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Summary

1.

The Marine 
Pioneer Model of 
Collaborative Piloting

The Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan’s (25YEP) aims to “reverse the 
loss of marine biodiversity and, where practicable, restore it” (Defra, 2018., 
p.26), and “mitigate climate change, while adapting to reduce its impact” (Defra, 
2018., p.29). The delivery of the 25YEP’s vision and goals for the improvement 
and restoration of the environment requires testing. Defra set up four Pioneer 
projects (Marine, Landscape, Urban and Catchment) to test practical ways to 
deliver the goals of the 25YEP. Their objectives were to: 

a. Test new tools and methods as part of applying a Natural Capital  
 Approach in practice;
b. Demonstrate a joined-up, integrated approach to planning and delivery;
c. Pioneer and ‘scale-up’ the use of funding opportunities; and
d. Grow our understanding of ‘what works’, sharing lessons and best  
 practice.
 

Defra Marine and Fisheries set up the Marine Pioneer in two locations: the 
Suffolk Coast; and the North Devon Marine Area, to cover a range of coastal 
and marine conditions. The Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) and North Devon UNESCO Biosphere partnerships 
were engaged to set up steering groups and provided with funding for two 
project coordinators. Following this the Marine Management Organisation 
(MMO) agreed to recruit and fund a programme manager to lead the Marine 
Pioneer for three years from March 2017 to March 2020.
 
This collaborative approach to testing and gathering evidence was an 
experiment in co-designing and co-delivering approaches and solutions 
to restoring nature. Defra Marine and Fisheries also secured a PhD with 
the Centre for Evaluation of Complexity across the Nexus (CECAN) to run 
concurrently and examine the co-design aspects of the Marine Pioneer. It 
explored the Intersection Between Local Governance and the Natural Capital 
Approach in the Marine Pioneer. The summary Report is available here.

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
https://www.cecan.ac.uk/news/exploring-the-intersection-between-local-governance-and-the-natural-capital-approach-in-the-marine-pioneer-summary-report/


1.

The Marine 
Pioneer Model 
of Collaborative 
Piloting

The Government’s focus on nature improvement and restoration requires 
a more holistic system-based approach at scale to reverse the degradation 
that is reducing the environment’s ability to provide vital health and wellbeing of 
people and nature. Each Marine Pioneer steering group had a range of people 
including academics, government and non-government representatives. The 
steering groups had individual local environmental interests, but the Marine 
Pioneer was a space to explore and innovate as a collective, developing 
its own shared and aspirational goals, objectives, projects and outputs. 
Despite the steering groups and local stakeholders setting their own local goals 
these mapped very well to the goals of the 25YEP and the objectives of Defra 
and other government organisations, which highlights the shared aspect of 
people’s desired outcomes for nature. It was found that local ambition could 
be tested alongside national objectives, without compromising outputs.

Each steering group member contributed substantial time, effort and intellect 
in-kind. Some partners had secured funding to carry out Marine Pioneer project 
work including the South West Partnership for Environmental and Economic 
Prosperity (SWEEP) via NERC, WWF via Sky Ocean Rescue, Blue Marine 
Foundation, and the Water Management Alliance. Other funding was secured 
ad hoc during the programme from Natural England, the Environment Agency, 
the National Trust, the Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation and Defra, and 
applications were successful for the European Maritime Fisheries Fund (EMFF) 
for two additional projects. This approach to funding an ideas generating 
and testing programme has a novel element in that the programme was 
set up with core funding for people to coordinate and lead, and then relied 
on partners and ad hoc opportunities to invest in and contribute to the 
developing projects. Pros and cons to this approach were experienced by the 
Marine Pioneer. Focusing on thinking and sharing together was beneficial but 
funds were required to provide basic information on which to create outputs. 
Not having a traditional task and finish approach allowed the group to focus on 
synthesising and building knowledge but testing it required an investment of 
people’s time and producing shareable outputs required resources. It highlighted 
that core funding for project coordinators can bring multiple benefits, however, 
it also reflected our collective and long established experience that temporary 
project funding generates specific outputs but can disrupt or negate innovation 
and creativity as well as eliminating or reversing impact when funding stops.

In Suffolk the steering group members were focused on exploring solutions to 
the area’s long-standing challenges of coastal change relating to loss of 
estuarine saltmarsh, funding known solutions to coastal habitats loss 
and change, and working meaningfully with coastal communities. The 
group chose to explore these issues through application of a natural capital 
approach in the Deben Estuary, examining evidence requirements specifically 
to meet local scale decision making, investigating new funding approaches, 
and exploring community participation further. The group was also looking 
for opportunities to apply and test new approaches to fisheries, MPAs, and 
renewable energy management.

The Marine Pioneer Model 
David Kibble
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In North Devon the Biosphere’s Marine Working Group was asked to share and 
agree their goals for the marine area at a workshop in March 2017. They agreed 
nine goals on which the Marine Pioneer steering group could focus their work.
 

• Goal 1: Improving local fisheries management and seafood sales. 
High level aim: A viable and sustainable fishery for an optimised local 
economy 

• Goal 2: Robust protection of biodiversity. High level aim: To protect 
the natural beauty and tranquillity of the marine area for the local 
community and the economy, including maintenance of healthy and 
functioning estuarine ecosystems to protect ecosystem services and 
allow full utilisation of natural capital

• Goal 3: Increased local decision making. High level aim: To ensure 
effective governance at all levels. 

• Goal 4: Define and implement a response to climate change. High 
level aim: adapt to and mitigate for climate change.  

• Goal 5: Job creation in marine industries. High level aim: To develop a 
sustainable economy with vibrant marine industries 

• Goal 6: Develop sustainable aquaculture. High level aim: To develop a 
sustainable and productive aquaculture sector 

• Goal 7: Reduce marine litter. High level aim: To protect the natural 
beauty and tranquillity of the marine area for the local community 
and the economy, including maintenance of healthy and functioning 
estuarine ecosystems to protect ecosystem services and allow full 

utilisation of natural capital
• Goal 8: Sustainable tidal stream energy. High level aim/ Specific 

objective: To harness sustainable tidal stream energy 
• Goal 9: Sustainable coastal tourism and leisure. High level aim: To 

develop sustainable tourism based on natural and cultural assets

For coherence the Marine Pioneer programme also had objectives that gave 
some specificity to the four objectives from Defra and connected them to the 
local goals in both locations. These were:  

• Apply a natural capital approach to relevant test cases (Saltmarsh, 
MPAs, fisheries) (objective 1)

• Gather values for decision making that account for the whole system 
(social, ecological, economic) (objective 1)

• Increase stewardship and understanding of values (objective 1 and 2)
• Identify local environmental priorities in Suffolk and North Devon coast 

and sea (objective 1 and 2)
• Involve new practices and disciplines in marine management 

(objectives 1-3)
• Balance sea use and health by improving how agencies work together 

(objective 2 and 4)
• Explore innovative finance opportunities (objective 3)
• Share learning and best practice widely (objective 4)
• Contribute to implementing and updating the 25YEP (objective 4)

Rachel Holtby
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The Marine 
Pioneer Model 
of Collaborative 
Piloting

Project leads developed, carried out and 
tested their work regularly with the steering 
and stakeholder groups and this allowed the 
collective to input different perspectives, 
ideas, resources and ultimately iterate and 
innovate projects and the programme. This 
was a subtle but important difference in how 
these steering groups worked and added value 

to the Marine Pioneer. This valuable aspect was also experienced by the 
Catchment Pioneer. It was found that people who regularly come together 
to carry out joint projects do not always have the space and opportunity 
to be innovative, creative and strategic, instead they are often focused on 
a specified pre-agreed action plan and end point. The Pioneer’s ability to 
be agile and iterative in its approach and respond to feedback in real time 
was a distinct benefit. This space was welcomed by the participants and 
created a learning, sharing environment that increased capability and skill 
as well as contributing to developing solutions. This type of collaborative 
working compliments participation and co-design as well as contributing 
to co-management practices. However, it can take a bit of time to develop 
a coherent plan of action, so some patience and trust is required.

Another benefit was the proximity of the two host partnerships to the local 
communities as this enabled the steering groups and project leads to regularly 
work with the local communities to co-design and co-develop local work and 
outputs. This environment proved invaluable for gathering and verifying 
data, and understanding local (cross-sector) social, ecological and 
economic conditions. Ultimately, generating feasible ideas to test and 
engage active members of the business, decision-making and citizen 
communities that could embed the outputs and realise the benefits, as 
well as carry on experiencing a legacy from the programme. 

Equally important was the input and sharing of information from 
government organisations on policy and delivery, to ensure that there was 
a two-way flow of information to regularly inform and develop ideas and 
practice. 

A further important element of the Marine Pioneer was sharing a boundary with 
the Landscape Pioneer in North Devon which was exploring the same objectives 
on the coastal land, inland waterways and landscape. This provided a way 
to look holistically at the challenges and potential solutions. The Landscape 
Pioneer Strategy highlights the requirements for a holistic system-based 
approach to be applied to landscape and coastal governance and management 
in a way that makes it obvious that the sea is also part of that system. Thinking 
about the elements of a place all together will derive much better, more robust 
and resilient outcomes for biodiversity, climate and people. This connecting 
of programmes is vital for future work especially among government 
organisations and their interactions with non-government organisations. 
The Marine and Landscape Pioneer learning on integrating planning 
and delivery through good governance (see MP summary 3) is reiterated 
in both the Landscape Strategy and this Marine Pioneer summary and 
recommendations. The importance of natural connections and a system-
based approach to the land and sea are also explored in a series of short 
films produced by Pioneer collaborators: WWF, The National Trust and the 
Environment Agency titled Journey to the Sea.

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_natural_capital_strategy.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_natural_capital_strategy.pdf
https://www.biosphere.org.uk/sea-and-coast/journey-to-the-sea
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The Marine 
Pioneer Model 
of Collaborative 
Piloting

An advantage of the Marine Pioneer was the participation and collabora-
tion of government, non-government and academic organisations and col-
leagues in one forum that was a creative and open space. Figure 1 shows 
who participated in the steering groups and the general flow of information.

Marine Pioneer Collaborators 

Figure 1. Marine Pioneer steering groups and flow of information

David Kibble
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Through the partners, coordinators and programme lead the Marine 
Pioneer collective brought together a valuable concentration of knowledge 
and experience, especially relating to previous programmes of work on 
marine protected areas, coastal change, marine planning, management 
of coastal ecology and stakeholder/citizen engagement that spanned 
academic, NGO and government work.

There is a real strength in using a foundation of extensive previous 
knowledge as a basis for creating and innovating, but this basis is 
enriched by including practitioners from different disciplines who are 
willing to experiment. Thinkers and practitioners that can contribute 
varying perspectives create much more diverse solutions to deal with our 
complex problems. The Marine Pioneer especially benefitted from the use 
of social science.
       
It took time to develop the full programme and it was crucial to have 
that time without pressure to produce results so that the project work 

could be integrated across partners, and opportunities could be explored 
for funding and collaboration. Although the Marine Pioneer was set up to 
explore delivery of the 25YEP, delays to the publication of the 25YEP meant 
that early work was led by local goals and individual organisations objectives 
and the programme developed in an iterative and agile way over the first year 
to become a coherent whole. Three main workstreams emerged based on the 
various project opportunities; 1) evidence gathering, 2) case studies to test new 
approaches, and 3) developing a framework for delivering the 25YEP locally. An 
overview is available in Figure 2 and the following description.

The Marine Pioneer 
Programme 

Figure 2. Marine Pioneer overview
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The Marine Pioneer was based on the foundational work of academic partners 
who produced natural capital evidence on which to base the case studies and 
develop a delivery framework (SWEEP in North Devon, and the Universities 
of Cambridge, Essex, Hull, and Aberdeen in Suffolk). In North Devon, this 
resulted in the production of the first Marine Natural Capital Asset and Risk 
Register showcasing how to apply the natural capital approach to a marine 
system - to achieve better understanding of the values of ecosystem services 
and the risk of not restoring nature to the supply of these services. In Suffolk 
values of various services provided by saltmarsh in the Deben Estuary such as 
carbon sequestration, fish nurseries, flood risk reduction were highlighted and 
used to assess risks to people’s livelihoods and the health of nature. The risk 
assessments were done through a participatory process with local stakeholders 
and citizens.

There was also a range of experts who contributed to furthering the 
understanding of values and benefits: Calouste Gulbenkian hosted an 
expert workshop for the Marine Pioneer and the Marine Conservation Society 
to explore inclusion of social values in decision making; SWEEP worked with 
local and national decision makers to develop an approach to support decision 
making using sustainability appraisal that incorporates information on natural 
capital; and the Suffolk steering group project coordinator explored using natural 
capital information in decision making in their local context (see MP summary 2).

The work on funding models was carried out by Suffolk Council and Coastal 
Partnerships East in Suffolk and led by WWF in North Devon. Further 
information is provided in Marine Pioneer summary 4 and the outputs section 
below.

Gathering supporting 
information 

Dan Hallam

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/7._north_devon_marine_pioneer_report_2_march_2019.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/7._north_devon_marine_pioneer_report_2_march_2019.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/managing/projects/marine-pioneer/
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/managing/projects/marine-pioneer/
https://gulbenkian.pt/uk-branch/what-values-count-in-decision-making-about-the-sea/
https://gulbenkian.pt/uk-branch/publication/ocean-values-roundtable-a-social-science-perspective-on-the-value-of-the-marine-environment/
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/sustainability_appraisal_final_report.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/sustainability_appraisal_final_report.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/sustainability_appraisal_final_report.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/managing/projects/marine-pioneer/
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/managing/projects/marine-pioneer/
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The Suffolk coastline is vulnerable to coastal change and flooding, which is a 
threat to communities and businesses. The case study focus in Suffolk was, 
therefore, on using the natural capital approach to support decision making on 
natural flood defence (see MP summary 2 and 3), demonstrating the value of 
natural resources to increase investment and funding (see MP summary 4), and 
supporting communities in flood prone areas (see MP summary 7). 

Fisheries was an important area of testing that was examined in North Devon 
by the Biosphere, the Devon and Severn IFCA, the Blue Marine Foundation 
and the fishing industry with supporting information commissioned from the 
New Economics Foundation. This brought fishers, scientists, and managers 
together in partnership working for the benefit of both nature and people. The 
forum created space to discuss issues, ideas, potential ways of working 
in the current and in different conditions, the opportunity to think laterally 
about ongoing and new problems with national applicability and oversee 
projects collaboratively. This unique group was able to discuss local fisheries 
challenges from a range of perspectives, explore areas of research based 
on their collective knowledge and capability as well as explore management 
options (see MP summary 5). An aspiration to have an overview of existing 
knowledge and future science requirements for management developed into 
a funded project to produce five Fisheries Research and Management Plans. 
Although during the time of the Marine Pioneer there was no route to trial new     
approaches for fisheries, the opportunity now exists via the UK’s exit from the 
EU Common Fisheries Policy. We recommend that this model of research and 
development be utilised further. Work developed and proposed to explore new 
arrangements for quota fisheries in Suffolk was not possible during the Marine 
Pioneer programme but could be carried out using this model in the future.

Marine Protected Area (MPA) management, protection and conservation is 
another focus area of testing that was examined. In North Devon this was led 
by WWF. The work used an assessment of the ecosystem services and natural 
capital of the Marine Pioneer area to look at benefits, risks and opportunities. 
Other work analysed the stakeholder network, management approaches and 
funding for management as a basis to explore how to improve management 
effectiveness, governance, engagement, finance and ultimately protection of 
MPAs (see MP summary 6). 

Demonstrating the Approach

Dan Hallam
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Community empowerment, ocean literacy and stewardship became a 
strong focus of the Marine Pioneer because protecting and restoring the coastal 
and marine environment are long-term processes that require changes in how 
communities and their economies interact with natural resources. To work for 
everyone, inclusive and participatory processes that address local priorities are 
essential. One of the main failures of different marine conservation measures 
to date has been in securing ongoing interactive participation of local people, 
where they feel they have genuine routes to influence. It was found through 
collaboration with the Water Management Alliance and the New Economics 
Foundation in Suffolk that building on shared values and investment in 
community empowerment as an outcome, can build and support community 
cohesion and business resilience to emergencies, and build buy-in to a more 
holistic approach to natural resource management (see MP summary 7).

Net gain was not a core/original strand of the Marine Pioneer, however 
the ambition for applying a net gain principle set out in the 25YEP meant 
that it became an area of interest. It was established that learning and 
recommendations from research areas of the Marine Pioneer could be 
useful for developing a net gain approach, for example, what restoration and 
improvements are required (see MP summary 2, 5 and 6), what collaboration 
and partnership options there are for delivery of improvements (see MP 
summaries 3, 1 and 7) and what sustainable financial mechanisms and match 
funding might be available (see MP Summary 4).

Blue growth particularly of offshore renewable energy is becoming an active 
area of interest to many organisations. Suffolk has been identified as an 
Energy Coast. SWEEP applied their knowledge of natural capital asset and 
risk registers and using sustainability appraisal and environmental impact 
assessment to existing windfarm developments to test applicability and 
challenges of windfarm developments. 

Ness Smith



1.

The Marine 
Pioneer Model 
of Collaborative 
Piloting

The combined activities of the Marine Pioneer can be collated into a framework 
for local delivery of the 25YEP, which when replicated could deliver the 25YEP 
nationally. The vision of the 25YEP was found to be highly compatible with 
visions of local people, organisations, strategies and plans. This highlights an 
opportunity for a simple vision for everyone to recover and improve nature.

We found that a crucial aspect of delivering recovery of nature is governance, 
that is the decision-making system and processes relating to nature and people, 
not just the planning and delivery. Understanding how governance impacts 
outcomes, best practice for implementation of multi-level governance and what 
support can be put in place emerged as a strong requirement to recover nature. 
Summary 3 outlines the information from the Pioneer to support this.

The natural capital approach is another way to identify the environmental 
priorities that require intervention to recover and improve nature so that it 
can support human and planetary life, health and wellbeing. Identifying these 
priorities is not the biggest challenge that we have, but rather overcoming 
the obstacles to delivering the recovery and improvements to nature is. This 

requires much more use of disciplines that focus on human behaviour, 
culture and ways of living socially and economically without damaging 
nature. It relates to people’s values, ability to change and use innovative 
ways to live without having such a damaging impact on the environment.
  
Delivering nature recovery and improvement will require successful 
implementation of many collaborative projects which will require investment. 
There are many unconnected projects of this kind going on and approaching 
this from a more holistic system-based approach through delivery of the 25YEP 
is advised to achieve the scale of climate and biodiversity health needed to 
achieve the 25Yep vision.
 
The Marine Pioneer developed a local Marine Natural Capital Plan in North 
Devon to bring different activities, projects and tools together to deliver the 
25YEP goals at a scale that can affect the environment and contribute to 
recovery and improvement. The local plan also outlines the investment 
strategy that brings different strands of funding together. In North Devon the 
Biosphere’s Financial Trust has been set up to develop, govern and distribute 
funds transparently. It also sets out the process of feedback that will be used to 
monitor and evaluate the impact of implementing the plan. Regular feedback 
can be used to adjust and adapt the activities and their implementation to 
achieve better outcomes.

Local 25YEP Delivery 
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The Marine Pioneer programme produced different types of outputs, all of which 
are available online. This interactive pdf provides a summary of all the work 
and recommendations. There are a range of reports on the Suffolk Coast and 
Heaths AONB website in the projects section under Marine Pioneer, as well 
as on the North Devon Biosphere website under Marine Pioneer. The Natural 
Capital Asset and Risk Register  underpinning the projects of the North Devon 
Marine Pioneer was produced by SWEEP. In addition, there is a Geonode, an 
open source spatial mapping tool hosting the information collated about North 
Devon during the programme. Guidance on participatory mapping of natural 
capital assets, benefits and risks can be found on the Suffolk web pages. 
The reports produced by WWF on sustainable funding, MPA management 
effectiveness and governance are on the UKSeas Project website as well as a 
link to the story of the waste shark now operating in Ilfracombe Harbour. The 
Suffolk and UKSeas websites respectively have the beautiful photos from the 
value of nature photo competition and maps illustrating nature around the UK. 
There are six short films available to view here.

Marine Pioneer 
Programme Outputs  

Ness Smith

https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/managing/projects/marine-pioneer/
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/mplibrary.html
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332225506_North_Devon_Marine_Pioneer_2_A_Natural_Capital_Asset_and_Risk_Register
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332225506_North_Devon_Marine_Pioneer_2_A_Natural_Capital_Asset_and_Risk_Register
https://pioneer-geonode.plymouth.ac.uk/
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Participatory-Mapping-Guidance-Document-Final-200520.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/
https://www.biosphere.org.uk/sea-and-coast/journey-to-the-sea
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The impact of the Marine Pioneer will not be known for some time but there 
are some good outcomes that can be identified at this stage. It has highlighted 
the value of collaborative working between public, private, charity, academic 
and other stakeholders including citizens. It has increased our understanding 
of how to apply a natural capital approach to marine and this has been shared 
in a variety of ways across a variety of forums that has influenced further work 
and activities. Working together has increased skills, capability and knowledge 
across a range of organisations that would not otherwise have learned about 
each other’s perspectives and insights. There is a large amount of resource 
that can be used to build further knowledge, understanding and expertise. 
The information sharing has been done through a variety of ways that link 

Outcomes and Impact  to the different groups involved, for example academic papers, infographics, 
videos, posters, technical reports, descriptive reports, summaries and 
recommendations, websites and documents, pictures and guidance, webinars 
and the SharePoint web based platform. 

The people and organisations involved are now supporting each other in follow 
on projects and unrelated work while sharing their experiences with others to 
create a legacy from the Marine Pioneer. 

Related Evidence

• Natural Capital Initiative ‘Wholescape Thinking’ Guidance 
• Wholescape Approach to Marine Management - An EMFF and MMO 

project

Dan Hallam
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2.

Using a Natural 
Capital Approach

The natural capital approach as proposed here can be adopted to support 
a range of coastal and marine decision-making and policy development 
contexts. The approach was tested by the Marine Pioneer and found to 
be effective at supporting place-based decision-making provided that 
the natural capital approach is given a holistic framing and is not seen 
through the restricted lens of a purely economic focus. The strength of the 
natural capital approach is in providing a framework for the structured, 
consistent integration of environmental, social and economic information 
and in making explicit the specific linkages between environmental 
characteristics and human wellbeing and livelihoods. This should be 
combined with an understanding of costs and benefits. Where delivered 
via holistic place-based applications this could contribute to the 
improvement and restoration of the environment and, in combination with 
other methods/tools, work towards reversing the climate and biodiversity 
emergencies.



2.

Using a Natural 
Capital Approach

Learning from the 
Marine Pioneer
Work carried out by the Marine Pioneer has found that applying a natural capital 
approach to the management of the coast and sea, linking ecosystem services 
and social and economic benefits, can lead to more coherent and improved 
environmental outcomes¹. These outcomes are desired by citizens, government 
and non-government organisations. However, the approach alone is not enough. 
Other important principles and activities such as transparent, inclusive, multi-
level, collaborative governance and integrated planning and delivery (see MP 
summary 3), a system-based approach and collaboration and partnership (see 
MP summary 1), investment in ocean literacy and community empowerment 
(see summary 7) and sustainable funding streams (see MP summary 4) are also 
required. 

