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Executive Summary

Introduction and summary of the methods

One key challenge for the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the Nature Improvement Areas (NIAs)
has been the assessment of the counterfactual, toeprovide anassessmenbf what would have
occurred in the absence of the Niditiative. This is necessary to better understand the difference
the NIAinitiative has made.The work presented in this report was developed to address this
challenge.

The wverall aim of the counterfactuavork was

To support and supplement the overall evaluation of the iNithative to be reported at the
end of the three year funding period of the 12 initial NIA partnerships providing evidence
related to the counterfactual.

The objectivesvere:

1 To provide an assessment of the difference the Mifative has made compared to velt
would have happened without the NiAitiative in place.

1 To implement an evaluation of the counterfactual focusing on selected outcomes and
impacts of the NlAnitiative.

1 To develop and adopt an approach that is practical, proportionate andeffesttive within
the budget available.

1 To innovate and test approaches for evaluating the counterfactual as part of natural
environmental policy development and implementation.

The NIA M&E Steering Group worked with the M&E team to develop a range ofaappsothat
were suited to the available resources and the needs of the NIA M&E projecie separate but
complementary approaches were developed and implemented:

f ' LILINRF OK MY vdzt t Al GA D&edwi Sergtincuned telépham £ 5 O0S
intevA Sga AGK ylIGA2ylFf adGlFr{SK2tRSNE YR bL! &aqQ
partners, and analysis of NIA Funding Agreements

§ Approach 2: Trajectory analysisf environmenal stewardship dathcomparing trends in

non-Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) option applications before the NIA initiativeq200%)
with the dataduringthe NIA initiative (2012 2014).

1 Approach 3: Matched comparisoof environmenal stewardship data in NIAs and ndHA
areasand the rest of England.

The research was designed to be exploratory with respedpproactes 2 and 3n particulat to
test whether existing datasets could be used to support a quantitative approach to the
counterfactual.

Results from the evidence collection

Although the results from the three approaches are presertetke separately Table A and Figure
A), the results were analysed using triangulation across the three approachesitimthe data from

the online tool used in the main NIA NE&project; the outcomefrom the three approachesre
summarisechere. Table A reports on the outcomes from the interviews and survey with respect to
interviewees views in relation to the key themes of the overall evaluation.

! Environmental stewardship refers to funding for farmers and land managers provided by the UK Government. More information is
available at gov.uhttps://www.gov.uk/guidance/environmentastewardship

Monitoring and Evaluation dfllAs: Collingwood Environmental Planning
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Table A: Summary of Approachresults

NIA partners

(survey)

NIA partnership chairs
(interviews)

November 2015

National stakeholders
(interviews)

Biodiversity | 1 The majority of respondents § The majority of partnership | 1 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 stakeholders felt that the
that the NIA initiative has greater focus on ecosystem NIAs raised the profile of
led to additionalecosystem 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 knefits 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 community relations were chairs feltthat the NIA national stakeholders.

wellbeing most improved by the NIA government grant funding

partnerships among these
areas of activity.

enabled projects with broad
objectives that would have
struggled to get off the
ground otherwise.

Partnership

93% of respondents

The majority of partnership

The majority of national

working considered partnership chairs felt that funding for stakeholders felt that the
workingto 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

existed.
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
overall sense of
achievement among
partners.

88% of respondents
considered NIAs to have
O2y G NRX o6 dzi 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
shared vision and sharing o
information and resources.
A majority of respondents
expressed that NIA status
generated wider

provided a forum for
bringing partners together
around a common vision;
and improved awareness of
the landscape scale
approach within partner
organisations.

The majority @ partnership
chairs felt that the NIA
government grant funding
and NIA status acted as a
catalyst for match funding
and galvanising partners.
Flexibility of use of funding
was seen as critical.

Most partnership chairs felt
that three years not long
enoudh to make a real
difference.

served to accelerate and
broaden the scope of
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
also felt that the NIAs
helped to bring statutory
agencies together and
improved communication
between them.

stakeholder engagement | 1 Some partnership chairs fel
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NIA partners NIA partnership chairs National stakeholders
(survey) (EVETS)] (EVETS)
and had benefits in that the NIA government
attracting match funding. INF yi KStLISR
1 Additional workload and left by cuts to statutory
administrative burden were agencies and local
the mainchallenges authorities who might
expressed by the NIAs. otherwise have funded
some of the types of activity
completed by NIA
partnerships

Figure A shows thatthe number of noRELS option applications across all NIAs was stable or
declining from 2006¢ 2009 before increasing every year up to 2014 where it decreased
substantially. The linear trend line (trajectory) for the years-li& government grant funding
suggests that the number of neBLS option applications during the grant funded NIA period
exceeded what might have been expected to occur within the Ndésonly for 2013
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Figure A Individual NIAs and England Except the NIAs: Thiiah-ELS Option Count 20@62014

Note: BBG= Birmingham and Black Country. BPark Peak. DVGHDearne Valley Green Heart. GEMGreater Thames
Marshes. HE= Humberhead Levels. M&M Meres and Mosses of the MarshieMiB= Morecombe Bay. MB Marlborough
Downs. NB=North DevonNV =Nene Valley. SDSouth Downs Way Ahead. WR\&d Purbeck.

While aninitial assessment of the results froApproach2 might suggest that the number of nen
ELS option applications appears to have exceeded wiiglit have beerexpected based on the
historical trend and the national averagat least for 2013more detailed analysis indicates this
would be an invalid conclusionWithin individual NIAs there iso clear patternin the preNIA or
NIA periods and therare key changes in agnvironment policy and delivery over this time period
which explain much of the observed trends; for instance the change from countryside stewardship
schemes to environmeat stewardship between 2006 and 2010 is responsible forcimof the
increases observed igure Aand the reduction in available options in the final year of the funding
round (2014)is likely to be thecauseof the small number of applications for that yeaand the
reason for such a peak in the preceding y&013) The aggregate trend also exhibits very high
sensitivity to the trends of individual NIAs.

The matched comparison analy$is individual NIAs and their comparator are@gpproach3) also
resulted inno clear pattern i.e. there appeared to be nstatistical difference caused by the NIAs.

Monitoring and Evaluation dfllAs: Collingwood Environmental Planning
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However, die to the nature of the nottELS dataset it was not possible to providdesrquantitative
assessment of the difference made by the NIAs. While there appeared to be no significant
difference caused bthe NIAs, in either the trajectory analysis or the matched comparison analysis,

it is not possible toconcludethat there was no difference simply because there are so many
confounding factors in play, including wider changes in agricultural poliey ime and dueto the

wide variation among the NIAs themselvegnalysis of the online tool and the evidence from
Approachl suggests that rather than increasing the total quantity of S agenvironment
options the NIAs focused on improved coordinatadroptions spatially and in terms of the types of
options.

What difference have the NIAs made?

Compared to what would have occurred anyway, the NiAiative provided seed funding which
brought partners together and allowed them to develop shared visions for the NIA areas. The
evidence suggests that these, and other, NIA specific mechanisms, including the flexibility of the
funding and the learning and knovadge exchange within the NIAs, increased the speed and scale of
delivery of some activities and outcomes and potentially led to {@ngn benefits for communities

and the environment.

Conclusion

The results fromApproachl show the value of detailed qualitee research ast has provided
insights into the counterfactual and the attribution routes whilst also contextualising the output
data provided by the online tool.

The results fromApproactes 2 and 3 suggest it is not possible to providgiantitative assessment

of the counterfactual for nofELS agienvironment options at the scale of the NIAs initiativeing

the existing norELS datasetThis is due to the signal to noise challer{ghange due to the NIAs is
small relative to other factorshut al® because the NIAs themselves are highly diverse and as such
it is not appropriate to aggregate them to the initiatifprogramme)level. These lessons are
consistent with the conclusions drawn in th@ountryside Stewardship Facilitation Fund (CSFF)
scopig study, undertaken as part of the wider NIA evaluation préje€he norELS dataset could

be useful if any future related initiative was designed with specific objectives that utilised the
relevant existing indicators.

A particularly important lessorelates to M&E andhatural environmentapolicyinitiative designof
this kind:

1. Flexibility at the individual project level implementation (as with the NIAs) constrains the
extent to which aggregate evaluation at the programme level (initiative widgdssible or
meaningful; and

2. The alternative to flexibility is toreating rigid policy/initiative objectivesthat can be
aggregated across the initiative through greater comparabilitgallythese would buildon
existing national datasefgnd core ingtators)to allow forefficientcomparative analysis.

The following broad lessons for counterfactual evaluatioise generally can be drawn

1 Use logic model and attribution routes to identify mechanisms for delivery which are unique
to your initiative. Us these to prioritise your evidence collection.

1 Work with stakeholders to refine and ground truth your logic model, attribution routes,
hypothesis you wish to test and your results.

1 Engage with multiple stakeholder types using a range of research methods.

2Bennett, T., Phillips, P., Sheate, W., Eales, R. and Baker, J. @Qtf)yside Stewardship Facilitation Fund Monitoring and Evaluation
Scoping Studyg Final Report bZollingwood Environmental Planning and GeoData for Defra (July).2015

Monitoring and Evaluation dfllAs: Collingwood Environmental Planning
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1 Recognise the diversity of projects and account for this within your analysien is it
suitable/not suitable to aggregate to the initiatigprogramme)evel?

1 Look for opportunities for triangulatioio enhance robustness, usingultiple evidence
sourees considering the same questions or themes.

Monitoring and Evaluation dfllAs: Collingwood Environmental Planning
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1. Introduction to the Work

1.1  Context and report structure

One key challenge for the monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the Nature Improvement Areas (NIASs)
has beenthe assessient of the counterfactual, i.e. to provide amssessmenbf what would have
occurred in the absence of the Niditiative. This understanding is necessary to better understand
the difference the NIA initiative has made

The evaluation of the Niitiative agairst the counterfactual is part of the existing M&E process
includingthe collation of baseline datior M&E indicators within the online reporting tool and semi
structured interviews with NIA project officers in Yearl2was agreed with the NIA M&E Staey

Group that additional researchwas required to further understand the difference the NIA
partnerships have made, in their areas and collectively, over and above what would have happened
without their introductiorr.

This report presents the results dfat work using the following structure:
1. Introduction to the work¢ (this section) summarise the context to the work.

2. Methodological development andanalysis¢ describes the methodologies, the processes
followed and how the results were analysed.

3. Results¢ what difference have the NIAs made sets out results of the research and
assesses the difference the NIAs have made, compared to what would have happened
anyway.

4. Methodological limitations and reflections ¢ includes conclusions and describes the
limitations to the methodologies, what worked well / less well, considers implications for
future research and lessons for future evaluations.

5. Appendices; provides additional supporting detail.
1.2  Audience for this report

This report has been produced prinigrfor the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
(Defra) and Natural England officials involved in the NIA initiative and related monitoring and
evaluation. It is also assumed that the results will be of interest to stakeholders involviee kiA
initiative and to contractors and officials who are involved in the monitoring and evaluation of
similar environmental initiatives.

1.3  Aim and objectives

The overall aim of assessing the counterfactuas

To support and supplement the overall exaion of the NIAnitiative to be reported at the
end of the three year funding period of the 12 initial NIA partnerships providing evidence
related to the counterfactual.

The objectivesvere:

I To provide an assessment of the difference the Mifdative has made compared to what
would have happened without the NiAitiative in place.

1 To implement an evaluation of the counterfactual focusing on selected outcomes and
impacts of the NlAnitiative.

% This research was funded through an extension to the NIA M&E Phase 2 contract (Defra project WC1061)

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
FinalReport(2012-15) 1 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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I To develop and adopt an approach that is pratiproportionate and cost effective within
the budget available.

