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Foreword

The Nature Improvement Areas were an inspiring igeambining
community action, investment in some of our most precious
environmental areas, and opportunities for scientific research. But the
were a new idea, and we felt it was very important to geigatous
independent assessment of how they had performed as soon as poss
{ dzZOK WS @I f dzI (ghmany Bspektsd of ighualByNJ S| & &
communityled projects can be tough to measure and quantify. And
much of the magic of an individual schemsuchas the Morecambe Bay
Woodfuel project is difficult to capture in a government paper. ie

But in this case, the monitoring and evaluation results have been overwhelmingly positive. This
report shows that the Nature Improvement Areas have not only been ssftdeshey have

performed much better than we hoped. On the community side, they brought an astonishing 47,000
days of volunteer time to the natural world. From the point of view of ecology and carbon capture,
they have delivered fantastic results suchttaes Culm grassland restoration. None of this has been
easyq we owe a huge debt of gratitude to the hundreds of people who put the hard work, thought,
patience, and energy into bringing these projects to fruition. These were testing undertakings. But
agan and again, theeport demonstrates that the NIAs helped partners to work much more closely
together, inspired communities, and left behind a real justifiable sense of pride.

My personal conclusion is that NIAs have now been demonstrated to be a goelat for future

work in the British environment. Our environment is irreducibly local. Climate, geology, soil types
and habitat vary dramatically across our island. But it is also as Professor Lawton emphasises
interconnected. We must also approach itlisticallyg linking whole river catchments for example,

from the source to the sea, making sure that the thousands of different interventions in land and
water use, reinforce each other and create a better place for life. And to sustain such environmental
work in the future, we need to ensure that the British public is connected to it at everydeval-
informed about the natural world, and engaging with it vigorously and regularly.

The Nature Improvement Areas combine all these thintigey are intesely local, they emphasise
partnership, they are sensitive to approaches stretching across whole catchments asgstéems,

and they draw in thousands of volunteers and community groups. And the results of all this are clear
in this assessment, Such gopaoach does not only make sense of our socigtyalso delivers

remarkable environmental results.

This report should now give the whole of the British environmental movergémm our own
Department, and agencies, to charities, voluntary bodies,nassies, and councils an inspiring
model. We must ensure that the philosophy of the Nature Improvement Areas, and the lessons of
these projects are shared as widely as possible, so they can be integrated into the thousands of
initiatives launched every yeacross the country. The work of the Nature Improvement Areas
should now be central to how we think about our work in the British environment over the next
twenty-five years.

And we owe a huge thanks to the many, many people who made these remarkaldetpnapssible.

Rory Stewart MP, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Environment and Rural Affairs

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs: Collingwood Environmental Planning
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Executive Summary

Summary headlines from the monitoring and evaluation

Introduction

The establishment of the Nature Improvement Areas (NIAs) ammsounced in the Natura
Environment White Papét Y R O2y iNA o dzi SR (2 9y 3IflyRQa ai
¢ Biodiversity 2020 The NIAs were designed to enable partnerships (including local autho
local communities, land managerthe private sector and conservation organisations) to deve
FYR AYLX SYSyd | akKkFNBR @Araizy F2N) GKSANI
OK | y B $dure conservation might be delivered at a landscapale, enhancing ecosyste
servicesncludingsocial and economic objectives.

Following a national competition 12 selected NIAs were awarded a share of £7.5 million govel
funding for a three year period from April 2012 to March 2015.

The NIA Monitoringand Evaluation Phase 2 projéetas commissioned bthe Department of the
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (B&fin collaboration with Natural England, in February 2(
The project gathered evidence and assessed the progress and achievements of the NIAS ¢
three year grant faded period, as well dearning from the NIA initiative to inform future integrate
natural environment initiatives This summary overview presents the headline results of
monitoring and evaluation project.

What did the NIAs achieve and what differee did they make?

More, bigger and less fragmented places for wildlife

Substantial contributions t@®iodiversity 202@utcomes were achieved. The initiative accelera
and broadened the scope of biodiversity activities in NIAs, although some actiedjesially those
funded through environmental stewardship grantsight have happened without the NIA initiativ
but over a longer timescale. NIA partnerships maintained or improved 13,664ha of existing
habitat (equivalent to about a quarter ohé¢ size of the New Forest National Park); and h
restored or created 4,625ha of new priority habitat. The NIAs also restored, created or ma
225km of linear and boundary habitats, such as rivers and hedgerows. Activities to restore or
habitais have delivered multiple benefits, such as: improved habitat connectivity; developme
recreational corridors; creation of open spaces; and the enhancement of ecosystem services.

Enhancing the benefits that nature provides for people

The NlApartnerships improved local ecosystem services and raised awareness of ecosystem ¢
nationally through their activities and research. Theyivdeed culturalecosystem services b
working to improve landscape character; creating easier accessdahenquality of greenspace
and helping people to engage with and understand the natural environment. They also enk
supporting ecosystem services, for example by improving habitats for pollinators, and regt
ecosystenservices, for example bjtough flood protection and carbon storage and sequestratic

¢KS blL! LI NIYSNEKALIA ¢2N] SR (G2 AYLNROS LIS
nature forlearning art and cultural events. Examples include: a project in Birmingham and
Country which brought together local residents and community groups in a deprived-fribge
estate to improve their local open space providing opportunities to learn new skills, meet p
and be physically actiVeand in Greater Thames Marshes arvieosnmental artwork was develope

! Natural choice; securing the value of natu(@M Government, 2011).

258FN} OHAMHO . A2ZRAQGSNBAGE WanwnY | &A0GNIGS3Ie FT2NJ OYyAfLyRQa sAfREATS
SUANI W2KY [Fgli2yQa NBGASE AYEFIASR [2vid2) OKI§I6S oA g csdaled KIA W (| FINBI |
habitat restoration and recreation, undginned bythereS& (it 6t AAKYSyd 2F SO02f 23A0I Profasho® 0SaaSa I+ yR
[FgG2yQa ONBENYY dil2a vindyiZ YR RSTAYSR & | WRANBOGAZzY 2F (N} @Stz y
* Collingwood Environmental Planning (CEP), with its partners GeoData Institute and Cascade Consulting, were commissiertali¢o un

the Monitoring and evaluation of Nature Improvement Areas: Phase 2 research project (WC1061).
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Modulgere&L ocation=None&Completed=2&ProjectID=18555

5 See:http://www.bbcwildlife.org.uk/nia/projects/castlevalemeadows
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to improve understanding of biodiversity within the unique landscape in a country park ol
Thames estuafy In three of the NIAs, 26,500 people participated in educational Uisits

Volunteers contributed over 47,000 g of their time to activities in all the NIAs over the thr
grant funded years, and volunteering increased in each of the three years, with the amol
volunteering in the third year twice as much as in the first. In total, 87% of volunteering tisierm
activities considered likely to lead to health and wellbeing benefits for the people involved
working in groups or doing physical work).

To illustrate the economic value of the benefits to ecosystem services, a study in one NIA (Nt
Devon)estimated the value of conserving 1,500ha of Culm grassland at more than £6 million ir
of water resource management and carbon storage generated over the three grant fundefl yez

The NIAsalso generated local economic benefits through employment creation, showcasing
supporting smaikcale local businesses, and enhancing the attractiveness of their areas for visi

Working with local communities, land managers and businesses

More effedive partnership working was a key benefit of the NIA initiative. 10 of the 12 partner
were able to get off to a quick start because they evolved from existing partnerships.
government grant enabled staff to be employed in NIAs to coordinatenpeships and encourag
joined-up working. NIA partnerships were broader and better coordinated than would have
possible otherwise. They included organisations that are not traditionally involved in conser
work, such as local businesses.

Lard managers were involved in, and undertook activities across all the NIAs, particularly relé
sustainable agriculture. The NIA partnerships also engaged with their local commu
encouraging community involvement in decisioraking, although theshort timescales to prepar:
bids and commence NIA project delivery meant that much of the wider community and pe
YodAz¢y Q KIR G2 0SS RS@St21ISR RdzZNAy3I LINR2SOG 7
Leverage

The NIA partnerships mobilised resources with an equivalent val#&® million (including the
financial value of volunteer time and serviceskind) in addition to the initial government grat
funding. Of this total, £15.3 million was from nrpuoblic sources (e.g. private sector and R(
governmental organisations).

What have we learnt from the NIAs?
Key lessons from the evaluation of the NIAs include:

9 shared visions and objectives for the NIA partnerships improved communication bet
organisations, encouraged joinegb working and more integrated implementation;

9 partnershipled, landscape scale land management contributed to successful implement
However, sufficient resources need to be dedicated to local coordination and managern
partnerships are to function well;

1 the flexibility inherent in the desigof the initiative was an important success factor;

9 partnerships bringing conservation organisations together with local businesses, land mar
research institutions and local authorities proved effective in delivering land management
integratedway envisaged by the NIA initiative;

9 visible government support and leadership and a clear policy message provided impetus f
project delivery and helped local projects in sourcing additional resources;

9 the scale of funding available to NIAs veaical to their success; the initial government gra
for example, enabled partnerships to employ staff, leverage maioding and initiate

6 See:http://www.placeservices.co.uk/projects/theeveal/

” An educational visit is defined as any organised visit to an NIA site or centre which has an explicit educational objective.
8 Cowapet al. (2015)Theeconomic value of ecosystem services provided bygnalsslandsAvailable from:
http://www.devonwildlifetrust.org/i/The_economic value of Culm_grassla April_15.pdf
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demonstration projects that have encouraged others to get involved; and,

91 longer term activity (beyond the thregears of grant funding in NIAs) will be required to deli
sustainable impact, with associated monitoriagd evaluationto understand if lasting change
have been realised.

Conclusions

The NIA partnerships achieved a great deal in a relatively shoibdpef time. They develope
partnerships, established shared visions and objectives for the natural environment in their
and implemented ambitious work programmes. Although longer term monitcaimd) evaluation
would be required to understand iflahe changes are sustained, in three years the NIAs delivel
range of benefits, including: real change in the quality and quantity of priority habitats; enhé
ecosystem services; joint working with a wide range of partners and the involvement rof
people as volunteers or visitors, leading to benefits for local people and communities.

¢KS bL!& NBLINBASYGSR Iy -QKIAIAS D ORI NR NBIZ
envisaged: a new, approach to ecological restoration which rebuillture and creates a mot
resilient natural environment for the benefit of wildlife and ourselves, with a vision to 2050.
challenge for the NIAs was how to sustain delivery: four NIA partnerships have already s
funding from a variety of soaes; and groups formed from four other NIxere awarded funding
under the first round of the Countrysid&tewardship facilitation furfdn July 2015.

It is too soon, however, to know the extent to which NIA partnerships will be able to contin
deliver all their objectives beyond the three grant funded years. The true value and impact of 1
NIAs will only be realised in the longierm, as achieving ecological restoration will require m:
years of effort, if they inspirand help provide a busass case to enable othets follow suit and
build on the experience and knowledge developed over the last three years. More general
lessons learnt are relevant to future development of policy on integrated management o
natural environment taleliver multiple policy objectives.

Introduction to the project and the final report

The Nature Improvement Areas (NIAMonitoring and Evaluation Phase 2 projéctwas
commissioned by the Department of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), in
collaboration with Natural England, in February 2013. The project involved gathering evidence and
assessing the individual and aggregated progress and achievewietiie NIA partnerships over

their three year grant funded period (April 2012 to March 2615)The project also aimed to
maximise learning from the NIAs and build a practical evidence base to inform future integrated
land-use and management initiatives he final reporfrom the project presents the findings of the
monitoring and evaluation at the end of the three years.

Policy background and introduction to the NIAs

The establishment of NIAs was announced in the Natural Environment White BapEme NlAs

were introduced to create joinedp and resilient ecological networks at a landscape scale and to

deliver these in an integrated way, enhancing ecosystem seriahsding social and economic

objectives. They were intended to be large, discrete arelasreva local partnership had a shared
GAaAA2Y F2NJ GKSANI yI GdzNI £ SY@ANRBYYSYd 6KAOK g2 dzf |

? https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/quidéo-countrysidestewardshipfacilitation-fund

1% Collingwood Environmental Plaimy (CEP), with its partners GeoData Institute and Cascade Consulting, were commissioned to

undertake the Monitoring and evaluation of Nature Improvement Areas: Phase 2 research project (WC1061).
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=2&Project|D=18555

! Note that this report, and the monitoring and evaluation project overall, covers the tialinlAs that received government grant

funding. It does not consider any of the locally determined NIAs subsequently established. Therefore throughout thisfegpode to

GiKS bL!a¢ NBFSNB (G2 GKS AyAGAlLf wmu bL!&a GKFG NBOSAGSR INFyild TFdzyRJ
2 Natural choice; securing the value of natui&M Government, 2011)
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OK | y?3r6 @ature conservation might be delivered. The programme took forward the
recommendations of Professor Sikdg' [ | 612y Qa NBLR2 NI 2y alefahy3 { LI
2010)* and links to the shift of emphasis from stased conservation towards a more integrated

landscape scale approach advocated in the Biodiversity Strategy for England (Defra, 2011) as a
contribution towards commitments to the Convention on Biological Diversity

The 12 selected NIA partnerships started work in April 2012, following a national competition which
attracted 76 bids. The NIAs were partnerships of local authorities, local coitiesy land
managers, the private sector and conservation organisations. The government NIA Grant Scheme
provided funding to the partnerships for three years, and was intended to enable the 12 selected
NIAs to help provide inspiration locally and buildractical evidence base.

The NIAsaimed to trial and test innovativeintegrated and coordinatedapproaches to provide

better places for wildlife, to improve the natural environment for people, and to unite local
communities, land managers and businesa®ugh a shared vision. The variety of landscapes,

locally defined objectives, and partnerships seen across the NIAs reflected this purpose.

I aeadGSYFLdAO &eSG FtSEAO0ES | LIWNRBLEFOK (2 Y2YyAU2ZNAY.
progress, and t@assess what was working well or less well. The NIA partnerships applied several

new concepts where practical tools and assessment methods are still developing, relating to
restoration of habitat connectivity and ecosystem services for example.

The monito ring and evaluation process

The NIA partnerships undertook monitoring and evaluation following a framework, which addressed

four themes:biodiversity; ecosystem services; social and economic benefits and contributions to
wellbeing; and partnership workiny ¢ KS FNJ YSg2N)] Ay Of dzZRSR WO2NBQ A\
o8& Fftf GKS bL! LINLHYSNAKALBAZI YR W2LIHA2YIEQ AYR
partnerships used an online reporting tool to record their monitoring data at the end df pear.

