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Introduction

This Research Summary One should be read in conjunction with the main report ‘Partnerships for Marine
Nature Recovery: An evaluation of the effectiveness of coastal, estuary and marine partnerships to support
marine nature recovery’.

To support Objective 1 the following Research Question (RQs) was agreed by Natural England and the
project’s Expert Advisory Group (EAG)':

Objective 1

To characterise the existing national landscape of the coastal partnerships in England,
including relevant legal and governance structures.

To support Objective 1 the following Research Question (RQs) were agreed:

RQ1 To what extent is the English coast and marine landscape covered by Coastal, Estuary and
Marine Partnerships (CEMPs) and similar initiatives?

RQ2 What legal and governance structures are in place for existing CEMPs?

Research Summary One (RS1) provides evidence to support answers to RQ1 and RQ2. It describes the
approach to meeting Objective 1 through findings drawn primarily from work packages WP1 (literature
review), WP2 (mapping) and WP3 (survey), plus some additional insights from WP4 (interviews) for which
the methodology is described in the Main Report and Research Summary Two (Annex A2).

" Members of the Expert Advisory Group are shown in Annex A3.



1 Partnerships, Participation and Collaborative Governance

This section provides an insight into background literature on partnerships, participation and collaborative
governance. It provides context for the location, functions, legal and governance structures of the existing
CEMPs.

1.1  The Purpose of Partnerships

Partnerships can be defined as collaborative arrangements in which actors from two or more spheres of
society (state, market and civil society) are involved in a non-hierarchical process through which these
actors strive for a sustainability goal (Glasbergen, P., Biermann, F. & Mol et al., 2007). They can be a
response to the reduced role of nation-states in the provisioning of collective goods such as water, waste,
energy, etc. (Mol, 2018) and have become a means of cooperation in response to environmental and
sustainability challenges.

Public participation in environmental decision-making is a core component of the sustainability paradigm, as
reflected in the Aarhus Convention (and subsequent Participation Directive 12003/35/EC)?. Access to
environmental information has been the subject of much attention in the literature, but the extent to which it
results in community participation is a key concern. Decision-making approaches such as environmental
impact assessments (EIA) and consenting processes rely on top-down consultation approaches, with
limited timescales for true engagement which can be limiting, lead to a re-centralisation of priorities and
leave stakeholders left with a sense of disempowerment®. Public participation is still not an integral part of
conservation regulation and needs to be strengthened through formal mechanisms for the public to be
involved in the process (Reid, 2011; Reid, C.T. & Nsoh, 2016)*. A range of partnerships have evolved from
the ‘bottom-up’ to address the need for sustainability around the UK coast. It is helpful to understand the
theoretical context for these partnerships which support participation in decision-making. The following
sections therefore provide background on the participatory and collaborative governance literature before
describing the role of CEMPs and how they support collaborative coastal governance.

1.2  Participatory Governance

Governance is considered to be the action or manner in which something is governed or regulated; a
method of management and the process of collective decision-making and policy implementation (McMillan
and Alistair, 2009). It is broader than government and includes the roles played by communities and the
private sector. Governance theory offers an account of the dispersal of power beyond and within the state,
challenging traditional forms of representative democracy and opening up new ways in which citizens can
engage in decision-making. Over the past two decades, governance theories have arisen semi-
independently across multiple disciplines and now the notion of governance is one of the most frequently
used social science concepts in the world (Ansell, 2016). The concept applies to states, corporations, non-
governmental organisations (NGOs), partnerships and associations, business relationships, project teams,
and any number of humans engaged in some purposeful activity. Accountability for the environment and
resource use can be strengthened when stakeholders and citizens gain better access to information and
decision-making through more open forms of governance (Santo, 2016). There is a wide literature on

2 In the UK these are transferred into UK law through The Environmental Information Regulations 2004 available at:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2004/3391/contents/made [accessed 08.04.2020].

3 By way of example, in relation to the UK Marine Conservation Zone projects De Santo (2016) demonstrated success over early and effective
participation, but challenges around transparency and clarity over how the final decisions were made with Defra, national NGOs and others lacking
accountability back to local/regional stakeholders. The momentum and social capital gained from a positive approach to participation was largely
lost due to decision-making being re-centralised and projects closing, with the withdrawal of facilitation capacity at the local level. The MMO and
devolved marine plan authorities have invested in stakeholder engagement plans and consultation workshops, but the regional scale and technical
nature of policy-making with overlapping priorities, makes it challenging for coastal communities to develop a sense of ownership in the plan-making
process.

4 The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) suggested improving decision-making through the use of deliberative tools which facilitate
transparency and stakeholder participation, such as public boards, citizens’ juries, community issue groups, electronic democracy, focus groups etc.
(Solazzo, Jones and Cooper, 2015).
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governance paradigms which recognise a shift from traditional top-down, hierarchical approaches
towards encompassing more bottom-up, participatory forms of governance.

A range of mechanisms have evolved to facilitate communication, information exchange and participation in
decision-making from the ‘bottom-up’, driven by public bodies and/or community groups. A dispersal of
power has arisen enabling new forms of citizen activation and engagement (Biermann et al., 2012; VVodden,
2015; Gjaltema, Biesbroek and Termeer, 2019). Participative or partnership-based strategies can be
understood as both ‘empowering’ and as a way of structuring publics into new forms of regulation and
control (Sterling, 2005). Participatory governance (e.g. Wesselink and Hoppe, 2011; Stafford, 2018) is
centred on the participation of interest parties in government-led processes. A frequently cited approach to
participation is defined by Arnstein (1969) through a ladder showing eight degrees of citizen participation,
from top-down non-participative approaches - including consultation - to bottom-up approaches - including
partnerships, delegation and citizen control. Increasing levels of involvement can lead to more trust in
decision-making, with most effectiveness found through a collective process (Collins and Ison, 2009). A
‘wheel of participation’ (Davidson, 1998; Reed et al., 2018) or a ‘split ladder’ (Hurlbert and Gupta, 2015)
provides an alternative metaphor (to a ladder), to emphasise the legitimacy of different degrees of
engagement for different circumstances. Debate on people’s different values is important for deciding on
the type of approach to engagement in order to develop trust and encourage adaptive management.

Participatory and deliberative democracy (Elstub, 2018) has had limited discussion in relation to coastal and
marine governance but is growing in its potential application. The value of social networks and bridging
organizations have been shown to support watershed governance and Integrated Coastal Zone
Management (Bodin and Crona, 2009; Peterson and Rathwell, 2012; Ernoul and Wardell-Johnson, 2013;
Berdej and Armitage, 2016; Baird et al., 2019). Participatory approaches have been shown to support
decision-making in planning for coastal zones (e.g. Carrero et al., 2016) but the extent to which public
participation fits with institutional structures is an ongoing debate. DeCaro and Stokes (2013) argue that
public participation plays a role in the development and long term maintenance of environmental institutions
that are well-matched to local socio-ecological conditions, but the mechanisms remain unclear “to
adequately promote a sense of procedural justice and self-determination, public participation must be
properly matched to the local social-ecological context’ (DeCaro and Stokes, 2013, p.40). The scale of
approach to public participation (as well as type) is therefore important when it comes to the ‘fit’ with
coastal and marine ecosystems.

The degree of legal and institutional complexity for management of the UK coast is well known and
regularly cited (e.g. Elliott, L. R. et al., 2018) The sector-based regulatory and institutional framework
causes a siloed approach to resource management which presents particular challenges for sustainability
across the land-sea interface, suggesting we need to re-think management of the coast (O’Hagan et al.,
2019). Recommendations for more integrated planning and delivery have been made to fulfil a governance
gap (Lannin, 2021; Bradshaw, 2022). Voluntary initiatives have evolved to encourage partnership working
between stakeholders, but their effectiveness and ability to influence decision-making were questioned (e.g.
McKenna and Cooper, 2006; Fletcher, 2007). However, the first ten years of marine planning for England
has highlighted the need to improve coastal community engagement, place-based governance and
stewardship (Lannin, 2021; Slater and Claydon, 2020).

1.3  Scale of approach to participation

A key aspect of partnerships is the question of scale and the meaning of ‘place-based’ governance in terms
of their ability to engage stakeholders. To overcome limitations associated with different types of
engagement, “...stakeholder participation must be institutionalised, creating organisational cultures that can
facilitate processes where goals are negotiated...” (Reed, 2008, p.2417). This is also envisaged in Article 8
of the Biodiversity Convention where ‘Bioregionalism’ would organise society “...on the basis of natural
territorial units with which people can identify (bioregions like the catchment area of a river) and efforts
should be made to promote the local self-sufficiency of such regions” (Bavikatte, 2014, p157). This is



effectively the role that has emerged from the bottom-up through CEMPs - where they exist and have been
sustained (Error! Reference source not found.).

Governance of a particular space or territory is achieved in two ways: through putting in place boundaries
and borders; and through categories, institutions, rules, procedures and strategies which serve to define
and organise the population to be governed (Carmell, 2005). In some countries and places, governance
powers have been devolved to the scale of a landscape/ecosystem, particularly for watershed management
e.g. Murray-Darling Basin, Australia (Connell, 2014). The emergence of such governance systems can be
facilitated through enabling legislation, economic incentives and by bridging organizations that connect
institutions across levels and scales (Folke, 2007; Peterson and Rathwell, 2012; Berdej and Armitage,
2016). Administrative boundaries often split the coast and reduce the ability for institutions to govern at a
scale connected to ecosystem functions (e.g. Severn Estuary spanning England and Wales). Newman
(2005, p.198) suggests the general opening up of governance through creating ‘imaginary unities’ which
could be based on more than existing administrative boundaries, for example on people’s perception of
scale and governance which fits more closely with a landscape/ecosystem. Building in place-attachment
can support sustainability (e.g. Raymond, Brown and Weber, 2010; Brown et al., 2019) and could be better
reflected in coastal governance arrangements. CEMPs have evolved with ‘fuzzy’ boundaries, to address
governance needs at the ecosystem scale, encouraging local coastal communities to relate to sustainability
of a landscape and seascape, perhaps more than is possible based on the historic administrative
boundaries.

14 Collaborative Governance

Collaboration goes beyond information exchange and traditional consultation approaches to engage
stakeholders in co-design. Collaborative governance involves the joint ownership of decisions and collective
responsibility for achieving agreed objectives (Gray, 1989). It crosses jurisdictional boundaries and builds its
agenda and actions through consensus (Walker, 2011). It can play a role in strengthening local governance
systems, but the support and oversight role of national governments is still important as they require the
political mandate to guide collaborative action on the ground (Biermann et al., 2012 and others). It supports
“...processes and structures of public policy decision making and management that engage people
constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, private
and civic spheres in order to carry out a public purpose that could not otherwise be accomplished”
(Emerson, Nabatchi and Balogh, 2011, p.2).

The term ‘collaborative governance’ was initially used for intergovernmental cooperation in the 1960s, the
education and health profession to describe cooperation across departments and disciplines in the 1970s
and in the logic of collective action (Olsen et al., 2016; Emerson, Nabatchi and Balogh, 2011) and the
extensive common-pool resource literature (e.g. Weinstein, Hardin and Baden, 1978; Ostrom, 2000;
Walters and Ahrens, 2009). Collaborative governance responds to the demand for new forms of
governance which are better suited to context and to influencing government action through deliberation
and consensus-building among divergent and even conflicting interests (Ansell and Gash, 2008). This
creates a more comprehensive approach to planning and policy implementation than government could
achieve on its own (Gray and Purdy, 2018). It expands conventional government policy processes into
wider areas by facilitating collaboration between the public, private and community sectors to achieve more
than any one sector could achieve on its own. It can “bring public and private stakeholders together in
collective forums with public agencies to engage in consensus-oriented decision-making” Ansell and Gash
(2008). It encompasses partnerships and co-management regimes (e.g. Agrawal and Lemos, 2007), such
as community based collaboratives (Dukes, Firehock and Birkhoff, 2011), inter-governmental collaborative
structures for river basin management (Emerson and Murchie, 2010); and participatory governance
arrangements (Koontz et al., 2004; Bingham, 2011). Despite both the prevalence and status of collaborative
governance as a method of policy-making, its study remains a loosely integrated field of largely ad hoc (and
sometimes conflicting) approaches (Gash, 2017 p.213). Batory and Svensson (2019) identified that the
most widespread field of application is in environmental policy and discovered a particular tendency for use



of the term ‘partnership’ and ‘network governance’ in the UK to capture cooperative behaviour in and by
government. This has been witnessed in the rise of coastal partnerships.

Many people are turning to collaborative processes to help them improve or find solutions to complex and
potentially contentious issues across a wide range of natural resource and environmental concerns (e.g.
Ewel, 2001; Marshall, Blackstock and Dunglinson, 2010; Jennifer D. and Pratt, 2011; Schoon and Cox,
2018). Whether collaborative governance is driven from the bottom-up by communities wanting to engage
more in decision-making, or from the top-down with governments devolving more power to the private-
sector and increasing the role of non-state actors, many different types of collaborative governance
mechanisms have grown over the past thirty years and are now central to natural resource management®.

1.5 Collaborative Coastal Governance in England

Despite extensive discussion of collaborative governance in the literature, and frequent references to
collaboration by policy makers, practitioners and scholars, there is limited debate about collaborative
governance in a coastal context and only emergent references to it for the UK coast.® It is considered useful
because of its ability to focus on cross-boundary (scale, sector) communication and offers a fresh
perspective on the background ICZM policy which led to public-sector funded, bottom-up driven, voluntary
initiatives to encourage partnership working.

EC Directives have promoted collaboration for good ecological/environmental status through the Water
Framework Directive (WFD) and Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) (Council, 2008; European
Commission, 2012). Inadequate implementation of WFD in the UK led to a challenge raised by NGOs from
which emerged the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) with Catchment Partnerships to support
collaborative delivery across all 106 catchments of England and Wales. CaBA Partnerships are
demonstrating the benefits of investment in collaborative governance approaches for freshwater
catchments with returns on investment of up to 3 to 1 (CaBA, 2018; Collins et al., 2020). Delivery of WFD is
weaker for estuaries and coasts, as indicated by the Environment Agency (Damian Crilly, pers.comm
2021)". The equivalent MSFD implementation through the UK Marine Strategy is overseen by DEFRA, but
without the equivalent support provided through CaBA for local delivery mechanisms. Practitioners clearly
recognise the benefits of a collaborative approach® and collaborative governance literature has grown
alongside these key milestones in legislative development for the sea, but there remains a gap between
legal and policy ambitions towards transitional and coastal waters, their practical implementation and the
equivalent landscape scale-approach to support delivery.

