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Introduction

This Research Summary Two 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 2 the following Research Question was agreed by Natural England and the project’s
Expert Advisory Group'.

Objective 2

To explore how different legal and governance structures relate to efficiency,
effectiveness, equity, and legitimacy of coastal partnerships and how they enable or
prohibit their capacity to support the delivery of nature recovery.

To support objective 2 the following Research Question (RQs) were agreed:

RQ3 Where are marine nature recovery projects and how do they utilise CEMPs and similar
initiatives?

RQ4 What characteristics of CEMPs and similar initiatives present barriers and opportunities to
supporting marine nature recovery (MNR)?

Research Summary Two (RS2) provides evidence to support answers to RQ3 and RQ4. It describes the
approach to meeting Objective 2 through findings drawn from packages WP2 (mapping), WP3 (survey) and
WP4 (interviews). It links closely with the findings of WP5 (workshop) and specialist input on finance
mechanisms which are described in Research Summary Three (Annex C3).

1 Members of the Expert Advisory Group are shown in Research Summary Three (Annex A3).



1 CEMPs Involvement in Marine Nature Recovery

1.1 Introduction
This section answers research question three (RQ3):
Where are marine nature recovery projects and how do they utilise CEMPs and similar initiatives?

Marine Nature Recovery (MNR) projects were defined in agreement with the projects Expert Advisory
Group and NE with the following definition provided to the survey and interview participants:

Marine Nature Recovery (MNR) is needed to reverse past declines in wildlife and habitats and bring our
seas back to life, so that they are healthy and thriving now and into the future for people, climate and
nature. To rebuild the marine life-support systems that deliver the many benefits that society receives from
a healthy ocean we need urgent action. This includes:

e A growing and resilient MPA network designated and managed for nature conservation, including
Highly Protected Marine Areas.

e Habitat restoration and creation within and outside the MPA network to help restore ecological
processes and connect marine wildlife populations.

e Building resilience to climate change, including acting to protect, restore and expand vital ‘blue
carbon’ assets and the ecosystem services that they provide.

¢ Enabling people to enjoy, understand and connect with nature at sea, benefitting health and
wellbeing.

Source: Marine Nature Recovery in Cornwall (June 2021).

The location of MNR projects and initiatives were mapped by drawing together two existing datasets and
obtaining new data provided through the survey by CEMPs. Survey participants (n=41) were asked (in part
3) to identify their level of involvement in coastal or marine nature recovery (MNR) projects/initiatives
(Q12a).

Q12 a) Please indicate your partnerships' level of engagement in coastal or marine nature recovery
(MNR) projects/initiatives: For each named MNR project/initiative the table requests information
about the habitat location, your partnerships involvement and whether it is past/present/planned.

Q12 b) Please could you indicate the extent of the MNR project/initiative(s) you have named above
on the map.

Thirty CEMPs named 73 MNR projects they were aware of, their habitat focus and level of involvement. 11
CEMPs provided no information on MNR engagement. Further exploration of linkage between MNR
projects and CEMPs was gained through 12 interviews. Table 1 below shows the number of MNR projects
identified by CEMPs, which contributed to the mapping described in Section 1.2 and further detail on their
level of involvement described in Section 1.3 below.



Table 1 CEMPs and similar initiatives interviewed and MINR projects/initiatives identified by them (Q12)

Intervie Name of partnership Acrony Proj Region Number of
w m ect MNR
number ID projects/initiati
ves identified
1 Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership YMNP 41 NE 5 or more
2 Stronger Shores SS 32 NE 1
3 Berwickshire and Northumberland Marine BNNM 3 NE 5 or more
Partnership P
4 Sefton Coast Partnership SCP 27 NW 2
5 Morecambe Bay Partnership MBP 21 NW 4
6 Solway Firth Partnership SFP 30 NW 2
7 Coastal Partners (Eastern Solent) CPES 5 S 0
8 Isle of Wight Estuaries Partnership IOW 17 S 2
9 Dorset Coast Forum DCF 9 S 1
10 Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum TECF 35 SW 4
11 Severn Estuary Partnership SEP 28 SW 3
12 South Devon National Landscape Estuaries SDNL 31 SW 5 or more
Partnership
13 Deben Estuary DE 7 SE 1
14 Sussex Marine and Coastal Forum SMCF 34 SE 5 or more
15 The Wash and North Norfolk Marine Partnership TWNN 39 SE 2
MP
16 Medway Swale Estuary Partnership MSEP 19 SE 2

1.2 MNR mapping for England

Three datasets were utilised for MNR mapping onto the CPN ArcGIS platform. Firstly, an existing dataset
under development by ABPMer (on behalf of The Crown Estate, Environment Agency and others) was
provided via the Environment Agency. Secondly, Natural England provided a list of MNR initiatives from
previous research for the Local Marine Nature Recovery Project (LMNRP). Thirdly, survey participants were
asked to identify MNR projects/initiatives using the survey mapping tool (Q12b) and provided descriptive
data which was later used to add point/extent data into ArcGIS by the project team. An example map
showing the combined mapping of MNR projects/initiatives is shown in Figure 1 below.

1) The ABPMer data supplied information on the point and spatial extent of known MNR projects -
mainly detailed mapping of locally specific MNR sites, as shown through blue point and extent data
in Figure 1(a) below for Plymouth Sound and part of South Devon.
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Figure 1(a) MNR data from ABPMer dataset showing (in blue) point and extent of specific delivery areas in south-west Devon.

2) The NE LMNRP data layer added to the ABPMer data picked up other MNR initiatives e.g. those
that may not have led to any specific site delivery (yet). For example, the ReMEDIES seagrass
restoration and maerl project, as illustrated in Figure 1 (b) below.
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Figure 1(b) MNR data from NE showing the location (blue star) of MNR initiatives in south-west Devon

3) The new survey data for this project added another two layers: MNR project initiatives (point) and
MNR project initiatives (extent) identified by CEMPs. As shown below, this showed how CEMPs
such as the Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum (TECF) identified the National Marine Park Nature
Boost Projects, the habitat type, their level of engagement with it and the projects’ timescale
(past/present/ongoing or future). The Exe Estuary Management Partnership (extent shown in
orange) identified the approximate extent of the Devon Local Nature Recovery voluntary marine
extension.
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Figure 1 (c) MNR data from CEMPs showing the location (green star) and extent (orange area) of initiatives in south-
west Devon.

Finally, the point and extent of CEMPs (described in Research Summary One Annex C1) can be overlain
(large blue & white dot and green extent), as shown in Figure 1 (d) below with the geographical extent of
TECF overlain onto the MNR data. To the east, the South Devon National Landscape Estuaries Partnership
CEMP (green) is also shown overlapping with the Devon mLNRS extent (orange).
] - RN oes
B CEMN e

B - RS
B VI it 10 b s ..

*

B VR et indiivms Lueent)

~B e

Figure 1 (d) The location and extent of CEMPs overlain onto combined MNR data for south-west Devon.

Some overlap was identified between the three datasets of MNR projects/initiatives but has not been
removed. The new MNR point and extent data provided by CEMPs typically represented larger areas of
scope for MNR activity, project or programme initiatives exploring opportunities. This particularly contrasted
with the ABPMer data which mostly shows delivery sites. The national picture and regional examples of the
combined data are shown in Figures 2a to 3 below.



