decrease of 12% in southern England to an
increase of 12% in parts of Scotland (Murphy et al. 2009).
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However, there is much uncertainty surrounding the severity of future flood risk (IPCC
2012). As flood risk is a local to regional effect of climate change, there is great
difficulty gathering evidence on this small scale, whilst there is no agreement either on

the evidence that has been collected:

There is limited to medium evidence available to assess climate-driven
observed changes in the magnitude and frequency of floods at regional
scales because the available instrumental records of floods at gauge
stations are limited in space and time, and because of confounding effects
of changes in land use and engineering. Furthermore, there is low
agreement in this evidence, and thus overall low confidence at the global
scale regarding even the sign of these changes.

(IPCC 2011: 6)

Moreover, assessing the probability of flooding is of limited usefulness in FRM:

Whilst information on recurrence intervals can be of use in providing a
retrospective indication of the relative strength of an event in comparison
to past floods, its veneer of scientific certainty regarding future risk
should be viewed as illusory. In reality, the urban system is subject to
such significant variability that its value in aiding strategic decision
making is actually of limited value.
(White 2010: 45; emphasis in original)
Flood risk does not only regard the probability of flooding, but it also considers the
consequences (Tunstall et al. 2009). Flooding can have economic, environmental and
social implications. Firstly, damage to properties, infrastructure, crops and the loss of
business has an economic cost. Secondly, floodwater and the potential pollution caused
by sewage or chemicals can adversely affect flora and fauna. Lastly, flooding can have
severe and lasting impacts on people’s health and wellbeing. Physical effects of
flooding, such as shock, virus infections and headaches usually occur temporarily, but
psychological impacts can be long lasting, most commonly causing depression, anxiety,
stress and sleep problems (Tunstall et al. 2006). The annual cost of coastal, fluvial and
pluvial flooding is expected to increase from £1 billion currently to between £2.4 billion

and £11.6 billion annually by 2080 (Environment Agency 2009e, Adaptation Sub-
Committee 2012).

Planning can exacerbate the problem of flooding. Bad planning has the potential to raise
the probability and consequences of flooding. For example, development in floodplains
cause a loss of water storage, whilst drainage systems that drain water into sewers or
rivers can increase flood risk elsewhere (Howe and White 2004). Moreover,

development and urban creep cause a loss of land through which rain may have been
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absorbed. In an urban area, 30% to 50% of rainfall on a paved area turns into runoff,
meaning that any development could increase surface flood risk. Currently, 7% of the
surface area in the UK is urbanised, but 23% of this urbanised area includes open space.
However, it is estimated that every year, there is a 0.1% increase in impervious surfaces
and the potential national increase in urban area by 2080 could be between 7.5% and

30% (Evans et al. 2004).

There also needs to be caution that solutions aiming at flood risk and climate change
adaptation to abate the problem in the short term may exacerbate flood risk in the long
term (IPCC 2011). Parker (1995) has named this consequence the escalator effect.
When a new flood defence has been constructed, the area is safer, expected flood losses
are lower and the desirability of the area is increased. This may stimulate more
development to take place in the area. If extra development takes place and if the flood
defence is breached, the consequences will be much larger than before construction.
Moreover, flood defences are usually designed with a protection level justified by
existing development. The cost-benefit analysis does not take future development into
account, and any new development will require a higher level of protection. If the flood
defence is upgraded, this may activate the escalator effect again. Placing restrictions on
development in flood zones in order to counteract development pressure may prevent

the escalator effect.

The problem of flood risk is dependent on many uncertain factors and the relationship
between these factors and flood risk is unknown. As a consequence, in terms of policy
making, the problem of flood risk is wicked, surrounded by uncertainty on the nature of
the problem, problem definition and solutions (Van Bueren et al. 2003). Current and
future flood risks are not easy to predict. Flood risks are calculated using data and
models, but data is limited and at times not accurate or detailed enough, whilst models
are simplifications of reality and cannot predict flood risk exactly. Moreover, different
models produce different results. Finally, knowledge on flood risk also changes when a

flood occurs that was not expected.

Wicked problems also have no clear end (Rittel and Webber 1973), which is an issue
with flood risk as well. Flooding will always occur and there will always be properties
at risk of flooding. The difference is whether we can predict the probability and
consequences of flooding, as well as deciding what risk we find acceptable. Also, how

we protect against flooding has changed over time, from protecting against water in the
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past to living with risks currently. This approach may be adapted again in the future,
when perceptions or solutions to flood risk change. Moreover, flood risk is a long-term
problem, but planning decisions are often taken with a medium term in mind. Decisions
taken now include predictions of climate change in the far future, but at the same time
these figures are uncertain. It can also be difficult to envisage how a development may

in the future suffer under the consequences of a flood.

