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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Background and objectives

The Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) was piloted by Defra in 2011 and rolled out
across all catchments in England in 2013. The driving force behind this new approach
was the Water Framework Directive (WFD), and specifically the need to engage
stakeholders locally in defining a vision for their water catchment and identifying actions
to improve water status. Over 100 local Catchment Partnerships (‘the partnerships’)
were created (see also Section 2.1).
The partnerships receive national support which provides, amongst other things, core
funding, guidance and training. Building on that, Natural Course have commissioned this
study with the overall aim to:
“work with the partnerships (in the North West River Basin District (NWRBD1))
to identify barriers, good practice and opportunities to help deliver more
Water Framework Directive (WFD) outcomes and wider benefits”.
The project seeks to understand the ability of partnerships to deliver cost-effective
outcomes in relation to the WFD (and more widely), by understanding their challenges
and successes and how partnerships are utilising funding opportunities. Specific
research questions posed at the beginning of the project were:
1) How are the partnerships in the NWRBD working currently?
2) What are the challenges faced by the partnerships (which are the most common
across the partnerships and which differ)?
3) What good practices have been used that enable WFD outcomes to be delivered
(collectively and in which partnership have they been demonstrated)?
4) What funding sources have been successfully accessed (collectively and in which
partnership have they been demonstrated) and how was this enabled?
5) How cost effective have the partnerships been in delivering outcomes (WFD and
others); where have most outcomes been delivered and why?
6) To what extent have the partnerships successfully collaborated across other
geographic scales to deliver multiple benefits?
7) What are the main opportunities to make the most of available funds such as
innovation in appraisal, design and construction, collaboration, securing funds
etc.
8) Which partnerships (locally but also elsewhere) have demonstrated good
practice in realising the opportunities mentioned in Q7?
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9) How can we develop our ability to build capability and confidence in delivering
WFD outcomes across the partnerships (by understanding where good practices
can be shared)?

1.2

Summary approach

The project was completed in four phases as follows:
1) Phase 1 (Oct-Dec 2020): Extensive interviews and data gathering to establish an
understanding of the partnerships and their challenges.
a. A desk-based review to extract information from websites and past
evaluations, including interviews with the CaBA support group and other
national contacts to identify and gain access to existing information.
b. A review of the 2019/20 Annual Catchment Partnership Reporting and
Evaluation Forms submitted as part of the CaBA monitoring and
evaluation process (the CaBA Monitoring Form).
c. A focus group with EA Catchment Coordinators (Coordinators) to
understand strengths and barriers across the partnerships.
d. Interviews and email communications with Partnership Hosts (the Hosts)
to check information, fill gaps and explore personal views.
e. A short email survey sent to all partners, by the Hosts, to seek views on
the current challenges, barriers to delivery other than funding,
opportunities for the partnership in the next five years and changes they
would like to see in this time.
2) Phase 2 (Jan 2021): Development of a framework to evaluate the partnerships.
3) Phase 3 (Jan-Feb 2021): Assessment of partnerships using the framework.
a. A detailed survey targeted to include the views of all partners (including
Hosts and Coordinators), again shared by the Hosts. The response rate
per partnership varied from between 4 and 10 responses, with a total of
67 responses received (see Appendix A.4.1)
b. Follow up interviews with the Hosts, Coordinators and some partners to
sense-check initial findings.
4) Phase 4 (Feb-Mar 2021): Report on findings – with an action plan.
a. Collation of information from all sources to answer the research
questions in a general context, across all partnerships, and a specific
context focussing on particular strengths and challenges of individual
partnerships.
Further details of all methods are given in Appendix A.2.0.
It should be noted that as the research is based on personal views, the evidence is
largely subjective and not surprisingly often presents different views of the situation.
Even with information extracted from the CaBA Monitoring Form, where guidance is
provided to enhance the consistency, some questions are interpreted differently and
responses are provided by Hosts with varying degrees of partner involvement. By
seeking views from multiple sources (Hosts, Coordinators and partners) we have
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attempted to triangulate positions, sense-check results and, where necessary, explored
differences with follow up interviews in Phase 3.

1.3

Reporting

The aim of this final report is to provide a summary of results and an action plan setting
out support that could usefully be provided to the partnerships in the NWRBD to enable
them to deliver more WFD outcomes.
The report brings together evidence from all phases. Initial outputs from Phases 1 and 2
can be found in Appendix A.2.0 and a summary of the Phase 3 survey results is provided.
The Phase 1 report is also available to view online.2 The report presents findings as
general conclusions across all of the partnerships, but also highlights specific challenges
for some partnerships. Specific challenges were identified by independently assessing
the partnerships against questions from the evaluation framework, using the survey
results and other research. Appendix A.3.0 provides the results of this assessment.
The following sections provide a summary of:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The catchments and partnerships in the NWRBD (Section 2.0)
Partnership ways of working and common challenges (Section 3.0)
Funding successes, opportunities and challenges (Section 4.0)
Delivering WFD outcomes (Section 5.0)
Monitoring and Reporting (Section 6.0)
Skills and expertise gaps (Section 7.0)
Actions to build capability and confidence (Section 8.0).

Examples of good practices to address challenges and deliver WFD outcomes are
provided in text boxes in Sections 3.0, 4.0 and 5.0.

2
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2.0

Catchments and Partnerships in the
NWRBD

2.1

The Catchment Based Approach

In 2011, Defra piloted the concept of Catchment Partnerships as a local mechanism to
help deliver good water status and wider environmental benefits (the Catchment Based
Approach or CaBA). Following the success of initial pilots, Catchment Partnerships were
set up to cover all catchments in England. The partnerships are locally driven and
therefore the approaches taken vary considerably, reflecting local differences in the
environment and how it is used.
Catchment Partnerships (CPs) are led by one (or more) organisations who receive a
grant from Defra (via the Environment Agency (EA)) on an annual basis to cover the cost
of ‘hosting’ the partnership3. In 2020/21, qualifying Partnership Host Organisations
(Hosts) received £15k for each management catchment (or a proportion of this for subcatchments or shared hosting roles). In some cases, this core grant is supplemented via
other means, for example additional funding from water companies. Partnerships also
attract funding for specific projects from a wide variety of sources. The EA is a member
of every Catchment Partnership and is represented by an EA Catchment Coordinator
who supports the partnership and provides a single point of contact to others in the EA.
Partnerships have a good deal of freedom in deciding their structures, ways of working
and activities, to reflect local needs but grants set out national success measures setting
core requirements. These vary from year to year but for 2020/21 were:
1) Improving resilience – including undertaking routine self-evaluation exercises;
2) Engagement – including responding to river basin management planning
consultations and making catchment plans available on-line; and
3) Monitoring and Reporting by completing the annual CaBA Monitoring Form
A National Support Group (NSG) plays a key role in championing the Catchment-Based
Approach across all key sectors and supports partnerships nationwide, by identifying
gaps in knowledge or process and resolving barriers to delivery. The NSG is also funded
by Defra and provides information via their website including extensive material on
upcoming changes, examples of good practice, guidance and tools. The NSG also provide
training sessions and mentoring.
In addition to this, Defra and the EA continue to provide national support and research
which this project builds on. The evaluation framework developed by Eunomia in 2018
for example, has been used as a springboard for this work.

3
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Previous research on Catchment Partnerships points to commonly agreed findings that:
•
•
•

There is no perfect approach to catchment-based working and a variety of
approaches can all be successful.
Variation in approach stems from the range of strengths and weaknesses that
organisations and individuals bring.
Variation in approach is necessary to reflect the local context in which the
Catchment Partnerships operate.