The NIA partnerships also submitted quarterly progress reports to Natural England, including
financial monitoring and progress against their agreed objectives.

Theoverall approach to the evaluation used agic model following HM Treasuguidane in the

Magenta BooK. A logic model is used to help understand the complexity of a policy intervention

FYR GKS NBflIGA2yaKAL) 0S06SSy |y AyiSNBSyfdarzyQa
The approach adopted was a combination of procasd impact evaluation: focusing on how the

NIA partnerships were delivering their objectives, as well as on what and how much they were
delivering. Further research was conducted to help understand the difference the NIA partnerships

had made over and alve what may have happened anyway.

The NIA monitoring and evaluation project also supported delivery of NEWP commitment 11 to
ocapture the learning from NIAs, and review whether further action is needed in planning policy,
regulation or capacity buildinge support their developmeat ®

BLANI W2KY [Fold2yQa NBOASE AYIF ISR I 240502 OKKIYE Ss D SRIYVAS BscateX ATy 1T INEIN
habitat restoration and recreation, undginned by the reSa G 6 f AAKYSy G 2F 802t 2340t PrafaNd®rOSaasSa |y
[Lel2yQa QGNBNHW dil2a ninpyT YR RSTFAYSR 1a | WRANBOGAZY 2F (NI @8t vy

 Available at:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130402151656/http://archive.defra.gov.uk/environment/biodiversity/documents/BxH0
acefor-nature.pdf

15 www.cbd.int

16 Note that the framework was initial developed as partaobearate contract:Developing a framework for design, monitoring and
evaluating pilot Nature Improvement Areas: Phase 1 Scoping 8/:@¢029).

" HM Government (201IJhe Magenta Book: Guidance for evaluatibondonHM Treasury

18 Inputs relate to the resources (e.g. financial, people) invested in the MAtvities relate to the actionsundertakenby the NIAs to
meet their objectives (e.g. planning and coordinatiorhabitat creationinterventiong; Outputsrelate to the immediate rasits achieved
(e.g. completion of a specific activity on an area of la@)tcomesrelate to the short and medium term results of the activities and
outputs achieved(e.g. creation of conditions to support a priority habitat type); dngpactsrelate to the longer term results achieved
(e.g. establishment of an area of new priority habitat that is stable / sustainable)
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Evaluation of the inputs to the NIAs and the processes they used
NIA partnership financial and human resources

In 2012 the 12 NIA partnerships were awarded a share of £75

million government fuding for a three year period from April 201 £7.5million

to March 2015. The grants to the NIAs were administered| Initial government grant
Natural England. The reported total value of resources secure(

the NIAs in addition to the government grant was more than £ £26.3million
million. This inclued additional resources generated from publ Value of additional
and nonpublic sources, and the financial value of servicekind resources secured
and of time given by volunteers

Additional resources from nepublic sources had a financial valu 22%
equivalent to more than £15 million, ¢iuding support from NGOs|  Initial gant as % of total
academic institutions and the private sector as well as the valug NIA resources

volunteer time. Almost £11 million came from public sources (3
was nationa and 8% locaf). The ratio of additional resources t{  For every £1.00 oinitial
grant was 3.49:1, meaninthat, including the financial value o government grant, £3.49
volunteering and services-kind, £3.49 of resource was secured, financial value of
which £2.03 was from nepublic sources, for every £1.00 of thk ~ additional resources
initial NIA government grant. Based on NIA financial reporting 9eneratedof which £2.03
Natural England60% of the total resources were used for proje was from norpublic

implementation (i.e. land management activity / improveme sources
works including capital items), with an equivalent value of £20.3
million.

Most NIAs evolved from existing . ing the initial I i
partnerships within their areas, Having the Initial money was really useful in

though two of the partnerships 9alvanising others teengage and identify additional

were established specifically to bic resources

for the NIA government grant [NIA partnership chair]
(Marlborough Downs and South

Downs). Partnership size varied from less than five formal partners (e.g. Marlborough Downs) to
more than 50 (e.g. Birmingham and Black Country).

The government grant, and the additional resources secured, enabled the partnerships to employ
dedicated st# (e.g. NIA project managers and fatimison officers) and a range of contractors.
Between 2012 and 201the NIA partnerships also mobilised more than 47,000 days of volunteering.
This equates to approximately six ftithe equivalents (FTES)per year per NIA on average.
Approximately 75% of this volunteering time was spent on implementation. There was almost twice
as much volunteering on NIA activities in the third year compared to the first year of the grant
funded period.

Government agency manageant of the initiative and support to NIA partnerships

Natural England was responsible for the delivery of the NIA programme. They provided overall
LINEANF YYS YIFylFI3SYSydsz 20SNEIg (GKS bL!'aQ AYLX SYS
evaluation work. The NIA initiative was overseen by a Steering Group (established to have
representation from Defra, Natural England, Forestry Commission, Environment Agency and

%% Financial value of volunteer time calculated using standardised rates of: General unskilled labour £6.25 per hour, 85&pecidést,
skilled trained labour £18.75 per hour, £150 per day; Specialist services £31.25 per hour, £250 per day; Profession&b€epacéour,
£350 per day

Any government department or agency e.g. Defra, Natural England, Forestry Commisgi@mnignt Agency including grant schemes
Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) etc). May also include others e.g. Kew Gardens. Also includes other Rural Developmer forogramm
England (RDPE) e.g. LEADER,; Biosphere
2| pcal authorities and local authority funderganisations. Also includes National Park Authorities, AONBSs, Internal Drainage Boards
2Eorthe monitoring and evaluation of the NIAs one full time equivalEME) wa equal to 230 working days of 7 hours
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Department for Communities and Local Government), which met regularly throughout the three
grant funded years.

At the local level, Natural England provided support to the NIAs through a network of dedicated local
officers. Natural England estimated they provided an average of almost 7 FTEs per year including
national and local support. The Enviment Agency and Forestry Commission also provided
support to NIA partnerships. The Environment Agency estimated that the total support they
provided was approximately 1.7 FTEs per year, with the majority of this spent on local support to NIA
project impkementation. Natural England and the Environment Agency both noted that their
estimates of support are likely to be underestimates

Defra funded external contracts to support the monitoring and evaluation of the NIAs in two phases
overseen by a NIA monitiog and evaluation project Steering Group. This Group met formally 15
times during the monitoring and evaluation Phase 2 project.

Partnership working in the NIAs

The NIAs commented (through interviews with partnership chairs) that being basexkisting

partnerships, as 10 out of 12 were, was beneficial due to the time and effort required to establish

YS6 LI NIYSNEKALMAD 9+ OK bL!Qa &KIFINBR @AaArAzy | yR
0SGGSNI FTAIYYSY(d 27F RIAanE a8 bFproviding dednhoy pridrities to dofld Q ¢ 2 |
towards. Some NIAs expressed the view that having time at the start of the initiative to collectively
develop visions and objectives may have strengthened partnership working in the fenger By

bringing together new partners with diverse interests, NIA partnerships were also able to develop
relationships between partners who may not have worked together before, and helped establish a

AKI NBR dzy RSNEGFYRAY3I 27F LI NI yudlkgngit. 202SO00GABSazr RN
Establishing clear structures for coordination, delegation and communication of tasks and roles
across governance and NIA project delivery groups was also seen as important. Key benefits of
partnership working expressed by NIA partnership ichahrough interviews included: agreed

priorities across organisations that may not have coordinated activities before; breaking down
barriers between organisations; sharing of data and knowledge; and involving local communities.

Evaluation of outcomes an d impacts from NIA activities

Becoming much better places for wildlife

1 The NIA partnerships have delivered activities to maintain
improve 13,664ha of existing priority habitjtand restore or

14.6%

Proportion of existing priority
habitatin NIAssubject to new

create 4,625ha of new priority habitat. They hawadso management action
delivered actions on 225km of linear and boundary habitg
such as rivers and hedgerows, and 78 individual site ba 13,664ha

habitats, such as ponds. These activities represent Area of existing priority habitat
contribution to the delivery of England Biodiversity Strate in NIAsmanaged to maintain
outcome 1A°, or improve its condition

1 The activities on 13,664ha of existing priority habitat represer
14.6% of the extent of priority habitat in the NIAs (and 3.5% 4,625ha
the total area of the NIAs). 13,664ha is equivalent to aboy /\'éa managed to restore or
quarter of the size of the New Forest National Park. 1 create newmfr'ty IR
4,65ha of new habitat created or restored represents 2.3% °

2 For example, Natural England time only includes that coded to the NIA programme, and does not include other work programmes i

NIAs even if these were contributing to NIA objectives e.g. Environmental Stewardship administration

z Priority habitats were idntified as being the most threatened and requiring conservation action under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan
(UKBAP)LY HAMOZ bl ddzN}f 9y3IflyR LldzozfAaKSR I ySg LINA2NARGE KFIoAdl Ga
®Defra (2012BiodivtNBE A 18 HnunY ! &GN} G538 F2NI 9@uéne|R Beiter wililife Rdbita® Bith BOgeR S O 2
of priority habitats in favourable or recovering condition and at least 50% of SSSis in favourable condition, while nggattieast 9%

in favourable or recovering condition.

Q A
e a

Q¢
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the England Biodiversity Strategy outcome (1Bd increase priority habitats by at least
200,000hd’

9 Activities were also undertaken to enhance habitat connectivity (which also represents a
contribution to the England Biodiversity Strategy outcome 1B). Research related to enhancing
and monitoring connectivity was an experimental aspect of the NIA initiative. In addition, NIAs
have reported on various interventions such as changes in the totaherfespecific types of
priority habitat or mapping how NIA activities have created patchworks of habitat / stepping
stones for species. However, due to the locally specific nature of habitat connectivity, a clear
YSIFadz2NBE 2F GKS O2 Yo foyefhBncet conre@vityOnhs iioNJFossibi to 2
establish.

1 The threeyear period was generally too short to measure the longer term biodiversity impacts
of the activities carried out. For example, even where appropriate habitat management may
have been puin place, it may take many years before the full effect of that action (i.e. impact)
becomes apparent, such as improved habitat condition, or improved status of key species.

Enhancing benefits for people as well as wildlife

1 Some NIAs delivered actions sffically designed to enhance ecosystem services, such as flood
protection (e.g. through watercourse maintenance) and carbon sequestration. Reflecting the
integrated approach, all NIA activities related to enhancing or creating habitats or encouraging
local people to engage with the natural environment, will have also enhanced ecosystem
services.

1 NIAs undertook specific studies which suggest that ecosystem service outcomes have, and will
continue to be, realised. These related to the value of carbeqguestration and habitat
improvements, for example.

Examples of NIA studies on the value of ecosystem services

A study completed in the Northern Devon NIA estimated the value of Culm grassland restoratic
recreation work similar to that being implemesd under the NIA project and concluded it:

WY XYrovides an excellent return on investment. Over the next ten years, Devon Wildlife Trust i
restore at least 5,000ha more Culm, which will more than double its water and carbon valut
excess of £28.million. The cost of this investment in Culm restoration and recreation is in the r
of £2 million, giving more than a tefold return on investme®® ® o/ 26 LJ S&G | X

Over the three grant funded years, the Northern Devon NIA has implemestgdns on more than
1,500ha of grassland, suggesting a potential of more than £6 million in water resource manageme
carbon storage value over the three grant funded years.

The capitalised value of ecosystem services (the value at 2014 prices p$tecoservices over a tim
period of 100 years) provided by habitats created by Birmingham and Black Country |
approximately £2.19 million. A specific cost for the habitat creation activities associated witl
valuation was not considered in théusly, however this value compares to the total NIA governm
grant paid to Birmingham and Black Country of approximately £600,000.

1 All the NIA partnerships engaged with their local communities through activities to increase
participation in the natural environment (leading to more than 47,000 days of volunteering over
the three yearsq¢ as a comparison, the New Forest reported that 2614/15 over 900
volunteering days were recorded from people taking part in their work that year. Whilst the
NIAs covered approximately 9 times the area of the New Forest, the average number of NIA
volunteering days per year was 17.5 times the numberhm New Forest); and to encourage
schools and other local groups to engage with and learn in and from the natural environment. In

% pid. Outcome 1B: More, bigger and less fragmented areas for wildlife, with no net loss of priority habitat and an indteasgerall

extent of priority habitats by at least 200,000ha.

Tt is not possibled compare this to habitat creation and restoration in England as no assessment of change in priority habitat extent
was made in the most recent (2014) England Biodiversity Strategy indicators report due to the adoption of a new pritattinkebtory

in 2013.
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the three NIAs that reported on it, a total of 26,496 people had

participated in educational visftsby the end of year & asa 47,159 days
comparison, in the New Forest around 10,000 students a2y \/gjunteer time over the 3
receive free learning sessions (New Forest National F yearsin all NIAs
Authority, 2015%". (the equivalent of 68 people

9 The NIA partnerships carried out actions to enhance acces working full time each year)

nature by creating and improving facilities and information
key sites. The NIA partnerships also made links between 26,496pe0ple
natural environment and cultural and social values, such
through theatrical performances, art installations and ever..
including photography competitions.

Number participating in
educational visitén 3 NIAs

1 The NIA®Iso generated local economic benefits through employment creation, showcasing and
supportng smallscale local businesses, and enhancing the attractiveness of their areas for
visitors.

1 Case studies developed by the NIA partnerships and evidence from other research suggest that
social and economic wellbeing outcomes have occurred in all NBAsummary of the case
studies developed by eight of the NIAs to demonstrate their contribution to these benefits is
presented in Table 1. Some examples of the activities and benefits involved from three case
studies are:

0 The Castle Vale Meadows proj@¢Birmingham and Black Country) was used as a catalyst to
bring local residents and community groups together to make improvements to their local
open space. This was in a deprived udir@mge estate that suffered from a poor quality
physical environmenwith little access to natural greenspace. The project encouraged
engagement with the natural environment, physical activity, and enhanced participant skills.

0 In Greater Thames Marshes an environmental artwork was developed to help improve
@A a A (2 Nandnhg dzpiGdisexsity within the unique landscape in a country park on the
Thames estuary.

0 The Morecambe Bay Woodfuel Project helped secure £444,000 in Woodland Improvement
Grants and gain work for 52 local woodland management contractors, many of \ahem
small businesses. The project as a whole was considered by the NIA to have helped
encourage and promote the development of the local woodfuel economy, a process which is
expected to have economic benefit in the future.