The need for sustained engagement includes a long-term, appropriately resourced, collaborative approach
to engaging coastal communities and stakeholders, which is recognised by the Committee on Climate
Change (2018, p.63). The rise of partnership as a means of organizing people and resources has been a
positive step for Britain with “joint working between government, business community and voluntary

5 Other ‘new governance’ paradigms, include:

- Network governance (Carlsson and Sandstrém, 2007; Keast, 2022) where power is more evenly dispersed;

- Hybrid governance (Armitage, De Loé and Plummer, 2012; Vince and Haward, 2017); and polycentric governance (Carlisle and Gruby,
2019) where the complexities of dispersed governance with networks, arrangements and partnerships move beyond the nation-state (e.g.
Mol, 2018);

- The role of boundary organisations (Gustafsson and Lidskog, 2018) and bridging organisations can increase the efficiency of collaborative
effort (Folke et al., 2005; Berdej and Armitage, 2016);

- Evolutionary governance theory to consider how different governance institutions have co-evolved and understand how dependencies
between current actors and objectives influence each other (O’Hagan, Paterson and Le Tissier, 2019).

8 The author contributed to the MMOs Marine Pioneer programme (Lannin, 2021) which includes reference to collaborative governance for
integrated planning and delivery (pp.33-46) including a summary of this PhD research (p.45) and input to guidance on community empowerment
(p-93). Available online: https://zenodo.org/communities/marine pioneer sharing/?page=18&size=20 (last accessed 22.04.2022).

" The EA are attempting to address this through various activities including the ‘Championing Coastal Collaboration — 3Cs’ programme of investment
2021-2022.

8 Coastal communities turning the tide — encouraging Collaboration is key to progress. CMS News, February 2018. Available online at:
http://www.cmscoms.com/?p=13050 [accessed 08.04.2020].
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sector...now spreading to become a common way of working for better local governance in Britain” (Carley,
2000 p.292).

The framework for UK coastal governance involves a range of powers and duties within legislation, many
for specific sectoral purposes and planning. Overall, there are few duties which specify the need for co-
ordination to achieve an integrated approach. This may be because many public bodies have been
apprehensive about stepping beyond their statutory remits since they could be taken to judicial review for
acting ultra vires (i.e. beyond their powers and duties). However, recent enabling powers encourage a more
joint approach which supports more strategic, holistic approaches.

These include (but are not limited to) the following provisions:

e Duty to co-operate
The Localism Act (2011) introduced a duty to co-operate, which is designed to ensure that public
bodies and statutory consultees work together on issues. A wide range of bodies are bound by the
duty including the EA, NE, LAs, County Councils and Highways Authorities. However, there appears
to be no commonly or consistently reported application of the duty to the land-sea interface®.

¢ Statement of common ground
This is a written record of the progress made by strategic policy-making authorities during the
process of planning for strategic cross-boundary matters (Planning Act, 2008)'°. Marine plans as
well as terrestrial plans are required to prepare a Statement of Common Ground to help manage
strategic planning matters across political boundaries and strengthen the duty to cooperate to
maximise the effectiveness of a local plan and marine plan (Holtby, 2021). An example exists in the
Solway Firth where Marine Scotland and the MMO have agreed to produce a joint plan across the
estuary’s administrative boundary." UK governance guidance on plan-making recommends
governance arrangements for maintaining effective cooperation processes (which includes marine
plans) and suggests scope to plan and prepare policies based on functional geographical areas,
based on demonstrable cross-boundary relationships'2.

e Coastal Concordat
The Coastal Concordat (Defra, 2013, 2014; HM Government, 2018a) encourages co-operation
between institutions (i.e. LAs, MMO, EA and NE), with the aim of streamlining the
licencing/development control process in coastal areas. It demonstrates a form of collaborative
governance within public bodies and lacks any practical obligation for participation in decision-
making beyond formal consultation.

e Planning powers and duties

e The Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009)" includes a duty to have regard, or take reasonable
steps, to seek compatibility between marine plans and terrestrial plans. Stakeholder engagement in
the implementation of marine plan proposals is currently under review but still lacks the equivalent
local accountability of the terrestrial planning system through local planning authorities.

® There are cooperation duties for flood and coastal erosion risk management (FCERM) under Section 13 of the Flood and Water Management Act
(2010). Risk Management Authorities (RMAs) are required to cooperate and are given powers for sharing information where this is for the purpose
of fulfilling their duty to co-operate. RMAs and coastal protection authorities may also arrange for a FCERM function to be exercised on its behalf by
another RMA. Such arrangements can be formalised through a Public Sector Cooperation Agreement (Environment Agency, 2018).

10 Section 37 of the Planning Act (2008): “A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant and another party
or parties, setting out any matters on which they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it may also be useful for a
statement to identify areas where agreement has not been reached”.

" Section 28 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 enables two or more local planning authorities to agree to prepare a joint local
plan. Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 61-005-20190315. Source: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#maintaining-effective-cooperation
(accessed 21.12.2021)

"2 Available on the Gov.UK website at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#maintaining-effective-cooperation (last accessed 22.04.2022).

'3 Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (England & Wales): Matters to which a marine plan authority is to have regard in preparing a marine plan9
(2) (b) the duties imposed by paragraph 3(1) and (2) with respect to securing compatibility with marine plans or Planning Act plans for areas which
are related to the marine plan area. Marine (Scotland) Act 2010: 3 (1) In preparing or amending a regional marine plan for a Scottish marine region
(“area A”), the Scottish Ministers must take all reasonable steps to secure that the plan is compatible with any regional marine plan for any Scottish
marine region which adjoins area A. (2) They must also take all reasonable steps to secure that any regional marine plan is compatible with the
development plan for any area which adjoins area A.
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Neighbourhood planning (Localism Act, 2011), has effectively decentralised more power to local
communities, but these powers are not (yet) extensively used to exert more control over community
use and management of the coast or marine environment.™ The Neighbourhood Planning Act
(2017) introduced powers for local planning authorities to agree to prepare a joint local plan
‘...addressing cross-boundary issues through the duty to cooperate’ including the sharing of
resources, evidence and costs through the formation of a joint planning unit, enabling local planning
authorities to form a separate joint planning committee and delegating appropriate plan making
powers to the joint committee'. It appears that these powers could be extended to include
estuaries/inshore marine regions to leverage stronger collaboration across the land-sea interface'®

o The General Power of Competence (Localism Act, 2011) gives councils the power to do anything
an individual can do, provided it is not prohibited by other legislation and is intended to give councils
greater confidence to work in new ways, develop new services, partnerships and promote
innovation. It has encouraged a new, locally led approach and has been used for a wide range of
purposes (Local Government Association, 2013) and has scope for cooperative models, but the
extent of the power and its limits are subject to legal interpretation (Sandford, 2021).

Obligations and mechanisms to engage stakeholders in decision-making therefore exist but are often
dispersed across sectoral legislation and often confined to consultation (rather than participation)
processes. It has been suggested that “...the absence of appropriate stakeholder consultation structures
may deprive requlatory measures of their legitimacy” (Long, 2012 p.57) therefore for the existing regulatory
framework to function properly, it is important that there are genuine engagement opportunities of the
appropriate type and scale (as illustrated in Sections 1.2 and 1.3 above).

There is increasing interest in collaborative approaches focused around place-based governance within
and beyond the UK, with many of the partnerships and joint committees identified (Table 1). Novel
approaches have been explored through the Governments’ Marine Pioneer projects. Based on the
assertion (outlined above in Section 1.2) that there is a governance gap to link ‘top-down’ with ‘bottom-up’
approaches, the powers and duties to collaborate that have emerged in the UK’s approach to governance in
recent years, could go further.

1.6 UK Partnerships for Rivers, Coasts and the Sea

Across the UK there are a wide range ofError! Reference source not found. partnerships and joint ¢
ommittees led by public authorities involving private interests, stakeholders and/or engaged citizens to
differing extents. Table 1 illustrates these initiatives and how they are driven by background legislation or
policy, some with a national network connecting regional and local initiatives. Some partnerships have more
specific objectives than others, for example Marine Protected Areas (MPA) and Local Nature Partnerships
(LNP) towards biodiversity and landscape protection; Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEP) and Coastal
Community Teams (CCT) are focused on economic and/or social regeneration; and Shoreline Management
Plan (SMP) Coastal Groups and Regional Flood and Coastal Committees (RFCC) primary purpose is
around coastal protection (from erosion) and flood defence. Of the partnerships/committees illustrated, the
RFCCs are perceived to be the only statutory partnership on the terrestrial side (Dominic Martin, EA pers.
comm. 2022). On the marine side, Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities (IFCA) have statutory
functions bringing a wide variety of partners together, but their primary purpose is focused on fisheries
management and [its] conservation. Landscape Partnerships appear to have been an initiative supported
by the National Lottery Fund with no direct legal or obvious policy backing. Coastal and Estuary

4 The motivation behind the Localism Act (2011) was recorded as returning the planning system to the people because regional plans do not get
communities involved and the existing system was considered adversarial, confrontational and simply not working. Neighbourhood planning was
designed to make sense for local communities. There is one reference in the Act to the coast, in relation to flood and erosion risk management
(Hansard, HC Vol 521. Col.563, January 12, 2011).

'5 Section 28 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004)

6 An example of where it has been used is in Tollesbury, Essex, where the Parish Council has extended its Neighbourhood Plan to the mid-line of
the estuary, demonstrating a possible route to increase local community empowerment over the management of coastal space (Roger Lankaster
pers. comm, 2019).
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Partnerships were pump primed by nature conservation bodies, with a limited mandate apart from
sustainability. For each of these partnerships, Table 1 illustrates the institutional lead, legal basis/policy
driver (if any), national/regional/local co-ordinating network (if any), their governance/accountability and
approximate number of each type of partnership. Each of these partnerships/committees has different
governance and accountability models and combinations representing public bodies, civil society
spokespersons and in some cases private/commercial interests.

7 English Natures ‘Campaign for a Living Coast’ and ‘Estuaries Initiative’; and Scotland’s ‘Focus on Firths’ in the early 1990s.
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Table 1 Partnerships and joint committees with relevance to the UK coast at the regional and local levels (Bradshaw, 2022)

FUNCTION Institutional Legal Basis/Policy Mechanism National level network Regional/Local level networks Governance & Accountability No.
lead/responsibility Hosting arrangements & partners.
Gov NDPB/ Legal Status
Dept Advisory role Independent Members/Trustees?
Coastal Community MHCL Coastal Regeneration in English Coastal Communities Coastal Community Teams (CCT) led by local Boards with independent members, some 350+
Teams (CCTs) G Resorts (CCA Handbook, 2010) Alliance (CCA) champions, often supported by LAs. established as charities/companies
Coastal Towns Working Group Secretariat at Lincolnshire
County Council
Marine Protected DEFRA | NE Habitats & Species Directives, European Marine Site Regional project groups identified suitable Management Boards comprising relevant 175
Areas (MPAs) MaCAA & Wildlife & Countryside Act Management Groups sites, but ceased operation when Defra authorities and Natural England.
[EC Marine Strategy Framework supported by NE. withdrew funding support (e.g. Balanced Seas,
Directive] SE England). Local Wildlife Trusts and others
remain active.
Protected /National DEFRA NE National Parks and Access to the National Association of AONBs, National Parks Association National Park Boards, AONB Partnerships 45
Landscapes: AONBs, Countryside Act (1949), CROW Act
Heritage Coasts (HC) etc.
Catchment DEFRA | EA and EC Water Framework Directive Catchment Based Catchment partnerships (CaBA) hosted by Most have legal status as 106 (56
Partnerships (CaBA) delivery River Basin District Plans Approach (CaBA) working { The Rivers Trust, Wildlife Trusts and others Charities/Companies with independent with TraC
partners group(s) trustees waters)
Coastal and Estuary DEFRA | None Defra ICZM Strategy (2008) Coastal Partnerships Coastal and estuary partnerships (where they Committees made up of partners from LA, 55+
Partnerships (CEPs) EC ICZM Recommendation (2002) Network (CPN) voluntary exist) hosted by LAs, Harbour Authorities, NE, ports/harbours, universities and private
board members Universities and others. sector in some cases. A small number have
established their own legal status as
charities/companies with independent
trustees.
Local Nature DEFRA | NE, EA, Natural Environment White Paper Defra / NE Variety of hosting arrangements including Advisory boards — LAs with charity sector 47
Partnerships (LNPs) Forestry (2010) Ecosystems knowledge Wildlife Trusts, LAs, Environment Agency, representation
Commission, network universities and independents.
MMO
Local Enterprise MHCL Local Gov Local Growth White Paper (2010) LEP Network Local industrial strategies Advisory boards — LAs with business 38
Partnerships (LEPs) G/BIS Association interests
/HCA
Shoreline DEFRA | EA and LAs EA Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Local Government Coastal Groups LAs 22
Management Plans Management Strategy Association — Coastal
(SMPs) Special Interest Group
Inshore Fisheries & DEFRA | MaCAA Marine Policy Statement Association of IFCAs Regionally focused Committees made up from Committee made up of local authority 10
Conservation (2009) (AIFCA) Secretariat LAs and MMO appointees members, officers and MMO appointees
Authorities (IFCAs)
Regional Flood and DEFRA | EA The Regional Flood and Coastal Association of Drainage Regionally focused Committees made up from Environment Agency, LAs and independent 12
Coastal Committees Committees (England and Wales) Authorities (ADA) LAs and EA appointees (11-25) appointees
(RFCC) Regulations 2011. Flood & Water
Management Act (2010)
Local Nature DEFRA | NE Environment Act (2021). Nature Recovery Network | Uncertainty at the time of writing over whether Responsible authority (e.g. County
Recovery Strategies 25 Year Environment Plan. (NRN) Delivery NRN will extend into coastal/inshore marine Councils) LNPs and NRN delivery partners. 10
(LNRS) Net gain consultation (2019) Partnership environment Landscape Recovery projects to be
established.
Landscape Countryside and Rights of Way Act Heritage Lottery Fund Often linked to AONBs Within host body e.g. AONB Management 12
Partnerships (2000) Group: LAs, Parish Councils
Ports and Harbours DfT DfT, 2018) Local Acts of Parliament, Harbour British Ports Association Regional groupings such as the South West Individual harbour boards with local 300+
(Statutory Harbour Revision or Empowerment Orders Ports Group appointees whether private/trust//LA owned.
Authorities) and other legislation Majority operate on a commercial basis.
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1.7 The Evolution of Coastal and Estuary Partnerships (CEPs)

Over the past few decades a wide range of voluntary coastal and estuary partnerships and similar initiatives
have evolved at the local level to support governance (Stojanovic and Barker, 2008). Their distribution
continues to fluctuate, subject partly to the definition used, with an estimate by scale and type illustrated in
Figure 2 (CPN, 2022). CEPs co-ordinate stakeholder engagement and public participation in decision-
making and create platforms for community activity. Most originate from the momentum behind ICZM policy
in the 1990s and continue to support a wide range of policy delivery. They remain informal, non-statutory,
bottom-up driven initiatives hosting joint committees, providing secretariat services and convening local and
strategic events for an estuary or coastal area. A range of different partners host their staff, including LAs,
IFCAs, harbour authorities, universities and established charities. Background research to date (Bradshaw
and Watts, 2020) suggests that of the 50 CEPs, 15 have a legal constitution of some kind, of which 6 are
entirely independent (e.g. charities/companies in their own right). Most prepare voluntary plans and/or
strategies with local implementation objectives.