Flood risk’s relationship with climate change aggravates its wicked character. Climate
change is a highly complex and wicked problem for multiple reasons. Knowledge about
the nature of climate change is uncertain and contested, including the effects of climate
change on flooding. In addition, there is much institutional uncertainty, with various
decisions on a problem taken in different policy fields or governmental levels (Van
Bueren et al. 2003). Policy formation and implementation on climate change takes place
in multiple policy sectors, such as water management, energy and spatial planning, and
in several spatial levels, from international to local. This increases the complexity of
climate change adaptation, even more so because the emerging field of adaptation lacks
a structured policy domain. There are no clear goals, solutions or responsibilities for
adapting to climate change, which complicates implementation (Termeer et al. 2012).
Moreover, there is often a mismatch in spatial and time horizons between policy makers
and climate change research. Plans and policies are designed for a much shorter term
than climate change scenarios, whilst policy makers may struggle with the lack of

knowledge on the precise impacts of climate change in their local area (Wilson 2006a).

This wicked nature of flood risk will affect the actors in a network addressing this
problem. Flood risks have a great impact on the location, viability and layout of
development, but there is uncertainty surrounding calculations and outcomes of current
and future flood risk. This means there is room for different applications and
interpretations of data and models, whilst various actors calculate flood risk for varying
purposes. The EA has much expertise on flood risk and uses its own models and maps.
Developers are obliged to assess flood risk in their development and therefore have the
opportunity to calculate flood risks as well. Local authorities have often lost in-house
drainage expertise through privatisation, budget cuts and outsourcing (Porter and
Demeritt 2012) and may have difficulty interpreting technical information, especially
when two parties disagree on figures. Knowledge on flood risk can therefore provide

actors with power and they will produce this knowledge to support their interests.
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Finally, the definition of the problem of flooding varies between parties (Tunstall et al.
2009); for instance, between the EA, which only considers flooding; the local planning
authority, which considers it as part of sustainable development; the developer, who
sees it as a barrier to development; and the community, who consider the impacts a
flood may have on their lives. In the case of FRM, it is not just flood risk that is
uncertain, but there are also differing opinions on the level of acceptable risk. Moreover,
the actors can change their perception of the policy problem during the decision-making

process.

3.3.4 Actors in governance networks in flood risk management

There is a large variety of actors involved in managing flood risk. These actors do not
function in isolation within the governance network. They have perceptions of each
other, may have interdependencies and some interact with each other regularly.
Therefore, they exist in complex interrelationships within and outside governance
networks. However, for reasons of clarity this section describes the key actors
individually. An overview is given in Appendix C and the current rules, regulations and
policies made by some of these actors, which is referred to in the text, are included in

Appendix A.

European Union: The European Commission has adopted two directives that concern
FRM, the Floods Directive and the Water Framework Directive, which have been
transposed into British law. Therefore, the EU’s main influence is through these
transposed laws. In some cases the EU also provides regional funding that could be

directed towards projects that manage flood risk.

Central government: Defra forms policy on FRM and is also the department to which
the EA is responsible. Defra has no operational powers and therefore relies on other
authorities for the implementation of policy. The Department of Communities and
Local Government (DCLG) forms planning policy, which also includes FRM. Local
authorities adhere to national planning policy and law and the SoS can in some cases
decide on planning applications. Interests between these departments can conflict, just
as development and flood risk can conflict, which can prevent integration of policies.

Moreover, a change in government after an election often causes changes in policies.

Local government: The planning department has some discretion in deciding on
planning policy and planning applications, but they have to comply with national law
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and policy. Under current planning policy, planners make decisions with a presumption
in favour of sustainable development, taking economic, environmental and social
aspects into account. Flood risk is one of the issues considered. As councils have often
lost in-house drainage expertise, they use the technical expertise of the EA (Porter and
Demeritt 2012), but planners also have to interpret the EA’s advice and balance it
against other contributing factors to sustainable development. Flood risk could be
viewed narrowly as an environmental factor, whilst local authorities give priority to
economic and social benefits of development. On the other hand, it could be viewed
more broadly, considering the effect a potential flood has on the economy, society and

the environment, thereby increasing the role it plays in sustainable development.

Moreover, the planners’ context is political. For instance, the elected members of a
council also have influence over decision making in the council. In the case of planning,
councillors will decide on major or controversial planning applications in the planning
committee. The councillors represent the local people and therefore their decision may

be incompatible with the advice of planning officers.

The Environment Agency: The EA is an NDPB and a statutory consultee for local
policies and for certain planning applications. They can object to a development on
flood risk grounds and have the power to use the Flooding Direction if their objections

are not resolved.