Table 1: Summary of the NlAsial and economic case studies
Types of benefit presented within the case study
Social Spiritual,

Case study name . .
Health development Economic Education cultural,

and connections aesthetic

Birmingham and | Castle Vale Meadow VV VV v v v

Black Country

Marlborough Driving for the Disabled vV v v

Downs track works

Meres and Down to Earth Whixall vV VvV

Mosses

Morecambe Bay Mor.ecambe Bay Woodfuel v vV v
Project

Nene Valley C_ommunlty P_anel Public VV v v
Dialogue Project

%8 An educational visit is defined as any organised visit to an NIA site or centre (e.g. visitor centre) which has andexgpliicina!
objective.

2 hitp://www.newforestnpa.gov.uk/info/20016/our_work/54/annual_review

% Seehttp://www.bbcwildlife.org.uk/nia/projects/castlevalemeadows

i Seehttp://www.placeservices.co.uk/projects/theeveal/
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Case study name | Types of benefit presented within the case study
Northern Devon |t NB RdzOAy 3 |
to promote understanding \'A%
of ecosystem services
The Greater Public Art Project at
Thames Marshes| Hadleigh Farm Vv M Vv
Wild Purbeck Getting Wild about
Purbeck in Your School v v M

Key:VV = benefits delivered as explicit objective of the case study\ardbenefits delivered indirectly

Uniting local communities, land managers and businesses

1 The NIA partnerships generally included a broader range of organisations than are traditionally
involved in nature conservation, including local businesses. In addition, the shared visions for
the natural environment and objectives developed at the outselped improve communication
between organisations and encouraged coordinated working. Local communities also played a
role in all the NIAs, in particular through volunteering.

1 Farming groups (e.g. National Farmers Uraon the Farming| Land under Environmental
and Wildlife Adisory Group South We% were formal | Stewardship increased by
partners in four NIAs, and one NIA was farrest 10.8%across theNIAs,
(Marlborough Downs). This represented a different delive compared to 7.2% across
model to other NIAs; for example a specific NIA deliv the whole of England
company was established and an agmvironment cosultancy
team was contracted to provide project manageniént This | “@ligning NIA activities (in
approach was felt by the Marlborough Downs NIA partners|  some NIAs) with Water
chair to have been very successful. Land managers have Framework Directive
involved in undertaken many activities across all NI, outcomes helped gain extra
particularly activities related to sustainable agriculture. Lar  financial support and
under environmental stewardship increased by 10.8% acr facilitated joint working
the NIAsover the three grant funded years (20k22015), with the environment
compared to 7.2% across the whole of England over the sz [national stakeholder]
period.

1 There is uncertaity about the extent to which local communities, land managers and businesses
FNB Wdzy AGSRQ Ay GF{1Ay3a | 02ttSOGABST AyGSaANI (S
to say whether the relationships that have been formed under the NIA inidiaie likely to
continue after the funding period.

Becoming places of innovation and inspiration

1 NIA partnerships sought to inspire people by: engaging people with the natural environment as
volunteers and through public events; using nature for learrfeng. through educational visits
and training for volunteers); and connecting people with the local landscape through cultural
and artistic interpretation (e.g. art, theatre, music and photography).

1 The NIA partnerships completed research and tested aggves, for example related to the
delivery and measurement of habitat connectivity and integrated land management (e.g.
delivering ecosystem services, such as carbon sequestration or water management). Much of
the research was undertaken in partnershighwiocal universities and research institutes. This
improved understanding in NIAs of how connectivity may be delivered and measured. For
example, a paper was published on landscape scale conservation in Meres and Mo&ses NIA

1 With support from Natural Bgland, the NIA partnerships participated in five best practice
events and two annual forums which have provided a platform for presenting research and
innovative practice to other NIA partnerships. These encouraged sharing of knowledge and

% Seehttp://www.fwagsw.org.uk/
%3 For more information seéttp://www. mdnep.org.uk/about.html
3 Jones, M.LandscapeScale Conservation in the Meres and MosBetish Wildlife June 2015Vol 26 No 5p.33%344
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experience beween NIA partnerships, and supported learning. The outputs from the best
practice events have been made publically avaif&ble

9 The success of the NIA partnerships in working with land managers to encourage the uptake and
coordination of environmental steardship options across multiple agricultural holdings, with a
focus on landscape scale biodiversity objectives, was a factor in the policy decision to introduce
the Countryside Stewardship facilitation fufid

What difference have the NIA partnerships made?

The monitoring and evaluation project included research
understand the difference the NIA padrships have made, ove
and above what would have happened anyway (the counterfactu
A separate counterfactual repdftprovides more detail on this
work. lts findings are integrated throughout the main report.

NIA partner§views on the
impacton delivering key
objectivesof establishing

the NIA Initiative

(proportion considering it

The research provided evidence on tmepact of the NIAs whilst 4 ,ch improved or

also testing different approaches to measuring the counterfactua Ynprovedp
complex environmental evaluations, to generate learning for futy

gvglugtions of thAisvtype. Three aEp[oache;s were usqd.' Approa 88%
RS@OSt 2LISR I HO@OSdZy INS R -Stirdakedd :

habitat quality
OHPr WYdzOK AY
c 022 WA YLINE ¢

telephone interviews with seven national stakeholders and all
NIA partnership chairs, as well as an online survey of the

partners which was completed by 122 pecPisee the summarises
of the results from the intereiws and survey in Table 2). Approa 87%

2 was a trajectory analysis that analysed environmental stewards Sl s

data to compare trends before and during the NIA initiative a 4 M2 WY HIRE O S B
Approach 3, a comparative analysis that attempted to analy c s WA YLINE ¢
similar data to compare IAs with areas outside the NIAs. ”

Key findings from Approach 1 include: 86%
habitat connectivity
OMd: WYdzOK AY
c T2 WA YLINE (¢

1 A substantial improvement in biodiversity outcomes due to t
NIA initiative was perceived by survey respondents &
partnership chairs, and most national stakeholders felt that t
NIA initiative accelerated and broadened the scope 68%
biodiversity activities in NIAs, although some felt th
biodiversity  activities funded through environmente
stewardship grantsnight have happened anyway.

species status
OME: WYdzOK AY
pyir: WA QYLINR ¢

1 The NIA initiative led to a greater focus otosystem services
and in particular enhanced outcomes in flood and water management, based on NIA partnership
chair interviews. National stakeholders felt that the NIA initiative raised awareness of
ecosystem services and led to better coordination betwé&ater Framework Directive and
biodiversity activities.

1 The NIA grant funding was felt by NIA partnership chairs to have enabled projects with
integrated objectives (e.g. combining social and conservation outcomes) that would not have
happened in theabsence of the NIA initiative. Survey respondents perceived enhanced
community relations to be the most improved social and economic benefit achieved by the NIA
partnerships.

s Seehttp://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4553703239450624

% https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/quidgo-countrysidestewardsip-facilitation-fund

¥ See Annex 1

3 All 12 NIA partnership leairs were interviewed. Seven interviews were undertaken withational stakeholders including the
Environment Agency, Forestry Commission, Wildlife Trusts, RSPB, the National Associatieasfaf Outstanding Natural Beauty, the
Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust and the National Farmers Uriibe. onlinesurvey was lsared with 260 individuals, including
partner organisations and NIA partnership staff (project officers/managers, M&E &ad the response rate was 46% (n=122).
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1 More effective partnership working was felt to have been a key benefit of thfe ihltiative.
Partnership chairs expressing that the government grant enabled staff to be employed to
coordinate partnerships and encourage joingo working. National stakeholders felt that NIA
partnerships were broader and better coordinated than woléve been possible otherwise.

Approaches 2 and 3 were experimental and tested whether comparative data on uptake of
environmental stewardship options could provide the basis for assessing the difference landscape
scale conservation interventions (suchths NIA initiative) have in a particular area. No statistically
significant relationships were found between the presence of the NIA partnership and the uptake of
environmental stewardship options, in either the trajectory analysis (Approach 2) or thehstht
comparison analysis (Approach 3). This was due to the number of confounding factors, including
important changes in agricultural policy over the time period examined and the wide variation
among the NIAs themselves.

Analysis of NIA data from the amdi reporting tool and evidence from Approach 1 suggests that
rather than increasing the total quantity of namtry level stewardship aganvironment options,

the NIA partnerships focused on improved coordination of options across their areas, botHlgpatia
and the types of options.

Table 2: Summary of views expressed as part of the counterfactual research (Approach 1)
NIA partnership chairs

NIA partners

National stakeholders

(survey) (EYES) (EYETS)
Biodiversity | 1 The majority ofespondents| I The majority of partnership | I Some national stakeholders
considered that biodiversity chairs considered felt that biodiversity
benefits had been delivered biodiversity benefits to have activities funded through
over and above what would been delivered over and environmental stewardship
have happened anyway. above what would have grants mighthave happened
happened anyway. anyway, but most national
stakeholders felt that NIAs
sped up delivery and
improved coordination of
these activities.
Ecosystem Significant variation in The majority of partnership The majority of national
services responses about the extent chairs felt that there was a stakeholdes felt that the
that the NIA initiative has greater focus on ecosystem NIAs raised the profile of
led to additional ecosystem service outcomes from ecosystem services and
service outcomes across habitat management than some felt that improved
NIAs depending on would have happened coordination between
objectives and nature of otherwise. Water Framework Directive
NIAs. Specific benefits noted (WFD) and biodiversity
included flood/water activities was achieved.
management, woodland
products and carbon
storage and sequestration.
Social and Respondents felt that The majority of partnership No views were expressed b
economic communityrelations were chairs felt that the NIA national stakeholders.
wellbeing most improved by the NIA government grant funding
partnerships among these enabled projects with broad
areas of activity. objectives that would have
struggled to get off the
ground otherwse.
Partnership 93% of respondents The majority of partnership The majority of national
working considered partnership chairs felt thatfunding for stakeholders felt that the
working to be more (57%) staff enabled people to NIA initiative had led to
or much more (36%) work with and support broader and better
effective than would have other partners and coordinated partnerships
happened otherwise. challenged silghinking. than would otherwise have
exisid.
Other Narrative comments added The majority of partnership Some national stakeholders
findings to the survey by chairs felt that NIAs: felt that the NIA initiative
respondents indicated an provided a forum for served to accelerate and
overall sense of bringing partners togetér broaden the scope of
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NIA partners

(survey)
achievement among
partners.
88% of respondents
considered NIAs to have
02y (i NRX o dzii SR
vision, though a three year
timescale was deemed too
short to achieve large scale
and lasting improvements.
A majority of respondents
identified improvements in
the development of a
shared vision and sharing o
information and resources.
A majority of respondents
expressed that NIA status

NIA partnership chairs
(UEYETS)]

around a common vision;
and improved awareness of
the landscape scale
approach within partner
organisations.
The majority of partnership
chairs felt that the NIA
government grant funding
and NIA status acted as a
catalyst for match funding
and galvanisig partners.
Flexibility of use of funding
was seen as critical.
Most partnership chairs felt
that three years not long
enough to make a real
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National stakeholders
(EVETS)

activities that may have
happened anyway.
The majority of national
stakeholders felt that: the
flexibility of funding enabled
new types of partnerships;
and that committed,
enthusiastic partners made
a relatively small amount of
money go a long way.
Some national stakeholders
alsofelt that the NIAs
helped to bring statutory
agencies together and
improved communication
between them.

generated wider difference.

stakeholder engagement 1 Some partnership chairs fel

and had benefits in that the NIA government

attracting match funding. ANy yi KSf LISR
1 Additional workload and left by cuts to statubry

administrative burden were agencies and local

the main challenges authorities who might

expressed by the NIAs. otherwise have funded
some of the types of activity
completed by NIA
partnerships.

! DAOOT AOOEEDPOS PI AT O &£ O OEA A£OOOO/
All the NIA partnerships have considered how they will continue to deliver their objectives in the
future, focwsing on the period to 2020. Based on information from interviews with NIA partnership
chairs (January 2015) and NIA progress reporting, four NIA partnerships had already secured funding
to support aspects of delivery at the end of the grant funded peand all NIAs were actively
seeking funding to support their ongoing work. Common sources of funding being targeted included
the Heritage Lottery Fund (for Landscape Scale Partnerships) (mentioned by six of NIA partnerships)
and European Union funding (elgFE® and INTERRE¥(mentioned by four of the partnerships).

In January 2015 Defra announced the Countryside Stewardship facilitation fund. Groups formed
from four of the NIAs were awarded funding when the result of the first round of facilitatioding

was announced in July 2015 These groups were establishéa take forward land management
action with Countryside Stewardship funding within the area, but working to smaller boundaries
than the associated NIAs.

NIA partnerships were also explorinther ways to support ongoing delivery of their objectives and
principles: six NIA partnerships specifically referred to existing Local Nature Partnerships, or other
established local natural environment focused partnerships, as being integral to conhtitelieery

of NIA objectives after March 2015.

Despite the expressed intent, the extent to which NIA partnerships will continue to be actively
delivering NIA objectives is not known. Interviews with NIA partnerships in 2014 suggested that
ongoing conseration work that may be consistent with NIA objectives is expected in all NIAs.
However, this may not be branded as delivering NIA objectives or the NIA approach in future. Three
NIAs interviewed expressed that the NIA had developed a strong localtydef@ihgoing monitoring

%9 Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/life/funding/lifeplus.htm
“0 Seehttp:/mww.inte reg4c.eu/programme/
4 Seehttps://www.gov.uk/government/publications/countrysidstewardshipfacilitation-fund-successfuaipplicdions
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and reporting would be needed to understand the extent to which all the NIA objectives have been
delivered in the longer term.

Lessons learnt

The NIA initiative was intended to be innovative, with NIAs testing approachebedpitig to test

what works. It was intended from the outset that the 12 government grant funded NIAs would
represent a learning process and an opportunity to build a practical evidence base. The monitoring
and evaluation framework and process was algpeginental, with a key outcome being the lessons
that have been learnt over the three years.

What worked well and why?
Shared objectives and joinedp working

9 The process of creating shared visions for each NIA was valuable. For example, this brought
diverse partner organisations together to discuss and agree priorities.

1 The NIAs were involved in sharing data and knowledge both with other NIAs and between
organisations involved within each partnership. In some cases, this led to improved
communications bveen organisations that traditionally had not worked together.

1 Joint working between partners within an NIA led to improved coordination and opportunities to
achieve outcomes that might otherwise have been missed.