Fig 3. Natural capital infographic (Green ink)

Figure 4. Ecosystem goods and services infographic (Green ink)

¹ WWF UK Seas North Devon; Blue Marine Foundation; Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation; and, 
Coastal Partnerships East

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/4-1_workshopupdate_final.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/north-devon
https://www.bluemarinefoundation.com/projects/north-devon/
https://gulbenkian.pt/uk-branch/publication/ocean-values-roundtable-a-social-science-perspective-on-the-value-of-the-marine-environment/
http://www.coastalpartnershipsnetwork.org.uk/east
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During the Marine Pioneer programme, the natural capital approach was applied 
to the development of strategic marine plans, fisheries management (see MP 
summary 5), marine protected area (MPA) management (see MP summary 
6), Sustainability Appraisal and Environmental Impact Assessment. Learning 
from both the Marine and Landscape Pioneers showed that the natural capital 
approach helped bridge the artificial divide between land and sea management 
that currently prevents either achieving all its goals, and could reduce the 
amount of funding currently used on achieving outcomes separately [see Box 1 
on Landscape Pioneer Strategy]. 

The natural capital approach is based on recognising the contribution of nature 
to human wellbeing, and hence improving the way the natural environment 
is represented in decision-making alongside other things that are important 
to society. The Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP) calls for 
the application of a natural capital approach as a tool in decision-making 
to “take into account the often hidden additional benefits in every aspect of 
the environment for national wellbeing, health and economic prosperity, with 
scientific and economic evidence to the fore” (Defra, 2018., p.9). The concept of 
value is central to the natural capital approach, but this should not be interpreted 

to mean that the overarching aim of the approach, or the only way in which it 
can be effectively applied, is through monetary valuation. The Marine Pioneer 
project work has highlighted it is essential that the natural capital approach is 
given a holistic framing and is not seen through the restricted lens of a purely 
economic focus. In addition, investment in social capital is vital to the success of 
a natural capital approach (see MP summary 3 and 7). 

The natural capital approach can be integrated with decision-making 
mechanisms (Figure 3) which enable values and trade-offs to be identified. 
Both national and local planning practitioners noted during a Marine Pioneer 
workshop, that effective decisions require a careful balancing act rather than 
relying on a single summative figure. Existing, high-level guidance for applying 
the natural capital approach (such as the Natural Capital Committee’s ‘How 
To Guide’) already emphasises the need for multiple layers within the natural 
capital approach, to capture the full range of necessary information from 
ecological status all the way through to monetary values if they exist. The Marine 
Pioneer work highlighted that monetary values are not essential to complete and 
apply a useful natural capital assessment and approach.  

 A.Bailey

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/landscape-pioneer.html
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/workshop_report_natural_capital.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/workshop_report_natural_capital.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/608852/ncc-natural-capital-workbook.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/608852/ncc-natural-capital-workbook.pdf
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The natural capital approach is central to the delivery of the 25YEP; however, 
it had not been tested on marine systems. This brief sets out how the Marine 
Pioneer explored this approach, provides recommendations on how to embed 
consideration of nature’s importance in decision-making and highlights what 
evidence from other initiatives is useful. Further testing is required in decision-
making and evaluation of the effectiveness of this approach is needed. Some 
results will be available from the North Devon Marine Natural Capital Plan 
(MNCP) as it is implemented.

Figure 5. Conceptual framework for a coherent, connected system for applying a natural capital 
approach to some forms of decision-making (SWEEP Hooper et al. 2020). Further work on the 
decision-making processes, structures and evidence base would support the recommendations on 
good governance and integrated planning and delivery in MP summary 3. 

Rachel Holtby

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_marine_plan_final_version_approval__1_.pdf
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Economic development and the planning process tend to treat the environment 
as a free and infinite resource, even if discourse about this is changing including 
in the 25YEP. Although regulation seeks to minimise and mitigate some 
environmental damage, restoration and improvement is not yet a default activity. 
Application of the natural capital approach will allow us to evolve from this frame 
and instead recognise, at the outset of development plans, the fundamental 
role of the environment in supporting human wellbeing as outlined in the 
Government’s 25YEP. In doing so, more specific objectives that enhance nature 
can be incorporated alongside those intended to improve social outcomes and 
economic welfare and distribution, and hence secure better environmental 
outcomes. 

A significant problem in decision-making as highlighted in the Tinch et al. (2014) 
report to Defra is that environmental and social information is treated with less 
rigour than economic data in contexts such as Impact Assessment for evaluating 
new policies and management. Change in management and governance is 
needed to address this, which can be done through a natural capital approach 
as advocated by Defra’s Enabling a Natural Capital Approach guidance (2020). 

While the availability of monetary values for aspects of the environment can 
be increased, these will never, in practice, be fully comprehensive. Instead, 
the natural capital approach offers a framework for environmental, social 
and economic information, whether qualitative or quantitative, to be 
presented with equal weighting. Understanding multiple values including 
for distribution of impacts and how to include them is essential. A truly 
interdisciplinary approach is required to ensure the natural capital approach 
takes account of the full range of values that need to be brought together to 
ensure effective restoration of the environment. Integration of economic and 
ecological values is most progressed, but more work is required, especially 
to bring in shared, contested and cultural social values, and to link these to 
behavioural change at institutional and individual levels. This evolution in 
decision-making is required whether through using a natural capital approach or 
another method. 

It is not enough to develop methods and tools for the natural capital 
approach and hope these will be taken up. Methods and tools for 
implementing the natural capital approach will be ineffective without wider 
management and governance changes (see MP summary 3 and the North 
Devon Marine Natural Capital Plan). 

The benefits that could be realised through applying the natural capital 
approach would be possible through more local place-based planning, 
which is integrated and streamlined, involves all agencies and key 
actors, shares a common understanding, utilises a shared evidence base 
and common standard, and is supported by appropriate strategies for 
compliance, monitoring and evaluation. The 25YEP delivery framework (see 
MP summary 1) is important to the success of this approach, both to increase 
delivery capacity (see MP summary 3) and leverage funding (see MP Summary 
4). This has been demonstrated by Landscape Enterprise Networks (LENs), 
ENCORE and the Suffolk dependencies work (more below). Please see MP 
summaries 5 and 6 to read how the marine natural capital approach has been 
applied to fisheries and Marine Protected Area (MPA) management. 

What we think should change 
based on Pioneer learning

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/enabling-a-natural-capital-approach-enca-guidance
http://www.3keel.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/healthy-ecosystems-cumbria-lens.pdf
https://encore.naturalcapital.finance/
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Our Recommendations
Assessment of ecological assets, value chains and risks as 
information for decision-making

• Adopt asset and risk registers as a standard assessment tool, 
which record the extent, condition, and spatial configuration of natural 
capital assets, as well as the current threats to the continued delivery 
of benefits from them. Refer to the ‘How to guide’ produced by the 
Marine Pioneer 

• Asset and risk registers can be constructed using existing data 
sources and assessment tools, and local community input as 
highlighted by work in North Devon and Suffolk. It is possible to apply 
it to contexts such as fisheries management, MPA management, 
biodiversity restoration and nature-based climate mitigation and 
impact assessment as well as spatial planning.

• In the marine context, it is essential that natural capital assessments 
reflect the interconnected nature of the wider marine environment and 
include mobile species and the water column as well as seabed 
habitats.

• Uncertainty, significance and confidence in underlying data and in 
assessment outcomes must be clearly reported and taken account of.

• To support local and regional 
planning (and for scaling 
up to the national level), 
asset and risk registers 
(and the wider information 
required on ecosystem 
services and benefits 
delivered) need to use a 
consistent, systematic and 
hierarchical framework, 
which is applicable to, 
and allows integration 
between, assessments 
for different spatial 
resolutions and decision 
contexts. It is essential to 
co-create with decision-
makers to ensure the 

information is appropriate for decision-making contexts.  
• Development of open source, user friendly, web-based access 

to information is key to a range of decision-makers using the 
natural capital approach. Whilst most data can be sourced from 
statutory agencies and government web platforms, the data is not 
organised to enable assessment under the natural capital approach. 
The Marine Pioneer recommends a Geonode platform (see here) to 
collate datasets linked to the natural capital approach that is aligned to 
national and local planning information online. 

• The potential for the natural capital approach to transform natural 
resource management will be realised more effectively if it is 
applied consistently across marine-coast-terrestrial areas and 
integrated across different planning and management scales. Thus, 
accepted standards for methods, and tools to support their  
implementation, are essential.

Figure 6. A geodatabase platform infographic 
(Green ink)

https://pioneer-geonode.plymouth.ac.uk/
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Incorporating and implementing the natural capital approach

• Bringing information, tools and people together via natural capital 
plans such as that developed for North Devon, or similar mechanisms 
such as Local Nature Restoration Strategies (LNRSs) can support 
the integrated system-based approach to improve the current 
framework for decision-making as it evolves toward a restoration 
focus. 

• Heritage should be better integrated into the natural capital 
approach to recognise the fundamental role of people in shaping the 
environment and to understand better how the relationship of people 
and nature has altered over time and hence the potential implications 
of future change. However, further research is required to test the 
theoretical framework developed within the Marine Pioneer. This aligns 
with aspirations in the Marine Strategy to develop social and cultural 
indicators and targets. 

• ‘Natural capital’ terminology can be a barrier to engagement, 
especially for those outside government and academia. 
Mechanisms to reduce the use of technical language are needed to 
increase understanding among policy developers, decision-makers, 
managers and local communities to engender greater stewardship and 
realise greater sustainability.  

• Developing and co-designing approaches with planners, statutory 
consultees and decision-makers, and testing methods in specific 
decision-making contexts is good practice in developing standardised 
protocols (see MP summaries 1 and 3).

• Co-developed outcomes and delivery plans need to be embedded 
across Government departments to implement the natural capital 
approach sufficiently to make a difference to the biodiversity and 
climate emergencies.

• Develop and implement policies that can reduce the risk of loss 
of the ecosystem service benefits from natural capital assets. 
Specifically; 

 - Set management priorities that will enable ‘recovery’ of habitats as 
soon as possible where this conservation objective exists within 
MPAs;

 - Identify habitats which have potential for ‘recovery’ and ‘renewal’ 
beyond the delineated boundaries of features of conservation 
interest (the whole site approach).

 - Implement fisheries management measures that can reduce 
pressure across subtidal sediments;

 - Seek investment from industry in upstream habitats, water and 
sewerage infrastructure to improve water quality perhaps using 
polluter pays principles; and

 - Trial natural capital approaches that support waste remediation 
(e.g. saltmarsh restoration, mussel beds).

Dan Hallam
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Marine Pioneer 
Work and Outputs
Understanding the issues and developing conceptual 
frameworks

Research was undertaken to improve understanding of how the natural capital 
approach can be applied to the marine environment and how this links to 
national policy, particularly in terms of assessing trade-offs and value for money 
in monitoring, protection and rebuilding of marine assets (see report 1 and 2)

Focus to date has been on developing natural capital accounts. However, 
accounts are not the only mechanism through which the natural capital approach 

can be applied. It also has relevance to several other appraisal techniques 
including Environmental Impact Assessment (both for strategic environmental 
assessment at the programme scale and in consenting and licensing decisions 
for specific developments), Sustainability Appraisal, and Regulatory Impact 
Assessment (see section below on Sustainability Appraisal). Monetary valuation 
is important for the appraisal process (as its results can be used to assess 
trade-offs and options through cost benefit analysis). However, it is not always 
possible to monetise natural capital, and natural capital accounts using non-
monetary metrics also have considerable power.

1. Hooper, T., et al. (2018). Application of the natural capital approach 
to the marine environment to aid decision-making. Report for Defra 
(project ME5115). (available here).

2. Hooper, T., Börger, T., et al. (2019). Applying the natural capital 
approach to decision making for the marine environment. Ecosystem 
Services, 38, p.100947 (available here).

Dan Hallam

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&ProjectID=20026&FromSearch=Y&Publisher=1&SearchText=ME5115&SortString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041618306478
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The natural capital approach, as a broad concept, is highly relevant to inform the 
sustainable management of the marine environment (see report 3). However, 
existing approaches are strongly geared to terrestrial environments and should 
not be adopted for the marine environment without critical evaluation. Trying to 
apply the existing terrestrial approach in the marine context will result in signif-
icant omissions in the importance of marine ecosystems to human wellbeing. 
Consideration must be given to the limited data on marine regions (particularly 
offshore), the high levels of interconnectedness of ecological processes and 
functions operating at different scales, and the fact that ecosystem service 
beneficiaries and resource uses are different to those in the terrestrial environ-
ment. The seabed is belonging to the Crown and is managed by the Crown 
Estate while most English waters are public goods. The Marine Pioneer found 
that application of the natural capital approach to marine areas requires a range 
of methods supported by different types of data and evidence (expanded in the 
next section on asset and risk registers).

3. The Natural Capital Approach. What is it, and how does it fit into deci-
sion-making for coastal and marine areas? Non-Technical Summary – 
February 2019 (available here).

Through testing of the approach on real management challenges in Suffolk and 
North Devon it was clear that a system-based national programme for devel-
oping methodologies for specific components of the natural capital approach 
should bring together policy end-users, managers, economists, ecologists, so-
ciologists and statisticians from government (across the national and devolved 
administrations), statutory nature conservation bodies, NGOs and academia 
(see MP summary 1 and 3). This would ensure the efficient development of 
methods that are coherent, applicable in a range of contexts, interdisciplinary, 
and exemplars of best practice. The current sector based ‘siloed’ approach is 
unlikely to achieve robust outcomes.

Liz Inwards

Figure 7. The natural capital approach infographic (Green ink)

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&ProjectID=20026&FromSearch=Y&Publisher=1&SearchText=ME5115&SortString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10
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Asset and risk registers

Through the Marine Pioneer the first detailed 
Marine Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register 
in North Devon and a Saltmarsh Asset and Risk 
Register in Suffolk were developed to support 
application of the natural capital approach. 
Asset and Risk registers are included within the 
natural capital approach methodological toolkit, 

but do not require the incorporation of monetary valuations. Within the asset 
and risk register, the whole of the natural capital is recognised as contributing 
towards the flow of benefits, with levels of contribution expressed using the 
matrix approach (see report 4).

In North Devon, five major ecosystem services that deliver benefits to human 
wellbeing were identified as: Food (wild food, fish and shellfish); A Healthy 
Climate (carbon sequestration); Sea Defence (natural hazard regulation and 
flood prevention); Recreation and Tourism; and Clean Water and Sediments. 
Three types of natural capital assets were identified. These comprise: Habitat 
Assets; Species Assets - commercial species (fish and shellfish) with and 
without quota; Migratory Species (salmon and seatrout); and The Water Column 
(water bodies, bathing waters, shellfish waters). 

The development of the North Devon Marine Natural Capital Asset and Risk 
Register made use of existing data sources to measure the asset status in terms 
of: i) quantity ii) quality (condition) and iii) spatial configuration of the assets in 
relation to the ecosystem service benefits. Construction of the asset and risk 
register also tested proxy approaches (Likely Relative Condition) to understand 
the condition of marine habitat assets.

Risk of loss of the ecosystem service benefits was defined though an 
assessment of the status of the assets in relation to defined policy targets. 

Noting that societal aspirations set at a national policy level may not reflect 
perceived and actual risk at a local level, an additional method (collecting 
quantitative and qualitative data) was developed to determine the community-
based knowledge of risk, which, using value judgements, enables further 
integration of risk exposure and sensitivity to change into the determination of 
risk levels. Local communities assigned a degree of risk across all assets and 
in many cases set the severity of the risk with a local management perspective. 
This was achieved though participation in a workshop of the members of the 
North Devon Marine Working Group (MWG). 

4. Rees, S.E., Ashley, M., Cameron, A. (2019). North Devon Marine 
Pioneer Report 2: A Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register. A SWEEP 
report by research staff the Marine Institute at University of Plymouth 
(available here).

The North Devon Marine Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register 
highlighted there is an amber to red risk of loss of the majority of asset-
benefit relationships, despite proactive management towards policy 
targets within each sector. The dominant pressures influencing risk to the 
asset-benefit relationship at this scale stem from the fishing, farming and water 
industry. Current management frameworks are insufficient to underpin the flow 
of ecosystem service benefits from marine systems (see report 5). 

5. Ashley, M., Rees, S.E., Cameron, A. (2018). North Devon Marine 
Pioneer, links between the ecosystem and ecosystem services in the 
North Devon Marine Pioneer. A report to WWF-UK by research staff the 
Marine Institute at University of Plymouth (available here).

The North Devon and Suffolk Pioneers have demonstrated that it is possible to 
construct marine natural capital asset and risk register’s based on existing data 
sources and assessment tools. However, there are some limitations across data 
sets to accurately describe asset status. 

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/natural_capital_asset_and_risk_register_workshop_mwg_sept_19.pdf
http://hdl.handle.net/10026.1/14927
http://hdl.handle.net/10026.1/14926
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recommendations by focussing on a single 
important natural asset, saltmarsh (see report 
6). The report details how to set a vision, 
understand the baseline, build up evidence, and 
identify options and ways to implement these. 
The report also highlights that when engaging 
with the public about natural capital, the need for 
effective communication is paramount; in Suffolk 

a local photography competition was used as one of the ways to increase 
understanding and highlight stewardship opportunities. Suffolk also developed 
transferable methods to quantify asset condition and ecosystem service 
provision (see reports 7 and 8) to direct local decision-making. Suffolk also 
progressed a participatory mapping-based approach and tool to quantify the 
regional and local importance of services and assets to specific organisations 
(see reports 9-13).

6. Suffolk Marine Pioneer: Lessons & recommendations for applying the 
natural capital approach in England, Suffolk Coast & Heaths Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, Dock Lane, Melton 58pp (available here).

7. Rogers, M. & Möller I. (2019). Wave Protection provided by salt 
marshes. A GIS and remote sensing basic analysis approach. 
Cambridge Coastal Research Unit, University of Cambridge. 9pp. 
(Available here).

8. Slee, N.J.D., Parris, A. & Underwood, G.J.C. (2018). Deben Estuary 
salt marsh: extent, carbon stocks and Sea Bass nursery values, and 
the potential gain in these natural capital assets from successful 
restoration. University of Essex, 2018 (available here).

9. Burdon, D., Boyes, S.J., Potts, T. & Cosgrove, P. (2019a). Suffolk 
Marine Pioneer Values and Priorities Workshop #1. Report to Suffolk 
County Council prepared by IECS, University of Hull, Hull, UK 
(available here).

10. Burdon, D., Boyes, S.J., Potts, T. & Cosgrove, P. (2019b). Suffolk 
Marine Pioneer Values and Priorities Workshop #2. Report to Suffolk 
County Council prepared by IECS, University of Hull, Hull, UK 
(available here).

11. Burdon, D., Potts, T. & Boyes, S.J. (2019c). Suffolk Marine Pioneer 
Scenarios Assessments. Report to Suffolk County Council prepared by 
IECS, University of Hull, Hull, UK (available here).

12. Burdon, D., Potts, T. & Barnard, S. (2020). Suffolk Marine Pioneer 
Natural Capital Logic Chains and Tool Development Workshop Report. 
Daryl Burdon Ltd., Willerby, UK. February 2020 (available here). 

13. Burdon, D. & Potts, T. (2020). Participatory mapping of natural 
capital and benefits: method guidance document. Report to Marine 
Management Organisation and the Suffolk Marine Pioneer Project      
by Daryl Burdon Ltd., Willerby, UK (available here).

Figure 8. Benefits infographic (Green ink)

https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/2020-SMP-Applying-Nat-Cap-Gudiance-.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Rogers-Möller-2019.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Slee-2018.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-Deben-Workshop-1.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-Deben-workshop-2.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-Deben-wshop-2-summary.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2020-Deben-workshop-3-1.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Participatory-Mapping-Guidance-Document-Final-200520.pdf
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Sustainability Appraisal

Collaboration between the Marine and Landscape Pioneers has supported the 
development of the first framework and guidance for applying the natural 
capital approach to Sustainability Appraisal, which is suitable for land 
and sea areas. While the future of Sustainability Appraisal within planning is 
currently under review², the approach proposed is applicable across different 
forms of impact assessment at site and strategic levels. The focus of the work 
was decided by stakeholders at two workshops (see reports 14 and 15). The 
South West Marine Plan and the North Devon and Torridge Local Plan were 
used as case studies and an outline sustainability assessment using preliminary 
elements of the method was prepared for the North Devon Marine Natural 
Capital Plan (see report 16). A detailed report on the development of the 
methodology and shorter method summary, have been prepared (see 17 and 
18).

The approach defined an overarching conceptual framework and has begun 
to outline the steps that could be taken in practice to apply natural capital 
principles to the Sustainability Appraisal process, including using the wider five 
capitals model to set objectives. Heritage has been brought into the asset’s 
framework, although detailed assessment of the proposed methodology in the 
context of heritage was beyond the immediate scope of work and so requires 
additional research. There are four core elements to the method: an asset 
register (in which information on the status of natural capital is compiled), an 
ecosystem services inventory (to list services, benefits and values); an asset-
service matrix (to connect services to the assets from which they are derived); 
and a risk register (which summarises threats to continued system functioning). 
The proposed framework is applicable initially during the scoping phase, as it 
sets up a protocol for gathering evidence and identifying sustainability issues, 
and then for the second stage (developing and refining alternatives) such that 
the implications of different plan/programme options are reported against the 
constituent natural capital elements defined during scoping.

The approach is detailed and systematic: documenting the extent and status of 
individual assets allows for the selection of detailed sustainability indicators that 
relate specifically to those assets, which in turn supports better environmental 
outcomes than using high-level indicators such as the number and condition 
of protected sites. It is also flexible and can accommodate differences in the 
requirements for (and availability of) data, recognising that Sustainability 
Appraisal is undertaken at different scales, in different contexts and with different 
levels of resource. To facilitate the use of the framework, the approach seeks to 
fit to other obligations, processes and tools that may be relevant to planning and 
decision- making at different scales (particularly net gain, see MP summary 8).
 

²Ministry of Housing Communities and Local Government (2020). Planning for the Future. Availa-
ble: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/
file/907647/MHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf

David Kibble

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fuploads%2Fsystem%2Fuploads%2Fattachment_data%2Ffile%2F907647%2FMHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRachel.Holtby%40marinemanagement.org.uk%7Cfa0f2623f20d4fba0d8108d86b8311bc%7C770a245002274c6290c74e38537f1102%7C1%7C0%7C637377558869000323&sdata=1hVeWTtn4sg%2Bvw0SFZ1izyLjmP7FRPG9Z70TGTAktL8%3D&reserved=0
https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fassets.publishing.service.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fuploads%2Fsystem%2Fuploads%2Fattachment_data%2Ffile%2F907647%2FMHCLG-Planning-Consultation.pdf&data=02%7C01%7CRachel.Holtby%40marinemanagement.org.uk%7Cfa0f2623f20d4fba0d8108d86b8311bc%7C770a245002274c6290c74e38537f1102%7C1%7C0%7C637377558869000323&sdata=1hVeWTtn4sg%2Bvw0SFZ1izyLjmP7FRPG9Z70TGTAktL8%3D&reserved=0
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elements and their interactions, as required by planning legislation. However, 
consideration of distribution and beneficiaries should also be applied when 
using a natural capital approach. Incorporating the natural capital approach 
into Sustainability Appraisal does not require that process to be completely 
overhauled. Instead, it offers an alternative means of framing sustainability 
issues that fits entirely within the stages and steps of the process as already 
defined. The natural capital approach does not introduce social, environmental 
and economic factors beyond those considered for a standard Sustainability 
Appraisal; it simply suggests approaching the information and issues in a 
different way.