Further information is available on the CaBA website.4

2.2

Catchment Partnerships in the North West River
Basin District

There are 12 Catchment Partnerships in the study area; 11 lie within the NWRBD and
the Eden lies within the Solway Tweed River Basin District (STRBD). The Eden has been
included as there is significant overlap in the Local Authorities they work with and with
the Lake District National Park. The Catchment Partnerships align with the river
management catchment areas (note that West Cumbria Catchment Partnership contains
two river management catchments) which, at times, cut across county boundaries. The
12 river catchments sitting in the NWRBD include 629 individual water bodies and the
Eden and Esk management catchment (forming the Eden Catchment Partnership’s
jurisdiction) contains 105 individual water bodies.
The study area is an extremely diverse region. It contains the large urban cities of
Liverpool and Manchester in the south and the rural Lake District in the north.
Approximately 80% of the study area is rural, with livestock farming being the most
common land use.5 Table 2-1 shows key geographical variations.
The CPs situated in the north of the study area (South Cumbria, West Cumbria, Eden,
Lune and Wyre) are located in and around the Lake District and Yorkshire Dales National
Parks. These catchments tend to be large and predominantly rural. Much of the
landscape of these catchments is protected using classifications including SAC’s, SPA’s
and SSSI’s.6 Land-use is extensively managed, with a low proportion of intensive
agriculture. These catchments perform relatively well in WFD water body classifications,
compared with the catchments in the more urbanised areas in the South of the study
area, although many waterbodies do not meet ‘good ecological status’ (GES) often due
in part to agricultural practices. Most water bodies are relatively natural, however, there

4

Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) website, https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/
data.gov.uk North West River Basin District - Summary: Environment Agency - Catchment Data Explorer,
accessed 3 February 2020, https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchmentplanning/RiverBasinDistrict/12/Summary
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are also rivers which are heavily modified which have a target to meet ‘good ecological
potential’ (GEP)7.
Catchments towards the southern part of the study area are in flatter areas with a
higher proportion of urban land use and intensive agriculture. The southern catchments
contain several large towns and cities including Liverpool and Manchester. Many of the
main water bodies have been heavily modified, to facilitate urban growth, navigation
and flood risk mitigation and the physical changes to their natural form has a
detrimental impact on quality. These areas score poorly in the WFD classifications
reflecting increased pressure from development, urban diffuse pollution, intensive
agriculture, industrial discharges and urban rainwater runoff.
Table 2-1 – Geographical characteristics of catchments in the NWRBD
Catchment
Partnership

Catchment Size
(km2)

Degree of
urbanisation*

% of water bodies meeting WFD
ecological ‘good’ status**
2016

2019

Douglas

400

Medium

0

0

Alt/Crossens

410

High

0

0

Wyre

448

Low

22

22

Irwell

715

High

0

0

Lower Mersey

800

High

0

0

Upper Mersey

1052

Medium

6

6

South Cumbria
(Becks to Bay)

1252

Low

43

43

Lune

1295

Low

66

59

Ribble Life

1490

Medium

22

24

Weaver/Gowy

1730

Medium

4

4

West Cumbria

2170

Low

37

44

Eden

2400

Low

42

46

Notes:
* Low = 0-15% in green Medium = 15-30% in amber High = >30% in pink.
** Or good ecological potential for heavily modified water bodies.
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The 12 CPs in the study area are hosted by local charities which sit within the umbrella
organisations of the Rivers Trust (RT; the umbrella organisation8) or Groundwork (‘a
federation of charities mobilising practical community action on poverty and the
environment across the UK’9), see Figure 2-1.
Figure 2-1: Catchment Partnerships in the North West River Basin District
Key to Catchment Partnerships
Partnership Name

Host Organisation

1)

West Cumbria
Catchment Partnership

West Cumbria Rivers
Trust

2)

The Eden Catchment
Partnership

Eden Rivers Trust

3)

Becks to Bay

South Cumbria Rivers
Trust

4)

The Living Lune

Lune Rivers Trust

5)

Wyre Waters
Catchment Partnership

Wyre Rivers Trust

6)

Ribble Life

Ribble Rivers Trust

7)

Alt/Crossens
Catchment Partnership

Mersey Rivers Trust

8)

River Douglas
Catchment Partnership

Groundwork CLM
(Cheshire, Lancashire,
Merseyside)

9)

Irwell Catchment
Partnership

Groundwork GM
(Greater Manchester)

10) Lower Mersey
Catchment Partnership

Mersey Rivers Trust

11) Weaver/Gowy
Catchment Partnership

Groundwork CLM

12) Upper Mersey
Catchment Partnership

Mersey Rivers Trust

As well as having different geographies and Host organisations, the partnerships also
have very different historical contexts. The Ribble, Eden, Douglas and Irwell were part of
the 25 Pilot CaBA partnerships supported by Defra from 2011-2013 and in some cases
the partnerships pre-existed the CaBA pilot. For example, a partnership approach was
being tested in the Ribble before 2011, albeit under a different guise with leadership
provided by the Environment Agency. By contrast, many of the partnerships have been

8
9

The Rivers Trust https://www.theriverstrust.org/ accessed January 2021
Groundwork https://www.groundwork.org.uk/ accessed January 2021
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established more recently and have not benefited from the higher level of support
provided during the piloting stages. This information is represented in Table 2-2.
Table 2-2 History and hosting of Catchment Partnerships
Initial year
as a CaBA
partnership

Second phase
Initial CaBA
pilots from
pilots from 2011
2012/2013

Partnerships formed as part
of the national ‘roll-out’
2013/14

Ribble2

South Cumbria1

Wyre2

Eden1

Lune1, 2

West Cumbria1

Hosted by
the RT

Alt/Crossens4
Lower Mersey4
Upper Mersey

Hosted by
GW

Douglas3

Weaver/Gowy3

Irwell

Notes:
1 Part of Cumbria Catchment Partnership Meetings.
2 Partnerships work together closely as part of a Lancashire County Hub.
3 Hosted by the same individual from Groundwork CLM.
4 Hosted by the same individual from Mersey RT.

Some Host organisations, and indeed the officers appointed in the role of Host, host
more than one partnership. The Alt/Crossens, Lower Mersey and Upper Mersey are all
hosted by the Mersey Rivers Trust (the Upper Mersey by a separate officer), and the
Douglas and Weaver/Gowy are both hosted by Groundwork CLM (by the same officer).
Similarly, EA Catchment Coordinators often cover more than one partnership.
Local support networks have also developed. For example in Lancashire, the Ribble,
Wyre and Lune Rivers Trusts work together to support each other. These partnerships
were also supported by an Environment Agency Catchment Director (a post funded by
Natural Course) who worked strategically to help facilitate work between the
partnerships and others in the Catchment including the LEP and Health and Wellbeing
Boards (see report on Water Governance - Phase 210). A similar Catchment Director role
was supported by the Pioneer Project in Cumbria to focus on linking the CaBA
partnerships and the flood focussed Catchment Management Groups. In the meantime,

10
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Cumbria Catchment Partnership Meetings have been set up to increase collaboration
between the four Cumbrian partnerships and streamline processes (e.g. to ensure
partners sitting on multiple partnerships aren’t given the same information multiple
times).
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3.0

Ways of working and challenges

The research explored many aspects of collaborative working and demonstrated,
unsurprisingly, considerable variety in the approaches, strengths and challenges across
the partnerships. The Phase 3 Survey responses (received from 67 respondents) in
particular, support three broad conclusions:
1) All partnerships still face general challenges (no partnership had clear positive
responses (green ranking) for all aspects of partnership working);
2) All partnerships demonstrate areas of relative strength (i.e. the partnership
average > study area average); and conversely,
3) Although many of the challenges are general, and apply across a wide range of
partnerships, all partnerships, except three, demonstrated specific challenges
where more support is needed compared to other partnerships (i.e. the
partnership average < study area average).
In Phase 1, Partnership Hosts, EA Catchment Coordinators and partners all identified
challenges, with some Hosts explicitly expressing views that activities are still not
delivering progress toward the WFD goals at the level they had anticipated some years
ago.
Aside from funding, which is covered in Section 4.0, the most common challenges
affecting many of the partnerships were:
•
•
•

•
•
•

resourcing levels generally, but including making time to learn from others and
sustaining the core role of hosting;
having the right people involved/ insufficient engagement with some players;
influencing higher levels of decision making and plans, linked to limited wider
appreciation/profile for the Catchment Partnership (possibly also related to
understanding how to deliver the vision and add value to local work which
emerged from the Phase 3 Survey);
engaging partners when not all viewed collaboration as the best way to proceed;
a lack of clarity about using data; and,
connecting the vision, through planning, to a pipeline of projects.

