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5.1 Introduction

Chapter 5 addresses the same Fife case study as Chapter 4 but applies new tools
for framing and analysing the data. A new ‘rich description’ of the case is written
up as a series of dialectical research cycles within the framework of a
hermeneutic spiral as discussed in Chapter 2. This approach illuminates the

impact of issues of process on the indicators selected for the purpose of recording

and evaluating sustainable development practice in Fife Region.

The new approach to framing and analysing the data collected during the
Sustainability Indicators for Fife project highlights the impact of the time frame for
consultation, the institution’s vision of the role of consultees and the resources
devoted to the project as factors affecting the scope for genuine participation of a
diverse range of stakeholders. These factors can shape which issues are chosen as
locally important and the indicators that are used to determine sustainable
development trends on the selected priority issues. These factors also have an
important impact on the sustainable development framing of the indicators
document as a whole. An ability to represent the iterative and cyclical nature of
the influence of the process adopted to developing individual indicators (the
parts) on the framing of the sustainability indicators report (the whole), and vice

versa, is a key feature of the dialectical research cycle diagrams developed to map

the processes of the project.

Section 5.2 looks at the development of a single indicator - Sewage Treatment -
using material available through the formal documentary processes of the pilot
including notes of meetings of the Sustainability Indicators Working Group
(SIWG), drafts of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report and comments from

‘official’ consultees.
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Section 5.3 contrasts a linear view of the development of the Sewage 'Ireatment
indicator with a cyclical view which recognises that the same stages of indicator
development were revisited on several occasions before the indicator was
finalised. A diagram is presented to show the development of the indicator as a
series of micro-research cycles. This diagram is further developed using the
research cycle stages adopted by Rowan (1981) and Reason (1988), assigning a
colour code to the dialectical research cycle stages of PROJECT, ENCOUNTER,
THINKING, MAKING SENSE and COMMUNICATION. The mapping of the
development of an indicator as a series of dialectic research cycles gives a richer
picture than the thin description used in the Study Report but still leaves
important issues unexplained. These include the lack of time series data, changes
in the evaluation of trend on the indicator, and the impetus behind the move to a
more holistic and global framing of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife report in
the final weeks of the pilot project. To gain a better understanding of these issues

requires an examination of the development of the Sustainability Indicators for

Fife report as a whole.

Section 5.4 explores the patterns of the whole report, looking at changes in the
‘evaluation of trend’ and length of time series data used in each draft of the
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report. This material highlights that issues raised
with regard to the Sewage Treatment indicator also occur in the development of
other indicators. These patterns cannot easily be explained by looking only at the

‘tormal processes’ of the indicators pilot.

Section 5.5 sets out a chronological overview of the pilot project process and
includes a recognition of the influence of informal processes and unofficial
consultees on the Sustainability Indicators for Fite Report. Using the dialectic
research cycle framework the location of, and participation in, the processes of

THINKING and MAKING SENSE are described and the impact of this on
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COMMUNICATION is identified. This section uses the introductory material
contained in each draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report to track the
changing déﬁnition of sustainable development in use at each stage supplemented
with notes taken in SIWG meetings. Interwoven with this process is my shifting
role and identity (BEING) over the course of the project. This reflects the value-
laden nature of undertaking research into sustainable development indicators,
which becomes interwoven with the value-laden nature of sustainable
development indicators themselves as measures of progress. Case Stories are used
to illustrate my changing perspective as Researcher/Consultant during the project
process. The project is framed as four stages: Stage I: Getting to grips with the
pilot process; Stage II: Local Priorities or Local Agenda 21, Stage III: What to do
about critical feedback; Stage I'V Going for Global. This section concludes by
summarising the the ways in which wider project process (the whole) influences

the development of any individual indicator (the parts).

Section 5.6 returns to in ividual indicator examples illustrating the way in which
the dialectic research cycle diagrams can be used to map indicators which had
different patterns of development.b. 6.1 traces the development of the indicator
which had the most stages of development: ;he Homelessness indicator. The
mapping of this indicator includes the impact of informal processes and unofficial
consultees making it relatively straight forward to locate the processes of
THINKING and MAKING SENSE. This highlights that location of the MAKING
SENSE process outwith the SIWG for much of the later development of this
indicator, one of the two examples chosen by the SIWG to represent the work of
the Fife project in the LGMB Report of the Pilot Phase. Section 5.6.2 shows the
much shorter cycle of the Tree Preservation Orders indicator which was rejected
early in the pilot. Section 5.6.3 traces the multiple stages involved in trying to
secure appropriate indicators for the issue of ‘community decision making’

demonstrates the extent of the "hidden workload’ within the Fife project.
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Considerable time and energy was invested by staff and consultees in seeking to
shape indicators felt to be more appropriate than those originally pursued from
the LGMB menu of options and in this case there was little to show in the final Fife
report for this investment of effort. Section 5.6.4, the Energy indicator, shows the
way in which new issues began to be introduced and indicators sought in the final

weeks of the Fife project once the balance of indicators developed for inclusion in

the report had been reviewed.

The key findings arising from the use of the dialectic research cycle structure and

mapping as a tool of analysis for the Fife Sustainability Indicators pilot are

presented at the beginning of Chapter 6.

5.2 Developing An Indicator: The Sewage
Treatment Example

The decision making process behind the development of each indicator sheet
contained in the final ‘Sustainability Indicators for Fife’ Report can be traced using

the documentary evidence from meetings of the SIWG and the consultation drafts
of the Fife-wide report. This can be illustrated using the following example of the

development of an indicator for pollution.

Under Theme 2 Pollution is limited to levels which natural systems can cope with and
without damage; the 15th August SIWG meeting selected as a category A indicator
(for which information was thought to be readily available):

2.5 Tonnes of sewage discharged untreated or incinerated.

This indicator was discussed at the 10th October SIWG as one which appeared to
present difficulty as a source of appropriate data had not yet been identified (FRC,
1994g). At the 7th November SIWG meeting an indicator sheet was presented. This
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Figure 5.1 Sewage Indicator presented to the 7th November SIWG

(FRC, 1994 k)
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DESCRIPTION

Efficient and non polluting disposal of waste is essential to a sustainable society. A
considerable volume of such waste (both from households and from industry etc) is
conducted by water and, following treatment, an inevitable result is a quantity of solid
material, known as sewage sludge, which siudge has then to be disposed of harmlessly
and efficiently.

BACKGROUND

Water-borne waste disposal (of which sludge is an integral part) is the responsibility of
Regional Councils in Scotland and is controlled by both UK and EU Legislation. In the
past the majority of sludge has been dumped at sea but EU legislation will make this
method illegal by 1995. Research is ongoing to develop other methods of disposal
including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill and incineration.

ANALY

Limited information is available from published sources on sludge disposal in Fife. In
1990 4,300 tonnes of dried sewage sludge were produced in Fife of which 40% was
spread on agricultural land. A limited quantity was also incinerated at Methil Power
Station (mixed with coal slurry) on an experimental basis. On the basis of this very
limited evidence it can only be said, at present that the trend is neither toward or
away from sustainability.

LINKAGES

Disposal of sludge at sea damages marine environments, fish and plant communities.
Disposal to landfill can produce substantial quantities of methane - a greenhouse gas,
whilst excessive spreading on land may lead to the build up of long lasting heavy .
metals (e.g. cadmium) and other toxic substances in soils.

DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES

The Scottish Environment
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included a pie chart which depicted the disposal route of sewage sludge in the
year 1990. This was simply divided into 'Agriculture' 40% and 'Other ' 60%. (See
Figure 5.1). Working Group members questioned whether it was useful to have
only one year of data, giving no opportunity to identify any trend, and with 60%
of the disposal route unidentified. No sustainability trend was identified for the

indicator. The commentary under Background on this indicator text states that;

"In the past the majority of sludge has been dumped at sea but EU legislation will make
this method illegal by 1995. Research is ongoing to develop other methods of disposal
including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill and incineration.”" (FRC, 1994 k)

However the indicator sheet did not quantify the proportion of Fife sludge being

dumped at sea and therefore the scale of problem that would be faced in
developing alternative routes for disposal. There was also an issue, raised by

SIWG members, about the lack of clarity in the way in which the terms weight and

volume were used in this indicator sheet.

The 1st Consultation draft (Nov. 1994) used a bar chart of Metric Tonnes of Sewage
Sludge disposed of to two routes (Agriculture and Land Reclamation) in the years
1990 and 1994 (Figure 5.2a and b) In the Description’ part of the indicator text
figures were given for Scotland for the routes by which sewage was disposed of
although no source of comparable data for Fite had been identified. Despite this,

the trend for the indicator was stated as "Towards Sustainability”.

At the 28th November SIWG meeting members asked that the current indicator be
replaced by identification of the percentage of the population served by primary,
secondary and tertiary treatment over time (FRC, 1994j). As these figures had

been published in the current copy of the Fife Regional Council in-house
magazine, as one of the performance indicators on which the authority had to

report to the Scottish Office, they were known to be available for at least one recent

year.
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Figure 5.2a  Page 1 of the Sewage Indicator included in the 1st Public Consultation
Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994 1)
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DESCRIPTION

Efficient and non polluting disposal of waste is essential in a sustainable society. A
considerable volume of such waste (both from households and from industry etc) is
conducted by water and, following treatment, an inevitable result is a quantity of solid
material, known as dried sewage sludge, which has then to be disposed of harmlessly,
efficiently and if possible productively. Water-borne waste disposal (of which sludge is
an integral part) is the responsibility of Regional Councils in Scotland and is controlleg
by both UK and EU Legislation. In the past the majority of sludge has been dumped
at sea but EU legislation will make this method illegal by 1998. Research is ongoing

to develop other methods of disposal including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill
and incineration.

In Scotland, 10,000 dry solid tonnes of sewage sludge is applied annually to agricultural
to agricultural land. This represents approximately 15% of the 78,900 dry solid tonnes
produced annually. Of the remainder, 75% is disposed of to sea; 9% goes to landfill
sites and 1% is incinerated. The provisions within the Urban Waste Water Directive

are forecast to produce an increase to 185,000 dry solid tonnes per year (+134%) by
2005.