Integrated delivery

 ThebreadthoftheNIaQ 2062SO00APSa 6Sdad AyOtdzRAY3a 202S0i
and social and economic benefits) and the greater flexibility compared to other funding sources
(e.g. agrenvironment) provided opportunities to explore and exploit multiplenkfits. For
example, in Dearne Valley restoration of floodplain habitat through direct land management
resulted in the creation of open water and lowland wet grassland habitat and flood storage
potential, improving flows and habitat diversity.

1 The integated and coordinated approach to delivery, meant that NIA partnerships promoted
conservation outside protected or designated areas.

People and partnerships PR ° ]
_ ) bL! LJ NIUYSNRQ adzNK
1 The enthusiasm, energy and expertise

the people working within the NIA X the incredible work done by the NIA to

partnerships was a key factor itheir improve the access for the driving for the
success and helped them achieve disabled group. There is no question that
considerable amount in a short time. without the NIA this would not have happenéd

1 New partnerships require sufficient time t¢ ; ) )
set up. The existing expertise in most N osite enhancement projects will have improvec
partnerships was also an importan the aesthetic quality of sites and relatits with
resource in the early stages of the NIA certain sections of communitiés
Nevertheless, entirely new partnerships

. ) docal communities can see real changes in th
were successfully established in two NIAs 9

landscape as a result of the N¢A

1 Mobilising people and local communi
groups was of great benefit in assisting delivery of the NIAs achievements. The amount of
volunteer time mobilised played a major role in successfyplementation.

1 At the national level, in 2012 the Secretary of State requested that Natural England, the
Environment Agency and the Forestry Commission work together to support the NIAs, and this
support was mentioned by many NIA partnership chairs rasngortant factor in delivery of
NIAs locally.

The value of the government grant

T ¢KS 3J2@SNYYSyid 3AINIydG TFdzyRAy3a LI ISR |y AYLRN
example, the NIA partnership chairs referred to it being a key factor in their suesgessially
the flexibility with which the grant could be spent and the focus on locally specific priorities
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inherent in the NIA initiative design.

1 The government grant was important in mobilising additional resources, by encouraging-match
funding and enaling NIAs to show potential partners that real change is possible, for example
through demonstration projects.

Monitoring and research

1 The structured monitoring and evaluation process provided potential benefits to the NIAs. For
example, some NIAs foundgrovided a useful evidence base to make the case for how effective
NIAs were in support of funding applications.

1 There were many successful collaborations between the NIAs and the education and research
sectors. For example, NIA partnerships engagedl loniversities to help undertake research
and support monitoring (e.g. through ecological surveys and ecosystem service valuations).

What was challenging and why?
NIA Implementation and delivery

9 The short timescale to prepare bids presented some challengesexample, some partnership
chairs reported thathe limited time meant that much of the community and partner baoyhad
to be developed during project implementation. They also noted thi&t may have resulted in
lower levels of consensus being developed amongst partners early on.

1 During the first year, particularly for theNIAs delivered by new, or much expanded,
partnerships, the setp time required meant that it wapotentially difficult to meet delivery
expectations.

9 The three years of grant funding was a relatively short pegaddeed, the Lawton review
NEO2YYSYRSR (KIG GKS AYyAGAIFGAGS &aK2dzZ R 0S TFdzyF
by some of the NIA partnership dra who felt the three years was too short to seeal
sustainable change, especially for biodiversity outcomes.

1 AKkey challenge at the end of the government grant funding period, as well as for the future, was
K2g (2 O2ydAydzS RS ttived SSbine NIAE hal al@ddy Hedn!'suedessial in2 S
securing some new funding, although this may have different priorities and objectives.

Monitoring and evaluation process

1 Even though it was inherent in the NIA initiative design, the experimental nature of the
monitoring and evaluation framework and indicators, and the fact that both were developed
during NIA implementation, was a challenging procesdNiéypartnerships andhe evaluation
team.

1 Monitoring and evaluation required a lot of time and energy at the NIA level and needed more
external support than was originally anticipated. A more streamlined approach and ongoing
support are likely to be required if NIA partneigh are to continue monitoring.

9 The online reporting tool provided a single portal to record NIA data following a common
reporting structure. Some of the technical features of the tool, combined with the intended
flexibility of the monitoring and evaluam framework, posed challenges and some users
struggled to operate the tool independently even though guidance, training and support were
provided.

What are the lessons for implementing, monitoring and evaluating integrated lausk
and management initiives?
Implementation

1 An important success factor for the NIA initiative was the flexibility allowed in the use of the
grant funding (i.e. how it could be spent locally). As intended, this enabled local projects to
develop tailored expenditure plans aliggh with local needs and objectives.
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9 The NIA partnerships showed that integrated delivery can work, for example using volunteers
delivering conservation actions and engaging local schools and communities in their local
environment can deliver benefits footh nature and for the participants.

1 The NIAs demonstrated how projects led by partnerships can be successful. However, the time
and effort needed to establish and maintain partnerships where they do not already exist should
be factored into policy impleentation.

1 National (government) leadership and recognition was important for the NIA initiative: it
motivated people delivering projects locally and provided authenticity and visibility that was
used, for example, to support funding bids and to encouragiemnengagement. This may not
0S LINBaSyd G2 GKS aryS SEGSyd F2NI 201tz @2f dzy
Monitoring and evaluation

1 One of the aims of the NIA initiative was to test and develop approaches to delivering integrated
landscape scale, partnersHigd conservation. In designing innovative and experimental
approaches it should be recognised that monitoring requires resources, skills and planding
local projects may require support. In addition, longgmm monitoring may be required (e.qg.
for five years or more after end of funding period) to understand if sustained change in
approaches to delivery, and associated outcomes, are realised.

1 There may be different approaches and priorities between monitoring to assess progress in
delivering local iriatives with evaluation of effectiveness across an initiative as whole. This can
lead to a potential tension between reporting on monitoring project outcomes (e.g. successes in
achievement) and evaluating them critically. Monitoring, and potentiallyuaten, require the
building of working relationships and connections with projects, which can conflict, or be
perceived to conflict, with independent evaluation. While this is a common tension in
evaluation, protocols and procedures can help overcones¢hissues.

What are the lessons for designing the evaluations of complex environmental policy?
Evaluation design, framework and objectives

9 Setting clear programme level objectives at the outset to reflect the relationship between the
programme and projet level objectives can aid robust evaluation. A mixed approach that
allows consistent monitoring and evaluation for some objectives and more flexible reporting to
reflect local objectives may be effective, but where possible this needs to be estabdiahg in
the project cycle.

1 In designing an evaluation it is important to recognise that timescales of delivery (activities and
outputs) may differ from intervention outcomes and impacts, and that many impacts, especially
in natural environment initiatigs, cannot be detected over time periods of less than 5 years and
in some cases decades. Where possible, therefore, leieger monitoring should build on
existing data and plan for the 1@ssessment of key indicators after the funded intervention has
completed. Process evaluation can also help to assess if delivery is on track to achieve intended
outcomes and impacts, even if these are beyond the initial evaluation period.

1 An effective evaluation is likely to require an evaluation framework supportetbbgxample, a
clear logic model. Given the potential for delays between activities and outcomes and impacts a
theory of chang®& model(s) can be a useful approach, accompanied by mechanisms for
testing/proving the theory of change.

9 Full impact evaluatiomay not be possible for some complex policy interventions, especially
where these are delivered over relatively short timescales, and it may be appropriate to scope
during the policy design phase what it is possible for an evaluation to deliver.

*2 M Treasury (2011Jhe Magenta Book Guidance for Evaluadon! G KS2NE 2F OKl y3S WAy @2t @S54 G(KS & LIS
GK2gé¢ YR aoKeé I LRtAOE YAIKG OFdzasS |y S inveStigaling th& dad&l relatianshdgga SR G2 3
between contextinput-output-outcomesimpact in order to understand the combination of factors that has led to the intended or

dzy AYGSYRSR 2dzi02YS8& yR AYLI OGAaQ 6LIPpTsE .2E cOO0
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1 When conglering the counterfactual, it would be helpful if options considered in the early
stages of developing a policy / initiative had undergone some form of options appeisaité
assessment). Such assessments can help inform the development of counterfactuals for any
subsequent evaluation at the policy / initiative level.

1 Where possible a baseline should be established at the outset of an intervention to support
monitoring - this can also be useful as part of a theory of change approach where time lags are
expected before outcomes and impacts are realised. The creatioovafl geographic entities
and the varied objectives of the NIAs meant that in most cases locally specific baselines were not
readily available at the outset. The NIA monitoring and evaluation project supported the NIAs in
building a practical evidence baaad undertaking research which will be valuable in the future.

Data sources and reporting

1 A combination of quantitative monitoring data and qualitative information (e.g. from interviews
and surveys) has been used in measuring and understanding the actgrts of the NIAs. For
natural environment policy implementation, qualitative data collection and social science
researchmethods may provide relatively low cost evaluation results compared to quantitative
approaches that require ecological survey orartmonitoring effort.

1 Theuse of existing national datasets and centralised analysis where possible can support
effective, robust and efficient evaluation at bopinogrammeand local levels

1 Selfreported data and locally specific indicators can play dulsele in regard to representing
the diversity of NIAs. However, the NIA initiative illustrated that such approaches require
support and facilitation, and therefore resources, and may result in data that are not
comparable across intervention areas.

1 Regular progress reporting by intervention participants (e.g. the quarterly progress reports NIAs
were required to submit to Natural England) can be a valuable data source for evaluations. This
can be facilitated if it is designed and structured to aid borimg and/or comparisons between
NIAs.

9 Careful consideration is needed in the commissioning and design of bespoke IT systems for
short-term policy interventions to ensure that they are proportionate and provide value for
money, taking into account the digg, maintenance implementation and support costs.

Conclusions

This report illustrates that the NIA partnerships achieved a great deal in a relatively short period of
time, meeting, and in some cases exceeding, their project objectives. They formedebopmk
partnerships, established shared visions and objectives for the natural environment in their areas,
and implemented ambitious work programmes to deliver these objectives. Over the period 2012 to
2015, the NIA partnerships secured additional resesrwith a total value of £26 million, in addition

to the initial government grant. Based on NIA financial reporting to Natural England, 60% of the
total resources were used for project implementatfdff. The investment made by government in

the form of the NIA grant, has enabled the NIAs to start to unlock and deliver integrated landscape
scale activity that inspires people, mobilises resources and improves the natural environment.

The NIAs delivered range of integrated benefits, includingeal chang in the quality and quantity

of priority habitats; enhanced ecosystem services; worked with a wide range of partners and
involved many people as volunteers or visitors, leading to benefits for local communities and the
economy.

Key lessons from the ewation of the NIA initiative included that:

9 shared visions and objectives for the NIA partnerships improved communication between
organisations, encouraged joinegh working and more integrated implementation;

“3This represents an equivalent value @£3m, compared to thanitial government grant of £7.5million
“i.e. land management activity / improvement works including capital items
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1 partnershipled, landscape scale land managent contributed to successful

implementation. However, sufficient resources need to be dedicated to local coordination

and management if partnerships are to function well;
1 the flexibility inherent in the design of the initiative was an important susdastor;

1 partnerships bringing conservation organisations together with local businesses, land
managers, research institutions and local authorities proved effective in delivering land

management in the integrated way envisaged by the NIA initiative;

9 visible government support and leadership and a clear policy message provided impetus for

local project delivery and helped local projects in sourcing additional resources;

91 the scale of funding available to NIAs was critical to their success; the iniiatngoent
grant, for example, enabled partnerships to employ staff, leverage ratuting and
initiate demonstration projects that have encouraged others to get involved; and,

91 longer term activity (beyond the three years of grant funding in NIAs) witehaired to
deliver sustainable impact, with associated monitoriagd evaluationto understand if
lasting changes have been realised.

t NEFSaa2N { AN W2KY [ | & {Lawofel al,a2b1D)eyvEagdd thie t28nitidl 2 NJ b |

NIAS® as being part of a wider and longtsrm change in approach to wildlife conservation. The

32PSNYYSyd 3INIyYyid FdzyRSR bL! & NBLINEDEYYIRBQI ¥i KIAQ

Professor Sir John Lawton envisaged: a new, approach to ecologicalatiestowhich rebuilds

nature and creates a more resilient natural environment for the benefit of wildlife and ourselves,
with a vision to 2050. The true value and impact of the 12 NIAs will only be realised in the longer

term as achieving ecological resaion will require many years of effort, and if they inspared help

provide a business case to enabiliners to follow suit and build on the experience and knowledge

develmed over the last three years.

Groups formed from four of the NlAsge among the @ projects that were awarded funding under
the first round of Countrysid&tewardship facilitation fund grants in July 2015. Other groups with a
proximity to NIAs, for example Farmers for Aqualate with the Meres and Mosses NIA, were asked to

take accountof local NIA objectives as well as other relevant strategies. Learning from the NIA

initiative, the Countryside Stewardship facilitation fund represents a new approach within agri

environment funding (by encouraging groups of farmers and other land masag neighbouring
land to deliver Countryside Stewardship priorities in a way that creates bettenected habitats

across the landscape)) which may help in optimising biodiversity outcomes at the landscape scale.

The lessons learnt from thmonitoring and evaluation of NIAs that are presented in this report are
also available as an input to the development of future policy on the integrated management of

YIEGdzZNF £ NB&a2dzNOS&a Ay Of dzRAy3AT F2 N SEto tvid BatSral
I FLIAGEE /2YYAGGSSQa GKANR {GFGS 2F bl GdzNT f

“*®*Referred to as ecological restoration zones in the Lawton Review.
“® https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/462472/roaturakcapitatgov-response2015.pdf
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1. Introduction

1.1  Introduction to the NIA monitoring and evaluation project

The Nature Improvement Areas (NIAjonitoring andEvaluation(M&E) project’ was commissioned

by the Department of the Environmerftoodand Rural Affairs (Defra), in collaboration with Natural
England, irfFebruary 2013 The projectnvolvedgathering evidence and assessing the individual and
aggregatedprogress and achievements of the NIA partnerships over their three year grant funded
period (April2012 to March 2a5)*. This was a combination of a process and impact evaluation

i.e. focussing on both how the NIA partnerships delivered their objectagsvell as the impact of

what was delivered across a range of topics including biodiversity, ecosystem services and social and
economic benefits and contributions to wellbeinghe project also aimed tmaximise learning from

the NIAs anduild a practtal evidence base to inform future landscaguale initiatives

This is the final reporfrom the project and followshe interim findings presented in th@rogress
Repors at the end ofYear 1 (20143) published in September 2013 (CEP, 2013) and Y&013
14)published inNovember2014 (CEP, 20a)

The policy context and background to the establishment of the NIAs is outlined in Section 2. This
section also includes an overview of the characteristics of the NIAs.