I To innovate and test approaches for evaluating the counterfactual as part of natural
environmental policy development and implementation.

1.4  Summary of the approaches

The three approaches were:

f ! LILINRF OK MY vdzk £ AGLF GAsased shuRiplesacisl NdehcOiestzrdh & OSy
methods

Approach 2: Trajectory analysif environment stewardship data

Approach 3: Matched comparisoaof environment stewardship data in NIAs and AdlAs
andthe rest of England.

Although the approaches are described separately the analysis presented in Section 4 is based on
analysis which combined and triangulatéce. comparing the results fromesults from all three
approachesThe triangulation also inclied evidence collected undahe existing M&E framework
(notably the monitoring data recorded by NIA partnerships usirtge online tool) and work
undertaken as an extension of the M&E Phase 2 contract in relation to the Scoping of the Evaluation
for the @untryside Stewardship Facilitation Fund (CSFF)

1.4.1. Approach 1 z qualitative counterfactual scenario

The qualitative counterfactual scenariapproach used social research metlso collate and
triangulate responses from the NIA partnerships amational level stakeholdersabout what
difference the NlAinitiative has made, and what potentially would have happened if the NIA
initiative did not exised.

The data collection involved a mixture of social research methadkiding:
1 Semistructured telephoneriterviews
1 Onlinesurvey
1 Analysisof NIA Funding Agreements.

Theseapproachesave producedin evidence baswith breadth and depthThe stakeholder groups
engaged included national stakeholder®NIA partnership chairs and staff in NIA partner
organisatias, reflectingvaried levels of engagement and interests to ensure that a range of opinions
and views were considered. The online survey allowed the participation of multiplettraiecich
respondents offering flexibility and anonymity for respondentsetniews allowed the research
team to explore perceptions idepth and gain insight into responses, while the document review
and analysignitially formed the basis of the survey and interview questions and following the
researchwas used tdelp highlightand explain the observed results in the analysis.

1.4.2. Approaches 2 and 3 gz environmental stewardship: trajectory and
comparisons

Approaches 2 and 3 used environmental stewardship data to understand the uptake of agri
environment options within the NIA areaspmparing the trends for the prdllA and NIA periods
(Approach2) and NIAs with matched nedIA areasApproach3)

* Environmental stewardship refers to funding for farmers and land managers provided by the UK Government. More information is
available at gov.uhttps://www.gov.uk/guidance/environmentastewardship

®Bennett, T., Phillips, P., Sheate, W., Eales, R. and Baker, J. @Qt#)yside Stewardship Facilitation Fund Monitoring andutiah
Scoping Studyg Final Report bZollingwood Environmental Planning and GeoData for Defra (July, 2015).

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
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Agrienvironment data was usedbecauseit was: recorded nationallyreported annually and
improving the ptake of agrienvironment funding \asreferred to in the Funding Agreements of all
NIAs.

For Approach?2 the hypothesis was that the trajectory of n&mtry Level Stewardshifel($ agri
environment options would increase (in number and extent) during the @gd¥ernment grant
fundedperiod, ®mpared to the preceding years. Fapproach3 it was assumed that uptake of agri
environment options would be higher in NIA areas compared to national trends and matched non
NIA areas.

Approactes 2 and 3 are recognised as innovative and this project ésied their utility for
evaluating the counterfactual of natural environmental policy.

1.4.3. Why the three approaches were chosen

The NIA M&E Steering Group worked with the B&am to develop a range of approaches that

were suited to the available resources and the needs of the NIA M&E project. It was agreed at an
SFNIe adr3asS GKFG GKNBS ISy SNI f I LILINB I OKSa O2dz F
looking at the tajectory before the NIA and during the NIA; and comparing NIA landscapes+o non

NIA landscapes.

It was then necessary to consider which stakeholders to engage with to develop the counterfactual
scenario and which data to use.

After various iterations tl two sets of interviews and the survey were considered the best way of
engaging with a broad range of stakeholder types whilst also offering sufficient detail.

Regarding the data set fdkpproackes 2 and 3, it was felt necessary that both approaches were
applied to the same data set (to allow for comparison) and that the chosen data set should be:

1. Recorded nationally
2. Reportedannually

3. Relevant to all NIAs
4

. Available forat least the three year period prior to the estafliment of the NIA
partnerships.

5. Relevant to the djectives of the NIA initiative and all NIAs.
6. Provided at an appropriate spatial scale

Environmenal stewardship data was considered the only data set that met these requirements. The
other candidate data set wagonitor of Engagement witithe NaturalEnvironment (MENB)ut this
did not meet criteria 2 and 6.

1.5 Overall logic model and its role in shaping research collection

A logic model is an approach frequently used in evaluatiorstK S | Y D 2 @randodkSoy (i Q &
evaluation, theMagentaBook suggsts that logic models are used.logic model demonstraghow

an intervention is understood to contribute to possible or actual impacts. Within evaluation they are
used to provide a framework to understand the intervention and therefore untlmd what
information is needed to monitor and evaluate it.

Logic models are simple structures showing what is exgoHct go into a policy, what activities will
occur during implementationand then an indication othe likely effects of these.The NIA M&E

project has been based around a higvel logic modelbut the counterfactual provided the
opportunity to further elaborate the logic model to help understamthether andhow the NIA

initiative has made a difference

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
FinalReport(2012-15) 3 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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1.5.1. Use of the logic model

The logianodd used in the counterfactual work built on the high level logic model used in the NIA
M&E project It was developedhrough a series of iterationsy the M&E Phase 2 project team and
with the NIA M&E project Steering Group based on the evidence collelstedgh Years 1 and 2 of
M&E process. The final logic model is presented in Appendix 1. It should be noted that this is a
initiative wide logic model and that individual NIA partnerships will have their own logic models
reflecting their contexts and objeiees.

The agreed logic model was used to refine element®\mbroachl. This was done through the
ARSYUGAFAOIGAZY 2F | ; héSdakeShe waF in Whicli theNWilditidrivehi? y NP dzi
assumed to lead to outcomes and impadthe attribution routes are included in Section 3 where an
assessment is made as to whether the evidence validates the assumptions behind these attribution
routes, or not (see Boxd30x3 to Box6).

Attribution routes are relevant to the counterfactual as they represtém® main ways that the NIA
initiative, as opposed to what would have happened anywiayconsidered likely toresult in
outcomes andmpacts. By identifyingnd then testingthese attribution routes the M&HEFhase 2
project team werebetter placed to say whether effects, for example from changes in the area of
habitat management reported by NIA partnerships through thénentool, can be ascribed to the
NIAinitiative. The interviewsvithin Approachl also alloved forthe identification of others ways in
which the NIAs have contributed to observed outcomes.

The logic model influenced the designAdproachl in the followng ways:
T Interview and survey questiongere structured around the logic model

f Interview and surveyquestionswere NS @A SgSR (2 SyadaNB GKIFd GKS
NRdzi SE4Q | yR 20§KSNJ | S werefc@nbidedzNBtiin tie Guesiidhd f 2 IA O

Evidence relating to the attribution routes is presented, where appropriate, in Section 4.

1.6  How results were used within the NIA M&E Reporting

The results from the counterfactual are presented within the respective thematic section (i.e.
biodiversity, ecosystem services etc.) within fhiealReport. A synthesis of the results is presented
in Rart IVof the FinalReport.

Monitoring and Evaluation of NIAs:
FinalReport(2012-15) 4 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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2. Methodological Development and Analysis

2.1  Approach 1 methodology

2.1.1. Approach 1 z survey with NIA partners

A quantitative online survey was undertaken with NIA partners (stakeholders representing
organisations who have a formal or sefoimal relationship with an NIA partnership). The survey
focused on identifying the impacts of the ANinitiative as experienced and perceived by each
individual respondent and the NIA they represented/were most familiar with.

The questionnaire was short and focusedie®ionswere developed through multiple iterations
within the project team and commentadits by theNIA M&ESteering GroupConsiderationwas
also given to existing best practice guidance for survey desRprticipantswere assured that
results would be reported anonymously, thitieir details would not be shared with anyoneutside
the research team and that all data would be deleted at the end of the project.

For the majority of questions respondents were presented with a five fddkertscalé and were
asked to assess how positive or negative the impact of the NIA partnership hadrbéesir area,
compared to what would have occurred without the establishment of the NIA initiative. Multiple
choice, dropdown lists and ranking questions were also used to engage participants in the
guestionnaire, while nowompulsory operended questios gave respondents the opportunity to
elaborate on their responses and provided valuable insight on the quantitative results recoiued.
survey questionnaire is included Appendix2 of this report

The questionnairewas shared as an online survey usidgrvey Monkey, an online survey and
guestionnairesoftware. The survey was set up on the web and email invitations with a direct web
link to the survey weresent to the 12 NIA project manageand M&E leadswho were aked to
forward it to all stakeholders they considered to be partners. The link was accompanied by an emalil
to encourage participatiommphassingthe opportunity presented topartners and stakeholders to
directly input into the M&E process and to share ithexperiences and insight¥he project team
recorded the number of partners ah stakeholders that the survey wagnt to so that a response

rate could be calculated.

Over 260 individuals,including partner organisations and NIA partnership st§firoject
officers/managers, M&E leads etonere invited to participate via email. The survey remained open
to participantsfor four weeks (JanuaryFebruary 2015)Within three weeks of the questionnaire
beinglive the M&E team analysd those whohad already respondedand senttargeted reminder
emails to relevant partners to increase the response rdte questionnairevas designedo take a
maximum of 20minutes to complete with most respondents expected to complete it in less than 1
minutes

A total of 122 responses were receivamljt of which 109 were used in the analysisorresponding
to a 46% response rate. The spread across NIAs is shdwgurel.

® MRS (2011) Guidelines for Questionnaire Design.

" Likert scaling is a orgimensional scaling method commonly used in social research wherendspts are asked to rate a set of items

or concepts based on their understanding/knowledge of the subject. In the NIA partner survey a five point rating scakdyabeare

partners were asked to assess the impact of the NmRiative on the various elements evaluated or to indicate their
FINBESYSYylikRA&FAINBSYSYyld 6AGK | aSd 2F adGlraSySyidaoe Ly GKSh YI22NARGeE
g2NBESQY gAGK W52y Qi 1y26Q | yR WbdadpproprialeJTheGsurdey Guastiofngi is(hvided iR RS R 6 K ¢
Appendix2 for a more detailed vie w.

®Responses that only answered the first question were excluded from the analysis.
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South Downs

Meres and Mosses of the Marche
Wild Purbeck

Dearne Valley Green Hear
Humberhead Levels

The Dark Peak

Birmingham and Black Countr

10

Northern Devon 7
Nene Valley 7
Morecambe Bay Limestone & Wetland 7

Marlborough Downs
Greater Thames Marshe

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18

Figurel: Number of responses per NIA

Source:NIA Partner Survey 2015
Base:109 respondents

Prior to the analysishe datacollected from the survewere cleaned and openrended responses
were reviewed and recoded as appropriate to be assigned to existing or new answer
options/codes’. The analysigas done usingxcelnd coverd:

1 Respondent characteristiegsthe NIA respondents represented/were most familiar wathd
the organisation and role of the respondents.

9 Descriptive statistics on the various impacts experieneelnproved/Worsened, More
effective/Less effective, Agree/Disagree.

f Ranking of changes and challenges experienceeighted” scores calculatedof each of
the choices ranked as top three.

Qualitative comments providing insight to quantitative results.
Identified exampleg, including the examples provided by respondents.