The EA as an actor has inherited the technical and apolitical characteristics of their
predecessors. FRM in the past was relatively self-governing and isolated from other
policy areas, causing decision making to be relatively stable (Maloney and Richardson
1995). For example, the NRA was known for being very technical and not
communicating well with other authorities and communities. When the EA was
established and many of the employees transferred, problems communicating with
planners remained, who experienced the EA as a technical, scientific and regulatory
authority (Davoudi 2000). When the EA’s role in planning increased, the planning
officers felt that the EA did not understand that planners had to consider wider
sustainability issues. Instead, the EA ‘reduced sustainability to a black and white issue
[where] planners must be mad to allow developments in the floodplain’ (Porter and
Demeritt 2012: 2370). The EA tried to improve their relations with planning authorities
(Howes 2007), but at times negotiations between planners and the EA remained

difficult, which was expressed in the number of objections the EA made to planning
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applications. The introduction of policy and legislation, such as PPG25 in 2001, PPS25
in 2006 and the Flooding Direction in 2007, may have caused the number of objections

to rise, but in recent years, there has been a reduction (Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Objections to planning applications by the Environment Agency

Source: Environment Agency 2009¢, 2010, 2011, 2012b, Porter and Demeritt 2012

Legislation and policy on FRM — in particular the Flooding Direction — is an important
resource for the EA. They use this resource to exercise power over other actors, placing
more pressure on negotiating parties to resolve any outstanding issues, causing a
reduction in applications decided against the EA’s advice. In their 2010-2011 annual
report on development and flood risk, the EA stated that the introduction of the
direction had lengthened discussions with planners and as a result improved the quality
of developments and the supporting information submitted with proposals. When the
EA objected to an application, this objection was usually resolved. When the EA
sustained its objection, most of the cases were either refused or approved in line with
their advice; only 9% of the planning outcomes were against their advice (Environment

Agency 2012b). Most of these applications are referred back to the local authority to
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make a decision, but in some cases the application is called in and decided upon in a

public inquiry.*

Year Referred under Of which local Of which called in and
Direction and planning authority approved against
resolved decided and approved | advice

against advice

2007/2008 9 6 0

2008/2009 15 5 2

2009/2010 4 1 0

2010/2011 2 0 1

Table 2: Major planning applications on which Flooding Direction was used

Source: Environment Agency 2009¢, 2010, 2011, 2012b

Water and sewerage companies: WaSCs are responsible for foul and surface water
sewers. Through Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 they will
become statutory consultees for drainage system applications. If they own reservoirs
holding over 25,000 cubic metres of water above natural ground level, they will be
consulted in local spatial policy as well. The WaSCs have a duty to prevent flooding if
they can be reasonably expected to do so, but what is considered reasonable is not

detailed (Johnson and Priest 2008, BBC News 2012).

In addition, their interest in sustainable drainage is increasing. As more development
takes place, the existing sewer system is placed under pressure. To prevent flooding, but
also to prevent pollution through Combined Sewer Overflows (CSOs), WaSCs are

seeking to reduce the amount of rainfall going into combined sewers or are

%% In 2007/2008, eight applications were referred back to the local authority and one application was
called in by the SoS, but was withdrawn by the developer. In 2008/2009, 13 applications were referred
back to the local authority and two applications were called in. For 2009/2010 and 2010/2011 this
division is not provided (Environment Agency 2009¢, 2010, 2011, 2012b).
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. . 2 . . .
disconnecting surface water sewers.”’ Therefore, they are becoming more active in

. . . . . 2
assessing flood risk from sewers and researching forms of sustainable drainage.®

Internal Drainage Boards: IDBs manage water levels in areas of special drainage need.
There are 120 IDBs in England, either in broad open areas of lowland or within the
floodplains of rivers. Most of the IDBs are located within Cambridgeshire, Kent,
Lincolnshire, Norfolk, Nottinghamshire, Somerset and Yorkshire. Under the Land
Drainage Act 1991, IDBs exercise a general power of supervision over all matters
relating to water level management within their district (Association of Drainage
Authorities n.d.). They become involved in preparing a Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA), as well as applications for major developments in flood zones or
applications affecting an IDB-controlled watercourse. Through Schedule 3 of the Flood
and Water Management Act 2010, the IDBs will become a statutory consultee for

drainage system applications.

Highway authorities: Local planning authorities should consult the relevant highway
authorities when preparing a SFRA and in applications regarding highway drainage.
Highway authorities comprise the Highways Agency for main roads (A roads) and the

county council or unitary authority for local roads.

Marine Management Organisation: An NDPB established in 2009 that aims to
contribute to sustainable development in the marine area. They are involved in FRM

schemes in the marine area.

Canal & River Trust: The former British Waterways and now a charitable trust, which
is consulted by the local planning authority and developers regarding developments in
areas that are near canals, especially ones above natural ground level, due to risk from

breach inundation.

Navigation authorities: There is a variety of local and regional navigation authorities

for managing features, such as waterways, aqueducts, canals, rivers and ports.

7 CSOs are a measure to prevent sewer flooding when the sewer system becomes inundated with
rainwater. This leads to a release of sewage into rivers or the sea. If WaSCs are not attempting to keep the
number of CSOs to a minimum, they may be contravening European regulations on treating waste and
water quality. In fact, the European Court of Justice ruled that two UK CSOs contravened a European
Directive on wastewater treatment (BBC News 2012).