1.1.1. Objectives of the monitoring and evaluation project

The overall objectives of the NIAmonitoring and evaluatiorPhase 2project, as set by Defra and
Natural England, were

I to assessthe individual and aggregated contribution of the 12 initial NIA partnerships
towards meetingoiodiversitycommitments in theNatural Environment White Pap@lEWP)
¢ Natural choice¢ securing the value ohature (HM Government,2011a) as well a
outcomes in Biodiversity 202@efra, 2011) and other national amternational objectives,
targetsand commitment$®; and

1 to gatherevidence of approaches used within the NIA partnerships and their outcomes, to
maximise learning from them and build a practical evidence base to inform future landscape
scale initiatives about the NIA approach.

Section 3 desdes the monitoring and evaluation approach in more detail.

1.2  Introduction to the final report

1.2.1. Focus of the report
The final report focuses on:

1 the key cumulative progress and achievements made by the NIA partnerships during the
three grant fundedyears of operation;

1 an evaluation of the activities within the Nl&A&sd the extent to whichchange can be
FOGNROMzOSR (2 bL! LINIHYSNEKALIAQ | OGAGAGASAT

“7 Collingwood Environmental Planning (CEP), with its partners GeoData Institute and Cascade Covexgltiogymissioned by Defrén
collaboration with Natural Englapdn February 20130 undertake Research Project WC106Monitoring and evaluation of ature
Improvement Areas: Phase 2

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&L ocation=None&Completed=2&ProjectID=18555

“8 Note that this report, and thenonitoring and evaluatioproject overall, coverdthe 12 initial NIAs that received grant funding hdts

not consideed any of the locally determined NIAs subsequently establisiiéderefore throughout this reportrefd5y 0SS (12 GG KS bL! &é

refers to the initial 12 NIAthat received grant fundingnly.

“egthel Y D2@SNYYSy(iaQ gARSNI I YoAGAZ2YA F2NI S$O2y 2argetdagraeN Bt thé Renth y R (1 K S
Conference of the Parties to the Convient on Biological Diversityand the broader aims and intent of the European Landscape
Convention.
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1 an overall evaluation of the NIA initiative including the resources required, benefits realised
and exent to which the aims werachieved

1 the wider learning from the Nliitiative, such as:

o reflectionson what worked well, and what proved challenging in implementing the initiative and
individual NIAs;

o challengesnd opportunities for landscape scalarmership led approaches; and
o lessondearnedin relation to monitoring and evaluation.

1.2.2. Intended audience s

The principal audience for this reportDefraand Natural Englangdwho managed the delivery of the

NIA initiative. In addition, the othegoverrment departments and bodies involved in supporting the
NIAs, includinghe Forestry Commissigienvironment Agencgnd Department for Communities and

Local Governmenwill have an interest Other potential audiences include the NIA partnerships and

the partners themselves, and those involved or with an interestamdscapescale conservation
initiatives such asNon-Governmental Organisatien(NGOs), local authorities and the academic
community involved in research related to the natural environment and the benefits it provides.
Local Nature Partnerships (LNPs), local planning authorities and others considering supporting locally
determined NIAs may also be interested.

1.2.3. Report structure

The repat has four main parts, as shownhigurel.1 whichprovides a guide to readers on how the
information is organised in the reportThe structure of thdinal report draws onthe steps in the
logic mode® (i.e. inputs, processes, outputs, outcomes and impactee suksection3.2.1 and
Appendix 2) and the themes in the NIA monitoring and evaluation frameworkb{odiversity,
ecosystem servicesocialand economic benefitsaand contributions towellbeing and partnership
working- see subsection3.1.2).

The report includesfour appendices which provide furthedetails on the monitoring data and
information that was collated and used as part of the evbtirg the methods of analysis usethe
progress against individual NIA objectivasd the participants in the various monitoring and
evaluation workshops, meeting and other engagement activitiedertakenduring the course of
the Phase 2 project In addtion, the report is supported byour annexes which arén separate
volumes to the main report.

0 2320 Y2RSt 48814 G2 dzyRSNAGIYR (KS O02YLX SEAGE 2F It LIRf A8
activities, outputsputcomes, and impacts.
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2. Policy Context and Introduction to the NIAs

2.1  Policy background AT A . ) ! 068 AEI O

The establishment ofthe NIAswas announced in theNEWP(HM Government2011a). The NIAs

were introducedto create joined up and resilient ecological networks at a landscape aodl¢o

deliver these in an integrated wagnhancing ecosystem servicexluding social and economic

objectives They were intended to blarge, discrete areas where a local partnership hashared

vision for their natural environmenthich wouldplay a part irhelping to demonstrate howa Btep

chang&Y in nature conservationmight be delivered The programme took forward the
recommendations oProfessor Sir John Lawt@i NB @PGASg 2F 9y At yRQa 2 Af R
Network Making Space for Natuigawtonet al., 2010)and links to theshift of emphasis fronsite-

based conservation towards a more integrated landscape scale approach advocated in the
Biodiversity Strategy for EnglanDdfra, 201} andasa contribution towardscommitment to the

Convention on Biological Diversiy

Thelawi 2y NBPASs O2yaARSNBR gKSGKSNI 9y3IflyRQa 6AfR
ecological network that would be capable of responding to the challenges of climate change and

other pressures. The review highlighted the highly fragmented stataifre in England and made

a key recommendation that Ecological Restoration Zones (ERZs) need to be estatdjstrading

over large, discrete areas within which significant enhancements of ecological networks are achieved

by enhancing existing wildlifsites, improving ecological connections and restoring ecological
processeQ TheCoalition @Gvernment (201315) responded to the Lawton review through the

NEWP, and supporting the establishment of NIAs wasgh&@ SNy YSy i Qa NBalLl2yasS i
recommendation.

The overallaims of the NIAswereto:

1 become much better places for wildlife creating more and betteconnected habitats over
largeareaswhich provide the space for wildlife to thre and adapt to climate change;

91 deliver for people as well awildlife ¢ through enhancing a wide range of benefits that
nature provides us, such as recreation opportunities, flood protection, cleaner water and
carbon storageand

1 unite local communities, land managers and businesses through a shared vision for a
better future for people and wildlife The hope is that they will become places of
inspiration, that are loved by current and future generations.

The 12selectedNIApartnershipsstarted work in April 202, following a national competitiowhich
attracted 76 bidsfor a share of £7.5 millionf government funding The location of the NIAs is
shown inFigure2.1. The NIAsvere partnerships of local authdies, local communities antnd
managers the private sector and conservation organisationdhe NIA Grant Schemerovided
funding to the partnerships fahree yeas and was intended to enable the 12 selected NIAs to help
provide inspiration locallgnd build a practical evidence base

The NIA initiativeaimedto trial and test innovativejntegrated and coordinatecpproachesat a

landscape scale tA YLIN2E @S O0A2RAQGSNEAGET S0O02aeaiSY &aASNBAOS
natural environment Futher details on the requirements and aspirations for the NIAs were
provided in gidance developetby Natural England and Defrarhisset out whocouldapply for the

NIA grant scheme, and what was expected from NIA partnersteps

1 opportunities to delver ecological networks;

LUANI W2KY [F6G2yQa NBOASS AYFIISR 1282 OKI §3I6S 0B8R FIcsdale® KA (F HINBB |
habitat restoration and recreation, undgrinned by the reestablishment of ecological processean SO2 a2 a4 i SY aSNWAOS& Qo t
[F6l2yQa OXNBEMNIY 4dil2d ntndbyhT | yR RSTFAYSR & | WRANBOGAZY 2F (N} @Stz y
2 \ywww.cbd.int
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a shared vision for the natural environment among a wide partnership;

significant improvements to the ecological network being achievable;

surrounding land use can be better integrated with valued landscapes;

benefits to urbamareas and communities can be achieved,
OKIG-6agEy2LIR2NIdzyAGASEa I NB ARSYGAFASRT YR

that there are opportunities to inspire people through an enhanced experience of the
outside world.

= =4 4 4 - -

Figure2.1: Location of NIAs
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Natural England also set out the components of an ecological network wigichconsideredkey to
successful Nlpartnerships™*:

1 core areasespecially existing wildlife sites (National Nature Reserves (NNRs), Sites of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSIs), Local Nature Reserves (LNRS) etc.);

corridors and stepping stones
restoration areas where priority habitats are created to provide (in time) more core areas;

buffer zones that reduce pressures on core areas; and

¥ Natural England NIA boundary data $huttle Radar Topography Mission (STRMyhélded reliebase map
5 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/naturémprovementareasimproved-ecologicainetworks/naure-improvementareas
aboutthe-programme
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9 surrounding landthat is managed including for sustainable food production, in a wildlife
friendly way.

Theareaof each NA was required to bgreater than 10,000haunlessthere was a strong case for a
smallerarea with anobvious boundary with significant ecological enhancemgpportunities. To
reduce risk of effort being spread too thinlhe partnershipswere also askg to avoid prgosing
overly large areasir( excess of 50,000hainlessthey couldconvincingly demonstrate significant
enhancements likely to be achieved throughout the NIA.

In addition to the 12Governmentfunded NiAs, Defraset out a role for Local Nate Partnerships
(LNPsYo work with and support thee NIAs as well as to help establish new, locally determined
NIAs. Defra stated that.ocal Planning Authoritieshoulddecide whether and how to recognise an
NIA in their local planand they publishedriteria intended to help Local AuthoritiesNPsand other

local partnerships identify the locally determined NiB&fra, 2012). Thelocally determined NIAs
were encouraged to apply thenonitoring and evaluatiorframework (see swgection 32.1), NIA
criteria and lessons learnt from the 12 initial NIAs to help inform their development and progress.
However, thdocallydetermined NIAsvere not in the scope othis evaluation report.

2.2

The selected NIA partnershipsvairied considerably including the habitats and landscapes they
covered, the number and types of partners involved and their organisational arrangements. This
variety across the NIAs wagentional in order to test a range of approachebhe typesof habitat

within the NIAs rangd from farmland and urban habitats to chalk downlandporland, marsh,
woodland, heathland, grassland and wetland (see Taldle They vaed considerably in size, from

the smallest Marlborough Downs (10,398ha) to the largest Northeevon (72,560ha) The
populationsliving withinor in close proximityto the NIAs also varied, with many being relatively
sparsely populated in contrast Birmingham and Black CountsfA where2.2 million people live.

The characteristics of the NIAs

Table2:1: Broad types of habitat present in the Nsfand their size

Lead partner
(accountable body when not legd

TheWildlife Trust for Birmingham

NIA partnership

Broad types of habitat present

Birmingham and Black

Country 62,470 and the Black Country Urban, wetland, river and heath
Dark Peak 28,540 |RSPB Moorland and woodland
Farmland and former mining
Deanne Valleycreen 16,514 RSPB settlements with woodland and
Heart
wetland
Crealer s 54,337 | Thames Estuary Partnership Agricultural, marsh and urban

Marshes

Humberhead Levels

49,869

YorkshireWildlife Trust

Wetland, lowland and peat

Marlborough Downs

10,398

The Marlborough Downs NIA Ltd

Chalk downland

Meres and Mosses of
the Marches

40,153

Shropshiréwildlife Trust

Wetlands, peat bogs and ponds

Arnside and Silverdale AONB
(Lancaster County Council

River Nene Regional Park
(Northamptonshire County Counc

Morecambe Bay 49,139 Limestone, wetland and grassland

Nene Valley 41,479 Postindustrial, river and wetland

Northern Devon 72,560 | Devon Wildlife Trust River, woodland and grassland
South Downs Way 41,520 South powns National Park Chalk downland

Ahead Authority

Wild Purbeck 46,165 Dorset AONB River,wetland, heath and woodland

(Dorset County Counil
Source: based on overview of NIA characteristics provided by Natural Engladdted June 2014areas updated
18/08/2013)

The NIAs includka range of different nature conservation and landscape designatersmany of
the NIAs also includkareas covered by other initiatives, including catchment based approach pilots,
biodiversity offsetting pilot area$,NPsLiving Landscapes and Futurescapes.

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
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NIA partners and lead organisations

The NIA partnerships were led by a variefydifferent types of organisation (see Table 2.1). Four
NIA partnerships were led hyildlife trusts, twoby Areas of Outstanding Natural Beay#&ONBS),
two by the Royal Society for the Protection of BirRSPB), and the remainder incldda new
charitable company set up specifically for the NIA (Marlborough Downsatianal parkauthority
(South Downs)a regional parlauthority (Nene Valley) and the Thames Estuary Partnership (Greater
Thames Marshes).The type and number diormal partners involvedvaried greatly between the
NIAs (from threepartners in Marlborough Downs to more than 50 in Birmingham and Black
Country) ArmsLength Bodiesand Local Authorities were partners in all of the NIXldlife Trusts
were also partners, or supporters, @l the NIAs The National Farmers Union (NFU) or other land
management bodiesvere partners inten NIAs with Marlborough Downdeingthe only farmer led

NIA Private sector organisations and businessese involvedas partners irten of the NIAs, such

as United Utilities iDark PeakJBA consulting in Humberhead Lewid Atkins in Birmingham and
the Black Country. The RSR&we also a partner irien of the NIAs, andther NGOswere partners

in nine NIAs. Academidncludinguniversitiesandlocal collegeswerepartners ineightof the NIAs.

Sven of the 12 NIA partnershipsvolved from existing partnerships in their areas; in three,
partnerships already existed but the NIA partnership represented a fundamental change in
partnership structire or size; and the remaining two NIA partnerships were established to bid for
the NIA grant funding (Marlborough Downs and South Downs). In all cases the NIA initiative led to
the broadening of partnerships to include more diverse partners.

NIA partnerse EDOS6 T AEAAOEOAO

Within the framework provided by the overall aims of the grant scheme and the NIA criteria, the
individual NIA partnerships were free to develop their own specific objectives to reflect their local
priorities and situation. This reflected thatention that the NIA partnerships would be locally

driven and test bottorrup approaches, with the models of delivery not being prescribed or dictated
to them.