Due to a relatively small sample size and vanathber of partnersacross the NIAs, the number of
respondents in the survey was not uniformly distributed across the 12 [$esFigure 1Error!
eference source not found. Thedistribution ofthe sampleandthe characteristics of the data mean
that thesewere non-parametric dat&’. Aggregating and reporting on rdssiacrossnon-parametric
data poses a challenge, as aggregate results risk being unrepresentative of each individugligroup
this case each NIAwithin the data set.

KruskalWallisnon-parametric tess were usedo understand whether therevassignificant variation

° E.g. where some questions were not answered, those answers were removed $iuetisample population for a specific question may

be less than n=109.

02 KSESNB W20KSND sta Iy 2LIA2y I 6ARS OFNASGE 2F yasSNA Y& KIJFS 0
code/category, while others, when mentioned more than chice s SNBE O2 Yo AY SR dzyRSNJ I ySg O2RSkOF GS32N
category added to the list of stakeholder categories.

1 order to take account of the choices ranked as second and third, weightsassigned and the top three choices across responses

were calculated on the basis of the weighted aggregate scoring each change or challenge gathered. The weights assigueddterthg

of responses for each of the three ranks were:

Ranked 1st: (n*3)

Ranked 2nd: (n*2)

Ranked 3rd: (n*1)

For each of the chage or challenge the sum of the above was calculated as (n*3)+ (n*2)+ (n*1)

12| e. the data were not distributed normally.
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in responses, testing for the followirmxplanatoryariables:
1 NIA: effect of the specific NIA the respondent represents/is most familiar with

1 NIA partnership size: effect of NIA partnership size, by number of partners
(small/medium/large)*,

1 Type of respondent: Government Agency, Farmer, NGO etc.

The purpose of these tests wds determine whether and where itwas appropriate to use
aggregated descriptive statistics, e.g. percentage of all responddotsparametric testing allowed

the project team to report statistically robust results and avoid inappropriate aggregation and
reporting. This exercise was designed only to identify statistically significant variation within the
data.

Where there was no significant variation amongp@sdents, aggregate results are reporteditB
where therewas significant variation, theature of the variation is identifiede.g.10 NIAs reported
improvement whiletwo NIAs reported no improvemengnd qualitative analysis (including open
ended comments made through the survey, interview results and document analysis) sought to
explain it. Any significant variation was also indicated in figures with the use of an asterisk (*).

Thestatistical testing was undertaken for all questidissee Appendi8), with the exception of the
ranking questionsj K 2 dzZ3 K 2 y f & vatafioy i§ I8gkI§hied ik yhdrain body of this report

2.1.2. Approach 1 -interviews with partnership chairs

Semistructured telephone interviewsvere undertakenwith each ofthe 12NIA Partnership Chairs.
The objective was tanderstand at the individual NIA partnership level how partners may, or may
not, have worked together in the absence of the N#iative and the potential impact of this on
related outcomes.

The 12 initial NIA Partnership Chairere considered appropriatas their ole meart they were able
to offer insights into potential comparisons with landscegmale delivery outside NIA® consider
how the partnerships may haverrictioned without NIA gvernment grant funding, and their role
covered the breadth of NIA activitieBhey wereconsidered well placetb reflect onanycausal links
between NIAunding,status and achievement aelivery.

An interview schedule was developed, and agreed with $teeringGroup (see Appendif). The
approach wa based on using a relatively small number of questions based around the M&E themes
with the interviewer exploring these topics during the interviews. The Partnership Chairs ikceive
the questions at leash week before the arranged interviewhequestions vere adapted where
necessaryto reflect individual NIA partnership characteristics. The interviews, lasting approximately
30 minutes each, were undertaken by phone and recorded (but not transcribed).

The interviewdiscussions werevritten up in note form and the results analysed usihg same
thematic frame(basedon the M&E evaluation framewojkthat was used in the analysis of the
national level stakeholder interviewd he identity of each partnehgp chair was anonymised for the
purpose of reporting.

2.1.3. Approach 1 -interviews with national level stakeholders

Semistructured interviews were undertaken with national level stakeholders to gain insights and
perspectivefrom strategic level stakeholdermto the counterfactual of the NlAnitiative as a
national policy intervention.

¥ Each of the 12 NIA partnerships was categorised as small, medium or large based on the number of partners; Small (tpees)L0 pa

Medium (1120 partners), Large (21+ partners)

2§ NBLRNI 2yfteé 2y Wo2f RO RAFTTSNBYOSad ¢KSNBT2NB A frovenr8tNEB A& aAIy)
is reported where appropriateasaggregatece.g. X% of respondés identifiedsome levebf improvement.
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A list of potentialstakeholderswvas initially provided by nrabers of the Steering Grouf heproject
team usel these contacts to map out thappropriate intervieweedo ensue coverage across a
range of stakeholder organisationkinally,seven semstructured interviews wereundertakenin
January 2015 with participants frothe Environment AgencgyForestry CommissioYildlife Trusts
RSPB, thélational Association for Areas of OutstandiNgtural Beauty the Game and Wildlife
Conservation Trusind theNational Farmers UnionThe identity of national level stakeholders was
anonymised for the purpose of reporting.

An interview schedule was ddeped, and agreed with the Steering Group (see Appendix 5). The
general approach was teflect on the three years of thgovernment granttunded NlAinitiative

and whatmight have happenedwithout it. Theinterviewsprovided insights from national level IN
stakeholder groups and enalddhe project team to understand how the Nlpartnerships have

been working, anglifferences between NIA delivery and what is considered likely to have happened

in the absence of the NIA initiativdt also explored aspectssuch as the valuadded of NIA
partnerships as a whole, the facilitation role NIA partnerships have had in realising wider benefits,
G§KS WoNIYyRQ @FftdzS 2F o0SAy3 Iy bopérating atdlandschhl y S NB&
scale.

Theinterviews,lasting approximately 30 minutes each, were condudiggphone andecorded (but

not transcribed). The intervievs were written up in note form and the results analysed using a
thematic framebasedaround the M&E evaluation framework (i.e. biodiversity, partnership working,
ecosystem services etc.). The thematic frame is a social science technique which allows for the
NEalLR2yasSa 2NJ LI NIa 2F AYyGSNIBASESS NBwilpted Sa 2
related responsesThis allows for a more structured, consistent and efficient anafysihe

populated thematic framavas used to organise and analyse all the data collected through the three
different research elements described undgpproachl.

2.2  Approaches 2 and 3- environmental stewardship data

Approaches 2 and 3 used the same dataset (Environmental Stewardshipg [Batgland). The
process by which these data were obtained, prepared and analysed is summarisedrtkre
described in more detail in Appdix 6.

Ly adzYYFNBY Al gl a ySOSaalNE (2 WwO221AS 0dziQ (K
be separated from the England wide data. The dataset was filtered to remove all entries of Entry

Level Stewardship (ELS) only opti¢siace we \ere interested in nofELS agenvironment options)

and arranged by the year that the option was entered into the system. These data sets were then
analysed.

ForApproach2, using the cleaned and cut data a spreadsheet for(iraExcelyvas used to compare

data within (individually) and across (collectively) NIA partnerships. This enabled the generation of
graphs illustrating trends collectively and individydh the years preceding and during the NIA
period.

This analysis was undertaken to generate gsafor:

1 The number of nofELSoptionswithin an individual NIA area per year from FY 20850
2011¢ 12 (preNIA) and from 20123 to 201415 (NIA).

1 The number oholdingswith non-ELS options across the NIA areas from FY-26G6 2011
¢ 12 (preNIA) and from 201213 to 201415 (NIA).

For approach 3he graphical analysis was done in MiniBsbwas a Mamwhitney U test.
2.2.1. Justification for comparators

Approach 3 compared uptake between the NIAs and with two different landscape characterisation

*Bryman, A. (2012) Social research methodisegdition)
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datasets These were National Character Ar€gdICAs) and Agricultural Landscape Types (ALTS).

These compator areas were considered appropriate as the emphasis of the NIAs was on actions
contributing to the whole landscape, rather than actions focused on theifspéeatures. Therefore
the comparison is best made between NIAs and equivalent landscape / agricultural areas.

The landscape character assessment approach, enshrined within the National Charactéf Areas
dataset, seeks to objectively identify landscapétsi based on the contributory landscape factors.
The character areas reflect areas with similar combinatiohgyeology, topograpy drainage,
vegetation pastland use and settlement pattesn Similarity across the continuous variables is based
on princple component analysis and generates geographichdlgrete areas even though areas
across the country may have similar suites of variables

The Agricultual Land Typespproach(Swanwicket al, 2007%) seeksto generate a generalised,
higherlevel, landcapescale combination of these similarities and thereby represent broader
landscape types based largely on the agricultural character. These are described as:

adistinct types of landscape that are relatively homogeneous in character. They are generic in
that they may occur in different parts of the country, but wherever they occur they share
broadly similar combinations of geology, topography, drainage patterns, vegetation and
historical land use and settlement patjfeg @

The justification for usinthese classifications is that they are used in targeting HLS. It was also used
within an earlier review of the effects of environmental stewardship on landscape character and
quality (Defra/NE 2013%) although these have been aggregated further (to sissga) within other
studies (Boatman, et. al2010®®). More detail on the statistical and analytical techniques used
presented in Appendix 6.

® Natural England (2015) Natural Character Araésg://publications.naturalenglad.org.uk/category/587130

7 Swanwick, C. (2004) The assessment of countryside and landscape character in England: an iov@otietwyside PlanningNew

P LILINR F OKSa G2 al yl 3 §edsSkyBishop shRA. PHllligsy, S0RIZHarthdcanybtrion.

'8 swanwick, C. Hanley, N and Termansen, M. (2007) Scoping study on agricultural landscape valuation. Final report to BXER&#&. Dep

of Landscape, University of Sheffield.

9 (Defra / NE 2013) BD5303 Monitoring the Effects of Environmental Stewardship on Landscape Character and Quality Developing a
method for reporting and monitoring the direct and cumulative impacts of Environmental Stewardship on théemace and
enhancenent of Landscape Character and Quality. LUC / Fabius Consulting.

% Boatman, N, Willis, K., Garrod, G. and Powe, N. (2010) Estimating the wildlife and landscape benefits of environmentshigtewar
Report to The food and environment research agencyAFER
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3. Results - What Difference Have the NIAs Made?

3.1 Introduction

This section presents the analysis of the results for all three approaches with evidence from the main
NIA evaluation materials brought in as appropriate. Results from each approach were viewed in
isolation (the results fromApproachl are summarised in Aggndix 7) and in conjunction to allow
similarities and differences in the results to surface and ultimately to provide a thematic assessment
of what difference the NIAs have made (the counterfactual).

The results are presented by the four themes used & rain NIA evaluation with other findings
presented separatelyApproaches 2 and 3 are includedthin the ecosystem services theme as
environmental stewardship relateso ‘Bustainable agricultu@which is reported underthe
ecosystem services themadolbwing the NIA M&E framework

The section begins with a summary assessment of the difference the NIAs have made.

Box1: What difference have the NIAs made?

Compared to what would have occurred anyway, the NIA initiative provided sewtinf which
brought partners together and allowed them to develop shared visions for the NIA areas.
evidence suggests that these, and other, NIA specific mechanisms, including the flexibility
funding and the learning and knowledge exchangéiwithe NIAs, increased the speed and scal
delivery of some activities and outcomes and potentially led to H@nm benefits for communities
and the environment.

The rest of this section expands and evidences this statement.

3.2 Inputs and processes

Survey participants and interviews overwhelmingly believed that partnership workimgthin the
NIAshad improvedcompared towhat would have been possible without the Ni#tiative.

In particular, respondents referred toincreased engagement ofnon-environmental/traditional
stakeholders,improved frequency, nature and quality of partnership workingreater learning
through sharing and the adoption of a shared vision and agenda.