14. Hooper, T. (2017). Natural Capital and Local Decision Making. 
Workshop Report. 20 November 2017 (available here)

15. Hooper, T., Ingle, C., and Stainthorp, R. (2017). Applying the natural 
capital approach to Sustainability Appraisal. Workshop Report. 02 
October 2019 (available here).

16. Hooper, T., Ashley, M., Mullier, T. and Rees, S. (2020). North Devon 
Marine Natural Capital Plan. Sustainability Assessment. February 2020 
(available here).

 
17. Hooper, T., and Austen, M. (2020). Application of the natural capital 

approach to Sustainability Appraisal. Final Report. October 2020. 
Report prepared as part of the South West Partnership for the 
Environment and Economic Prosperity (SWEEP) and the Marine 
Pioneer programme (available here).

18. Hooper, T., and Austen, M. (2020). Application of the natural capital 
approach to Sustainability Appraisal. Method Summary. October 
2020. Report prepared as part of the South West Partnership for the 
Environment and Economic Prosperity (SWEEP) and the Marine 
Pioneer programme (available here).

Dan Hallam

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/marinepioneerevents.html
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/9._workshop_report_sustainability_appraisal.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_marine_natural_capital_plan_sustainability_assessment__draft_for_consulation_.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/sustainability_appraisal_final_report.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/sustainability_appraisal_method_summary.pdf
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Ocean values

Additionally, the Marine Pioneer wanted to understand and where possible 
demonstrate, how to include multiple values from multiple perspectives into 
decision-making about the natural environment to achieve the ambitions of 
the 25YEP. Therefore, the Marine Pioneer sought further input from social 
scientists and organisations working within the field of ocean values. The 
Ocean Values Roundtable was very kindly supported, organised and facilitated 
by the Gulbenkian Foundation and the Marine Conservation Society with the 
Marine Pioneer in January 2019 and provided additional, collective thinking 
and evidence on the important different ways to value the marine and coastal 
environment for values-based decisions-making (see report 19).

To set the context for the day and get people thinking about different values, 
the Roundtable began by screening ‘Our Blue Heart’ developed by the Marine 
Conservation Society. The film highlights what the sea means to different 
people, how they use it, and the interactions between people and place. 
Importantly, it showcases values and voices from diverse individuals who may 
not be present in typical decision-making consultations. Throughout the day, 
the Roundtable discussions brought out the following key themes: Developing 
governance structures to incorporate different people’s values, and where 
needed, creating more equitable power distribution though better governance 
and increasing ocean literacy; using the right language for the right audience 
to encourage sharing and understanding of different values; understanding the 
benefits and challenges of using a natural capital approach to incorporate a 
wide range of values; and, building on work that has occurred already, rather 
than ‘reinventing the wheel’.Ness Smith

https://www.mcsuk.org/our-blue-heart/
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A concern for participants at the Roundtable was the possibility that a natural 
capital approach has emerged because of a strong economic drive in 
government and society, with natural capital language used to “find ways to pay 
for nature” (participant quote) and prioritise the immediate economic value of 
resources over wider considerations for the long term. Participants wondered if, 
by using this language or approach, decision-makers may no longer be driven 
by core objectives to save, conserve, and restore the environment for intrinsic 
values. It was argued, however, that it is possible to transcend the monetary 
interpretation of the natural capital approach to supplement it with aspects 
to improve social justice and consider wider values and implications if 
you incorporate information about distribution of costs and benefits. All 
agreed that this requires significant input from social scienctists as well 
as a full assessment of distributional impacts.

19. Ocean Values Roundtable: a social science perspective on the value of 
the ocean (available here)

Box1. North Devon Landscape Pioneer Strategy

The North Devon Landscape Pioneer, one of the other Pioneers 
set up to test approaches in the 25YEP has produced a Natural 
Capital Strategy. The strategy covers the land area of the North 
Devon UNESCO Biosphere. Although developed independent of the 
Marine Pioneer the four priorities identified for urgent action will have 
a significant impact on coastal and marine biodiversity and climate 
health. These are: protecting and improving water quality, minimising 
flood risk, increasing carbon capture and storage, and managing 
tourism and recreation pressure. The strategy describes the strategic 
solutions to support and enhance these priorities in which coastal 
and marine actors could form partnerships to achieve significant 
gains in resource and impact. Solutions involve changes to the way 
land is used and managed, as well as changes to governance.

The two Pioneers (Marine and Landscape) partnered with WWF, The 
National Trust and the Environment Agency to produce a series of 
videos filmed within the North Devon Biosphere that tell the story of 
water from its source through its Journey to the sea and highlight the 
usefulness of the natural capital approach to see the connections in 
the system. 

Rachel Holtby

https://gulbenkian.pt/uk-branch/publication/ocean-values-roundtable-a-social-science-perspective-on-the-value-of-the-marine-environment/
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_natural_capital_strategy.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_natural_capital_strategy.pdf
https://www.biosphere.org.uk/sea-and-coast/journey-to-the-sea


2.

Using a Natural 
Capital Approach

Related Evidence, 
Examples and Discussions

• Natural England Natural Capital Atlas: Mapping Indicators 
• JNCC Natural Capital Accounting for the UK Overseas Territories: a 

Guide 
• Scottish National Heritage Natural Capital Asset Index  
• Welsh Health and Wellbeing 
• Local Natural Capital Plan for the Oxford to Cambridge Arc
• Ecosystem Services - ORCA: A framework linking ecosystem services 

and human well-being: Saltmarsh as a case study
• JNCC – NC Reports
• Natural Capital Coalition “This is Natural Capital”
• Natural Capital Forum “The Crowding out of Complex Social Goods”
• IPBES on framing 
• The European environment  state and outlook 2015: an integrated 

assessment of the European Environment
• NC Accounting/Valuation - RSPB Accounting for Nature:  A Natural 

Capital Account of the RSPB’s estate in England
• VNN Synthesis reports
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Integrated 
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Delivery

Proactive, flexible and agile planning, delivery and management should 
deliver interventions that can rapidly evolve and change to adapt to new 
information. Planning and delivery defined by people, places, shared 
goals, and ecosystem services and flows, rather than individual sectors, 
organisations and administrative boundaries are more effective for 
the sustainability of the system. Evaluation of processes and impact 
should be a standard procedure to contribute to measuring effectiveness 
of planning, delivery and management whilst providing feedback to 
transform practice. Integrated planning and delivery should be led by 
inclusive and transparent governance across geographic scales and 
organisations, and with decision-making frameworks that consider 
the whole system, dependencies and complexities, as well as the 
distributional impacts on different groups. People that connect and 
coordinate across the complex system through collaborative multi-level 
governance are key to integrating planning and delivery. This is a critical 
part of what is needed to achieve a healthy social-ecological system that 
continues to support planetary function for people.

Summary
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Learning from the 
Marine Pioneer
The Governments 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP) underlines the value 
of the environment to people’s existence, livelihoods and wellbeing, but also 
highlights the degraded state of the environment and our need to restore it 
rapidly. The plan says that to achieve our goals we need to develop “strong local 
leadership and a more integrated delivery framework” and “strong governance, a 
robust delivery framework, and everyone to play their part” (Defra, 2018 p.128).
 
Across all Marine Pioneer work, the need to improve and increase integrated 
planning and delivery emerged as a critical element to achieving the vision of 
the 25YEP. The Marine Pioneer found that it is vital to enable and empower 
people and organisations, both government and non-government, to contribute 
to improving and restoring the marine environment. The critical elements for 
doing this are, collaborative governance, a system-based approach, facilitated 
participation, ocean literacy, regular evaluation, sustainable funding, and 

people who act as connectors across the system. The complexity of both the 
marine system and its governance means that restoring it is a considerable 
challenge that requires highly successful and integrated planning and delivery. 
The current biodiversity and climate emergencies mean that we need both 
local environmental priorities and national goals to be delivered together. 
Coincidentally, all four Defra Pioneers have raised governance as a priority for 
achieving the vision of the 25YEP in their settings (urban, landscape, catchment 
and marine).  

In this section we highlight what we think needs to change to deliver the 25YEP 
vision and goals and our recommendations for that based on our work and 
research on integrated planning and delivery, and collaborative governance. The 
Marine Pioneer projects are briefly described with links to full reports.

Dan Hallam

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
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Currently, it seems that marine and coastal governance and management is not 
integrating planning and delivery in a way that can achieve the government’s 
ambition for restoration, or to overcome the biodiversity and climate 
emergencies. We are not reaching our goals for Good Environmental Status, 
see scorecard here. 

The structures in place to connect national aspirations to local delivery appear 
complicated, confusing and sometimes contradictory to many people. These 
issues restrict what can be achieved for biodiversity and climate, and ecosystem 
restoration because the current approach to achieving local and national 
goals are not inclusive and trusted. Currently, this limits the input of a variety 
of people that could contribute significantly to a collective national response, 
however, with a more transparent and inclusive approach, better outcomes 
are possible. Examples can be seen in fisheries management, which currently 
has an approach that does not cater for the nuanced complexity within the 
different stocks in different geographic areas. Additionally, MPA management 
is designation and regulation focused with little investment in ocean literacy, 
stewardship and social benefits.  The latter is needed to increase the perception 
of the value of these areas and improve local management, so stakeholders and 
locally engaged citizens feel better connected and empowered to be stewards.

Legislation and regulations are often put in place without space to trial, learn, 
adapt and iterate based on feedback and evaluation that can improve planning 
and delivery. There needs to be more open, inter and transdisciplinary work 
carried out in the early stages to sense check and work towards outcomes that 
are based on shared goals.Beth Wills

What we think should change 
based on Pioneer learning

https://moat.cefas.co.uk/summary-of-progress-towards-good-environmental-status/
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Management of different parts of the marine environment has developed 
separately over different time scales, which has unintentionally created a siloed 
system. For example, management of fish stocks and other species and the 
habitats they all rely on is carried out via different management legislation 
and systems. None of which have been put in place to combat at scale the 
biodiversity and climate emergencies. In addition, there are important ecosystem 
functions and issues, that originate on land and proceed through water courses 
to the coast and sea, that are managed separately despite intention, policy and 
legislation to do otherwise. 

Specialisation in daily working practices has caused vertical and horizontal 
separation, and siloed working has evolved within and amongst government, 
agencies, and organisations. Environment, social, health and well-being, 
development, industry and business sectors often operate within their 
own siloes. Current governance can create issues between organisations 
(and associated stakeholders) understanding of responsibilities; hinders 
interdisciplinary funding; can have negative impacts on the environment; 

and does not make the most of social capital in capacity or capability. It 
was found in the Pioneer that a systems-based approach to mapping the 
complex interconnections, and then integrating planning and delivery through 
collaborative decision-making can lead to better outcomes for the system. 

Additionally, research carried out in the Marine Pioneer shows that many 
stakeholders and citizens feel that environmental and social priorities are 
outweighed by national industrial, development or economic priorities 
when it comes to decision-making regarding space or resource use. Local 
decision-making that is linked to national systems through multi-level 
governance could better address nuanced place-based challenges and 
priorities. Our recommendations to address these challenges are now 
detailed.

Rachel Holtby
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• Start integrating planning and delivery with an emphasis on 
as much recovery and improvement of the environment and 
climate as possible, to contribute to the scale required to solve the 
crises. Embrace an agile and iterative planning and delivery system 
that incorporates trials, pilots and action research and creates space 
for feedback, adaptation, and local subsidiary decision-making and 
delivery based on local priorities.

• Make evaluation part of business as usual to understand the 
effectiveness and impact of planning and delivery throughout 
the process not just at the end, so that adjustments can be made 
during the planning and delivery cycle. Also, include distributional 
analysis within that to see who benefits and who doesn’t from any 
intervention(s).

• Amplify the systems approach and connect different people, 
organisations and government agencies across the marine, 
coastal and adjoining terrestrial environment, and aim to 
incorporate environmental, social and economic processes that 
span land and sea. Include everyone that would like to be involved 
in the goal setting, planning and delivery from the start. Create a 
faster network of action with more regular feedback on impact, so 
adjustments can make a difference. Engage at a range of levels 
to exchange knowledge, share and acknowledge what is valuable, 
understand multiple perspectives and gain a high degree of support for 
delivery.

• Connect and coordinate the planning and delivery system through 
‘System Health Specialists’ to build and manage the relationships 
needed to build integrity and health. SHS’s can channel and cross-
pollinate knowledge and ideas through the governance framework to 
connect decision-makers in places, feed real time information back into 
the national system and add value to integrated planning and delivery 
through facilitating collaborative restoration action.

Our Recomendations

J.Bailey
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• The marine and coastal area could be assigned local, nested 
geographic areas that link up to terrestrial systems (in collaboration 
with local people) that mirror environmental systems and feed 
spatially explicit data, collected by local practices (both traditional 
and commissioned), into regional plans. An important effort to 
support this is CoBA.

• Locally owned plans and place-based initiatives that share local 
goals and priorities and incorporate data from all different sectors 
of the community, including that which is gathered through citizen 
science, could feed into regional marine plans and national systems to 
strengthen policies. Locally based government agencies are crucial in 
facilitating involvement and integration. The supportive role of coastal/
estuary partnerships has been noted and could be strengthened to 
further address these aims.

• Redistribute/distribute resource to educate and empower local 
people to enable them to contribute, work together and be 
stewards of their local area  (e.g. facilitation; sustainability and 
restoration education and training how to incorporate environmental 
data into decisions at a local business level; participatory mapping – 
training on circular economy ideas; open access to data to be able to 
make informed decisions; and places to meet and engage). Explore the 
25YEP’s aim to have a “System Operator responsible for the strategic 
management of the natural capital in accordance with respective local 
plans” (Defra, 2018 p.140), to include marine systems. The System 
Operator could be a highly informed and diverse group that takes 
responsibility for results to reverse the impacts of climate change and 
biodiversity loss. It could champion the environment for the well-being 
of the environment as a stakeholder.

Coastal and Estuary Partnerships and Forums already function to deliver 
many of these recommendations and could be utilised further if supported and 
empowered. They come together through the Coastal Partnership Network.

Beth Wills



Described in this section:

 → Local marine natural capital planning to integrate deliver

 → Testing a natural capital approach in situ – the usefulness 

of collaborative governance and participatory mapping

 → Integrated planning, delivery, and governance for MPAs

 → Integrated planning, delivery, and governance for fisheries

 → Understanding governance for integrated planning and 

delivery – three research projects 

Marine Pioneer 
Work and Outputs

3.

Integrated 
Planning and 
Delivery

Rachel Holtby



3.

Integrated 
Planning and 
Delivery

It is a highly resolved, spatial plan that addresses local decision-making needs 
within the national marine planning framework. It works in conjunction with the 
economic development strategies linked to Local Strategic plans, supports activ-
ities in the IFCA management measures, will support the Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies stipulated by the Environment Act, and over time will feed spatially 
explicit data into the South-West Marine Plan. The plan brings together all the 
work of the Marine Pioneer in North Devon with local delivery of marine conser-
vation, restoration and improvement of natural capital at its heart. It was led by 
the North Devon UNESCO Biosphere with a grant from the European Maritime 
Fisheries Fund (EMFF).

The MNCP interlinks with the North Devon Natural Capital Strategy (NDNCS), 
which was developed by the Landscape Pioneer (see report 21 and Box 1 in MP 
summary 2), showing how governance of ecosystems can link across different 
terrains to reduce, where possible, duplication of effort and highlight where fund-
ing could be spent most effectively, but most importantly bring about better out-
comes for nature and people. The NDNCS has four priorities for urgent action: 
protect and improve water quality, minimise flood risk, increase carbon capture 
and storage, and manage tourism and recreation pressure. All these challenges 
are also priorities for marine managers. 

20. North Devon UNESCO Biosphere Reserve (2020). Marine Natural 
Capital Plan (available here).

21. Sunderland, T., Rice, P., Lord, A. And Traill Thomson, J.A. (2020). Natu-
ral Capital Strategy for North Devon, Natural England Research Report 
(available here).

Local marine natural capital planning to integrate delivery

To lead and support the integrated planning and delivery of the 25YEP vision to 
recover nature in North Devon, the Marine Pioneer steering group developed 
the North Devon Marine Natural Capital Plan (MNCP), published in 2020 (see 
report 20). It is a local, spatially explicit, multifaceted plan that involves local 
people to support delivery of the 25YEP. The MNCP is testing, through practice, 
an approach to integrated planning and delivery of outcomes for the marine 
environment and outlines a collaborative governance structure that includes 
fisheries and MPAs. 

Ness Smith

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_marine_plan_final_version_approval__1_.pdf
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/6070000127574016


Testing a natural capital approach in situ – the usefulness of 
collaborative governance and participatory mapping

The Suffolk Marine Pioneer explored the practicalities of implementing a natural 
capital approach (see MP summary 2), based on the framework proposed by the 
Natural Capital Committee in 2017. They worked with local partners to establish 
a case study that focussed on a single coastal habitat - saltmarsh, in a defined 
locality - the Deben Estuary. The intention of such intense focus was to permit 
a high degree of analysis and to identify assumptions, opportunities and failings 
that could have implications on governance for managing marine natural capital. 
The Suffolk project’s recommendations (see report 22), highlight the significance 
of collaborative governance in determining the outputs for each stage of the 
natural capital framework, most notably: Stage 3, evidence gathering. It was 
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22. Suffolk Marine Pioneer: Lessons & recommendations for applying the 
Natural Capital Approach in England, Suffolk Coast & Heaths Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, Dock Lane, Melton 58pp (available here).

found that governance and evidence are interdependent when developing 
a natural capital approach (Figure 9), because evidence aspires to inform 
decision-making and influence behaviour change. Collaborative governance is 
paramount for delivering a natural capital approach due to the requirement to 
both involve and influence all associated parties.

Figure 9. Illustrates the prerequisites for a natural capital evidence base. The schematic identifies 
three lenses through which the evidence base may be seen; empirically, in the context of social 
reality, and from a decision-making perspective - all mechanisms factor in governance of natural 
capital resources. It is possible to address the challenge of gathering and communicating evidence 
by working logically ‘down’ or ‘up’ the pyramid.

Rachel Holtby

https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/2020-SMP-Applying-Nat-Cap-Gudiance-.pdf


The Suffolk Marine Pioneer also worked with Daryl Burdon and Tavis Potts to 
develop knowledge about the Deben Estuary using a participatory mapping 
process. Participatory mapping is a direct means of co-producing knowledge 
with stakeholders and communities that allows spatial mapping of ecosystem 
features, benefits and values on a local scale (see report 23). Using participatory 
mapping everyone at a workshop can gather around a GIS map or satellite 
image of the case study area and discuss the natural capital features and the 
benefits they perceive society gains from them. Stakeholders provide local, 
spatially explicit information about benefit provision, use and value; negating the 
need to use proxy data derived from literature or modelling. It can also provide 
rich information to discuss values and trade-offs for integrated planning and 
delivery (see reports 24 – 28). All terminology and maps were generated by the 
stakeholders which ensured buy-in to the approach. The maps were digitised 
and available online for review, update and use, which makes them highly 
interactive. This added a lot of value to the application of the natural capital 
approach in the Deben Estuary, Suffolk.

Burdon and Potts research provides further guidance and evidence to support 
actions to include local people in decision-making especially in relation to how 
environmental benefits support wellbeing, given that local stakeholders are 
given the opportunity to state what each area on the map means to them and 
their local community. 

23. Burdon et al., (2019). Expanding the role of participatory mapping to 
assess ecosystem service provision in local coastal environments 
(available here).

24. Burdon, D., Boyes, S.J., Potts, T. & Cosgrove, P.  (2019a). Suffolk 
Marine Pioneer Values and Priorities Workshop #1. Report to Suffolk 
County Council prepared by IECS, University of Hull, Hull, UK. 
(available here).

25. Burdon, D. & Potts, T. (2020). Participatory mapping of natural 
capital and benefits: method guidance document. Report to Marine 
Management Organisation and Suffolk Marine Pioneer Project by Daryl 
Burdon Ltd., Willerby, UK (Report No. DB LTD 007/2019c). (available 
here).

26. Burdon, D., Potts, T. & Barnard, S. (2020). Suffolk Marine Pioneer 
Natural Capital Logic Chains and Tool Development Workshop Report. 
Daryl Burdon Ltd., Willerby, UK. February 2020. (Report No. DB LTD 
007/2019b). (available here).

27. Burdon, D., Boyes, S.J., Potts, T. & Cosgrove, P. (2019b). Suffolk 
Marine Pioneer Values and Priorities Workshop #2. Report to Suffolk 
County Council prepared by IECS, University of Hull, Hull, UK. 
(available here).

28. Burdon, D., Potts, T. & Boyes, S.J. (2019c). Suffolk Marine Pioneer 
Scenarios Assessments. Report to Suffolk County Council prepared by 
IECS, University of Hull, Hull, UK. (available here).
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https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-Deben-workshop-2.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-Deben-wshop-2-summary.pdf
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Integrated planning and delivery, and governance for MPAs

As part of the work on Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), a specially designed 
participatory mapping exercise and online survey was used to collect evidence 
on stakeholder perceptions of MPA governance (see MP summary 6). 

During the stakeholder participatory mapping exercise people were asked to 
identify all the organisations and groups involved in decision-making and show 
how powerful they believed them to be by placing them on a ‘circle of influence’, 
where the most influential were at the centre. Of the organisations highlighted, 
those in the centre of the circle of influence were national organisations. 
Additionally, participants were asked, “On a scale of 1-10, where 10 is the most, 
do you feel like you have meaningful input into marine management decisions?” 
The most popular score was 4/10.  This means that people feel they have input 
but limited influence over resulting decisions (see report 29). This could be the 
difference between being consulted on something and being engaged from 
the outset through development and agreement of how to proceed (see MP 
summary 7).

In the follow up survey some of the survey responses raised interesting 
questions.  Respondents agreed that a “management body exists to set 
strategy etc.,” but not everyone agreed that “responsibility for governance is 
clear”. Results reported that there has necessarily been a focus on designation 
of MPAs in order to create an ecologically coherent network, but aspects of 
effective, equitable and integrated governance and management have not 
yet been properly considered. It was found that; 1) further work is needed to 
integrate and coordinate governance of MPA’s for best results, 2) decision-
making offers only irregular, formal opportunities for participation, and 3) 
information about MPAs is centrally held, technical and therefore difficult for the 
local stakeholders to engage with (see report 29).

The report highlights that MPA objectives do not always reflect the breadth of 
societal interests or adhere to the principle of Ecosystem-Based Management 
(EBM), mainly due to the transposing of European Legislation. Now that the UK 
has left the EU a systems approach to planning, delivery and governance of 
MPAs alongside other marine and coastal interests is possible. 