ANALYSIS

Limited information is available from published sources on sludge disposal in Fife. In
1990 4,300 tonnes of dried sewage sludge were produced in Fife of which 40% was
spread on agricultural land. A limited quantity was also incinerated at Methil Power
Station (mixed with coal slurry) on an experimental basis. In 1994, 6,360 tonnes were
produced of which 40% was again spread on a agricultural land. Almost all of the
remainder in both years was used in Land Reclamation Schemes within Fife as a low

yield fertiliser/soil improver. This method of disposal has increased in importance in
response to new EU legislation.

EVALUATION

On the basis of this limited evidence it can be said, at present that the trend is
towards sustainability.
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Figure 5.2b Page 2 of the Sewage Indicator included in the 1st Public Consultation
Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994 1)

LINKAGES

Disposal of sludge at sea damages marine environments, fish and plant communities.
Disposal to landfill can produce substantial quantities of methane - a greenhouse gas,
whilst excessive and uncontrolled spreading on land may lead to the build up of long
lasting heavy metals (e.g. cadmium) and other toxic substances in soils. If carefully
managed however, the use of sewage sludge in Land Reclamation Schemes is an aged
however, the use of sewage sludge in in Land Reclamation Schemes is an efficient
means of disposal.

In the context of this report this indicator is linked to Derelict and Contaminated
Land, River Quality, Household Waste, Protected Habitat, Water from Local Resources.

’ A_AND INEFOIMA 1ION SUUKC S

The Scottish Environment
FRC (Engineering; Water and Drainage)

| :
| COMMENTS i
'.

By its nature, sewage sludge disposal can fluctuate considerably from year to
year. Further data will be required to determine long-term trends.

Data on this indicator is important in relation to the development of alternative
methods of sludge disposal.. At a Regional level a land availability schedule is
necessary, linked with the local waste management plans.
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For the 2nd public consultation draft the graphic for sewage sludge disposal to
agriculture and land reclamation was supplemented with a pie chart showing the
proportion of the Fife population who were served by facilities for 'Full' treatment
(15.6 %), Primary / septic tank treatment (27.5%) and the proportion whose sewage
went Untreated into the sea (56.9%) (Figure 5.3 a & b). No year is given for the pie

chart data. A clear statement was made below this new graphic:

“Almost 60% of Fife's sewage us (sic) discharged, largely untreated, into the sea. As

this proportion is reduced ways will have to be found to dispose of more sewage
sludge.” FRC, 1994 m

The indicator text does not clearly differentiate between sewage and sewage
sludge and between water-borne and land borne disposal routes. The statement
could have been clarified by adding “...on the land or by incineration” to the
sentence. However, the addition of this statement, and the comments in the
‘Analysis’ section of the text does at least highlight that there are problems with

the recent sewage disposal strategy, which was not made clear in the previous

versions of the indicator sheet. It is stated that:

“Thus 1s unacceptable and the Regional Council have been undertaking measures to
develop modern sewage treatment works to serve all major urban areas. Major new

treatment works have been established, in the last five years, in the Kirkcaldy,
Levenmouth and Dunfermline areas. " FRC, 1994 m

The 'Linkages’ section was also stronger on the problems commonly presented by
different sewage disposal routes. The 'Description’ section of the indicator sheet
had been rewritten, with the data for the EU ban on sewage disposal to the sea
was now stated as 1998 and in the ‘Comments’ section it was identified that:

"Further data will be required to determine long-term trends"; FRC, 1994 m

Recognition that the snapshot presented in the pie chart, plus the early attempts to

develop approaches to land based disposal were an insufficient basis for drawing
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Figure 5.3a  Page 1 of the Sewage Indicator included in the 2nd Public Consultation
Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994m)
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DESCRIPTION

Efficient and non polluting disposal of waste is essential in a sustainable society. A
considerable volume of such waste (both from households and from industry etc) is
conducted by water and by outfall to the sea without treatment. The remainder
receives primary or secondary treatment before the waste water is discharged.

An inevitable result of this process is a quantity of solid material, known as dried

sewage sludge, which has then to be disposed of harmlessly, efficiently and if possible
productively. Water-borne waste disposal (of which sludge is an integral part) is the
responsibility of Regional Councils in Scotliand and is controlled by both UK and EU
Legislation. In the past the majority of sludge has been dumped at sea but EU -
legislation will make this method illegal by 1998. Research is ongoing to develop

other methods of disposal including spreading on agricultural sites, landfill and

incineration.

In Scotland, 10,000 dry solid tonnes of sewage siudge is applied annually to agricultural
to agricultural land. This represents approximately 15% of the 78,900 dry solid tonnes
produced annually. Of the remainder, 75% is disposed of to sea; 9% goes to landfill
sites and 1% is incinerated. The provisions within the Urban Waste Water Directive

are forecast to produce an increase to 185,000 dry solid tonnes per year (+134%) by
2005.

ANALYSIS

Currently, in Fife, nearly 60% of all sewage is discharged, largely untreated into the
sea. This is unacceptable and the Regional Council have been undertaking measures to
develop modern sewage treatment works to serve all major urban areas. Major new
treatment works have been established, in the last five years, in the Klrkcaldy,
Levenmouth and Dunfermline areas.
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Figure 5.3b  Page 2 of the Sewage Indicator included in the 2nd Public Consultation

Draft of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report (FRC, 1994m)

Improved sewage treatment produces more sewage sludge but only limited information
is available from published sources on sludge disposal in Fife. In 1990 4,300 tonnes of
dried sewage sludge were produced in Fife of which 40% was spread on agricultural
land. A limited quantity was also incinerated at Methil Power Station (mixed with
coal slurry) on an experimental basis. In 1994, 6,360 tonnes were produced of which
40% was again spread on a agricultural land. Almost all of the remainder in both
years was used in Land Reclamation Schemes within Fife as a low yield fertiliser/soil
improver. This method of disposal has increased in importance in response to new EU

* legislation.

EYALUATION
On the basis of the limited evidence it is not possible to say, at present whether the

trend on this indicator is towards sustainability.

LINKAGES

Disposal of siudge at sea damages marine environments, fish and plant communities.
Disposal to landfill can produce substantial quantities of methane - a greenhouse gas,

whilst excessive and uncontrolled spreading on land may lead to the build up of long
lasting heavy metals (e.g. cadmium) and other toxic substances in soils. If carefully

managed however, the use of sewage sludge in Land Reclamation Schemes is an aged
however, the use of sewage sludge in Land Reclamation Schemes is an efficient means

of disposal.

In the context of this report this indicator is linked to Derelict and Contaminated
Land, River Quality, Household Waste, Protected Habitat, Water from Local Resources.

FUTURE STEPS

DATA AND INFORMATION SOURCES

The Scottish Environment
FRC (Engineering; Water and Drainage)
Fife State of the Environment Manual

| COMMENTS

The volume of sewage sludge produced and the means of its disposal are useful
measures of sustainability. Since the volume of sludge produced will increase
as methods of treatment and the volume of sewage treated increase.

1
i — — e ———— — e I e e

By its nature, sewage sludge disposel can fluctuate considerably from year to
year. Further data will be required to determine long-term trends.

|
Data aon this indicator is impartant in relation to the development aof alternative

|

!

methods of sludge disposal. At a Regional level a land availability schedule is
necessary, linked with the local waste management plans.




Chapter 5 Sustainability Indicators for Fife: Rich Description 256

conclusions about a sustainability trend, meant that no trend arrow was now

presented for this indicator.

The responses to the questionnaire circulated with the 2nd consultation draft
report included:
17 where the Sewage Disposal indicator was felt to be useful and 1 where it
was not felt to be useful.
14 of the responses agreed that this was the best way to measure this issue
and 3 did not.
12 of the responses felt that the identified direction of trend as "Inconclusive"

was appropriate, but 4 did not.

The comments included with the questionnaire returns regarded the Sewage
Disposal indicators as generally helpful but several respondents were keen to see

more action on the issue:

"Useful to know proportion of treated to proportion untreated"

"1 feel treatment of sewage 1s improving, especially all the work on reed beds."

"We agree with this indicator. We would hike the report to contain a section on

indicators covering beaches and sea water quality which we believe is important in

the Fife area.”

"Long-term 100% treatment/recychng mstead ot 'dumping' in the sea."”

"Reducing sewage and then recychng sewage produced as natural fertilisers."”

"But could be dealt with in one of two ways - dried off or pumped further out to sea"
At the 9th January SIWG meeting the need for a longer time series on the Sewage

indicator was again highlighted. However, the snapshot pie-chart remained in the

final published version (Figure 5.4 a & b). The text of the indicator was
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Figure 5.4a Page 1 of the Sewage Indicator included in the Sustainability Indicators
for Fife Report (FRC, 1995a)
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BACKGROUND

Most of Scotland’s sewage is disposed of into the Sewage sludge can be “5°d'_ in combination
sea, largely untreated. Even when sewage is treated ~ With fly-ash, for land reclamation. In 1994
the dry sludge which results from treatment has to be appr?xlmately 4*0_00 tonnes of sewage sludge
~ dealt with. At present 75% of dry sludge is also was incorporated in land reclamation projects

dumped in the sea. Of the remainder, 15% is spread ' Fife. This was an increase from 2,800
on agriculmral land. 9% goes into landﬁll sites and tonnes in 1990.

' ';-1%_19 mcmerated SN o i Sewage sludge can also be spread on

e NUS | \1\\1-:11_11 INSUES  agricultural land as a fertiliser, and 2,500
A R R " tonnes of sludge was spread on agricultural
- Eachof the conventional methods of disposal of land in Fife in 1994, an increase from 1.800
'sewage has negative impacts on the environment. tonnes in 1990. Using sewage sludge on
agricultural land requires careful management

Disposal of sewage into the sea damages marine _ . ,_
environments, fish and plant communities. European 5 €Xcessive and uncontrolled spreading on

land can lead to the build-up of long lastin
Union | ltonwll ake du tseall _ S P g g
by 10 ;9;818 o S , i T heavy metals (eg cadmium) and other toxic

, substances in soils, as well as causing local
Disposal to landfill can produce substantial nuisance (e.g. smell). However, it can replace
quantities of methane - which increases global fertilisers derived from non-renewable
warming. It also causes local environmental resources, which has global as well as local
~ problems and takes up land. impacts.