Southern
Highlands
N ’/‘A
e 7 te Upon
i"—‘"’:&’{:’“ et "
AN -
Y UNITED ®
5 KINGDOM
‘\\\\ o
[ L ‘\~
Belfast ! 2} o ese A
h L i AL N Na .
t’ i, S Sy et N
“ o) axe Listoict . oy
1 - %0 ¥ s
(RS R National-Park haeb Y& A
1 o Moors Nationa N R
i BTN -, : e 3 “
AL 5 47 Gerss) Park %
? 057 FE . S
o i b ~
SR Douglas” & % 0
R \ * LI
;..- B . 3 ! :
; 2
el The ey
- L o Pennines %
3 R SRS = Leeds * ¥ %
OPreston o Hull = N
Irish 5ca O. s %
SRR R e N Manchester Y
o % . e
' (it S g Ve rpool Sheffield W
(gl P - ! o Ay
I‘ bl L
\
\‘ '-“ ~ (Y ‘|
- b EE B T
\\‘ x\\ "_1‘ \\ S
5N s ! Stoke-on-Trent \ R
A SR : o} Nottingham Tee T
7t Snowdoniz ; , o ST
% ¥ National Park 5 ¢ :
N L &
[ = iy 5
VoS Leicester Norwich
5. e d i oWolverhamptono Peterborough
Grorges  varphion @ 4 l:)Bnrmmgham o E
Channel N < - )]
SR Bap § . cambrian’s, ;
rd ’ 5 -
Sremas e Mountains - 1 : !
P e : Cambridge |,’
A _," ‘.. ) l g 1
LA N < 4l L)
SR eebrokeshire \ OMllton Keynes W ’ I
- - I i I % -
e Coast National 4 3
o 4 Park ey -
~ T > "
g Oxford 3
) Q
N Swansea y
S Swindon
S G e :
G -, oReadxng
Vsl sgesBrisrel
," ~Shdnnel
P RN
Loy
; 1
Al ‘\\_
N rl
b J
v 4
[
£4 A\
-/' l"
fl.‘ l'"
- ’,""
£
o P
o 7
e
= w
a b
¢ d
S e W,

71812024, 4:21:02 PM

OTe

® e orajzet intiatives (paint) ® isPmer (pony

I it ceoiotiotatvis (Gxteit) ABPmer (UK_MR_RTE_baundaries_July2023)

777 8 nm limit
' LMNRP i s Fos
12 nm fisherizs limit
Zg71 UK. Esn, TomTom, Gamyn, FAC, NOAA, USGS, Esn, USES

ArSGIS \Wad ApoButger
Egt, USGS | Esn UK, Egrt, TomTom. Gamin, SA0. NOAA USGS |
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10



LURTRUTLT

)
v“‘-
}
\l
\
\
Hawick ?
Southern o P>
Highlands The 3}
Cheyiot”
Hiils

-Carlisle
ol

Solway
Fieeh

\h
3
I\ > A
\ A Clreyeland \ D
~ b . 3 -~
218 bR Rl L
s o s T
y i oSca borgygh
b} 5
L3 3 L5
' 3
.
N Yarkzhire
5 Dales
3
‘l
-\ Harrogate PATS 5
The X
Pennines
Burnley oLeeds *
o Hull
(=]
Huddersfield i) ¢ 9 ®
Rochdale o
Bolten © ,“
o
—mm——nl S
i Manchester
o
iecns Shei Sheffield
(o]
718/2024, 4:24:01 PM 12311162
0 20 40 mi
L I 1 1 1 L L 1 ]
. "ttt
* MNR project imitiatives {point) ABPmer (paint) 0 15 30 60 km
n MNR project inftatives (extent) ABPmer (UK_MR_RTE_boundanes Jul2023)
577 8 nm fimit
* LMNRP ST [ A o
12 nm fisheries limit
Seri UK. Esi. TomTom. Garmin, FAC. NOAA, USGS, Bedl, USGS

AFCGIS Wad ApoSuider

Esn UK, S, TomTom, Gamin, Fowsguare. FAOQ METINASA USGS |

Figure 2 (b) MNR project locations (ABPMer, 2023 — blue dots) combined with NE LMNRP data (blue stars) and MNR
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The focus of this project was to consider the connectivity between CEMPs and MNR initiatives. Clusters of

activity are clearly visible in each region as shown in Figures 2 (a) to (d) above. Therefore, the MNR data

was viewable alongside the CEMPs national landscape mapping (as described in RS1), to enable linkages

to be explored as shown in Figure 3 below.
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Figure 3 CEMP locations and MINR projects/initiatives across England.
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To support RQ3 ‘Where are marine nature recovery projects and how do they utilise CEMPs and similar
initiatives?’ the regional maps below illustrate how clusters of activity were apparent. The primary focus of
analysis was to explore linkages between CEMPs and the MNR projects/initiatives that they identified
themselves through the survey and interviews (as described above in Section 1.1).
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Figure 4 (b) CEMP locations and MNR projects/initiatives across northern England.
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Figure 4 (c) CEMP locations and MNR projects/initiatives in south-west England.

1.3 Mapping MNR Projects with CEMPs Involvement

From the survey (Q12), 30 (out of 41) CEMPs collectively identified 73 MNR projects which they were
involved in or were at least aware of within their operational area. Of these, 45% (n=33) of the CEMPs were
‘significantly’ involved, 30% (n=22) ‘involved’ and 25% ‘somewhat’ involved (n=10) or ‘a little’ involved (n=9)
as shown in Figure 5 below (Q13). The majority of MNR projects identified were currently underway (78%,
n=58) with only three ‘past’ projects and thirteen identified as ‘future’ projects (Q12a).

Level of involvement

-4

= Significant (1) wInvolved (2) = Some (3] w» Little {4) = Not at all {5)

Figure 5 MINR projects with CEMP involvement (Q12a)
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The combined mapping showed clusters of MNR activity, particularly around the Solent in southern

England, between the Solway Firth to the Dee Estuary in NW England, from Berwickshire to the Humber
Estuary in NE England, and south Devon in SW England.

The MNR data combined with mapping of the national landscape of CEMPs provides new and novel data to
explore connectivity between the established partnerships and their involvement in MNR projects and
initiatives (as described in Section 1.2 above)?. Hotspots of CEMP extent and known MNR projects were
shown to be particularly concentrated in NW England between the Solway and Dee around Morecambe
Bay, and around The Solent in southern England.
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Figure 6 Highest levels of CEMP and MNR activity in north-west England.

Absence of connectivity between MNR and CEMPs may be shown by the 11 CEMPs which didn’t identify
any MNR projects/initiatives in their survey response. This included other ‘similar initiatives’ which have a
more specific focus (i.e. EMS, FCERM)? or are servicing a larger cross-sector regional network. This
suggests that smaller place-based CEMPs are most actively involved in MNR. Potential gaps or low levels

of CEMPs and MNR activity are seen around the Kent coast, north Cornwall and south of the Humber
Estuary.

2 Map tool available online: https://tep-thames.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/a5085864c7944a30955f8c634f556b44 (accessed 08.07.2024).

3 Association of Severn Estuary Relevant Authorities, East Anglian Coastal Group, Coastal Partners (East Solent), Coastal Partnership East,

Making Space for Sand, Durlston Marine Group, Irish Sea Network, NW Coastal Forum, Seascape Tyne to Tees Landscape Partnership, Suffolk
Coastal Forum.
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https://tep-thames.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/a5085864c7944a30955f8c634f556b44

Figure 7 Lowest levels of CEMP and MNR activity around the Kent coast.

Note: the two CEMPs are ‘sister’ countryside partnerships set up for Romney Marsh and the White Cliffs in 1996 and 1989 to manage nature reserves in SE Kent,
hosted by Dover District Council with other public and private sector partners.

1.4 Habitat Focus

The main habitat focus of the MNR projects identified by survey participants (Q12a), were 52% intertidal
(n=64), 32% subtidal (n=39), only 6% offshore (n=7) and 10% ‘other (n=13) as shown in Figure 8 below.