CEPs were critiqued over their ability to represent stakeholders and deliver in relation to ICZM when Defra
were more actively promoting coastal policy (Fletcher, 2003, 2007; McGlashan, 2003; McKenna and
Cooper, 2006; Morris, 2008; Stojanovic and Ballinger, 2009; Fletcher et al., 2014; Rodwell et al., 2014).
Their role has not been consistently monitored, with scattered evidence of their value demonstrated through
partner interviews to identify financial benefits (Entec Ltd, 2008) and for a regional partnership in NW
England (Buchan and Yates, 2019). They provide services to a wide range of partners including the MMO
for engagement in marine planning (Coastal Partnerships Network, 2013)'®, Coastal Groups to support
SMPs, and EMS management groups, amongst other purposes’®.

1.8 The Current Role of Coastal, Estuary and Marine Partnerships (CEMPs)

Coastal partnerships co-ordinate information exchange between coastal users and often specialise in
offering a ‘neutral’ platform to enable stakeholder engagement in coastal and marine management. The
trend of developing voluntary partnerships to deliver coastal integration has been described as “integration
from within” (Ballinger, 1999, p. 511) and the partnerships are characterised by a bottom-up approach
without leadership from central government. However, they are engaged in supporting statutory decision-
making processes as well as facilitating voluntary action. Many CEMPs work closely with local coastal
communities to foster a sense of ownership and stewardship over the coastal environment and its
resources (Stojanovic and Barker, 2008). Increasingly, CEMPs have had to move beyond services
supported by core funding, to project-based development and delivery to ensure their survival.

There is considerable variation in the organisational structure of coastal partnerships. Most have a
Partnership Manager or Officer to administer and deliver their Strategy/Management Plan. They also have
a steering group or board consisting of key stakeholders, which together with a Partnership Chair or
Director, oversees the strategic direction of the partnership.

Huge diversity in service and project delivery exists but overall, CEMPs support collaborative
governance at the landscape scale across administrative boundaries. They have experienced
engagement and facilitation staff hosting strong local networks, bridging knowledge exchange, and
engaging coastal communities in decision-making. Many also provide skilled and cost-effective project
delivery for a wide range of partners, supporting statutory delivery through non-statutory activities.

8 The UK Coastal Partnerships Network (CPN) proposed a way for local partnerships to support the marine planning process (CPN, 2011), which
led to collaboration with the MMO with several partnerships co-hosting consultation events for marine plans (e.g. Devon Maritime Forum and the
Severn Estuary Partnership for the SW Marine Plan; Thames Estuary Partnership for the East Marine Plan).

® The Severn Estuary is a good example as it offers a ‘Severn Estuary Gateway’ to several other networks and projects, including the hosting of
secretariat services for the Severn Estuary Coastal Group for the SMP and the Association of Severn Estuary Relevant Authorities to support
competent authorities with their EMS monitoring and reporting. Further information available at: http://www.severnestuary.net/ (accessed
21.12.2021).
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1.9 Other Ecosystem Based Partnerships

Participatory engagement mechanisms exist for other natural environment ‘units’ including river catchments
and designated landscapes (see Error! Reference source not found.) and more recently they emerged f
or marine regions driven by EU policy?. At the landscape scale, National Landscapes and Heritage
Coasts?! encourage management and planning decisions to take a landscape-scale approach to decision-
making. Other examples include the Irish Loughs Agency (which has statutory powers straddling NI and the
Rol). Partnerships for rivers, landscapes, coast and sea, bring together regulators, industry, scientists and
citizens on an informal basis for a geographical area or ecosystem. Their successes and failures are very
dependent upon the ongoing, ad-hoc and voluntary support of the public and private sector partners they
engage. River catchments and protected area partnerships in the UK have statutory backing which helps to
leverage more consistent public sector commitment. Coastal and marine partnerships have no statutory
backing or underpinning legislation to leverage the equivalent public sector support in a long term
consistent manner. Long (2012) suggested that marine management required extensive stakeholder
participation and a duty to implement an ecosystem approach by means of laws and policies. However,
there are few mechanisms and institutional structures that facilitate cross-sectoral decision-making, and
those that exist are constrained by administrative or governance structures at a national or local level,
including the different governing arrangements for land and sea. The more involved forms of participation
and engagement such as co-operation, co-creation and co-delivery, require higher levels of investment of
time and effort as illustrated below. A key challenge is therefore obtaining the investment required to sustain
collaboration through (voluntary) partnerships.

Workng ingependantly, Woring independently Working independently, Workng togeter expiicitly
Dut kseping each other Bt @apecitly avondnrg Bt also co-Goveloging 1 dewgn, marage and
nformed, shamng competion, doser leson SOMe Mepocts of duliver common oulputs
waming elc n the face of common COMMON Intarest Of OutCOMes

concams

Figure 2 A simple spectrum of collaborative effort vs risk/reward.
Source: Richard Harris, 3KQ Consultants (2020)

Justifying investment requires evidence of benefit vs cost. Methods to measure the effectiveness of new
governance approaches are still emerging, but there is a huge body of literature reporting value in such
approaches, including their ability to achieve better outcomes for sustainability based on a more holistic
approach which embraces local knowledge (Dukes, Firehock and Birkhoff, 2011; Brown et al., 2019). Since
Defra engaged in a study to evidence the value of investing in coastal partnerships (Entec, 2008) there has
been little evaluation of their performance. This research therefore contributes to this knowledge gap by
considering the effectiveness of CEMPs, in particular to support marine nature recovery.

20 Examples include the Irish Sea Maritime Forum, Celtic Seas Partnership and the North Sea Maritime Forum (in abeyance). Others have been
time-limited based on EU funding initiatives e.g. for the English Channel. There is no formal framework, funding or steady financial support from the
public sector, and most are run on voluntary initiative by universities, charities and the private sector

21 Heritage Coasts (England) were established to conserve the best stretches of undeveloped coast in England  https:/naturalengland-
defra.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/heritage-coasts-england/explore?location=51.351382%2C-2.076742%2C7.69 (accessed 21.12.2021)
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1.10 Summary of Background Literature: Partnerships, Participation and Collaborative
Governance

To support characterisation of the landscape of CEMPs, the context for partnership working has been
described from background literature in relation to participatory and collaborative governance approaches.
The purpose of partnership working is founded on the increasing recognition of the value of public
participation in environmental decision-making and need for engagement in sustainability action. However,
there is often too much reliance on (top-down) ad hoc consultation approaches as opposed to (bottom-up)
long term participative approaches. The need for more integrated planning and delivery for our coast and
seas has been recognised, but there remains a governance gap between the management of land and sea,
with a need to improve coastal community engagement and place-based governance. Participatory
governance approaches are now widespread with a range of mechanisms evolved to facilitate
communication, information exchange and participation in decision-making — recognising that the type and
scale of approach to engagement needs to be based on people’s values. There is some recognition in the
literature of the role of partnerships to support watershed and coastal governance — but the extent to which
these initiatives fit within more formal approaches to governance is less clear. It is recognised that
partnerships are well placed to engage stakeholders at a ‘place-based’ scale which people can identify
with, but there is limited evidence to demonstrate whether CEMPs offer the appropriate scale to support
collaborative coastal and marine governance in England. However, building place-attachment is likely to
support sustainability and could be better recognised in governance arrangements.

Collaborative governance is offered as a lens to strengthen local coastal/marine governance through
deliberation and consensus-building, to create a more comprehensive approach to planning and policy
implementation than government could achieve on its own. This type of engagement expands
conventional government policy processes into wider areas by facilitating collaboration between the public,
private and community sectors to achieve more than any one sector could achieve on its own. This has
been recognised by the Environment Agency who drive the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA), but there
is no equivalent driver for collaborative governance to implement the UK Marine Strategy at the ecosystem
scale. There remains a gap between legal and policy ambitions towards transitional and coastal waters,
their practical implementation, and the equivalent landscape scale-approach to support delivery. A range of
powers and duties to support collaboration were indicated (the duty to cooperate, statement of common
ground, coastal concordat and planning tools), but there is a lack of consistency in their application or
measurement of success. It has been suggested that for the existing regulatory framework to function
properly, it is important that there are genuine engagement opportunities, therefore increasing interest in
collaborative approaches around place-based governance is important.

An overview of different types of partnerships for rivers, coasts and the sea are provided (Table 1), including
existing evidence of over fifty coastal and estuary partnerships (Figure 1). Whether driven from the ‘top-
down’ and/or ‘bottom-up’, collaborative processes are a core function of CEMPs. Their role in
supporting coastal and marine governance has not been consistently monitored, with scattered evidence of
their value. Never the less, they provide services to a wide range of partners and engage coastal
communities in decision-making and practical activities to promote sustainability. Due to their non-statutory
functions, they are financed on a voluntary basis. Justifying further investment would require more evidence
of benefits vs cost, particularly as the more effort invested in co-creation and co-delivery, the more reward is
likely from the delivery of common outcomes. This narrative provides helpful context for further exploration
of the current landscape of CEMPs in England.
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2 The National Landscape of CEMPs in England

21 Objective and Definition
This section answers research question one (RQ1):

To what extent is the English coast and marine landscape covered by Coastal, Estuary and Marine
Partnerships (CEMPs) and similar initiatives?

Natural England were presented with an overview of pre-existing evidence of partnership working for the
coastal, estuary and marine environment. This included the UK coastal partnerships data and map (Figure
1) and background to the definition of CEMPs (Section 4.2.2 of the main summary report) summarised as:

‘CEMPs are cross-sectoral place-based partnerships advocating for the system level approach,
sustainable use of marine resources and integrated, coordinated management across a stretch of
coastline or estuary’ (CPN, 2020).

“Other similar initiatives” are partnerships working around the coast with similar activities (integration,
collaboration and co-ordination) but their origin and/or aims are different — often more specific and time-
limited. For example, included in this research are a few current flood and coastal erosion risk management
or landscape/seascape projects/programmes (e.g. Our Future Coast, Seascapes, Making Space for Sand).
Designated areas (e.g. MCZs, EMS sites) are not identified unless there is an active partnership focused on
their specific delivery — in most cases within/adjacent to a CEMP area.

From the pre-existing data and new survey work (described in Section 3.3 of the main report), GIS mapping
was produced to show the current location of CEMPs. Partnership officers were asked to indicate the
geographical extent of coverage, with the aim of working towards a ‘heat’ map of partnership working.

2.2 Location and Extent

A total of 41 CEMPs and similar initiatives responded to the survey. This section covers the response to the
questions in Part 1 (Q1-3).

Q1 What is the name of your local Coastal/Estuary/Marine Partnership (CEMP) or similar initiative?

Partnership names are specific to the scale and location around which the partners collaborate. In most
cases the scale of operation has emerged over 2-3 decades from the local/regional level (see Section 2.4 of
the main summary report), except for a small number of newly formed CEMPs (e.g. Tidal Dee, Durlston
Marine Watch).

The response to Part A of the survey provided data to map the location and extent of CEMPs and similar
initiatives.

Q2 a) Is your partnership/initiative shown on the above map?

Q2 b) If you answered ‘no/unsure’ to Q2 a) please provide the following information about the partnership you are
representing.

Q2 c) Are you aware of any other coastal/estuary/marine partnership or initiative which is not shown on the above
map?

Of the 41 responses to the survey (see Table 2), 18 CEMPs and other initiatives were already shown on the
CPN map provided, 8 survey participants were unsure (e.g. because they couldn’t load the map) and 15
weren’t shown — the latter have now been included. In addition, respondents identified awareness of one
CEMP not already on the CPN database (Our Dee Estuary) and 6 other initiatives, some which involve
MNR (Dorset ‘Wild Seas’; Norfolk and Suffolk Coast and Estuary Conference; Solent Seascape; Mersey
Estuary Gateway Trust; Nature North; Morecambe Bay seascape restoration).
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Table 2 CEMP and other initiatives which responded to the survey (n=41)

Name of participating CEMP or similar initiative
Alde and Ore Community Partnership
Association of Severn Estuary Relevant Authorities
Berwickshire and Northumberland Marine Nature Partnership
Blyth Estuary Partnership
Coastal Partners (East Solent)
Coastal Partnership East
Deben Estuary Partnership
Dee Estuary Coastal Partnership
Dorset Coast Forum
Durham Heritage Coast Partnership
Durlston Marine Watch
East Anglian Coastal Group
Exe Estuary Management Partnership
Fowey Estuary Partnership
Hamble Estuary Partnership
Irish Sea Network
Isle of Wight Estuaries Partnership
Making Space for Sand (part of the DEFRA/EA FCRIP)
Medway Swale Estuary Partnership
Mersey Estuary Conservation Group
Morecambe Bay Partnership
North West Coastal Forum
Our Future Coast
Revitalising our Estuaries
SeaScapes Tyne to Tees Landscape Partnership
Sefton Coast Landscape Partnership
Severn Estuary Partnership
Solent Forum
Solway Firth Partnership
South Devon AONB Estuaries Partnership
Stronger Shores
Suffolk Coast Forum
Sussex Marine and Coastal Forum
Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (TECF)
Tees Estuary Recovering Nature national nature recovery
project
Thames Estuary Partnership
Thanet Coast Project / NE Kent Marine Protected Area
The Wash & North Norfolk Marine Partnership (WNNMP)
Wyre Estuary Group
Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership

Survey participants were presented with access to a mapping tool (Survey123 in GIS software) illustrating
the known locations of CEMPs (from the CPN Audit, 2020) and asked to verify their partnerships’ name and
host body/office location. They responded with location data either using the mapping tool and/or providing
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a description of their operational area (which our GIS specialist later added into the software). Participants
responded to the following questions to inform mapping:

Q3a) Where are you based (i.e. office location/host body)?

Please provide the name of your partnerships' location in the text box.
Q3b) What is the geographical extent of your activities?

Please provide named locations below (i.e. along the coast in both directions, plus upstream and offshore).
Q3c) Isthe focus of your partnership/initiative mainly coastal, catchment, estuary and/or marine?

The findings from Q2 and Q3 showed that there are different levels and scales of partnership activity
around the English coastline. Access to the mapping tool is available online??.

Some areas have a high number of coastal/estuary/marine partnerships operating at different scales (e.g.
NW England) and other areas are less obviously active (e.g. Eastern England). However, referring to the
previous CPN evidence base (blue ‘wave’ dots) there is further scope to extend the spatial mapping. The
current mapping shows the extent of approximately half of the known partnerships. CPN will seek ongoing
verification and spatial data from the CEMPs that did not participate in this projects survey, to create a fuller
‘heat-map’ of coverage.