Incineration produces carbon dioxide which also Sewage sludge can also be sprayed on
increases global warming, and incineration can also  forests as a fertiliser, composted with straw as
result in toxic air pollution. a land improver, or made into bricks. Methane

However, sewage does not have to have negative produced from decomposing sewage can be

environmental impacts, and can be a useful resource. used g fuel and this has been used for
combined generation of heat and power, and
Sewage can be treated using the “natural in motor vehicles.

technology™ of reed beds. Fife Regional Council has
received funding from the EU through the LIFE
programme for the development of the Valleyfield

reed beds.
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Figure 54b  Page 2 of the Sewage Indicator included in the Sustainability Indicators
for Fife Report (FRC, 1995a)

Use of Resources

ANATASIS OF THE INDICATOR

SEWAGE TREATMENT

Currently, in Fife, only 16% of sewage is fully g _ . -
treated and nearly 60% is discharged, into the AND DISPOSAL
sea, having received only primary treatment. '
This 1s unacceptable and the Regional Council _
has been taking steps to improve sewage , Inconclusive
treatment and disposal methods. This has Se |
included the development of modern sewage

works to serve all major urban areas. Major new .- |"‘\l LA TION HI L HE INDICATOR

trearment Works have been established in the last | Disposal of Sewagc waste of all kinds is an

5 years in the Kirkcaldy and Dunfermline areas.  anvironment issue and has definite implications for
' the future.

. DATA AND INFORMATION SO RCES | No time-series data is available on this indicator

Sl o and it is not possible, therefore, to determine a trend.
- The Scottish Environment.

. Fife State of Envuonmcnt Manual

FRC (Engmcenng Departmem. Water and
Drainage) s

i”l \\ \\ IUR\\ Hxll

lncnease the propomon of sewage that receives full-ueatrnent
Pmduce a land avallablhty schedule to 1dent1fy land su ltable for treated sewage apphcauon

Sustainability Indicators for Fife 1995
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reformatted to fit with the revised way each indicator sheet was to be presented
but the data included in the commentary was largely unchanged from the 2nd
consultation version. Because of the lack of time series data the indicator trend
was stated as "Inconclusive”. The indicator used in the final report was very

similar to the choice originally made from the LGMB menu despite the digression

Into sewage sludge disposal.

The stages of development of the sewage treatment indicator can be summarized
and depicted as a flow chart (see Figure 5.5). This simplified linear view can be
useful in that it emphasizes that the process was not as straightforward as
1dentifying an issue, collecting data, and presenting it. However, because of the
linear presentation it does not make clear that the process cycled around the same

stages several times and that these iterations were an important part of the

indicator development process.

5.3 Mapping the Iterative Stages of Indicator
Development

Chapter Two discussed the research cycle model developed by Rowan, and
subsequently used by Reason and others. Reason (1988) observed that the research

cycle diagrams developed by Rowan (1981):

“do not really show the development of (the) projects through their multiple cycles of
action and reflection. They tend to show inquiries as simple, linear affairs, rather than
as the complex and at time chaotic webs of action and reflection, reason and

emotion, individuality and collectively that they really are.” Reason, 1988:227

Reason does not really offer a solution to this problem other than to observe that
the map of their inquiry made by Marshall and McLean “shows this complexity
and multiple cycling rather well.” (See Chapter 2 Figure 2.4). Marshall and
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McLean'’s research cycle is similar to that used by Gummesson (Figure 5.6) in

describing the role of the Researcher/Consultant working on a project.

LQ/ u24U%%" lf)d'r s

cn'mnpany History PRO_]ECT Future

Figure 5.6 Focusing on the present and future from the inside.

Drawing on Gummesson’s recognition that there is a temporal dimension and a
process of cycling around recurring developmental stages within a research project
the Sewage Treatment example can be depicted as a cyclical rather than a linear
process. Figure 5.7 has been designed to provide a clear visual summary of the
process upon which the final indicator Sewage Treatment indicator sheet was
based. The process of selecting the initial indicator, presenting it to the SIWG and
the public consultees and undertaking repeated revisions of the indicator sheet is

shown as a series of micro-research cycles. The formatting recognises where

similar stages are being revisited.

The cyclical approach of Figure 5.7 illustrates much more clearly than the linear
approach of Figure 5.5 that producing a single indicator sheet for the Sustainability
indicators for Fife report on sewage treatment and disposal was a lengthy and
complex process. This visual record of the requests for additional data,

identification of additional and alternative data sources, repeated redrafting of the
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text and later reframing of the whole report illustrate the lengthy and time
consuming nature of developing suitable indicators. This mapping approach gives
an accessible overview of a process previously presented in four A4 pages of notes
and 7 pages of draft indicator sheets. Figure 5.7 also makes clear that in the early
drafts of the report the trend of this indicator was evaluated as towards
sustainability, in later drafts it was felt that there was insufficient data on which to

base a determination of trend.

The format used to map the iterative stages of preparing an indicator can be
straightforwardly adapted to reflect the research cycle stages BEING, THINKING
PROJECT, ENCOUNTER, MAKING SENSE, and COMMUNICATION presented
by Rowan (1981) and Reason (1988) by assigning a colour to each research stage
using the key given in Figure 5.8.

Figure 5.9 applies this colour key to the iterative cycle map of the formal process of
developing the sewage treatment indicator. It is relatively straightforward to map
the stages of PROJECT, ENCOUNTER, and COMMUNICATION onto the iterative
cycle diagram. It is more difficult to be clear about the location of the stages of
THINKING and MAKING SENSE. In this example the THINKING stage has been
equated with the search for appropriate data sets which was generally carried out
by the Research & Information Officer outwith SIWG meetings. However, at the
28th November SIWG the data identification took place within the meeting which
became an ENCOUNTER and a collective process of MAKING SENSE of the

existing indicatar sheet and of THINKING about how it could be improved.
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Figure 5.8 Dialectical research cycle: colour key

The SIWG meetings are identified as the location of the MAKING SENSE process
for the Sewage Treatment indicator although the development of the Sustainability

Indicator for Fife report was not discussed at every SIWG.

As with all models the quality of the data presented by the model is only as good

as the quality of the data that goes into the model. Using the documentary

evidence of the formal meetings of the SIWG, the comments from consultees and
the various drafts of the indicator sheets gives a richer picture of the development
of the Sewage Treatment indicator than the thin description contained in the study

report. However, it still leaves important issues unexplained:
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* why was a trend towards sustainability identified for the indicator used in

the first public consultation draft even though no data for the parameters

used was available for Fife?

* why does the indicator sheet move from a very positive analysis of the
current position in Fife to a later recognition that Fife’s sewage disposal

strategy 1s unacceptable (although a trend cannot now be identified)?

* why was only one year of data presented in the final report when the
indicator being used was a Scottish Office performance indicator for which
several years of data would have been reported by Fife Regional Council and

ought to have been available to the Research and Information Team?

* what was the nature of the revisions and reformatting made to the report in

the final weeks of the pilot project period and what impact did this have on

individual indicators?

These issues, which are related to the location of the THINKING and MAKING
SENSE stages of the micro-research cycles of devisiong the indicator, cannot be
addressed by looking at a single indicator in isolation. These issues can only be
tackled by looking in detail at the process of the whole, the way in which the

framing of the report changed over time and the kind of issues that influenced

these changes.
5.4 Exploring the patterns of the whole

Looking at the evidence from the drafts of the Fife-wide report it can be seen that

the issues raised by the sewage treatment indicator were not isolated examples.
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5.4.1 Evaluating Trends Towards and Away from Sustainability

Figure 5.10 shows that the proportion of indicators evaluated as having a trend
towards sustainability varied considerably between iterations of the Fife wide
report. In the first public consultation draft report 63% of the indicators were
evaluated as having a trend towards sustainability. By the 14th February SIWG
meeting this figure had fallen to only 9% of the indicators. However, by the time
the report was published in June the proportion of indicatiors showing a trend
towards sustainability had increased to 20 percent. This was partly because the
number of indicators in the final report had been reduced from 23 to 20, and partly
because the trend on the nursery education and infant mortality indicators had

been reassessed as being towards sustainability rather than ‘inconclusive’.

The highest proportion of indicators presented in which the evaluation of the
indicator showed no clear trend was in the second public consultation draft,
where 13 indicators comprising 54% of the total were deemed inconclusive. In the
7th November draft one-third of the indicators had been labelled as inconclusive,
and this dropped to just under one-quarter for the first public consultation draft.
By the final published report only 30% of the indicators were inconclusive. This
was partly because several of the indicators on which a data set could not be
accessed were dropped from the main body of the report and were instead placed

in an annex at the back of the report as “indicators (which) have still to be

developed.” (FRC, 1995a: 61).

In the early months of the project there were tew indicators that were evaluated as
having a clear trend away from sustainability. In the first three drafts less than 30%
of the indicators were viewed as showing a trend away from sustainability,

including only 15% of indicators in the first public consultation draft. However, in

the later stages of the pilot this figure rose to around 50%, with 11 out of 23
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Indicators in the 14th February collation and 10 out of 20, exctly 50%, of indicators

In the final published report having an evaluated trend away from sustainability.

5.4.2

The Length of Timeseries Data Used in Iterations of the

Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report

T'here is a comparable pattern that can be identified regarding the length of
timeseries data upon which the evaluation of trend is based. Figure 5.11 shows the
percentage of indicators in each iteration of the Fife-wide report according to the
length of timeseries used. In the earliest draft of the report it is perhaps
unsurprising that data sets had not been identified for some of the indicators. At
this stage just over a quarter of the indicators had no data set identified, and a
further 30% used only a one year snapshot of data. However, for the remainder of
the indicators presented only 7% had a timeseries of more than 10 years and none
had a timeseries of more than 20 years. When dealing with issues of development,
particularly sustainable development, temporal issues are clearly important. The
formal notes of the early SIWG meetings show that working group members
repeatedly asked for longer timeseries data to be obtained both for specific
indicator examples and across the indicators for the report as a whole.

By the first public consultation draft the proportion of indicators presented for
which there was no data set had reduced to 11% , and those with only a snapshot
to 14%. The biggest increase was in indicators with a time trend of 2-5 years,
which now comprised 37% of the total. This did, however, mean that 62% of the
indicators sheets were based on 5 years or less of trend data, yet as mentioned
above 63% of the indicators in that first public consultation draft were evaluated
as having a clear trend towards sustainability. This raises questions about the

basis upon which the evaluation of trend is being made.
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In the second public consultation draft the proportion of the indicators based on 5
years or less of trend data was down to 45%, with 12% using 6-10 years data and a
substantial increase to 33% in the indicators using 11-20 years data. There were

two indicators using more than 20 years data.