Habitat Focus

® |ntertidal (1) = Subtidal (2) = Offshore (3) = Other (4)

Figure 8 MINR habitat focus (n=MNR projects) (Q12a)

Where ‘other’ habitat focus was cited (n=10) the involvement was more service-oriented than a project to
restore habitats directly. Examples included the marine element of a Local Nature Recovery Strategy (ID9,
ID29, ID35), a National Lottery Heritage Funded project (ID21), species recovery (ID21), a biosecurity plan
(ID14, 1D28), place-based initiative such as revitalising estuaries (ID25), source to sea/catchment work
(ID31), a whole bay (ID34), or general updating of an existing strategy/plan for the area which could involve
MNR (ID35) and/or be connected with marine planning (ID27). Two interesting examples from NE England
included a Coastal Mitigation Service designed to reduce recreational impacts from new housing on coastal
SPAs and SACs where the CEMP works with the project on some outreach work and sits on the project
Steering Group (ID3). There are also examples where CEMPs or similar initiatives are supporting the EA to
look at retrofitting hard coastal infrastructure with wildlife-friendly features, or MNR opportunities as part of
FCERM schemes which are supported by Defra (WEIF) funding (ID3) but these large projects are still in
their early stages (ID18, ID32, ID36).
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1.5 CEMPs support of MNR projects and initiatives

The survey results indicated from 41 CEMPs the habitat type and level of existing engagement in MNR
projects/initiatives, past/present and future (as described above). From the 73 MNR projects/initiatives

identified, the CEMPs that were significantly or involved in more than 3 MNR projects/initiatives have been
summarised in the following table.

Table 2 CEMPs most significantly involved in MINR projects

No. Name of CEMP MNR project where CEMP role MNR Project where Habitat Interviewe
MNR ‘significant’ (e.g. leading) CEMP role ‘involved’ covera d?
project (e.g. partner) ge Y/N
s
identifi
ed
5 Berwickshire and NE demonstration project on Space for Shorebirds. Intertida Y
Northumberland coastal habitat recovery. |
Marine Nature Enhancing Coastal Infrastructure Subtidal
Partnership* Project.
5 South Devon AONB South Devon AONB Estuaries and Dart Estuary Saltmarsh Intertida Y
Estuaries Heritage Coast Conservation. Recovery Project. |
Partnership Dwarf seagrass restoration project. Catchment based Subtidal
approach projects.
Yealm Estuary to Moor.
5 Sussex Marine and Sussex Kelp Recovery Project. Intertida Y
Coastal Forum Crustacean Habitat and Sediment |
Movement. Subtidal
Sussex Bay. Offshor
Return of the Tern. e
Rye Harbour Saltmarsh restoration.
5 Yorkshire Marine LNR strategy development. Intertida Y
Nature Partnership* Concrete Coast. |
Great Yorkshire Kelp Forest. Subtidal
4 Morecambe Bay Headlands to Headspace. Our Future Coast. Intertida Y
Partnership* Protecting the birds of |
the Bay. Other
Back on Our Map
species recovery.
4 Tamar Estuaries Tamar Estuaries Management Plan National Marine Park Intertida Y
Consultative Forum (update). Nature Boost Projects. |
Subtidal
Other
4 Thanet Coast NEKMPA (Thanet Coast) Coastal Making Space for Intertida N
Project Warden scheme. Nature (MS4N). |
Beach Cleans. Coastbusters. Subtidal
3 Severn Estuary Severn Estuary Cross-border Intertida Y
Partnership Biosecurity Planning. |
Waterbirds and People: Living Subtidal
Together on the Severn Estuary. Offshor
Partnership improvements of e
MPAs.
2 Solway Firth CLEARCoasts Project. Intertida Y
Partnership* |
2 Isle of Wight Isle of Wight Saltmarsh Restoration Solent Seascape Y
Estuaries Project. Project.
Partnership
2 Sefton Coast Dynamic Dunescapes. Intertida N
Landscapes |
Partnership*
2 Thames Estuary Estuary Edges. Intertida N
Partnership |
1 Deben Estuary Intertidal habitat restoration (past Intertida Y
Partnership project). |
1 Dee Estuary Our Dee Estuary. Intertida Y
Partnership |
Subtidal
Offshor
e
Other
1 Wyre Estuary Our Future Coast — Stanah. Intertida N
Group |
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Note on table: MNR projects included where the CEMP identified as ‘significantly involved’ or ‘involved’ in more than 4 projects OR where
involvement was ‘significantly’ if below 4 MNR projects. Where a CEMP was involved in less than 3 projects and none of them ‘significantly’, they
were not shown in this table. Two ‘significant’ MNR projects (Our Coast; Stronger Shores) are not shown in this table as they are project
partnerships established for the purpose rather than linked with pre-existing CEMPs. Interviews were conducted with CEMPs less significantly
involved in leading multiple projects: Medway Swale Estuary Partnership who are involved in Restoring the Thames — saltmarsh restoration and
Transforming the Thames; Dorset Coast Forum who were involved in Dorset Local Nature Recovery Strategy; and The Wash & North Norfolk
Marine Partnership who identified ‘some’ involvement in an oyster reef restoration project and seagrass restoration.

The results show that 16 CEMPs are significantly (e.g. leading) involvement in one or more MNR projects.
The most active CEMPs in this direction (>3 MNR projects) tend to be involved in intertidal, subtidal and
possibly offshore restoration, whereas the less involved (<3 MNR projects) tend to be involved in just one
intertidal project.

The mapping of CEMP locations, together with knowledge of MNR projects, showed the highest density of
CEMPs and MNR projects around the Solent and Sussex, Essex, South Devon, Morecambe Bay and Tyne
to Tees (as shown above in Figures 4a to 4c¢). It is likely that this is related to the landscape and habitat
potential - or lack of it, particularly where there are gaps as indicated in Section 1.3 above*. In South Devon
and Essex the clusters of MNR activity are likely to be related to the number of smaller estuaries and their
habitat (saltmarsh, seagrass) potential for restoration; in NE and NW England this could be due to focused
investment from government (e.g. Seascapes project, Our Future Coast) and in the South, NGO investment
(e.g. Solent Seascapes project, Sussex Kelp project).

Insights from this project survey suggested a wide range of opportunities were being sought by CEMPs to
support MNR, as their explanations for involvement included:

e Working to develop a strategic regional approach to marine restoration (ID32).

e Supporting the marine element of Local Nature Recovery Strategies — details tbc® (ID9, ID35, ID38,
ID41).

e Facilitating MNR project messaging, presentations etc. to enable local awareness and acceptance
(ID3, ID15, ID31), coastal stewardship (ID38) and landowner initiatives to conserve soil, reduce
runoff etc. (ID31).

e Formation of biosecurity plans for invasive species (ID14, 1D28, ID31, ID38).

e Planning for coastal squeeze and habitat restoration (ID1, ID37) and support for retrofitting hard
coastal infrastructure with wildlife friendly features (ID3, ID41).

e Joint projects as part of CPN’s National Framework for Coastal Coordination funded by EA (ID3,
ID31, ID33); Flood and Coastal Resilience Innovation Programme (FCRIP) (ID3, ID21); WEIF
funding (ID3); Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (ID20) or as part of consents and licensing
for offshore wind (ID36).

o MNR projects supported by National Heritage Lottery Funding (NHLF) and connecting with Marine
Park status (ID21, 1D26, ID35).

e Working with LA and others for a Coastal Mitigation Service to reduce recreational impacts (ID3).

e In the past, CEMPs engaged in the regional projects to help identify locations for MCZ designation
(e.g. ID14) and are now enabling future MNR and MPA planning (ID35, 1D41).

Further explanation of CEMPs roles to support MNR were provided through interviews. The first example
illustrates the role which CEMPs could fill in brokering opportunities between communities and the
regulators who may share joint ambitions, from the perspective of a Local Authority:

“We are lacking that professional or at least semi-professional group who can take community
concerns, turn it into a funding application, apply to the likes of us or groups that we know of for
funding, to then bring about the change the communities want...without that, we're just left at
the role of requlator and member of the public, and that's a difficult one to reconcile” (ID31).

4To explore this further, the findings from this research could be mapped against the EA’s habitat potential maps.

5 At the time of writing this report, Defra issued guidance to LAs that the marine element of LNRS was entirely voluntary, which took some
pressure/momentum off LAs focusing on the marine element.
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The following response illustrates how a CEMP considers MNR activity fits easily alongside their existing
role:

“l see opportunities growing, but I think a lot of the MNR stuff that we do already fits in with the
way we manage and broker projects anyway. We can have an extra column in our project file
saying it’s an MNR project and I think that...we’ll be able to get a quantifiable output...so there
is an enormous amount of opportunity in the future” (ID35).