Figure2.2: Number of NIALJ NIy SNB KA LA Q 20280GA 0S4 dzy RSNJI RAFTFSN

16

14

12
10
M Total number of NIA
objectives falling under the
catego
3 | gory
Number of NIAs including at
5 4 least one objectives under
the category
4 4
| l
0 T

Commumty Habitat Adopting a Green Creatmg better Water Managing Ecosystem
involvement management, partnership economyand connected management  wildlife sites services
and enhancing enhancement  approach/ local economic habitats and species
access and restoration legacy / advice benefits
/ planning

The variety of the NIA partnerships wasiarportant part of the initiativeand was also intendetb

help test what works well, and not so welin delivering landscapscale conservatian Their
objectives reflected this variety and local priorities, for example Birmingham and Black Country were
the only NIA to have an objective linkingagliversity and biodiversity target actions for gains to
geodiversity where there is a demonstrable associated ilbedity gain

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
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Figure2.2 presentsthey dzY 6 SNJ 2F bL! LI NIYSNBKALAQ 2062S00A0DSaA
(note that generally each NIA hdide objectives). This shows that whilst the 12 NIAs focused on

specific aspects most relevant to them, many of the NIA partnerships had objectives under similar

core categories such asommunity involvement and enhancing acceasd habitat management,
enhancement and restoration Other categories of objectives tended to be the focus of a few NIA
partnerships each, such as promoting theen economy and local economic benefitsd water
management

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
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3. Approach to the Monitoring and Evaluation of the
NIAS

3.1  Summary of the monitoring and evaluation requirements and
process

3.1.1. NIA monitoring requirements

The NIA partnerships reported on progress quarterlyto Natural England including financial
monitoring and progress against their agreed objectives and output$ey also undertook
monitoring following an agreed framework (see sséxtion 31.2)>° and reported annually using an
online reporting toolsee subksection3.1.3).

3.1.2. NIA monitoring and evaluation framework

A draft of an experimental monitoring and evaluatiomrhework for the NIA partnerships was
develged as part of the first phase tfie NIA monitoring and evaluation projétt The purpose of
having a framework was to help ensureystemicapproach tomonitoring and evaluatiomacross all
the NIAs, whilst alsallowingthe flexibility to monitor local priorities, and to provide a resoel to
support the NIAs in meeting theinonitoring and evaluatiomequirements. The NIA initiative was
also intended to test approachdsr the integrated monitoring and evaluatioaf landscapescale
approaches The NIA partnerships applied sevemaw concepts where practicatools and
assessment methods arstill developing, relating to restoration of habitat connectivity and
ecosystem servicdsr example.

The frameworkaddressedfour themes biodiversity, ecosystemservices social and economic

benefits and contributions to wellbeingand partnershipworking) and a number of suthemes (see
Figure3.1). A menu of indicatorsvasdeveloped each with a supportingmptocol to guide the NIA
partnershipsin how to monitor and report the indicator

Figure3.1: NIAmonitoring and evaluationindicator themes and sulthemes

THEMES SUB-THEMES

Habitat
Species
Habitat connectivity

Biodiversity

Supporting services
Regulating services
Provisioning services

Ecosystem services

)
)
J
Cultural services )
)
)
)

b dd Ll

Social and economic benefits and Social impacts and wellbeing |
contributions to wellbeing Economic values and impacts |

Mobilisation of resources |
Partnership working Efficient and effective delivery |
Leadership and influence ]

** More details on the NlAnonitoring and evaluatiomequirements and process can be found on the NIA webpages:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/naturémprovementareasimprovedecologicalnetworks/nature-improvementareas
aboutthe-programme

*¢ Developing a framework for design, monitoring and evaluating pilot Nature Improvement Areas: Phase 1 ScopinB&tadgsearch
project WC1029http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&L ocation=None&Completed=1&ProjectID=17960
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The framework and the accompanying indicators and protocols were reviewed and updated
extensively during the second year of the Phase 2 project (see Appendix 1 for a list of the 36
indicators). The review drew on feedback from the NIA partnershipsresshrchundertakenas

part of thePhase 2 projecinto specific themes, such as ecosystem services and habitat connectivity.
Key changes to the indicator protocols included: the introduction of a new core comparative
indicator of habitat connectivity; clditation of indicator descriptions and methods; minor
amendments to some of the indicator titles; and the provision of additional information and
guidance includingrequently asked questionsFAQ¥’ for the use of BARS (Biodiversity Action
Reporting Systa) and local community surveys.

The updated monitoring and evaluation framewd@&EP, 2014bncludesa set of principlesrelevant

roles and responsibilities, the overall approach to monitoring and evaluation and an overview of
information sources. It asaccompanied by updates to the online reporting tool (see-sedtion
3.1.3).

The frameworkand indicators enabledhe NIA partnerships to measurgrogresstowards their
objectivesand wider impacts Indicatorswvere used as they are a way of describing complex factors
and provide a more practicalfocussedand economical way to track outcomes than recording every
possible variable. Measuring the outcomes and impacts resulting from the [gbktnership€
activities was not always practicablefor exampledue to lack of available data and the time lag
before outcomes and impacts might become apgrd and measureable Therefore, sme of the
indicatorprotocols focussed on recordiqgocesses andutputs (see suisection3.2.1). Appendix 2
includesdetailson the timescales for detectable outcomfs biodiversity and ecosystem services.

The NlApartnershipswere not expected to select and monitor all the indicator§hey all had to use
the seven? O 2 NB Q |, vhylldthe®thérigdidators were optional as long as the NIAs included a
range of indicators across the themes as set out in the framew@tiey chose from the menu of
optional indicators based on which wemaost relevant to theirlocal priorities In additian, NIA
partnershipswere able todevelop their own supplementary lodaldicators as required

Appendix 1 shows the indicators selected and the data entameitie online reporting tool at the
end of the third year of grant fundintgy the NIA partnershipsin total, 207indicatorselectionswere
madeand a further 11 local indicators were develodadthe NIAs.

3.1.3. The online reporting tool

An online reporting todf (Natural England, 2014p)asinitially developedduringthe first phase of
the NIA monitoringand evaluation project to provide a structured datentry tool for theNIAs to
report and shag data for their chosen indicators The online reporting tool was reviewed and
developedas part of the Phase 2 projefttr reporting by the NIAs in Year 2 (3914).

The online reporting toolvas structured aroundthe monitoring and evaluatiorframework and
associated indicator protocalslt wasdesigned to enable the NIA partnerships to record theial
achievementsagainsteach indicator each yearather than the detail of individual activitiesThe
tool was also intended to complement rather than duplicate othekisting systems of data
recording, such aBARS (Biodiversity Action Reporting System).

The online reporting tool bl rSWJ2 NI Q LJ- 815 WakAEXK AdyalSS NFduge& tod KI G §
generate an online or downloadable data report by selecting any combination of NIA partnerships,
monitoring and evaluation themes and indicators (e.gw#s possible to view all indicators for a

specific NIA partnership, or a specific theme or indicator across all NIA partnershilps)eport

pagewas publically accessibler the duration of the granfunded initiative (April 2012, March

2015)so reportscould be viewed or downloaded by anybody using the online reporting. tool

57 Frequently Asked Questions

%8 Seehttp://nia.naturalengland.org.uk/index

% Defra Research Project WC1029: Developing a framework for design, monitoring and evaluating pilot Nature Improvemeiia&eeas: P

1 Scoping Study

http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Defauliaspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&L ocation=None&ProjectlD=17960&FromSearch=Y&Publisher=1&Se
archText=nature improvement&SortString=ProjectCode&SortOrder=Asc&Paging=10#Description
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3.1.4. Information and data sources

A variety of qualitative and quantitative informatiowas gathered formonitoring of the NIA
partnerships Theinformation supportingthe evaluationand this report wasdrawn from several
sources in addition to the online reporting tophks illustratedn Figure3.2. Appendix 2 provides
further details on the mairdata sources which supported the evaluation, and summarises the key
methods of analysis used.

Figure3.2: Sources of monitoring data and information supporting the evaluation

Other relevant Existing monitoring,
initiatives and research surveillance, reporting and
NIA Quarterly projects and initiatives data capture systems

Progress Reporting (e.g. BARS, NBN, MENE)

NIA Annual Financial
Reporting
(including collation by
Natural England) SOURCES OF
MONITORING DATA
& INFORMATION

NIA Business Plans SUPPORTING THE

(including visions and
objectives - contextual
information)

EVALUATION

Annual NIA self Additional data

reported summaries collected or provided collection directly
of progress & by individual NIAs from the NIAs by the

achievements (e.g. case studies, survey M&E contractors
(NIA website) data, success stories etc)

3.2  Overall objectives and approach to the evaluation

3.2.1. Overall approach

The overall approackadopted for the evaluation of the NIA initiativelrew on guidance in the
MagentaBook (HM Government, 2011bp bbgic modeil’ approach was used to provide tlowerall
framework within which the evaluation was designethelogic modelseeFigure3.3 and Appendix

2 for further explanatioh was used to describe the relationship between the inputs,
processesictivities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts tie NIA partnerships individually or
aggregated Thisprovided the framework for understanding and systematically testing the assumed
relationshipsbetween theindividual and collectiveoutcomes (both short term and longer term
impacts) of the NiIfartnershipswith the inputs, activities angrocesses

The approactadopted useda combiration of process andripact evaluation Theevaluationsought
to understand how the NiApartnershipsdelivered their objectives (the procesaspect of the
evaluationof inputs and processes / activitiesaswell aswhat they had delivered for biodiversity,
ecosystem services and social and econobginefits and contributions tavellbeing (the impact
aspect of theevaluationfocusing oroutputs, outcomesandimpacts)

% A logic model seeks to understand the complexity of a policy intervention andN#Bef | GA2y &aKAL) 680688y vy
activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts.
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Figure3.3: The Logic Model for the NIA evaluation

Inputs

The resources The immediate
(financial, ‘ - results

time, people, w e achieved by
skills etc) being the NIAs
invested in the through the
NIAs realisation of
planned
activities

The short and

medium (1-3 term (3+ years)
years) term results

results of NIAs’ achieved

being used to activities and through

meet the NIA

outputs durable
outcomes by
the NIAs

objectives

The Magenta Book was used for guidance on potential methods to use as part of an evaluation, in
particular for process and impact evaluations. This included methods for both data collection and
analysis (see section 3.1.4)he analysis performed for gotitative data included aggregating data
across NIA partnerships, calculating change over time, comparing NIA and national trends, as well as
some qualitative methods (see Appendix 2 for further details).

The logic model guided the development of spec#ialuation questions under each of the
monitoring and evaluatiothemes (seesub-section3.1.2), and also helped to identify the evidence
required to answer the evaluatioguestions. These questions are presented at the start of each
evaluation section €= Part lll- sections5, 6, 7 and 8) and in Appendix 2 The use of evaluation
guestionswasapplied here based on the description in the Magenta Book.

The evaluation questions related to biodiversity, ecosystem servied socialand economic
benefits and contribution to wellbeing outomes and impacts (see sectios 7 and 8) were
developed at two levels of detail:

9 Firstly, at the level of eachsubtheme in the monitoring and evaluatioframework a
headline evaluation question was developedhese questions took the form of asking,
overall, if the NIA partnerships had contributed to a change in eachtrmme. For
example, for the sultheme of cultural ecosystem services the overall evaluation question
asksWii2 g KI G SEGGSyuledtsimpdedrultiral sedies?i NA o

T Secondly reflecting the specific indicators included in thmonitoring and evaluation
framework and the topics covered by each g¢hbme, subquestions were developed to
enable a more detailed evaluation of the evidencThese considedeboth change within an
NIAand the extent to which the NIA partnerships contributed to these changes. Taking the
example of cultural ecosystem services, an example question Wskahat extent have NIA
partnerships contributed to imeasing the extent of land managed to maintain and / or
enhance landscape charact€X?

The outcome and impact evaluation questisi®ow thatfor most outputs, outcomes, and impagcts
the NIA partnership activitiesere likely to be only one mechanism poteally influencing changai
their area. The questions seek to identifg:what extent has a factor changed and the extent to
which the NIA partnership/s has doitbuted to any observed change?

Theinputs and processesvaluation questions (see section Wwere developed to help understand

GKS NIy3aS 2F FIFIOG2NA adzZJR2NIAYy3 I yR resofirgekaddSy OA y 3
expenditure; effective partnership working, planning and management; monitoring and evaluation;
research and innovation;na the support of Natural England, Defra and other agencies. In the case

of inputs and processes, evaluation syiiestions seek to explore in more detail these aspects, for
example relating to partnership structures, management and planning processdafandation /

knowledge sharing and exchange.

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
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Understanding the outcomes and impacts of the NIA partnershipsaBengng at the end ofthree
years of operation This is parthdue to other variablespotentially influencing change and the
challenges of establishing caustfect and partly due tothe limited time available tarealise the
desired outcomes and impacts the NIAs Theevaluation at the end of the grant funded period has
therefore had tofocus on inputs, processes and outputs, with the outputs and impacts only reported
where possible.

Understanding the baseline and counterfactual

The baseline and counterfactual are important to evaluation as they describe the context within
which the inpact of the NIAs can be measured and evaluatedcodnterfactual- i.e. in this case
what would have happened ifidividual NIA partnershgor the initiative as a wholehad not been
established is, as acknowledged by the Magenta Bdo&guently avery challenging part of impact
evaluation

Research has been undertaken as part of the Phase 2 monitoring and evaluation fmragsttand
help increasainderstandng of different approaches to asseg® difference the NlAartnerships
have made over andbove what would have happened anywaggsection 9 and Appendix 2). This
counterfactual work used three approaches:

1 Approach I¢ Narrative approach:

0 Online survey of NIA partners

o Semistructuredinterviews with the 12 NIA partnership chairs

o Semistrudure interviews with seven national level stakeholders
1 Approach Z; Temporal trajectory analysis
1 Approach & Spatial paired comparisons

A separate reportAnnexl, has beenprepared on thedetails of thecounterfactual work. This
provides a commentary on the testing of the counterfactual using the three approachBEse
findings of this work have been integrated into the evaluation reported in Parts Il and IV.