Results from the survey (n=41) revealed that overall, 70% of CEMPs and similar initiatives were focused on
coasts and estuaries, 20% on marine and 10% on catchments, as shown in Figure 3 below. Of those that
identified a primary focus, this was on estuaries (n=10), coast (n=7), or marine (n=2) with none focused
primarily on the catchment. Over half had a combined geographical focus (n=23) which was coastal,
estuary and marine (n=6), coastal, catchment, estuary and marine (n=5), coastal and estuary (n=5), coastal
and marine (n=4), coastal, catchment and estuary (n=2); catchment and estuary (n=1). There is therefore
diversity in the scale and extent of their activity.

Marine (4)
20%

Coastal (1)
35%

Estuary (3)

35% Catchment (2)
(]

10%

Figure 3 Geographical focus of partnerships across the coast, catchment, estuary and marine areas (combined totals)

Survey responses to Q1-Q3 enabled the development of the CPN mapping to show the locations of known
CEMPs and other initiatives. From the response to the survey, 29 CEMPs and other initiatives were
mapped for their geographical extent, as described below and shown through the ArcGIS tool. It is
important to note that not all CEMPs have provided ‘extent’ data, so this is an emerging picture. CPN will
seek opportunities to build on this, targeting the CEMPs shown on the map without extent mapping.

22 ArcGIS mapping tool: https://tep-thames.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/a5085864c7944a30955f8c634f556b44
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2.3 Summary of Findings (Part 1): Location and Extent

This research combined previously known data on the location of over fifty CEMPs with new mapping of
their geographical extent. Through responses from 41 CEMPs and similar initiatives, the location of known
partnerships were verified and new ones added to GIS maps.

This project has helped to verify and expand on knowledge about the location of CEMPs and similar
partnership initiatives. 70% of CEMPs and similar initiatives engaged in this research were focused on
coasts and estuaries, 20% on marine and 10% on catchments. Over half had a combined geographical
focus (n=23) across coastal, estuary and/or marine areas.

There are different levels and scales of partnership activity around the English coastline from small
estuaries to large marine regions. The extent of their geographical operation was mapped for approximately
half of the known CEMPs, bringing new insights into their coverage of the coast. Some areas have a high
number of coastal/estuary/marine partnerships operating at different scales (e.g. NW England) and other
areas are less obviously active (e.g. Eastern England), but there is further scope to extend the spatial
mapping to fill known gaps. Of the known CEMPs (c.55), 29 CEMPs and other initiatives were mapped for
their geographical extent, therefore this is an emerging picture. CPN will seek ongoing verification and
spatial data from the CEMPs that did not participate in this project survey, to create a fuller ‘heat-map’ of
coverage.
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3 Governance and Finance

3.1 Typology design

This section answers research question one (RQ2):

RQ2 What legal and governance structures are in place for existing CEMPs?

Based on the definition of CEMPs and similar initiatives (Section 2.1 above) a typology of legal and
governance structures was defined for the project survey (WP2).

3.1.1 Legal status, strategic and operational governance

The following legal (or non-legal) status’ were identified as relevant for CEMPs and similar initiatives

(Q4):

Q4 a) What legal, formal or informal status does your partnership have?

Charitable Status (registered with the Charities Commission)

Community Interest Company (registered with Companies House and the Office of the Regulator of
CICs)

Private limited company (registered with Companies House)

Limited partnership (registered with Companies House)

Ordinary partnership (unincorporated)

Social enterprise

Co-operative

No formal status but have a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) or Terms of Reference (ToR) or
similar

No formal status

Other (please specify).

Q4 b) Do you have any plans to change the above status?

The status was also determined by what type of strategic governance structure was in place, such as
whether the CEMP had a Board of Trustees, Company Directors or a non-legally backed Steering
Group/Committee (Q5):

Q5 What type of strategic governance structure does your partnership have?

Constitution

Articles of Association
Trustees

Directors

Board Members

Steering Group

Joint Advisory Committee
None/Other.

Participants were asked to describe the operational governance structure, such as whether the CEMP
had a voluntary steering group or other form of committee and reporting requirements:

Q6 Please describe the governance structure of your partnership and how operational decisions are made?
For example, who takes strategic decisions, who appoints and line manages senior staff, how are partners
involved in decision-making? (e.g. "Trustees take strategic decisions, employ staff and are responsible for
overseeing operations. Day to day management is delegated to the Senior Management team. A Joint
Advisory Committee bring together the stakeholders and funders, and provide a wider input and initial
consultation mechanism”).
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3.1.2 Representation and Funding Partners

Information was obtained about the degree of representation by partners (high/medium/low) in the
operational governance (Q7) of the CEMP.

Q7 To what extent are the following interests/stakeholders represented in the strategic governance of your
partnership? A list of 20 options were provided (see Annex B2)

The same list of possible partners were given for responses to both questions on representation and
funding:

Q8 a) Who are the main funding partners for core/long-term services (e.g. secretariat staff)?

Q8 b) Who are the main funding partners for project/short-term activity?

Q8 c) Please could you indicate the approximate balance of your overall funding (core & project) between
public/private/charity/other sectors?

The main funding partners were identified for core/long-term services (Q8a), project/short-term activity
(Q8b) and the overall balance between the two (Q8c).

o Core/long-term services tend to be those that make a commitment year-on-year to unrestricted
funds for activities such as secretariat services, typically benefitting multiple sectors.

¢ Project/short-term funding tends to be one-off income for a specific deliverable or activity, often
with a sectoral focus.

The number of staff employed (Q9a) and volunteers (Q9b) were also requested to consider the proportion
of in-kind support being obtained (Q9c):

Q9 a) In total, how many FTE™ people are employed (paid) by your partnership?

Q9 b) In total, how many FTE people are volunteering (unpaid) by your partnership to support core services
and/or to manage the projects your partnership manages?

Q9 c) Would you like to provide any comments on the number of people employed or volunteering in-kind
support?

3.1.3 Aims and Effectiveness

The original reason for setting up the partnership was requested (Q10a), together with the number of years
the partnership has been active (Q10b) and the extent to which ambitions have been achieved (Q10c).

Q10 a) In one sentence, could you please describe what your coastal/estuary/marine partnership was set up
to achieve?

Q10 b) For how many years has the partnership been active?

Q10 c) Overall, to what extent do you feel the partnership has achieved its ambitions?

Participants were asked if their effectiveness could be linked to any of the ‘hard’ governance factors
offered so far (Q11a):

Q11 a) In your opinion, to what extent do the following factors determine the effectiveness of your partnership?
- Hosting arrangements

- Status — formal/informal

- Governance structure

- Number/balance of funding partners

- Balance between core service and project funding

- Interests/stakeholder representation in governance structure

- Staffing and volunteers

- Aims
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Finally, a range of ‘soft’ governance factors were suggested that may influence effectiveness of the
partnerships’ governance (Q11b), such as:

Q11 b) What other 'softer factors' appear to determine the effectiveness of your partnership?
- Skills (e.g. of officers/staff/volunteers)

- Independence (e.g. of chair/staff)

- Trust (e.g. among partners)

- Leadership (e.g. chair/manager)

- Collaboration (e.g. between partners and stakeholders)

- Understanding (e.g. of issues amongst partners and stakeholders)
- Funding (e.g. availability)

- Capacity (e.g. time)

- Track record (e.g. delivery success)

- Other.

The survey then moved onto questions about marine nature recovery, which are described in Research
Summary Two (Annex C2).

Further information on CEMPs approaches to governance were explored through 16 interviews, for which
the methodology is described in the main report (Section 3.3.4) and results given below.

3.1.4 Limitations of the data

There is no suggestion that this research has mapped all relevant partnership initiatives and particularly
those supporting marine recovery — it was based on survey work with known CEMPs and similar initiatives
and the MNR projects/initiatives which they identified (see Section 2 above). It is also important to note that
the frequency of partnership initiatives forming (or closing) means that the information is not static. For
example, since this data was collated, a new CEMP has emerged for Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly.
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3.2 Governance
3.2.1 Legal Status and Host Bodies

Over half of the partnerships who responded to the survey (Q4) have no formal status but have an MoU or
ToR (n=21); no formal status (n=7); or call themselves an ‘ordinary partnership’ (n=11). Only a small number
of the partnerships had charity (n=3) or company status (n=4) as shown in Figure 7 below. There were no
limited partnerships, social enterprises or co-operatives identified.

Charitable status
Other 5%
Community Interest Company 4%

Private limited company 3%

No formal status

12% Ordinary partnership 19%

No formal status - MoU, ToR

Figure 7 Legal, formal or informal status (Q4)

Many CEMP staff are semi-independent of any host body, supported by many partners financially and/or in-
kind. Survey participants were asked where they were based i.e. office location/host body (Q3a) and some
drew their office location on the map tool. Host bodies could be identified from the survey data responses
(Q3a, Q4) and are summarised as follows.

Half of the CEMPs (n=20) who participated in this survey are hosted by Local Authorities, the highest
proportion by a County or Unitary Council (n=10), District level (n=5) or multiple (n=5). Of those established
or hosted by charities (n=8), half were registered charities with trustees and independent staff (n=4) and
half were hosted by a larger charity (n=4) including The Wildlife Trusts and the Groundwork Trust. The
remaining third were completely independent from a host body (n=4), based at a university (n=3), port or
harbour authority (n=2), Natural England (n=1) or the Environment Agency (n=1).

3.2.2 Strategic and Operational Governance Structures

The most common strategic governance structure for CEMPs is an informal governance arrangement with
a non-legally binding steering group (23%), often backed up by a Memorandum of Understanding or
Agreement (MoU/MoA) or Terms of Reference (ToR). Around one-third of CEMPs have formal status
through charity or company law, with Articles of Association, Trustees and/or Directors, as shown in Figure
8 below.

Other Constitution
17% 12%

Articles of Association
4%
None
3%
Joint Advisory
Committee
2%

Trustees
7%
Directors
3%

Board Members
19%

Figure 8 Types of strategic governance structures (Q5)
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Participants were asked to describe their governance structure and how operational decisions were made
(Q6). The responses to the questions on governance were designed to provide an insight into how formal
and informal arrangements may support decision-making. Answers were diverse (see Annex B3, Q6) but

some trends could be identified:

CEMPs with informal committees and host bodies

For the highest proportion of CEMPs (over half of the respondents) decisions are made by a Steering
Group, Management Group or committee with a variety of partners, but there is often a host body with
statutory or legal status (e.g. a County Council or Charity) providing in-kind support for the partnership staff.
Some noted voting procedures and others noted their aim to discuss and agree on matters, without needing
to vote. Typical examples include the Exe Estuary Management Partnership hosted by Devon County
Council, the Solent Forum hosted by Dorset Council, The Wash and North Norfolk Marine Partnership
hosted by Norfolk Council and the Medway Swale Estuary Partnership hosted by Medway Council.

CEMPs established as charities/companies and independent networks

A smaller proportion of CEMPs (n=7) have acquired legal status by becoming a charity or company and
therefore have Directors and/or Trustees, with more independence from an individual host body. Typical
examples include the Morecambe Bay Partnership, Solway Firth Partnership and the Deben Estuary
Partnership. There are a number of informal CEMPs which appear to have less of a direct relationship with
a single decision-making body but have no legal or statutory status, such as the /rish Sea Network, the
Severn Estuary Partnership which is hosted by a university, and the NW Coastal Forum which has recently
acquired CIO status.

Other similar initiatives

Similar initiatives are typically multi-year projects driven more proactively by a local authority or statutory
body and they may be in receipt of a large grant for a specific purpose (e.g. flooding and coastal erosion
risk management, coastal groups, landscape partnerships). Their governance practices or procedures are
likely to be newer or not as established as existing CEMPs. Examples from participants in this survey
include Our Future Coast; Stronger Shores and Making Space for Sand which are working on flood and
coastal erosion risk management; and the Tees Estuary Recovering Nature national nature recovery project
set up by NE as one of 12 national nature recovery projects. A ‘similar initiative’ which stood out in terms of
its’ scale of income, strength of collaboration (multiple Local Authorities) and ability to impact decision-
making (working within local government) was Coastal Partners (East Solent) — distinct from the longer-
standing Solent Forum, a CEMP which has existed across several decades and involves a wider range of
stakeholders around the whole Solent. Other similar initiatives include an entirely voluntary initiative with no
governance in place: Durlston Marine Watch (Swanage, Dorset) which is different to Dorset Coast Forum
which is a long-standing CEMP with informal governance and a host body.

The above groupings are unlikely to be a full picture but illustrate the range of governance arrangements in
operation by CEMPs (and similar initiatives) and helps to shape a governance typology.

3.2.3 Informal governance and charity status: the pros and cons

Analysis of the interviews (n=16) and participants responses to governance and finance questions (1Q4-8)3
provided a large number of qualitative references (n=629) through NVivo software (Annex B7). Of these,
the largest number of references (n=220) were assigned to ‘soft governance’ factors (IQ5) as described in
Section 4.2 (Effectiveness) below. This section describes the references (n=87) made to legal status,
strategic and operational governance structures abbreviated as ‘hard status’ (SQ4a)?. It also describes
participants response to potential changes in status (n=61).

23 1Q = Interview Question number
24 SQ = Survey Question number.
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Of the references made by interviewees to governance status (n=87), half were about having no formal
status (n=46), charity status (n=15) or CIC status (n=8). Three-quarters of the CEMPs interviewed (n=11)
discussed the pros and cons of having no formal status through an MoU or ToR.

The ‘pros of informal status were identified by:

e Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (ID35) a long-standing CEMP, who are strongly supported by a
host Local Authority, but decisions are made in line with an MoA and ToR between multiple statutory
bodies and other stakeholders, through a two-tier informal voting system. They recognise the
efficiencies associated with operating with an MoU because anything more formal would require a
large overhead and the value is largely in using it as a fallback position.

e Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership, a relatively young CEMP, were considering the advantage of
getting something written down, as ”...it would probably make our lives easier with MoUs in place...”
especially to help secure the future when personnel change (ID41).

e Other CEMPs reported that these informal agreements gave a structure/premise for existing
cooperation (ID31) or as a backdrop and a “nice space to hold to account the kind of direction that
the forum is heading in” (ID34). It also brings flexibility and adaptability (ID19).

The ‘cons’ reported were around the length of time it may take to set-up written operational procedures and
whether they are too weak, especially if not renewed (e.g. ID19), the extent to which people take notice of
them [if] not having a mechanism to be funded as a standalone entity (ID31), and being reliant on a host
body to enter into a legal agreement (e.g. for project funds).