To explore this further, the ways in which CEMPs have engaged in MNR project design and delivery were
further explored through interviews with eleven of the CEMPs who had been most significantly involved in
MNR (as indicated in Table 2 above).

1.6 MNR Engagement Experience

The project interviews enabled deeper exploration of connectivity between MNR projects and CEMPs.
Fourteen of the sixteen interviewed CEMPs responded to interview questions about their MNR experience,
with 73 references coded in NVivo software. Key findings are headlined with examples quoted and learning
points (in bold):

Established CEMPs supporting new programme partnerships

- Berwickshire and Northumberland Marine Nature Partnership work with South Tyneside Council on
the FCRIP funded Stronger Shores initiative in NE England. In parallel, an EA 3Cs coastal
infrastructure project was designed to scale-up MNR regionally in collaboration with Durham
Heritage Coast and Yorkshire Marine Nature Partnership. Three CEMPs therefore supported the
FCRIP project e.g. through publicity work, joint messaging and filmmaking. There have been some
governance challenges, which suggest that established CEMPs can bring knowledge and
experience of how to create and maintain (much larger) partnerships due to their longer-term
established position (ID32).

Long-standing CEMPs can support the set-up, maintenance and legacy of (larger)
programme or project partnerships, particularly the governance challenges.

CEMPs bring partners together for MNR

- The Wash and North Norfolk Marine Partnership have brought partners together to attract private
investment towards oyster restoration around The Wash (ID39):

- Solway Firth Partnership have led partners together across the English and Scottish borders,
supporting LA leadership with local knowledge, networks and relationships with universities, using
local consultants but hosting project officers (ID30).

- Isle of Wight Estuaries Partnership helped create the Solent Seascapes initiative but are less
involved in delivery (ID17).

- Deben Estuary Partnership working with the NE, EA and LA on saltmarsh restoration, silt
management and flood protection - with an emerging relationship with Anglian Water (ID27).

- Severn Estuary Partnership offering a platform for sharing knowledge/facilitation for a Biosecurity
Plan and litter free project sponsored by Wessex Water (1D28).

CEMPs are facilitating collaboration to instigate MNR projects/initiatives, identify funding
sources and provide a platform to support their delivery.

The Public sector and NGOs could benefit more from utilising CEMPs

- Dorset Coast Forum was utilized by Dorset County Council to facilitate (using Defra/NE guidance)
the marine element of their Local Nature Recovery Strategy. Their seagrass & eco moorings
experience highlights how a CEMP can work with the MMO at the local level. Dorset Coast Forum
also helped with the establishment of the Lyme Bay CIC to support sustainable fisheries (ID9).

- Sefton Coast Partnership provided volunteers time, skills etc. to increase the chances of obtaining
finance through benefit stacking (ID27).
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- Coastal Partners along with the Solent Forum, supported development of the Solent Seascapes
project with NGOs, the EA, NE and academia and are working hard to help secure longer-term
relationships through research collaboration (ID5).

- Tamar Estuaries Consultative Forum were asked to support the development of Nature Boost
projects for Plymouth Sound National Marine Park and Investment Readiness Fund (ID35).

- Medway Swale Estuary Partnership worked with Medway Council and ZSL but had limited capacity
to help realise ambitions due to a lack of renumeration for the time invested in meetings (ID19).

- Morecambe Bay Partnership undertook a recreational disturbance study with RSPB, but finance
availability was limited due to competition with other charities (ID21).

There is often a need for ‘shovel-ready’ projects, but CEMP officers rarely have the capacity to
speculate with their time. Larger NGOs such as ZSL, Blue Marine Foundation and the RSPB have more
flexibility within their larger organisations to invest time towards seeking larger grant funding, out-
competing smaller charities and CEMPs (ID17, ID19, ID21, ID27).

CEMPs are supporting public bodies and NGOs to realise MNR ambitions. However, their
potential support is limited due to the need for renumeration of their initial time and capacity,
and to ensure their longer-term engagement (e.g. in monitoring success/failures). There are
barriers around time/capacity when revenue funding is not made available.

Finance availability and continuity
Most interviewees commented on finance for MNR (n=14), most often around about its’ availability or
continuity (n=10). Limiting issues raised included:

- Ability to access EA 3Cs funding, which is only accessible to charities (ID41).

- Short timescales for developing grant applications and building MNR project partnerships with short
delivery timescales (ID17, ID30, ID32).

- Lack of renumeration for supporting others leadership role in MNR delivery (ID35, ID17, ID19, ID21,
ID27).

- Not being funded for administration and expecting to provide match/in-kind support or use core-
funding for project-related services (ID19, ID30, ID35).

- The value of stacking benefits, blending funding and scaling-up (regionally) which CEMPs and other
initiatives can enable and support (ID5, ID27, 1D28, ID39).

- Transparency around the availability of different sources of funding (in a competitive environment)
(e.g. ID41).

Frustrations were expressed around the availability, accessibility and continuity of finance for MNR:

“It's very frustrating when you see one partnership getting X and another partnership getting
Y...with no real explanation as to how that works (e.g. the catchment partnership thing - there
was a drive for coastal CaBA). It's just this thing of consistency - for a host authority it is very
difficult. It does add to the strength and sustainability of a partnership if you know where there
is core funding, | would look to see it being consistent and equitable” (ID41).

“...in the past when we had European funding, we used to be able to deliver two, three, even
four year projects, which would then give you a bit of breathing space. It takes a large amount
of time to put together funding applications to develop your project costs...and then there's a
lot of...things like monitoring and evaluation which [aren’t] covered by the actual costs of the
project. So there's a lot of things that are mopped up by our core funding which you can’t get
within the project funding” (IF30)

MNR potential and the value of staking benefits through blended funding may be constrained
by the limitations associated with short-term project financing.
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Specific and unique roles provided by CEMPs for MNR

Specific roles which CEMPs cited to support MNR included initial strategic thinking (as highlighted above)
and the value of informal connections between organisations and individuals (ID3), community engagement
(n=2:1D32, ID21), independence/conflict resolution (n=1: 1D9), continuity of an individual (n=2: D17, ID32)
and leading/bringing together partners (n=5: ID35, ID27, ID30, ID17, ID9). The following quotes provide
some specific insights into the role CEMPs are providing to support MNR related projects and initiatives.

“Wyre council recognised that community engagement in the coastal marine work is better done
by trusted charities than it is by local authorities” (ID21).

“l think it's important to have someone in place [with] a degree of time to be able to go out and
have discussions and go to conferences and learn...discuss and network, to see [what] could
be best for the partnership and the region” (ID32).

“I'm hugely grateful to [x] for helping us go back to that scheme after so long and resurrect
it...because there are enough of us still involved to resurrect it, to breathe life into it, to keep it
going” (ID17).

“It's a really good example of everybody working together to support conservation - it's nobody
kind of pushing something through and taking the lead, having a negative impact on everybody
else, its everybody working towards that aim” (ID9).

CEMPs can reach into communities for their engagement, garner opportunities from a holistic and
long-term perspective, and encourage different people and organisations to work together.

In contrast to the above MNR engagement experience, survey participants who identified no MNR activity
included ASERA (Severn), Blyth Estuary Partnership, Coastal Partners, Coastal Partnership East, Durlston
Marine Watch, East Anglian Coastal Group, Irish Sea Network, Making Space for Sand, NW Coastal
Forum, SE Nature Partnership, Seascapes Tyne to Tees Landscape Partnership, and Suffolk Coast Forum.
Their comments about barriers to future MNR engagement (Q14) indicated they had other priorities, or it
wasn'’t relevant [to their aims] (ID11, ID12, ID16), there was a lack of time (ID22) or no experience (ID26).
No explanation was provided by six, mainly similar initiatives (ID2, ID4, ID5, ID6, ID23, ID33), implying it's
not within their remit or aims.