In the final published report one indicator (affordable warmth) continued to be
included although there was no data available for Fife. Four indicators (alternative
means of transport, air quality, household waste and sewage treatment/ disposal)
comprising 20% of the total had only a one year snapshot of information giving no
opportunity for a trend to be evaluated. The proportion of indicators with data
sets of 6-10 years had increased to 20% and the proportion with more than 10 years
data was now at 45%. Of this 2 indicators (10% of the total) offered a data set of 20-
49 years (agriculture and fisheries) and a further two offered data for more than 50
years (land quality and biodiversity) although both of these indicators were based
on a very small number of data points taken over a long time period. The land
quality indicator sheet used an assessment of the growth in urban areas as the data
set and there is little doubt that the there has been a net increase. However in the
case of the biodiversity indicator which used a data set of counts of submerged
plant species at selected Fife lochs there are hazards in making a clear
determination ot sustainability trend based on three sets of readings spread over a
period of over 80 years. With no data on the amount of annual variability over this
period it is of questionable scientific validity to assume that drawing a line

through three points constitutes a trend.

However, the general point still holds that more effort was put into identifying
longer timeseries for the indicator sheets presented in the later stages of the pilot
period than in the early stages. Only 33% of the indicators in the 7th November
draft had a timeseries of more than 5 years and this figure had risen to 65% of the

indicators in the published document Sustainability Indicators for Fife.
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Some of the discussion that drove these changes can be identified in the formal
process of the SIWG meetings. Although, as the sewage treatment indicator
illustrates, it was not as simple as other SIWG members asking the Research and
Information team to identify a new data set or a longer time series. The same
group ot people were involved in the SIWG throughout the pilot period yet the
indicator trends varied quite dramatically between reports and the emphasis of
the report changed considerably. In order to understand the basis for the changes
in the content of the report over time it is useful to explore the dialect and

hermeneutic dynamics of the project process.

5.5 Sustainability Indicators for Fife: Dialectic
Research Cycles in a Hermeneutic Spiral of Inquiry

As described in Chapter 2 dialectical thinking places all the emphasis on change.
It explores process and movement and presents the way change takes place as
through conflict and opposition. Dialectical theories are always looking for
contradictions within people or situations as the main guide to what is happening.
The Study Report did not reveal the discontinuities and disagreement that
underlay the development of the document that became the sustainability
indicators for Fife report. The hermeneutic process brings in the influence that
that culture, timing and preunderstanding have on understanding, and the need
to look at the relationship between the parts and the whole, and indeed the whole

and the parts.

In my role as Project Consultant I collected a wide range of data, written and
experiential, quantatiative and qualitative, that can be used to develop a dialectic

and hermeneutic analysis of the Sustainability Indicators for Fife process.
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Io understand why the emphasis changed so much over a relatively short time

period it is necessary to explore the informal as well as the formal processes that

took place. It is also necessary to look at the shifting location of the ‘making sense’

process 1n the development of individual indicators and for the report as a whole.

Interwoven with these processes were my shifting roles and identity as Project

Consultant.

The data I will use to explore these processes will include:

using the introductory material contained in each iteration of the Fife-wide

report to track the changing definitions of sustainable development
underpinning the report;

using the detailed notes of meetings to identify the shifting location of the
making sense process and the impact of authorship on the evaluation of
trend towards or away from sustainability;

providing case stories that set out key incidents and exploring how these
may have had an impact on the pilot project process;

describing my perspective as researcher/consultant and how this
impacted on the development of the Fife-wide report and individual
indicators, using the research cycle model stages;

tracking the iterative development of another example indicator in which
the informal processes, the role of unotticial consultees and
unconventional ways of working played a significant role: the indicator
for Homelessness.
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5.5.1 Stage I: Getting to grips with the pilot process
THINKING - The framing of the Fife-wide report and concepts of sustainable

development

The framing of the Fife-wide report in terms of the concepts and definitions of
sustainable development which underpinned it can be described in terms of
THINKING. However, as 10 people were involved in the SIWG and they were in
turn influenced by official and unofficial consultees the THINKING stage became

a heterogeneous and dynamic process.

Figure 5.12 THINKING I
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In the earliest meetings of the SIWG there was no specific mention of the

definition of sustainability upon which the indicators project would be based. At
the first meeting of the SIWG on 27th June the guidance notes to pilots were

discussed. This included the statement that:

“Indicators must have a reasoned relationship to sustainability at both a
local and a global level;” LGMB, 1994b
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Nothing was included in the note of this meeting regarding discussion of this

underpinning reasoning.

At the 15th August SIWG, as well as selecting 39 indicators for monitoring, the
group discussed the scoping report prepared by the Consultants to the LGMB
project (LGMB 1994a). This document did contain discussion of different
definitions of sustainable development and of the framing that had been adopted
by the LGMB steering group prior to their selection of indicators to make up the
menus being tested by the pilot local authorities. However, this comprised 2 pages
of an 84 page document. There was no discussion recorded in the note of the 15th
August meeting regarding the adoption of a specific definition of sustainable

development for the Fife work.

The briefing circulated at the beginning of September to the elected Fife Region
Councillors sitting on the Policy and Resources Committee was based strongly on

the material contained in the LGMB scoping report:

“Sustainability indicators are a new approach to conventional thinking about ways of
measuring progress. They address the key themes of environmental responsibility,
social equity and economic opportunity. Quality of life 1s a uniting theme; human
health, the environment and the economy are inextricably linked and should be
reflected in the choice of indicators a community uses. The state of the environment
will determine not only the health and satety of the current generation but also future

generations. This is an important component of sustainability.”
(FRC, 1994f)

The first draft of this briefing was written by the LGMB Consultant allocated to
Fife so it is unsurprising that she had drawn on the scoping report for this
definition. However, it does not necessarily mean that this definition was now
owned by the SIWG members. The members’ briefing was agreed by the Depute
Director, rather than the whole SIWG, prior to being circulated.
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A Fife Regional Council Policy on Sustainable Development was completed in
August by the Planning Officer (Environment Services) for presentation to the
Policy and Resources Committee (although it did not actually go to committee
until 20th October). The paper included a 12 page appendix giving background
information and relating sustainable development to the work of Fife Regional

Council (FRC, 1994p). The policy paper states that:

“Sustainable development 1s a very complex subject, which 1s continually evolving.
Put simply sustainable development is about creating and maintaining a way of life
which will not only allow for beneficial economical development but will also
protect the environment. It should ensure that the natural resources we currently rely
on for ourselves and our economy to function and prosper are not overused to their
lasting detriment. It also means ensuring that the quality of the environment and its
resources are maintained for future generations.

It 1s the aim of the Regional Council to make Fife a better place in which to live and
work. The concept of sustainable development 1s therefore fundamental to this.
Sustainable development 1s about improving the quality of life for current and future
generations. Sustainable development 1s most often defined as:-
“Development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”
(Brundtland Commuission, 1987)

The policy paper then goes on to say:

“It 1s recognised that the Regional Council 1s limited in what 1t can do in Fife in
making progress towards sustainable development by legislative and financial
requirements enforced by Central Government and the European Union. However as
a user of resources and a service provider the Regional Council can lead by example
and can create the conditions for others to take action. *

and:
“The Regional Council will also want to consider the consequences of the weighting
of decisions towards sustainable development principles in its decision making

process. Due regard will have to be given to current economic and social
considerations.” (FRC, 1994p)

The appendix that was attached to the policy paper recognises the global

dimensions of sustainable development and explores the concepts of inter-
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generational equity and carrying capacity, and identifies that:

“Sustainable development requires a change in values, in lifestyles and in levels of
consumption”.

However, the policy statement which formed the substantive decision making

element of the document was as follows:

“THE POLICY

(a) Fite Regional Council will support the concept on (sic) sustainable
development

(b) Fife Regional Council will adopt the following basic principles

* to minimise the use of finite resources;
* to minimise energy consumption;

* to reduce, reuse and recycle waste;

* to minimise pollution.

(c) These basic principles will be applied to all of the Regional Council’s
activities and functions i.e. resource use, policy making and service
delivery.

(d) The Regional Council will strive for change and continual improvement in
1ts activities and functions in line with the principles of sustainable
development.

(¢) The Regional Council will implement the above by developing a
programme of action which will be regularly monitored. “ (FRC, 1994p)

Comparing this, and the conceptual statements that preceded it, against the
sustainability spectrum used by Pearce (1993, 18-19) cited in Chapter 1 it appears
to fit most closely with a ‘“Technocentric accommodating’ position, also labelled as
"Weak Sustainability’. The policy statement focuses on a resource conservationist
and ‘managerial’ position, and although there is recognition of intergenerational
equity with its reference to the Brundtland definition , intragenerational equity is
only recognised implicitly in terms of improved quality of life. The view of nature
is instrumental - 1.e. its value is determined according to its usefulness to humans.
No clear statement is made regarding the impact of activity in Fife upon the social

and ecological conditions elsewhere on the planet.
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The imminent adoption of the Policy on Sustainable Development, and the time
and effort put into drawing it up, meant that those members of the SIWG who had
been most closely involved in drafting it (particularly the Planning Officer
(Environment Services) the principal author, and the Depute Director who had
approved the document to go to committee) felt it should be the basis for the

framing of the Fife-wide document.

I had been given a copy of the draft policy document at my interview in early
September. I sought to discuss it with the Planning Officer (Environment Services)
one-to-one meeting on the day I started my contract on 26th September. When 1
broached the subject of the ‘weak’ definition of sustainable development used I
received a curt response that it had been agreed (although she did not say by

whom), was going to committee, and wasn’t going to be changed any time soon.

I was torn between my feelings that a stronger definition was essential as the base
of a strong sustainability document, and concern at the effects of pushing for this
too early in the project for fear of alienating a key member of the SIWG team. This
exchange with the Planning Officer (Environment Services) illustrates that relying
on formally recorded notes of meetings and policy statements provides a trail of
evidence of decisions but it only gives a limited picture of the processes
influencing how these were arrived at as it omits the informal exchanges and the

1ssues not minuted in meetings which can be very important in shaping the

underlying ethos of a project.