29. Stakeholder Perceptions of Marine Governance in North Devon: Who 
is in charge around here? WWF UK Seas workshop report – February 

Dan Hallam
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Integrated planning and delivery, and 
governance for fisheries
  
To start exploring planning, delivery and 
collaborative governance for fisheries, members 
of the North Devon Marine Pioneer steering group 
(Biosphere, Blue Marine Foundation, Devon and 
Severn IFCA) engaged the local fishermen (see MP 
summary 4). The Biosphere Director and Marine 
Pioneer coordinator had built knowledge and trust 

via previous work with the industry. They set up an informal Fisheries Science 
Manager Partnership to discuss issues and plan and deliver opportunities. This 
provided a multi-interest forum that created a space to tell, share and discuss 
with a focus on achieving shared goals. The steering group was able to link 
these goals to both the ambitions of the 25YEP and wider local aspirations, 
which connects planning, management and delivery. These has been included 
in the North Devon Marine Natural Capital Plan. The North Devon Marine 
Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register provides evidence on which to build 
further fisheries knowledge and potential management interventions. 

Fishers highlighted their interest in addressing issues related to herring, whelks, 
seasonality, quotas, other industries, differences between management of the 
0-6nm and 6-12nm, potting, stock assessment, and netting restrictions. This 
led to project work exploring herring genetics, management of potting, regional 
fisheries management and co-management, and the development of five 
Fisheries Research and Management Plans (FRMPs). 

Confidence has been built through a scientific collaboration between the herring 
fishermen, the Blue Marine Foundation and Swansea University. They tested 
and confirmed the fishermen’s theory that local herring is a genetically separate 
stock, informing the FRMPs on herring. The FRMPs provide evidence for 
developing more regionally specific management while also providing useful 
insights for development of Fisheries Management Plans as outlined in the 
Fisheries Act.

The North Devon Biosphere Partnership commissioned the New Economics 
Foundation (NEF) to carry out research in the North Devon Marine Pioneer to 
establish how fishing opportunities are currently allocated, how environmental 
criteria could be used in decision-making, and how fisheries management is 
funded and could be funded for local management in the future. The reports 
(see reports 30a-e) outline community and co-management models for an 
ecosystem approach to fisheries. See MP summary 5 for full recommendations, 
but on integrated planning and delivery NEF recommend that:

• Locally understood, managed, and governed Fisheries Research and 
Management Plans are co-produced because participation of local 
people in governance has been shown to guide decisions towards 
better outcomes. These can clearly articulate formal decision-making 
processes of governance and management systems, clarify how 
scientific information feeds into policy, planning and management, 
provide clarity on who has power to make the ultimate decisions, and 
how often these decisions are made. 

• Where possible (for example with shellfish) community-led, local 
fisheries management where fisher people are in partnership with 
fisheries managers should be used. 

30. New Economics Foundation (2019). North Devon Marine Pioneer:

a. Output 1a: Fisheries baseline and what is possible for the 
Pioneer (available here).

b. Output 1b: Ecosystem service benefits of improved water 
quality for shellfish aquaculture (available here).

c. Output 2: Who gets to fish in the NDMP area? (available 
here).

d. Output 3: How the expense of NDMP fisheries management 
can be funded (available here).

e. Output 4: NDMP fisheries management and governance 
options (available here).

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/7._north_devon_marine_pioneer_report_2_march_2019.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/7._north_devon_marine_pioneer_report_2_march_2019.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_1_context_and_whats_possible_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_1b_shellfish_and_es_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_2_who_gets_to_fish_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_3_who_pays_for_fisheries_management_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_4_management_final.pdf


Understanding governance for integrated planning and 
delivery – three research projects 

Three PhD projects on governance were carried out in conjunction with the 
Marine Pioneer. They researched integrated and inclusive approaches to 
multi-level governance, governance to use a natural capital approach, and 
collaborative coastal governance.

PhD research from Betheney Wills used interviews, participant observation 
(of Marine Pioneer steering group meetings) and System Mapping to explore 
perceptions of those involved in the Marine Pioneer on local level decision-
making and the experimental implementation of the natural capital approach. 
The main finding of the research is on the importance of adaptive marine 
governance that uses a whole-system approach that can provide a rapid 
response to environmental change (see report 31).

Results of the research are characterised into three topics:

• Governance – which addresses the ability of local conservation group 
members to participate in decision-making and the role of individuals in 
strengthening institutional linkages. 
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• Natural capital – which details how experimental implementation of 
the natural capital approach with local stakeholders, led steering group 
members to adapt the approach to incorporate local non-monetary 
values and language use. 

• Piloting – which documents the participants’ enthusiasm for ‘learning 
by doing’ as part of an adaptive management approach and the 
political restraints placed on adaptive management. This section 
includes how these constraints led to the formation of cross sector 
partnerships which resulted in multiple benefits and the importance 
of leadership, government encouragement and financial support to 
legitimise local decisions. 

Recommendations from the research are:

• Consider political, scientific and local types of knowledge in evidence 
based decision-making and within revisions to the 25YEP. 

• The purpose of the natural capital approach must be made explicit and 
language used must enable input from different types of knowledge.

• Integrated governance and shared goals should be considered 
when using the natural capital approach to enable effective local 
implementation. 

• Where possible co-ordinate the timelines of learning from pilots with 
the timing of forthcoming law and policy.

• Group leaders who provide bridging links between organisations 
require cross-sector financial support to strengthen multi-scale and 
sector relations. 

• Public funds should be used as a demonstration of support to local 
conservation groups. 

• Where possible government actors should engage in local programmes 
to legitimise local actions and communicate to build trust and connect 
decision-making between local and national organisations.

. 
31. Exploring the Intersection Between Local Governance and the Natural 

Capital Approach in the Marine Pioneer. Summary Report (available 
here).

https://www.cecan.ac.uk/news/exploring-the-intersection-between-local-governance-and-the-natural-capital-approach-in-the-marine-pioneer-summary-report/
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PhD research from Rachel Holtby commenced halfway through the Pioneer to 
explore and facilitate understanding, expectations, ideas and recommendations 
about governance, from stakeholders and practitioners at both the North Devon 
and Suffolk Marine Pioneer locations. Rachel’s research entitled ‘Governance 
Options for using a Natural Capital Approach in the Marine and Coastal Area’  
details, through semi-structured interviews with Pioneer stakeholders; 1) if there 
is fit-for-purpose governance in place in the marine and coastal environment 
to use a natural capital approach; 2) if a natural capital approach can help with 
decision-making in the marine and coastal environment; 3) what governance 
structure would be needed to enable the use of a natural capital approach 
in a fair and inclusive way; and 4) whether a natural capital approach could 
also help non-environmental sectors to further include environmental data 
and considerations in their daily activities (see report 32) The research found 
there is not currently fit-for-purpose governance in place, rather, it is disjointed 
and misaligned vertically from national to local areas and horizontally across 
delivery agencies. The report found a consensus amongst participants that 
a natural capital approach can help with decision-making in the marine and 
coastal environment to integrate nature further into decision-making; assist with 
partnership working, strategic planning, shared language and shared resources; 
and, to illuminate beneficiaries and discuss trade-offs. However, caution was 
advised from most participants of the use of a natural capital approach with a 
purely economic focus, highlighting and urging use alongside other, inclusive 

decision-making tools and ensuring that values incorporated are varied and 
broad. 

Recommendations of the governance structures needed for the marine and 
coastal environment centred around greater connection and connecting roles 
to enable a systems approach to decision-making. The research offers a 
new concept of a ‘System Health Specialist’. This type of role would build on 
the stakeholder-described connector roles in the governance for marine and 
coastal, and adjoining terrestrial systems, where connecting both vertically 
from inside government to delivery levels, and horizontally between agencies 
and organisation within a geographical ‘nested’ local area are the main 
objectives.  Additionally, this role would manage the system to build and 
nurture social relationships, cross-pollinate ideas and resources, and ultimately 
ensure optimum health of the governance system to deliver the best potential 
restoration in the environmental system. This type of work exists to some extent 
across the system by non-government and government people but is not often 
prioritised or appreciated for its central role in supporting successful outcomes 
for nature. 

32. Governance Recommendations for delivery of the Natural Capital 
Approach (2020). (available here)

Beth Wills

https://zenodo.org/record/4486312#.YCZNZ3d2vIU
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PhD research from Natasha Bradshaw entitled ‘Future Insights for UK 
Coastal Governance’ focused on collaborative governance for coastal 
stewardship.  A Delphi method was used to engage over 150 UK-wide experts 
in a three-stage iterative process, exploring areas of consensus towards 
future approaches to governance across the land-sea interface. The findings 
contain recommendations on the approach to governance, collaboration and 
partnerships, the institutional framework, land-sea interactions and socio-legal 
mechanisms for stewardship. Key findings include: 

• There is a need to bring top-down and bottom-up approaches together 
through shared vision, underpinned by a governance structure 
which attracts sustainable finance; and regular local monitoring and 
engagement sustained through a national policy requirement linked to 
the 25 YEP.   

• Effective collaboration driven by a national strategy for the coast at/
above central government, to integrate departments, is recommended.

• Partnership approaches for effective collaboration, combined with staff 
capacity and continuity are very valuable.

• Strengthening resource capacity through the existing marine and 
terrestrial planning systems, rather than developing a new approach for 
coastal planning is preferred (e.g. building on the ‘duty to cooperate’). 
However, statutory coastal plans nested within marine and terrestrial 
plans would be welcome and could build upon existing voluntary plans.

• Leadership for coastal planning is sought through improving coastal 
policy, to provide stronger direction and enable support and political will 
for implementation at the local level. 

Support was expressed for joining up catchment and coastal co-ordination and 
governance at a scale which links people’s sense of place with the ecosystem. 
The research recommended a focus on ‘coastal ecosystem units’ to strengthen 
collaborative governance between institutions and with coastal communities. 
Positive outcomes will occur for both land and sea if they are tackled 
collaboratively. An important effort to support this is the Coastal Based Approach 
(CoBA), which is similar to the successful Catchment Based Approach (CaBA).

Rachel Holtby

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.watersecuritynetwork.org%2Fuk-coastal-governance%2F%3FLMCL%3DCT6w6R&data=04%7C01%7CRachel.Holtby%40marinemanagement.org.uk%7C272bddae7ac043a5bd1708d874f7b41f%7C770a245002274c6290c74e38537f1102%7C1%7C0%7C637387954512741838%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=CeVHiaBYdS0%2Fm6CnHZdBokLiUBYWB7bajsjSob%2FoKmA%3D&reserved=0
https://www.coastalbasedapproach.org/
https://www.catchmentbasedapproach.org/
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Models Summary

It is vital that we invest in restoring and improving the marine environment 
because we depend on healthy and thriving natural systems, and the 
extent of this dependence has been inadequately accounted for in policy 
and decision-making. There has been insufficient funding to support, 
protect and restore ecosystems and tackle the climate and biodiversity 
emergencies. Increased funding, incentives and impact funds, coupled 
with further investment in people is needed to restore and improve the sea 
and coast and increase positive outcomes for nature and equitable human 
wellbeing. Strong, connected, inclusive and transparent governance 
is essential to integrate the requesting of, and planning and delivery 
of combined public, private and third sector investment. The creation 
of shared goals across the system can maximise multilateral support 
by underpinning and addressing objectives of several government 
departments and organisations.
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Learning from the 
Marine Pioneer
The Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP) proposes to develop, 
explore and support innovative funding to create the investment required 
to achieve its vision ‘to leave the environment in a better state for the next 
generation’, by maximising the environmental benefits that can be achieved from 
better coordination across individual remits, and to channel funding to agreed, 
shared priorities in order to make progress (Defra, 2018).

Funding for protection of the marine environment has focused on ‘maintaining’ 
the condition of specific priority species and habitats based on legislation and 
regulation. Funding to support ‘restoration’ and ‘improvement’ of the marine 
environment has been limited, despite knowledge of shifting baselines and 
increasing evidence that shows how a healthy environment underpins the 
economy and is essential for human wellbeing. Given the urgency of the climate 
and biodiversity emergencies and the threat they pose to people, combined with 
a growing population that will require more resource, now is the time to increase 
public and private investment to grow innovative funding for nature as stated in 
the 25YEP.

Key barriers to implementing an alternative funding and finance approach 
are the lack of: Upfront funding; people resources; evidence base; integrated 
planning, delivery and evaluation; and, not prioritising the environment over 
other activities. 

Ness Smith

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
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investors (debt) lack confidence, significantly constraining the implementation 
of innovative nature restoration models needed to tackle the biodiversity and 
climate emergencies. Funding constraints also affect people resources. Based 
on the current funding policy, which was not created with restoration in mind, 
people supporting these environmental restoration projects are working on a 
largely voluntary basis and therefore lack the significant levels of resources 
to develop the models and secure the required revenue streams at the 
scale needed to unlock new finance models. In some cases, assets or areas 
perceived as being uneconomic have been passed to community management. 
However, there needs to be public investment in nature for quality of life and the 
long-term wellbeing of people and nature. Small-scale crowdfunded models are 
being used but they need to be subsidised with public funds, and currently lack 
the scale required and need dedicated, multi-year support. 

There are extensive natural capital and ecosystem service valuation tools 
that could inform investments. However, they are not tested to an extent 
that makes them business ready, and currently do not sufficiently address 
distribution of benefits so still require lots of time and money when proposing 
new programmes. No tools were identified that enable people to have informed 
negotiations with potential project funders on what the individual natural asset 
means to the individual landowner/business with enough confidence to evidence 
a return against which debt would be secured. Further evidence-gathering work 
on the financial benefits at the individual and collective level of non-use value 
would be helpful. 

The upfront, high-risk investment needed to 
fund studies, market testing and business model 
development (plus securing the required licences 
and permissions) is lacking due to shortages 
of traditional central government programme  
development funding, and financially constrained 
local authorities as a result of a decade of 
austerity and limited wider grant opportunities. 
Without enough upfront public seed-funding, both 
local funders (revenue stream) and borrowers/

Apart from the innovative 
and proactive work by the 
Environment Agency on 
areas for restoration there 
lacks a concerted, strategic, 
accessible and simple 
national planning effort to 
identify what, how, when 
and by whom restoration 
and improvements of 
the coastal and marine 
environment should be 
carried out. This creates 
an ad hoc investment in 
restoration. 

Efforts to protect, conserve, 
or restore the marine 
environment are negated 
by damaging activities and 
therefore, the goals for 

sustainable fish stocks, marine protected areas, Good Environmental Status, 
water quality, bathing waters and cleanliness are not being achieved. This is true 
of the goals for the terrestrial environment too and in many cases the two are 
inter-related. For example, coastal water quality, pressure from agricultural food 
production, sediment runoff affecting fisheries and erosion of climate regulating 
properties. Lack of coordination and limited funding across the marine-coast-
terrestrial system results in competition between different organisations that 
have different priorities and approaches, which means the collective potential is 
not being realised. Interdisciplinary programme at scale are required to achieve 
the ambition of the 25YEP. 

Figure 10. Blue economy wheel infographic (Green ink)
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Inclusion of marine and coastal assets in the UK’s national infrastructure 
portfolio would allow a national investment plan to be developed to help 
support financial planning for the marine environment.

The creation of a Blue Carbon Code, similar to the UK Woodland Carbon 
Code and the Peatland Code would offer a template for validation and 
certification of the carbon savings from saltmarshes, seagrass meadows, kelp 
and others in due course. A Blue Carbon code would drive new intertidal habitat 
creation because of the carbon benefits, additionally, the same construction can 
make an overall enhancement to local fish species e.g. bass production, and 
could also reduce local micropollutants or eutrophication pressures, and/or add 

to local tourism. This could set the course for supplementary funding streams 
relevant to other benefits, however more research is needed on drivers, benefits 
and distributional impacts. 
To analyse and plan for investment in the environment, statutory environmental 
bodies should monitor funding and resources used to manage the marine 
environment (see MP summary 6). This should include both their own 
resources and those of other organisations whose activities contribute towards 
conservation and restoration. The findings of the Marine Pioneer demonstrate 
that this information is not currently collected and thus not included in analysis, 
insights or evaluation.

Ocean literacy, stewardship and support for these recommendations 
could be improved by the creation of clear shared goals, and integration 
of the planning, delivery and governance systems (see MP summary 3). 
Recognition of the benefits provided by the sea and the fundamental role 
nature plays in our lives would lead to greater support for more investment 
in environmental health and expanding our stocks of natural assets (see MP 
summary 2).

Fish stocks are a public good and commercial beneficiaries could also contribute 
financially to management, through proportionate taxes, auctions, or permits. 
This could be furthered by quota reallocation based on low impact/low 
carbon fishing, where a fuel tax exemption levy could work alongside strategic 
objectives to generate benefits to the environment. This could be part of a new 
management approach that includes regional and co-management aspects 
(see MP summary 5). Additionally, any proceeds from crimes (e.g. illegally 
caught fish) are currently returned to the Treasury. A national discussion of 
how these proceeds could be returned to local management could be 
considered, learning from international experiences.  

S.Alyward

What we think should change 
based on Pioneer learning
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• Public and private funds can be blended for environmental 
restoration and empowerment of sustainable businesses such 
as outlined in the report on funding mechanisms. However, this 
requires trusted governance frameworks and the objectives of private 
investment funds need to be monitored for their intention. Codes of 
conduct are needed to ensure funds are in line with social and 
environmental justice principles and private investment should 
not be considered a replacement for public funding.

• The implementation of financing models needs integrated planning 
between marine and terrestrial areas and more integrated place-
based planning and delivery across government bodies in places 
(rather than simply within a single organisation). 

• Funding options that support everyone to work toward shared goals 
to create resilience for nature and people, to restore ecosystems 
and offer value for money to the tax paying public, both now and in the 
future are required.

• A variety of social, economic and environmental criteria should be used 
to agree priorities and build investment plans with collaboration, within 
and across government departments, and between public agencies 
and non-government organisations. 

• Further integration of the Industrial and Clean Growth strategies 
with nature restoration and improvement goals would better 
support environmental outcomes. 

• Ocean Trusts should be used as integrated governance and 
coordination structures. Such trusts can support local place-based 
improvement and restoration as has been shown for the North Devon 
UNESCO Biosphere rather than focussing on individual sectors such 
as coastal and flood defence, designated sites, planning and licensing. 

 

Dan Hallam
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• Development of Funding & Finance model and market-testing 
grants which could be via the Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk 
Management national programme, a specific Fund’s technical 
assistance / development facility or other sources. Such grants will 
enable the necessary studies, skillsets and intermediaries to be 
deployed to develop and pitch funding and investment opportunities to 
secure low interest public loans. 

• Formal governance structures should be utilised where they 
exist or put in place where they do not, with stakeholders ranging 
from charities and trusts to social enterprises, Community Interest 
Companies and companies, depending on the funding streams and 
finance being targeted. 

• Net gain from planning policies and compensatory habitat 
commitments could be used to generate some contributory amounts 
of income provided it is well developed, tested, governed and 
implemented (see MP summary 8). This will take time and resources to 
develop and is only one minor opportunity for funding.

• The creation of a strong framework to regularly monitor and evaluate 
the condition of the marine environment, alongside a strong 
framework to monitor and evaluate finance and governance 
arrangements that invest and receive resources. Together, this will 
facilitate the evaluation of the impact of projects and management of 
these projects, to help create the conditions for investors to enter the 
market. Given restoration is often difficult to predict, allocating time and 
space at the front end of projects for trials of project ideas within these 
evaluation frameworks is essential.

• Use data from ongoing local stakeholder engagement for developing 
practical, credible, outcome-focused sustainable finance solutions for 
restoration and where possible financial return, as exampled in both 
Suffolk and North Devon (see case study outlines and links to reports 
below).

• Create impact funds from public and private funds as showcased 
by WWF. Public sector funding can be used to incentivise wider 
investment as is being done by the Defra Investment Readiness Fund. 
Developing these funding models and financial systems should be an 
inclusive, transparent, interdisciplinary and holistic process where goals 
and outcomes are developed together in complementary and strategic 
ways in order to improve the marine environment at an ecosystem 
level.

Dan Hallam
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Marine Pioneer 
Work and Outputs
North Devon Pioneer based work

Both the Landscape and Marine Pioneers commissioned reports on spending on 
environmental management by government and non-government organisations 
within North Devon (see report 33). In addition, a detailed Treasury investigation 
was carried out on funding for the terrestrial environment in North Devon. These 
reports revealed that there are diverse and often competing funds being spent 
by government and non-government organisations to deliver individualised goals 
within North Devon. In the case of government organisations, access to 

funds can be competitive, which can negate collaborative working toward 
shared goals. Funds developed and administered for different outcomes 
can constrain efforts to improve the environment.

Current spending on the marine environment within MPAs in North Devon 
was analysed. Spend on management measures in general is low, specific 
expenditure on MPA monitoring is low, and few/limited investments in the 
environment are being made. By comparing current spend against the cost of a 
hypothetical well-managed MPA scenario that can go towards nature recovery 
targets, it was determined that the funding gap is ~£1.1m for North Devon 
MPAs. 

33. Eftec, ABPmer and Countryscape (October 2018) North Devon Marine 
Protected Areas Cost Evaluation: Final Report (available here).

The North Devon Marine Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register provides 
evidence on the range of benefits derived from marine ecosystems (e.g. food, 
coastal protection, recreation) and where innovative finance mechanisms could 
potentially be linked to North Devon habitats and species assets (see MP 
summary 2).

Drawing lessons from a global review of sustainable financing mechanisms 
six potential sustainable finance models were identified for North Devon MPAs 
(Place-based portfolio, Marine Improvement District, Blue Impact Fund, Marine 
Biodiversity Net Gain Fund, Blue Carbon Fund, and a Nutrient Offsetting 
Scheme). There was limited potential for generating significant amounts of 
money locally, therefore a national approach to create funds was explored. The 
Blue Impact fund was identified as having the most potential as it is replicable, 
scalable, and could enhance local economies (see report 34).

34. Vivid Economics and Environmental Finance (2018). A report 
commissioned by WWF. Sustainable finance mechanisms for MPAs in 
North Devon (available here).

Rachel Holtby

https://ukseasproject.org.uk/admin/reports-edit.asp?Report_ID=28
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/332225506_North_Devon_Marine_Pioneer_2_A_Natural_Capital_Asset_and_Risk_Register
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/North Devon sustainable finance mechanisms report FINAL.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/North Devon sustainable finance mechanisms report FINAL.pdf
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The Blue Impact Fund has the aim of investing in sustainable enterprise models 
that both benefit the marine and coastal environment and can generate returns 
for investors (see report 35). Alongside this, WWF propose to implement an 
Ocean Recovery Fund for deploying surplus returns from the Blue Impact Fund 
and public sector funds into activities that deliver ocean recovery, such as the 
delivery of the 30x30 agenda and Nature-based Solutions. 

35. Environmental Finance (2019). Blue Impact Fund: Strategic Business 
Case (available here)

The Blue Impact Fund and an aligned governance vehicle (the Ocean Trust) are 
taking a dual-track approach to tackling two key barriers to marine conservation: 
funding and effective governance (Figure 11) (see MP summary 3). The Trust 
will be made up of government, non-government and third sector bodies and 
be based on a shared strategy and ambition for restoring the ocean. In North 
Devon over 80 stakeholders were engaged and over 50 opportunities reviewed 
to create a potential investment pipeline, assess funding need and carry out 
market assessment for a Blue Impact Fund. Opportunities were found in the 
aquaculture, ecotourism and technology sectors.  