Thebaselineprovides information on thesituation before the Nl4artnershipsstarted work The

indicators were designedto record a baselineusing available data. Thieaseline year diffex

between indicators depending on data availabilityhe challenge for the evaluatiohas been to

attribute change within an NIA to the NIAR& Y SNE KA LJAQ | OGABAGASE | a 2L
delivery mechanisms{ 2YS AYRAOI 12N& SELX AOAGt& YSI &dzNB 2dza
others are more contextual and record wider change in the NIA. The evaluation worked with the

data available and where necessary highlighted asgumptions and uncertaintiesith the data

used and findings drawn from it

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
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Overview of NIA O Brogress
and Achievements
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Achievements

Overview of progress and achievements at the endyaar 3
Creating more, bigger, better and less fragmented places for wildlife

w NIA partnershipsnanageda total of4,625hato create or restorenew areas ofpriority habitats;
anda total 0f13,664ha to maintain orimprove the condition of existingpriority habitats.

w Theb L ! ndafagement activities on existing priority habitat equdt® 14.6% of the total
extent of existing priority habitat® (93,53%a) within all NIAs being subject to new
management actionsinder the NlAnitiative over the three yearsf the grant fundedperiod.

w The NIA partnershipsnanagel linear habitatsuch ashedgerows, rivers and riparian buffer
canals and wood margin Over the three yearsl0.5km ofnew boundary and linear priority
habitat was restored or created, and 215krof existing boundary and linear habitananaged
to maintain or improveits condition.

w The NIA partnershipenproved data and knowledge of species status in their areas throu
speciessurveys such aswvater vole surveying (Dearne Valley and Meres and Moskesding
and wetland bird monitoring (Nene Valley) and butterfly surveys (Marlborough Downs
Morecambe Bay) These provided information to help design effective habitatanagement
activitiesin NIAs andcontributed to wider understanding of species status.

w The NIA partnerships initiatetabitat management to meet the needs of speciesuch as
breeding wader and tern habitat enhancemeiftfumberhead Levels) and improviognditions
for invertebrates (Greater Thames Marshes)

w Research undertaken by th&llA partnershipsimproved understanding of andtested
approaches to delivering and measuring habitat connectivity

Enhancing the benefits that nature provides for people

w Theb L! LI NOYSNEKALA 62N]J SR (G2 AYLINRGS | O
natural environment Fve NIA partnerships reported that a total lengthgifkm of public rights
of way and permissive pathsvere improved or created with access improve to a further
254km One NIA (Humberhead Levels) reported 3,600 new visits to a nature reserve foll
works to improve access and facilities

w All NIA partnerships designed and delivered activities with the explicit objective of prov
education andearning benefits. In the three NIAs that reportedigra total 0f26,496 people
participated in educational visit&.

w The NIA partnerships reported thattetal of 47,159 days of volunteer timewasundertaken to
support their activities Volunteerswere engaged in activities such as habitat improvements
species surveys. The majority of this timel,644 days) involvedvolunteering activities
consideredikely to result in health and wellbeing benefits, including implementation work,
surveys and sampling.

w The NIA partnerships delivered actions specifically designetihance ecosystem service®or
example, in the five NIAs that reported it a totdl28,22%a ofland was managedwith the aim
of improving water quality. By the end of Year e proportion of woodlands in active
management increased by 5.58ompared to 4.8% nationally over the same period) across

& Priority habitats were identified as being the most threatened and requiring conservation action under the UK Biodivéositly1Ac

(UKBAP). In2013, Natugay 3t I YR LJdzoft AAKSR F ySg LINAR2NAGE KI 0A(|Efiainglesdly Sy (2 NE F!
priority habitats include lowland calcareous grassland deciduous woodland.

%2 An educational visit is defined as any organised visit to anitélArscentre (e.g. visitor centre) which dhan explicit educational

objective.
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12 NIA partnershipsMany other NIA activities (e.g. enhancing or creating habitat) are likel
have enhanced ecosystem services.

Working with local communities, land managers and businesses

w All the NIA partnerships engaged with their local communitiésrough activities such as
organising and participating in events; engaging local people as volunteers; reaching
schools and community groups to provide education and hamdfearning opportunities; an(
encouraging community involvement in deoisimaking.

Becoming places dhnovation andinspiration

w NIA partnerships sought to inspire peopley: engaging people through public events; us
nature for learning; connecting people with the local landscape through cultural and al
interpretation (e.g. art, theatre, music and photography).

w All the NIA partnerships engaged in activities that either contrileat to research orwere
innovative, with 11 of the 12 NIA partnershigsavingundertaken research with universities ¢
research institutes.

w Outcomes of theNIA partnership® ¢ 2itNJinivassitiesincludel: research into he practcal
delivery of landscape scale conservatiomassessments of ecosystem service val
improvements to specific habitats and the wider value of services across aarmdAnonitoring
in support of mproved restoration techniques related to grasslands / meadows.

Mobilising financial resources

w NIA partnershipsnobilised a total added valu€additional income)equivalent to £26.2million
in addition to their governmentgrant fundingfrom Defra and Natural England over the thr
grant funded years, at a ratio of 3.49 (for each £1.00 of government grant an average of
was generatedf which £2.03 was from nepublic sources)

4.1 Introduction

This section presents an overview of the prograsd achievements in the NIAs at the end of the
grant funded period (April 201 March 2015).This section does not seek to evaluate the progress
and achievements, rather it presents a summary of the labbe evidence on what théNlAs
deliveredunder four main topics linked to their overall objectives:

1 creating more, bigger, better and less fragmented places for wildlife;
1 enhancing the benefits that nature provides fogople

1 working with local communities, landowners abdsinessesand

1 becoming places afnovation andnspiration.

Thedetailed evaluation of the NIA partnerships is presented in Rirfections5 - 8). While the
approach to the evaluation is discussedsiection 3 and Appendix 2, it is important to put the
description of theprogress and achievements reported here within the following context:

1 The NIA partnershipaere all very different and hd as intended|ocally specific objectives
and workprogrammes(see subsection2.2). This means that comparative aadgregate
reportingwas not always appropriate or possible.

f CFLOG2NA o0Seé2yR GKS bL! LINIYSNEKALIEQ O2y (NPTt
as weather conditions or where delivemaspartly reliant on other organisations.

1 The NIA partnerships were not responsible for all activity in their areas, asdat always
possible to attribute change directly to the activity of an NIA partnership. In some cases
contextual indicatorswere used to assesswider change ri the NIAs. Work has been
undertaken to help understand the difference that NIA partnerships have made compared

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
FinalReport(2012-15) 17 Collingwood Environmental Planning



November 2015

to what would have happened anyway, and this is summarised for eachtoringi and
evaluation theme inections5 - 8 and insection9, with more detailed reporting in Annex 1

1 Thework of the NIA partnershipeesulted in a range of benefits, in addition to the main
purposes of the programme. The monitoring and evaluation framework was not designed to
capture all ofthese additional benefits so the progress and achievements reported may not
represent the full scalandbreadth of benefits.

f alye 2F GKS blL! LI NOYSNEKALIBQ | OUABAGASE gAf
in the longterm. After three wars, it is often only possible tmonitor and report on the
completion of actions to provide an indication of achievement and the direction of change,
rather than being able to measure final outcomes or impacts. Appendix 2 provides more
information on pesible impact timeframes.

1 All the NIA partnerships submitted data using the online reporting tool (seesescion
3.13), andalthough these datavere quality assured, here wa some variation in the
interpretation of the indicatorprotocols and the qualy of datg for example differing
AYGSNIINBGF CRRYRQ2 FI RB{AKPAGKE £ £ SyasS 2F 02t f S
partners.

This section utilises data and information recorded by each of the NIA partnerships in the online
reporting tool, theNIA partnership quarterly Progress Reports and financial claim forms submitted
to Natural England. It also uses national datasets provided by Natural England, and information
collected from interviews with the NIA partnerships to explore research anolvation, social and
economic wellbeing, and partnership working, amith NIA partnership chairs as part of the work to
understand the difference the NIA partnerships have made.

The selected examples of NIA partnership activities presented in this secBoitlustrative rather
than comprehensive. Any difference in the number of examples across NIA parthetshipsot
indicate that therewasmore, or less, activity or ambition in different NIAs.

CdzNIIKSNJ RSiGlIAfa 2y GKS AYRAGARdzZ £ DblL!Natuk NIy SNAE
Improvement Areas 2015 - Making Space for Nature on a Landscape Scdleis is a summary
report prepared by the NIAs themselves at the end of the three geamt funded period.

4.2  More, bigger, better and less fragmented places for wildlife

4.2.1. More, bigger and better places for wildlife
The habitat actions reported by NIA partnerships at the ehdear 8 include:

9 Atotal of 13,664ha ofexisting priority habitat has been managed to maintain or improve
its condition®”.

A total of4,625h&° managed to restore or creataew priority habitats®.

Overthe three grant funded yearsl4.6% of the total extent ofexisting priority habitat
within all NIAs was subject to new management actions by NIA partners

Reported actions on boundary and linear priority habftatmcluded

1 Actionsto maintain or improve the condition of 215km oéxisting boundary and linear
priority habitat.

9 Actionsto restore or create 10.5km afiew boundary and linear habitat

% Note: itwas not possible to determine from the online reporting what proportion of actions underway or complete may have started
before the NIA grant funding period.

® Thetotal area of the NIAs is 513,144ha, so this represents approxiynatél of total land area.

% The amount ofew priority habitatrestored or created declined in Year 3 (from 7,451ha in YHae@use some of this habitat

becomes reclassifiegs existing priority habitat being managedntaintain/improve its conditior{onceit has beerrestored/created.

% This represents approximately ®®of total land area in the NIAs.

" These includehedgerows, rivers and riparian buffers, canals and woadgins
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Five NIA partnerships reported on site based acfidimsaddition to area based actionsjth a total
of 78 sites with actions completeat underwayat the end of Year 3.

Box 4.1 presents selected examples of NIA partnership activities to create, restore and enhance
habitats. Note that many of these activities deliwémulti-functiond benefits in addition to the
direct benefits of habitat creation, restoration and enhancement. For example, benefits can include:
improved habitat connectivity; development and enhancement of recreational corridors;
development of open space; and thelfmcement of ecosystem services.

Box4.1: Selected examples of activities to create, restore and enhance habitats

1 Restoration of new and/or improvement of existing lowland calcareous grassland across five foc
areas(over a total area of 1,773ha
with re-establishment of diverse
grassland species (South Downs).

1 Creation of a network of new
speciesrich grassland siteshrough
an appropriate managementegime
and re-introduction of key species.
A total of 40 new meadowswere
created, with a similar number of
restoration projects (Birmingham
and Black Country). The wowas
monitored by a PhD student fro
University of Wolverhampton.

: Meadow creation, Birmingham arBlack Country. Photo credit: Simc
f Restoration of 400ha of lowland ptkinson

raised mire including direct scrub
management on 30ha of lowland raised mire (Humberhead Levels).

1 An updatedgrazing management plawas put in place in Meres and Mosses andl ¢ under regular
review. 16 sitessaw practical habitat improvements through tree removal, habitat restoration (f
reedbed, and lowland heath), meadow grazing, weed control and scrub and rhododendron clearan:

1 Asaline lagoon and a wetland habitatomplex were createdn Wild Purbeck with help from volunteer:
A new trail and interpretatiorfe.g. visitor information boardsyasdesigned.

1 NIA partnershipsvere alsoinvolved in other activities to support habitat improvements and ens
appropriate lmgterm habitat management, such as holdingiodiversity and land managemen
seminars for landowners(Marlborough Downs)creating networks of reserve managers and lant
advisas across partner organisations to better align planniagd practices (HumberhealLevels)and
employing a dedicatedandowner advier to work with land managersto encourage habitat
management through improved agricultural practices (Northern Devon).

Source:Online tool data entry and narrative, Year 3 quarterly Progress Reports and BARS Actions records.
4.2.2. Less fragmented places for wildlife

Activities to improve connectivity include the creati@amd restoration of new habitats and the
maintenanceand improvement of existindghabitats within the landscapémproving ecological
connectivity(by ONB I G Ay 3 K 6 A G F),lincldiagib®untiaiy Vrdl linkal Bayithta. QThe
habitat activities reported in subection4.2.1 have the potential to contrute to the creation of less
fragmented habitats, even where thigasnot a specific objective Efforts have also been made to
enhance ecological networks, such as throughvedting and raising water levels on lowland raised
bogs (Humberhead Levels).thér activitiessupportedfunctional connectivityf, such as restoration
of traditional grazing marshes (Greater Thames Marshes).

The NIA partnershipsengaged inresearchon habitat connectivity, often working jointly with
research and academic institutiofsee subsection4.5 for further details). This included work on:
the role and nature of connectivity within the NIAs; how connectivity should be measured; and

%8 Site based actions were reported in relation to specific sites ¢eegtion ofponds), without an area of intervention provided.

% patches of habitat located / created in sufficient proximity to create connectivity and to link larger amstiofious habitat.

" Functional connectivity refers to the ability of species typical of a type of habitat being able to move within and besitenpatches
in an area.

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
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whether connectivity is always the appropriate conservation strategy. NIA partnership reseatc
reporting added to the understanding of how to deliver improved connectivity and how to measure
changé.

A particular focus of activityvas on exploring appropriate measures of ecological connectivity,
includingones which carbe aggregated across éhdifferent ecosystems and habitats within the
NIAs. A new core indicator- comparative indicator of habitat connectivitywas developedand
added to themonitoring and evaluatiorframework as part of the updates made in Year The
protocol suggests an approach, but aleacouragel the NIA partnerships to develogheir own
locally appropriate approaches. Was used in a variety of different ways, consistent with the
principle of NlApartnerships testing innovative approaches and learniBach NIA partnership used
their own locally determined weighting to report on contributioofstheir actionsto connectivity It

is thereforenot possibleaggre@te these data toquantify the collectivecontribution to connectivity
across all NIAs

In February 2015 an NIA best praaticevent focusing on connectivity was h&ldhosted by
Birmingham and Black Country NIAJhe evensoughtto take stock othe NIApartnershigs delivery
in relation to connectivity discussthe national and international contexfe.g. latest research,
available tools),and reflect on the diverse approaches to restoringcological networksand
measuring change in connectivity.

Box4.2: Selected examples of activities improve connectivity

I Creation and improvement to woodland rides (totalling 5.3km)
to create corridors and links betweenpen areas within

woodland. These works contributed to thereation of a e e " z 4

network of rides, glades and coppice blocks for mobile ¥, S

speciessuch as High Brown Fritillary, Pearl Bordered Fritillary : E -’ I:'_ - '

White Spot Sable Moth, Duke of Burgundy, and Marsh T 't: & o Bal

(Morecambe Bay). e =
n

I Creation and restoration of meadows based on mapping of
YO2NB Q HYgRI(BBIAgiamiayt Black Country).

I Production of 11 management plans over the three grant
funded years for thdmproved management of buffers and
the development of a network of corridors and stepping teccor s it
stones linking core sites These management planare in Map of NIA grassland improvement schemes ir

; Birmingham and Black Country and how these
ongoing usgMeres and Mosses). relate to existing core and linkirageas (source

I Usinghabitat opportunity mappingas the basis for working EcoRecord, poster presented at NIA beatfie
with landowners and farmers to implement a coordinatedevent, February 2015 _
delively plan and habitat creation and restoration targets.gggég’;gg%%%gnat“ralenqland'orq'“k/f"e/e

Increased connectivity by bridging gaps through the creation

or restoration of 148ha of habitat includirgix meadows from species poor grassland dadr meadows

created on arable land totalling 11hsléne Valley).