*% For instance, Northumbrian Water is conducting a sustainable sewerage study in partnership with local
authorities and the EA to research sustainable drainage opportunities (Kennedy and Hyslop 2012).
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Emergency services: Local planning authorities should consult emergency services
when preparing local policy and about any applications that have implications for

emergency planning.

Insurance companies: Insurance companies have an interest in FRM, as it reduces their
costs for insurance payouts. They stress the need for investments in flood defences,
sustainable drainage and a planning system that avoids development in areas at risk of
flooding. They want insurance costs taken into account in decisions on development in
flood risk areas. The government is dependent on the insurance industry to fund flood
losses instead of introducing government compensation (Green and Penning-Rowsell

2004).

Community: The community has opportunities to be involved in policy formation and
policy implementation. Indirectly, they can vote in national and local elections, whilst
directly, they are consulted in local policies and planning applications. Prospective
residents of proposed developments do not usually have any input, as they are unknown
at that moment. Additionally, after the development has been completed, flood risks
may not be that obvious to new occupiers and sometimes only become known when

applying for insurance.

Perceptions of flood risk can differ greatly amongst people and are heavily influenced
by both situational and cognitive factors. Flood risk awareness of an individual grows if
they have direct experience with flooding or a great emotional response to flooding.
Those without flooding experience may think that because their house was granted
planning permission, it must be safe from flooding. In reality, the planner will have
assessed the information available and considered that the benefits of development
outweighed the risks of flooding in that area (White 2010). Moreover, actors
communicate risk differently, which may be inferred in different ways by others. The
public’s perception can differ greatly from the scientists’ perceptions who rely on
knowledge (Bradford et al. 2012), creating a tension between the ‘facts’ and the
‘feelings’ of flood risk. Communication of objective versus subjective risks between
scientists, planners and the public is therefore vital, which will allow individuals to
make their own decisions about what level of flood risk they find acceptable (White

2010).

Furthermore, the community also includes riparian landowners, whose land or property

adjoins a river or other watercourse, including a culvert. They have a legal duty to keep
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the watercourse or any structures in the watercourse free from obstruction and pollution.
Any works that impact on the watercourse need consent (Environment Agency 2012c).

Other landowners may also have an interest in FRM, such as farmers.

CIRIA: This is a not-for-profit organisation that conducts research for the construction
industry. It also deals with FRM and has developed guidance for the construction
industry on flood resilience and SuDS, but also on incorporating FRM in the

development control process.

Developers and applicants: Developers and applicants are required to assess flood risk
in a proposed development, create a site-specific flood risk assessment (FRA) if
required and fund flood protection measures. Their interest is to develop and in most

cases to make a profit.

National Flood Forum: Charity established in 2002 with start-up funding from the EA.
They help people to prepare for and recover from flooding, but they also campaign on
behalf of flood risk communities and work with government and agencies on the

national and local level.

3.3.5 The wider context

The actors that operate in the field of FRM and planning form governance networks to
develop or implement policy. These governance networks are situated in a wider
context, in which structures, but also other networks and actors, influence decision
making. These structures differ from network to network, but some common structures
can be identified, which take place mostly on a global and national level. These
structures in the wider context will influence the governance network, although this
influence is context and time dependent. The structures are visualised in Figure 10*° and

are further discussed below.

Formal institutions: These are the key regulations and policies that are relevant to FRM
and planning, which are explained in more detail in Appendix A. Formal regulations
can form barriers to actors, such as before 2010 when no authority had powers to take
overall responsibility for the management of surface water flooding. In other cases,

regulations may present opportunities or resources that can be used to exert power; for

** There are no relationships shown between the structures and actors in this figure, as it is only intended
to illustrate these elements and not how they interrelate; this is shown in the theoretical framework.
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instance, the Flooding Direction, which provided the EA with more power to influence

decision making.

Government and policy change: A change in central government can bring about a
change in policies. For example, the UK coalition government has made changes to the
planning system in England, which affects decision making in the planning process.
Moreover, as the SoS can decide on referred planning applications, a change of SoS can

cause a change in decision making.

Climate change: The occurrence of climate change affects FRM; for instance, future
flood risk is calculated by taking sea level rises and increases in rainfall into account
(DCLG 2012b). Heavy rainfall events in 2012, together with above average rainfall,
have heightened awareness of climate change and the impacts it can have. Therefore,
climate change can change the perception of actors on the importance of addressing

flood risk.

Flood events: Flood events in the past have created urgency in addressing the problem
of flooding and as a result have brought about policy change. Flood events also increase
knowledge on flood risk and awareness amongst actors. Moreover, personal flood
experience changes an actor’s perception of flood risk, whilst a local authority with
recent flood experience may prioritise FRM more than those that do not have this

experience (Richards 2005).