For this reason I will include a series of ‘Case Stories” which are intended to give
access to the informal processes and interpersonal interactions and recognise the

roles I was seeking to balance as researcher/Project Consultant:
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Case Story One - Don’t Show Those to (the Depute Director)

I had read the available background information on the LGMB pilot and the
work undertaken by Fife on the pilot thus far in the period between being
interviewed and starting my contract. I spent day one meeting some of the
members of the SIWG based within the Economic Development and
Planning Department individually and I was asked to participate in a
meeting of all the ED&P staff involved in the project the following day.

It was my understanding that I had been appointed to the role of Project
Consultant largely on the basis of my contribution to the CoSLA conference
‘Reporting on Sustainability’. I wanted to try and transfer my learning
leading up to that event. I also wanted to explore the scope for using more
Innovative approaches to community participation in the Fife pilot project.
With this in mind, on the evening of my first day, I prepared a short paper
for circulation and discussion at this meeting (Figure 5.13 a, & b). Keeping in
mind my researcher role I also had a series of questions (Figure 5.14) which I
haoped could be discussed. My PhD research had been discussed at my
interview and I felt it best to been open about the areas I was seeking to

COver.

One of my SIWG colleagues, the Planning Officer (Environment Services),
expressed surprise prior to the meeting when I said I had prepared a paper
for discussion, as this was not usual practice for a new member of staff. She
asked to see it and I was happy to let her in the hope of gaining some
feedback ahead of the meeting. When she had read through both she handed
me the questions and said “Don’t show those to (the Depute Director)”.
When I asked why she said he wouldn’t like them and it would hinder my
acceptance as part of the project team. This was the first of many times when

[ came up against the unwritten rules of engagement within the department
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Figure 5.13a 27 September Paper shown to ED& P SIWG members  Page 1

Issues behind Sustainability Indicators

The role of indicators
Indicators are basically information which can be used to understand past performance, leam
from it and improve future performance.

Indicators provide feedback on the effects of the values and principles that organisations hold
their policies and the actions they carry out.

Values —>Principles —3Policies S Actions—Performance
Indicators

The effects of indicators
In many organisations, including local authorities, performance indicators are often focused

primarily on efficiency of services in cost terms or on compliance with particular standards.

The type of performance measure used can make a big difference to the achievement of
sustatnabtlity. For example power utihities in the UK are obhiged to use the amount of energy
they have sold as their most basic measure of perfformance. Energy utilities in other countries
see their role differently, and therefore select different performance measures. They see their
role as the provision of energy services - heat, light, motive power for machinery and so on.
This means that they can improve their performance without having to encourage increased
energy consumption. This is good for the customers, who can get the same services while
consuming less energy. It is good for the environment as less consumption should mean less
environmental damage. It also makes very good economic sense for the energy companies, as
energy saving measures are much more effective than building new generating capacity.

For performance indicators to avoid building in unsustainable practices they need to be based
on values and principles which underpm sustainability.

Uses of indicators in promoting sustainable practice

The measures of performance used also need to recognise what the point of the particular
service or project was 1n the first place, and what it 1s like to be on the receiving end.
Increasingly local authorities are measuring:

Effectiveness - is the service doing what it is supposed to do? and

User Experience - how does it feel to the public to use the service?

These trends could be useful in developing partnerships with other departments. They will put
more emphasis on meeting peoples needs and offer more potential for more creative ways of
looking at issues. For example in Seattle the Roads and Transport now focuses primarily on
mobility because that is the best way they feel they can meet peoples needs and tackle
environmental problems.

Recognising existing 'good practice’

Expenence in other Scottish Local Authorities suggests that the ability to recognise and praise
existing good practice (whether or not it was actually done for environmental/social reasons) is
helpful in making people less nervous about change. If it can be shown that they are getting it
at least partly right at least some of the tine then they have some useful experience to build on.
Indicators can be a useful part of this, identif ying how the organisation is performing
compared with those elsewhere, or compared to its own past record. This is should not be an
excuse for inaction, but a way of building the measurement of sustainability into day to day
practice.

Communities, indicators and sustainable development.

Active participation by local people is widely regognised as being essential to the achievement
of sustainable development (eg Agenda 21). Getting people to identify the issues that affect
them, and devetop ways of momtornmg whether these things are getting better or worse may be
a good starting point in raising awareness and helping people to believe that change is possible.
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Figure 5.13b 27 September paper shown to ED&P SIWG members Page 2

Methods of participation

The other pilot/shadow authorities involved in the LGMB project do not seem to be doing
anything very innovative in the way of community participation (press releases, community
meetings and questionnaires) to test the usefulness of the menu of indicators.

Good work is currently being carried out in Scotland on community consultation, particularly
in small rural communities.

One option within the sustainability indicators pilot is to test the applicabulity of these
techniques to work on sustainability. This learning process would be particularly valuable if the
indicators project was being used as an integral part of the wider work on Sustainable

Development/Local Agenda 21.

Using more participative approaches in the community consultation may still be of great value
even if the indicators project is treated as separate. It would increase the possibility that the
process would really be testing whether the indicators chosen are good measuring tools. The
danger of a more traditional approach to the consultation is that it sinply assesses whether or
not people understand what they are being asked.

Figure 5.14 27 September Questions - not shown at ED&P meeting

Questions

Is the sustainability indicators pilot independent of or integral to the Local Agenda 21 process
in Fife?

Which approach is likely to be most effective in achieving an agreed set of values and
principles, and ownership of the process of change towards sustainability:
- identifying local issues and ways of measuring whether conditions are getting better
or wWorse
of

- testing whether people will accept indicators chosen by others.

What scope is there for innovative community consultation approaches?

What scope is there for legitimate participation of young people in the consultation?

- they have local knowledge & local acceptability
- they can reinforce local people's interest in the work
- they are generally more aware of sustainable development 1ssues

What scope is there for working within existing initiatives and service delivery mechanisms?
Can partnerships be negotiated which deliver improvements for all partners?

Is there scope for a genuine shift in prionities - with a focus on equity of opportunity, quality
of life and maintaining the local and global environment, or will standard of living/conventional

economic growth continue to dominate?
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in which the pilot was based. “We don’t do it like that here” became a

recurring refrain.

The Planning Officer (Environment Services) continued to assume a role as
my advisor on matters of language, protocol and style within the
Department. I was grateful for this, especially in the early stages of the pilot,
as my strategy of engagement with the project made it essential that I gained
acceptance with key members of the project team. But I also felt very
frustrated at the number of constraints I was expected to work with whilst

seeking to carry out work that was explicitly intended to be innovative.

Although I found aspects of the organisational situation frustrating I was
acutely aware that, as I was only on a short-term contract, the longer term
success of the project would depend upon the permanent members of staff
retaining a strong sense ot ownership of the sustainability indicators
development process. If they did not have a strong sense of ownership the
work undertaken within the pilot period would stall once 1 left. Because I
saw the ownership issue in this way I was prepared to go to considerable
effort to try and develop a shared sense of ownership across as much of the
project team as possible. I had not been asked shape the Fife-wide report or
to write indicators for it - this role had been allocated to the Research and
Information staff. My role was initially defined as one of documenting the
process of the Fife-wide report and shaping the community indicators pilots

by advising on community consultation approaches.

The reaction to the paper I circulated at the meeting was muted. Those
present skim read it and I gained the impression that they thought there was

really nothing new in it for them. I had made no mention of strengthening
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the sustainability definition that would underpin the report because of the
exchanges the previous day with the Planning Officer (Environment
Services). The paper did include the diagram which draws a direct linkage
between principles, policies and performance indicators that I had used in
my CoSLA presentation but this was not explicit enough to prompt a debate

around the definition of sustainable development on which indicators work

would be based.

The only area of the paper on which people raised questions was around the
potential for more innovative approaches to community consultation. This
lead to a discussion about the usefulness of a questionnaire which had been

prepared for circulation to a list of Consultees across Fife. The questionnaire

had been prepared by the Research and Information Officer within ED&P.
However, other staff on the SIWG felt it would not elicit the kind of
information that the Working Group were wanting. The version already
prepared turned the titles of the 13 themes set out by the LGMB into a series
of statements and then asked consultees to rank these on a scale of 1-5
according to whether the consultees felt the issue was ‘very important’ or
‘unimportant’ to sustainability. One of the problems highlighted was that
consultees could answer that all 13 issues were “very important’ to

sustainability, which would not help the SIWG in developing the indicators

work.

As a result of the discussion of the questionnaire I was asked to prepare a
revised version (see Chapter 4.4.2) which was structured to encourage

consultees to prioritise the issues.
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BEING and the researcher/project consultant role

Q COMMUNICATION
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Figure 5.15 BEING |

As the case story illustrates, I got early exposure to the issues of institutional
conditions and the constraints that this would place on me in conducting research
which went beyond the framing of the project given by the LGMB and the SIWG.
The early weeks of the project required me to combine several tasks in parallel. I
had to develop my detailed understanding about how the project was being

conducted by Fife, beyond the written information about the project I had been

given to me to read prior to starting work.

[ had to learn how the members of staff in Fife operated individually and within
the Sustainability Indicators Working Group (SIWG). I also needed to prove

myself as a useful member of the team, this largely involved trying to provide

information and skills of use to the project team and to build up individual

working relationships with as many members of the team as possible. Whilst
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carrying out all these tasks I had continually to seek to avoid speech or actions
deemed ‘inappropriate’ according to the tacit conventions of the department in
which I was based as I feared these would undermine my acceptance within the

organisation.

The research issues in this early stage are featured by several writers in the
qualitative research field. Gummesson describes the ability to gain access to
information and research settings in terms of the researcher’s knowledge and
personal attributes. He breaks these down into general knowledge, specific

knowledge and personal characteristics (see Table 5.1).