GLYLINROGSR ¢2NJAy3a NBtF A2y aK ktivédisaudsiong ontother  LJF NI
issues where previously there had been little cooperation. Improved understanding of shared
F3SYyRIFaX[FyRaOlILIS ao0FtS O2yaSNBIGA2y FT20dza KI
partner<. (NIA 12)

G2S INB y26 0dNRARINENOHKKIS 2F LI NIYSNBR GKIYy ¢
(NIA 3)

The partnership chairs further commented that the NIAs have successfully challengtungiiog

and got people from different, often competing backgrounds to talk about common igsc
Flexibility on the part of statutory agencies was also considered valuable in allowing for plans to
develop and change on the ground while their engagement in discussions on future steps and help in
lifting barriersto delivery were also deemed vita

National level stakeholders felt that the improved partnership working was reflected in the
increased delivery of outcomes, with specific reference to-bmdiversity outcomes. Tt was
partly attributed to the firm timescales and deliverables of ihéiative that partners had to work
towards, and partly to the role of Defia providing forward planning and a clear signal for the need
to work together. The NIgovernment granfunding was also mentioned as an enabling factor in
bringing partners togeher at the outset.
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Across the 12 NIA83% of participants in the partner survey believed that partnership working was
WY 2 (§84Df respondents) 8¢ Y dzO K (36%)efBctive Figure?).

Box2: Presentation of survey results

Where there was natatistically significantvariation among respondents (as per the results of
KruskalWallis nonparametric test}y aggregate resultare reported. Bt where therewas significant
variation, the nature of the variation is identifi€d.g.10 NIAs reported improvement whi2 NIAs
reported no improvementand qualitative analysis (including opended comments made throug
the survey, iterview results and document analysis) sought to explain it. Any significant var
was also indicated in figures with the use of an asterisk (*).

Partnership working

® Much more effective
m More effective

m No different

m Less effective

m Don't know

Figure2: Improvements in partnership working from the establishment of the Niftiative

SourceNIA Partner Survey 2015
Base:106 respondents

Local support from Natural England was perceived to have imprdugchot universallywhile over

60% of participantsn the survey experienced some improvemexs a result of the NIA initiative

there was significantvariation in responses depending on the NIAen of the NIAs saw
improvementswhile two NIAs noted no differenc@here was also a correlation between thiee of

the NIA partnership and the perceived support; the smaller the NIA the more likely it was to report
AYLINRGSYSY(d Ay adzLIRNII gKAES (GKS YF22NRGE 2F Wi

One in six partners, made reference thallengesn partnership working includinghadequate
support from partnerg12%) andriction/disagreement with partners (7% ough one noted those
were successfully resolved.

The evidence suggests that the attribution route descriliedBox3 has been largely valated,
although it is too early to judge how long, and in what fopartnerships will continue beyond the
NIA initiative period.
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Box3: The Value of Partnership Attribution Route

Well supported and
Building functioning
partnerships and partnerships and
facilitating Shared learning ang
dissemination of

Effective, durable
partnership
(beyond pilot

period)

Agreed funding
agreements

partnership
working expertise within the
NIAs

3.2.1. Development of a shared vision

The vast majority of partners (94%) in the survey (see

Community and civil society involveme
Added value*

Facilitated the delivery of other plans
Sharing of data and informatio
Learning through disseminatio
Coordination of activities

Development of a shared visio

Local support from Natural England
Access to additional funding

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Much improved m Improved m No different m Worse m Much worse m Don't know & Not applicable

Foure 3) felt that the development of a shared vision was one of the biggest benefits of the NIA. It
was also ranked as the third most important change experienced by participants to the survey.
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Community and civil society involveme
Added value*

Facilitated the delivery of other plans
Sharing of data and informatio
Learning through disseminatio
Coordination of activities

Development of a shared visio

Local support from Natural England

Access to additional funding

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® Much improved m Improved = No different m Worse m Much worse m Don't know m Not applicable

Figure 3: Benefitsfrom the establishment of the NlAnitiative

SourceNIA Partner Survey 2015
Note: Asterisk (*) indicates there was significant variation in responses (refer to Appendix 3)
Base:109 respondents

Through interviews national level stakeholders and partnerships noted the importance of
stakeholders sharing a common agenda, and felt that this has clear benefits for partnership working.

Across stakeholders, there was a view that partnership workinthén NIAs has brought new
partners together and facilitated the development of an understanding and appreciation among
them that is likely to exist after the NIA initiative.

GO9YKIFIYyOSR yStg2Nya 2F O2yilOia FyR RSB#@BSt 2LI¥S

LI NIYSNEQ O2y (NWK3pdziA2ya (G2 GKIGd¢

G¢K2aS 2NHIYyAadAlLGA2ya 6KAOK YAIKG &adzZLISNFAOAL f €

to play to their strengths and move towards a collective, shared vision in a collabardtivie ® €
(NIA 8)

The value of a shared vision and objectives was also emphasised in interviews with partnership
chairs and national level stakeholders, wiliben consideringhe legacy of the NIAsecognised the
value ofa network of partners with a joint vision that can effectively and efficiently work together in
the future.
4 2dz OFyQli 2@SNBaldAYFI{S GKS AYLERNIFyOS 27
each other with projects they can take of the shelfs Baves a lot of time and resource. Other
initiatives provide these opportunities but the NIAs breadth of partners is a pdsgite4)
GbL!a KIFE@FS 06SSy I YSOKFEYAAY F2NJ LI NIy SNE
working together for a commos 2 | (NLd7§

The evidence suggests that the attribution route describeBox4 has been largely validated.
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Box4: Shared Vision Attribution Route

Assessing local

Developinga shared opportunities for Funding agreemen

identifying priority DEREN CrineES

actions

actions

vision restoring and
connecting nature

3.2.2. The importance of committed partners

Partnership chairs and national level stakeholders identified a differemd¢be NIAs in the skill,
enthusiasm and commitment of the people involved. It was commonly felt that the energy and will
partners invested in the implementation of the NIAs

ochavemade a small amount of money go an awfully long WéML 4)

This was attributed to a good selection of project managers driving the delivery but also a feeling of
pride by partners from participating in something innovative.

G¢KS SyildKdzaAlay 2F (GK2a$S A jngedivesdimiRhe enthGstasm | NB dzy
Ad YIFINJ SR | SINIGSyAy3a (2NBaB3S adzOK Sy (dKdzaAl ada

GXFff LINIYSNER KI@ZS NBFffe LldzakKSR (2 YIS RSt
me 0SS GKIG SOSNB2yS NBlIFtfeée o0StASOSa Ay oKI
been a need to chase people. Passionvhat is being donehas made the partnership really
32 2 ®PO9)

3.2.3. Learning and sharing of data and resources

A benefitof the development of a closer working relationship between partners was identified in the
sharing of information, knowledge and resources. Numerous qualitative responses to the survey
referred to the willingness of partners to share resources and supgaxeh other in the delivery of

the NIA objectives.

GCKAA ot NOYSNEKALI g2NJAy3I8 KFra Ay@2ft SR aKIHk N
cooperating on design and delivery of projects to achieve better outcomes, and working more
closely togetherat @ G NI § SIA O f S@St &adzOK a O22LISNY GAy3
(NIA 10)

The partnership chairs and national level stakeholders, also made references to a breakdown of
existing barriersto information and data sharing that have unlocked knowledgduable to
landscape scale conservation.

G5 G Jsi&]often 'kept Behind lock and key' in one organisatidsut NIA status has
freed this data to be used across organisatiergreatly increased data sharing and joint
working to use and get vatufrom data. Everyone has been really good at freeing up
information and data as an input to landscape scale conservation this has been tot#hink

o A TPCH)

Gt NEB@Az2dzate LIS2LX S GSYyRSR (2 0SS @SNE tumli dzO] 2y
SY@ANRYYSyYy(ld R2Sapasi aSS o02dzyRINKSa&dé

3.2.4. Dissemination of learning from the NIAs

National level stakeholders were keen to see tleatrning from the NIAs ishared One expressed a
concern about this wealth of information remaining unutilised:
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apa y24 0SSy Of SI Nnewdf beén whitteh downl-wka spedkict N2AS Arg” 3
piloting. There is a need to draw olessons from them and what is different. Need to view

them as pilots, rather than potentially successful projects delivering potentially good stuff but
gAOK2dzi Fye OfFNAGEe FaqM&i 6KFG Ad YSIEya FT2N 2

Best practice events were mentioned by naidd level stakeholders as a useful way of sharing
information at a local level.

G¢KSaS KIFI@S o60SSy |y 2LIRNIdzyAde F2NJ 0KS bL! &
thinking-2y G 2LIAO0&a fATSNLRIF OAGF G ySGg2N)] aodé

Partnership chairs referred me generally to an open attitude towards the sharioginformation

that has charaarised the NIAs from the outset, although national level stakeholders felt that there
had been a missed opportunity and that nbitAs had not been able to engage with o
experiences with the NIAs.

a §ndscape scale initiatig@utside of NIAs are not drawn in very well to the learning the NIAs
are developinglt feels to some that the NIAs are an exclusive.€Il(N. 5)

oNIAs meet up but these were not felt to be thatessible for other groups. This was felt to be
a shameg (NL 3)

Partners in the NIA survey identified learning through dissemination of knowledge as a key benefit of

GKS bL! AYAUAFOGADS 06 y6d% ofaeShoridBBEN W al dZo@ SARSMPIINILINE O ¢
A few participants suggested that similarly others could benefit from the learnings emerging from

the NIAs. Capitalising on the experience of partners and practitioners could provide valuable advice

on the benefits and pitfalls in funding, paership working and delivery of similar initiatives in the

future.

dThis is a new way of working and culture change takes time in organisatis however
being achieved. There needs to be a mechanism to capitalise on this into theEf(iilke3)

dLots of good work and inlgmentation of fresh thinking. [WouldBe great to see wider
dissemination of what went right and what went wrofg(NIA 10)

However, the latter respondent also commented that sharing of the challenges had not been
particularly excouraged within the NIA initiative.

The evidence suggests that the attribution route described in Bbas been largely validated, but
that some opportunities to maximise these benefits have been missewbtably by greater
information exchange betweerhe NIAs and other landscape scale conservation approaches.

Box5: Innovation and information exchange

Shared
learning and
dissemination Asense of
of expertise innovation and
within and optimism
beyond the
NIAs

Sharingof
In-house and experience and

Knowledge

external skills expertise ST i

andcapacities between and
within the NIAs

Bestpractice
events
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3.2.5. NIA grant funding

The NIA grant funding was widely perceived as a catalyst in partnership working, the mobilisation of
NE&2d2NOSa YR GKS RStEAGSNE 2F GKS bL!'aQ LIXIya |
seen as its main enabling characteristic.

Reflectingon the counterfactual, a few partnership chairs expressed the opinion that the NIA
funding filled in a gap created by the recent staff and budget cuts, which left statutory agencies less

able to support conservation work on the ground. Had this not beencidise, the NIA funding and

output could have been more impactful:

oOutput could have been even more impressiveot /  p 0
NIA funding as a catalyst

Both national level stakeholders and partnership chairs identified the NIA funding as the enabling
factor for the establishment of the partnerships, attractipgrtners historically less engagéd
landscapescale conservation. More importantly, as dis@&dsinder Partnership workingit has
enabled effective planning and management on a landscape scale and coordination of partners. One
of the national stakeholders referred to this as they 2 & dzNLINRA &E 2), chatade@Mided B K &
the advance planningnd sharing of plans across partners.