Figure 11.The Blue Impact Fund model

Dan Hallam

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/603500/Agenda-2030-Report4.pdf
https://www.nature-basedsolutions.com/
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/WWF Sustainable Marine Financing Strategic Case 20-09-19.pdf
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Innovative finance in fisheries

The North Devon Biosphere commissioned work from the New Economics 
Foundation (NEF) on innovative opportunities for fisheries management 
including funding. NEF delivered a suite of four reports with one specifically 
looking at funding (see report 36). The report identified that changes 
in approaches to fisheries management will require investment. They 
recommended a cost recovery exploration based on specific questions and 
learning from examples elsewhere, where revenue for fisheries management 
has and could be generated by the industry that currently benefits from direct 
and indirect subsidy. Fisheries charges are used in Iceland, Australia, New 
Zealand and the USA. Raising revenue is common practice for other industries 
and there are levy funds used in the UK, also in the marine environment, 
for instance the Marine Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund from marine 
aggregates. Some subsidies are well documented to be detrimental to the 
environment through increasing fishing capacity or through not charging duty on 
fossil fuels, thereby encouraging high emissions of GHGs. The exemption for 
farming and fishing to pay duty on diesel could be one such subsidy which does 

not integrate with our strategic environmental and climate aspirations. Instead 
taxing the use of fossil fuels would reduce the negative impacts and push the for 
adaptation to lower carbon methods of fishing. It is important that any changes 
that might create burdens for the industry are implemented in a just way so 
that the transition is not punitive. Cost recovery might not harm the economic 
performance of fisheries if effort is reduced in overexploited fisheries, while if 
management is improved the economic performance would improve as a result 
of healthier stocks and higher catch per unit effort.  A cost recovery programme 
could contribute to financial and ecological sustainability if fisheries as users 
contribute to management and scientific advancement costs. Landings taxes 
and charges differentiated by fishing type could be used to enable revenue 
generation for management at local, regional or national scales. There could be 
opportunities to explore these through the replacement fund for the European 
Maritime Fisheries Fund. 

36. New Economics Foundation (a report commissioned by the North 
Devon Biosphere Partnership). How the expense of NDMP fisheries 
management can be funded (available here).

Suffolk Pioneer based work

The Suffolk Marine Pioneer steering group and project coordinator focused on 
developing an evidence base on ecosystem services and their value for car-
bon sequestration, seed stock for fisheries, and as mitigation for flood risk to a 
level that can inform funding discussions. Participatory mapping was used to 
exchange information with local people about the benefits of a healthy environ-
ment in the Deben Estuary, and highlight natural capital dependencies. A project 
pitchbook and short prospectus template were developed, utilising the Suffolk 
Saltmarsh funding as an example to test if all key investor data needs could be 
met.

Rachel Holtby

https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/aggregates-data.aspx
https://www.marinedataexchange.co.uk/aggregates-data.aspx
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_3_who_pays_for_fisheries_management_final.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/Suffolk-Marine-Pioneer-lessons-.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2020-Deben-workshop-3-1.pdf
https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2020-natcap-Dependencies-leaflet.pdf
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Related Evidence, 
Examples and Discussions

• Sussex IFCA Kelp restoration project (ongoing)
• Catchment Pioneer
• Landscape Pioneer
• Urban Pioneer 
• West Country Rivers Trust
• CaBA
• Natural Capital Impact Fund 
• Blue Bonds
• International impact funds for marine 
• Finance for Sustainability 
• KPMG Sustainable Finance 
• Ramiah, V., & Gregoriou, G. N. (Eds.). (2015). Handbook of 

environmental and sustainable finance. Academic Press.
• RSPCB ‘Bridging the Funding Gap’ (2018)
• The OECD Evading the Net, Tax Crime in Fisheries
• The EU Business @ Biodiversity forum
• Vivid Economics https://www.vivideconomics.com/fisheries/ 
• WWF Sustainable Finance https://www.wwf.org.uk/what-we-do/

projects/why-sustainable-finance-important
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The Government’s commitment to having a world class fisheries 
management system and the need to respond to the climate and 
biodiversity emergencies are at the forefront of these recommendations. 
Fisheries policy and management needs to evolve to embrace the 
complexity of the industry, fish stocks, trade, and public interest. A 
system-based and well-resourced (in skills, expertise and funding) 
framework that can respond with flexibility, transparency and pace 
is required to support stewardship and co-management. There are 
good opportunities to evolve the culture and approach to management 
and protection in England at this time, and strengthen cross-border 
collaborations, but that requires developing varied and tailored 
approaches, building trust and ocean literacy, using multi-level 
collaborative governance, making participation business as usual, 
ensuring a range of perspectives and expertise are applied to co-
developing solutions, using evaluation as a learning tool and embedding 
sustainability as a shared ambition across all parties. 
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Learning from the 
Marine Pioneer

The vision of the Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP) is to improve 
and restore the environment to ensure nature supports people’s health and 
wellbeing. Specifically, using “an ecosystem approach to fisheries management 
[that] aims for more sustainable management and accounts for, and seeks to 
minimise, impacts on non-commercial species and the marine environment 
generally” (Defra, 2018., p.107). Fisheries managers can apply an ‘ecosystem 
based’ approach in practice that prioritises the protection of natural assets (see 
MP summary 2), supports sustainable and viable fishing and provides enough 
resources to fund and incentivise sustainable fishing practices.

The Marine Pioneer fisheries work in North Devon began with a goal setting 
workshop with stakeholders (see work and outputs section). 

Nine goals were agreed. These included two fisheries specific aspirations. They 
are:

• Improved local fisheries management and seafood sales; 
• Increased local decision making.

The North Devon fisheries vision was to produce a tested model of co-
management using Fisheries, Science and Manager Partnerships to improve 
knowledge of stocks and marine ecosystems, particularly for data-poor and 
non-quota inshore species, foster trust between the industry, managers and 
scientists and test new approaches to management at a regional scale to inform 
national policy.

N.Bines

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
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Fisheries 
Management More can be done to enable and support flexible and responsive management 

that accounts for local/regional circumstances while achieving national policy 
goals. Local managers and fishers are well placed to identify appropriate local 
actions for local stocks and fisheries in collaboration with national leads (see 
MP summary 3). These can be applied and tested in situ and iterated and 
adapted to suit local conditions (see MP summary 1). This should create better 
understanding of the complexity and support delivery of the large-scale goals 
for stock and biodiversity improvement and reduction of environmental impacts. 
Defra’s commissioned work on Low Impact Fisheries will be a useful guide to 
this (expected publication 2021). 

Stock management requires both local granularity and cross-boundary 
cooperation to provide useful data and information for management and 
assessment. Evolving the system to ensure good communication, knowledge 
exchange and co-delivery would underpin this (see MP summary 3). Planned 
improvements in data collection will contribute in some ways but developing the 
data collection approach to improve the whole system will be more effective than 
simply plugging gaps.  

Funding some of these improvements has been identified as a barrier to 
implementation although there are public initiatives to support fishing such as 
the Marine Support Fund and suggestions for new sources of blended public 
and private impact and investment funds as outlined in the Pioneer’s lesson on 
innovative new funding (see MP summary 4). Additionally, the Marine Pioneer 
has shown that where local partnerships for sustainable fishing are set up, funds 
and resources are generated that can provide the basis on which to lever further 
investment.

Rachel Holtby
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The UK has entered a new era of fisheries policy and management post-EU exit 
and aims to become a global leader in fisheries management. It is committed 
to having a world-class fisheries management system that delivers for fish 
stocks, fishers, the natural environment and climate. The ecosystem approach 
is the preferred option for this but is not yet being adequately applied. Emerging 
evidence indicates that more adaptive, ecosystem-based, regional approaches 
to fisheries management are required.

The complexity of the mixed nature of fish stocks, fisheries management 
approaches and adaptations industry have made as a result in England requires 
multi-disciplinary, multi-actor and cross-border collaboration, as well as an 
appropriate evidence gathering facility, systems for knowledge exchange and 

processes for multi-scale and connected goal setting, decision-making and 
co-management. As shown in the North Devon Marine Pioneer, a regional 
approach is necessary to ensure that North Devon fishers are connected 
to management decisions across the wider Bristol Channel/Severn Estuary 
(including Wales) where connected fish nursery and migratory habitat spans a 
vast area.

New mechanisms are required to enable fishers to participate in fisheries 
management through a co-management model at regional scales. It is vital 
to encourage this participation as many fishers feel disenfranchised and 
disengaged. Behavioural insights indicate that outcomes for nature and 
people can be improved through collaborative working between managers, 
industry, scientists and conservationists. Current working relationships between 
these groups vary and have been impacted by the way in which policy and 
management for protection of the marine environment has evolved. Finding 
common goals through co-development and co-production such as has been 
done in the Marine Pioneer and Defra low impact work could overcome some of 
the barriers.  Research by Bean (forthcoming) , Korda et al. and White indicates 
the need for communication between all parties that recognises the common 
goal of sustainable fish stocks in the short and longer term. 

Rachel Holtby

What we think should change 
based on Pioneer learning
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Management Many fish stocks and much marine biodiversity is in decline, affected by 

anthropogenic pressures including climate change, marine development and 
fishing (see Marine Online Assessment Tool). Fisheries are highly vulnerable 
to the effects of climate change. New measures are needed to adequately stop 
climate change and mitigate its impacts, including within the industry itself such 
as decreasing use of fossil fuel and a switch to lower carbon footprint seafood 
across the catching, processing and marketing industries (see Defra funded 
NEF led Low Impact Project). Reallocating fishing quotas to lower-carbon fleets 
could deliver an additional 14,584 jobs and save 624,000 tonnes of carbon per 
year (see NEF Managing EU Fisheries in the Public Interest). Both marine litter 
and ghost gear are threatening the health of marine ecosystems. There is also 
an international movement to reverse climate change (see Project Drawdown).

Inshore fisheries are place and community-based with an important and 
valuable heritage. They are characterised by their; adaptability and flexibility, 
ability to switch species, fishing areas, home ports, gears, seasonality or part-
time nature, range from home port and methods of selling through a variety of 
channels. This allows small-scale mixed fisheries to be adaptive and viable. 
Adequate and appropriate support should be given so they can flourish and 
evolve within a changing management framework (see Future of Inshore 
Fishing).

Dan Hallam

https://moat.cefas.co.uk/
https://neweconomics.org/2015/03/managing-eu-fisheries-in-the-public-interest).
https://drawdown.org/
https://www.seafish.org/responsible-sourcing/fisheries-management/future-of-our-inshore-fisheries/
https://www.seafish.org/responsible-sourcing/fisheries-management/future-of-our-inshore-fisheries/


5.

Fisheries 
Management

Our Recommendations
• Implement an ecosystem approach to fisheries management

• Use integrated (social- ecological) assessments such as 
natural capital asset and risk registers in conjunction with 
integrated policies, management and regulation that are 
inclusive and participatory as well as ecologically robust to 
implement an ecosystem approach to management. 

• ‘Low’ biodiversity ecosystems including soft sediment habitats 
are not recognized or often not protected despite providing 
essential fish habitat for finfish and other species. Activities 
need to be managed to protect essential fish habitats and 
essential processes as well as stock size. 

• Improve outcome setting, governance, integration of planning, 
science, delivery and criteria for investment so that policy 
and management operate as a system through which all 
the participants can contribute, exchange knowledge, build 
consensus and evaluate impact collectively and transparently. 
Governance needs to be at a scale which connects        
people – including fishers – with the ecosystem functions.

• Implement policy that can reduce the risk of loss of the ecosystem 
services and societal benefits from natural capital assets 

• Set management priorities that will enable ‘recovery’ of 
habitats   as soon as possible within and outside Marine 
Protected Areas (MPAs) 

• Identify habitats which have potential for ‘recovery’ and 
‘renewal’ beyond the delineated boundaries of features of 
conservation interest (the whole site approach to MPAs).

• Implement fisheries management measures that can reduce 
pressure across subtidal sediments. 

• Seek investment in upstream habitats, water and sewerage 
infrastructure to improve water quality. An opportunity could be 
through the 2024 price review (see Ofwat)

• Trial natural capital approaches that support waste 
remediation (e.g. saltmarsh restoration, mussel beds).

 

Rachel Holtby 

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/regulated-companies/price-review/2024-price-review/
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• Fisheries management integrated with marine management and 
protection 

• The full range of impacts on fish stocks from human activities 
should be considered in assessments. The natural capital 
and ecosystem approaches are useful tools to assess the full 
range of social, economic and environmental impacts and 
benefits of fishing. 

• Environmental criteria should be applied to decision-making 
on all possible fishing opportunities to ensure the health 
of nature and to maximise sustainable flows of ecosystem 
services.

• The Fisher, Science and Manager Partnership model provides 
fishers with an opportunity to engage with and participate in 
the management of their fisheries at an appropriate scale. 

• Fisheries Research and Management Plans that look at 
species targeted by commercial and recreational fishing, 
including their whole life histories and the ecosystems (natural 
capital assets) that support them should be developed.

• Protection and restoration of biodiversity including fish stocks 
needs to extend ‘beyond MPAs’ and be considered across all 
forms of management and licensing, and strongly connected 
into place-based governance arrangements. 

• Access to data on spatial fishing activity and linked social and 
economic values should be improved. 

• Achieve more appropriately scaled stock assessments 

• The current scale of stock assessments is not appropriate for 
managing at the variety of spatial scales at which fisheries 
occur including local. Fishers and their local knowledge 
should play a key role in gathering long term data on fish 
populations using their knowledge and experience as well as 
involving them in research and management of stocks. As 
demonstrated, North Devon is part of the wider Celtic Seas 
region and fisheries nursery habitat and migratory routes are 
inextricably linked to the Severn Estuary and Bristol Channel.

• Management approaches should be adopted and informed 
through locally led research involving fishers, scientists and 
managers. Fisheries Research and Management Plans as 
modelled in North Devon, would identify evidence gaps, 
review management and consider the potential for more 
appropriately scaled management.

• Quota reallocation based on socio-economic factors and ‘low 
impact fishing’ should be trialled based on co-defined and 
co-developed sustainable approaches. Where needed and 
if possible, communities, managers and fishers should work 
to manage stocks together. This may include the leasing 
of quota, which is underpinned by scientific assessment. 
Fish could be considered as a public asset to explore its 
sustainable management (see Box 2 on Bean study). 

Dan Hallam
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• Enable and support flexible and 
responsive management based 
on national goals, implemented 
using innovative approaches at a 
local level.

• Support and enhance the 
flexibility of small-scale mixed 
fisheries to allow them to take 

advantage of their ability to be adaptive and sustainable. This 
could be linked to criteria identifying low impact fishing activity. 

• Governance systems need to clearly articulate formal 
decision-making processes, clarify how scientific information 
feeds into policy, provide clarity on who makes the ultimate 
decisions, and how often decisions are made. Participation 
of local people involved in fisheries in governance has been 
shown to guide these answers.

• Fisher, Science and Manager Partnerships provide a forum 
for discussion with a range of interested parties and can build 
an evidence base for fisheries co-management. Through 
this approach there is an opportunity to address the need for 
improved communication between local and national policy 
makers, stakeholders and managers. Further support and 
development of FSMP should be undertaken to improve 
knowledge of stocks and marine ecosystems, particularly for 
data-poor inshore species, and to improve trust between the 
industry, managers and scientists. Fishing into the Future 
is a good example in development of this. The Pioneer 
FSMP blended private and public resources to invest in this 
approach and there are lessons from that for future delivery. 

• Local and regional stakeholders should be given a greater 
voice to ensure more locally appropriate and informed 
management decisions. Co-management enables 

management strategies to be better informed, more robust 
and include all pathways for impact, not just those relating to 
commercial fin fisheries.

• Further develop co-management mechanisms for fisheries 
and the marine environment that can be applied across 
England. Co-management could deliver both national and 
local objectives that provides transparency for the industry 
and creates a flexible adaptive management culture to better 
react to fishing pressure and conservation objectives. 

• Increase funding innovatively for better outcomes for fish stocks, 
nature and the industry  

• Remove fuel tax exemption nationally to encourage innovation 
in fishing behavior

• Local level cost recovery:  through permitting costs, tagging 
and licenses; additional council tax, (but would be bottom 
of the list where health, poverty, etc. will have higher public 
support); access fees. 

• Investigate ways to add value to landings through providing 
investment (with expected return) in infrastructure; branding 
(UNESCO Biosphere Reserve) sustainable fisheries and 
providing markets that provide additional income for first 
sellers. 

• A national exploration of how proceeds from crimes (e.g. 
illegally caught fish) could be returned to local management 
as has been done in the USA could be useful. 
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Marine Pioneer 
Work and Outputs

outlined in Figure 12. See Marine Pioneer summary 2 for a detailed summary on 
applying a marine natural capital approach. 

37. Rees, S.E., Ashley, M., Cameron, A.2019. North Devon Marine 
Pioneer Report 2: A Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register A SWEEP 
report by research staff the Marine Institute at University of Plymouth 
(available here).

In Suffolk the evidence developed on the natural capital in the Deben also 
highlighted the value of natural capital to fish stocks. The argument for 
holistic fisheries management is strong for species where ecosystem scale 
management is necessary to ensure that habitats and species interactions 
important at each life stage are conserved. Estuaries provide a variety of 
essential and important habitats, including saltmarsh, which function as 
nursery areas for commercially, recreationally and ecologically important 
species including bass (Colclough et al. 2005). These habitats are especially 
important because the survivorship of juvenile fish directly underpins the size of 
commercial fish stock. To think about this from a system perspective the limited 
availability in essential fish habitats is a constraining factor to stock size and so 
habitat recovery will need to be considered not just in fisheries management 
but coastal management. Recovery of essential fish habitats through managed 
realignment could support many of the government’s objectives, for example 
world class fisheries management, Good Environmental Status, and 30% of the 
seas protected by 2030 (S. Colclough pers. Comm.).

As part of the Marine Pioneer in Suffolk, Slee et al., (2018) explored East 
Anglian saltmarsh by quantifying fish utilisation per unit area of marsh. This work 
was initially undertaken to support economic valuation of saltmarsh to support 
a wider natural capital initiative (see report 38). The method provides a crude 
yet resolved estimate for sea bass (Dicentrarchus labrax) from existing public 
data that could be applied where equivalent data exist for other species and 
geographies. The National Fish Population Dataset is yet to be examined for 
compatibility with this method, but it offers the possibility to understand habitat 
roles in fishery provisions nationally across England. Training and accreditation 
work led by the Institute of Fisheries Management  will increase the number of 
delivery partners that can survey, improve and build on these analyses.

The North Devon Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register demonstrates that 
the commercial fisheries in North Devon are dependent upon the full range 
of marine habitats found in the area from muds and sediments to inshore 
reefs, thus providing essential fish habitats (EFH) and supporting the fisheries. 
Importantly, the economic value derived from fishing is influenced by the quality 
of these habitats, which supports juvenile and key life history stages. An 
overarching finding from the North Devon Natural Capital Asset and Risk 
Register is that there is a risk of loss of the benefits from fishing due to a 
lack of habitats with management objectives to protect the habitat-benefit 
relationship, and impaired quality (condition) of the habitat due to human 
pressures (fishing and upstream water quality). Impacts from unsustainable 
fishing have implications for the flow of all other ecosystem services (e.g. 
recreation and tourism, climate regulation) (see report 37). The five key learning 
points from the North Devon Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register are 

Ness Smith

http://hdl.handle.net/10026.1/14927
https://ifm.org.uk/
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Natural capital approaches offer tangible economic and environmental gains 
when applied holistically to fish stock and marine habitat management. For 
example, if you quantify the relationship between a commercial species and a 
coastal habitat, it would be possible to link the fishing market to the conservation 
and enhancement of that habitat, thereby creating a positive market influence 
on the coastal marine environment. Strategic, consistent and holistic system 
monitoring is vital to enable this kind of useful analysis.

In conjunction with the Suffolk Pioneer project, S. Colclough and the Eastern 
Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authority theorised that regional sea bass 
(Dicentrarchus labrax) stocks could be supported by safeguarding the saltmarsh 
habitat the bass utilise before reaching maturity at 4-7 years. A higher number or 
juvenile bass surviving due to an increase in extent and quality of critical nursery 
habitat could yield a greater commercial stock (Colclough et al. 2005, Colclough 
et al. 2017a and 2017b, Fonseca et al. 2011). 

The economic viability of such a proposal is outlined where £2,000,000 of bass 
were caught in the years (2014-2018 by inshore fleets in the vicinity of Suffolk 
saltmarshes (ICES rectangles 32F, 33F). Over that period, annual Bass catch 
declined by almost 60%, with catch value following suit. The rapid decline 
in stock indicates fishing activity is beyond maximum sustainable yield and 
promotes a case for market intervention.

The proposal would require greater public awareness of the relationship 
between saltmarsh and seabass stocks within a specified geography. An 
uplift in seabass product value could reasonably be expected if that product is 
marketed as local, sustainable and environmentally beneficial.  A proportion of 
this value uplift could be apportioned to manage the saltmarsh to further benefit 
fish production and so secure an example of effective marine natural capital 
intervention.

38. Slee, N.J.D., Parris, A. & Underwood, G.J.C (2018). Deben Estuary 
salt marsh: extent, carbon stocks and Sea Bass nursery values, and 
the potential gain in these natural capital assets from successful 
restoration. University of Essex, 2018 (available here).

This highlights the importance of not separating conservation and protection 
efforts from fisheries management. The sustainability of fish stocks is just 
as reliant on the quality, diversity and health of the ecosystem as it is on 
the management of fish mortality by fishing and other activities. Integrated 
assessments and management measures are vital to ensure the whole 
system is understood and restored. The UK Marine Strategy is such an 
assessment, but reporting on the indicators shows that we are failing to achieve 
Good Environmental Status (GES) and therefore protect, improve and restore 
the marine environment. Neither are we reversing climate change (MCCIP) 
which will have an impact on the ecosystem including fish. Therefore, a 
concerted holistic effort to support and consider the ecosystem services that 
support fish stocks is key to achieving a sustainable fishing industry.

Rachel Holtby

https://www.suffolkcoastandheaths.org/managing/projects/marine-pioneer/
https://moat.cefas.co.uk/
http://www.mccip.org.uk/
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The Fisher, Science and Manager 
Partnership 
 
An informal Fisher, Science and Manager Partnership 
(FSMP) has been established by partners of the 
North Devon Marine Pioneer. This partnership 
aims to provide a forum to discuss challenges and 
opportunities for North Devon fishers and managers 
(highlighted in light blue in Figure 12), develop 
collaborative projects, and ground truth scientific work 
being done by partners and researchers.  The FSMP 
model further allows projects to be co-designed and 
conducted with fishers and other stakeholders thereby 
fostering trust between industry, managers, scientists 
and policy makers. 