Table 5.1 Types of Knowledge and Personal Characteristics
Type Content
General Knowledge 1. Theories, models, concepts
2. Techniques, methods, tools
Specific Knowledge 3. Institutional conditions
4. Social patterns
Personal attributes 5. Intuition, creativity, vitality, social ability

(adapted from Gummesson, 1991: 63)

Knowledge of theories: Understanding theories, including concepts, models and

approaches which help to identify, define, analyse and diagnose major factors and
relationships, mean the researcher is better able to provide structure to a given
situation and to pass on this understanding to others (Gummesson, 1991: 63). My

pre-understanding was largely around approaches to framing up new processes

for developing indicators rather than how to undertake process intervention when

a project for developing and applying indicators was already underway in an

established institutional setting. I sought to use my knowledge of definitional
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1ssues around sustainable development to encourage a stronger definition of
sustainable development to underpin the indicators report. However this was
hampered by the strong sense of ownership by some SIWG members of the
Sustainable Development policy they had just completed. My contribution to
structuring the process was also limited by my late involvement in the project and
the tight external timescales. In the early weeks of the project, before I had learnt
enough about the conventions of the SIWG members and the organisation as a
whole, Ifelt as though I was restricted to a damage limitation role as it would be

inappropriate to challenge directly the framing already agreed by the SIWG.

Knowledge of techniques: This includes the ability to use techniques and tools,
such the ability to as use a computer program to carry out a specific task or to
carry out a community consultation exercise to assess local opinion on an issue.
The absence of such knowledge may greatly increase the time it takes to carry out

an operation or may mean it is done ineffectively (Gummesson, 1991: 63).

The Quality of Life Questionnaire, mentioned above, was an example of this. This
document was given considerable importance in the conduct of the pilot by some
SIWG members. There did not appear to be an option to seek to change the
decision to carry out a postal questionnaire survey of the consultees, even though
at the meeting on 27th September several of the ED&P staff present were
questioning how useful the information gained would be as the 13 themes were
interlinked and difficult to deal with in isolation. A decision had been taken by the
SIWG to produce a postal questionnaire - so one would have to be written and
issued. I therefore applied my ‘knowledge of techniques’ to writing a
questionnaire which was framed to require people to prioritise which of the
themes they felt were most important and which the least. When the questionnaire
returns began to arrive I also intervened at the data presentation stage. I

recommended that bar charts be used to display the information on returns (that
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would retain all the information regarding the number of returns and pattern of
expressions of preferences) rather than using the mean and standard deviation to

two decimal places as was proposed by the Research and Information staff.

Knowledge of Institutional Conditions: This comprises knowledge of customary
practice, key decision makers and other specific mechanisms and factors relating
to a particular organisation. Institutional knowledge enables the choice of the
appropriate tools and techniques to match the reality that is confronted and
avoidance of inappropriate or ineffective approaches for that setting. Gummesson
describes this as “the highly detailed type of knowledge that is acquired mainly
through experience” (Gummesson, 1991: 64). These institutional issues are
explored more intensively by Denzin who describes the process of getting to grips
with institutional conditions as ‘situating interpretation’. He breaks this process

down into three key elements:

1. Temporal mapping which involves determining the temporal
sequencing and organising of actions in the setting - who does what, with
whom, when and where.

2. Locating settings and persons in space involves learning his/her way
into the social structure of the project or setting - Denzin describes this as
“part of the process of living one’s way into the phenomenon being
interpreted” (1989:67)

3. Learning the language and its meanings involves gaining an
understanding of the group’s idiolect, it special language (Barthes, 1967).
This language will contain terms or concepts that are not commonly spoken
in other groups and will also contain special meanings attached to everyday
words. There may also be a code or set of rules for putting words together. In
this sense the language will have an institutional and historical heritage

which the researcher must uncover. “Because every group is a distinct
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language community, researchers must begin by learning the language that is
spoken.” (1967) Language is important because it structures and creates the
process of understanding and interpretation. Experiences cannot be shared if

the language and means that organise the experience are not understood.

Thus latter point overlaps with Gummesson'’s forth type of knowledge:

An Understanding of Social Patterns in which he points out that each
organisation creates it own cultural value system of rules (which are often tacit) of
co-operation, social intercourse and communication. Social relationships between
colleagues may be friendly, indifferent or antagonistic. There are also informal
hierarchies and different types of personalities. Gummesson takes the view that it
i1s very difficult for researcher/consultants to gain a deeper understanding of the

social patterns in an organisation that is new to them.

ENCOUNTER

q COMMUNICATION
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ENCOUNTER

PROJECT [> |
Figure 5.16 ENCOUNTER I
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The encounters during the project were of three basic forms. There were set piece
SIWG meetings. There was formal and informal contact with members of the
SIWG, individually and in small groups, outwith the set piece SIWG meetings.
There was also formal and informal contact with consultees and staff of agencies

who were information providers for the Fife-wide report.

SIWG Meetings

The SIWG meetings were all held at Fife House, a glassy modern office block in
Glenrothes new town, which was also my work base. Meetings lasted 3-4 hours.
The meetings had a formal pre-circulated agenda and they were chaired by Rob
Terwey, Depute Director of the Economic Development and Planning Department.
I was the note-taker at the meetings and produced a formal ‘note of meeting’
which detailed the decisions taken and any key points of discussion. This note had
to be formally approved at the start of the subsequent meeting. This was the only
forum in which all the SIWG were present. I was rapidly comfortable in this
setting. I had previously been involvea formal decision making meetings in a wide
range of organisation types and had prepared minutes or ‘notes of meeting” for
formal approval. The meeting was an opportunity to observe the interpersonal

dynamics of the SIWG members.

The first meeting of the SIWG that I attended, on 10th October 1994, focused quite
heavily on the community pilots rather than the “Fife-wide” report. The Fife-wide
report had been allocated to the Research and Information staff to produce and
they were simply reporting back on progress at this stage. Although the pilot
period was due to end at the beginning of January 1995 and there were only 3
more months in which to carry out the work the SIWG still had ambitious ideas
about the range of work that was possible - including the production of separate
Sustainability Indicators reports for East Neuk, Glenrothes and Benarty (the three

community pilot areas) and a separate Healthy Fife report. This was in addition to
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the ‘Fife-wide’ report and the study report. As this programme of work was set
out at my first SIWG meeting I did not feel in a position to challenge it as I felt 1t

would suggest a lack of commitment on my part.

At the 10th October SIWG, a Seattle-style format was selected for the presentation
of the Fife-wide report (see Chapter 4 Figure 4.2). Implicit in this decision was that
an attempt would be made to identify a trend "Towards sustainability” or "Away
from Sustainability” for each of the indicators. Guidance was also given at that
meeting that "The focus (of the report) will be on quality of life". This quality of life
focus implicitly narrowed the definition of sustainable development that could be
applied. There was no explicit discussion of definitions at the SIWG meeting and 1
felt constrained by being at my first formal meeting of the group and wary of

raising a potentially controversial issue at this stage.

However, the same afternoon there was a meeting between some members of the
SIWG, the LGMB consultant and staff from Strathclyde Regional Council who
were also involved in the LGMB indicators pilot process as a ‘shadow’ authority. I
had worked closely with two of the Strathclyde staff around the CoSLA /SANGEC
‘Reporting on Sustainability” Conference and was more confident of getting into
theoretical discussions with them as we had done this on several occasions with
regard to sustainable development and indicators issues. At this meeting there
was discussion of definitions in relation to Strathclyde’s difficulty in generating
acceptance for the role of social as well as environmental indicators in their report.
I offered to circulate a journal article which contained a ‘four principles’ definition
of sustainable development encompassing social and ecological dimensions
(Bosworth, 1993 cited in Chapter 1 above). I hoped that reading this paper would
encourage SIWG members towards the adoption of a strong rather than a weak
definition of sustainable development. However, as only a few members of the

SIWG were present this had little impact at his stage. It did represent my learning
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tollowing the paper I presented on 27th September - that sharing my ideas was
less effective than providing people with articles written by others. From here on I
always sought out other ‘experts’ and reference material to back up theoretical
positions or ideas for practice. This approach was eventually successful and the
definition used in the Bosworth papers was adopted for use in the Final
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report: however this strengthening of the
definitional frame of the report did not take place until January 1995.

At the next meeting of the SIWG on 7th November the LGMB consultant reported
on the process of writing up the LGMB pilot report and the requirements the
LGMB had for participating local authority pilots. The discussions regarding the
community pilot areas at the 7th November meeting focused on disappointment

that progress was not being achieved more quickly.

A first draft of the Fife-wide report was presented to the SIWG and the report was
considered indicator by indicator. Comments were made about the content and
presentation of each indicator but little time was spent on the overall impact of the
report. The Research and Information statf were asked to add an introduction and
definitions of key terms to the report. Informat discussions later that day raised
questions about whether the trends identified were really representative of what
was happening in Fife. Of the 27 indicators presented 18 were identified as having
a clear trend. Of these 11 showed a trend towards sustainability and 7 showed a

trend away from sustainability. SIWG members questioned what the basis was for

identifying such trends.

The comments made on the 7th November meeting were to be acted upon in
preparing the first public consultation draft of the Fife-wide report to be issued in
mid-November. Discussion of the questionnaire returns focused on the priority

placed by a majority of respondents on basic needs issues. As these were not well
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covered by indicators already selected it was agreed that more time and effort
should be invested in developing strong basic needs indicators. I saw this as an
opportunity to bring in a ‘stronger’ sustainability perspective and I offered to get
involved in developing new basic needs indicators and this was agreed.

Learning my way into the institutional conditions of Fife Regional Council and the
SIWG in particular was certainly a challenge. During the early weeks my thinking
was based on my pre-understanding: my reading, thinking and experiences
relating to sustainability indicators and performance review prior to starting as
Project Consultant in Fite. Although I had experience of working in local
government and of consultancy teaching I did not have direct experience of the
types of department in which I was based or of taking a Project Consultant role in
local government. Because I was used to approaching sustainable development
iIssues from a non-government organisation (NGO) campaigning perspective I
found that this meant I was used to looking at issues from a stronger sustainability
frame than several of my SIWG colleagues. This meant my pre-understanding
required some refinement in order to adapt to institutional conditions and
language. It also meant that I frequently approached problems from the
perspective of ‘how to get SIWG members to adopt a strong sustainability frame’

for the report rather than taking a more neutral facilitator/ process advisor role.