These challenges are discussed below. Where possible, examples where a particular CP
has overcome a challenge are highlighted as potential good practice, although it should
be noted that many are unique to the specific context and may not be easily replicated.

3.1

Resourcing levels

The most common challenge raised in interviews with Partnership Hosts were the
constraints on resourcing, with staff time on the partnership work feeling limited. This
was seen as limiting delivery, with staff restricted in the time they can give for tasks that

10
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go over and above the perceived core duties of the role (see Phase 1 report).11 Tasks
that were described as ‘difficult to find time for’ included looking for and developing
new funding streams, maintaining the story map, training, and attending meetings of
other partnerships and groups to raise the profile of the Catchment Partnership. Having
sufficient time to learn from other partnerships and influence others were indicated as
common issues in the Phase 3 Survey. There were diverging views on whether
developing the project pipeline is part of the core role of the Partnership Hosts, with
some Hosts expressing that this was a task they struggled to find time to do adequately.
The role and tasks of the Partnership Host have never been tightly defined, allowing
freedom to tailor local approaches to local needs. The CaBA Monitoring Form suggests
that the hosting role includes all the administration, networking, planning, meetings etc.
and asks, ‘How many different people work on the hosting of the Catchment
Partnership?’. Responses from CPs in the study area indicate that the role is split
between 1 up to 5 people representing 0.5-1.5 FTE per year. The CaBA funding of the
Partnership Host role is sufficient for approximately 0.5 FTE (although it is the Host
Organisation who decides the calibre, salary and tasks of those appointed to fulfil the
role to achieve the success measures agreed in the Grant Offers; see Appendix A.5.0, so
in part the time available will reflect these decisions).
Around half the partnerships in the study area reported using additional funding to
support the hosting role derived from core funds from the Host organisation, from other
donors (including Natural Course and the Cumbria Strategic Flood Partnership) or from a
management fee on projects. This shows good progress towards Defra’s expectations
for the CPs to become self-sustaining (Defra is not committed to funding the
partnerships indefinitely). Feedback from partners in the survey also indicate that three
partnerships were able to be self-sustaining, suggesting Defra’s goals for this are
achievable with the proper support.
The Host role is often part-time, so many Hosts take on additional roles, for example,
two Hosts in the study area host two Catchment Partnerships at the same time, and
other Hosts also manage the delivery of catchment projects. The degree to which these
additional roles support or restrict the Partnership Host role is unclear.
CPs hosted by larger, more established organisations were aware that they had more
support from within their organisation and this freed them up to do a wider range of
development tasks. This support can range from having a GIS specialist within the
organisation, or another individual who takes on bid writing tasks for the Partnership. As
mentioned above, the CaBA Monitoring Form returns indicated that some partnerships
in the study area are able to dedicate as much as 1.5 FTE for the core hosting role.
Reflecting this, partners in some partnerships indicated in the survey that some
partnerships could be self-sustaining, which was always the long-term aim of Defra’s

11
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policy. Whilst no Host would want to lose the core-funding that all organisations receive,
achieving a point where partners consider the partnership to be self-sustaining is a clear
indication of success. The partnerships at this level were either one of the initial
partnerships that received a higher level of funding or are being mentored by one of
these organisations. It suggests that catalysing growth by giving more support to new
partnerships, possibly in the form of mentoring, may provide an effective ‘kick-start’.

Summary: Hosts clearly appreciate the core funding from Defra and felt this was
adequate for core tasks, to deliver the success measures outlined in the Grant Offer (see
Appendix 5). Some Hosts expressed concerns that the expectations of the role are
increasing and that the level of funding is constraining activities. Some Partnership Hosts
also gave a sense of feeling disadvantaged compared to Hosts in the more established
larger partnerships (certainly the partnerships involved in the pilot stage had a higher
level of funding initially, which probably did help to ‘kick-start’ activities). Although
some partnerships are finding the role challenging, there was always a clear expectation
from Defra in the CaBA Policy Framework that Partnerships would develop and become
self-sustaining. Indeed, partners from 3 Partnerships felt they had reached this position,
indicating Defra’s goals for a locally self-sustaining partnership are achievable with the
proper support. Interestingly, 2 of the 3 partnerships who indicated they were selfsustaining were relatively new partnerships who had been supported by more
established partnerships, suggesting that this mentoring role can be highly effective.

3.2

Having the Right People Involved

All Partnership Hosts discussed the effort they have put into getting the right people to
participate in the partnership. From the responses, it was clear that partner involvement
was seen to add value in multiple ways; it could:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Provide technical expertise in particular areas.
Influence the activities of the organisation represented.
Potentially open the door to additional funding.
Provide capacity to deliver/mobilise action on the ground.

The Phase 3 survey (for details see Appendix A.4.1) showed that despite this, most
partnerships still feel there are key gaps in the partnership that they would like to
resolve.
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Colour rating across all respondents12

Key stakeholders/organisations are missing from our
partnership

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

36%

38%

26%

Total respondent number = 67

The 2015 evaluation of CaBA identified landowners/managers, local government and
businesses as the three stakeholder groups where partnerships were seeking more
involvement13. Engaging landowners/farmers and local government departments
remains challenging as shown when we asked partners to suggest which key
stakeholders need to be engaged with more to deliver more outcomes in the catchment
(seen in Figure 3-1 as a word cloud where larger words indicate stakeholders that were
mentioned more frequently).
Figure 3-1: Which stakeholders should be engaged more?

In the Phase 3 survey we asked partners views on engaging specific groups and found
overall, greatest priority for additional engagement were developers (potentially

12

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=12479_WT1559_EvaluationoftheCatchmentBased
Approach_Phase2Finalreport.pdf, accessed April 2021.
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reflecting the biodiversity net gain requirement which is expected to provide funding),
businesses, and Local Authorities (although interestingly almost 40% of 58 respondents
answering this question felt engagement with Local Authorities was a strength).
It should be noted that farmers were also highlighted as a group that is difficult to
engage with, yet the survey did not include them in the list of options. This omission was
noted, and respondents added comments about the need to engage farmers in the free
text option.
The list of other wider stakeholders for engagement is:
•

•
•
•
•
•

Farmers, and the NFU, to improve land management, increase tree and hedge
planting and reduce pollution into water courses. ELM/stewardship (already a
strength) (mentioned 5 times);
LEPs (mentioned twice);
LNPS;
Heath & Wellbeing Boards;
National environmental charities, and;
Climate change focused organisations.

Figure 3-2: Priorities for additional engagement

Total respondent number = 58

14

12/07/2021

Good Practice: Aligning to others’ objectives/agendas to get wider consideration of
catchment plans
The Alt/Crossens Partnership has spent considerable time investing in building
relationships with the LNP by attending all LNP meetings. As a result, the catchment
plans were endorsed via the LNP and distributed at an event for the Year of
Environment 2019. This is particularly important as there is no official government
body recognition for the catchment plans and the Host is hoping to work with the
Combined Authority in Greater Manchester and Liverpool to get more endorsement.
Similarly, in the Ribble, considerable efforts have been made to align to the agendas
of the Health and Wellbeing Boards.