Several CEMPs mentioned that their MoUs/ToRs were quite old (ID28, ID19) or probably needed updating
(ID3, ID34), rarely actively applied (ID28), had been tightened up (ID31) or that they worked well for setting
something up but not necessarily in the longer-term (ID32). Overall, there was a sense that the informality
of no formal status with an MoU/ToR gives flexibility to focus on collaboration between existing partners and
be open to working with new partners, with less emphasis or time demanded through organisational issues
or more formal governance structures (e.g. ID9). However, many are using the backup of a host body,
especially when funding opportunities require a legal agreement.

Several partnerships reviewing their governance structure are considering charity status in one shape or
another for the perceived opportunity to attract more and diverse funding. Four of the CEMPs interviewed
mentioned CICs as a possible route in future: to become an entity in their own right (ID35); synonymous
with a PLC (ID7); as a way of raising membership income (ID39). However, a concern was raised around
the perception for employment as it wouldn'’t be perceived to be as secure as a Local Authority host body
employing staff (ID39). Several CEMPs described the pros and cons of charity status:

e The Solway Firth Partnership have found strength in charity status over the past 21 years as it
“...allows us to be nimble on our feet to be able to access funding” (ID30).

e The Wash and North Norfolk Marine Partnership have recently been through a reformation: “One of
the things that we looked at creating when | was involved with the Norfolk Coast Partnership was a
standalone charity to be able to do charitable work around, you know, the fact that people come to
Norfolk, enjoy the coast and want to see it protected and the beautification that's then maintained.
And would people pay...charitable contributions to enable that to happen? That was something that
we really tried to get to work and it was very difficult...actually setting up a new charity with those
aims and goals running parallel to an organization. You know, it didn't ever get to where | wanted to
see it get, which was a functioning charity...which at the moment the partnership can't do
fundraising activities or, you know, charitable type work because it's not within our remit to. So could
other organizations have that ability?” (ID39)

e The Morecambe Bay Partnership is an independent charity but used to be hosted by Cumbria
County Council (until funding ended). They became a charity with much reduced core funding and
became reliant on project funds, which has resulted in a very active focus on community activities,

31



awareness and events. There is a live debate about whether this type of activity should be called a
coastal ‘partnership’ (ID21).

Any loss of core funding partners may affect the momentum behind supporting decision-making between
statutory partners and lead to more focus on project deliverables. CEMPs have provided feedback that the
charities commission doesn’t easily recognise the values associated with ICZM principles (ID27, ID22)
which underpinned the formation of many CEMPs several decades ago, therefore charity status may affect
the CEMPs relations with core funders or host bodies:

“So, the charitable sector is very much focused on impact and what people, organisations, etc.
are giving their money [towards]...what is it that they are supporting? And so that's why the
Coastal partnership type model of bringing people together, facilitating that type of thing is, you
know, nobody can deny it's really important, but it doesn't hit charitable buttons” (ID21).

The only private limited company interviewed (ID7) is also a CIC so had a parallel set of Trustees as well as
Directors and a constitution which suggests they run in a similar way to other CEMPs. Other similar
initiatives include large projects funded by Defra through the EA for Flood and Coastal Erosion Resilience
Management (FCERM) such as Stronger Shores and Coastal Partners (East Solent). They operate through
a senior officer client board from partner local authorities based on a shared service model (Section 113
Local Government Act 1972) with an equitable fee structure and voting procedures (ID5) — which is a hybrid
between many of the informal CEMPs and those established more independently as charities.

There is a lack of any national guidance or active exchange of experience around individual CEMPs
governance status, although CPN offer a network where individual CEMP officers have exchanged
perspectives around the pros and cons of their governance arrangements.

3.2.4 Change in Governance Status

Survey participants were asked whether there were any plans to change status (Q4b). Three quarters
(76%) indicated ‘no’, with this being a ‘possibility’ for a quarter (22%) and only one saying ‘yes’ (Tees
Estuary Recovering Nature project). Those considering it are often aware that others are working with a
more formal governance status (such as a charity/company) and their explanations are summarised in

Table 3 below.

Table 3 CEMPs and similar initiatives considering a change in governance status

Partnership Name

Blyth Estuary Partnership

Dee Estuary Coastal Partnership
Medway Swale Estuary
Partnership

North West Coastal Forum

SeaScapes Tyne to Tees
Landscape Partnership
Sefton Coast Landscape
Partnership

Severn Estuary Partnership

Solent Forum

Tees Estuary Recovering Nature
national nature recovery project.
Thanet Coast Project / NE Kent
Marine Protected Area.

Reason for Possible Change in Governance Status

Future charity
Will develop MoU and ToR shortly
Would like greater independence and opportunities to apply for funding.

We have applied to become a charity but the Charity Commission does not
understand integrated coastal zone management - the scope of our interests is
causing them issues in accepting we are purely charitable.

The legacy and how that is handled may change things. As a minimum, the
project will create a legacy agreement for all partners to sign.

Legal structure to take advantage of funding opportunities - form of which has
yet to be determined.

Currently undergoing a partnership and governance review, the outcome of
which may result in a change in status.

Looked at other models but we feel current model suits us best.

No explanation provided, but the only respondent to indicate ‘yes’ in response
to the question.

Remaining the same at present: but continuity issues - particularly related to
funding of the Thanet Coast Project to help implement management actions.
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Of the above CEMPs considering a possible change in governance, two were interviewed and more context
was provided. There is a perception that funding opportunities may be more accessible if charity status is
gained:

o For the Severn Estuary Partnership, there are multiple local authorities who have provided small
annual contributions to core costs for many years, but not enough to scale-up activity and ambition,
which must be met through project funds.

¢ Inthe case of Seffon Coast Partnership, there have been close ties to the local authority to develop
the Sefton Coast Strategy. More recently, an appointment by the city region included pioneering a
more unified approach for government across the land-sea interface which morphed into the
creation of the Coastal Concordat?. However, with no dedicated officer and a secretariat role split
across Council staff for different tasks, it is considered that a more formal/independent legal
structure could open-up more funding opportunities.

Other changes which may influence governance status in future (IQ8), were cited as devolution deals
(ID41); the need to change status if more partners were to come on board (ID17); and the possibility of
becoming a Teckal company if more private finance became available - within the limitations under the
Localism Act for local authorities (ID5). Whilst a change in governance has or is being considered by a
quarter of those who participated in this research, as shown in Table 3 above (n=10), half of them (n=5)
considered that it was to some extent a distraction from their main focus and it has not been proven that it
would make them any more effective/efficient or attractive to funding partners (e.g. ID41). Diverse
stakeholder engagement was considered more important in the short-term than the governance status, with
a risk that it would dilute the members and momentum. There is also awareness of the amount of
paperwork, administration and time involved in preparing for and managing the transition (ID28, 1D31, ID39,
ID3, ID17). However, there was a general feeling from the interviews that if core funding and the
engagement of statutory partners and key stakeholders could be secured (and any new arrangement was
not considered to be a competitor — ID31), a form of charitable status (such as CIC, CIO) was attractive to
enable scaling-up of delivery activity. The balance of effort between supporting collaboration between
statutory decision-making partners, seeking wider representation, and undertaking community engagement
activity needs to be carefully considered (e.g. ID35, 1D28).

“I think people are broadly happy with the governance. And | think to be honest, if we did change it, that
would then require a lot of input from me, would take away from core delivery. So, it's the sort of thing
that actually could take up most of my role for the next year if we actually did it” (ID3).

3.3 Representation and Funding Partners

3.3.1 Partner representation

The extent to which different organisations were represented in partnerships was identified relative to each
other (Q7: ‘To what extent are the following interests/stakeholders represented in the strategic governance
of your partnership’?). A list of 25 potential partners was provided as well as an ‘other’ box.

Most CEMPs have representation from NE (n=38), EA (n=38), NGOs (n=36) County (n=38)/District (n=35)
Councils and/or Unitary Authorities (n=28), port/harbour authorities (n=36). Many also have representation
from water companies/water quality or catchment management (n=36), recreation/tourism/beach
management (n=34), heritage and local history interests (n=34), Parish/Town Councils (n=33), community
organisations and local business (n=31).

25 The Coastal Concordat was initiated in 2013 to encourage collaboration over the consenting of coastal developments in England
between Local Authorities and regulators who work in the marine area. It is a voluntary arrangement that can be applied to any
applications for individual projects if they span the intertidal area in estuaries and on the coast; and require multiple consents
including both a marine licence and planning permission. Further information online (accessed 1/7/2024).
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Two-thirds of the partnerships (n=28) have high representation from biodiversity conservation NGOs. Over

half of CEMPs identified high representation from the Environment Agency (n=23), Natural England (n=23),
County (n=20) and Unitary (n=18) and District (n=19) Councils. The low representation was most frequently
cited for marine industry (n=24), commercial/recreational fisheries (n=21), Parish/Town Councils (n=20), the
Marine Management Organisation (n=18) and heritage/local history interests (n=18).

Other organisations identified by respondents (which had not been listed as a response option in the
survey), included the IFCAs (ID3, ID39); individual members of the community (ID9); local boating/user
associations, community groups and landowners (ID19, ID31); academia (ID22, D28, ID31, ID35, ID37);
golf clubs (ID27); the MOD (ID35); and a National Park Authority (ID41).

Overall weighted scores based on ‘high’, ‘medium’ or ‘low’ representation per type of organisation (where
1=low, 2 = medium and 3 = high), highest representation was from biodiversity/conservation NGOs (n= 98)
with 28 CEMPs reporting them as ‘high’ representation alongside NE (n=95, 23 CEMPs) and EA (n=93, 23
CEMPs) with Local Authorities slightly lower (County n=84, District = 79, Unitary n=66). Lowest
representation was from marine industry (n=26) but 24 CEMPs still had ‘low’ and one ‘medium’
representation (ID29). Commercial/recreational fisheries (n=42) had 21 CEMPs with ‘low’, six with ‘medium’
and three with ‘high’ representation (ID14, ID33, ID38). Industry/local business (n=49) had 17 ‘low’, 10
‘medium’ and 4 ‘high’ (ID7, ID13, ID14, 1D21). It is worth noting that of these latter 4, their governance
status is a PLC & CIC (Deben), Charity (Morecambe Bay), hosted by a port/harbour authority (Fowey) and
hosted by a LA (Exe).

The full survey results showing representation are shown in Figure 9 below.
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Marine industry

Consultancy

Unitary Authority

Regeneration and economic development

Commercial recreational fisheries

Industry local business

Coastal Group risk management authorities

Other

Community organisation

Parish/Town Council

Heritage and local history

Recreation tourism beach management

District Council

Water Company water quality catchment management
Port harbour authority shipping

Biodiversity conservation non-governmental organisation
Marine Management Organisation

County Council

Environment Agency

Natural England

o

o}

10 15

Total scores for 41 CEMPs and other initaitives where values were given as 3=high, 2=medium, 1=low representation

M High ® Medium ® low

Figure 9 Partners represented in CEMPs (Q7)
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3.3.2 Funding partners

Funding partners supporting CEMPs were identified from the survey for core/long-term services (Q8a) and
project/short-term activity (Q8b). The balance between the two types of income were also explored. Overall,
funding contributions were highest from the public sector (62%) compared to charity (13%), private (12%) or
other (13%).

Core/long-term services

Core funding was most frequently provided by District, Unitary and County Councils with only a quarter of
CEMPs (n=11) not in receipt of any LA core funding. As shown in Figure 10 below, their main source of core
funding was from the EA (ID1, 1D40), NE (ID36, ID38), port/harbour authorities (ID14, ID15), local business
and a local/regional grant (ID20), biodiversity/conservation NGO (ID34), a water company/water
quality/catchment management (ID38 ID40) or gifts from individuals, business donations and public
donations for events (ID38). Otherwise, they were entirely voluntary or project-driven with no core funding
(ID22, ID33).

Core/long-term services

Community organisation

Marine industry renewable energy, cabling
Regeneration and economic development
Marine Management Organisation
Commercial recreational fisheries

Consultancy
Gifts from individuals — E————————
Heritage and local history — n—————
Developer contributions — E—
Recreation tourism beach management S —
Business donations EEE—————
Industry local business
Local or regional grant giving bodies Charitable trusts

National grant giving bodies Charitable trusts

Funding partners

Parish Town Council

Management fees full cost recovery from project income

Water Company water quality catchment management
Other

Port harbour authority shipping

Biodiversity conservation non-governmental organisation
Natural England

District Council

Unitary Authority

County Council

Environment Agency

o
w

10 15 20 25
Number of CEMPs

Figure 10 Funding partners for core/long term services (Q8a)

A focus on major funders for core/long-term services is shown in Figure 11 below as this provides the most
stability to the CEMPs. The EA were shown to be the most frequent major funder (n=10) contributing to over
50% of the CEMPs (n=22) at the time of the survey - this is likely to be linked to the ‘Championing Coastal
Coordination’ programme running between 2021-2025, funding through the Catchment Based Approach
(CaBA) scheme and the ‘other initiatives’ with Defra grant-aid to support LA collaboration such as Coastal
Partners (East Solent) and Stronger Shores (NW England). Local Authorities are major funders at the
County (n=6), Unitary (n=9) and District (n=8) levels whilst they frequently contribute to just under half of the
CEMPs. Port/harbour authorities were major funders of 8 CEMPs and national grants/charitable trusts were
a major funder of 8 CEMPs, but the frequency of their funding across all CEMPs was lower (n=13 for
ports/harbour and n=8 national grants/charitable trusts). NE and biodiversity/conservation NGOs were
frequent funders for 14 CEMPs but major funders for only a few CEMPs. The Marine Management
Organisation (MMO) only provided core funding to 4 CEMPs and was a major funding partner for just one
CEMP.
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All types of core funding partners (n=25) were identified by at least four CEMPs but major funding was not
cited from marine industry, commercial/recreational fishing, heritage/local history, recreation/tourism/beach
management, industry/local business, community organisations, consultancies, grants from individuals,
local businesses or developer contributions, but minor contributions were evident. Other funders identified
for core/long-term support included the IFCAs, NatureScot, NRW, Crown Estate (Scotland), Duchy of
Cornwall and public donations for attending events.

Project/short-term activity

Project/short-term funding was most frequently provided by NE (n=25 CEMPs) with 17 of these in receipt of
‘major’ project funds, substantially more than any other project funder. As shown in Figure 11 below, Local
Authorities were frequent project funders at the County (n=16), Unitary (n=16) and District (n=2) levels with
major funds received by 8, 6 and 2 CEMPs from Local Authorities respectively. CEMPs were frequently in
receipt of project funding from consultancies (n=15) - of which 8 were major project funding - where no core
funding had been reported. The MMO was more active as a project (than core) funder, contributing to 8
CEMPs, 3 with major funding (ID3, ID30, ID40). Water companies provided a similar level of support as
core funding with 6 CEMPs in receipt of project income, 2 with major funding (ID15, ID35). In contrast to
core funding where only 4 CEMPs were in receipt of income from the commercial/recreational fishing
sector, 9 CEMPs receive project income from this sector, 1 as major funding (ID9). CEMPs (n=11) are also
in receipt of national grants. Developer contributions were received by 6 CEMPs, 3 as major funders (ID8,
ID21, ID30).