Formal contact with SIWG members outwith SIWG meetings

In the early stages of the pilot the majority of my formal contact outwith SIWG
meetings was regarding the community indicators pilots. I was keen to explore
the scope for innovative community consultation approaches, and as this was the
area in which SIWG members expressed most interest I put a lot of time into help-
ing other members of Fife staff with ideas and preparation for work in community
pilots. I saw this as part of the process of ‘proving myself useful’ in order to be
accepted as part of the indicators team. I had one-to-one meetings with the Plan-

ning Officer (Environment Services) on the Glenrothes pilot, the Depute Director
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on the East Neuk and with the Research and Information Officer on the early
stages of the Benarty work before the Community Education staff took on co-
ordinating the Benarty pilot. I also carried out follow-up work, generally prepar-
ing written materials, as a result of each of these contact. These discussions were
not directly about the Fife-wide report, but spending time discussing sustainabil-
ity and participation issues with them did influence my working relationship

with them when it came to discussions in the SIWG.

My desk was in the open plan office of the Planning Section, the Environment
Coordinator and the Depute Director were in offices just along the corridor from
the planning office. The Research & Information team were based one floor
upstairs. This meant that most contact with ED&P SIWG members was face to tace
rather than by phone or in writing. All the other SIWG were based outwith Fife
House - elsewhere in Glenrothes or in Dunfermline. As I did not have
responsibility for the Fife-wide report I did not have specific reasons to meet with

non-ED&P staft outwith the SIWG until later in the project.

Informal contact with SIWG members
Gummesson emphasises the importance of informal contact in establishing close

working relationships:

“It 1s essential that the researcher/consultant make use of these informal opportunities
since the establishment of close working relationships by purely formal contact gives
inadequate access.” (1991: 43)

Gummesson does , however, add the following caveat:
“There 1s naturally also the question of one’s own ambitions as well as mental and
physical stamina.” (1991: 43)

I was well aware of the necessity of developing informal contact opportunities, but
there were practical constraints to the extent to which I cauld immerse myself in

social contact with SIWG members.
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Formal contact with consultees and staff of agencies who were information
providers for the Fife-wide report.

In the early weeks of my involvement in the pilot I had formal meetings with the
Director of Public Health of Fife Health Board regarding the health indicators and
with the Manager of Fife Money Advice Project regarding Basic Needs indicators.
In addition I communicated by letter and phone with a number of other potential
information providers for other indicators. I also had meetings regarding the
community pilots including a student representative from Glenrothes College, the
management committee of the Glenrothes Tenants and Residents Federation, and
a Community Education worker with Sustainable Development interests who was
working with youth clubs. These gave me some insight into non-Fife Regional

Council statt’s perceptions of Fife’s activities on sustainable development.

Contact with others working on sustainable development

I continued to have contact with people outwith Fife and the LGMB Sustainability
Indicators pilot who were working on sustainable development related activities.
Outwith my Fife responsibilities I attended conterences run by the Scottish
Academic Network on Global Environmental Change (People, Forests and
Biodiversity), Scottish Education and Action for Development (Communities and
the Environment) and also acted as a ‘social auditor’ for the New Economic
Foundation’s review of their own activities. I participated in a working group of
the Scottish Environmental Forum as co-organiser of a forthcoming conference on
Community Participation and Sustainable Development. I also taughton a
‘Management and the Environment’ degree module at Stirling University. This

kept up the pressure on me to look at sustainable development issues from a

perspective other than that being adopted within the LGMB project.
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Figure 5.17 COMMUNICATION I

The introductory material defining sustainability or indicators was added in time
for the first public consultation draft which was isstued in mid-November. The
cover of the first full draft of the Fife-wide report carries the by-line Measuring
Quality of Life in Fife and the Quality of the Environment in Fife. The introduction of

the report contained a very short definition of sustainability (see Figures 5.18a, b &
c). The definition of sustainability used in this first public consultation draft (1st
PC draft) was drawn from the introductory material for the LGMB sustainability
indicators pilot. At my interview and at later informal meetings the Depute Direc-
tor had commented that he felt some of the language being used by the LGMB
consultants was inappropriate for elected members or for a Fife-wide audience.
However, in practice throughout the early months of the pilot the language used
was largely based on that contained in LGMB materials. This may have reflected a
lack of confidence in expressing the concepts of sustainability in other ways on the

part of Fife staff or simply pressure on time to generate written material whilst

carrying out a range of other tasks.
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In the minute of the 10th October SIWG meeting it was reported that at an LGMB
Sustainability indicators pilot workshop in London attended by one of the Fife
SIWG members ‘explaining the issues behind the project without using jargon’
was a recurring issue among pilot authorities so it appears that it was not only Fife
that were encountering such problems (FRC, 1994g). (This was one of three
workshops during the life of the project intended to improve the links between the
pilot local authorities and the LGMB steering group and their appointed

consultants. The other two workshops were held in June and December).

Although several members of the SIWG had been involved in the drafting and

presentation of the sustainability development policy mentioned above, it was not

these staff who had been given the task of drafting the Fife-wide report. This may

have been a factor in the definitions used for the 1st PC draft focusing on LGMB
rather than in-house material. The introductory material in the first consultation
draft focuses on indicators and on the process of conducting the pilot project
rather than on defining sustainability as a concept. This retlects the focus on
process rather than content at this stage in the pilot as Fite statf sought to keep

pace with the LGMB timescales despite most of the work having to be compressed
into the final three months of the LGMB pilot period.

As stated in section 5.4 above the first public consultation draft contained 27
indicators. 17 of these (63% of the total) were judged to be moving towards
sustainability. 6 indicators (22%) for which no trend was identified, and 4 (15%)
which were judged to be moving away from sustainability. In terms of the
timeseries data on which these judgements were being made 3 (11%) of the
indicators offered no data and 4 (14%) used a one year snapshot. A further 10
(37%) used 2 -5 years of data. This did, however, mean that 62% of the indicators
sheets were based on 5 years or less of trend data, yet 63% of the indicators were

evaluated as having a clear trend towards sustainability. Although the first public
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Figure 5.18a  Introductory Material: First Public Consultation Dratft
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report FRC, 1994k

SUSTAINABLE FIFE

MEASURING QUALITY OF LIFE IN FIFE
1.0 THE INDICATORS PROJE

1.1  Fife Regional Council is a pilot authority in a UK Sustainability Indicators
Project.

1.2 The pilot project in Fife is being used to find out:
- which issues are most important to people
- which measures are felt to be most useful in monitoring these issues

- - whether there is data available on these indicators, and what else it
would be useful to collect.

1.3 The pilot period is being used as an opportunity:

- to learn more about effective means of public consultation

- to develop links with other organisations and other initiatives
working on aspects of quality of life in Fife. -

2.0 WHAT ARE INDICATQRS?

2.1 Indicators can be used to provide information which helps us to see a "big

picture" of what is happening around us by leoking in detail at a specific
part of it. For example the number of salmon in a river is a good indicator
of quality of the water and the condition of the surrounding catchment area.

2.2 Developing ways of measuring whether social, economic and environmental
conditions in Fife are getting better or getting worse is an important step in

identifying which problems need to be tackled and monitoring the impacts of
activities already taking place.

3.0 WHAT IS SUSTAINABILITY?

3.1 Sustainability encompasses

1. economic opportunity;
2. environmental responsibility and
3. social equity.

This is why measuring the sustainability of Fife is being approached from the
point of view of quality of life and the quality of the environment.

Everyone has an opinion on these matters and the issues which improve or
damage them.

A

40 WHA A Q0D INDICATOR?

4.1 Good indicators

reflect something basic and fundamental to the long term social, economic or
environmental health of a community over a long time period;
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Figure 5.18b  Introductory Material: First Public Consultation Dratt
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report FRC, 1994k

can be easily understood and can be accepted by the community as
appropriate and useful;

have interest and appeal for use in monitoring, publishing and analysing
general trends towards or away from sustainable practice;

can be reliably measured

5.0 THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

9.1  This report is one of a series which will be produced as part of the
sustainability indicators project. The purpose of this report is to examine a
range of indicators about the social, economic and natural environment of
F'ife Region as a whole, and of equality of opportunity and access for its
residents - in short to measure quality of life in Fife.

9.2  Other reports will examine this same quality of life "in particular parts of
Fife - the East Neuk, Glenrothes and the Ballingry area, although the

approaches used in each case will be different. Another report will book at
the issue of Health in Fife.

6.0 QUESTIONNAIRE

6.1 In the original guidance documents for the study the Study team were given
a number of "menus" or themes about the environment of Fife and a range
of "indicators” within each theme. The instruction was to select at least
one indicator within each theme. -

6.2 The team felt that there was a need to understand more about the
importance that people in Fife would give to each of the "themes". A
questionnaire (Appendix!) in which the original "themes" were changed into
sixteen statement was designed about the environment and sent to a broad

group of people who had already expressed an interest in the environment of
Fife.

6.3 In total 161 questionnaires were sent out and, by 2lst November, 106 had
been returned, although in a number of cases, interested groups had returned
additional copies of the original questionnaires.

6.4 People who were sent the questionnaire were asked to rank each of the
statements in order of importance (A,B,C,D,). The results were scored and

placed in order of importance, as seen by those people who responded. The
final order of importance is shown in the table (Figure 2).

7.0 THE INDICATORS

7.1  The results from the questionnaire were used in two ways. The indicators of
sustainability (quality of life} in Fife, chosen from the original lists, were
placed in order, based on the scores from the questionnaire, and a number of
new indicators have been defined or are under development to reflect
conditions in Fife.

7.2 The final list of indicators used in this report, grouped into broad categories
(eg. Basic Needs) which broadly reflect the statements in the questionnaire,
is shown in Figure 2. It is emphasised that this is just a "working list" and
that any suggestions that you have about other ways in which the
environment and the quality of life in Fife could be measured and reviewed
will be welcomed.
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Figure 5.18¢c  Introductory Material: First Public Consultation Draft
Sustainability Indicators for Fife Report FRC, 1994k

8.0 THE PROCESS OF CONSULTATION

8.1  This report is specifically being issued to encourage'pec;ple and organisations
in Fife to comment.

If you think there are errors, omissions or other deficiencies please tell us.
Your comments are very important. Where we are already aware of a need

for further work or problems with existing data this is highlighted in the
comments.

Your comments will be used to prepare another draft of the report which

will be published in February 1995 ~ this will be widely distributed to the
residents of Fife.