3.2.1

Local Authorities

Many CPs feel they lack representation from some Local Authorities in their area. This in
part reflects limited LA resources. Boundary issues also play a role as some catchments
cover many Local Authorities (for example, the northern half of the Lune catchment lies
in Cumbria but finds it difficult to engage local authorities there, as most issues occur in
the southern areas of the catchment) and some Local Authorities cover many
catchments (e.g., Cumbria County Council spans four CPs and has limited resource to
work across all partnerships and other local groups).
Other CP Hosts commented that is it challenging to find the right person to talk with and
to nurture as a regular point of contact in busy Local Authorities; each with several
departments potentially with an interest in the work of the CP. In the Weaver/Gowy for
example, there are two Local Authorities (Cheshire East Council and Cheshire West &
Chester Council) and the CP is engaged with different departments in each LA, in one
case with the Green Team and in the other with the Flood Department, but there is also
a need to have contacts in other departments such as highways and planning. Although
operationally this engagement can be effective, the siloed structure of the LA means the
representatives are usually unable to represent other departments or the wider more
strategic LA needs. A single point of contact within the local authority would be ideal
from the partnership’s point of view, using a similar model to the Catchment
Coordinator role in the EA, if this was something that could be demonstrated as
beneficial for local authorities.
The focus of the Host organisation also influences the relationship of the CP to the local
authorities, with Groundwork CLM traditionally having a longstanding close working
relationship with LAs built over many years (before recent budget cuts). The same is not
the case for most of the Rivers Trusts (RTs tend to have stronger working relationships
with farming communities).
In a recent bid to the Green Recovery Fund, the lack of close working relationship with
LA’s in Cumbria was seen as one reason why the bid was not successful. Where
engagement with Local Authorities is good, it enables the partnership to respond to
local policy developments more quickly.
Catchment Benchmarking Phase 4 Report
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The Douglas Partnership has managed to engage Local Authorities well, as they lead on
several key projects. This often means that there is a different primary outcome to those
of the WFD (and that it can take longer to reach outcomes), but also means that project
delivery is more collaborative and there is shared responsibility.
Good Practice: Weaver/Gowy Catchment Partnership has two separate local
authorities on the partnership (Cheshire East Council and Cheshire West & Chester
Council) and has engaged several departments in each Local Authority.

3.2.2

Farmers and Private Landowners

Farmers and private landowners were also identified as key stakeholders who are not
sufficiently engaged, particularly from big estates in the headwaters. In the CaBA
Monitoring Form, one Host said that it was hard to engage with farmers as it had to be
done via partners. During interviews, another Host made a similar point that they did
not feel the need to engage with farmers directly as the Catchment Sensitive Farming
project was already doing a lot in their area.
Groups representing farmers such as the NFU and/or the Country Land and Business
Association (CLA) are key stakeholders in many CPs, but building an ongoing
engagement with individuals and private landowners is less common. Since these
individuals have a specific area of focus, it can be difficult to sustain their interest in the
partnership as a whole.

3.2.3

Local Businesses

Local businesses are challenging to engage to regularly participate in the partnerships,
something the survey flagged as an issue across the partnerships. Infrastructure
companies such as Network Rail and the Highways Agency are also seen as potentially
key delivery partners, yet CPs find them difficult to engage.

Colour rating across all respondents14

Total of Agree and
Strongly Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of Disagree and
Strongly Disagree

24%

37%

39%

The Partnership is helping local businesses
understand the benefits they gain from the
environment (e.g., through reduced business
risks and costs) and are demonstrating how we
can help them achieve what they need
Total respondent number = 63
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One Host suggests that this lack of engagement stems from a lack of understanding the
potential benefits of participation, suggesting that this barrier could be overcome with
improved outreach. “We believe that they are not aware of the benefits to them of
working with our partnership - both financially and in terms of public relations”.
The scale of interest of the businesses concerned also affects their willingness to
engage. Network Rail is cited as hard to engage as their remit is not at the local level and
conversely the smaller local businesses are hard to engage as they feel the whole
catchment area not relevant to them as they’re so local.
For a large stakeholder such as United Utilities (UU), the issues of engagement mirror
those of the local authorities. All CPs have a UU representative on the partnership, but
engagement can be disjointed, reflecting the organisational structure. For example,
within the Eden partnership there are 3 or 4 different UU representatives who are
responsible for different things, and this creates difficulties in communication,
occasionally resulting in confusion.

3.2.4

Level of Seniority Among Partners

During interviews, Hosts indicated that they don’t always feel that the individuals
attending partnership meetings have the right level of seniority to act/take decisions
from within their own organisation. This means that these individuals are less effective
in mobilising support from within their organisation for the work of the partnership. The
catchments often require input from the same set of organisations such as National
Parks, AONB partnerships, LNPs and Coastal Partnerships. These organisations may not
be able to be active on all related partnerships, creating a degree of competition across
catchments.
One Partnership Host suggested that the most effective people to have at the table
were not always the most senior, but that those who are passionate; these personalities
will be more influential and actively seek to make things happen.
Colour rating across all
respondents15
We have the right people
representing each
organisation who provide
consistent support to the
partnership

Total of Agree and
Strongly Agree

Undecided/ Neutral

Total of Disagree
and Strongly
Disagree

50%

39%

11%

Total respondent number = 67
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Summary: It is a continual challenge for Partnership Hosts to balance the needs of the
Partnership whilst managing partners expectations. Partnership Hosts in most CPs invest
a lot of time to maintain the interest of partners in the partnership. Those Hosts with
prior experience of engagement work are particularly skilled in being aware of the need
to keep the partnership experience relevant to existing partners.
Although partners and Hosts are aware of the ongoing need to fill certain gaps in the
stakeholders represented, particularly regarding developers, businesses, farmers and
local authorities, overall most people feel the right people are involved suggesting more
time is invested in other actions than reaching out. It would be helpful if local
authorities could be engaged strategically across the many departments of relevance to
CaBA.

3.3

Influencing higher levels of decision making

Linked to this, and emerging from the Phase 3 Survey results, there was widespread
uncertainty from the partners about ‘understanding how to deliver the vision and add
value to local work’. This appears to reflect a lack of clarity around how the partnership
fits strategically into the wider local landscape of environmental improvement, how to
work with and influence decision makers such as the Local Authority and the LEP and
also be linked to creating a profile for the partnership locally. This is an area where
support would be useful. Interestingly the three Lancashire partnerships generally had
more positive responses around these aspects than the other partnerships.
For more detail and information, see Section 5.2 regarding linking into the work of other
organisations.

3.4

Collaborative Working

A core responsibility of the Host role is to stimulate and maintain appropriate
involvement of partners in the partnership. The Hosts differ in the extent to which this is
a personal priority of theirs, reflecting their different strengths in this regard. Quarterly
meetings of the whole partnership are typical across the CPs, with some partnerships
holding additional meetings of smaller groups convening as required (see Section 3.4.2).
In the Irwell meetings have been as frequent as every six weeks. The Host commented
‘We were trying to move to quarterly, but there was so much going on’. Survey results
indicate that the large majority of respondents feel that the current frequency of
meetings is right, and that they enjoy attending partnership meetings.
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Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of Disagree
and Strongly
Disagree

The frequency of partnership meetings is
about right

85%

14%

2%

I enjoy attending partnership meetings

77%

20%

3%

Colour rating across all respondents
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Total respondent number = 67

Much of the engagement rests on existing networks of relationships, with many
partners involved over a number of years. The partnerships can be vulnerable to change
as individuals drop away and it can be difficult for new partners to enter an established
group where everyone is very familiar with each other. One partner said it took them
several meetings before they even understood all the jargon and acronyms that other
partners were using which was a barrier to engagement.
Good Practice: Partnership meeting style
Includes:
•
•

•

•

•

16

Scheduling meetings with agendas in advance.
Making meetings at accessible times and locations in order to reduce the
barriers to active partner engagement.
o Holding the meetings in different parts of the catchment to make it
easier and fairer for all to be able to attend.
Creating a welcoming and collaborative atmosphere at meetings, e.g.:
o Provision of refreshments to help partners feel valued.
o Building in time to allow for networking.
o Creating an atmosphere of valuing each partners contribution by giving
regular and equal time to the partners.
Making the meetings informative and interesting to all stakeholders; for
example, several partnerships (prior to COVID-19) have extended regular
meetings prior to day-long events which included a site visit (site visits also
facilitate natural networking).
Celebrating successes and communicating the benefits to partners of
continued participation (the latter might be best done on 1:1 calls with new or
hesitant partners).