Economic situation: The economic situation in a country can affect its policies; for
instance, the recession in England has caused the coalition government to place much

emphasis on the planning system encouraging development.

Governance: Through the governance system, governance networks have formed that
take decisions on how to manage flood risks. This governance system is a Type II
multi-level governance with a neo-liberal perspective. Actors involved are a mix of
public, semi-public and private actors, but responsibility, accountability and authority
are fragmented. Moreover, decisions on FRM are taken on various spatial levels. Any
decisions taken on a national level heavily influences implementation on a local level,

whilst decisions taken in one local area can affect neighbouring districts.
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3.3.6 The outcome of flood risk management

The outcome of the governance network is the way flood risk is managed. The aim of
FRM is to manage current and future flood risks. As flood risk is related to climate
change, FRM has also become part of climate change adaptation. Adaptation is aimed at
adjusting natural or human systems in response to the effects of climate change (IPCC
2007a). In the case of FRM, adaptation is often anticipatory and the result of a

deliberate policy decision.

FRM can entail structural measures, non-structural measures or a combination of both.
Spatial planning is a non-structural measure by considering flood risks of development
inside and outside flood zones. If a planned development has flood risk issues and
structural measures are needed to protect a development, planning ensures the
development is safe and does not raise flood risk anywhere else. For instance, planning
can influence the design and layout of a development and the buildings within it. The
degree to which buildings are flood proof can be improved, space can be created for a
river or the sea to flood without causing damage and SuDS can be incorporated to
decrease the risks of surface water and sewer flooding (Evans et al. 2008, Neuvel and
van der Knaap 2010). FRM can therefore be incorporated into a development and may
even enhance it. However, at times, water, land and people may be mutually exclusive
and conflicts may emerge between FRM and development. Finally, FRM in the short

term may create problems in the long term, for instance through the escalator effect.

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter examined the development of network governance in FRM and the
planning system. In the past, rural and urban areas were protected against flooding by
building structural measures. In recent decades, this narrow view concerning the
reduction of the probability of flooding broadened into a FRM that uses an integrated
approach. This development is the result of changing views on controlling the
environment and an increasing understanding of the effects of climate change. There is
awareness that floods cannot be wholly prevented, and instead, structural and non-
structural methods are applied to managing the probability and the consequences of
flooding. Planning contributes to modern FRM by influencing the location and design

of developments.
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Governance networks play an important role in developing and implementing FRM.
This chapter has identified some of the actors present in these networks. Central
government has shifted responsibilities for managing flood risk towards other agencies,
local authorities, and communities and individuals. As a result, there is a plurality of
authorities involved in FRM. These authorities, from the public, semi-public and private
sectors, have different responsibilities for managing flood risk and cover various spatial
levels. Therefore, the governance system of FRM is a Type II governance with neo-
liberal or free market influences. Policy development and implementation take place in
local networks, whilst central government keeps control through a strategic line created

by national policy and regulations.

Inside the governance network, the actors will try to influence FRM outcomes, but
diverging problem definitions, solutions and risk perceptions can complicate decision
making. Furthermore, flood risk is an uncertain, difficult and technical problem and
knowledge can be used to exert power. However, governance networks have the
opportunity to produce unique outcomes that can address the problem of flood risk by
combining the resources and problem-solving skills of actors. This would result in
unique, high-quality developments in which FRM has become an integral part and

which make them desirable places to live and work.

The agents are also influenced by wider structures. An influential structure is the
occurrence of flood events, which can create urgency amongst actors to produce FRM.
On the other hand, a neo-liberal governmentality and the drive to overcome an
economic recession can cause development to be prioritised over flood risk. In practice,
even though the number of planning applications approved against the EA’s advice has
fallen over time, development still takes place in areas at significant risk of flooding,

particularly in regions with high development pressure.
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Chapter 4 Research design and methods

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the methods that were used to design this research and collect and
analyse the data. Section 4.2 outlines the ontological and epistemological foundation of
this research. This is followed by section 4.3, which explains the case study approach
and why this has been used for this research. It also includes a description of the
methods and tools used for case selection, data collection and analysis. Furthermore,
section 4.4 covers the ethical considerations of this research. Lastly, section 4.5

discusses the issue of reflexivity.

4.2 Theoretical foundation

Research can be based on a foundational or an anti-foundational ontology. These
ontologies lead to particular epistemologies; for instance, positivism is based on a
foundational ontology, whilst interpretivism is based on an anti-foundational ontology.
However, there is a third option that adopts a stratified ontology, which is critical
realism (Bhaskar 1975, Sayer 2000). Critical realism distinguishes between the real, the
actual and the empirical (see Figure 9). The real domain is composed of natural and
social phenomena that exist independently from humans. The actual domain is formed
by the events that are caused by mechanisms from the real domain, when certain
triggers cause the event to occur. The empirical is the domain of experience; it is the
observing of events by humans. An example to explain these three domains is the
greenhouse effect. The real domain is the universe, including the earth, the sun and the
mechanism that causes gases trapped in the atmosphere to heat up the earth. These
phenomena have always existed, even when people were unaware of this. However, the
increased production of these gases by human society has triggered the heating up of the
earth. When people observed this change, the event became part of the empirical
domain. People formulated the problem of climate change, which exists in the empirical
domain. They gathered knowledge and formulated theories, again in the empirical
domain, in an attempt to understand the real and actual domain. As a result, policy