Figure 12. North Devon Marine Pioneer fisheries decision tree
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Challenges that the partnership highlighted relate to:

• whelks – concerns for smaller boat owners at the number of pots and 
potential for landing sizes to increase

• small ports with seasonal mixed fisheries – the landing obligation 
and issue of choke species 

• quota – sourcing quota and restrictions (e.g. rays) has resulted in a 
shift in effort to potting 

• other activities - impact on fisheries such as aggregates, windfarms, 
farming

• legislation – differences between the 6 and 12 nautical mile 
regulations 

• number of pots on the grounds – increasing due to visiting vessels 
and recreational boats 

• low trust levels – in management, consultations, stock assessments, 
use of data  

• netting – restrictions in the estuary e.g. no access to winter fishery and 
the potential for licenses to be capped

These themes were discussed, and the partnership identified those that could 
be explored at that time (highlighted in green and yellow in Figure 12) and 
discussed why others could not. The ones with potential were the Bristol Herring 
Project, a pot limitation study, Fisheries Research and Management Plans 
that include fisher’s knowledge, low impact fisheries and regional fisheries 
management. However, Defra’s Future Fisheries Team commissioned a low 
impact fisheries study from a collaboration between the New Economics 
Foundation (NEF) Countryside and Community Research Institute, MRAG and 
Cefas, so this work was not pursued by the Pioneer. Some thinking on this is 
included in the suite of reports produced by NEF (see reports 40-45). 

The pot limitation trial has been delayed by COVID-19. It requires testing at a 
scale that includes waters managed by both the IFCA and MMO. This would be 
a good test case for future trials, for co-designing projects across managers and 
partners and sharing delivery and reporting. Updates will be available from the 
FSMP. The three topics that the Marine Pioneer has been able to explore further 
are the Bristol Herring Project, Fisheries Research and Management Plans and 
regional management.

David Kibble
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The Bristol Channel Herring Project – Case Study 2018 - 2020

This project is using the FSMP to guide science and support regional 
management of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for herring in the North Devon 
Marine Pioneer. Fishers shared anecdotal evidence about herring spawning 
locally in the Bristol Channel. To explore this, the Blue Marine Foundation 
and Devon and Severn IFCA collaborated with local fishers, researchers from 
Plymouth and Cardiff Universities, the SEACAMS2, EASME and GENSINC 
projects. Phase 1 was carried out across the winters of 2018 and 2019, in which 
over 2000 fish samples were collected from seven locations spanning Cornwall, 
Devon, Wales and Ireland (Celtic sea region). Evidence from these samples 
demonstrate, for the first time, that discrete herring stocks may exist and are 
spawning in certain inshore areas of North Devon. This suggests the existence 
of a level of stock structure which is not currently accounted for in stock 
assessments, quota discussions, and fishery regulation.

Samples provided valuable information on spawning patterns, locations and 
stocks showing there are at least three main areas of spawning, probably in 
inshore waters: (i) Discrete autumn and winter spawning off the North Somerset 
/ Devon coast; (ii) spring spawning in Milford Haven (and possibly more widely 
around the Pembrokeshire Coast); (iii) autumn/winter spawning off the west 
Wales coast. Other spawning areas and seasonal groups may exist.

Dan Hallam
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The ecosystem services provided by filter-feeding bivalve shellfish (e.g. oysters, 
mussels) are gaining increased recognition, but these bivalves need good water 
quality to thrive. The second NEF report (1B: Ecosystem service benefits of 
improved water quality for shellfish) (see report 40) summarised water quality 
and shellfish production issues in the North Devon Marine Pioneer area, 
described the ecosystem services provided by bivalve shellfish and highlighted 
opportunities for shellfish fisheries, aquaculture and habitat/ecosystem service 
restoration in the North Devon Marine Pioneer area. These opportunities should 
be investigated alongside improvements to water quality in the area as detailed 
by the Landscape Pioneer and outlined in the North Devon Landscape Strategy.

Fishing opportunities in the North Devon Marine Pioneer area are varied; NEF 
report 2: Who gets to fish in the North Devon area (see report 41) summarises 
opportunities and management measures that are in place, discusses their 
implications, and explores how social, economic and environmental aspects 
need to be incorporated as criteria for the allocation of resources. This process 
can occur at the local to national levels but must be underpinned by a scientific 
assessment of the sustainability of the stock or area. Environmental criteria 
should be applied to all possible fishing opportunities, which should favour 
low impact fishing (objectively defined and assessed), to ensure the health of 
natural capital and maximise the sustainable flow of ecosystem services. A 
legal definition based on objective criteria for ‘low impact’ fishing and gears is 
required in order to meet the ambitions of the 25 YEP to favour and incentivise 
low impact fishing. Accounting for social, economic and environmental criteria 
as part of a transition to low impact fishing is needed. The NEF report suggests 
10 criteria for low impact fishing (based on environmental criteria) and highlights 
how providing low impact fishers with preferential access to fishing opportunities 
and incentive structures could encourage more sustainable fleets and move 
towards ecosystem/natural capital-based management to reduce the impact of 
high impact fishing.

Regional approaches to fisheries 
management

Testing a regional approach to fisheries 
management would have required some 
derogation of regulations and was not possible at 
the time of the Marine Pioneer. The ability to use a 
regulatory sandbox for this would have been very 

helpful. It would be useful to develop this capability now in order to test and 
iterate fisheries management resulting from the Fisheries Act 2020. 

However, some exploration of the challenges and potential for regional 
management in North Devon was carried out. This was commissioned by 
the North Devon Biosphere in 2019. The New Economics Foundation (NEF) 
completed a desk-based project describing the current fisheries management 
and governance structures and options based on the natural capital asset and 
risk register, the 25YEP goals, the FSMP aspirations, international advice and 
expert knowledge and evidence. The recommendations are highlighted in light 
orange in figure 1.  The key findings are presented in four reports and highlights 
are summarised below (see reports 39 - 44). 

NEF report 1A: Fisheries Baseline and What’s possible for the Pioneer 
(see report 39) outlines where and for which species management may be 
appropriately scaled to a more local level, and other cases for which this is 
unlikely to be feasible or for which knowledge on stock health is a limiting factor. 
This report summarises the local fisheries baseline, highlighting that the North 
Devon Marine Pioneer area is part of the historically overfished and ecologically 
depleted Celtic Seas ecosystem, in which fisheries are managed through a 
wide variety of organisations and policies (including quota, effort and technical 
measures). Ports, fishing methods and target species within the area are 
recognised as being diverse, and they require tailored discussions on research 
opportunities and management interventions that are appropriate to each 
fishery. 

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_natural_capital_strategy.pdf
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UK fisheries management costs are substantial, are likely to increase post-
EU exit, and are largely funded via general taxation. However, the industry 
generates substantial negative externalities, and the benefits of resource 
exploitation and taxpayer-funded fisheries management largely accrue to 
those within the fishing industry and ancillary industries As confirmed by the 
Government and supported by PhD research by Bean (forthcoming, see Box 2 
for more detail), fisheries are held in trust for the public and as such, this current 
approach fails to adequately recognise that public interest. Cost recovery, 
as committed to in the Fisheries White Paper, should now be discussed and 
operationalized to fund fisheries management. NEF report 3: Who Pays for 
Fisheries Management (see report 42) discusses the background, options and 
mechanisms for cost recovery at national and local levels, drawing examples 
from other successful fishing nations and exploring how cost recovery could 

Box 2. PhD research from Emma Bean entitled 
‘A legal geography of the right to fish in 
English coastal waters: the contribution of 
the public trust.’

This research used a hybrid approach combining textual legal 
research into the ownership of the public right to fish with a case 
study focusing on how the right impacts upon fisheries management 
within the Devon and Severn IFCA district. Key findings include the 
construction of a clear and coherent legal argument underpinning 
a legal view of the fishery managed as a public trust. This imposes 
duties on those responsible for managing the fishery to ensure 
that management decisions taken are for the wider public benefit 
(including future generations). In addition, the case study shows 
that those involved in the practice of fishing already identify this 
public interest in the fishery and the notion of balance in the use of 
fishery resources that it prompts. This research supports the need 
for the changes in fisheries management practices outlined above 
and highlights the role of sustainable fisheries management in 
promoting the public interest in fish stocks and the marine 
environment.

also favour low impact activities. Cost recovery may not harm the economic 
sustainability of fishing activities if effort is reduced in overexploited fisheries, 
and improved management may improve economic and environmental 
outcomes. Cost recovery can take place at several levels from national to 

Rachel Holtby
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NEF report 4: NDMP Fisheries Management and Governance Options (see 
report 43) provides a review of fisheries management from multinational to 
regional and community levels and applies success factors for co-management 
at the community level to the North Devon Marine Pioneer context. This has 
allowed a thorough consideration of feasible management and governance 
options that allocate fisheries resources based on social, economic and 

environmental criteria, underpinned by a natural capital and ecosystem-based 
approach. Governance structures and partnerships exist at the appropriate 
level for local decision-making and accountability in the North Devon Marine 
Pioneer area. Despite this, fisheries co-management at the North Devon level 
is likely to be inappropriate unless criteria outlined in Output 4 are addressed, 
due to ecological, social and economic reasons related to access to the 
North Devon Marine Pioneer area by vessels from ports outside of the area. 
Promising co-management and governance options exist, but funding remains 
a principle barrier to the ability of North Devon to deliver this. Funding is also 
a barrier to any localised fisheries management, research and engagement, 
and development of new cost recovery options; at present, the best solution 
is to operationalize co-management at a wider regional scale using the IFCA 
framework.

39. NEF report 1A: Fisheries Baseline and What’s possible for the Pioneer 
(available here)

40. NEF 1b Ecosystem service benefits of improved water quality for 
shellfish aquaculture (available here)

41. NEF 2 Who gets to fish in the North Devon Area: fishing opportunities 
and management (available here)

42. NEF 3 How the expense of NDMP fisheries management can be 
sustainably funded (available here)

43. NEF 4 NDMP fisheries management and governance options 
governance (available here)

44. Summary report (available here)
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https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_1_context_and_whats_possible_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_1b_shellfish_and_es_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_2_who_gets_to_fish_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_3_who_pays_for_fisheries_management_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_output_4_management_final.pdf
https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/ndmp_summary_of_nef_outputs.pdf
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Fisheries Research and Management Plans Project (2019 – 
2021)

Devon and Severn IFCA in partnership with North Devon UNESCO Biosphere, 
is developing Fisheries Research and Management Plans (FRMPs) as a legacy 
from the Marine Pioneer. The work is funded by the European and Maritime 
Fisheries Fund. 

Fisheries Research and Management Plans (FRMPs) aim to bridge the 
gap between current, species-focused fisheries management with a more 
ecosystem-based approach at an appropriate scale. Initially the FRMPs will 
provide an ecosystem-based review of the ecology, fisheries and management 
for five key fish species groups within the North Devon Marine Pioneer area 
(Bass, Squid, Whelks, Skates and Rays, Crab and Lobster). This approach 
will integrate local and historical knowledge with scientific research outcomes, 
building the knowledge base for sustainable ecosystem-based management 
at an appropriate spatial scale, and highlight current knowledge gaps to inform 
future research.

For each species the FRMPs will identify key gaps in knowledge in terms of 
ecology, fisheries and impacts of other activities. Each Plan will result in a 
prioritised research portfolio and identify potential partners, and funding for 
undertaking the work. Furthermore, any implications for management of the 
stocks considered will be summarised and the lead authority identified. Devon 
and Severn IFCA Fisheries Research and Management Plans (available here).

Some projects could not be progressed but still highlighted how a partnership 
approach can educate and share valuable knowledge and how the Pioneer 
model could be used constructively in the future. 

Dan Hallam

https://www.devonandsevernifca.gov.uk/Environment-and-Research/Fisheries-Research-Management-Plans
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Related Evidence, 
Examples and Discussions

• Franco, A., & Shona, T. (2016). Follow on to the development of spatial 
models of essential fish habitat for the South Inshore and Offshore 
Marine Plan Areas.

• Renaissance of east Anglia fishing industry  
• Shellfish Industry Advisory group – an umbrella group looking at crab,  

lobster and whelk fisheries and management.
• Fishermen’s Associations focusing on sustainability e.g. – 

 - https://www.mainecoastfishermen.org/
 - https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/cms/farnet2/taxonomy/

term/42_da    
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Summary

6.

Protected Area 
Management For Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) to be part of the solution to the 

climate and biodiversity emergencies their objectives, management, 
governance and funding needs to evolve. The Marine Pioneer has shown 
that a natural capital approach can provide useful insights for managing 
MPAs by indicating; the value and importance of their interconnected 
ecosystem services, the key risks to their successful functioning, and 
what management interventions would significantly reduce the impacts of 
people on nature. The work illustrates that protection should encompass 
the broad range of important interactions and processes across whole 
sites and the wider sea for people to benefit from nature. A key area of 
investigation was to explore the effectiveness of MPAs. This highlighted 
the range of activities that need to be used together in a system-based 
approach to achieve our desired outcomes for MPAs. Evaluation of 
our collective effectiveness and impact should become part of the 
management cycle, so that refining and adapting happens routinely to 
achieve environmental improvement and restoration sooner. Considerable 
effort has gone into site designation, which should now be complemented 
by significant effort to implement more effective and equitable 
management, governance, ocean literacy and sustainable investment. This 
will contribute to improving and restoring the environment within MPAs.
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Protected Area 
Management

Learning from the 
Marine Pioneer

A variety of simultaneous environmental, economic and social actions are 
required to achieve both the goals of the Government’s 25 Year Environment 
Plan (25YEP), and Good Environmental Status (GES) of our seas as described 
by the UK Marine Strategy. The 25YEP states there is a need to build on current 
plans to complete our ecologically coherent network of well managed MPAs, 
move to a ‘whole-site approach’, adapt our management to respond to changing 
pressures on the marine environment, including climate change, and develop 
new and innovative techniques to implement highly effective management 
(Defra, 2018).

The Marine Pioneer drew on and contributed to evidence that shows;

• People are much more supportive of protection efforts when they are 
involved, when knowledge is shared across groups and when they feel 
part of both identifying the issues and delivering the solutions (see MP 
summary 7). 

• Inclusive, multilevel, collaborative governance can lead to important 
ecosystem services and processes being protected at a scale which 
enables a diverse range of people to engage with nature in order to 
support delivery of government policy (see MP summary 3).

• There are inequities in the distribution of benefits and costs of MPAs 
and these need to be recognised and accounted for in objective setting 
and decision-making to carry out a just transition (see MP summary 2 
and 5).

• Evaluating effectiveness creates a more agile, iterative and adaptive 
approach to policy development, delivering management outcomes 
and progressing change (see MP summary 1).  

• New regenerative approaches to funding can be used to catalyse 
the public and private spending required to evolve governance, 
management, monitoring and social capital investment (see MP 
summary 4).

Benefits that flow from marine ecosystems are linked to natural capital assets 
located inside and outside MPA boundaries (see MP summary 2). Therefore, 
MPAs require a reduction in harmful impacts, a focus on rewilding and just 
transition and better investment in whole-sites and networks, to maximise the 
benefits from their designation. If managed equitably with local communities, 
they have the potential to fuel stewardship, restoration and support adaptive 
management to help address the climate and biodiversity emergencies.
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/marine-strategy-part-one-uk-updated-assessment-and-good-environmental-status
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MPAs could contribute a wide range of benefits to society. However, they are 
not currently designated or managed to maximise their role. Neither in the 
conservation of critical marine habitats that support multiple flows of ecosystem 
service benefits underpinning lives and livelihoods, or to account for the uneven 
distribution of costs and benefits.

The Marine Pioneer found that MPAs are intricately connected to wider sea 
areas which also require management to protect natural capital assets. An 
ecologically coherent network of MPAs has the potential to support ecosystem 

service provision across much wider sea areas. Just as effective management 
in areas outside the boundary of MPAs, such as fish nursery areas and plankton 
hotspots, will support the natural capital assets inside an MPA. The system of 
protection needs to account for complex food web dynamics, diverse life 
cycle phases, and locations that affect, for example, commercial fisheries. 
The UK Marine Strategy aims to do this but 11 out of 15 indicators are failing to 
meet Good Environmental Status (GES). 

At present, MPAs focus on achieving ‘conservation objectives’ to maintain or 
recover specific habitats or species (features). This may be valid to achieve their 
stated legal aim to protect specific components of the natural environment, but 
in doing so MPA objectives do not always adhere to the principles of Ecosystem-
Based Management (EBM), reflect the breadth of societal interests, maximise 
the benefits from nature, deal justly with the unequal distribution of costs, for 
example displacement (Bateman and Mace 2020), or contain the necessary 
ambition to stimulate and contribute to ocean recovery.

What we think should change 
based on Pioneer learning

Tom Wake

https://moat.cefas.co.uk/
https://moat.cefas.co.uk/
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The Marine Pioneer found that there is a chronic shortage of up-to-date, 
spatially explicit evidence to inform and evaluate MPA management. Credible, 
adaptive management requires a reliable data flow. Data collection is 
currently limited and targeted to legally required reporting on site condition 
rather than the adaptive management needed for a whole-site approach (see 
reports 45 and 46). The lack of monitoring to detect change has led to an 
inability to evaluate management measures and therefore MPA effectiveness 
(Rees et al. 2020). Information about MPAs is held centrally and is quite 
technical so can be challenging for local stakeholders to access and 
engage with.  
 
Currently, the legislation to designate and manage MPAs is prescriptive and 
feature based. The drive to designate sites to meet percentage cover targets 
and create the footprint of an ecologically coherent network has not generated 
the same focus or adequate funding for essential monitoring, evaluation and 
management to ensure MPAs are having the required and beneficial ecological 
and social outcomes. Further work on this is required.

The Marine Pioneer found that stakeholder engagement in MPA governance 
& management is limited. Current legislation is for the protection of specific 
features only and targets are not being met. Additionally, there is a lack of areas 
that can demonstrate what restoration looks like and can provide in benefits thus 
providing a counterfactual. Inclusive participation will improve stewardship and 
support better outcomes for nature and people (see MP summary 7).

Governance is complex, particularly across the marine-coast-terrestrial 
interface. A recently published report by the Marine Management Organisation 
on External Decision Making and Implementation Mapping of Marine Plans, 
identified seven UK government departments and twenty two public bodies, 
covering thirteen major policy areas, all involved in marine management 
decisions. This complex multi-group system makes cohesive consideration of a 
whole site, cumulative impacts and long-term resourcing complicated.  At a local 
level, the web of responsibilities and overlapping remits creates confusion and 
the decision-making ‘system’ appears impenetrable (see report 50). Complex 
governance creates challenges for accountability which could be improved 
through a Coastal Based Approach.  

Currently there is insufficient funding to meet the needs of effective 
MPA management, and what is available doesn’t support strategic long-term 
planning across the network. Work conducted through the Marine Pioneer 
analysed current spending on the marine environment in North Devon, it found 
that spend on MPA management measures is limited to irregular site monitoring 
and support for some management groups, with inadequate support to meet 
their potential (see report 52). 
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https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/776567/_MMO_1155__Implementation_mapping.pdf
https://www.coastalbasedapproach.org/


6.

Protected Area 
Management

Our Recommendations

streamlined, regular assessments. The results of these assessments 
should form the basis of action plans to monitor and deliver continued 
improvement of the effectiveness of existing and new MPAs.  Evidence 
requirements need to be determined strategically and delivered 
through all available channels to remove the challenges associated 
with expensive, lengthy and centrally commissioned surveys. More 
frequent data is required, for example, to monitor impacts of licencing 
restrictions and to inform better governance and management. Better 
data sharing platforms that are open, accessible and interoperable 
could expedite the analysis and reporting that can be carried out by a 
wider group of people. 

• Improve accountability for results. Although ecological outcomes 
are the defined goal of MPAs, Marine Pioneer research indicated that 
stakeholders often (rightly) also expect social and economic benefits 
and that these have a higher potential to engender stewardship and 
compliance with regulation. Further work is required to explore the 
changes needed to incorporate social and economic purposes. Nature 
Conservation Bodies and managers need to be able to account for 
these goals and benefits and measure progress toward achieving 
them. Effective and evaluated management plans or management 
statements should be developed for every MPA, or groups of MPAs, 
with clearly assigned roles and activities. Management priorities need 
to go beyond recovery of habitats and species from unfavourable 
condition to restoration. This requires an evolution from the current 
regulations which do not function to reverse the climate and biodiversity 
emergencies.  There also needs to be clear institutional ownership for 
delivery of results. In England, national governance steer was being 
provided by the MPA National Steering Group, but this is currently 
under-active and has not published anything since 2015.  A figurehead 
body made up of the institutions responsible for policy, conservation 
and management is essential to coordinate and provide leadership 
and support to a wide network of people engaged in stewardship at 
protected sites.

• Adopt a whole-site and Ecosystem-Based Approach to MPA 
management. The Marine Pioneer work on natural capital assets 
indicates that there needs to be a shift in policy, regulation and 
management from a fragmented approach that focusses on features, 
towards a whole-site approach which places the conservation 
objectives in the context of the wider, integrated ecological system 
including the coastal land (see Landscape Pioneer Strategy).  MPAs 
should be viewed as one component part of a suite of measures 
required across the entire coastal and marine area to achieve the 
vision in the 25YEP. A wholescape approach to marine management is 
also recommended by Maltby et al. (2018). 

• Evaluate MPA ‘success’ using both ecological and management 
effectiveness metrics. We need to evolve the focus of how we assess 
MPAs success, from ‘spatial coverage’ (e.g. 30% of UK waters within 
MPAs) to regular evaluation of ‘MPA effectiveness’. This will ensure that 
we are meeting international and national obligations and importantly 
that we are maximising the potential of MPAs to provide benefit to 
the economy, society and the environment. Through the Marine 
Pioneer, The Compass was tested as a method that could be used for 

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/north_devon_natural_capital_strategy.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/Compass Report.pdf
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• Account for the unequal distribution 
of costs and benefits across social 
groups. Protection of nature will restrict 
access for some groups and building 
consensus around what, how and 
when those disbenefits are distributed 
is a fundamental and vital part of the 
process. Although it is challenging if it is 
not addressed it can ultimately prevent 
achievement of effective protection and 
significantly limit the protection process in 
the long term. 

• Build strategic MPA social networks and support for protection. 
Realisation of the benefits of natural capital inside and outside of MPAs 
relies on investment in social capital e.g. channels for communication, 
information sharing, training and capacity building. Support is required 
to build and sustain the networks of people and organisations that 
galvanise around MPAs, to take advantage of their knowledge, 
capacity and creativity. Pilot projects, for example Community Voice  in 
conjunction with the Eastern IFCA have identified strong shared values 
amongst diverse individuals in coastal communities. Such projects 
require a certain level of commitment from everyone involved but 
provide a rich foundation for working together (see MP summary 7).

Good examples of these social support networks include CAMPAM in the 
Caribbean, MEDPAN in the Mediterranean, the National Marine Protected Areas 
Centre in the USA and the fledgling European Marine Site Officers group in the 
UK. Additionally, the Coastal Partnerships Network is a great resource to tap into 
local partnerships to ensure that stakeholder engagement work at the local level 
is fed back into the national group. In the UK the Coastal Partnerships Network 
provides support to coastal and estuary officers across the country.  

Marine Pioneer work highlights that coordination of governance and 
management across complex sites, or groups of sites, relies on good 
partnership working and governance which builds relationships with a range of 
stakeholders (see MP summaries 1 and 3). All partnerships are not expected 

to have the same governance structures; instead they should fit the ‘local’ 
circumstances to achieve a self-sustaining management system. 