The fundinggavethe NIAs the ability to maintain or employ staff (eRyoject Officerahanagers)

and supported the direct delivery of actions-thre-ground It alsohelped ensure good governance
and reportingfor the duration of the NIA initiative. Partners in the NIA survey were very positive on
the impact of the NIA initiative over and above what would have occurred without their
establishment. That impact of the NIAs was identified in:

1 Work being undertaken thatitherwise would not have been possible

Gw2 S8 KIFIGS dzaSR (KS 2 LIJ2 NXamy adiicd in 2 Eoordifated - bL!
fashion and have also coordinated educational day$aom for members of the public. The

NIA funding was the main reason thisamaged to actually happen, instead of just talking

I 0 2 dz{iNIAR8YI ¢

OWe have been able to work with farmers and landowners on over 400 hectares of limestone
grassland, developing management plans and sequkihS funding for the farmershig
would not lave happened without the funding that came withthe KIA.o bL! wmMn 0

1 Greater extent of work thadtherwisewould have been possible only at a small scale

0A much greater extent of habitat restored over a much wider area than would have been
contemplatedwithout the NIAE (NIA 1)

ONIA funding has alloweH to undertake major landscapecale moorland restoration works
to compement work funded on surrounding areas by HI(ISIA 12)

a As a result of the NIA we have worked on more sites because of theoaaldftinding,
and have advanced our thinking to deliver a sustainable strategy fortéong nature
conservatiore (NIA 3)

G2 AGK GKS FT@FLAfELFofS I [{ FdzyRAYy3a ¢S 0O2dzd R 2yt
overgrowth problembut together with NIAdnding and [partner] support we have been able
G2 YF1S I 0A3 RAFFSNBYOS oKNAOK oAttt flFado ¢ K

9 Fasttracked progress of work thattherwisewould have taken longer
(Speeded upworkongetting Ay G2 FI J2 dzNHABX S O2yRAGAZ2Y XE
oBroadly we've done 'more' and 'faster' than would have been likely otheéidié 7)

National stakeholders and partnership chairs were more reserved in their statements, placing the
impact of the NIA funding and initiative in the context of the extehwork delivered. Specifically,
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national stakeholders believed the main contribution/impact of the NIAs had been in delivering
things that had been already planned, more quickly and efficiently than would have occurred
otherwise, thus accelerating platisat already existed.

The NIAgrant also reportedly acted as a catalyst mobilising resources andpening the way for
match-funding opportunities for example funding proedf-concept projects (e.g. in biofuel
production) Partnership chairs found the initial injection of funding necessary to tap into further
resources. Yecifially, grant funding was considered to free up time for partners to consider and
complete other funding applications. Moreover, the range of newtrpas (e.g. universities, local
businesses) is thought to have brougtew funding opportunitiesthrough partnerships. As seen in

Community and civil society involveme
Added value*

Facilitated the delivery of other plans
Sharing of data and informatio
Learning through disseminatio
Coordination of activities

Development of a shared visio

Local support from Natural England

Access to additional funding

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® Much improved m Improved = No different m Worse m Much worse m Don't know = Not applicable

Figure 3, 84% of espondents in the partner survey also felt that access to additional funding
Ymprovedd o pp: 2F NBALRYRSY (i &areshitiofdne sl whiie\ahdi® & S R Q
out of 12 NIAghought the NIAs added value through mobilising amanetary resarces, such as
equipment and volunteers. Qualitative comments also affirmed the importance of this effect:

QLG KIa KSELSR (2 SOSNI I RRAGARASHf FdzyRAY3I TN

G2 A0K GKS I @FrAflroAfAGe 27F | R&beéniadefid strengtherNB O (i
SEAaGAYI FYR SYSNHAYI LI NLHYSNRKALBE Xz G(KIF
Sttt TFT2NJ Tdzil dzZNB NENIAGI A2y EAKALA FyR LINP2SOGEPe

The evidence suggests that the attribution route described in@us been largely validatetut it

is recognised that some of the funding which has been attracted was displaced from other areas and
would have been used anyway. There is however some evidence that the NIAs were more effective
in their use of resourcegjue to mechanisms such as their shared vision and greater coordination
with partners. Respondents noted that the Ioteym sustainability of funding for landscape scale
innovations will depend on the priorities of other funding sources.
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Box6: Defra Seed Funding Attribution Route

Sustainabldinancial base fo
partnership working and

Fundingattracted by the
Defra funding NIAs from variousources

and contributionsin-kind continued landscape scale

innovatiors

Flexibility of NIA funding

One of the main differences of the Niditiative, compared to other natural environment funding,
was the flexibility of the NIA funding

That flexibility, as discussed in interviews with national stakeholders and partnership chairs, was
reflected n the ability of the NIA partnerships to allocate funding to pedpelg. project managers
and facilitatorsyather than specific projectAccoding to an interviewee

oFlexibility on part of Defra / NEnot being too prescriptive has been really useftlas
allowed forevolutionand for things to change and develop on the graaeC 9)

Havingflexible funding was also thought to have allowed room for the NIAsetonore innovative

This was considered to be relatively uniqgue as most available funding prescribes specific outcomes
and even processes. Finally, national level stakeholders refltut¢defra being the funding source
meant that the NIA initiative was ngiromoted by individual organisations and was broader in its
remit andmore likely to integrate public and private organisations and NGOs.

Thetimescaleof delivery was only mentiorteby two national level stakeholders, but they provide
an interesting outlook on the difference in perspectives. For one intervigtweshort timescale for
delivery was considered to be one of the main benefits of the NIA fundiaying tospend the
funds quicklywas thought to create financial incentive to gedrojects off the ground andhaintain

the partnerfocus. On the contrary, the same fact was described as a challenge by another
participant to the survey:

G¢KS 101 27T T ihgdesh&atd need Toispent inonky withinga fifarkial gear.
[There] should be [an] opportunity to allow funding to be carried forward to follo@igyl NJp €
(NIA 6)X X

3.2.6. Benefits of the NIA status/brand

The NIA status was believed to hawvad a galvanisingffect on stakeholdersaising the profile of
the conservation work and generating more interest and support. There was also a view that, in
cases, it acted as leverage for partners in planning discussions and funding decisions.

The partnership chairs fased on the benefits the NIA status had in partnerships, evaluating the
effect of the NIAs as regenerating:

G¢KS bL! &GFGdzA LINROARSR I NBySsSa#Pcre Odza | yR
Being part of a national initiativend havinga governmentendorsed status as a NIA was also seen as

an opportunityby local authorities tengag with local actors and build nature improvement works
into local planning policies.

Further, the raised profile and designated NIA status had been used by some padreverage
FRRAGAZ2YIf FTdzyRAYy3a:Z 6KAOK gl a I o0SYSFAG | taz2 YSy
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National level stakeholders noted that the process of receiving the NIA badge lacked clarity while it
caused feelings of frustration among partners who hawglitionally operatedn a very similar way
to the NIAs beforeghosewere created.

G¢CKSNSE Aa | LISNOSLWLIA2Y GKFG AyadSIR 2F LINRY?Z
Defra have pushed NIAs BslEmodelé (NL 6)

This reflected concerns from sonmational level stakeholders that there were tensions between
NIAs and other landscape scale conservation approaches. Other national level respondents did not
feel this was the case and, perhaps unsurprisingly, this issue was not noted in the partneeship ch
interviews.

3.2.7. Increased profile of landscape scale conservation

National level stakeholders had a view that the NIA initiative had raised the profilevearemesof
the landscape scale approaeimd this hadgeneratedgreaterbelief and commitment to ladscape
scalemanagement

An overall sense of achievement among partners is eviderthe perceivedimprovements and

benefits of the NIAinitiative compared to what would have occurred without theitiative. A

number ofrespondentsnoted a strong desiréor the funding and NliAnitiative to continue aghree

years were deemed by som®o short a timescaleto achieve large scale and lotasting
improvements. Nonetheless39% of respondentdo the NIA partner surveyelieved the NIA

initiativehad O2 Y G NA 60 dzi SR (2 [ | ¢ { 2 Yigyar ard beitdr plgtesFoF wilditd,S | { A y =
while it also instiled a sense of optimism about landscape conservatisee (

The NIA has enhanced the benefits that natu
provides for people

The NIA has created more, bigger and better plag
for wildlife

The NIA has created a sense of innovation a
optimism about landscape scale conservatio

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
m Strongly agree mAgree  m Neither agree nor disagree mDisagree m Don't know

Figured).

National level stakeholdergeflecting on the impact of the NIAs on landscape scale conservation
(LSC)yiewed it as positivebut not significant compared to what would have occurred without the
NIAs. The general view was that improvements in landscape scale conservation were not necessarily
an impact of the NlAnitiative per sebut rather part of a wider policy shift towardandscape scale
conservationof which NIAsvere apart. Stakeholdersvere seen to have a better understanding of

the concept andwvere activelylooking for opportunities to integrate .itNIAs contributed to these
changesand reinforced the landscape scalepgoach as a delivery model.

G¢KS YIAY SYySTAG Aa GKFG bL! LINRGJA
a

o) RS d
Fa | GSNX)Y A dza STdzf 6KSy GNBAYy3I (2 SY6SR (KS
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The NIA has enhanced the benefits that natu
provides for people

The NIA has created more, bigger and better plag
for wildlife

The NIA has created a sense of innovation a
optimism about landscape scale conservatio

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
m Strongly agree  mAgree  m Neither agree nor disagree m Disagree m Don't know

Figure4: Successes of the NlAitiative

Source:NIA Partner Survey 2015
Base:101 respondents

Partners to the NIA survey also commented that the Niwided stakeholders withconfidence in
achieving landscape scale conservation by providing funding and generating support for potentially
controversial landscape changes. This was directly linked to partnership working and coordination
and sharing between stakeholders, which appeared to be a prerequisite in delivering landscape scale
projects. NIAwere thought to have provided the

OAbility to apply aspects of a landscape approach to nature conservation in a conugbation

(NIA 6)

Gta Iy 2NBElFIyAalldAzy ¢S KIFI@S F20dz2aSR Y2NB 2y |
- joining up our sites with otheks(NIA 10)

3.2.8. Challenges of the NIA initi ative

The most frequently mentioned challenges experienced as a result of the NIAsadditenal
workload mentioned by 48% of the respondents aamtinistrative burden mentioned by 43% of
the respondents [igure5).

Additional workload

Administrative burden
High expectations from partners, civil society et
Unforeseen problems in final deliver

Costs disproportionate to fundin
Inadequate support from partners

Interference with the delivery of other plan
Disagreement / Friction with partner
Other |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Figure5: Challenges experiencess a resulof the NIAinitiative

SourceNIA Partner Survey 2015
Base:107 respondents

Some of the additional challengédS 8 ONA 6 SR o0& NBaLRYyRSy(da oWhiKSNI
complexity and burden of the M&E process as well as difficulties in communication between
partners and reconciliation of targets and objectives.
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G¢KS O2YLX SEAG@ 2 TinitiatkeSvasiauggise NRA 7y 2 Yy A (1 2 NA y 3
G¢KAA A& | ySg gle 2F g2NJAy3I | ERAGHA G dzNB OK I

Participants were also asked to rank the top three challenges éxpgrienced Eigure6). Results
followed the same pattern of the previous question with the top challenges identified as:

1. Additional workload
2. Administrative burden

3. High expectations

Additional workload

Administrative burden

High expectations from partners, civil society et

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
First m Second m Third

Figure6: Ranking of top three challenges experienced as a result of the NIA initiative

SourceNIA Partner Survey 2015
Base:78respondents

The remaining challenges were not experienced to any significant degree, while qualitative
O2YYSyida Of I NAFe GKFIG W yF2NBaSSy LINRBofSya Ay R
challenge were mainly restricted to the beginning of thiaitiative with any problems resolveth

due course

3.3  Biodiversity

The majority of participants in the partner survey and partnership chair interviews felt that
biodiversity benefits had been delivered over and above what would have happened anyway.