solutions were developed in an attempt to produce desired events.
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The real domain is not only composed of natural structures, but it also includes social
structures. However, there is a difference between the two. Whereas natural structures
exist independently from humans, social structures have a closer relationship with
agency (Mingers 2004). Social structure is the result of human agency and agents are
able to reproduce or transform social structure. At the same time, social structure
influences agency by enabling or restricting behaviour. Social structure exists whether a
particular person is aware of it or not, but when a person acts it may affect the
underlying structure. The agent can reproduce or transform a social structure on purpose
or whilst being unaware, triggering expected or unexpected events. Therefore, to a

certain extent social structures are seen as being independent.

Empirical: events
that are observed
and experienced

Actual: events and
non-events

Real: structures and
mechanisms

Figure 9: Critical realism's stratified ontology

Source: Adapted from Mingers 2004: 92

The type of ontology and epistemology used affects the research that is conducted,
including research into policy processes. Policy processes and decision making take
place in an open social world, with many different independent variables, which means
that policy outcomes depend on specific contexts (Sayer 2000). Therefore, researching
policy processes is complicated, because many independent variables influence the
process and the outcome, which makes the identification of causal relationships
between process and outcome problematic. However, if a policy researcher applies
positivism to their research, complications may arise, as their empirical observation

does not account for the open social world as critical realism does. In addition, it

&9



produces causal relationships without asking ‘why’. Moreover, policy research often
applies case studies with a limited number of cases, which is unacceptable within
positivism (Easton 2010). Critical realism, on the other hand, enables the use of a
limited number of cases and makes generalisation possible (Danermark et al. 2002). It
also allows for a deep investigation of structures behind causal relationships to answer

the ‘why’ question.

In addition, applying interpretive approaches can create problems with evaluation and
comparison with other research (Easton 2010). Critical realism agrees with
interpretivism that social phenomena are concept dependent, but differs in that it
acknowledges reality and causal explanation, solving interpretative problems with
evaluation and comparison. However, an issue with critical realism is that in a case
study with a complex context it may be impossible to identify all causal relationships. In
addition, ‘what causes something to happen has nothing to do with the number of times
we have observed it happening’ (Sayer 2000: 14), and research outcomes from a case

remain difficult to generalise.

The theoretical framework used in this research is for an important part based on Marsh
and Smith’s critical realist model (2000) that explains decision making by examining
the dialectical relationships between structure and agency. In critical realism, human
behaviour is influenced by structures and agency. However, critical realism is a
philosophical position, which does not prescribe universal research designs (Yeung
1997). Therefore, the research design depends on the type of research conducted. The

next section discusses how the research design for this research has been chosen.

4.3 The case study approach

This research uses the case study approach to examine governance networks. The case
study is a widely applied and accepted research design, which has been used in
academic research for many years, but has experienced waves of popularity. In the
United States, the Chicago School studied neighbourhoods at the Department of
Sociology, University of Chicago from 1916 onwards and became a leader in the case
study approach. Its research focused on problems provoked by urbanisation and
immigration, using open interviews, observation and document analysis. This approach
received much criticism, for instance concerning the validation of theory and

generalisation. At the beginning of the 1940s, due to this criticism and a preference for
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quantitative methods, case studies were used less frequently. However, in the 1960s,
there was a renewed interest in case studies after scholars experienced problems with
the confinement of quantitative methods (Hamel et al. 1993). Since then, the case study
has remained a popular approach in the social sciences and has been widely applied in,
for instance, sociology, anthropology, public administration and psychology (Noor

2008, Iwakabe and Gazzola 2009).

A case study examines a contemporary and real-life event in detail, using empirical data
(Yin 2009: 18). A limited number of cases is examined, but a plurality of variables is
used to collect data (Somekh and Lewin 2005). The research aim and questions
determine whether a case study is suitable for particular research, for instance, if
questions focus on ‘how’ and ‘why’ (Yin 2009). Two main research questions of this
research focus on ‘how’, whilst the third is a ‘what’ question that is answered by
analysing the findings derived from the first two questions. In addition, the research
aims to explore the nature of network governance in local planning processes, requiring
the examination of a real-life event in detail. Therefore, the case study is the most

suitable research method that enables an in-depth investigation of governance networks.