Citizens, community groups, businesses and conservation organisations 
can readily invest resources that would significantly contribute to monitoring 
and evaluation of effectiveness. However, inclusive, multilevel, collaborative 
governance; open access tools; guidance; and a networked system-based 
approach is required to enable this.

Enabling opportunities for co-design and co-management of MPAs has the 
potential to allow local knowledge and values to be reflected, enhancing the 
aspects of MPAs that speak to human wellbeing and livelihoods, whilst building 
transparency and trust in the management decision support system (e.g. Lyme 
Bay MPA, Lundy MPA see Johnson at al. 2018). This highlights the strong 
benefits of co-design and co-management of MPAs. Some managers see 
the merit of this and are working in this way as much as possible, despite the 
constraints of current legislation. 

• MPAs have the potential to inspire. Initiatives such as WWF and 
Sky Ocean Rescue’s Waste Shark in North Devon and basking shark 
projects highlight that significant interest exists from the public in 
our seas, but currently we are failing to capitalise on this interest by 
communicating in technical and complicated language. Using expert 
communicators and new approaches to communication would really 
improve the impact of engaging with the public. 

• Adopt new sustainable funding models to resource essential MPA 
functions. A more coordinated and creative approach to MPA funding 
is required, such as the Blue Impact Fund. This would support public 
financing by using dividends from long term, strategic investment 
in sustainable and environmentally positive marine assets (see MP 
summary 4).  

 

https://www.eastern-ifca.gov.uk/community-voice-project/
http://cep.unep.org/about-cep/spaw/strengthening-and-management-of-protected-areas-in-the-wider-caribbean-region/campam-network-and-forum-1/campam-network-and-forum
https://medpan.org/about/
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=7&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwihiJ2vqu_oAhUZi1wKHa8QCh8QFjAGegQIAxAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fmarineprotectedareas.noaa.gov%2F&usg=AOvVaw3Te2DcXAE2lYlf4KU4zv5h
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=7&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=2ahUKEwihiJ2vqu_oAhUZi1wKHa8QCh8QFjAGegQIAxAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fmarineprotectedareas.noaa.gov%2F&usg=AOvVaw3Te2DcXAE2lYlf4KU4zv5h
http://www.coastalpartnershipsnetwork.org.uk/
https://www.wwf.org.uk/updates/wwf-and-sky-launch-wasteshark-marine-robot
https://www.wwf.org.uk/success-stories/robot-cameras-reveal-360-degree-view-basking-sharks
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Marine Pioneer 
Work and Outputs
Using information on ecosystem services, value chains and 
natural capital

The North Devon Marine Pioneer has enabled local scale exploration of how 
marine natural capital assets are managed through MPAs to deliver benefits to 
the environment, economy and people (see report 45). The development of a 

Marine Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register for North Devon demonstrated 
that benefits that flow from marine ecosystems are linked to natural capital 
assets located inside and outside MPA boundaries, there is a medium to high 
risk of loss of the flows of benefits due to pressures that impact upon the 
condition of the marine natural capital assets both inside and outside MPAs, 
and the dominant impacts for the North Devon sea area are linked to fishing, 
upstream farming practice and discharges from water infrastructure (see 
report 46). Management and stewardship would benefit from an open source 
geodatabase that can be both interrogated and accessed as a single central 
accessible data store of vital information (see report 47). Implementation of a 
natural capital approach (see MP summary 2) provides the evidence to critique 
our approach to MPA governance and the distribution of power (how decisions 
are made, by whom, when and about what) to ensure those benefits are being 
realised and equitably shared (see MP summary 3). 

45. Ashley, M., Rees, S.E., Cameron, A. (2018). North Devon Marine 
Pioneer, links between the ecosystem and ecosystem services in 
the North Devon Marine Pioneer.  A SWEEP report to WWF-UK by 
research staff from the Marine Institute at University of Plymouth 
(available here). 

46. Rees, S.E., Ashley, M., Cameron, A.(2019). North Devon Marine 
Pioneer Report 2: A Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register. A 
SWEEP/WWF-UK report by research staff from the Marine Institute at 
University of Plymouth (available here).

47. A Geodatabase for North Devon Marine Pioneer (available here).
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https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/Ecosystem services assessment in North Devon_1.pdf
https://pearl.plymouth.ac.uk/handle/10026.1/14927
https://pioneer-geonode.plymouth.ac.uk/
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Assessing management effectiveness

In 2017, WWF and Natural England worked together to produce a suite 
of review reports on MPA management (see report 49). The purpose of 
the project and resulting reports was to develop, test and demonstrate 
management approaches and improve the knowledge base to enable more 
effective coordinated management, governance, stakeholder engagement 
and participatory monitoring and enforcement of three MPA regions in UK 
seas (North Devon, Wales and the Outer Hebrides).  The intention is for the 
approaches developed within these case study MPAs to be applied elsewhere 
in the UK and European seas. These reports indicated that assessment of 
management effectiveness was a key component to secure benefits from 
MPAs. To test and increase knowledge on this topic WWF adapted and piloted 
an assessment tool, originally developed by the French Global Environment 

Facility, following consultation with a range of UK based practitioners, managers 
and stakeholders. The Compass Tool (see report 49) was used in the North 
Devon Marine Pioneer area to assess the effectiveness of 5 MPAs, it was 
identified that across all MPAs there were deficiencies in resources, monitoring 
and crucially achieving results (see report 49). There were substantial 
differences in scores between MPAs, highlighting that our MPAs are not yet 
fulfilling their obligations to be a ‘well managed network’ (see report 49). The 
issues raised in North Devon are not unique to North Devon, similar issues of 
scale, leadership, resource to support engagement, communication, and access 
to information, are seen across the UK. 

The compass identifies elements of MPAs which are working well and not so 
well and allows these lessons and approaches to be shared with other MPAs. 
It focuses the aim of an MPA on continued improvement allowing for a more 
adaptive and responsive approach to management, including allowing for 
rapid recovery of habitats and creates a sense of connection and stewardship 
between communities and their local MPAs, by highlighting the benefits that 
MPAs provide. The WWF-led UK SEAS project also looked at MPA management 
(see report 50) and, through stakeholder led workshops, looked at how we can 
help improve marine governance (see report 51).

48. WWF, 2017. Project Summary Report (available here).

49. Young, S., Nelson, P., Oates, J, Davis, K. 2019. The compass pilot 
report for North Devon compiled by WWF as part of the UK SEAS 
Project (available here).

50. WWF, (2020). UK Marine Protected Areas: Why Management Matters 
(available here).

51. WWF, Stakeholder Perceptions of Marine Governance in North Devon: 
Who is in charge around here? WWF UK Seas workshop report – 
February 2018  (available here).

Dan Hallam

https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/MPA Governance Review Toolkit - stakeholder engagement.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/MPA Governance Review Toolkit - evidence on coordinated management.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/MPA Governance Review Toolkit - stakeholder engagement.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/MPA Governance Review Toolkit - stakeholder engagement.pdf
https://issuu.com/objectif-developpement/docs/executive_summary
https://issuu.com/objectif-developpement/docs/executive_summary
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/MPA Governance Review Toolkit - summary_1.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/Compass Report.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/Mgmt_effect_Report_Final_.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/UKSEAS_Perceptions Report_8pp_screen.pdf
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Using MPAs to build support for protection and to inspire 
people 

The South West Marine Natural Capital Conference was held with local 
stakeholders in 2017 and through a series of workshops looked at ways 
to engage with the wider public by looking at different communication 
materials, valuation of natural capital and ecosystem services, and worked 
towards establishing suitable decision-support tools. Increasing the public’s 
understanding of, and connection to, the ocean (ocean literacy) helps build 
support for management and appreciation of the ocean’s value to us (e.g. 
production of public friendly maps of North Devon MPAs in and short films 
highlighting how we benefit from our local environment, and the Waste Shark 
(marine robot initiatives, designed to clean up the local marine environment)).

Innovative funding for marine management

One of the Defra asks of the Pioneers was to investigate how innovative funding 
models could be used and scaled up. WWF looked at this from the perspective 
of MPA funding at first and then broadened their work to incorporate funding 
approaches that could be applied to all aspects of marine restoration (see MP 
summary 4). 

They began by commissioning a report on the possible funding mechanisms 
that could be used to generate finance to support management, monitoring 
and environmental improvements (see report 52). This was followed by a 
commissioned assessment of spending by public and private bodies in the North 
Devon marine area and an investigation of how much a well-managed MPA 
would cost (see report 53). This identified the need for public investment in more 
sustainable and innovative funding and the opportunity to blend that with private 
investment into a Blue Impact Fund. 

This programme extended over 18 months and included surveying and 
interviewing multiple businesses and stakeholders in the area. The emerging 
Blue Impact Fund is based on the outcome of this research as well as the 
experience of Finance Earth of running similar funds in the UK. A business case 
was developed, investors engaged, set up costs sourced and governance for 
the fund explored (see report 54). The aim is for the fund to be accessible to 
marine businesses in 2021. Funding for management will be delivered via the 
sister Ocean Recovery Fund (see Figure 11, summary 4). 

52. Vivid Economics and Environmental Finance (2018). A report 
commissioned by WWF. Sustainable financing mechanisms for MPAs 
in North Devon (available here).

53. Eftec, ABPmer and Countryscape (2018). North Devon Marine 
Protected Areas Cost Evaluation: Final Report (available here).

54. Environmental Finance (2019). Blue Impact Fund: Strategic Business 
Case (available here).

https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/South West Marine Natural Capital Conference Report July 2017 ANNEXES_1.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/Resources/UK-SEAS-North-Devon-map.jpg
https://www.wwf.org.uk/journey-to-the-sea
https://www.wwf.org.uk/journey-to-the-sea
https://www.wwf.org.uk/updates/wwf-and-sky-launch-wasteshark-marine-robot
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cmsdata/reports/North Devon sustainable finance mechanisms report FINAL.pdf
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/admin/reports-edit.asp?Report_ID=28
https://ukseasproject.org.uk/cms-data/reports/WWF Sustainable Marine Financing Strategic Case 20-09-19.pdf
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Management

Related Evidence, 
Examples and Discussions

• Fletcher, S., Rees, S., Gall, S. Shellock, R., Dodds, W. and Rodwell, 
L. (2014). Assessing the socio-economic benefits of marine protected 
areas. A report for Natural Resources Wales by the Centre for Marine 
and Coastal Policy Research, Plymouth University.

• Franzese, PP., Buonocore, E, Donnarumma, L. and Russo G.F. (2017). 
Natural capital accounting in marine protected areas; the case of the 
Islands of Ventotene and S. Stefano (Central Italy). Ecological Model-
ling 360 pp 290-299

• Rees, S.E., Foster, N.L., Langmead, O., Griffiths, C., Fletcher, S., Pitt-
man, S., Johnson, D. Attrill, M.J. (2018). Bridging the divide: A frame-
work for social-ecological coherence in Marine Protected Area network 
design. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems. 
28(3): 754-763.

• Solandt, J.L., Mullier, T., Elliott, S. and Sheehan, E., (2020). Manag-
ing marine protected areas in Europe: moving from ‘feature-based’ to 
‘whole-site’ management of sites. In Marine Protected Areas (pp. 157-
181).

• White, 2018. Using Q-sort methodology to understand plurality in social 
values and interests around the North Norfolk Marine Conservation 
Zones.

• Yates, K., Clarke, B., and Thurstan, R. (2019). Purpose vs perfor-
mance: What does marine protected areas success look like? Environ-
mental Science and Policy (92)76-86.
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Summary

7.

Community 
Empowerment

Empowering coastal communities can support delivery of more resilient, 
holistic and sustainable outcomes for people and nature. Empowerment 
can increase local stewardship, which can support social, environmental 
and economic objectives. Investment of time and resources to support 
and enable the participation of local people can increase community 
buy-in, support regulatory compliance, and be good value for money. 
Plans to improve nature by managing, protecting and restoring coastal 
and marine ecosystems should be co-designed from the outset with 
local communities to incorporate their aspirations and experience. 
Coastal community empowerment can scale up delivery of the 25 Year 
Environment Plan through multi-level, collaborative governance and co-
management of natural resources.



7.

Community 
Empowerment Learning from the 

Marine Pioneer

Protecting and restoring the coastal and marine environment are long-term 
processes that require changes in how communities and their economies 
interact with natural resources. Sustainable environmental management 
must be a high priority because healthy and well-functioning ecosystems are 
pre-requisites for lasting social and economic prosperity. The Governments 
25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP) states “a healthier environment also 
helps deliver social justice³, and a country that works for everyone” (Defra, 
2018., p.16). To work for everyone, inclusive and participatory processes that 
address local priorities are essential. Initial investment of time and resources 
is necessary to increase ocean literacy, build local stewardship, and create the 
necessary processes and structures to enable, encourage and empower local 
communities.

³Social Justice, broadly speaking, is the discussion and action about how “good and bad things in life 
should be distributed among members of human society. When we attack some policy or some state 
of affairs as socially unjust, we are claiming that a person, or more usually a category of persons, 
enjoys fewer advantages… given how other members of the society are faring” (Miller, 1999.,p1).

B.Green



7.

Community 
Empowerment

One of the main failures of different marine conservation measures to date 
has been in securing ongoing interactive participation⁴ of local people, where 
they feel they have genuine routes to influence. Investment in community 
empowerment as an outcome, can build and support community cohesion and 
business resilience to emergencies, and build buy-in to a more holistic approach 
to natural resource management.

Ongoing, adaptive, multi-level and collaborative governance, and co-
management of the coastal and marine environment requires long-term 
commitment to engage local people; particularly in communities that have been 
facing generational social and economic issues, such as high deprivation, 
economic inequality, underemployment and less access to educational 
opportunities. In several areas these are also the frontline of climate change 
impacts. Those communities require greater attention and resources to attract 
initial investment and improve their resilience, especially those that are already 
disadvantaged in terms of power to influence (see New Blue Deal).  

Many coastal communities are not equipped or required to address some of 
the fundamental barriers for resilience planning and sustainable environmental 
management and restoration, including:

• a pervasive narrative of investment in nature as a cost, rather than a 
benefit to society and local economies; 

• the lack of effective financing and management models to encourage 
investment or initiate project financing; and,

• the inequity of power and privilege between stakeholders.

⁴ Interactive participation (Bass 1995) is where citizens participate in joint analysis, co-development 
of action plans and formation or strengthening of local institutions

Beth Wills

What we think should change 
based on Pioneer learning

https://neweconomics.org/uploads/images/2017/08/NEF-Blue-New-Deal-AP-LowRes.pdf
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Community 
Empowerment

Our Recommendations community empowerment for the climate and biodiversity 
emergencies. These plans should be an opportunity to deliver social, 
environmental and local economic benefits, and they should be ‘co-
owned’ by the community and government organisations. 

• Involve local people in the strategic planning for their 
community: include broad, diverse, and where possible minority 
and underrepresented, members of society in decision-making and 
ensure that those who do not want to be directly involved should be 
able to access and understand changes. This needs to be facilitated 
well so that the range of information available, such as environmental 
data, economic benefits, trade-offs, power and ownership structures 
are understandable. This gives local people a transparent 
and informative process of decision-making and solution 
development, which is more realistic than top-down consultative 
processes that are challenging for communities to meaningfully 
engage with. This process needs to bring together policymakers and 
communities to ensure people are empowered and committed to the 
process of change and its outcomes i.e. they should be given the 
mandate to shape outcomes as part of this process.

• Advance the narrative of investment in nature as an opportunity 
rather than a burden to foster support and stewardship from user 
groups, local leaders and authorities alike (Rees, 2018). Set community 
resilience as an outcome of plans and projects to manage, protect or 
restore coastal and marine ecosystems.

• Enhance community empowerment to make local, informed 
decisions about the coastal and marine environment, increase 
ocean literacy through sharing and facilitating information exchange, 
and policies that promote the connection between a healthy marine 
environment and people’s health and wellbeing, and the development 
of local economic activities. Emphasising these characteristics in local 
planning and delivery is key to ensure that sustainable development 
can be achieved. 

• Plans to manage, protect or restore coastal and marine 
ecosystems must be designed, from the outset, to deliver 

Rachel Holtby



7.

Community 
Empowerment • A commitment to investment in 

education within and outside of 
curriculum learning, and organising 
and upskilling of local people in order 
to ensure that people can properly 
engage, will build the foundations 
to enable and secure the interactive 
participation of local people for much 
better and broader outcomes and 
impact. Encourage people to become 

trustees of third-sector initiatives established to support coastal 
community projects and partnerships.     

• Local planning and delivery must be integrated with wider 
national, and through this, international systems (see MP summary 
3). Changes, interventions and policy targets at the local or regional 
level will need to be placed within the context of expanding multiple 
pressures on the marine environment, as a result of, for example, a 
globalised economy and climate change resilience planning. Particular 
attention should be given to the likely impacts of different targets, 
policies and projects on communities according to different dimensions 
of impact on the environment, social, and demographic or cultural 
equality (i.e. likely impacts on groups e.g. gender, disability, race). This 
means that, as well as at the local level; structures and narratives 
at the regional, national and international level, will also need to 
change to support and enable local efforts.

• Build social value by addressing current inequalities of power, 
community wealth and resilience. A sustainable way to finance 
(see MP summary 4) and resource work are an integral part of the 
development to achieve community empowerment more meaningfully 
as an outcome. More investment is needed for projects using public 
resources for public goods, such as the Benacre and Kessingland 
proposed realignment scheme. 

• Create a framework and dedicated budget to enable projects to 
bring local people together with public bodies, through interactive 
participation. This participation would have three broad objectives

 - Informed deliberation: beyond the current level of economic 
assessments and considerations, early project development 
must be facilitated also based on transparent information on 
distributional cost and benefit flows, including social outcomes 
related to wellbeing, ownership, and access. 

 - Co-designed coastal/marine nested natural capital plans that 
include social and economic objectives: promote, support and 
equip community facilitation and leadership to design and take 
ownership of a coastal plan that combines ecological needs 
with the location-specific knowledge and socio-economic 
aspirations of communities themselves. This plan must have 
legitimacy within the formal processes of local plans by local 
authorities and marine plans by the Marine Management 
Organisation, plus the support of Local Nature Partnerships 
and Local Enterprise Partnerships and other coastal groups/
initiatives. These co-designed local plans should become 
part of the governance structures for integrated planning 
and delivery from national to local scales. The evolution of a 
Coastal Based Approach (‘CoBA’) is recommended to support 
this (see MP summary 3).

 - Justice: maximising greater social justice through the 
financing model and engagement process should be an 
explicit and fundamental question posed for each project
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Community 
Empowerment Marine Pioneer 

Work and Outputs
• The Benacre and Kessingland Flood Risk Management Project 

(FRMP) was led by the Water Management Alliance (East) and East 
Suffolk Council and located within the Suffolk Marine Pioneer area. 
The communities and land are at risk of flooding and subject to 
coastal erosion. Currently, public money is being used to support hard 
defences that protect a pumping station, which is keeping the land dry 
artificially. This is no longer a sustainable or cost-effective solution and 
creates problems elsewhere as the sea is instead forced north and 
south of the coast. 

• Natural management of the coast in this area is being explored with 
stakeholders. Solutions include ‘managed realignment’, which would 
transform this stretch of coast into new habitats with wide social 
and economic benefits. It has been demonstrated that innovative 
approaches to coastal management, which work with nature rather 
than against it, are win-win alternatives to the traditional building of 
hard defences (Narayan et al. 2016). Nature-based solutions  (NbS) 
such as saltmarsh restoration, sandscaping, ‘shingle engines’ and 
coastal lagoons support good ecosystem function and offer resilient 
and long-term coastal defences (Pontee et al. 2016). In addition, 
such approaches can provide rich opportunities in ecotourism, leisure 
and recreation, and emerging evidence suggests further benefits to 
community mental and physical wellbeing (Maund et al. 2019). The 
25YEP progress report  highlights the important role NbS will play in 
reversing the climate and biodiversity emergencies. However, NbS are 
not yet the most popular choice for new projects.Natacha Bines
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Empowerment

• It has been highlighted that some coastal communities are among the 
UK’s most deprived, and investment does not always flow to the places 
most in need (NEF, 2016). People who live near the sea feel connected 
to, and care deeply about their coastal environment, often possessing 
critical historical and relevant knowledge. Increased and managed 
knowledge exchange between government bodies and citizens could 
provide a better basis for local delivery as outlined in the Marine 
Pioneer summaries on collaborative governance for integrated planning 
and delivery (see MP summary 3), collaboration and partnership (see 
MP summary 1), fisheries (see MP summary 5), MPA management 
(see MP summary 6) and applying a marine Natural Capital Approach 
(see MP summary 2).  

• The New Economics Foundation (NEF) has been working in 
partnership with the Benacre and Kessingland FRMP to explore the 
socio-economic aspects of the project, helping build-in more impactful 
social and economic outcomes early in the process. This has included 
posing questions about financing models that are able to deliver for the 
local communities. NEF is also providing local economic analyses for 

the project; looking at distributional cost and benefit flows, including 
social outcomes related to wellbeing, ownership, and access. This 
supporting information will be brought together to help communities 
build capability to shape local priorities and their own socio-economic 
future, through a participatory public workshop.

• Through this project it has been found that the existing policy 
framework discourages long-term planning, and there is a shortage 
of financing. Most challengingly, current project design and business 
case development processes are not well set up to integrate and 
reflect community priorities, nor to maximise retention of economic and 
ecosystem service benefits in local economies. Broader benefits, such 
as ecotourism jobs and mental and physical wellbeing benefits, are 
not accounted for and wider buy-in is lacking (final report due February 
2021). NEF, through its Blue New Deal project (2014-ongoing), has 
found; 1) barriers to innovation in nature-friendly coastal management, 
2) a lack of local capacity, 3) poorly established economic rationales, 
and 4) unsupportive and poorly funded national policy. 

Rachel Holtby

https://neweconomics.org/uploads/images/2017/08/NEF-Blue-New-Deal-AP-LowRes.pdf
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Community 
Empowerment At the lowest end of the ladder, forms of non-participation are used 

by powerful actors to impose their agendas. Participation as token-
ism occurs when participants hear about interventions and may 
say something about them, which power holders denote as ‘input’. 
However, the voices of participants will not have any effect on the in-
tervention; thus, participation does not lead to change. At the higher 
end of the ladder, participation is about citizens having more power 
to negotiate and change the status quo. Their voices are heard and 
responded to.

Bass et al. (1995) presented a helpful typology of participation when 
looking at the implementation of projects to achieve sustainable 
development goals. Out of seven steps towards greater and more 
meaningful participation, step six – interactive participation – should 
be the goal of co-management plans for natural resources. In it local 
‘people participate in joint analysis, development of action plans and 
formation or strengthening of local institutions. Participation is seen 
as a right, not just the means to achieve project goals. The process 
involves interdisciplinary methodologies that seek multiple perspec-
tives and make use of systemic and structured learning processes as 
groups take control over local decisions and determine how available 
resources are used, so they have a stake in maintaining structures or 
practices (Bass, 1995)

Box 3. Local Participation 

Currently, many efforts to engage 
local people in natural resource 
management fall into tokenism 
categories of participation, as 
described by authors such as 
Arnstein, S. (1969), Davidson 
(1998), OECD (2015) and Hurlbert 
& Gupta (2015). Arnstein’s ladder 
of citizen participation (shown 
below) has eight steps, each 
representing a different level of 
participation. From bottom to 
top, the steps explain the extent 
of citizen participation and how 
much real power citizens have 
to determine the process and 
outcomes.