Responses to the NIA partner survey were especially positivepaithers across the NIAglieving
that there had beenmprovement in all elements of biodiversity
Fgure7). Partnersanswered? L Y LINE S RQ 2 Nin thafoliiivihg percdniNg@sd S R Q

1 88%believed there had beeimprovement in habitat quality

1 87%believed there had beeimprovement in habitat extent

1 86%believed there had beemimprovement in habitat connectivity
1

68%believed there had beeimprovement in species
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Habitat iy | N

Habitat extent | S T
Habitat connectivity [

et e ——

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® Much improved m Improved m No different mWorse m Much worse m Don't know

FHgure 7: Effect of the establishment of the Nli#itiative on elements of biodiversity

Source:NIA Partner Survey 2015
Base:105 respondents

While many stakeholders discussed the successes of specific projects, fewer references were made

to landscapescale outcomes in the survey and interviews. Within the survey results the NIA
partners were more confident expressing an opinion orbite extent and quality some

uncertainty was expressed with regards to habitat connectiditKk A 3 KS &G LISNOSy Gl 3Ss
1Y 2.0%m0e respondents felt that there is or should be a distinction between improved
connectivity and improved knowledge of it, while others thought it might be too soon for results to

be assessed.

OWhilst there has been some improvement it should be noteddhet a three yeainitiative
this is going to be difficult to evaluate. Significant changes for the-tiermy will only occur
over alongerLJS NA(RIR3P £

Some reluctance was also expressed in the method of atiafyiconnectivity improvements, which
is a limitation also identified in the literature and caveated in the NIA report (Biodiversity chapter
section 5).

0As anindicator this [Habitat Connectivity] has been trivial and varied between NIAs, the
scientific literature is undecided on a definitimmd proxy to measure this. However | can say it
has improved based on improving the quality of select halgitatss b L!  H 0

In the surveymprovements in species wefelt to belessthan for habitats. Bspondentsattributed

this to the relatively short timescale of the NlAnitiative and felt thatsomeof the improvemens
expected may not have yet been recorded or indeed realised. Participants also mentionef lack
benchmark species studies that could provide a baseline for comparison.

dlt is tooearly to say whether habitat connectivity and species have improved or worsened,
which only further surveys and assessments would deteféine 6 b L! c 0

Partnership chair interviewees broadly correspond with the results of the survey. For instance they

felt that the NL ! LI NIYSNEKALA KFIR LXF@8SR Iy WSylofAy3
biodiversity to go ahead when otherwise they would have nahe@s felt that NIA funding tth
enabledactivitiesto happen much fasteand on a larger scatban otherwise,even if they may have
happened anyway.

The national level stakeholder interviewees had a different perspective. They felt that as, in their
view, environmenal stewardship funding was the primary mechanism through which the NIAs were
improving biodiversity, most of the biodiversity benefitisight have happened anyway. Some
national stakeholders noted that biodiversity activities which were supported by NIA grant funding
were largely additional and that the NIAs might improve the coordination of environmental
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stewardship activities. Across the natarstakeholders thesensewasthat the main added value of
the NIAswasfor non-biodiversity outcomesuch as community engagement and ecosystem services
projects.

3.4  Ecosystem services

There was general agreement across the interviews and suhatycompareal to what would have
happened anyway improvements in ecosystem services had been perceived and that specific
services were targeted in different NIAs. The most frequently noted improvement was recognition of
the benefits of the ecosystem approach and therease in awareness of ecosystem services from
practitioners in local authorities, the local community and farmers.
GtdzidAy3a Y2NB SYLKIF&AAaE 2y SOz2aeadsSYy aSNBAOSa
betweenbiodiversityand habitat creation/enhar8 Y Sy i I yR SO2 #NAAN)SY & SNIIA
GX! g NBySaa 2F GKS UAy@AaAiroftsS SO2y2yeéd TFNR
A Y LINP(RASS ¢
National level stakeholders and partnership chairs both mentioned the raised profile of the concept
and the benefits ofooking at works through the ecosystem services lens.

Specific flood management and water quality outcomes were mentioned in someaNtXghers

reported on sustainable woodland products and carbstorage and sequestration. Tdee
differenceswere to someextent expected as improvements in some ecosystem services are linked

G2 GKS LINA2NARGe KIFIoAlGlrda 27F SasEkse varesetbuiRthed OK b
Funding Agreements.

The greatestperceivedimprovements were in gpport for pollinators (65% of partnerperceived

some level of improvemehiandaccess and quality of green spaces (69% of partperseived some

level of improvement ¢ KS LJ NIy SNBE Q NX a LJ2 y & &fier e@bbybi@nSsBrvicash Iy A F A
depending on whia NIA they were involvedith, for instance:

91 Publicly accessible rights of wagevenNIAsperceivedsomelevel of improvement while
five considered there waso difference.A review of NIA Funding Agreements reveals that
among those that identified no impvement in public access, one indeed made no
reference to it in their objectives while for another two it was not a main objective of their
NIA. The other two NIAs whose partners perceived no differeocepared to what would
have occurred without the eablishment of the NIAfiad set out enhancement of public
awareness and access as their core objectives.

9 Sustainable agriculture 1l NIAsperceived some improvement While one of theNIAs
considered there washo difference the document review confirmedhat sustainable
agriculture was in fact not an objective of the NIA

1 Woodland products:SevenNIAsperceivedimprovement thoughfive NIAsconsidered there
was no difference. All five NIAs noting no difference had no references to woodland
products in thei objectives with a few of them also focusing on different priority habitats in
their area. It is also worth noting that woodland products were also missing as an explicit
objective from at least two of the NIAs who noted improvements. This could be eaglby
anumberof projects in those NIAs relating to woodland management.

1 Water Quality 10 of the NIAperceivedimprovement whiletwo NIAsconsidered there was
no differenceOne ofthef G G SNRA& . dzaAySaa tfly YIRS NBFSNE
was considered a good quality of water. The other NIA though, included projects aiming to
improve the quality of water through appropriate land management.

Zry fFAR 2dz2i Ay SFOK bL! Qa CdzyRAy3I ! ANBSYSyida
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9 Carbon storage and sequestratioiNine NIAsperceivedsimilar levels of improvemenbut
three NIAs considered there wasno difference. Out of the three NIAs noting no
improvement, one made no reference to carbon storage while the other two had the
objective to investigate the potential benefits of habitat improvements for carbon storage
and developanunderstanding othe impacts of land use on carbon sequestration

1 Flood management The majority of NIAsperceivedimprovementin flood management
even though for at least three of them it was not framed as an explicit objective.NDhe
made no referencéo flood management and identifieno difference.

3.4.1. Approach 2 zresults of the trajectory analysis

Figure8 shows that the number of neELS option applications acradsNIAs decreased from 2006

¢ 2009 before increasing every year up to 2014 where it decreased substantially. The linear trend
line (trajectory) for the years prBlIIA government grant funding suggests that the number of-non
ELS option applications duringe grant funded NIA period exceeded what might have been
expected to occur within the NIAs. The national picture is more stable from 2006 to 2013, except for
a spike in 2010 after which the number is consistently slightly higher; as with the NIAs gteere i
substantial decrease in 2014.

20,000 400,000
15,000 /\ 300,000
\ H
10,000 l - 200,000
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E R E R g \
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- I = [ | T
/B A g B EEE NS
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Figure8: Individual NIAs and England Except the NIAs: Total{H&$ Option Count 20@62014

Note: BBG= Birmingham and Black Country. BPark Peak. DVGHDearne Valley Green Heart. GFMGreater Thames
Marshes. Hi= Humberhead Levels. M&M Meres and Mosses of the MarshieMB=Morecombe Bay. MB Marlborough
Downs. NB=North DevonNV =Nene Valley. SDSouth Downs Way Ahead. WR\&d Purbeck.
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Figure9: Individual NIAs: Total Number of Holdings with NéLS Option Application2006¢ 2014

Note: BBG= Birmingham and Black Country. BPark Peak. DVGHDearne Valley Green Heart. GFMGreater Thames
Marshes. H=Humberhead Levels. M&M Meres and Mosses of the MarsheviB=Morecombe Bay. M3 Marlborough
Downs. NB=North DevonNV =Nene Valley. SDSouth Downs Way Ahead. WR\&d Purbeck.

In Figure9 2006 and 2008 are followed by drops in the total number of holdings. Faif there is

an increase until, as witRigure8, 2014 which shows a big drop in the number of holdings within
non-ELS option applications. The trendFigure8 increases over the prNIA period (206 ¢ 2010)

with the number of holdings in both 2012 and 2013 exceeding that predicted by the linear trend line.
The national picture is broadly simil@igure8): decreasing from 2006 to 2009 before a substantial
increase in 2010. 2011 and 2012 have the second and third highest number of holdings, 2013 is
slightly lower and 2014 is much lower than all previous years.

Figure8 and Figure9 show that within any given year there is a great degree of heterogeneity
between individuaNIAs. The aggregate trend of a general increase over time, as described earlier, is
not consistently repeated at the level of individual NIAgblel ranks the number of nofELS option
applications for each NIA from 20@52014. This shows thdhere is no consistent patterrin the

years with most options across the NIAs.

Tablel: Years Ranked for Individual NIA and Aggregiaid Based on Number of neBLS Option
Applications

NIA | 2005 | 2006 & 2007 | 2008 | 2009 2013 | 2014
BBC | - . . 1 2 .
P | - - 1 4 2
DVGH | - - 5 -
GTM | - 1

HL | 1 2 5

mem | 2 | 8 3

MB | 1 5 2

MD | - 4 3

ND |1

N |1 5
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NIA | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014

sD | 1 3 4 6 9 8 7 10 5 2

we | 2 7 3 8 9 5 4 10 6 1

NIA |y 5 3 4 6 7 8 9 10 2
Aggregatt

NOTE The year with most nG&LS option applications is ranked 10, émel least 1. The colours match the radC=
Birmingham and Black Country. BPark Peak. DVGHDearne Valley Green Heart. GENBreater Thames Marshes. HL
Humberhead Levels. M&M Meres and Mosses of the MarsheMB = Morecombe Bay. MB Marlborough Downs. NB
North DevonNV =Nene Valley. SDSouth Downs Way Ahead. WR\Ad Purbeck.

Appendix8 presentsthe graphs and table for individual NIfss the total numberof non-ELS options
applications and a table of the number of relatealdings within each NIA.

3.4.2. Approach 3 zresults of comparative analysis

As the comparative analysis is based on individual NIAs it is not possible to provide a summary at the
initiative level. Appendi® presentsdescriptive statisticss€attergramsand graphgfor the individual
NIAs.

Across the individual NIA&dre appearsfrom the data analysis to beo consistent trendfor the
NCA and ALT comparisons. It is not possible, therefore, on the basis of the data analysis to provide
an aggregated sumary assessment of the difference the NIAs have made at the initiative level.

At the level of individual NIAs a MaWihitney U test was undertaken anditiv the exception of
2007 allp-values are greater than 0.05 thus the median density values arstatistically significant
and thenull hypothesis- that there isno difference between the median density valueghin NlAs
compared tatheir ALT / NCAompardors - is not rejected(results presented in Appendix.9)
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What difference have the NIAs madeto non-ELS agrienvironment option applications

An initial assessment of the results froApproach2 suggests that over the government grant
funded period across the 12 NIAs, the number of-ht$ option applications appeaitsfirst sightto
have exceedag what might be expected based on the historical trend and the national average.

However, more detailed analysis indicates this would be an invalid conclusion as within individual

NIAs there imno clear patternin the preNIA or NIA periods. The aggregatend (as shownn
Figure8) also exhibits very high sensitivity to the trends of individual NIAs.