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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3.4.1

Communication Between Meetings

In between meetings, monthly emails and quarterly newsletters are typical, with a few
catchments using social media frequently between these. The survey found mixed views on
the level of ongoing communication between meetings, and this was discussed with
Partnership Hosts.
Colour rating across all respondents17

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of Disagree
and Strongly
Disagree

20%

32%

48%

In between partnership meetings there is little
ongoing communication between partners
Total respondent number = 67

As with meeting styles, there is wide variety in how communication is maintained, and there
was no clarity on what was ‘appropriate’. One Host, adept at social media, uses Twitter daily
to broadcast news about the catchment. More commonly, Partnership Hosts will send a
monthly email to the whole partnership, containing a general update. Others email as and
when news and opportunities arise. Many Hosts are also in more frequent contact with
partners through their role in project delivery. One EA Coordinator felt that, although there is
quite a lot of partner dialogue between meetings, there is “little if any wider Catchment
Partnership focus”.
The form and frequency of communication has a direct bearing on the ability of a CP to
respond to funding bids quickly and collectively (see Section 4.2).
Good Practice: Using social media (Weaver/Gowy)
Having a dedicated Twitter page helps to promote the Catchment Partnership and
raises awareness of activities and partners involved. Partners can share progress of
works during Steering Group meetings and pitch ideas in a friendly open forum that
can be promoted via Twitter.

3.4.2

Use of Sub-groups

Nine of the 12 CPs report in the CaBA Monitoring Form that they have a sub-group of
some form, which may take the form of an active core group, steering group, planning
group or a project board. In the Alt/Crossens, they are considering developing
subgroups on emerging themes such as farming, with groups manifesting around
delivery of a project.

17
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In the Irwell, there are around 35 active partners, so a core group now meets separately.
By meeting separately and reporting back to the main partnership, this extends the
reach of the partnership without diverting meeting time in the main group.
In follow up interviews with Partnership Hosts, the question was raised as to whether
there is a need to rethink the approach to engagement across the CP. In many CPs, a
two-tier structure of engagement has arisen over time, with a few organisations
consistently leading or collaborating on bids, and then further strengthening their
relationship through the delivery process. Other partners may not be in a position to
take a lead role within the partnership because they come from smaller organisations or
have a smaller local focus. These individuals and organisations benefit from being in the
partnership by keeping abreast of activity in the catchment area and will get involved as
and when projects arise that align with their interest base. However, for these partners
much of the business of partnership meetings may be not relevant for them and
motivation to stay involved can wane. “We probably need to have multileveled
engagement within our CP groups. There are those who should be in a room on a more
regular basis and there are those who are only partly relevant – it’s just not the same
need to be engaged”.
CaBA has extensive guidance on stakeholder analysis 18 and a multi-level engagement
with a simple form of differentiated engagement along the lines of a participation
matrix (see Figure 3-3).

18

CaBA Guidance on Stakeholder Analysis https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn/guidance-onstakeholder-analysis/, accessed April 2021.
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Figure 3-3 Participation Matrix

Summary: A core/periphery divide amongst partners is evident in many partnerships.
The pattern of communication between meetings can reinforce this divide as some
partners more regularly communicate on delivery matters. Interviews with Hosts
indicated that some saw this as a natural outcome that, for the most part, did not
detract from the collaboration of the partnership as a whole. However, in the interest of
the partnership, it might be something Hosts should reflect on with the wider group of
partners.
The subgroup structure can be used flexibly by partnerships as a means of keeping the
full partnership meetings relevant for all attendees. However, where the subgroups are
taking decisions around Catchment Partnership issues, it can also widen the naturally
emerging divide between core partners and those more on the periphery. This should
be, and often is, addressed via the CP terms of reference.

3.4.3

Competition and Collaboration

Collaboration is the foundation stone of the Catchment Partnership approach, but
around a quarter of respondents (27% from across 9 partnerships) agreed/strongly
agreed with the statement that not all partners view collaboration as the best way to
achieve our goals.
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Colour rating across all respondents19

Total of
Agree
and
Strongly
Agree.

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

The leadership style of our Host enhances
collaboration

77%

20%

3%

Not all partners view collaboration as the best way to
achieve our goals

27%

44%

29%

Total respondent number = 67

Although the principles of collaboration are promoted by CaBA as the best way for
partnerships to achieve their aims, and the survey shows that the Host’s style, in the
main, enhances collaboration, some partners, and indeed Hosts hold a different view on
the best route to success. Some individuals may feel that collaboration brings
inefficiencies in process and delivery. Certainly, some of the partnerships working less
collaboratively have achieved considerable success in terms of winning funding and
delivering on the ground activity to deliver positive WFD outcomes. However, a lack of
collaboration can also lead to conflict, as in the case of one partnership where some
partners worked together on a bid, whilst it later emerged that another partner had
submitted a bid to the same fund independently.
Based on the responses to the survey, albeit a self-selected sample, most partners
indicate their partnerships are working effectively together. Responses indicate that
additional support to address conflicts and competition could be helpful in a small
number of cases.
Conflict in the partnership. Several CPs revealed that at times there has been conflict
within the partnership, where the concerns of one group were being disregarded by
others. This occurred most with angling groups who have narrower objective within the
partnership and feel that this isn’t given due weight in prioritising actions. One partner
responded that “We would like to see more airtime for single interest groups.”.
Another area of conflict raised was around flooding where the single focus of local flood
groups on the human impact of flooding made it difficult for them to work
collaboratively with organisations that have wider objectives. Interestingly this was
raised as an issue in Cumbria, where the partnership governance is different from other
parts of the study area. In Cumbria, Catchment Management Partnerships focussed on
flooding were created after Storm Desmond in 2015. Initially these flood-based
partnerships ran in parallel to the CPs, but they were then brought together. The conflict
between flood protection and other water needs is now very visible, however, Hosts
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report that this has helped raise the profile of the CP locally with residents and the Local
Authority.
Progress in partnership development can also be held back by the relative success of
one organisation, particularly where this is the Host organisation. One partner reported
that, in their view, the partnership lacked effective communication processes and that
partners were “not really talking to each other in a constructive and timely manner”.
This was attributed to the dominance of the Host organisation amongst other
organisations in the partnership.

3.5

Collecting and Using data

Up to date data and evidence on the catchment can support the development of the
partnership in a number of ways:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Targeting actions;
Designing actions;
Engagement and communications;
Measuring/estimating outcomes;
To support funding bids;
Influencing other plans; and,
Identifying shared priorities.

The survey also showed strong support for the statement “Data is useful when trying to
get support for catchment issues from others within my organisation”.
The interviews conducted with CP Hosts in the early phase of this study showed that
there are two related issues with data, one is the challenge of making the best use of
limited resources for collecting data and, secondly, there is the challenge of turning that
data into useable information/evidence to meet the above purposes. One Host
commented “We are overwhelmed with data from different organisations EA, CaBA,
NCA, we are data rich and info [evidence] poor".
Interviews highlighted that evidence and data was particularly needed to develop the
foundations of future strategies, but that there the partnership’s core funding was not
sufficient for collecting the data needed. More established Host organisations were able
to fund data collection using project funding. Some smaller Host organisations, such as
the Lune and Wyre, have worked with larger ones e.g. the Ribble to ensure data use is
strong.
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Good practice: The Ribble has been able to invest considerable time into building
evidence, sourcing additional data sets via CaBA, and using the Ribble Trust GIS
officers to turn data into maps and useful info. This enables partners to see the
evidence that determines priorities.
Although the Ribble benefitted from being part of the initial CaBA pilot and has been
established for a longer time than other Catchment Partnerships, the Wyre RT has
sought to emulate this approach by securing additional funding for a staff role to
manage and analyse the data. This has enabled them to assess which activities locally
are responsible for Significant Water Management Issues in the Catchment.