Project/short-term activity

Community organisation

Marine industry renewable energy, cabling
Regeneration and economic development
Marine Management Organisation
Commercial recreational fisheries
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Gifts from individuals
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National grant giving bodies Charitable trusts T — ——————
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Management fees full cost recovery from project income — E s ———
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Biodiversity conservation non-governmental organisation
Natural England
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Environment Agency
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Figure 11 Funding partners for project/short-term activity (Q8b)

It was notable that major project income was absent from port/harbour authorities, industry and others who
do provide some contribution to core services. As highlighted above in relation to core funding, the ‘other
initiatives’ have cited major programme funds as ‘core’ which doesn’t equate with the longer-term sustained
core funds for multiple CEMP purposes provided by routine core funders, namely small annual contributions
to many CEMPs by LA’s. Other funders identified project/short-term funding from the EU, Welsh Local
Government Association, Welsh Government, Defra and public/community donations.
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3.3.3 Balance of core and project funding

Total core and project funding are shown in Figure 13 by partners’ total and separately for core and project
by partner in Figure 14 below. The balance between CEMPs core and project funding varied quite
substantially but there was some common ground. Total sum of scores (where 3=major, 2= moderate,
1=minor funder) were combined for core and project funding (Q8a and Q8b) as shown in Figure 15 below.
Overall, the Local Authorities (County, Unitary and District) provide the highest amounts of core funding
(n=112 collectively) compared to project funding (n=80 collectively). NE are the single highest contributing
partner of core and project funding (n=88), of which more is project-based (n=63) compared to core service
provision (n=25). The Environment Agency is the largest single core funder (n=47) compared to project
activity (n=5), although these results probably reflect programme funding to ‘other initiatives.

Total core and project funding to CEMPs
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Figure 13 Partners total core and project funding to CEMPs (Q8a and 8b)

Explanation from survey participants about the balance of funding (Q8d) included the following key points:

¢ Many CEMPs rely on annual contributions (whether core/project funds) which prevents longer term
planning: “Varies from year to year...there are no multiple-year funding agreements in place so
funding is on a year to year basis. We are seeing a slow decline in core funding with a number of
smaller contributors (mainly charitable or private) no longer making an annual contribution. Project
and grant funding is becoming an increasingly important part of our income” (ID3).

e Several CEMPs rely heavily on in-kind support and volunteers (e.g. ID11, ID26, 1D34)

“We currently do not receive any funding other than in-kind support...[for the] the Secretariat role”
(ID34).

e There is a huge difference between some areas of coast in receipt of grants for ‘pilot’ projects from
the EA/NE for flood and coastal erosion risk management and/or nature recovery (e.g. ID24, 1D32,
ID36), compared to other areas operating on very small and declining budgets (e.g. ID3, ID14,
ID38): “Not Sustainable, and very uncertain future until the last week each year!” (ID38).

e With a decline in core funding (e.g. ID3, ID14) or no core contributions (e.g. ID8, ID21, 1D41), there
is increasing reliance on project grants: “Rely too much on grants still, need to be supported to
realise green finance opportunities”. (ID25). However, a few are still benefitting from core
contributions — mainly from local authorities (e.g. ID28, ID35) or harbour authorities (ID15, ID17).
One response identified funding from a utility company (ID27).
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There is a slightly different picture when the results are viewed in terms of the number of CEMPs in receipt
of funding (as opposed to totals of weighted amounts). The following table shows how the LA's and EA
provide core funding to around 20 CEMPs. It highlights that NE are providing funds to more CEMPs through
projects (n=25) than core services (n=14). The MMO is much lower, providing core funding to 4 CEMPs and
project funding to 8 CEMPs. Organisations more frequently providing project than core funding include
Parish/Town Councils (n=16core/9 project) and consultancies (n=15project/4 core), commercial/recreational
fisheries (n=9 core/4 core).

Table 4 Partners total core and project funding to CEMPs (Q8a and 8b)

Partners supporting CEMPs |core Project Total
Natural England 14 25 39
County Council 19 16 35
Unitary Authority 17 16 33
Environment Agency 22 4 26
Parish Town Council 9 16 25
District Council 17 6 23
Other 10 9 19
National grant giving bodies Charitable trusts 8 11 19
Consultancy 4 15 19
Biodiversity conservation non-governmental organisation 14 2 16
Port harbour authority shipping 13 3 16
Water Company water quality catchment management 10 6 16
Management fees full cost recovery from project income 10 4 14
Commercial recreational fisheries 4 9 13
Marine Management Organisation 4 8 12
Local or regional grant giving bodies Charitable trusts 7 4 11
Industry local business 7 4 11
Developer contributions 5 6 11
Business donations 6 4 10
Recreation tourism beach management 6 3 9
Heritage and local history 5 3 8
Gifts from individuals 5 3 8
Regeneration and economic development 4 3 7
Marine industry renewable energy, cabling 4 3 7
Community organisation 4 3 7

In most cases, core funding (unrestricted) from regular partners doesn’t cover full running costs, which
are supplemented by project income and/or in-kind support from a host body. There is a flexible approach to
varied levels of funding from different partners (even of the same ‘type’) depending upon perceived
need/interests and affordability. There also appears to be goodwill around what many partners expect for
their core funding contributions i.e. an understanding that they are contributing to the general running costs
for cooperation services — meetings, forums, newsletters etc. Even though some CEMPs have partners
paying similar amounts (e.g. ID9), there are certainly no ‘equitable standards’ set by CEMPs locally or
nationally.

The benefits of being hosted by different partners were cited by interviewees - from contacts based in a
Local Authority (ID35) and in-kind support utilising admin, HR, equipment and/or office/meeting room space
(ID7,1D19, 1D28, ID39), to staff benefits such as a pension (ID19), auditing (ID9) and giving
partners/funders a sense of neutrality and trust being hosted by a university (ID28). A key benefit for
informal CEMPs is the ability to sign legal contracts for external funding (e.g. ID17). However, there are
potential limitations for example around political representation under the umbrella of a Local Authority
(ID35) and their financial procedures (ID19).

Other initiatives similar to CEMPs highlight the differences in funding arrangements. There is an
increase in funding from the EA to Local Authorities through Community Infrastructure Levy and the Flood
and Coastal Resilience Investment Programme (FCRIP) towards partnerships such as Coastal Partners
(East Solent), Stronger Shores (NW England) and Making Space for Sand (SW England). National Lottery
Heritage funds were substantially supporting newer partnership initiatives including the Seascapes Tyne to
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Tees Landscapes Partnership (NE England) and Plymouth Sound National Marine Park?®. The Tees
Estuary Recovering Nature project was set-up in 2023 through a NE/Defra grant to demonstrate nature
recovery at a landscape scale. The future governance arrangements and financing for these partnerships is
less clear at the time of writing, as they are currently in receipt of multi-year project grants.

On the balance between core and project funding (101 references), a fifth of these and six of the CEMPs
interviewed highlighted reduction in core funding (ID31, ID19, ID21, ID30) and issues around lack of
certainty through annual contributions (ID30, ID31), with increasing reliance on short-term project funding:

“So, in the past we had much more core funding and especially from around both sides of the
Solway, but inevitably, when there was all the big cutbacks and probably ten, 12 years ago,
especially, a lot of the local authorities basically dropped our core funding.” (ID30).

Five CEMPs referred to value for money as a key issue around core vs project funding:

¢ doing things on a shoestring, under-costing their time, lack of recognition of the value of their input
(ID31);

e changing government priorities and competition for core funding (ID19);

e bringing resources together from multiple partners increases value for money for all (ID27);

¢ asmall amount of core funding can give stability by building a jigsaw of funding opportunities and
pay big dividends (ID21);

e advice and support from the CEMP officer more than pays for itself and justifies the value of the
CEMP (ID17).

Inevitably in this context, CEMPs activity is increasingly led by the availability of finance and driven by
opportunities (e.g. ID17, ID30) — which may compromise their neutral convening abilities.

“We are massively good value for money. So getting a small amount of core funding can give
really big dividends when it comes to delivery on the ground. | personally believe that
particularly charities of... small to medium size...around that sort of half-£1 million turnover type
size, [require] just a bit of stability even if it's... 60, 70 grand a year, that's all I'm talking about.”
(ID21)

Project funding is definitely filling a gap’ to ensure continuity of CEMP services, often due to substantial
cuts in public sector finance (e.g. ID17, ID28). Some CEMPs have the advantage of being able to use
different partners to bring funding in e.g. a harbour authority (ID17). In some cases private finance has
helped or is planned to help maintain the role of the CEMP e.g. through water company finance (e.g. 1D28),
ports, through The Wildlife Trust (ID27) with a warning that their aims are for the benefit of the estuary/coast
(ID17, 1D9). Retaining a good balance of core and project funding is important to avoid being pushed in any
single direction, retaining independence/neutrality and contributing to the costs of hosting and maintaining a
good range of funding partners (1D9).

26 PSNMP has applied for charitable status.
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Funding partners - core and project (No. CEMPs)
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Figure 14 Number of CEMPs receiving funding for core/long-term service and project/short-term activity from partners (Q8a and Q8b).
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Funding partners - core and project (weighted amounts)
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3.3.4 Representation and funding partners

Partners representation in the governance of CEMPs and their funding partners present unique, often
complex arrangements and histories in each CEMP. It is therefore not appropriate to generalise, however a
simple comparison of the survey results on partner representation (Q7) and core funding partners (Q8) is
possible (n=41 CEMPs).

For every CEMP, the number of partners represented was higher than the number of core funding partners.
The most difference was shown with the MMO which is represented on 38 CEMPs but only 4 CEMPs
receive core funding. NE and EA were represented on 38 CEMPs, with NE core funding 14 and the EA 22
(it is likely that some of the EA’s core funding is linked to delivery of the Catchment Based Approach for
estuaries and coasts and/or FCRIP programmes). Community organisations, recreation/tourism/beach
management interests and heritage/local history interests are well represented (n=31, 34, 34 respectively)
but provide only a small number of CEMPs with core funding (n= 4, 6, 5 respectively). Even water
companies/water quality and catchment interests (n=36) and port/harbour authorities (n=36) are much
higher represented than supportive through core funding (n=10, n=13).

Findings from the interviews (IQ6, 1Q7) led to many references (n=>50 by 12 CEMPs) to funding partners
and the balance of core and project funding (>100 references by 14 CEMPs).

On funding partners, the biggest issues were around equity (23 references) with partners free to
contribute the amount they feel is commensurate to their level of interest, and the partnership officer
supporting the case to individual organisations as required to help justify core funding (ID35). Since most
CEMPs work on a collaborative basis, with formal voting procedures in place as more of a backup than
used in day-to-day practice, there doesn’t tend to be a direct link between core funding and partners
representation. However, some evidence was cited of NE as a regulator declining voting rights and
subsequently not contributing financially (ID39). The biggest discrepancy between representation and core
funding (lack of) is apparent in relation to the MMO (as highlighted above in Section 3.1.1) and by
interviewees:

“l think in terms of who doesn't contribute... and maybe should... the MMO, they do contribute
in-kind and they are good partners, but if we're thinking about... performing a local role that they
- as a national organization who are under resourced, cannot fund and cannot resource - then
we are fulfilling some of their statutory duty for them. And | think other member organisations do
take on a little bit of that responsibility and we fill a gap that's appeared. | think that's the same
case for a lot of coastal partnerships.” (ID35).

Whilst most CEMPs have good representation from over 25 different kinds of stakeholders, several CEMPs
identified who’s ‘not around the table’ and queried the value judgements which may go into being a partner
where some major stakeholders missing such as fisheries and the leisure industry (ID31). Previous or
potential partners were identified for not being current funding partners and/or actively involved, namely
South West Water (ID3):

“What we define as something that's equitable...people participating when we would like them
to participate...people being invited to fund when we don't think they're funding by providing
them with information against our budget as to what funding levels are right, ...regular
information updates. | think that's how we define our sort of equitable situation. (ID35).

There is often no direct relationship between funding contributions and representation through the
governance arrangements of a CEMP. For example, a regulator such as NE may sit on a
board/management group without providing core funding and are treated as an equal (ID39). Providing
funding doesn’t necessarily give a partner a bigger voice and being flexible to any contribution which is
affordable, it keeps the partnership broad (ID3):
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“You want to be operating in a way that...all your partners are actually going to get something
they want to get out of the partnership, otherwise you run into trouble. But the finance side of
that doesn't necessarily influence decision making”. (ID3)

In two cases (ID17, ID31, ID35) the harbours/ports have taken an increasingly active role, including funding
core costs and this has caused some skewing to their needs (ID31). Balancing partners aspirations in an
effective way often comes down to the approach of the individual CEMP officer/manager (ID17, 1D9). In
some cases, partners have constraints on their finances which limit their ability to contribute (ID9) but it
doesn’t usually prevent them from being represented (as discussed above in Section 3.3.1).

3.3.5 Staffing and Volunteers

Turning to the number of people employed (paid) or volunteering (unpaid) by CEMPs (Q9) Figure 16 below
shows a large difference in the number of people employed, with the highest proportion (34%, n=14)
employing 1 to 3 FTE (full time equivalents); 27% (n=11) employing ‘none’, and 19% (n=8) employing >5
FTE. Those employing ‘none’ tend to be community partnerships (ID1), for a smaller estuary (ID4, ID7) or
relying entirely on volunteers (e.g. ID1, ID4, ID7) or (part-time) people paid by another organisation (e.g.
ID15, ID20, ID22, ID27, ID 35, ID36). Of the participating CEMPs, approximately half have no FTE
volunteers (n=20), with the other half relying on less than 1FTE (n=10); 1 to 3 volunteers (n=5) or more than
5 volunteers (n=6). The latter report this to be dependent upon project needs (ID9, ID21), seasonal/short-
term (ID11) and survey work (ID26) with one having worked with over 100 volunteers to help deliver a
programme but not manage projects (ID21). These results provide an indication of the substantial in-kind
capacity levered by CEMPs.
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Figure 16 Number of people employed (paid) or volunteering (unpaid) by CEMPs and similar initiatives (Q9).

A small number of ‘other initiatives’ employ a much higher number of staff than ‘traditional’ CEMPs. For
example, Coastal Partners (East Solent) has 67 FTE posts under its umbrella across multiple Local
Authorities; Coastal Partnership East (East Anglia) has approximately 30 FTE.

Continuity of employment and legacy planning are an issue for many CEMPs, therefore many operate at a
fairly high level of risk.