The cases used are governance networks that include a group of agents taking decisions
on FRM. These networks exist independently from this research. In addition, as the
decision-making process has taken place outside the research, its boundaries are
predefined. Following the typology of cases by Ragin and Becker (1992), this research
treats the cases as an empirical unit. However, as it also examines the structures that
have affected decision making, there is no clear boundary to which structures and events
may be relevant. On the one hand, it is vital that all influential structures have been
included to identify dialectical relationships. On the other hand, the case should not be
too broad in space and time, as this will produce an overload of data, making it near
impossible to find relationships. There will also be a risk that it will result in long and
complicated chapters, making key issues to be studied to become lost in the excess of
text (Stake 1978, Eisenhardt 1989, Remenyi et al. 2002, Yin 2009). This balance
between a case becoming too narrow or too broad and the inclusion of important
structures was assessed during analysis, referring continually to the theoretical

framework and the data collected.

The case study is an empirical inquiry, which is based on quantitative methods,

qualitative methods or a combination of both. In this research, two qualitative data
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collection tools were used, namely interviews and document analysis. These are
commonly used methods, because they create triangulation (Mangen 1999), benefiting
the reliability and validity of the research and the robustness of the case study
(Eisenhardt 1989). In addition, observation through site visits was used. These data

collection tools are explained in more detail in section 4.3.2.

In this research, two cases were examined. A multiple case study is more robust than a
single case study, because there is comparable data. A disadvantage is that it requires
time, effort and resources (Knight and Ruddock 2009, Yin 2009). To ensure greater
depth of analysis, but taking into account resource availability, the number of cases was
limited to two. Furthermore, in a multiple case study, replicating a design is important.
Cases should be selected using the prediction that results are either expected to be
similar or contrasting (Eisenhardt 1989, Yin 2009). In this research, the cases were
chosen to be different (see section 4.3.1). The aim is not to conduct comparative
research, because the number of cases is small and cases are selected based on known
outcomes, as opposed to random selection, which would lead to false findings (Dion

1998, Bennett and Elman 2006).

Another important consideration is generalisation. Case studies are generalisable to
theoretical propositions, but not to populations or universes (Yin 2009). In addition, the
limitations of the research need to be taken into account. For instance, studying a small
number of cases forms a limitation, thereby restricting generalisation. Flyvbjerg (2006)
argues that generalisation from a single case is possible; however, if multiple cases are
included, replication logic is produced and generalisation becomes more reliable. This
research used the results of the case studies for analytical generalisation, whilst taking
limitations into account.’® For example, generalisation will focus on contributing to
governance network theory and to knowledge on examples of decision making on FRM.
Key factors influencing FRM can be identified from the two cases, but that does not
mean they will occur again in another case, or that the outcome of future cases can be
predicted. Structures and agents are dependent on the temporal and spatial context and
every case is therefore unique. Therefore, no predictions are made concerning the

outcomes of other networks in FRM.

Finally, applying a case study produces various benefits. It provides a detailed analysis

of specific, contemporary phenomena, producing insights that other research approaches

30 A discussion of the limitations of this research can be found in section 8.4.
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cannot provide. At the same time, through analytical generalisation, this type of
research can contribute to academic knowledge and the formation of theories. Case
studies can also be applied to many purposes, providing flexibility for the researcher
and a great variety in academic research (Gomm et al. 2000). However, to ensure the
research is reliable, the processes of case selection and data collection need to be
explained and methodically applied in research. This is the focus of sections 4.3.1 and

4.3.2.

4.3.1 Case selection method and tools

The research questions focus on governance networks in FRM within local planning
processes in England. The choice was made to study development management
processes, as opposed to local policy processes, as this enabled the investigation of the
delivery of FRM in practice. In the local planning process, development management is
the last step that influences the outcome of FRM, resulting in implementation, which
affects the environment. It is the action people take from the empirical dimension, based
on their understanding of structures and mechanisms, to prevent undesired events and
create desired ones. Therefore, the development management process is a crucial
process, in which important decisions are made that directly influence the way flood

risk is managed in England.

In order to study governance networks and the outcome of FRM, two planning
applications were studied, in which a network of actors were interacting on a particular
flood risk issue. There were several selection criteria to find and choose suitable cases.
Firstly, the development had to be a housing development or mixed development that
included housing. This criterion was chosen because flooding of residential dwellings
usually causes the greatest impacts and controversy. Therefore, it was more likely that
flood risk was an important issue in the governance network. Secondly, the
development had to be major,”' because larger applications are more complicated,
resulting in the involvement of multiple actors and providing the opportunity to analyse
network interaction. It is also more likely that there is a larger flood risk issue in major
developments. Thirdly, as one of the dialectical relationships includes the outcome, a
planning decision had to have already been made. Fourthly, in order for actors to be

able to recall the decision-making process, the network had to either still be active or

3! Containing a minimum of ten residential dwellings.
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had to have been dissolved in the recent past (five years). Fifthly, two cases were
selected using the prediction that results will be contrasting, based on whether
interaction was based on conflict or cooperation. Choosing contrasting cases enabled
the study of differences in key factors, in order to form a conclusion on which factors

may be the most crucial.