Good practice: The Eden showed strong collaborative practice in this aspect “the
catchment plan went into great detail in its mapping process. We massively involved
all partners, gathered their data and went to great lengths to explain it all.”
There were mixed views on the statement “We have sufficient data and information to
be confident in our views on the issues and priorities for action in the catchment”.
Nearly half (42%) felt that the partnership has sufficient data and information, yet the
majority of respondents (58%) were unable to respond positively to this statement. This
was reflected in concerns expressed by Hosts in interviews about having insufficient
data to know where action should be targeted, for example on urban diffuse pollution in
the Irwell, and other comments that data gathering and interpretation can be neglected
when resources are limited, meaning for example that partnerships are unable to keep
data linked to the Story Mapping updated, slowing the progress of the partnership.
At least one partnership uses their own partnership data as a source of evidence when
planning and prioritising activities in the catchment. The Lune reported in the 2019/20
CaBA Monitoring Form explicitly that it was not and in response received one-to-one
support from the CaBA GIS team with IT data mapping, via monthly visits; something the
Host reported as making a ‘massive difference’.
All partnerships have been provided with the same CaBA data sets, but input is needed
from the partners on some issues such as UU drainage networks. The Story Map tool has
provided the platform for which partnerships can store and interpret data but keeping
the evidence up to date is time consuming and the Host organisations struggle to
resource/fund this activity.
Good Practice: Using data to support bids (Ribble)
The Ribble’s Host has supported the development of a shared evidence base by keeping
it up to date and therefore useful to make the most of evidence to support planning,
project development and funding bids. Partners do not always make the most of the
shared evidence base, but it is a key element in understanding the priorities and
securing funding from a range of sources.
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Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

Data is useful when trying to get support for catchment
issues from others within my organisation

80%

17%

3%

Sharing information and data has increased our collective
understanding of the issues and problems within the
catchment

77%

17%

6%

We use up-to-date information to underpin our proposals

58%

34%

8%

We have sufficient data and information to be confident in
our views on the issues and priorities for action in the
catchment

42%

29%

29%

It’s not always clear what the data means for our
prioritisation of work

43%

35%

22%

Colour rating across all respondents20

Total respondent number = 66

Summary: There seems to be a wealth of data available in many forms and from many
sources but also some key gaps, for example on urban pollution. Several partnerships
struggle to make the best use of data, even though they are aware of having access to a
range of data sources. Interpreting these and using the data to direct action and further
the aims of the partnership is time consuming and requires skills that some Hosts and
wider CP partners lack.
A further problem with data is in keeping data up to date and maintaining data sets.

3.6

Planning and Prioritisation Processes

All CPs have a Catchment Management Plan available online via their webpage and
through a link on the CaBA website. Half the CPs intend to review this annually, and 5
out of the 12 report in the CaBA Monitoring Form that this is continuously reviewed.
Developing and reviewing the Catchment Management Plan is a key step in
collaborative working within the partnership.
Each year, the partnerships report progress on the different elements contained within
the plan, ranging from ‘Not Started’, through ‘Initial’ and ‘Growing’ to ‘Sustainable’; the
latter meaning that the plan has been agreed by the partnership, is in regular use and is
regularly updated. Figure 3-4 shows the reported results for the 2019/20 CaBA
Monitoring Form, indicating that some development is still needed in all catchments,
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the greatest progress is with the catchment vision, but that the communication and
engagement plan and monitoring and evaluation plan still need attention.
Figure 3-4: Progress Status of Catchment Management Plan Elements

In the survey, across 8 of the 12 partnerships it was reported that the catchment plan
works well as a guide for prioritisation of projects. Only 6 of the 12 partnerships agreed
that the catchment plan also is useful as a marketing tool for engaging with wider
stakeholders. As this is not the main purpose of the catchment plan, this is not seen as a
problem, but where the plan can be made to suit both purposes this is useful.

3.6.1

Shared Vision

In interviews with Partnership Hosts, many of them felt that they had invested a lot of
time into the collective strategy process and developing an agreed Catchment Plan.
Despite this, the survey showed that in five catchments there was still a view that not all
of the members of the partnership had a shared vision for the catchment. This highlights
how challenging it can be to create a consensus among partners who may have differing
concerns.
One area of longstanding tension is between the needs of nature and people. For
example, where some partners are calling for dredging to reduce flood impacts, they
feel that their priorities aren’t addressed in the plan is the majority focus is on nature.
Partnership Hosts report ‘spending a lot of time engaging all interests and answering
questions to ensure all voices are heard and opinions respected’. But despite this, there
remain some who are perceived to be less willing to collaborate on certain projects
where they don’t feel that it fits their agenda.
It is important to explore whether this difference in viewpoint may be hindering the
progress of the partnership and what support can be given.
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Summary: All partnerships have a vision statement in their catchment plan, and in
most cases, this was collectively formed. Some partnerships still face challenges with
single interest groups who see the partnership simply as a means to further specific
agendas and this can give rise to tensions requiring conflict resolution skills.

3.6.2

Building a Pipeline

In order to be more responsive and strategic in sourcing funding and steering activity in
the Catchment, each CP is encouraged to build a pipeline of projects with outline costs.
The aim is to enable a quick response to be provided when funding opportunities arise
(often with short deadlines). Half of the respondents in the survey agreed that this has
happened in their partnership but some partnerships have still to achieve this fully, with
creating the outline costings thought to be one of the more difficult aspects.
Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

The Partnership has a ready pipeline of projects with
outline costs

50%

34%

16%

The Partnership is able to match our goals with the
funding opportunities that arise

53%

37%

10%

The Partnership struggles to get funding for our priority
projects

26%

48%

26%

Colour rating across all respondents21

Total respondent number = 63

Although having a pipeline (ideally costed) is an important first step towards gaining
funding, the funding for specific priorities does not always follow. The survey shows that
at least a quarter of respondents feel that the partnership struggles to get funding for
their priority projects). Hosts were aware of the need to underpin bids with evidence
but highlighted that different funding opportunities required data to be analysed from
different perspectives making it difficult to present evidence aligned to specific bids at
short notice. Some spoke of tailoring existing project ideas to match the objectives of
available funding as a way of enabling projects to proceed and others of using ‘on the
ground’ conversations to support the data in identifying priorities.
Good Practice: Strong pipeline of projects (Irwell)
The Irwell’s strong pipeline of projects also contains a rolling program of activities that
includes details on feasibility, design and delivery.
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Good Practice: Making the most of opportunities by adapting projects (Wyre)
The Host of the Wyre takes a pragmatic approach to funding and although they have
the pipeline of desired projects, they still need to be opportunistic with regard to
funding. They describe their approach as ‘Strategic opportunism.’

Summary: Most Partnerships could benefit from help to turn data into information,
translating raw data sets to answer questions that allow them to prioritise actions and
communicate more broadly.
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4.0

Funding

Phase 1 of this project went some way to understanding which funding sources are
commonly accessed. It emerged that it is difficult to form an accurate picture of the
money directed into catchment improvement projects in each year as the data in the
CaBA Monitoring Form is completed by Partnership Hosts using different principles.
The key challenges relating to funding that were highlighted in the first phase of this
project were:
•

•
•
•

•

The rapid turn-around needed on some funding proposals makes it difficult for
partnerships to collaborate at the bidding stage, as the partnership meetings are
typically on a quarterly basis.
Competition between partners for funding. While organisational priorities differ
among the partner organisations the delivery roles of the partners are not
always distinct.
Annual cycle of ‘core’ funding for the hosting role.
Accessing large scale funding. All CPs aspire to access large scale funding that
can facilitate delivery over a longer period and at a scale sufficient to create
lasting change.
Short-term single year projects.