To scale-up opportunities for future MNR engagement, the following two examples indicate how CEMPs
could further support and develop collaborative governance and long-term commitment.

e Coastal Partners (East Solent) made a recommendation to gain legal advice on different delivery
models to respond to climate change pressures and, in particular, explore the value of establishing
Teckal companies as centres of excellence around the country in a similar manner to a shared
service partnership (which they operate for FCRIP purposes). This was considered preferable to
substantial work being undertaken by consultants (ID5).

e Coastal Partners work with the Chichester Harbour Trust to purchase land for restoration (ID5) and
with the Solent Seascapes project to link with industry and universities to develop longer-term
relationships.

There is a wide variety of MNR experience reported by many CEMPs who have supported project design,
development and engagement. However, some barriers to their greater engagement were identified and will
be explored in Section 2.
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2 Summary (RQ3): Location of MNR projects in relation to CEMPs

To support answering objective 2 this summary answers RQ3: Where are marine nature recovery
projects and how do they utilise CEMPs and similar initiatives? Information to support this answer
came from mapping MNR projects/initiatives alongside CEMPs, the survey data and interviews.

Marine nature recovery projects and initiatives were mapped onto the CPN ArcGIS platform, combining
three data sources. The Environment Agency supplied access to the ABPMer dataset which showed the
current, known locations of around 200 MNR projects across the UK. These were typically localised sites
where delivery was underway or progressing towards delivery. The spatial extent of these restoration
initiatives was often local and site-specific. Natural England provided a list of MNR initiatives across
England from previous research for the Local Marine Nature Recovery Project (LMNRP). These 30
initiatives were often ‘umbrella’ projects bringing partners together who are seeking to identify delivery
opportunities. The survey participants for this project (n=30/41) identified 73 MNR projects across England
which were a combination of delivery sites and umbrella project initiatives, including some not identified by
either of the existing datasets. The new MNR point and extent data provided by CEMPs typically
represented larger areas of scope for MNR activity. Some overlap was identified between the three
datasets but has not been removed. The combined MNR data and mapping of the national landscape of
CEMPs, provided new and novel data to explore connectivity between the established partnerships and
their involvement in MNR projects and initiatives. The combined mapping showed clusters of higher and
lower activity.

To answer RQ3, the focus of this project was to consider the connectivity between CEMPs and MNR
initiatives. The mapping of MNR projects/initiatives was viewable alongside the CEMPs national landscape
mapping (as described in RS1), to enable linkages to be explored. Clusters of activity were identified in
each region as shown in Figure 3 (p.16). The combined mapping showed clusters of activity around the
Solent in southern England, between the Solway Firth to the Dee Estuary in NW England, from
Berwickshire to the Humber Estuary in NE England, and south Devon in SW England. Potential gaps or low
levels of CEMPs and MNR activity were identified around the Kent coast, north Cornwall and south of the
Humber Estuary.

Through part 3 of the survey, CEMPs provided information about the habitat focus and their level of
involvement in each MNR initiative (n=73). The main habitat focus of the MNR projects identified by
survey participants, were 52% intertidal (n=64), 32% subtidal (n=39), only 6% offshore (n=7) and 10%
‘other (n=13). Where ‘other’ habitat focus was cited (n=10) the involvement was more service-oriented than
a project to restore habitats directly. Examples included the marine element of a Local Nature Recovery
Strategy, species-related work, place-based initiatives which may encompass MNR, source to
sea/catchment work, or general updating of an existing strategy/plan for the area. Specific roles which
CEMPs cited to support MNR included initial strategic thinking (as highlighted above) and the value of
informal connections between organisations and individuals (ID3), community engagement (n=2: 1D32,
ID21), independence/conflict resolution (n=1: ID9), continuity of an individual (n=2: ID17, ID32) and
leading/bringing together partners.

Nearly half of the CEMPs (45% n=33) were ‘significantly’ involved, a third (30% n=22) ‘involved’ and a
quarter ‘somewhat’ involved (25% n=10). The vast majority of MNR projects identified were currently
underway (78%, n=58) with thirteen identified as ‘future’ projects and only three ‘past’ projects. The type of
involvement varied from working to develop a strategic regional approach to marine restoration (e.g.
supporting marine extensions to LNRS), awareness raising, project planning (e.g. for MCZs/MPAs, coastal
squeeze on FCRIP/WEIF projects) and working to reduce pressures (e.g. from recreational impacts).Eleven
(out of 41) CEMPs provided no information on MNR engagement which may indicate that a quarter of them
are not actively engaged. This included other ‘similar initiatives’ (as opposed to CEMPs) which have a more
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specific focus (i.e. EMS, FCERM)® or are servicing a larger cross-sector regional network. This result
suggested that smaller place-based CEMPs are most actively involved in MNR The combined mapping
shows potential gaps or low levels of CEMPs and MNR activity around the Kent coast, north Cornwall and
south of the Humber Estuary.

Through interviews with CEMPs (n=16) deeper insights were gained from eleven who were significantly
involved, about their MNR engagement experiences. The most active CEMPs in this direction (>3 MNR
projects) tend to be involved in intertidal, subtidal and possibly offshore restoration, whereas the less
involved (<3 MNR projects) tend to be involved in just one intertidal project.

Further explanation of CEMPs roles to support MNR were provided through interviews which led to the
following key findings:

Established CEMPs support new programme partnerships
Long-standing CEMPs can support the set-up, maintenance and legacy of (larger) programme or
project partnerships, particularly the governance challenges.

CEMPs bring partners together for MNR
CEMPs are facilitating collaboration to instigate MNR projects/initiatives, identify funding sources
and provide a platform to support their delivery.

The Public sector and NGOs could benefit more from utilising CEMPs

CEMPs are supporting public bodies and NGOs to realise MNR ambitions. However, their potential
support is limited due to the need for renumeration of their initial time and capacity, and to ensure
their longer-term engagement (e.g. in monitoring success/failures). There are barriers around
time/capacity when revenue cost is not made available.

Finance availability and continuity
MNR potential and the value of staking benefits through blended funding may be constrained by the
limitations associated with short-term project financing.

Specific and unique roles provided by CEMPs for MNR
CEMPs can reach into communities for their engagement, garner opportunities from a holistic and
long-term perspective, and encourage different people and organisations to work together.

In summary, CEMPs could fill a bigger role in brokering opportunities between communities and regulators
who may share joint ambitions around MNR, particularly where they have a long-standing reputation
locally/regionally. They are supporting others to realise MNR ambitions through the set-up, maintenance
and legacy of (larger) programme or project partnerships. However, their potential support is limited due to
the need for renumeration for their initial time and capacity and to ensure their longer-term engagement
(e.g. in monitoring success/failures) and share experience. When revenue funding is not made available it
makes it particularly challenging for CEMPs to develop ‘shovel-ready’ projects, as officers rarely have the
capacity to speculate with their time. Larger NGOs such as ZSL, Blue Marine Foundation and the RSPB
have more flexibility within their larger organisations to invest time towards seeking larger grant funding,
out-competing smaller charities and CEMPs. Evidence showed that CEMPs experience of navigating
multiple partners is useful for supporting the governance of MNR projects/initiatives and their delivery.

6 Association of Severn Estuary Relevant Authorities, East Anglian Coastal Group, Coastal Partners (East Solent), Coastal Partnership East,
Making Space for Sand, Durlston Marine Group, Irish Sea Network, NW Coastal Forum, Seascape Tyne to Tees Landscape Partnership, Suffolk
Coastal Forum.
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3  Characteristics of CEMPs to support MNR

This section answers research question four (RQ4): What characteristics of CEMPs and similar
initiatives present barriers and opportunities to supporting marine nature recovery (MNR)?