As there is no consistency in the observed trends across theibtd&gdually it is considered to be
unsound to infer a trend from them collectively. This means it is not possible to provide a quantified
assessment of the difference that the NIA initiative has made to applications feEbhSroptionsn

the basis of theurrent dataset

Data providedby Natural Englan@Table 5.4 in the Year 3 repodhow thatthe area ofland under
Environmental Stewardship acrosdl NIAsincreased by 10.8%ver the period 2012 to 2015
compared to 7.2% across the whole of Engf4 The survey responses also indicate that the NIAs
have made a positive difference with partners frdrh of the 12NIAs &éelingthat the NIAs have
resulted inimprovements in sustainable agricultugerhich includes environmental stewardship and
managemenbf woodlands).

LY FTRRAGAZ2YS yIEGA2YFE frBughdf the NiitiatiSeras badeiS deliveredl E LINS & &

through HLS[NL 1]. Other stakeholders made similar comments indicating that in their view the
NIAs have been working to improve uptakedause of environmental stewardship.

This suggests that across the NIAs there has been considerable activity relatedenvagnment
options and that the delivery of neBELS agienvironment options has improved, but in a way that is
not detectable tliough the methods deployed i\pproactes 2 and 3.

It is likely that there are two interelated reasons for this. The first relates to how the NIAs have

OSSHYYILUNR GAYIAQ GKS dza8 2F SyYy@ANRBYYSyGlrf adadSél NRak

data in this policy area.

On the first point, respondents to the survey suggested that the NIAs have made a positive impact

on thequality, rather than total number, of agenvironment options, for example:

G2S KI@S 0SSy FotS (2 gSWEH XREKISTRNXYNEE YI WwR 3
and securing HLS funding for the farmers. This would not have happened without the funding

that came with the NI& (NIA 10)

a ¢ K NRudethg of a NIA land advisor we have delivered 13 HLS applications that have
focused omrestoring and linking priority habitats(NIA 9)

dWe havebeenl 6t S (G2 GLINRGARS Y2 NB-endrdabibde s¢iiemed, 2
improving the quality of delivery and therefore quality of the habitat they are managiNgA
7)

a /-&dination of agrienvironment support with NIA objectives has led to development of
moreenvironmentallysustainable agriculture, although there is much room for improveréent
(NIA 2)

These responses, when combined with thiteer evidence r@orted in this section suggesthat the
initial hypothesis forApproacles 2 and 3, that the NIAs have increased the extent of land under
environmentl stewardship, is at best only partially valichstead NIA activity has focused on
improving the quality of environmental stewardshig improving targeting (spatially and in terms

of types of options) and delivery.

2 pnalysis based on data supplied by Natural England on Environmental Stewardship scheme coverage. Land area of Englémel used f
calculation taken as 13,348,000ha (the total land area above MHW dsrutiee Lawton report).
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Considering the nature of the data, the challenges of detecting changes i&lof®ragienvironment

2LIA2Yy FLILX AOFGA2ya GKIFG OFy 0SS AFTrNR old#li SR2 Ki2S |
meaning that there are multiple factors which are influencing the observed trends making it very

difficult to detect the changes in the number of n&hS agenvironment option applications.

Examples of these confounding factors gmeesented in Section 4 under the limitations for
Approactes 2 and 3These factors include:

91 Diversity of the NIAs The NIAsare a highly diverse group of partnerships whose ecology,
priorities, staffing expertise,previous use of environmental stewardshand size vary
substantially.Some aspects areontrolled to a degree bypproach3 that seeks to make
comparison within similar landscape typdsut even here landscape types are themselves
aggregations of a variety of sddndscapes so the comparisontin and without NIAs will
not necessarily be a close one.

1 The scale of the NIAsData provided through the online tool suggests that across the NIAs
12.4% of the priority habitats (not total landfrossthe NiAs are subject to management by
the NIA pamerships. Therefore it is likely that within gnoneNIA most of the changes in
environmental stewardship activigre not on land managed by the NIAs.

91 Previous activities withinNIAs- 10 of the 12 NIAs were based on existing partnerships.
These partnerships were actively using environnaéstewardship to meet their pr&IA
objectives. Many of the NIA partnerships had past landscape scale actions (e.g. protected
area strategies, HL$&arget areas) and overlapping (temporal and spatial) landscape
initiatives.

1 Agri-environment policyc there were a number of policy changes over the timespan of the
data. The most significant of these is likely to be the end of the 20@D13 funding
initiative resulting in few options being available in 2qaAd a push for final applications in
the penultimate year of 2013, as seenYhe pattern of renewal from 2005 to 2010 when
options were migrating from the classic schemes (for which we have no) data
environmental stewardshigrasprobably driving much of the increase over this time period.

Summary

The NIAnitiative appears to be causing relatively marginal changes in the total number eEb8n
agrienvironment option applicatiomand related holdings. It is apparent that it is not possible to
detect such marginal changes at the landscape scale. This is because of the signal to noise ratio
meaning that the data is responding to lots of confounding factors (noiseluding change to

policy, and redundancies and time lags within the datat the same time the NIAs are directly
affectingonly a small proportion of agenvironment schemeacross all NIAand are not prioritising
increases in thenumber of options, rather theyhave sought toimprove targeting and delivery
(signal).

The qualitative data suggest that tHélAs have provided greater coordination of option types;
improved spatial targeting; and combining NIA grants with -agvironment funds to improve
quality of delivey.

3.5 Social and economic

Social and economic benefits werelabttenging area for partners to assel®netheless, compared

to what would have occurred without the NiAitiative, partnersin the surveybelieved there have

been improvements isommunity relationg75% of partners noted improvemenénd aesthetic and

cultural quality (69% of partners noted improvement)
G/ 2YYdzyAlle Ay@2ft @dSYSyid KFa oSSy | 1S& StSySyi
public knowledge and support of thpexial features of the area future work will always be
limited, we have carried out extensive public dialogue and local working to understand the
thoughts and feelings of the local population and in order that they understand what our aims
andobjectivesaNJ5 (R4 3)
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G [ 2 Re@mmanky'work and better understaridg2 ¥ U [ I g2y U I WN&®YRI | & |

Views on improvements in working with schools varied significantly depending on the NIAs. Whereas
eight NIAs noted improvements, four noted No diffece as their modal answer. This can largely be
explained by the difference in priorities and objectives of the NIAs.

Three out of four NIAs that noted no improvements had not included any kind of activities to engage
with schools in their Funding AgreentenThe fourth NIA had a small budget dedicated to school
visits which might explain the partner survey result.

Perceived improvements in health outcomes of communities also varied, but depending on the type

of respondent. Community organisations, perhagpsing as facilitators enjoying a more direct
involvement with the community, were more likely to note an improveméshether the NIAs had
affectedS 02y 2YA O RSOSt2LIYSYyid KIR | YAESR 44844 YSyl
RATTFSHNBEKIOSQ o

Overall, the partnership chairs fahat the NIA initiative and related fundirenabled people to work
acrosstraditional divides (referrd to as siloshnd provided seed funding for projects that would

havebeen unlikely to be implementedtherwise.

Communiy efations / networks N S

Aesthetic and cultural quality

Economic development | S S S

Working with schools | S S

Health outcomes of communities*m

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® Much improved mImproved m No different mDon't know

Figurel0: Social and economic benefits from the establishment of the Niiative

SourceNIA Partner Surve3015
Note: Asterisk (*) indicates there was significant variation in responses (refer to Appg@ndix
Base:103 respondents
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4. Methodological Analysis and Implications

4.1  Methodological Limitations

4.1.1. Limitations of Approach 1

The survey hadelfselection biasas partners chose whether or not to respon@ihe characteristics

of respondents in thesurvey Figure 11) reveal an uneven distribution of participantper
stakeholder category, with NGOs, Government agencies (Natural England / Environment Agency /
Forestry Commission / Defra) and Local government/Planning authorities forming the majority of
participants, while private companies and farmers/landowneas lass representedThis however,

to a great extent, reflects the makeup of the NIA partnerships, according to baseline inforfilation

m Community and social enterprise
m Local government / Planning authorities
m Government agencies
mNGOs
H Private company
m Farmer
Other / Not answered

Figurell: Characteristics of NIA partner survey respondents

Source:NIA Partner Survey 2015
Base:109 respondents

The experiences of different partners reflects the diversity of the NIAs, but also the range of roles
different partners had within their NIA; some were heavily involved, others less so. This meant it was
fA1Ste GKI ( ceptlbneBftheSnpatiyt thaé RIAstidBeNded on their involvement and

the objectives of their NIA.

In recognition of thisand as described in the methodology section, the research team employed
non-parametric statistical analysis to account for varidtyilin responsestesting for three main
variables.

Selectiorbiaswas inherent to national level interviews. 12 stakeholders were approached and seven

agreed to talk. This element éfpproachm &1 & Y SOSNJ AYyiSYRSR (2 06S W&l
Rater, the intention was to interviewepresentativef national organisations, agencies and NGOs

with an interest in landscape scale conservatito understand what the effects, if any, of the NIAs

had been from a strategic perspective, and to be abledmpare with views of those involved

directly in specific NIAs (partnership chairs and partners). Interviews were held with representatives

of environment NGOs, Government agencies and farming NGvas felt that this reflected a

sufficient range of opiion.

11 of the 12 partnership chairs were interviewed. It is possible that the interviewees presented a
biased and positive image of the NIAs to increase the perceived benefits of their, imatrkn reality

their responses appear balanced with positivedanegative reflections being presented. The
inclusion of national stakeholders provided an alternative, more neutral, viewpoint compared with
the partnership chairs thaillowed account to be taken of any suias.

Bgourcel Yy feara olasSR 2y Oz2fflFGSR bL! AYyF2NXIGAZY &ALINBFRaAKSSG abL! !
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A related limitation toApproachl was K S NBf Al yOS 2y AYRAGARdZ faQ YSY
about the difference the NIA had made. This was mitigated to some extent by triangulation with
different stakeholders and data from the online tool.

Due to the different roles of each stakehold#re questions and information received were not
necessarilyconsistent across all research methods. Therefore themere cases where the
triangulation of results foApproachl included only two of the research methods described in the
methodology sectioras there weresomethemes that were not covered Hyoth the interviewsand

the survey.

4.1.2. Limitations of Approaches 2 and 3

The nature of the data, the NIAs, and agmvironment policy means that there are some important
limitations to the results oApproacles 2 and 3 and the ability to draw clear conclusions from them.
Both of these approaches were intended to be experimental so that lessons could be learned for
future application. Limitations include:

1. The dataset includes every environmental stewsnig application (complete / incomplete,
successful / unsuccessful) made between 2005 and 2014. This means that the data includes
an unknowable number of failed applications and duplicates.

2. The data is a proxy. It is assumed that the number of applicatfonsnonELS agri
environment options reflects the number of applications for successful environment
stewardship funding and related biodiversity improvements. There are some features of the
data which reduce the value of applications as a proxy:

0 The datashows he year that an application is made, thdses not necessarily relate
to when the environmental stewardship activity on the ground works are
undertaken.This reduces the value of the data as a proxy for activity.

0 The duration of the option (i.ehe time from the application being made to work
ending and the application becoming inactive) differs depending on its type,
meaning that the trends in applications for options will differ depending on the
types of options available within an area and tiipes of options applied for.

o Itis not possible to differentiate between options within the NIA area that are the
result of the NIA partnership and those that are not.

0 The data processing has used agreement points rather than the area files for the
agreaments, but there is no specific relationship between the agreements holding
area and the area actually affected by the optianespecially where an individual
holding may have areas both inside and outside the NIA.