To search for cases, a combination of methods was applied. An established method for
finding cases was unknown to the researcher; therefore, a pilot search was conducted
that was limited to the North-East of England. The reason for choosing this region was
because the researcher was based there and it was easier to locate and communicate
with people who were able to help with the search. For instance, one researcher at
Newcastle University had in the past worked as a planning manager at the Association
of North East Councils and was able to suggest potential cases. In addition, a meeting
took place with a planning technical specialist from the local EA office. Furthermore, a
regional list with planning application objections from the EA from 2007 to the
beginning of 2011 was used. Lastly, an internet search was conducted, using various
resources including the Planning Magazine casebook. After this initial search, two cases
were found. One, which surfaced multiple times during the search, was Newcastle Great
Park (NGP), but the other one was considered unsuitable as the application was

withdrawn and no outcome was reached.

After this, the search was broadened to the rest of England. The same employee from
the EA was approached, who sent a request for help with cases to other EA offices,
which resulted in further email contact with employees in various regions. Other key
people from the EA and local authorities with flood risk issues were also identified
through an internet search and contacted. In addition, to reach more people, a message
was placed on the National Flood Risk and Water Management Community online
group, which has members that work in the FRM field (Local Government Association
2013). Again, the list of objections from the EA was used. As the dataset was large, this
time the results were filtered to include only applications that were objected to on loss
of flood storage, exception test not passed, or risk to the development. This way, the
applications with the most pressing flood issues were selected and those that were
objected to on the grounds of insufficient information or unsatisfactory FRAs were
filtered out. However, where in the past the description of objections in England was
included in High Level Target 5 reports, after 2008 this detailed information was

replaced by summary reports. These new reports lacked information, including that on
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the specific applications approved against the EA’s advice. This meant that finding

suitable applications became more difficult.

Figure 10: Map showing the location of the cases

Source: Find 2013

Due to the economic recession causing a slump in development and an increase in the
number of withdrawn applications, the number of suitable cases found was lower than
expected, but sufficient. A shortlist was devised with nine cases, which included the
following characteristics for each: development type, the year the application was
submitted, the type of interaction between actors, whether the EA approved the
application, whether the application complied with FRM policy, the type of network,
the type of flood issue and the current planning stage (this list is included in Appendix
D). The selection criteria that were of greatest importance were the network size and
actor interactions (conflict or cooperation) and the two cases deemed best for this

research were selected in a discussion between the researcher and the supervisors.

95



As a result, the cases that were chosen were Newcastle Great Park (NGP) in the North-
East of England and the cricket ground redevelopment in Chelmsford in the South-East
of England (see Figure 10). NGP is a large mixed development in the north of
Newcastle upon Tyne. The development is on former green belt land and has issues
with fluvial and pluvial flooding. The actors in the network are cooperative and the
network 1is still active in the development’s implementation phase. The cricket club
ground in the centre of Chelmsford is a redevelopment including new cricket facilities
and residential dwellings. There is a significant fluvial flood risk on part of the site,
where the residential development is planned. The actors in the network were in
conflict; the network was partly dissolved in 2009 after planning permission was

granted and the development is now in its implementation phase.

4.3.2 Data collection method and tools

In a multiple case study, replicating a design is important (Eisenhardt 1989, Yin 2009).
Therefore, for each case the same data collection method and tools have been applied.
The data collection design has been based on past and current research on network
governance, which has made extensive use of qualitative methods. This is also a
suitable method for a case study approach. Data collection tools are, for instance, the
analysis of reports and minutes from meetings between actors in a network. However,
even though these provide much information, they lack the perspective of the actors and
other informal aspects. Therefore, it is important to conduct interviews as well
(Bogason and Zglner 2007). For this research, a combination of document analysis and
semi-structured interviews was applied. Site visits to the development sites also took
place. Table 3 relates the research questions, the chapter in which they are addressed

and the data collection tools that were used.

Document analysis served several purposes. Firstly, it provided a first insight into the
policy problem, the actors involved, their perceptions, interactions and the outcomes of
the process. This document analysis also guided the contents of the interviews, which
were used to gather information lacking from the documents, to clear certain issues up,
or to identify any other actors that may have been involved in the process. On the basis
of these interviews, new documents were analysed or old documents reread in the light

of new information.
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For the case of NGP, planning applications relating to it, the accompanying original and
revised master plan, and any other plans relating to the development were studied.
Additionally, policy documents relating to spatial planning from Newcastle and the
region were collected, such as regional spatial plans, the local Unitary Development
Plan (UDP) and the emerging LDF, as well as any flood risk-related policy documents
from the region and the local authority. Other reports and research on flood risk and
FRM, reports from the residents’ association and newspaper articles were also collected.
Lastly, minutes and reports from various committees and subcommittees from the local
authority that discussed the NGP development were gathered from the years 1997 until
2012. Documents were coll<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>