3.1 CEMP Characteristics

The characteristics of CEMPs were described extensively in RS1 in response to RQ1 and RQ2. This
included a review of background literature on partnerships, participatory governance and collaborative
governance to frame their overall purpose. The national landscape of CEMPs in England was mapped and
linkage can be explored with the MNR mapping described in this Research Summary (RS2) (Section 1.2). A
typology of CEMPs governance was identified through survey results (as described in Section 3 of RS1)
which included legal status, host bodies, operational structures, partner representation, funding partners,
aims and effectiveness, balance of core vs project funding, staffing and volunteers. These factors were
considered to be ‘hard’ governance factors. Additional ‘soft’ governance factors were characterised and
shown to be important for CEMP’s effectiveness: collaboration, skills, trust, capacity, understanding,
funding, leadership, a track record and independence.

Based on the above evidence, key findings that are considered important to MNR engagement and delivery
are listed:

e With over 55 known CEMPs and similar initiatives, the first attempt to map their extent of
geographical coverage is already showing that at least half of the English coast has an active
CEMP. They have and (increasingly) focus on marine as well as coastal and estuary interests.

e The national landscape of CEMPs across England suggests these long-term place-based
arrangements of partners are suited to supporting and engaging in MNR project design and delivery.
They have a track record of supporting sustainability and a legacy of engaging multiple partners.

e The governance typology shows that most of the CEMPs have voluntary status, but well-established
operational governance. A small number have established charity/company status or formal
partnership/shared service agreements which may have enabled them to attract higher levels of
investment.

e CEMPs aims will typically involve supporting statutory bodies with decision-making and bridging
links through consultations and community engagement.

e The existence of core/long-term service funding alongside project/short-term funding supports
longevity which suits the needs of achieving MNR (i.e. partner and community buy-in).

e Governance ‘soft’ factors are likely to be as (if not more) important than the ‘hard’ governance
factors that make up the CEMP typology (as described in RS1) which include the skills and
knowledge of the individual CEMP officers, their leadership, facilitation and conflict resolution skills
which support integration and develop trust between partners and communities.

e Longer-term and consistent financial support would increase capacity to scale-up the effectiveness
of CEMPs to support MNR, particularly to help initial scoping and project design if reimbursement of
time is made available.

e There is not (yet) any agreed national metric for measuring CEMP performance, but a legacy of their
work over the past three decades suggests their local knowledge, networks and collaborative
governance experience are useful for MNR.

These CEMP characteristics provide a positive background upon which this section explores the barriers
and opportunities for support towards MNR based on survey results and interviews with CEMP officers,
managers and partners. The survey results provided insights into the type of barriers and opportunities. The
interviews enabled deeper exploration of these but overall analysis showed that more barriers than
opportunities were perceived, with 15 CEMPs identifying 65 references to barriers and 12 CEMPs
identifying 44 references to opportunities.
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3.2 Opportunities

3.2.1 Level of CEMP involvement
The appetite amongst CEMPs for more opportunities to engage in MNR projects/initiatives were identified
from the survey results (Q13).

Q13 To what extent would you like to be more engaged in marine nature recovery
projects/initiatives?

The overall results are shown below in Figure 9 indicate that over 60% of CEMPs would like to be more
involved, 32% (n=13) significantly more involved in MNR projects/initiatives. Only 12% (n=5) said ‘little or
not at all’.

MNR Engagement future aspiration

W Mo, CEMPs

Mot at al -
e
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inwolved |
significantly |

0 2 4 b B 10 12 14

Figure 9 CEMPs interest in being more engaged in MNR projects/initiatives (Q13)

Interviews responses (RQ4_CEMP Characteristics for MNR) identified that there was a range of perceived
value/opportunity associated with MNR projects/initiatives utilising CEMPs, many for their ‘softer’
governance factors (described in Section 4.2 of RS1). Specifically, 7 CEMPs recognised the facilitation
role they offered as a potentially independent partner (e.g. ID35) and their involvement at a strategic level
(ID3) as illustrated by Berwickshire and Northumberland Marine Partnership:

“The strategic stuff bringing partners together is actually a really important bit for coastal
recovery and we still do that so that even if we're not leading on it, we can provide the room and
bring people together in a space where they all trust each other and have an interest in
organising it. So, I think we do have an important role to play in that even if we never did
anything practical ourselves” (ID35).

Interviewees commented on the scale of MNR opportunity (n=5 CEMPs) with the CEMP having a larger-
scale, holistic, regional and cross-border approach in some cases (e.g. ID28, ID32). This observation is
backed-up by the MNR mapping which showed that the MNR projects/initiatives identified by CEMPs were
often looking for strategic opportunities rather than delivering site-specific recovery solutions. An example
was provided by the Solway Firth Partnership:

“People really appreciate the opportunity to come together with their counterparts because they
sometimes don't get very many opportunities to do that, especially, you know, the likes of
Natural England and Nature Scot” (ID30).

However, CEMPs do not necessarily see themselves in a leadership role (n=4) but involved and
supporting, as illustrated by the Severn Estuary Partnership:
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“I think we'd be keen to be involved...expanding the kind of areas that SEP is involved in, but |
don't think we would look to lead - | think we'd be more of a supporting partner.. .facilitating
discussion around potential sites or stakeholder consultation on those sites” (ID28).

There is interest in the potential role of CEMPs to harness opportunities for MNR through the planning
process (i.e. mitigation tariffs) particularly in relation to the recreational impacts associated with new
housing development (ID27). There is a perception that opportunities may arise through landscape-scale
initiatives such as marine extensions to LNR strategies (e.g. ID27) and biodiversity net gain:

“Biodiversity net gain in marine environment, marine recovery, statutory plans, they're emerging left,
right and centre. | do think there's a whole new suite of potentially very significant core funding
opportunities” (ID17).

3.2.2 CEMPs future role in MNR
In response to the interview question about future roles in MNR (RQ5 MNR Future Engagement
Opportunity), CEMPs (n=16) identified a high number of factors (n=164 references) which included:

e Working with government bodies (n=14) including NE (n=12), EA (n=9), MMO/IFCAs (n=8), LAs
(n=8) and The Crown Estate (n=1).

e Arole in marine extensions to LNR strategies (n=9 CEMPs)

e Attracting private investors such as water companies (n=8 CEMPs)

Adaptation planning in relation to flooding and coastal erosion risk management (n=8) including

supporting responsive, flexible and smaller-scale action, providing a platform to co-ordinate long-

term investment

Supporting the European Marine Site network (n=4)

Working with NGOs, charities and voluntary groups (n=4)

Research and knowledge co-ordination (n=4).

Biodiversity Net Gain and Marine Net Gain (n=3)

Supporting politically balanced, regional approaches (n=3).

CEMPs role was described as potentially leading (n=8), bringing partners together (n=6), facilitating (n=5)
in particular to bring bottom-up and top-down approaches together (n=2), and participating (n=3). By way of
example, the following quote is from a CEMP which is a charity and anticipates they could play a stronger
lead role:

“So, I think from our perspective we would play a leading role if we could see that the [restoration
projects] were going to actually deliver some really solid outcomes, probably in the area which
Morecambe Bay has highlighted as most important, around this recreational disturbance issue, which is
massive. We can take funding from whoever and then distribute it to other organisations in the area, so
we become a sort of a broker. That would involve a bit of a change to a setup and constitution, but that
sort of leadership role where we're securing funding and then distributing it to those that are better
placed to deliver, absolutely could be something that we would get involved with, definitely”. (ID21)

CEMPs are bringing partners together and facilitating collaborative governance:

“‘[There is an] enormous chasm between what goes on nationally and what goes on locally and
very few means of communications between the two. One of the things we've been trying to do,
is have shovel ready projects. Through workshops and things like that [we’ve] been looking
into what marine nature recovery look like on [our] coastline, to try and get into that place,
because there's nothing worse than...here we go there's a funding stream, you've got a month
to apply and then two months to spend the money so everyone scrambles around and [then] we
can't spend it anyway. It goes back to having people at the table that have been around for a
long time. Different organisations do their own thing and actually we need more collaboration.
So, trying to get intfo that space where we are collaborating and we can look at what kind of
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survey work is needed [would] help a lot of different organisations and ultimately help the
environment” (ID41).