3. There are a large number of confoundifagtors within agrenvironment policy which are
likely to be partly responsible for the trends obsedvim the data, examples of these
include?

o New funding and programming rounds running between 2@87and 2014020.
The low number of applications 2014 is likely due in part to the fact that it was the
interim period between Rural DevelopmeRtogrammeRDP) programming rounds,
so there were few options still open to which applications could be made.

0 The closure of sedside policy in 2008 reduced éhtotal number of available
options.

o Ly NBaLlRyasS (G2 WallAy3 9YyGPANRYYSyGrft {GS

%The M&E project team discussed preliminary results with agmgrironment monitoring and evaluian expert from Natural England.
This discussion informed this section.
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the Enhanced Training and Information Initiative (E¥)Rjrtain previously nofLS
options were made available to ELS and taken out ofeni¢gvel stewardship. This
had the effect of reducing the total number of option types available from 2010.

o ¢KS SELANE 2F 2LIiA2ya KSER dzyRSNJ WOt I aaAi

Stewardship, from 2005 is responsible for some of the increase®mELS agri
environment options up to 2010 (which was the year at which all classic scheme
options were up for renewal). For instantle data show that in 2010 thenwasa

big spike in applications for England except thesNIA

o0 Options targeted undeEnvironmentdly Sensitive Areas (ESA) were also expiring
over this time period and being replaced by environmental stewardship.

o The Campaign for the Farmed Environment (€Rs active from 2009 and may
have affected the distribution of options.

o0 The numier of these confounding factors substantially reduces the efficacy of using
a trajectory approach as the results for any given year are likely to be responding to
factors that are outside the control of the NIAs.

4. Options that were inside an NIA area, but nvithin a holding polygon were excluded from
the analysis. This was necessary to: allow for the analysis of holdings; provide greater
attribution of options to the NIA; and, greatly simplified data analysis. It was calculated that
for any given year thiaffected less than 1% of the records.

5. The analysis used potbased data rather than the extents of the agreements and did not
disaggregate on the individual options (although within the context of a robjgctive NIA
it may be justifiable to include IdHLS (and equivalent) options).

6. The datset does not control for other ceordination activities operating over part of
England through past and existing nRNPA partnership initiatives (e.g. Landscape
Partnerships projects, RSPB Futurescapes, Buttesfigetvation Areas etc) where some of
the objectives are the same as those reflected in the Nbitiative. Some of these other
initiatives overlap the NIAs.

4.2 Reflections

This section reflects ofApproactes 1 to 3, what worked well and less well and whatiéay there is
for future evaluations of interventions in this area (nature conservation generally and partnership
based landscape scale conservation specifically).

4.2.1. What worked well?
Approach 1

1 Approach 1 provided evidence that improved understanding efNhAs, the difference they
had made and mechanisms for improved delivery.

i The logic model including the attribution routes supported the development of the
questions used withinApproachl. The logic model was effective in identifying which
questions shold be prioritised. This allowed the survey and the interviews to be kept short.

1 Working with the NIA project officers to share the survey is felt to have increased the
response rate as partners were more familiar and comfortable with the officers ashty
worked together for some time.

% Due to the migration to gov.uk no information detailing these policies could be found online.
% https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/campaigfor-the-farmed-environment
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1 The nonparametric statistical analysis undertaken on the survey meant that it was possible
to reflect more robustlyon the results across the Niiitiative whilst noting significant
differences between NIAs and respomi€based on their sector and level of involvement).

1 The response rate to the surve606) was good; this suggests that working with project
officers and targeted follow ups was effective.

Approach 2 and 3

1 Comparing the NIAs to the national trends providesgful context and allowed for a greater
understanding of the effect of changes in national @grironment policy.

1 The NCA and ALT comparators are considered to be a viable way of contextualising the
trajectory results.

All approaches

I The triangulation within and across the three approaches allowed for a greater
understanding of the issues and wheesults fromdifferent NIAsand stakeholdes groups
agreed and disagreed.

I The output data provided through the online tool, in combination with the evideinom
Approachl meant that the results frompproactes 2 and 3 could be better understood.

1 It has been possible to provide a qualitative understanding of the counterfactual and to
identify, test and evidence attribution routes.

4.2.2. What worked less well?
Approach 1

1 Although the response rate was good some stakeholder groups werevidbssepresented
than wished for.

Approaches 2 and 3

1 The first set of environmental stewardship data that was provifiedMay 2015) was not fit
for purpose as it waa snapshbt of live applications in 2014. This wasentuallyresolved
with a whole new dataset

1 Itwould have been ideal to test the initial hypothesthat NIAs were increasing the number
of options and holdingwith options - with stakeholders familiar withite NIAsand explore
the results This was not possible as the funded stage of khAinitiative had finished and
would have increased the scope of the experimental work significafily results suggest
that the hypothesis forApproactes 2 and 3was only partially valid although this is a
valuable result in itself.

1 It was assumed that it would be possible to provide an assessment of the difference the NIA
initiative made to agrenvironment options at the initiative level. This was not the case
because 6the highly diverse nature of the NIAs and because the action of NIAs was only
one among many factors that could have influenced outcomes (signal to noise ratio).

All approaches

9 It has not been possible to provide a quantified assessment of the courtgafdor the NIA
initiative. This is due the limits of the research methodologtee nature of the datandin
particular the lack of granularity / attribution of actionsto NIAsf R G KS bL! 3Q RAJ
context, approaches and outcomes.

4.3  Implications f or future monitoring and evaluation

A number of implications for monitoring and evaluation of initiatives similar to the NIAs can be
drawn from the results of this work.
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4.3.1. The value of stakeholder views

The results and conclusions frofpproachl illustrate the value of surveying opinions of partners
and stakeholders engaged in such a policy intervention. The triangulation of the three sets of
gualitativedata provided for robust analysis of what proved to be very rich data sources.

The interviews and suey allowed for the logic model and attribution routes to be tested and
ultimately validated.

4.3.2. The environmental stewardship data is potentially useful

The environmental stewardship data provided by Natural England is extensive and has potential
value for use in evaluating counterfactuals, subject to a number of conditions/assumptions. It
includes a number of features that could be used in future M&E projects, summariSatliel.

Table2: Potentially relevant features from the environments stewardship data set

Temporal features| Spatial Features Extent features Option Type ARLNEE
Features features

Including Including Including Including Including
1 When work 1 Which holdingan | 1 Thelength/area | 1 What sort of 1 Whether an
related to a option is in. / number of trees option option is active /
specific option  Coordinates of an 1 Cost of the option closed
starts / ends option 1 How the
1 When an 1 Which National application was
application was Character Area / made
made region / county / 1 Why it was closed
town an option is (if closed)
in

Which of these features are considered relevant will depend on the sort of intervention that is being
evaluated. For instance, the results fropproactes 2 and 3 (see Section 3) suggest that the main
effect of the NIAs was on improving coordination of tiipes and spatial arrangementof options;

any future work might wish to consider the features relevant to option type. This will not necessarily
be straightforward. For example assessing changes in spatial features would require a very good
understandingof conditions on the ground (relating to habitat quality, connectivity and other land
uses) and is likely to be very resource intensive (requiring ecological or detailed modelling and/or
surveying) and challenging.

Using the features relevant to optioryge it might be possible to assess changes in the types of
options over time. It is suggested that any such assessment would have to be NIA (or other project)
specific given the particular priorities and approaches of different NIAs. Considering thetsignal
noise challenge it would also be necessary to develop a detailed understanding of what the NIAs (or
other projects) were seeking to do, i.e. which specific option types were they seeking to affect.
Without this understanding or a substantial changehie amount of holdings being affected by the

NIA it is likely that any changes would be undetected in the background noise.

In theory, this approach could have been deployed for the NIAs, but for it to be effective the
following assumptions would need t@he been in place:

1. NIAs had a suitably clear prioritisation of option types.
2. NIAs had implemented their prioritisation of option types

3. The change in option types was of a sufficiently large scale to be observable against changes
in the NIA which were ndhe result of NIA activity.

4. There were no major changes in agnvironment policy including available options.

This research suggests that none (or few) of these assumptions were true over théugraed NIA
initiative period and it is likely that a qoatative approach, using the available dataset, cannot
provide a realistic or meaningful counterfactual at the initiative level.
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Such an approach could be tested on other landscape scale initiatives in the future wheEt-8on
agrienvironment options a used and two alternative hypotheses could be tested:

1 An increased uptake of specific types of options, e.g. landssegle options, is to be
expected as a result of the initiative.

1 Anincreased option density per hectare is to be expected as a reshk ofitiative.

This could be possible but the same assumptions would need to hold true, and in practice it is likely
that there are many more factors that cannot be controlled that would make it difficult to draw
meaningful conclusions as to the coungmfual in such situations. The timescale over which the
intervention is evaluated is also relevana longer timescale (than three years) is likely to increase

the signal to noise ratio and/or the degree of confidence in any trends that might be oldserve

4.3.3. M&E must either reduce or account for flexibility

As intended by Defra and Natural England the NIAs were a highly context specific and variable
initiative and, as shown in Section 3, flexibility was one of their strengths. This does present
challengesdr M&E’, to which there are two apparent responses:

1. Recognising that flexibility is inherent and disaggregating the analysis to the project level; or

2. Creating rigid objectives that can be aggregated across the initiative through greater
comparabilityc ideally based on existing national datasets to allow for comparative analysis.

Disaggregating the results would allow for a more detailed consideration of the counterfactual at the
project level. This could be supported initially by qualitative researshyralerApproachl, which
would allow for the identification and testing of projespecific logic models that could then be
tested using qualitative data where appropriate.

The alternative to focusing on the counterfactual for specific projects wouldeting clear and

rigid initiative objectives which are linked to specific existing datasets. For instance an initiative
could specify that increasing the extent of area with €S agrenvironment options (or a specific
option type or total cost of optins) is a priority of the initiative and all related projects. It would
then be possible to monitor changes before and after the initiative using existing monitoring
initiatives and datasets as well as compared to other areas/nationally. It is recoghisesketting

fixed initiative level objectives reduces the scope to test a variety of approaches/interventions at the
project level. It would however allow comparisons across projects within that initiative in a way that
is not possible where each projestdesigned to be unique.

" See also Bennett et al, 2015 (CSFF final report).
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4.4 Conclusions

The results fromApproachl show the value of detailed qualitative research as they have provided
insights into the counterfactual and the attribution routes whilst also contextualising the output
data provided by tk online tool.

The results fromApproactes 2 and 3 suggest it is not possible to provide an assessment of the
counterfactual for noFELS agi#environment options at the scale of the NIAs initiative; this is due to
the signal to noise challenge, but alsechuse the NIAs themselves are highly diverse and as such it
is not appropriate to aggregate them to the initiative level. These lessons are consistent with the
conclutzsgons drawn in the CSFF scoping study, undertaken as part of the wider NIA evaluation
project™.

The following broad lessons for counterfactual evaluations are based on these results:

9 Use logic model and attribution routes to identify mechanisms for delivery which are unique
to your initiative. Use these to prioritise your evidence collection

1 Work with stakeholders to refine and ground truth your logic model, attribution routes,
hypothesis you wish to test and your results.

Engage with multiple stakeholder types using a range of research methods.

Recognise the diversity of projects and acdofor this within your analysis when is it
suitable/not suitable to aggregate to the initiative level?

9 Look for opportunities for triangulation.

& Bennett, T., Phillips, P., Sheate, W., Eales, R. and Baker, J. (20tfiyside Stewardship Facilitation Fiwohitoring and Evaluation
Scoping Studyg Final Report bZollingwood Environmental Planning and GeoData for Defra (July, 2015).
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Appendix 1 : NIA logic Model and Attribution Routes
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