The Phase 3 Survey explored potential challenges related to funding by asking partners
how the partnerships positioned themselves for funding, how they were skilled in
applying for funding and how they used the funding cost-effectively.

4.1

Positioning for funding

The first phase of research for this project explored the most common funding sources
accessed by CPs and what opportunities for new funding streams were available.
The need to respond quickly was identified as a challenge for most CPs and difficulties in
securing large scale funds and private investment. Building on these themes, the survey
explored how CPs can become better positioned to make use of funding opportunities,
both existing and new.
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4.1.1

Being aware of Policy Changes

The survey showed that keeping abreast of policy changes is seen a strength across the
partnerships.
Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

We are good at keeping track of what others (e.g., the
Environment Agency, Natural England, water companies,
flood risk authorities, planning departments,
environmental organisations) are doing in the catchment
and adapt our actions accordingly.

77%

18%

5%

We are good at keeping abreast of changes in policy (e.g.,
the main themes in the 25 Year Environment Plan, local
Green Infrastructure Strategies) and adapt our vision and
plan accordingly

62%

32%

6%

Colour rating across all respondents

22

Total respondent number = 66

4.1.2

Understanding the funders

Figure 4-1 shows that the main funders are EA, NE, Defra, EU and Lottery funds. This
figure is built on the data recorded in the CaBA Monitoring Form and, although this has
reported issues, it does show the range of main funding sources accessed. The ‘other’
category includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

22

Union Papertech Ltd.
Network Rail
Salford Council
Greater Manchester Ecology Unit
Patagonia
Greggs Community Fund
Aviva Community Fund
Planning Gain

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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Figure 4-1: Frequency of Funding Sources Accessed

Source: CaBA Monitoring Form 2019/20

Views were slightly more mixed on whether the Partnership is able to match their goals
to the funding opportunities available. All CPs have their goals laid out in the Catchment
Plan and almost all have a pipeline of projects, though the detail in these varies. Even
the Wyre, which has one of the more well-developed pipelines of projects describes
their approach as ‘strategic opportunism’. Other Hosts also said that although the goals
are there, if a funding opportunity arises they will find a way to match their goals to the
opportunity. This seems to be a pragmatic approach that is required given the shortterm nature of the funding landscape.
There was widespread positivity about the CP’s positioning and readiness to take up
funding opportunities. This included overall understanding of the key funding
opportunities, and the relationships with funders. This is interesting as in the first round
of interviews with Partnership Hosts, understanding what funders are looking for was
highlighted as a challenge and so this may be more of a barrier to accessing new funding
sources.
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Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree.

Undecided/

The Partnership understands the key funding
opportunities

82%

16%

2%

The Partnership has meant partners have been
able to submit better bids by
working collaboratively

63%

26%

11%

60%

34%

6%

53%

37%

10%

Colour rating across all respondents23

The Partnership has built good relationships with
the funders
The Partnership is able to match our goals with
the funding opportunities that arise

Neutral

Total respondent number = 63

4.2

Applying for funding

The survey respondents were positive about the ability of their partnerships to respond
rapidly to funding opportunities, but views were mixed on how collaborative a process
this was. Working collaboratively was seen as a route to writing better bids, but not all
respondents felt that their partnership is collaborative in this way.
Half of respondents (53%) agreed that opportunities are shared and that there is no
competition between partners, but half also agreed that a couple of organisations
within the partnership always take the lead on the funding bids. This does not
necessarily indicate an issue as, depending on the skills of partners, it may be that this is
an efficient approach. However, if certain partners feel that they are regularly excluded
from leading funding bids this could be an issue.
“To be honest, few bids are considered to be a “partnership bid”; you can’t actually write
a decent bid with too many partners, so it tends to be one or two with the correct
skillsets.” Partnership Host.

23

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
Catchment Benchmarking Phase 4 Report

33

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree.

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of Disagree and
Strongly Disagree

The Partnership has meant partners have
been able to submit better bids by
working collaboratively

63%

26%

11%

The Partnership can respond rapidly to
funding opportunities

61%

24%

15%

Across the Partnership, we don’t compete
for work but share opportunities, working to
the strengths of partner organisations

53%

31%

16%

The Partnership has a library of case studies
demonstrating benefits that can be
delivered

57%

27%

17%

A couple of organisations within the
Partnership always lead the funding bids

52%

40%

8%

Colour rating across all respondents

24

Total respondent number = 63

The process by which funding opportunities are handled within a partnership varies
affecting the degree to which partners compete or collaborate on bids. All Hosts agreed
that quarterly meetings with all members of the partnership did not create agility in
responding to funding bids, so that this was done by other means. In many cases the
Partnership Host would email asking if any partners were interested to lead or
collaborate on a bid. Some Hosts are more targeted and would call those individuals in a
partner organisation that they know are likely to be interested.
The Partnership is not a legal entity so cannot itself apply for funding. From interviews
we understand that Hosts take varying approaches to sharing opportunities, in some
cases all opportunities are shared with all partners, in other cases only partners
expected to be interested will be notified. There are several Host organisations that will
typically lead bids for funding.
Good Practice: Going for larger funding opportunities (Lune)
The Lune reported good inter-partner support and cohesion within Partnership, giving
them “the confidence to go big” and therefore go for larger, more complex bids with
more funding.

24

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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4.2.1

Bid Writing Skills

The survey shows that around half of CPs feel that they do not lack skills and capacity in
bid writing. Half of the respondents were confident in the bid writing capacity in the
partnership, but this is not universally the case.
Some Partnership Hosts also have a delivery role within the Host organisation and are
involved directly in writing funding bids. One Host says that 30-50% of their time is
spent on developing funding bids.
Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree.

Undecided/

The Partnership lacks key skills and capacity in
bid/proposal writing

16%

34%

50%

The Partnership does not really know why we fail to
win funding

6%

58%

35%

The bids that partners develop on behalf of the
Partnership are usually successful

39%

52%

10%

Colour rating across all respondents

25

Neutral

Total respondent number = 63

The success rate of bids can be used as another indicator of the bid writing capacity
within the partnership. Only 39% of respondents felt that the partnership bids were
‘usually successful’. In Host interviews, the reported success rate of bids ranged from
‘less than half’ to 90%. One Host reflected “It feels like we are in a low priority area as
not many protected sites, it feels like the nice places get the funding not the urban areas
and apart from EA funding there is little money for tackling water quality, all other
charitable funds focus on people so to be successful, we need to join dots to people”.
Good Practice: High success rate of bids (Eden)
•
•
•
•

25

Go in with things that will stack up,
The catchment plan has really helped.
Know the benefits.
Go for the bids that will tick lots of benefits boxes.

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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4.3

Using Funding

Many Hosts also revealed in interviews that given the challenges of delivering projects
with limited funding, they had by necessity found ways of being very cost effective with
the funding that they received.
Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree.

Undecided/

The Partnership uses the funding that we have received
cost-effectively to deliver positive outcomes for the
catchment

76%

19%

5%

The Partnership is good at bringing in match funding to
make funds go further

53%

35%

11%

The Partnership is innovative in finding solutions to
improve catchment quality

50%

35%

15%

The Partnership is in a position to be self-sustaining
financially.