“I think the opportunity is for us to share the pooled knowledge within our public sector, local
authorities, environment agency, Natural England, rather than consultants, that we've had come
in with expertise that don't know the frontages and we end up doing their work for them - for a
high fee. But | think the opportunity is the knowledge [we’ve] gained [in-house] and want to
Share that at cost, not consultancy costs” (ID5).

“We've got connections to all the partners...where we've delivered local projects as well...we've
already got all those links in place if anything needs to be delivered locally” (ID9).

CEMPs often have a reputation for building community engagement and trust:

“l think as we going forward with nature recovery we've got to aim big, otherwise it's not going
to work. They are also going to take a long time and we need to build up that trust with the

local communities. Long term isn't politically long term, it isn't two years, it isn't five years. It's
really properly long term that we've got to start thinking” (ID5).

“Often the most challenging part about all these projects is the politics, the community
politics...where there's conflict and contention about what should be done, particularly in the
face of climate change and coastal erosion, coastal flooding, people get very nervous, very
upset, very excited. They don't want change. And here we are all coming along doing projects,
looking at that change. Some people might say it's wonderful, other people think it's awful and
that, you know, the politics of a project can be underplayed - we’ll deal with it as we go along -
but actually, the politics of a coastal project really ought to be centre stage and the
neutrality of a project is essential” (ID9).

3.2.3 Future finance for MNR
In response to the interview question about future finance for MNR, CEMPs (n=14) identified the following

issues.

The need for investment longevity (n=5): multi-year funding rather than annual (ID41). Four to five year
programmes are “...good at getting movement and capturing people’s imagination...but then they stop and
nothing else happens because there’s never continuation of funding and it’s harder to get that continuation”
(ID32). The FCERM six-year rolling programme provides more certainty than the HCRP (ID5)

“We have to have a rolling program funding. If the government wants to deliver on this 25 year plan, we
can't do it going for funding bids, which are large. And then they say, you've got to deliver. You've got to
spend £2 million in the next two years. It's just not going to happen. What we really need is an
investment adaptation plan that takes that long term view with adaptive pathways and certain triggers
that everyone buys into — that then, the six-year programme of FCERM aligns to (ID5).

Competition between charities for finance (n=5). Transparency and equity, thinking beyond the usual
suspects in the development of funds as there are lot of partnerships, people and organisations in this
highly competitive space (ID41, 1D28).

“l guess what the forum could be is more of a solution to this problem...the duplication of effort that there
might be amongst organizations either doing extremely similar projects or, you know, going for the same
funding pots...actually the forum could help alleviate those issues” (ID34).

“There's a few of us that desperately try and work in partnership...but it is challenging because
organisations do go off and do their own thing because everybody's fighting to survive. So | would like to
say that we can have a role definitely because of our [ ] geography. Whether we're the right organisation
to lead marine nature recovery initiatives is probably questionable”. (1D21).
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Other issues raised over future finance included the uncertainties around the role and responsibilities of
private investors (ID17), transparency and equity in the design of programmes (ID41) and the possible role
of conservation covenants and mitigation tariffs, particularly to offset recreation impacts (ID27).

There was recognition of the limitations of CEMPs with informal governance in leading MNR:

“In many ways, the work of the partnership is to bring all those relevant people together to help
deliver the project...but it depends on the nature of the funding. If it's for charities we can't lead.
(ID19).

“Portion some of that funding to third party delivery organisations such as charities, voluntary
groups...they’ve got the resources to be able to deliver and they’re going to help them get
longevity [perhaps through] accredited, pre-qualified organisations” (ID27).

Further exploration of future finance options for MNR and the role of CEMPs is provided in RS3.

3.3 Barriers

Barriers were identified to CEMPs engagement in MNR projects/initiatives from the survey results (Q14).

Q14 To what extent do the following factors present barriers to your engagement in MNR
projects/initiatives?

As shown in Figure 11 below, the primary reason given was around funding/finance with 20 CEMPs
identifying this as a strong barrier. In addition, the process for gaining permissions/licences was identified
as a strong barrier for 11 CEMPs. Skills was identified by 16 CEMPs as ‘somewhat’ a barrier. Access to
shared knowledge and expertise was not considered to be a major barrier (‘little’ n=13, ‘somewhat’ n=9,
‘strong’ n=2). The identification of opportunities were considered to be the least barrier (n=13 ‘not at all’)
followed by access to knowledge (n=13) and partner buy-in (n=10) being a ‘little’ barrier. The identification
of opportunities is not a substantial barrier as 9 CEMPs said this was a ‘little’ barrier, 6 ‘somewhat’ a barrier
and 5 a ‘strong’ barrier, with 13 preferring not to say.

Barriers to CEMPs engaging in MNR projects/initiatives
Access to shared knowledge and expartise

Umited opportunites identifed

Figure 10 CEMPs and similar initiatives perceived barriers to engaging in MNR

Other barriers were:

e Whether [or not] it was within the CEMPs remit (ID1) with other partners possibly better placed to
take the lead and the CEMP to support and act as an independent partner (ID9); a facilitation rather
than direct delivery role: “Funding is mainly an issue in terms of staff resources. It takes time to
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recruit and support another member of staff and commitment to a few years of funding for the post”
(ID17).

e Other priorities (ID11, ID12): “Not sure this is relevant- each partner is involved in their own ‘on the
ground’ MNR projects - our aims are more at an advocacy level (e.g. influencing marine spatial
plans, MPA designation and management etc.)” (ID17).

e Time/capacity (ID3, ID15, ID17**, ID19, ID22, ID31): “Limited capacity to develop projects and apply
for funding whilst managing the partnership” (ID35)

e Projects needing to fit with the charitable objects (ID21),

e Recruitment (skills) challenges (ID24) or lack of experience: “We have no direct experience of
setting one up but if suitable funding and background expertise was available it would be good to
create a marine protected area off the Tyne to Tees coast” (ID26).

e Coordinating existing data sets and the need for guidance (ID29).

e Other organisations wanting to take on the convenor role [competition] (ID37).

There appeared to be a tension around whether it was appropriate or not for the CEMP to seek to take a
more active leadership or facilitation role, whilst many were constrained by the lack of staff
capacity/expertise to lead. To demonstrate how there is a perception of opportunity but the barriers may be
around timing as well as funding capacity, one participant said “This is a very difficult question to answer
given that the partnership is coast / land focussed and levels of engagement in the NW Marine Plan are in
their infancy” (ID27). However, the main explanations (Q14) were around the lack of staff time and
resources, plus compatibility with the CEMPs broad aims and the potential leadership of their partner(s) and
whether there was a mandate for the CEMP to take a strong lead role — facilitation was considered more
certain.

Visualisation of the interview results (see Figure 11 below) shows how finance issues are the largest barrier
(n=15 CEMPs, 62 references). These issues include time/capacity and cash-flow, the short-term nature of
financing, its availability, the admin/paperwork and hosting. Examples include:

e Time, capacity and cash flow:
“If I were full time or there was more of me, we could do more, | think, and probably do it better as
well and at greater depth than I'm able to achieve” (ID3).

e Short-termism:
“It is a fundamental weakness...the funding cycles that lead to that constant having to reinvent an
image or a promotional thing or a brand and the pressure on that partnership to have its own brand
and its own promotion and its own thing. You've got all of these different entities as well, having to
maintain their own brand and their own independence in terms of the public view...it just gets
confusing. The risk is, the more that continues, the greater the risk of [the] public just not knowing
who is doing what, where, when and disengaging”. “Having to start from scratch because there will
not be fund continuation...when we're talking about nurture, about 20 or 30 years time...not five
years...you need a 30 year fund where everybody has that lead in time where we know what we're
doing, we settle down in that partnership...and the work will continue and grow. Without that, we're
always going to get caught in these vicious circles of constantly having to reinvent something that's
already being done and waste money” (ID32).
“Funding... needs to be longer term. If it's short term, that then acts as a massive disincentive to
potentially putting the time in to apply” (1D27).

e Availability of finance:
“Funding really is the main barrier. Whether it's either not available or available, but just quite difficult
to work through the process to get to it. | would say that's the main barrier. We could have been a lot
further forward...if the money had been available sooner. Yeah, but there's lots of opportunities. It's
just taking longer than anticipated (ID30).

e Paperwork:
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”No time to then do all the paperwork and processes that they need us to do. So there's this kind of

mismatch between grants and revenue, which is causing councils across the country, particularly
the smaller ones like us, all kinds of problems” (ID17).