Rachel Holtby
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Related Evidence, 
Examples and Discussions

• Agnew, S. C., Appleby, T., & Bean, E. (2018). The ownership of inshore 
fisheries in Scotland: An opportunity for community ownership? 

• Appleby, T., Cardwell, E., & Pettipher, J. (2018). Fishing rights, property 
rights, human rights: the problem of legal lock-in in UK fisheries

• Bass et al. (1995) typology of participation when looking at the 
implementation of projects to achieve sustainable development goals. 
Out of seven steps towards greater and more meaningful participation, 
step six - interactive participation, as described in this document – 
should be the goal of co-management plans for natural resources

• Bradshaw (forthcoming) Research on socio-legal options to improve 
coastal stewardship through collaborative governance, trusteeship and 
guardianship

• Burden et al., (2019) Expanding the role of participatory mapping to 
assess ecosystem service provision in local coastal environments

• Civil Society Strategy: Building a future that works for everyone
• The Industrial Strategy, identifies ‘Places’ as prosperous communities 

across the UK as one of the five foundations of productivity. This will be 

supported by Local Industrial Strategies building on local strengths and 
led by Mayors and Local Enterprise Partnerships. Here, community 
and business resilience development should be aligned with this work 
to support prosperous communities.

• Coastal Partnerships: As at 2019, there are around 55 Coastal and 
Estuary Partnership across the UK which have been working with 
coastal communities since the 1990s, championing participatory 
approaches and engagement in decision-making to pursue sustainable 
management of coastal and marine resources

• Deben Estuary Plan as an example of local community decision-
making

• Defra: Enabling a Natural Capital Approach (ENCA) guidance on 
natural capital place-based decision-making

• Depledge et al., (2017). Future of the Sea: Health and Wellbeing of 
Coastal Communities.

• Earll et al., (2019) A Coastal Based Approach to establish a strategic 
approach to management of the whole coast of England (and Wales), 
utilising coastal and estuary partnerships where appropriate and 
utilising experience from the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA)

• Entec (2008) financial benefits of working in partnership at the coast
• Exeter University’s Blue health programme
• HM Government’s Community Resilience Development Framework 

(2019)
• Maltby et al., (2019) Natural Capital Initiative Wholescapes Guidance: 

holistic solutions through partnerships (Maltby et al 2019)
• Medmerry Realignment Scheme an exemplar project of managed 

realignment
• NEF Community Fishing Quay
• NEF Community Economic Development
• Newman, L. and Dale, A (2005) Network structure, diversity, and 

proactive resilience building: a response to Tompkins and Adger
• Rees (2018) Investment in nature as an opportunity rather than a 

burden 

https://uwe-repository.worktribe.com/output/1493307/the-ownership-of-inshore-fisheries-in-scotland-an-opportunity-for-community-ownership
https://uwe-repository.worktribe.com/output/1493307/the-ownership-of-inshore-fisheries-in-scotland-an-opportunity-for-community-ownership
https://www.elementascience.org/article/10.1525/elementa.295/
https://www.elementascience.org/article/10.1525/elementa.295/
https://www.environmental-mainstreaming.org/nssd/pdf/IIED08.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041619301263
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041619301263
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/civil-society-strategy-building-a-future-that-works-for-everyone
https://www.gov.uk/government/topical-events/the-uks-industrial-strategy
http://www.coastalpartnershipsnetwork.org.uk/
http://www.coastalpartnershipsnetwork.org.uk/
http://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/24719/
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/enabling-a-natural-capital-approach-enca
https://ore.exeter.ac.uk/repository/bitstream/handle/10871/31606/Foresight Health_and_Well-being_Final.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://ore.exeter.ac.uk/repository/bitstream/handle/10871/31606/Foresight Health_and_Well-being_Final.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
http://www.coastalbasedapproach.org/
https://www.exeter.ac.uk/cornwall/research/impact/bluehealth/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-resilience-development-framework
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/community-resilience-development-framework
https://www.naturalcapitalinitiative.org.uk/wholescapes/
https://www.ice.org.uk/knowledge-and-resources/case-studies/managed-realignment-at-medmerry-sussex
https://www.ice.org.uk/knowledge-and-resources/case-studies/managed-realignment-at-medmerry-sussex
https://neweconomics.org/2020/08/light-on-the-horizon-the-story-of-the-eastbourne-fishing-quay
https://neweconomics.org/2017/10/new-website-helps-communities-build-good-local-economies
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol10/iss1/resp2/main.html
https://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol10/iss1/resp2/main.html
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/aqc.2885
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/aqc.2885
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Community 
Empowerment • Responsible Finance  Community 

Economic Development
• ReMeMaRe Environment Agency 

Initiative (waiting to see if any links)
• Ruiz-Frau et al (2015) A multidisciplinary 

approach in the design of marine 
protected areas: Integration of science 
and stakeholder-based methods

• Tompkins and Adger (2004). Does 
adaptive management of natural 

resources enhance resilience to climate change?
• ‘Wholescape Approach to Marine Management’ project supported by 

the MMO under EMFF grant and being project managed by The Rivers 
Trust. Exploring opportunities for collaboration between Catchment 
and Coastal Partnerships to improve the quality of estuary and coastal 
water
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8.

Using a Net Gain 
Approach Summary

If net gain is to be used as part of a suite of activities to restore and 
improve the marine environment then an approach is needed that, a) uses 
the wider lens of environmental net gain, b) considers species as well 
as habitats and the ecosystem services they deliver, and c) integrates 
planning and delivery of net gain and restoration with fisheries and 
other marine activities. Restoration on the scale necessary to impact the 
current biodiversity emergency and improve climate resilience should go 
beyond applying biodiversity net gain through the licensing and consents 
process. Applied only to individual development projects, net gain is likely 
to make a modest contribution to marine recovery. Instead it should be an 
integrated part of a suite of strategically connected activities that deliver 
restoration and improvement of the marine environment.
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Learning from the 
Marine Pioneer
The Governments 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP) sets a new ambition to 
restore and improve the environment on a large scale, including by using a net 
gain principle when consenting developments.  One of the ways proposed to do 
this is to embed an “environmental net gain principle for development in order to 
deliver environmental improvements locally and nationally” (Defra, 2018., p.33). 
The net gain principle incorporates active improvement during development and 
could contribute to restoration along with other strategies. 

Marine nature conservation up until now in England has generally focused 
on maintaining the state of conservation features to achieve ‘favourable’ 
condition in protected areas and for protected species. This has not improved 
and restored the environment at the scale required to create resilience to the 
crises of climate change and biodiversity loss, and sustainably manage marine 
systems (Rees et al. 2020) (see MP summary 6 and 2). 

Though addressing net gain was not a core strand of the Marine Pioneer, 
learning from research areas of the Marine Pioneer could be useful for 
developing a net gain approach. The Marine Pioneer developed a process 
to detail what restoration and improvements are required (see MP summary 
2), what collaboration and partnership options there are for delivery of 
improvements (see MP summaries 3, 1 and 7) and what sustainable financial 
mechanisms and match funding might be available (see MP Summary 4). The 
Marine Pioneer incorporated lessons and reflections from a variety of past 
marine programmes (see MP summaries 5 and 6) and was steered by national 
and local government planners and managers as well as NGOs, academics 
and local stakeholders. The South West Partnership for Environmental and 
Economic Prosperity (SWEEP), a central Marine Pioneer partner, reviewed 
global application of net gain and no net loss as well as examining the evidence 
available to apply a natural capital and net gain approach to offshore wind 
Environmental Impact Assessment. 

Rachel Holtby

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
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Net gain policies should take the broader perspective of environmental (as 
opposed to biodiversity-only) net gain, to include species and habitats, 
as this offers advantages including opportunities to improve ecosystem 
service delivery and address social inequality, which has wider implications 
for community empowerment (see MP Summary 7). Widening the scope of net 
gain adds to the complexity of the decision-making process, but single metrics 
alone are not appropriate as they can mask the significance of individual costs 
and benefits. 

Consents-based net gain is not likely to provide the scale of improvement 
required to impact the current decline, therefore, marine net gain should 
be developed and incorporated into a national strategic approach to 
restoration and improvement. 

Integration with fisheries management needs to be a key component of 
net gain, given the impact of the activity on biodiversity and the scale of the 
industry across the marine environment. In North Devon a partnership has 
been developed with the fishing industry to ensure they are integral to planning, 
investment and delivery (see MP summary 5). 

Dan Hallam

What we think should change 
based on Pioneer learning
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Our Recomendations

• Co-production of knowledge could benefit from defined nested 
natural capital plan areas, for example, within regional marine 
plans, where ongoing, democratic, participatory deliberation can 
occur. Working with citizens and industries, particularly in a new era 
of co-design and co-management, would seed a growing resource for 
carrying out ongoing net environmental gain related work, and more 
broadly support stakeholder networks that want to contribute to delivery 
of the 25YEP vision. Natural Capital Asset and Risk Registers could be 
a key process and tool.

• The cumulative effects of marine developments must be 
better understood. Mechanisms such as Strategic Environmental 
Assessment and regional marine planning are likely to be particularly 
important in understanding the extent of positive and negative 
impacts beyond those for individual project sites, and hence exploring 
opportunities for strategic net gain. 

• Options for achieving net gain at the project level through the 
consents and licensing process need to be integrated into a wider, 
strategic net gain strategy, otherwise benefits are likely to be limited.

• The priorities for future scoping studies are to undertake 
assessment of specific contexts and scenarios in order to 
develop operational frameworks for net gain. This would include; 
incorporating the natural capital approach, determining appropriate 
frames of reference, and exploring nested scales and multilevel, 
collaborative governance.

• Monitoring and evaluation needs to be built in to determine how 
net gain approaches (in the context of their relative administrative 
complexity, cost and resource intensity) contribute, in practice, to the 
urgent priority for large-scale habitat and species restoration across 
fisheries, the coast, and pelagic and benthic ecosystems. Pilot studies 
will be necessary to determine appropriate evaluation metrics and 
their data requirements, and to establish monitoring protocols.

• Net gain should not be restricted to biodiversity alone. The natural 
capital approach has the potential to provide a robust framework 
through which net environmental gain is defined. The Pioneer tested 
a natural capital delivery framework to provide a system that can 
integrate planning and delivery for nature restoration and improvements 
in North Devon and Suffolk. While it is not a complete solution to 
applying a net gain principle, it could be a contribution.

• Effective, significant net gain requires governance that supports 
integrated, place-based planning and delivery. Widespread marine 
net gain cannot occur independently of fisheries management, or 
indeed of consideration of any other marine and coastal based activity 
that will likely be affected. Public and stakeholder engagement is 
required to develop the necessary collaborative solutions, and working 
in this inclusive and participatory way, could also further aid community 
empowerment agendas. 

Ness Smith
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Marine Pioneer 
Work and Outputs

The Marine Pioneer tested a marine natural capital approach and found that it 
can provide a framework and tools for net gain that integrates environmental, 
social and economic perspectives. The Marine Pioneer, in conjunction with 
SWEEP, developed the Marine Natural Capital Asset and Risk Register that 
can contribute to a strategic and local understanding of what constitutes 
net environmental or natural capital gain in a place (see MP summary 2). 
It illustrates how the benefits that flow from marine ecosystems are linked to 
natural capital assets. General trends of decline over time can be examined 
for potential management intervention based on the scale of benefit that 
can be achieved from existing stocks, compared to what could be achieved 
with healthier and greater stocks. The asset and risk register incorporated 
community-based knowledge via participatory mapping, which is a very valuable 
tool, especially for data poor areas. To use a net gain principle, further mapping 
of whom (the public, the rights owner, the Government, or nature itself) and over 
what time frame the distribution of ‘gain’ is accrued is very important. Delivery 
of environmental net gain in a strategic way requires collaboration and 
partnerships to generate knowledge, resources and best practice (see MP 
summaries 3, 7 and 1).

Globally the focus of net gain policies is biodiversity, including in English 
legislation for developments on land. Policies that require development projects 
to ensure no net loss (NNL) of biodiversity are typically established through the 
mitigation hierarchy, which is applied through planning consents and licensing 
to projects expected to have significant environmental impact. However, it was 
found that in the case of offshore wind (a sector likely to see significant future 
expansion), the environmental impacts of individual projects are frequently 
considered negligible, or less negative than counterfactual scenarios, so 
additional actions to offset impacts on specific features are not required (see 
report 55). A consent-based like for like approach might not deliver the 
scale of improvement or restoration required. Instead, an approach where 
the net gain can be achieved in whichever way it is considered to have the 
most substantive impact on the marine environment would be better. This 
would necessitate strategic and integrated planning and delivery (see MP 
summary 3). 

Rachel Holtby

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/7._north_devon_marine_pioneer_report_2_march_2019.pdf
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Approach this wider approach with the expectation that environmental net gain for marine 

or coastal natural capital assets and services will be delivered as compensation 
by proposals that may have significant adverse environmental impact. 

Integrating planning and delivery (see MP summary 3) across the land and 
sea for net gain would benefit marine and coastal environments, as well as 
terrestrial environments. It could also provide more efficient and effective 
governance and evaluation by developing a strategic, systematic view 
of net gain activity across the country, particularly if we are to meet the 
restoration and improvement goals as set out in the 25YEP. The Landscape 
Pioneer Investment Strategy identified priorities that will contribute significantly 
to improving benefits for both the terrestrial and marine environment. For 
example, improving water quality and restoring watershed and coastal habitats 
are beneficial outcomes for both land and sea. See the Related Evidence, 
Examples and Discussions section for more examples. 

The North Devon Biosphere, which incorporated both the Marine and 
Landscape Pioneers, has established a Financial Trust that can administer 
on behalf of blended public and private funds transparently, to achieve 
shared restoration and improvement objectives for nature (see MP 
summary 4). This could support the collective funding programme for delivery of 
net gain.

The challenges and opportunities for applying a net gain principle for marine 
management were explored in a review carried out by members of SWEEP (see 
report 1). It considered five key questions: 

i. Are there clear lessons from existing No Net Loss (NNL) policies? 
ii. Should the net gain principle apply only to biodiversity? 
iii. How will net gain be measured? 
iv. What are appropriate net gain targets? 
v. What is the appropriate scope, scale and policy framework for net 

gain?

There are increasing calls for the net gain framework to extend beyond 
biodiversity. The 25YEP suggests in the future the approach used for net gain 
will expand to include “wider natural capital benefits, such as flood protection, 
recreation and improved water and air quality” (Defra, 2018 p.33). The Natural 
Capital Committee state that, net gain based on site-specific biodiversity 
alone will deliver fewer ecological benefits than if the approach considered 
the wider, integrated environmental system (NCC, 2019). Additionally, the 
draft marine plans for England (MMO 2020a and MMO 2020b) are promoting 

Rachel Holtby
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strategic environmental assessment and interactions with fisheries management 
were also discussed. 

It was found that the frames of reference (baselines and counterfactuals) 
against which conservation and restoration objectives are measured 
are of fundamental importance to the actual and perceived outcomes of 
interventions, but often these are not clearly stated in NNL and biodiversity net 
gain policies. Research cited demonstrates that routine independent evaluation 
of post-consent monitoring and environmental state is not apparent but would be 
crucial for monitoring and evaluating the impact of a net gain principle.  

The review highlights that to date, few marine NNL or net gain initiatives have 
been implemented adequately or monitored effectively, and measures employed 
tend to be limited to a subset of keystone species and/or specific protected 
features. There is no equivalency or common unit for ‘nature’, so no site is 
ever like-for-like. There is also a lack of guidelines for mitigation requirements 
in the marine environment. The review concludes that, from current practice, 
under policies that are (at least nominally) NNL, significant marine net gain 
will not be achieved if the primary delivery methods are site-based like-
for-like compensation or using existing consents and licensing processes. 
Therefore, rather than focusing on developing a specific biodiversity 
metric; initiating a marine net gain principle requires a broad strategic 
discussion. 

Evidence was compiled from international 
research that explicitly evaluated marine NNL and 
net gain policies, but also related studies, including 
reviews of the Environmental Impact Assessment 
process for marine infrastructure. Examples of 
offshore wind farms and aggregate extraction 
were considered as these are two major sectors 
influenced by the marine consents and licensing 
process. Opportunities for active and passive 
approaches to net gain and the wider role of 

55. Hooper, T., Austen, M. and Lannin, A. (2021). Developing policy and 
practice for marine net gain. Journal of Environmental Management 
Vol. 277 (available here).

Additional work from SWEEP tested a draft biodiversity net gain metric on data 
collected during a standard environmental impact assessment for an offshore 
wind farm (see Ashley et al. 2020). This illustrated the challenges of trying to 
adopt measures developed for the land to the marine environment, not least the 
considerable uncertainty in the baseline site characterisation due to limited data 
on habitat area and condition (the two key inputs to the biodiversity metric) and 
limited understanding of the extent of change post-construction. 

The Urban Pioneer located in Greater Manchester, also tested Biodiversity Net 
Gain (BNG) as one of the core policies of the 25YEP and emerging Environment 
Bill. Early in the Urban Pioneer Strategic Plan, BNG was referred to as a 
potential opportunity to resolve the challenges to the natural environment in 
Urban areas of built development. They found that biodiversity and natural 
capital net gain is necessary to strategically demonstrate impact and explore 
and how this will deliver wider net gains to benefit residents and the economy. 

The outcome of these research areas is analogous to that of natural capital 
accounting, for which the World Bank–led WAVES global partnership (Vardon 
et al. 2017) has emphasised the need to move from a focus on methods, 
data and single “magic bullet” solutions towards a more decision-centred 
approach that enhances opportunities for wide engagement and improved 
policy discourse, and utilises a range of tools.

https://www.northdevonbiosphere.org.uk/uploads/1/5/4/4/15448192/hooper_et_al_marine_net_gain_preprint.pdf
https://naturegreatermanchester.co.uk/resource/urban-pioneer-strategic-plan/#:~:text=Urban%20Pioneer%20Strategic%20Plan%20%E2%80%93%20Greater%20Manchester.%20The,to%20live%2C%20work%20and%20bring%20up%20a%20family.
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Related Evidence, 
Examples and Discussions

• ABPMer. (2019). Net Gain. Moving towards a practical framework and 
metric for the marine environment. 

• Defra. (2019). Net gain. Summary of responses and government 
response. July 2019.

• Environmental Net Gain Measurement, Delivery and Application 
Findings of the CIWEM conference, October 2018. 

• Ashley, M., Hooper, T., Mullier, T. (2020). Applicability of offshore 
wind farm ecological monitoring data to net gain and natural capital 
frameworks. Report prepared by staff at the Marine Institute, University 
of Plymouth, as part of the South West Partnership for the Environment 
and Economic Prosperity (SWEEP) and the Marine Pioneer 
programme.

• Jacob, C., Pioch, S., & Thorin, S. (2016). The effectiveness of the 
mitigation hierarchy in environmental impact studies on marine 
ecosystems: A case study in France. Environmental Impact 
Assessment Review, 60, 83-98.

• Levrel, H., Pioch, S., & Spieler, R. (2012). Compensatory mitigation in 
marine ecosystems: Which indicators for assessing the “no net loss” 
goal of ecosystem services and ecological functions? Marine Policy, 
36(6), 1202-1210.

• Shumway, N., Watson, J. E., Saunders, M. I., & Maron, M. (2018). The 
risks and opportunities of translating terrestrial biodiversity offsets to 
the marine realm. BioScience, 68(2), 125-133.

• The Severn Vision is an example of how net gain can be used as part 
of a more strategic approach using a large-scale geographic vision to 
restore the ecosystem and reduce flooding at the coast.
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Acronyms

25YEP

AONB

BNG

BEIS

CECAN

CaBA

EBM

EFH

EMFF

EU

FRMPs

FRMP

FSMP

GES

GHGs

GIS

IFCA

LNRSs

MMO

MNCP

MP

MPA

MWG

NbS

NDNCS

NERC

NGOs

NEF

NNL

SHSs

SWEEP

UK

UNESCO

WWF

25 Year Environment Plan (A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan 
to Improve the Environment)

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

Biodiversity Net Gain

Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy

Centre for Evaluation of Complexity across the Nexus

Catchment Based Approach

Ecosystem-Based Management

Essential Fish Habitat

European Maritime Fisheries Fund

European Union

Fisheries Research and Management Plans

Flood Risk Management Project

Fisheries, Science and Management Partnership

Good Environmental Status

Green House Gases

Graphic Information System (mapping)

Inshore Fisheries and Conservation Authorities

Local Nature Recovery Strategies

Marine Management Organisation

[North Devon] Marine Natural Capital Plan

Marine Pioneer

Marine Protected Area

Marine Working Group

Nature-based Solutions

North Devon Natural Capital Strategy

Natural Environment Research Council

Non-Governmental Organisations

New Economics Foundation

No Net Loss

System Health Specialists

The South West Partnership for Environmental and Economic 
Prosperity

United Kingdom

United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organisation

World Wide Fund for Nature



Glossary of Terms
Adaptive

Agile

Collaborative

Ecosystem services

Governance

Holistic

Inclusive

Interdisciplinary

Multi-level

[management / governance] the ability to change and 
evolve based on new knowledge

the division of tasks into phases that can be 
evaluated and reassessed with the ability to move 
and change quickly

[governance] – a collective decision-making process 
including government and non-government actors 
that is formal, consensus-oriented, and deliberative

functions and products from nature that can be turned 
into benefits with varying degrees of human input.

the interactions among structures, processes 
and traditions that determine how power and 
responsibilities are exercised, how decisions are 
taken, and how citizens and other stakeholders have 
their say.

the understanding that parts of the system are 
intimately interconnected and effect and interact with 
each other, and are therefore not independent

[decision making] engages all related actors and 
purposefully activates diversity to improve 
innovation and increase fairness and better 
outcomes

combining or involving two or more disciplines to 
work together

[governance] the way power, decision-making and 
accountability is spread vertically between many 
levels of government and horizontally across multiple 

Natural capital

Natural Capital 
Approach

Placed-based

Regulatory sandbox

Transdisciplinary

Transparent

Value

the elements of nature that directly or indirectly 
produce value, including ecosystems, species, 
freshwater, land, minerals, the air and oceans, as well 
as natural processes and functions.

applying the concept of natural capital with the intent 
to inform decision making.

where the place is a physical setting; a holistic 
approach to decision-making that includes different 
policy sectors and silos, linking to key resources and 
desired local outcomes

a ‘safe space’ to test innovative processes, services 
and delivery mechanisms without incurring all the 
normal regulatory consequences but with an agreed 
set of rules for an agreed and bounded area

combines interdisciplinarity with a participatory 
approach to transcend the boundaries of any single 
disciplinary perspective or approach

clear, open and honest processes and decision-
making

a change in human wellbeing generated by capital. 
Not necessarily reflected in market price.
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