Please send you comments to:

Simon Hart
Senior Planning Officer

Department of Economic Development and Planning
Fife Regional Council
Fife House

GLENROTHES
KY7 5LT

Tel: 01592 414141 Ext 6321

consultation draft was issued in mid-November few responses were received until

early December when the second consultation draft was already being finalised

for circulation.

MAKING SENSE

In the early weeks of my involvement in the pilot the making sense process was
largely happening outwith the formal meetings of the SIWG. The draft indicators
were being prepared by the Research & Information team and the SIWG had a
reactive role: going through a large document indicator by indicator and asking
for changes. As these meetings were also spending considerable time on the
community pilots, and on the relationship with the LGMB pilot process, few of
the SIWG had a strong sense of ownership of the Fife-wide document. This

dynamic began to change towards the end of November.
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5.5.2 Stage II: Local Priorities or Local Agenda 21

Case Story Two - You Can’t Do Local Agenda 21

By late November I felt I had built up strong working relationships with
some members of the project team. On the morning of 21st November I met
with the Environment Co-ordinator and the Planning Officer (Environment
Services) at their request to discuss how the work on the sustainability
indicators pilot could most effectively contribute to their areas of
responsibility outwith the pilot. The Environment Co-ordinator had
responsibility for reviewing the Environmental Action Plan and integrating
this into a wider Local Agenda 21 strategy. The Planning Officer
(Environment Services) had written the sustainable development policy that
had been agreed at committee in October. The meeting started by looking at
the way the recommendations in the study report would meeting the LGMB
and Fife Regional Council’s needs in terms of the sustainability indicators
pilot project. All three of us were enthusiastic about the scope for using the
sustainability indicators pilot as a platform for building future LA21/
Sustainable Development work.

The two principal themes discussed were: ways of building in the learning
processes experienced through the pilot into wider work on consultation,
community capacity building and partnership working; and, how to develop
policy with a particular emphasis on the need to look at values issues around
sustainable development policy. There was a recognition that there had
historically been insufficient linkage between difterent policy documents
approved by the council that related to sustainable development issues.
There was also recognition of a need for in-house consultation and training in
order to improve linkages in future. The Environment Co-ordinator was keen
that a new Local Agenda 21 strategy should develop from existing experience
drawn from the four environmental action programmes to date, the
sustainability indicators pilot and other work including social strategy

developments in other departments.

I found the tone of the meeting and the willingness of these two members of
staff to seek to involve me in developments in work areas over which they
had responsibility reassuring. I felt by the end of the meeting that I had
reached a positive turning point. I felt I had now been accepted by key
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members of the SIWG team and had developed sufficient credibility to be
trusted by them as a team member and contributor to their work.

On the 23rd November I was taken aside by the The Planning Officer
(Environment Services) to say that the Depute Director had just come from a
meeting with the Director of Economic Development and Planning at which
he had been told “You can’t do Local Agenda 21”. This was attributed to
personal and departmental ambitions with regard to the forthcoming local
government reorganisation, although this is difficult to substantiate. This
created considerable tension and confusion for the ED&P members involved
in the indicators pilot. There we were, one of six pilot local authorities on a
national pilot exercise on Local Agenda 21 being told that we weren't
allowed to do Local Agenda 21! Most of the staff were also not supposed to
know that the Depute Director had been told this, so it could not be
discussed with members of staff outwith ED&P which excluded several of
the SIWG members.

That evening I phoned a London based friend who worked closely with one-
of the LGMB consultants and who had considerable experience of LA21 work
in UK local authorities. He expressed great surprise at such a decision stating
that he “had never come across that happening in any other local authority”.
I felt very terribly despondent about this, a reaction which emphasised the
extent to which I had come to feel an insider at Fife. I now felt accountable
for the public image of Fife with regard to sustainable development issues.

I spoke to the Environment Co-ordinator by telephone on 25th November to
try and work out what could be done. We were angry at the decision and
upset that it made us feel powerless to control the work for which we were
formally responsible. We discussed various tactics for trying to overcome this
‘decision’ although we agreed it was unnecessary and unhelpful to do
anything hasty at this point. We agreed to ask for an informal meeting with
the Depute Director to establish his position on the LA2] issue and to work
out how much impact the decision would have on our work.

The SIWG took place on the morning of 28th November and several of the
staff were more subdued than usual, but could not publicly discuss the LA21
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decision or the impact it would have on the pilot. This was particularly
frustrating for the members of the working group who had met a few days
earlier to develop plans to strengthen the sustainable development policy
framework upon which it was based. The meeting focused on going through
a draft of the Fife-wide report indicator by indicator with many critical
comments offered but without any proposals for a more fundamental
reframing of the tfocus of the report.

Early the same afternoon an informal ‘crisis meeting’ about L.A21 took place
involving the Depute Director, the Planning Officer (Environment Services),
the Environment Co-ordinator and I. The Depute Director expressed his
frustration at the decision and agreed with us that it could present major
problems for the project if it meant all ‘LA21 type’ work had to stop. We
discussed the policies that had already been agreed by committees of elected
members in the council, including the sustainable development policy and
the long standing programme of work on the Environmental Action Plan and
on Social Strategy which it would be hazardous for even a Director of a
department to publicly overturn. We concluded that “most of the cat was out
of the bag already”. We agreed that we already had sufficient room for
manouvre to continue even if this may require caution in the use of the term
Local Agenda 21 in connection with the sustainability indicators

pilot. We did not believe a decision ‘not to do Local Agenda 21’ could be
sustained for more than six weeks or so, but caution was urged in the short
term and this was particularly frustrating given the short timescale of the

indicators pilot.

The issues within the case story illustrate the way in which my view of myself, the

stage BEING, in relation to the Fife project had changed over time.

BEING II
It is difficult to know what would have happened within the sustainability

indicators project had the LA21 problem not arisen. My memory was that it
damped down the enthusiasm of those SIWG members who were discussing how
to implement a stronger policy framing for sustainable development. But the

evidence of the discussions in the subsequent SIWG and activities following on
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from this suggest that the recorded data accords this incident a much lower impact

on the overall process. With hindsight the incident was more illustrative of my

Q COMMUNICATION

ENCOUNTER

PROJECT D

changing identity within the role of Consultant/Researcher than of a major

Figure 5.19 BEING II

setback to the project as a whole. The incident made me conscious that despite my
short-term and semi-detached role as Project consultant I felt publicly accountable
for Fife’s actions in relation to the Sustainability Indicators project. I feltI had a
reputation to uphold among my peer-group of sustainable development activists
and I felt I had to make the Fife project “‘work’. In the final weeks of 1994 it
became clear that it would not be possible to deliver broad based community
participation within the pilot project timescale my focus of attention shifted to

seeking to strengthen the Sustainability Indicators tor Fife Report.
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ENCOUNTER I1
SIWG meetings

At that 28th November SIWG meeting there was a lengthy discussion about the
shortcomings of the first public consultation draft of the report. Following a

debate about the summary of trends at the front of the document the following

q COMMUNICAT ION

BEING

ENCOUNTER

PROJECT D _
Figure 5.20 ENCOUNTER II

comments were agreed as part of the formal note of meeting:

“Need to be more rigorous about when a towards sustainability arrow 1s chosen
bearing in mind:-
(1) ambiguity of data;
(1) timescales chosen;
(111) rate of change;
This provoked a wider discussion about:-

(1) directions of change;
(1) thresholds;
(111) location of impacts™ (FRC, 1994y)

This discussion gave the opportunity to raise the issue of the impact of actions in

Fife on people elsewhere in the world. I introduced the concept of the ‘ecological
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footprint’ and offered to circulate a 6 page summary article which explained this
approach (See Appendix 5A).

My handwritten notes from which the meeting note was prepared also record the
“suggestion that are being too generous” with respect to the high proportion of
indicators that were showing a trend towards sustainability although this was not

put in the formal note. The note of the meeting did record that each indicator sheet

was to have a clear trend arrow and there was to be a: “clear succinct statement
about the direction and rate of change below the graphic.” (FRC, 1994;j) The
concern, expressed informally by the Planning Officer (Environment Services) and
the Environment Co-ordinator, was that the high proportion of indicators showing
a trend towards sustainability resulted from insufficient rigour in evaluating the
trend, rather than a very positive situation on the ground in Fife. An updated draft
of the full report was to be presented to the 13th December SIWG prior to

circulation to consultees.

Formal contact outwith the SIWG meetings

“You can’t do Local Agenda 21” did prove to be a temporary crisis. Shortly after
this edict the Director of Economic Development and Planning received three
letters, including one from the Chief Executive of North East Fite District Council,
all asking for details of Fife’s plans to implement Local Agenda 21. There was
some speculation by SIWG members about the interesting timing of these letters,
and whether the authors had some how got news of what had happened. But no-

one pursued this with any vigour and it was treated as a fortuitous coincidence!

Around this time I was asked to prepare ‘monitoring report’: a summary of Fife's
progress so far for the forthcoming LGMB review workshop on 1st December. The
report was aimed at being of help to the LGMB'’s consultants in writing up their
report of the pilot phase. This is included as Appendix 5B . (This material was also
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subedited to form an article published in the January issues of Scotland’s 21 Today
the newsletter covering the development and implementation of Local Agenda 21
(Appendix 5C)). The monitoring report did not go into any detail of the iterative
process of indicator development but it did identify the need to:

“focus on outcomes rather than inputs or outputs.”
The debate around definitions of sustainable development was also raised:

“There 1s also felt to be a need to be able to identify impacts at different

geographical levels, including outwith Fife - possibly based on the ‘ecological

footprint’ model.”

This report was agreed by the Depute Director for use at the workshop. It was the

first time a stronger definition of sustainable development was proposed in

material to go outwith Fife in relation to the pilot.

There was a team meeting (of the ED&P staff involved in the project) on 6th
December. The Depute Director was in a much more positive mood when he
reported back on his experience of the 1st December LGMB workshop. He stated
that Local Agenda 21 statf of the LGMB were impressed with the progress of the
project and were interested in publishing Fife’s report in full and were interested
in seeing the revised draft. There was also discussion of the need for a more
structured approach to seeking feedback on the second consultation draft of the
report as the level of response so far had been low. There had been around 50
requests for information as a result of an article in the ‘Fife In<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>