© EcoRecord 2014

Source:Online tool data entry and narrative, Year 3 quarterly Progress Reports and NIA website records.

4.2.3. Species

The NIA partnerships delivered activities to enhance the sthaigocal* and widesprea® species.
Box 4.3 presentsselected examples of activities reported by the NIA partnerships to enhance and
protect species.

" For example: the Dearriéalley Ecological Network modelling with Forest Research which inbinagping the ecological network (GIS)
and the effects of changing land use on connectivity; Meres and Mosa#isipeda paper on the practical application of thendscape
scale consvationwithin the NIA with a focus on connectivityones, 2015xnd Wild Purbeck worked with a Landscape Permeability Tool
to inform locations for restoration works and achieve increased habitat connectivity.

2 More information on this event includindpé presentations and materials can be downloaded from the Natural England website:
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/4553703239450624

" Note that species status includes both abundance and distribution.

™ Focal species in this context refers to species of high conservation statusetethe focus of actions or sensitive to drivers of change
that were aspecific concern within an NIA
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Box4.3: Selected examples of activities to enhance and protect species

1 Greater Thames Marshes in partnership with BugLife and University of East London comuldktett
directly improve 96ha of land for Thames Terrace invertebrate flagshipcipe at tensites in the NIA
A legacy of specialist equipment, monitoring and community interest has been left. 425ha of frest
grazing marstwasalso restored, to help create habitat for water voles, redshank, lapwing, brown
and scarce emerald damselfly.

9 Habitat restoration and enhancement to benefit priority specsesuch as bittern, peadordered and
high brown fritillaries, breeding waders, calcareous grassland flora, woodland bird assemblage, €
salmonids (Morecambe Bay).

1 Extensive scrub clearae on a 53ha site to provideird nesting opportunities and improve habitat fol
plants to support Adonis Blue and Duke of Burgundy butterfly populationsA 30ha area of chal
grassland was broadcast with wildflower seed after being sheep grazed in panly ® control ragwort
(South Downs).

1 River restoration targeted at fish and invertebratpopulations 4km of riverwas enhanced including
action relating to improved weir design to reduce impact on species movements (Nene Valley).

1 NIAaction plan to help protect the Freshwater Pearl Musseith restoration of channels and control ¢
nutrients and sediments through Catchment Sensitive Farming programme and landagnigoryvisits
(Northern Devon).

Source:Online tool data entry and narrative, Year 3 quarterly Progress Reports and NIA website records.

Nine NIA partnershigh reported on the status of focal species and four NIA partnerdhips
widespread species, with 95 focal species and 83 widespreaiespecorded® °. Thisshowedthe
change in status (decreasing, stable, increasing, unknown) of local populations of focal and
widespread species from baseline (start of NIA activity) to the end of Year 3. Within the nine NIA
partnerships that reported ofbcal specie®¥:

T ¢KS adlida 2F pp: 2F F20rf aLSOASE 61 & NBLR

compared with 14% at baselineThis observed increase is likely to reflect a number of
factors (ge subsection 63), and in particular the change dlata availability due to NIA led
surveys: the percentage of species with known status rose from 48% to 70% between
baseline and the end of Year 3.

T ¢KS LISNOSydGlr3as 2F¥ F20lt aLISOASa gAlGK | W
Year 3, andK S LISNOSy Il 3S NBLER2NILISR a KFE@gAy3a
baseline to 30% in Year 2.

T ¢KS LISNDSydr3Is 2F F201t aLSOASE 6AdGK | waidlo
AY _SINJod ¢KAAa RSOt AYyS Isyrobaydecasendbdngai 35 N
2F WallotsSQ aLSOASAa Ay _SINIwm INB y26 O2yaAR!

" Widespread species refers to species defined as such and monitored through the relevant English Biodiversityic2@@6s (Defra,

2014

"8 Birmingham and Black Country; Dearne Valley; Humberhead Levels; Meres and Mosses; Morecambe Bay; Nene Wetteyévort;

South Downs; Wild Purbeck

""Humberhead Levels; Marlborough Downs; Meres and Mosses; Dark Peak.

" The focal and widespread species reporting recognises that it is not possible to fully attribute change in status deeoftize INIA
partnerstip directly to NIA partnership activity. Changes in status may be subject to many other influences and to lags and external
factors outside the influence of the NIA partnership, such as weather, disease, recruitment, dispersal or predation. ifmghand
recording by NIA partnerships offers a picture of the status within each area. NIA partnership survesasigtgically fed to Record
Centres or to the NBN (National Biodiversity Network) directly and represecdntribution to an improved inforation base from which

to assess change

" As an illustrative example, one NIA (Humberhead Levels) considered 13 widespread species (Teal, Mute Swan, LittleeEgret, Snip

/ dzNI S¢zX wSRakKly(1zZ {SR3IS 2| Nbf SNE wS S ROysterchtdhér SndBand Mailir) And dine fotaND f S NE
species (Bearded Tit, Crane, Marsh Harrier, Bittern, Nightjar, Hairy Canary Fly, Mire Pill Beetle, THalpeB&atle, and Water Vole)

% Note that there is a risk of survey bias in relation to surveypegies status. From the available data it is not possible to distinguish
between real changes in species status / numbers as opposed to increased survey effort where there is an incompleterbiintica
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Across the four NIA partnerships that reported on widespread species:

f ¢KS aGl ddza 2F wtr 27 éAéSéLJNSIR aLlSorASa g1l a

2YLI NBR (2 wmm: |G ol ast )\9(3 61 sm quEQend¢oKS LINE |
CSENI M FStEfE G2 mM:rYX oKAOK Aa A1Ste G2 NBFtESO
status dueto NIA partnership survey activities.

 The percentage of wideLINS I R aLISOASAa GAGK | NBLRWG SR adl

27% at baseline to 41% at the end of Year 3 (decreasing from 78% in Year 2). The initial
AYONBIFAS Ay alLISOASa gAGK Wdzyly2eé6yQ adl ddza O:
species peviously not surveyed in the NIAs, i.e. the baseline reflects national or historic
status records but local status may have been unknown. The subsequent decrease in the
species with unknown status between Year 2 and 3 supports this assumption. Financial
claims made by NIA partnerships to Natural England also indi@teincrease irsurvey
effort (see suksection 52.2)

T ¢KS LISNOSyYyidlI3IS 2F 6ARSALINBIR aLISOASA 6A
baseline of 24% to 22% at the end of Year 8] the percentage2 ¥ Wa il 6f SQ
species reduced from 34% at the baseline to 11% at the end of Year 3.

4.2.4. Geology and geodiversity

Geology and geodiversity are fundamental aspects of the landscape. Nine NIAs explicitly considered
the geology andgeodiversity of their areas in establishing project objectives and planning their
activities.

Birmingham and Black Country NIA had
objective focussed on linking geodiversity ar
biodiversity, which aimed to target activitie
with geodiversity benefits, where there wa
also a demonstrable associated biodiversity,
gain This included work to clearegetation
from geological featureson 10 sites, with
support from (and providing training to
volunteers. The vegetation clearance wor
|mprov_ed the value .Of §ome_ Slte. as an Rock exposure after scrub clearance on Rolilts,
educational resource B|0d|VerS|ty gains were Birmingham and Black Country (soukédlife Trust for
achieved byrestoring habitat fo specialised| Birmingham and Black Country)

plant and invertebrate species

Humberhead Levels considered the geodiversity value of the area in developing their objectives, and
worked with the local Geological Records Centre to help monitor landscape scale delivery.
Marlborough Downsantains SSSIs designated due to the importance of geological features, and the
NIA planned interventions to protect and enhance these features. Six othef'Nidssidered
specific local geological features and geodiversity in their project planning cpeflein their
Business Plans).

4.3  Enhancing the benefits that nature provides for people

This suksection considerdhe NIA partnership@progress and achievements in relation to the

benefits that natureprovidesfor people Ecosystem services, logfinition, provide nany benefits

to human health and wellbeingusually categorised asultural, supporting provisioning and

regulating ecosystem services KS b L! LI NOHYSNAKALIAQ O2y iNROdziAZ2Y
were a result ofboth activities specifically intended to achieve e benefitsand due toother

activities, such as encouraging volunteering in activities related to habitat improvemiettecting

8 Dark Peak, Morecambe Bay, Nene Valley, Northern Devon, South Downs, Wild Purbeck
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the integrated approach, all NIA activities related to enhancing or creatingatslar encouraging
local people to engage with the natural environment, will have enhanced ecosystem services.

The benefits reported here incledhealth; education and learning; symbolic, cultural and aesthetic
benefits; increasing supporting, regulatingnd provisioning ecosystem services, and the
contributions to the local economy.

4.3.1. Health and wellbeing

In addition to health benefits from ecosystem services (e.g. thrqagsibleimprovements towvater

or air quality resulting from habitat changes)noeuaging volunteeringis acne way the NIA
partnershipsdeliveredpotential health benefits, includiff§ aerobic exercise; improved respiratory

and cardiovascular health; reduced stress; sense of achievement; reduced social isolation; relaxation
and recovery.SeeFgure4.1.

Over the three grant funded yeassotal of 47,159day$” of volunteer timewasreported by the NIA
partnership&§*®®. As a comparison, the New Forest reported that in 2014/15 over 900 veduitg

days were recorded from people taking part in their work that year. Whilst the NIAs covered
approximately 9 times the area of the New Forest, the average number of NIA volunteering days per
year was 17.5 times the number in the New ForestVithin this total 35336 days was on
WAYLX SYSy il (A 2y dpysiddllaBdnahdgan@mt andl ynfrévdaie® activities, and

a further6,208dayswas onWR I (i = & dzNBSe& FyR YI LIWLAY3IQ 62N] Ay Of
survey and sampling.Thesetypes of workengagel volunteers in physical activity, working with
other people and learning new skills and knowledge wte therefore consideredlikely to have

had health and wellbeingbenefits (CEP, 201¥c Box 4.4 presents selected examples of specific
volunteering activities reported by the NIA partnerships.

The NIA partnershipsiso undertookactivities intended to deliver mental health benefits, for
example @eater Thames Marshes worked with local artists and participants with mental health
challenges to explore the artistic potential of a park in the NIA Bseel.5.

Figure4.1: Volunteers, activities and likely health beneffts

Physical workg; scrub clearance, habitat Undertaking ecological surveyson-going recording,
management, hedgéaying and coppicing. supporting national surveys, NIA specific (e.g. habi
species) monitoring.

¥ Based on the outcomes of the literature review on the social and economic benefits associated with natural environmiaresretiel

their contribution to wellbeing (CERP149.

8 Volunteer time was recorded by NIA partnerships as number of hours volunteering under four categories: general unskiited labo
skilled trained labour; specialist services; and professional. The number of days was calculated by summings treptwted and
dividing by 7 (assuming a 7 hour working day).

8 Volunteering data as compiled by Natural England baseihancialclaim forms submitted by NIA partnerships.

% Note itwas not always apparent from NIA partnership reporting if volunteevirag a direct result of NIA funding / coordination, or if
these volunteering activities were occurring anyway within the blcontributed to NIA objectives.

% Based on the outcomes of the literature review on the social and economic benefits assexithtedtural environment initiatives and

their contribution towellbeing (CER20144.
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Benefits: Benefits:
1 Improved respiratory health I Sense of achievement
1 Aerobic exercise and improved cardiovascular |  Recovery and relaxation
health 1 Reduced social isolation and friendship

I Reduced stress hormones

Photo credits:Simon Atkinson (Birmingham and Black Country NIA) and Tania Crockett (Morecambe Bay NIA).

Box4.4: Selected examples of activities related to volunteering
Habitat improvement

1 Enhancing and restoring priorityvoodland
habitats involved volunteers working at seven
key sites with woodland work parties.
(Morecambe Bay).

1 Engagemenbf volunteers to assistwith site
preparation for the introduction/
establishment of the Ladybird spideXWild
Purbeck).

1 A local orchardtree planting event involved
more than 44volunteers, adults and children
Participantsplanted their own plum trees to  participants attending a tree aiting event at lwade
provide food and habitat continuity for the Orchard.Photo creditPippa Palmer
b2oftS /KIFITSNI oSSiGtSQa I NOI o ¢tKAAa 0SSGtS Aa
data list beetle ananly found breeding in this orchard in Ke(reater Thames Rtshes).

1 Meres and Mossesnvolved 283 volunteers carrying out,155 days of voluntary work, including
undertakingpractical improvement workson ninesites, led by community groups

Surveying and monitoring

1 Four volunteer training days contributing todelivery of thinning, planting and sowing Alsotrained
volunteers in woodland management techniqugsree felling, coppicing, snedding and delagldging)
Five community volunteer days delivering planting, seeding and vegetation clearance and one €o
volunteering dayincluding scrub clearance, trench digging and litter pick®yolunteer workdays hel
where \lunteers were involved ithinning, seedingcoppicing, felling and plantingBirmingham and
BlackCountry).

Training

I Presentation and workshop at Barnsley Naturalist Society to provide information required to surv
water voleswith the ambition to engage some of its members in voluntary work (Dearne Valley).

9 Butterfly monitoring across 11 site colleced data to treck the impact ofNIA management work.
(MorecambeBay)

1 Habitat survey and condition assessment trainimgcreasel local survey skills andill help enhance the
future evidence base (Humberhead Levels).

9 Training courses for volunteers treshwater samplirg (NorthernDevor).

SourceNIA YeaB quarterly Progress Reporénd Year 2 summary reports

Box4.5: Greater Thames MarsheasCommunity engagementart and mental health activities

A programme of workshops waaranged by the Greater Thames Marshes NIA partnership. These work
were run bytwo locally based organisations Rethink Recovery and Own Als.organisations assist peop
in their management and recovery with a bobgange of mental health issues by arranging sessiomsrev
LI NOAOALI yiGa 62N)] sAGK 20t | NIA&aGa G 2@artdased od
materials found in the environment).
The participantsin this projectwere chosen becausenéy have a range of mental health issuesiaving
worked with the artists and spent time walking around a site in the Nha, feedbackwas positive for
example
XGKS FFOGU L KIFIFSyQid KFER I LI YyAO GGl O utiheethy
KSNB> y2 FyEASGe G Ffftod [AGSNIffe L RARYQ
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