“Currently in between funding bids. So staff team reduced therefore ability to support/work with
volunteers also reduced at present” (ID25).

“We have a network of over 100 volunteer coastal wardens that help with coastal stewardship
and help run the main educational events and activities” (ID38).

The pressure CEMP officers are under is made clear by several survey participants:

“We need more staff to cover the work that the partnership undertakes” (ID13).
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“We employ student placements on a hourly basis to support core activities such as comms,
this varies on an annual basis” (ID28).

“Yes ... not enough ... but feeling of limited capacity to make changes” (ID31).

“To work effectively across the multiple active workstreams we have, and to capitalise on
opportunities, we need more staff and resources. However, this also means attracting more
funding from external grants, which further increases the workload of the single officer” (ID41).

A large amount of goodwill is provided by chairs and line-managers:

“The Chair has been voluntary; Kent County Council offers time in terms of being the
secretariat” (ID23).

“The partnership is made up of all volunteers” (ID20).

The whole Management Board gives their time freely but there are not many calls on their time
as the only volunteer is semi-retired and we have no active projects due to the hiatus while we
await the Charity Commission decision on charitable status (ID22).

Overall, the results show that the number of volunteers is similar to paid employees which suggests the
partnerships are offering good value for money and returns on partners’ investment.

3.4 Summary of findings: Governance and Finance

Governance Status and Operational Structures

Over half of CEMPs have no formal status but many have an MoU or ToR. A third have charity or company
status (with Articles of Association, Trustees and/or Directors) but there were no limited partnerships, social
enterprises or co-operatives identified. The most common operational structure is an informal arrangement
led by a non-legally binding steering/management group or committee. There is often a host body with
statutory or legal status (e.g. a County Council or Charity) providing in-kind support for the partnership staff.
The survey showed the diversity of governance arrangements in operation by CEMPs, but begins to shape
a typology: CEMPs with informal committees and host bodies; CEMPs established as charities/companies
and independent networks; and Other Initiatives which have some similarities to CEMPs but are typically
less established, multi-year grant-aided and/or more focused on sectoral delivery. A quarter of respondents
indicated that discussions were taking place about the possibility of changing their governance status. The
pros and cons of informal governance vs charity status were elaborated by information from the survey
results and interviews. The decline or limitations around relying on core funding from the public sector are
driving an increasing reliance on project funds (see Section 3.2.2) and CEMPs are aware of the potential
availability of grants or private sector investment if charity/company status is gained. However, there may
be a trade-offs involved if project deliverables alter the focus of the CEMP away from (core funded) support
to facilitate collaboration between key partners. The aims of the CEMP may need to be revised alongside a
change in governance status.

Partner Representation and Funding

Most CEMPs are led informally by public sector partners with high representation from biodiversity
conservation NGOs, the Environment Agency, Natural England and Local Authorities. Lower representation
is evident from marine industry, commercial/recreational fisheries, Parish/Town Council, the Marine
Management Organisation and heritage interests. However, there is huge diversity, with some more
strongly led by harbour authorities and the active involvement of community/user groups.

Core/long-term funding providers were most frequently District, Unitary and County Councils and
port/harbour authorities. The EA and NE in particular are the highest individual providers of core and project
funding, due at least in part to ‘other’ partnership initiatives which are currently in receipt of large grants.
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The MMO is a lower funding partner compared to other decision-making bodies. However, there is huge
diversity in funding sources between core/long-term funders and project/short-term grants, especially when
the ‘major’ funders are considered. There has been a general downward trend in the provision of core
funding over the past two decades, with some CEMPs struggling to replace it with project/grant income.
This leads some CEMPs to consider the possible benefits of changing governance to be more formal to
lever in more project/grant income. Regarding the ‘other initiatives’ in receipt of large multi-year large grants
for flood/coastal erosion risk management, seascape or nature recovery operating on a partnership basis, it
is not yet clear whether their level of activity will be sustained or their aims will change.

Retaining a good balance of core and project funding is important to avoid being pushed in any single
direction, retaining independence/neutrality and contributing to the costs of hosting and maintaining a good
range of funding partners

There doesn’t appear to be much correlation between representation and governance status, although
marine industry was most strongly represented where company/charity status existed or the host was a
port/harbour authority. There does appear to be some link between partner representation and income
levels as the LA's are core funders and consistently well represented.

Staffing and volunteers

There is a large difference in the number of people employed, with a third employing 1 to 3 FTE (full time
equivalents); a quarter employing ‘none’ (relying on partners time or volunteers), and a fifth employing >5
FTE (e.g. new grant-aided ‘other initiatives’). Approximately half have no FTE volunteers, with a quarter
relying on less than 1FTE and the multi-year grant-aided partnerships or charity-based CEMPs using many
more than 5 volunteers depending upon project needs. Staffing and volunteers are largely influenced by the
balance of core and project funding described above. Overall, the results show that the number of
volunteers is similar to paid employees, therefore the in-kind support generated by CEMPs is providing high
returns on partners’ investment.
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4 Aims and Effectiveness

4.1 Aims

Partnerships were asked through the survey to describe what their CEMP was set up to achieve in an open
text box (Q10a). The most frequently cited aims were around sustainability (n=15), conservation (n=11),
resilience/recovery (n=7), flood/coastal erosion risk management (n=5) and education/citizen science (n=3).
This is a generalisation of the way participants described their aims which are diverse and individual.

Primary aims of CEMPs
Some examples are provided from interview data, where the primary aim appears to be towards:

e Sustainability

“Organisations working together with communities to protect, enhance and promote our coast and
surrounding seas”.(ID9)

“Coordinates management of the estuary, on behalf of local authorities, government agencies and
conservation, commercial and recreational interest groups, as well as providing a contact point for
local communities of the estuary”.(ID13)

¢ Resilience/recovery

“To enable the creation of sustainable and resilient communities that can capitalise on their natural
resources to increase economic and resilience opportunities on an eroding coastline”. (ID20)

“To actively facilitate nature recovery...to underpin a healthy community and a thriving
economy”.(ID23)

“Test new ways to deliver coastal resilience with a focus on nature based solutions and early
community engagement”. (1D24)

“Create a blueprint, in the form of a toolkit, for flood risk management authorities to follow when
considering NbS for coastline management”. (ID32)

e Conservation (and the Habitats Directive obligations)

“Improved coordination between statutory authorities and to provide coordinated and effective
management of the (at the time) newly designated European Marine Site”. (ID35)

Some of the CEMPs were (previously) known as EMS groups and were supported by English
Nature/Natural England as a specific group of CEMPs. By way of example, the Severn Estuary Partnership
has broad sustainability aims:

“SEP works to promote the sustainable management of the Severn Estuary and its surroundings,
enhancing and protecting the area for the benefit of the community, the environment, and the economy”.

Many CEMPs provide secretariat services for their partnerships, and in some cases for specific functions.
For example, SEP supports FCERM through the Severn Estuary Coastal Group, and for conservation to
support the Habitats Directive by hosting the Association of Severn Estuary Relevant Authorities (ASERA):

“ASERA was formed in 1998 in recognition of the practical and resourcing difficulties authorities would
face if they were to individually attempt to discharge their statutory duties, in respect of the Habitats
Directive. It is intended that through ASERA, the Relevant Authorities will be able to discharge their
statutory duties in the most efficient and cost effective way possible. Given the statutory duties that all
Relevant Authorities share, and the benefits of sharing costs for discharging them, ASERA represents
the large majority of Relevant Authorities on the Severn Estuary’.
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Traditional CEMPs and Other Similar Initiatives

Recently, some flooding/coastal erosion risk management (FCERM) partnerships have been driven by a
group of Local Authorities in receipt of large amounts of grant funding from Defra, therefore their aims are
focused on the shoreline and community resilience (which may include nature-based solutions). In general
terms these are much more recent partnerships for the coast, that may work alongside the longer-standing
CEMP(s) in their area but can be considered as ‘other similar initiatives’.

The word ‘marine’ is increasingly being used within existing and for new and reforming CEMPs
(Bradshaw, 2022 unpublished) as demonstrated by Sussex Marine and Coastal Forum, The Wash & North
Norfolk Marine Partnership and the Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership:

“To work collaboratively to generate a change in the way people view and use Yorkshire’s marine and
coastal environment - from isolated pockets of interest with little connection to wider society, to a rich
environment which sustainably underpins all aspects of our history, economy and culture”.

Indeed, there is evidence of a change in language used to describe the CEMPs aims depending partly on
their age, where the term ‘resilience’ is used more in the younger partnerships aims whereas ‘sustainability’
used to the main common aim.

The age of the CEMPs (Q10b) who participated in this research (n=41) ranged from less than a year to 45
years old. The Tees Estuary Recovering Nature national nature recovery project was the newest and in the
process of setting a shared 25-year vision for nature recovery (with the ambition to become a longer-term
initiative), however there used to be a Tees Estuary Partnership. The Sefton Coast Partnership has existed
for 45 years originating with the principles of ICZM. Other long-standing CEMPs were more likely to cite
ICZM and sustainability within their aims (e.g. ID29, ID31). The average age of the CEMPs in this survey
sample was around 14 years, but many of the original CEMPs have existed since the 1990s.

Achievement of aims

Asked whether the original aims of the CEMP had been achieved (Q10c), over half of the survey
participants said that the aims had been ‘achieved to a high degree’ (n=10) or ‘'somewhat achieved’ (n=12)
and a third (n=15) ‘mostly achieved’ with only a few (n=3) ‘not very much achieved’ and none saying ‘not
achieved at all’ due to being less than a year old. One participant withheld an answer. Many identified
approved plans or strategies, action plans, improved communication, excellent attendance, good balanced
representation, dependable and supportive members and reducing the net cost to the partner authorities:

“I believe the partnership has exceeded expectations bringing passionate people together to provide
multi disciplined skKills, to deliver more in house, whilst reducing the net cost to the partner authorities”
(ID5).

Where frustrations existed around achieving aims, the reasons given were the absence of key partners
(ID9), limitations around information sharing (ID15), or changes in personnel and lack of available
resource/time or continuity of staff (ID14, ID32, ID39).

“Not all relevant authorities are members of the group which hinders the ability of the group to work
entirely in partnership. However, the group has an up to date Management Scheme for the site and
reports annually on progress in achieving action plans” (ID2).

“The Partnership has become inactive in recent years, predominantly due to changes in personnel and
lack of available resource/time at some partner organisations. That said, general objectives set out in
the Management Plan are still being achieved through work by individual organisations but there is a
lack of a coordinated approach” (ID14).

“I'm British and not great at the blowing of trumpets but I've tried to be a bit positive ... | feel spread a bit
thinly” (ID32).

Most CEMPs are bringing together statutory and non-statutory partners and have little direct control over
decision-making, they are convenors rather than deliverers, which should be recognised:
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“One of the core aims of the Forum when it was established was to allow for/support integrated coastal
management...in practice [we have] no powers over members or organisations that manage the coast.
This can therefore only take place on a localised level, through project work, and only when those
managing the coast agree to work in collaboration. At times, this can be difficult to achieve when
organisations have their own aims/objectives/agenda and budget and resource limitations” (ID9).

The broad aims of CEMPs are likely to remain as they have for the past three decades. However, due to
the changing policy and funding climate many have re-oriented more towards marine and some also
support the delivery of the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) upstream. Overall, CEMPs appear to have
achieved well against the aims they were set up to achieve. However, there is not (yet) any standard metric
for CEMPs to monitor progress/performance to verify (or otherwise) achievement of their aims.

Strengths and Weaknesses of Governance Arrangements (1Q4)

Three interviewees identified limitations associated with their governance. These included issues around
accountability (back to partners) due to many CEMPS effectiveness being down to individuals (e.g. ID31,
ID41). For ‘other’ partnership initiatives there is a need to ensure decision-making is equitable through a
transparent governance process (e.g. where grant funding needs to be matched in-kind, 1D32). Two
interviewees (ID27, ID32) suggested that the informality of partnerships (and their governance) presented
challenges because their efforts to bring people together, avoid conflicts etc. was intangible, but that natural
capital (accounting) may provide innovation.

Strengths in governance (IQ4) were identified from 15 interviewees (n=54 references)

e Drawing on people’s expertise, resources and networks (ID41) “...there probably isn't many people
along the coast that one of us hasn't interacted with”.

o Trust (ID41, ID27), maturity (ID27) and the use of corporate knowledge (ID35).

e Benefitting from sharing the same aims: “a genuine collaborative partnership where everyone has
got literally the same outcome for what they want to have for the Forum, but also for the water” with
respect between partners and ‘everyone coming to the table in a very egalitarian way’ (ID35).

e The value of individual relationships: ‘the success of the partnership through the individual
relationships we have with people working at them’ (ID19).

e Collaborative space to work through issues independently of formal LA governance processes, but
benefitting from being hosted by a LA, which is a respected organisation (ID35).

e The security of procurement rules in a LA and a trusted authority for investment (1D9).

e An open space for connectivity and creating value in a new brand (ID34).

e Aligning with the civic mission of a university (ID28).

e Access to contacts and facilities (ID35).

e Working at a hugely granular and site-specific scale (ID31) and outside of boundaries (ID39) which
brings efficiencies of scale and sharing expertise (ID5, ID17) “We view ourselves as one team
representing one community that crosses five local authorities (1D5).

e Broad and nimble membership & engagement with a lot of people is a benefit in kind (ID7).

o Flexibility and adaptability (ID27) associated with an informal MoU e.g signing up new partners (ID3)
and “providing individual partners with some overall guidance and strategy but retain massive
freedom to operate within that to meet organisation’s needs” (ID27).

¢ Community engagement is better done by charities than local authorities (ID21).

¢ Independence associated with being a charity able to make our own decisions (ID30).

Weaknesses in governance (1Q4) were identified from 13 interviews (n=28 references)

e Finance: retaining a reserve and retaining staff (1D28); core funding only available on an annual
basis (ID28); partner contributions not keeping up with host LA costs e.g. staff salary rises (ID9) and
the challenge of funding (office) accommodation as a charity (ID30).

e Decline in core funding may have weakened governance structure/commitment (ID19) - informal
governance arrangements such as an MoU can become a bit invisible (ID3).
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e Lack of staff continuity due to short-term funding (ID32), having to work hard to please all partners
(ID28).

¢ Inflexibility of grant funding schemes and complicated application procedures (ID17) and identifying
appropriate resources to support delivery “One person can’t do everything” (ID17).

e Missing stakeholders (e.g. National Trust, the Wildlife Trusts, Rivers Trusts, water companies)
needed to prioritise the coast and estuaries and the absence of ‘marine catchment coordinators’
(ID31).

e Uncertainties around the balance of risk vs reward (ID41), the risk of stepping beyond any agreed
[organisational] role (ID7) and the risks associated with growing a partnership too big, too fast and
losing the quality and equality within it (ID5).