Figure 11 Barriers to MNR identified by CEMP interviewees (1Q10)

Licencing bureaucracy was described by 5 CEMPs in the interviews. The onerous process, amount of time
it takes and the cost are barriers, especially if the applicant isn’t a regulator. However, it is hoped that the
MMO (and The Crown Estate) are learning about the needs for MNR, especially small-scale projects that
help to build towards a larger contribution. Examples include:

“Licencing is something | think is huge with most marine nature recovery projects that we've
been involved in that have required any licences have been way overspent; | think one project
was looking at one small trial pilot was looking at £30,000 plus for dropping some kelp seeded
rocks. And | think now that being told to do it outside of the marine protected area because it's
causing too many issues. So, there is no pathway for nature recovery projects to access a
reasonable licence. And | believe it's something that the Marine Management Organisation are
talking about; they recognise, but it's not coming around quick enough and there's no
communication of that. So, it's yeah, that's a huge issue; everyone I've spoken to, it's one of
their number one barriers to their projects” (ID35).

“The way that the billing system works and the licencing fee system works. It discourages small
projects and it only really make sense for very large, substantial projects” (ID7).

Risk management is a barrier to support from CEMP’s host authority from a financial perspective (ID41,
ID9) especially if leading a large project (ID28) with cash-flow inconsistencies (ID9). Many CEMPs are small
organisations with staff on short-term contracts, limited succession planning (ID30) and high staff turnover
(ID39).

The lack of join-up was also identified as a barrier in relation to alignment with other policy areas such as
MPAs and LNRS (ID35), joining up academic research (ID7), a lack of join-up between what goes on
nationally and locally (ID3), and a lack of guidance on the stacking of benefits and blending funding e.g. for
compensation, nitrate removal and carbon sequestration (ID5). Other barriers were identified which are less
relevant to the value of CEMPs supporting MNR, but wider context such as water quality (ID31, ID19) and
recreational disturbance (ID21, ID27).

32



4 Summary (RQ4): Opportunities and Barriers for MNR

Opportunities for more engagement in MNR would be welcomed by most CEMPs as they recognise their
valuable role in facilitation, bringing partners and communities together (Section 3.2.1). There was evidence
from the mapping, survey and interviews to show that CEMPs could particularly support the scaling-up of
MNR opportunities due to their holistic, regional, cross-border and cross-sector approach. Whilst most
CEMPs currently consider their role as being involved and supporting, they could take a stronger leadership
role given adequate capacity and legal accountability. This could be provided through charity status or the
legal status of a host body/partner. Many are aware of new opportunities through the planning process,
LNR strategies, private investment, adaptation planning and BNG. There is appetite to collaborate and
share pooled knowledge for the generation of ‘shovel-ready’ projects so that when funding opportunities
arise there is less competition (e.g. between charities) and a longer-term approach is taken towards
investment. This will also enable the CEMP and partners to build trust with and amongst coastal
communities. Future finance for MNR needs to be multi-year and longer term rather than annual, with more
transparency and equity to encourage collaboration rather than competition and to ensure private finance
(when available) will be efficiently handled. Further exploration was undertaken through the project
workshop, which is reported in Research Summary Three (Annex C3).

Barriers to CEMP engagement in MNR were clearly around the availability of finance, where many CEMP
officers are already working at (or over) capacity, so not available to work on speculative activities. For
those that had been involved, the slow process of gaining permission/licences was identified as a strong
barrier to future engagement. Other barriers identified were having the right skills (in-house), but access to
shared knowledge and expertise was less of a barrier and an asset the CEMPs could offer. There is a
divergence of opinion on whether it is within CEMPs remit to lead on MNR or whether they are better
placed to support and act as an independent partner facilitating development. In some cases, MNR would
need to fit with their existing (charitable) aims which are mainly focused on sustainability and supporting
collaborative governance (see RS1). For most CEMPs, it seems that the scale of their future engagement in
MNR is dependent upon staff capacity/expertise (recruitment opportunity) and the ability to manage risk
around cash-flow variability.

5 Discussion of Findings (Objective 2)

Objective 2 of this project explored how different legal and governance structures relate to efficiency,
effectiveness, equity, and legitimacy of coastal partnerships and how they enable or prohibit their capacity
to support the delivery of nature recovery. This Research Summary Two (RS2) has provided evidence for
the latter part of this objective, to explore the linkage between MNR projects/initiatives and CEMPs
characteristics. It answers RQ3 and RQ4:

e Where are marine nature recovery projects and how do they utilise CEMPs and similar initiatives?
(RQ3)

e What characteristics of CEMPs and similar initiatives present barriers and opportunities to
supporting marine nature recovery (MNR)? (RQ4)

The research summary has described the approach to meeting objective 2 through findings drawn from
packages WP2 (mapping), WP3 (survey) and WP4 (interviews). It links closely with the findings of WP5
(workshop) and specialist input on finance mechanisms which are described in Research Summary Three
(RS3) in RS3.

Where are marine nature recovery projects and how do they utilise CEMPs and similar initiatives? (RQ3)
CEMPs involvement in MNR was demonstrated by the mapping and engagement experience (Section 1).
The findings indicated how CEMPs could fill a larger role in brokering opportunities between communities
and regulators, particularly where they have a long-standing reputation locally/regionally.

CEMP characteristics were identified as ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ governance approaches, as described in RS1.
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e ‘Hard’ governance factors included legal status, host bodies, operational structures, partner
representation, funding partners, aims and effectiveness, balance of core vs project funding, staffing
and volunteers.

e ‘Soft’ governance factors (shown to be important for CEMP’s effectiveness): collaboration, skills,
trust, capacity, understanding, funding, leadership, a track record and independence.

Many (if not all) of the above CEMP characteristics are likely to be important for supporting MNR, as shown
by the MNR engagement experiences reported in Section 2 (above). CEMPs are already actively involved
through supporting new programme partnerships and bringing partners together. They offer unique place-
based partnerships that have existed for at least half of the English coastline for up to three decades, with a
track record of supporting sustainability and a legacy of engaging multiple partners. Whilst most have no
legal status, they have well established operational governance practices which are working well to fulfil
their aims. However, those with more formal/legal status or supportive host bodies willing to take the
financial risk, were seen to have the ability to attract higher levels of investment. Based on their
experiences, it seems that the public sector and NGOs could benefit more from utilising CEMPs, especially
if there was more finance availability and continuity.

What characteristics of CEMPs and similar initiatives present barriers and opportunities to supporting
marine nature recovery (MNR)? (RQ4)

The survey and interview results showed strong variation in the scale, type, status and function of CEMPs
and similar initiatives (see Research Summary One, Annex C1), but there is common ground in the
perception of barriers and opportunities for their engagement in MNR. In summary, CEMPs believed that
they could realise their full potential with more core/service funding, especially through involvement in
identifying and supporting restoration/MNR projects with LNRS underway. CEMPs are interested in
supporting MNR and would be willing to strengthen governance if necessary - but are cautious of additional
burdens & possible tensions. Fewer CEMPs consider their role as the lead for MNR delivery but would
expect to play a key role in establishing & maintaining partnership working to support delivery. Other
initiatives (e.g FCERM partners) are well placed to offer experience to CEMPs to help scale-up their
investibility.

Exploration of how different legal and governance structures relate to efficiency, effectiveness, equity and
legitimacy (four ‘quality criteria’), based on enabling or prohibiting CEMPs capacity to support MNR, is
discussed in the main report where the findings of Research Summaries One, Two and Three (Annex
C1, C2 and C3) are brought together to meet objective 2.

34