“So effectively this is the trade-off between...the independence of not being any single
organisation, not having to pay a party line...and having to pay your own way in various things”.
(ID30).

4.2 Effectiveness

Survey participants were asked about the extent to which the ‘hard governance’ factors (Q11a) which had
been previously asked about in the survey, were determining their effectiveness. The most important factors
were the aims, staffing/volunteers, interests/stakeholder representation and the number/balance of funding
partners (for which the results are described in Section 3.2.3 above). Less important were the governance
structure - whether formal/informal and hosting arrangements, as shown in Figure 17 below.

Governance 'hard' factors influencing the effectiveness of CEMPs
Aims =

Staffing and volunteers

Interests stakeholder representation in governance structure
Balance between core service budget and project funding
Number/balance of funding partners

Governance structure

Status - formal/informal

Hosting arrangements

o

20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200
Total scores for CEMPs ( n=41) B Importance (total, 1=not 5=high)

Figures 17 ‘Hard’ governance factors determining effectiveness (Q11a)

Other potential factors were pre-determined for the survey and termed ‘soft governance’ (Q11b). These
showed that collaboration, skills, trust and understanding as well as capacity and funding have high
importance. Other factors influencing effectiveness were identified as leadership, a track record and
independence, to the extent shown in Figure 18 below.
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Figure 18 ‘Soft’ governance factors determining effectiveness (Q11b)

Overall, the results show that the ‘soft’ factors described above are likely to be as important for
determining effectiveness as ‘hard’ factors such as legal/formal status. Total scores from the survey
for the ‘softer factors’ were mostly over 170 whereas the only two ‘hard’ governance factors scored as
highly were their aims and staffing/volunteers. Governance structure (153) and formal/informal status (132)
scored lower compared to collaboration (195), skills (188), trust (187), capacity (184) and understanding
(183). Funding (177), leadership (174) and a track record (170) were also scored highly. Independence was
less important (146) as were the number of funding partners (139) and balance between core services and
project funding (132).

Other factors which influence effectiveness were offered by survey participants (Q11c) and included:

e Joint vision and common purpose from plan (ID27).

e Project management and leadership skills (ID27, ID41).

e Securing trust/support from partners and the community (ID1, 1D9)

e Make-up of the local community, their time/expertise and engaging volunteer support (ID31, ID38).
e Branding and marketing (ID35), communication and information sharing (ID36).

e The ability to evolve/adapt and deliver (ID22, ID24).

¢ Monitoring of outcomes to demonstrate impact (ID26).

Further evidence around these ‘soft’ governance factors and their influence on effectiveness was gained
from the interviews, as illustrated below.

Individual CEMP officer skills
Overall, the interviews showed highest importance around individual expertise, skills, commitment,
credibility and the value associated with the CEMPs ‘localness’ (n=14 CEMPs, 43 references):

“I'm involved in a lot of partnerships for a lot of different sectors, and they do tend to fall or
succeed on the drive that comes from those officers. We are very lucky to have somebody
who's been in place for a very long time in the field, not necessarily just in this post and I think
that does set the tone and trust. You don't want to let individuals down. You don't want to let the
whole thing go...it has taken a long time to get to this point and there is...a certain level of
personal investment that goes into it”. (ID41)

“...the conscience of the partnership...l think that's really important... passion and belief. The
people involved in these partnerships aren't doing it for money so they have different motivators
and passion and belief. There is also something about protecting stuff that's very special”
(ID27).
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Retaining CEMP officer knowledge through legacy planning was identified as an issue where some have
been in post for a decade or more:

“So much of this depends on...understanding of the partnership arrangement and knowledge of
the issues and contacts. Organizational memory is a very rare thing, so it's crucial that it's
retained” (ID17).

The CEMP officer... “Is the leader and having that is really important...the engine driving communication
and having a good team is what makes us successful. You need to be an expert in communication and
facilitation...that professionalism that builds trust” (ID9).

Trust

Associated with the CEMP officer’s role is the build up of trust between partners. Acting as an honest
broker, facilitating openness and mediating for conflict resolution was identified by 11 CEMPs (28
references).

“Trust is massive, Neutrality is massive. And having an engine or a person that can lead that is
really important” (ID9).

“We can have conversations where I'll take my Natural England hat off and [say] this is what | think
personally, but then | can kind of put my Natural England hat back on and this is what | have to say. |
think there's that level of trust there to be able to have those conversations, which is really important”
(ID41).

“I'm representing all the members, so it's not always about me and what | think - | try to be quite
humble - as you’re there representing everyone else and for that kind of wider good. So, I think
that's quite an essential skill, to have to keep that open conversation and trust” (ID35).

“Hosting by university... | think helps with that sense of trust and neutrality...provides a sound
evidence base for decision-making and...perhaps the trustworthiness of the people that have
been in that role” (ID28)

“The whole point of being a partnership is the fact that you're open. We hopefully say yes to
90% of people that come and ask us to work with them or help...that's what we're here for”
(ID30).

Knowledge

The value of the knowledge hub, network and local context is clearly recognised (n=11 CEMPs, 21
references) as is leadership, shared vision, relationship building and community collaboration (n=8 CEMPs,
17 references).

"We needed it to be a collaborative partnership that drew on people's expertise and resources and
networks and all of the stuff that they get from being in the organisation, but not necessarily pushed
towards a specific area or ambition because of an organizational drive. It needed to be that sort of
person focused, if you like, at the Exec level” (ID41).

“The key factor is that collaborative use of corporate knowledge in other bodies, [and] in the
funding partners, but also in the other partners to find out the right answer to the question”
(ID35).

“Every site is a bit different, so having as much knowledge as possible about our site is really important”
(ID30).

“We had a consultant report the other day that was just referring to completely the wrong areas. It was
clear that they'd never even been [here]. Having that local context of people knowing the area who have
been here for a long time and love the place is absolutely critical” (ID5).
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“The partnership have got all the information, all the tools and are able to support in a bigger
way” (ID17).

Flexibility and nimbleness of CEMPs was also recognised (n=8 CEMPs, 13 references), for example:

“The structure is more flexible. We can respond faster. We're not bound by legislation that
covers local authorities in terms of how they procure things...we are able to respond to
changing needs better probably than being part of a formal authority” (ID35).

“Being a charity allows us to apply for funding from a variety of different sources. So I'd say that
we're fairly nimble on our feet to be able to access funding” (ID30).

“So if it's funding that local authorities can't access then we do it through the Harbour Authority
and that sort of thing, it just gives us flexibility” (ID17).

Other ‘soft’ governance factors identified by multiple interviewees included reputation and longevity (n=9),
leadership/shared vision and relationship building (n=8), neutrality/independence (n=6), scale of operation
(n=6) and membership (n=6).

4.3 Summary of Findings (Part 2): Aims and Effectiveness

The primary aim of CEMPs is to support sustainability, resilience/recovery and conservation. Their origins
vary from the momentum provided by English Nature’s ‘Campaign for a Living Coast’ (see Main Report
Section 2.3), to advocating ICZM, providing secretariat services for different purposes, bringing decision-
makers and communities together to support decision-making. Some large partnerships have recently
formed with Defra grant-aid, to support FCERM, resilience planning, seascape and nature restoration.
Some of the smaller partnerships have not been able to sustain previous levels of activity due to
resource/capacity constraints, particularly due to local government budget cuts and wider austerity issues.
However, most have or are achieving the aims they were set up to achieve — some two or three decades
ago. Many identified approved plans or strategies, action plans, improved communication, excellent
attendance, good balanced representation, dependable and supportive members and reducing the net cost
to the partner authorities. Where frustrations around achieving aims was identified, the reasons given were
the absence of some key partners, limitations around information sharing, or changes in personnel and lack
of available resource/time or continuity. Most CEMPs, as convenors, bring together statutory and non-
statutory partners, but have little direct control over decision-making. Overall, CEMPs appear to have
achieved well against the aims they were set up to achieve. However, there is not (yet) any standard metric
for CEMPs to monitor progress/performance across England.

The effectiveness of CEMPs has been explored in terms of ‘hard’ governance factors and ‘soft’ governance
factors. The former ‘hard’ governance factors refer to the aims (as above), staffing, partner representation,
number and balance of core/project funding partners, host, governance status and operational structure —
factors that were explored through the survey and interviews (as described in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 above).
However, the survey revealed that participants consider ‘soft’ governance factors have more of an influence
over their effectiveness. These factors were the ability of the CEMP to support collaboration, offer
knowledge and facilitation skills, promote trust and understanding. Having the capacity to develop
leadership and a track record through adequate capacity were also frequently cited. The individual role and
skills of the CEMP officer is key to the building of trust between partners and hosting a place-based local
knowledge hub.

Overall, the aims of CEMPs are being achieved through the enabling capacity of diverse partners and the
commitment of many individuals, including dedicated and passionate CEMPs who build up strong local
knowledge networks. However, their effectiveness is not monitored and could be enhanced with better
recognition of their unique role in supporting decision-making and raising community awareness of the
value of coasts, estuaries and marine ecosystems.
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5 Discussion of Findings (Objective 1)

To answer objective 1 (below) this discussion draws together the findings of RQ1 and RQ2.

Objective 1

To characterise the existing national landscape of the coastal partnerships in England,
including relevant legal and governance structures.

RQ1 To what extent is the English coast and marine landscape covered by Coastal, Estuary and
Marine Partnerships (CEMPs) and similar initiatives?

RQ2 What legal and governance structures are in place for existing CEMPs?

Coastal partnerships (CEMPs) exist in a context of increasing recognition that partnership working is
valuable. However, there is little published information about their national landscape, especially their legal
and governance structures. Background literature suggests that they are supporting collaborative
governance and public participation in decision-making across a gap in the management of land and sea.
Their place-based scale has emerged based on the geography of coastal ecosystems and coastal
communities. They engage stakeholders across public administration boundaries, working with the private
sector and community interests to build place-attachment - which supports sustainable management of
coastal and marine resources.

There are a range of powers and duties to support collaborative coastal governance, but a lack of
consistency in their application or measurement of success. UK CEMPs have thirty years of practical
experience across over fifty locations of pursuing integrated approaches and genuine engagement
opportunities. Although many were ‘pump-primed’ by English Natures’ Campaign for a Living Coast in the
1990s, they have largely emerged from the ‘bottom-up’ and have been sustained by local authorities, public
agencies, local ports/harbours and a wide range of other partners. They are all voluntary, non-statutory
initiatives but many are hosted by public bodies (e.g. Local Authorities) or have established independent
status (e.g. as a charity).

Mapping of CEMPs around the coast of Britain shows that most of the English coast has an active CEMP
nearby and approximately half of them have now provided data about the geographical extent of their
operation. Three quarters of CEMPs focus on the coastal and estuary environment, but increasingly
recognize the value they can add by looking further into the inshore marine environment. This is especially
important at a time when regional marine plans are being rolled out and new development is being planned
offshore, which will connect to onshore demand through coastal communities. Many CEMPs have been
operating for two or three decades, with other similar initiatives coming and going. The most recent are
grant-aided programs by Defra for flood and coastal erosion risk management and resilience planning, and
landscape/seascape nature recovery projects. Together, the national landscape of coastal partnerships and
programs are suggesting that investment in co-creation and place-based governance will be rewarded with
better decision-making towards sustainability. However, not enough is known about the efficiency and
effectiveness of CEMPs. It was therefore suggested that deeper knowledge of their legal and governance
structures would be useful.

Over half of CEMPs have no formal status, but many have informal agreements between partners that
seem adequate to meet their aims. A third have independent charity or company status but there were no
limited partnerships, social enterprises or co-operatives identified. Partnership staff are often hosted by a
legally accountable body (e.g. LA, port/harbour authority) who provides support in-kind. Due to the
reduction in funding from public sector partners over the past 10-15 years, approximately one-third of
existing CEMPS have or are considering a change in their legal/governance status. Typically, they are
looking at charity (CIC/CIO) status as a basis from which there may be more options to attract project
funding. However, there may be a trade-off involved if project deliverables alter the focus of CEMPs away

55



from their (core funded) support facilitating collaboration between key (statutory) decision-making bodies —
this was one of the original aims they were set up to achieve. Therefore, the aims of CEMPs may need to
be revised alongside any change in governance status. The benefits of in-kind support from many host
bodies and volunteers support, may also be compromised.

The range of partners represented in any individual CEMPs varies between 2 and >24, some with hundreds
of members. Most CEMPs are led informally by public sector partners with high representation from
biodiversity conservation NGOs, the Environment Agency, Natural England and Local Authorities. Lower
representation is evident from marine industry, commercial/recreational fisheries, Parish/Town Council, the
Marine Management Organisation and heritage interests. However, there is huge diversity, with some more
strongly led by harbour authorities and the active involvement of community/user groups.

The range of funding sources present a similar but not identical pattern to partner representation. There
doesn’t appear to be much correlation between representation and governance status, although marine
industry was most strongly represented where company/charity status existed or the host was a
port/harbour authority. There does appear to be some link between partner representation and income
levels as the LA's are core funders and consistently well represented. A distinction is made between
core/long-term service (unrestricted) finance and project/short term (restricted) finance which is attached to
more specific deliverables. Overall, financial support mainly comes from Local Authorities, the Environment
Agency, Natural England and ports/harbours. The MMO is well represented on many CEMPs but is a weak
funding partner. It is not yet clear whether other programme initiatives in receipt of large multi-year large
grants for flood/coastal erosion risk management, seascape or nature recovery, operating on a partnership
basis, will be sustained in the longer-term. Retaining a good balance of core and project funding is
important to avoid being pushed in any single direction, retaining independence/neutrality and contributing
to the costs of hosting and maintaining a good range of funding partners.

The average number of people employed in CEMPs is around four FTE, but this varies from none with
entirely voluntary partnerships, through to over 100 for grant-aided programmes. Staffing and volunteers
are largely influenced by the balance of core and project funding described above. Many benefits were cited
over the skills and knowledge of individual CEMP officers, with a pressing need for legacy planning in some
locations. Their leadership, facilitation and conflict resolution skills support collaborative governance,
integrated management and participation in decision-making. The equivalent number of volunteers to paid
employees suggests funding partners and the partnerships are offering good value for money and returns
on investment.

Overall, many CEMPs feel their aims are being achieved with approved plans or strategies, action plans,
improved communication, excellent attendance, good balanced representation, dependable and supportive
members and a feeling that they reduce the net cost of coastal management to the partner authorities. Most
of the limitations identified could be overcome through longer-term consistent funding which might be
achieved by bringing a few key partners into core/unrestricted financing — namely the MMO, water
companies and The Crown Estate (which were completely absent from partner representation but own most
of the foreshore and seabed). However, there is not (yet) any standard metric for CEMPs to monitor
progress/performance across England and this may restrict the ability of some (potential) partners to invest.
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