8%

45%

47%

Colour rating across all respondents

26

Neutral

Total respondent number = 63

Although partners in three partnerships suggested they could be self-financing (i.e.
could operate without Defra’s grant for funding the core hosting role), in interviews all
Hosts unsurprisingly indicated that the partnerships would not be able to continue
without this funding. It is clear that some Hosts have been proactive in gaining funding
to supplement the hosting role by demonstrating added value to projects. As all host
organisations in the study area are charitable organisations, they unable to raise funding
for the hosting role by making a profit (although some NGOs also have consultancy arms
which could be used to hold a profit and release it as necessary to support host
activities). One way partnerships could be self-financing, whilst avoiding the need to
make a profit, is by adding a ‘managing collaboration’ work-stream to bids (for example
to grant-giving trusts) much as project management is, with the clear proviso that the
value of the workstream would need be demonstrated and the time spent on it
auditable. Another option would be for each partner to make a financial contribution to
sustain the partnership, although this might reduce the involvement of smaller
stakeholders and increase the fragility of the partnership.

26
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5.0

Delivering WFD outcomes

Delivering WFD outcomes is the overall objective of the partnership and provides the
purpose of the collaborative approach. However, many Hosts report that it has taken
longer than anticipated to establish the partnership, build relationships, develop a
shared vision and project pipeline so the delivery of WFD outcomes is slow.
In addition to developing collaborative working (see Section 3.0), keys aims of the
Catchment Partnerships were to deliver WFD and wider environmental outcomes, either
through direct delivery of projects ‘on the ground’ or by influencing the actions of
others.

5.1

Direct delivery via projects

The survey asked two open ended questions regarding delivery of WFD:
•
•

In terms of delivering WFD outcomes, what would you say is the key success
story of the Partnership that other partnerships might want to replicate?
What tips would you share with other partnerships trying to emulate this
success?

These questions received limited responses and were interpreted in a range of ways but
all focussed on direct delivery (see Table 5-1). From experience; generally, partnerships
refer to the direct delivery when asked to talk about successes. Being effective
influencers of strategic decisions could have a greater impact as it would redirect
significant funding allocation, however success in this type of activity was not
highlighted. Although it is understandable that that partnerships are more drawn to the
more tangible and short-term impacts enabled by direct project work, given the
potential impact of influencing strategic decisions, they should be encouraged and
enabled to exert more impact in this way.
Table 5-1: Illustrative Examples of Successful Projects Delivered by
Partnerships1
Catchment
Partnership

Project Details

Alt/Crossens

Upper Alt Misconnections Project - development of a wetland project on an urban
river by engaging with Croxteth Park Friends Group and landowners. Good example of
starting with a need and engaging with people to make it happen, rather than starting
with an opportunity.

Douglas

We have a comprehensive programme of fish migration barrier removal – 8 barriers
on the River Douglas will be addressed between 2019 and 2023

Eden

The catchment nutrient balancing project carried out in the River Petteril with United
Utilities and Nestle and other partners.

Irwell

On-going work in addressing in-channel barriers.
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Catchment
Partnership

Project Details

Lower Mersey

A project on the River Fender which restored a small section of the brook by
delivering several of the mitigation measures. This project started off as a
collaborative piece between EA, MRT and Wirral council trying to integrate two
separate projects, but due to differing timescales and funding constraints the two
projects went ahead separately.

Lune

Successfully bidding for and delivering our £1 million+ WEG project.

Ribble

Ribble Life Together is the flagship project of the Ribble Life Catchment Partnership. It
is a ~£3.2M project funded by National Lottery Heritage Fund and a range of
partnership funding to improve the catchment. 30 new riparian woodlands have been
planted and 15 new wetlands constructed to help reduce pollution, increase
biodiversity, provide natural flood risk management and reduce climate change
impacts. 14 new fish passes have been installed on weirs that currently prevent the
natural migration of fish. Various community and educational engagement activities
have been delivered with the aim of establishing a better relationship between
communities and their rivers by developing people’s understanding and appreciation
of river environments.

South Cumbria

Securing a feasibility study to address issues related to septic tanks and increased
nutrient levels in lakes. The partnership aims to build this into a long-term project (2030years recovery).

Upper Mersey

The Norbury Programme is funded via a £580K Enforcement Undertaking award and
showcases successful partnership wide collaboration re development of the
Partnership ‘offer’. The Programme involves 8 core delivery partners with others
supporting/contributing. The work aims to improve the water environment for people
and wildlife, through project delivery closely aligned with the Upper Mersey
Catchment Partnership vision and objectives. Multi-year delivery is focused across the
Poynton, Micker and Norbury Brook sub-catchment and includes: NFM delivery;
diffuse agricultural pollution advice and interventions; water quality assessment; fish
barrier survey and removal strategy development; habitat reconnection; INNS
removal; pollinator planting; wetland creation; and, tree planting. Delivery is also
supported via wider community engagement.

Weaver/Gowy

Love My River Northwich’ which was a Groundwork CLM led project supported by UU
and EA that engaged local communities through citizen science initiatives such as
Yellow Fish, What Not to Flush, Outfall Safari and delivery of SUDs interventions to
reduce CSW spills.
Installation of floating habitats on a heavily modified waterbody to improve
biodiversity and provide natural fish refuges.

West Cumbria

38

Delivering catchment scale habitat restoration and NFM projects in the Cocker,
Glenderamackin, Annas and Flimby catchments, blending multiple funding sources.
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Catchment
Partnership

Project Details

Wyre

Wyre Estuary BioBlitz - Members of the partnership engage eminent scientists and
local conservation groups to deliver a wide ranging BioBlitz on the Wyre Estuary. The
event now takes place every three years, starting in 2015, and focuses on the
engagement of the general public and on increasing their interests in local habitats
and species. Since the first BioBlitz, the Wyre Catchment Partnership have engaged
well over 1,500 people at the events and, in 2018, amassed 400 hours of volunteer
support for the event. In 2015, 346 species were identified, with 644 species
identified in 2018.

Notes: 1Projects listed were either highlighted by partners in the Survey, extracted from the CaBA
monitoring form or mentioned by Hosts or Co-ordinators in consultation. This information has been selfreported and has not been checked for accuracy by the research team.

5.1.1

Delivering across geographic scales

The CaBA Monitoring Form asks Hosts to allocate projects according to scale as either
site specific, single water body, multiple water body/sub-catchment, catchment,
landscape27 or region. Of the 142 listed, 55 are site specific or applied in single water
bodies, but most projects reported are delivering action across multiple waterbodies, or
at catchment, landscape or in one case, at regional scale (a Natural Course supported
project to devise ecological management plans for riverine Sites of Biological
Importance (SBI).

27

The CaBA Monitoring Form does not define what landscape scale is defined as but we have taken this to mean
relating to connectivity of different habitats across a landscape. E.g. not just improving an established habitat in one
spot, but working to connect it with another fragments of that habitat such as expanding the habitat, creating wildlife
corridors or ‘steppingstones’ between habitats).
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5.1.2

6

3

2

12

2

1

1
1

2

2

1
7

1
7

3
1
6
34

9

2

4

3

5

1

2

4

5

4

1

4

1
1

1
4

1
8

2

6

9

14

1
15

14

2
13

1
4

6
12

Grand Total

6

1

Wyre Waters

2

West Cumbria

3

Weaver/Gowy

Lower Mersey

1

Upper Mersey

Living Lune

6

River Douglas

Irwell

4

1

Ribble Life

Eden

Site specific
Single waterbody/
sub-catchment
Multiple
waterbodies/
sub-catchments
Landscape
Catchment
Region
Undefined
Grand Total

Becks to Bay

Alt/Crossens

Table 5-2 Projects listed in CaBA Monitoring Form 2019/20 by Scale

25
4

30

5

38
4
27
1
17
142

Delivering wider benefits

Delivering collaborative projects to deliver WFD outcomes is universally seen as the key
achievement of the CPs. In addition, the co-ordination of new activity in the catchment
is a strength. The following statements all received strong support from partners:
Colour rating across all respondents28

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of Disagree
and Strongly
Disagree

The Partnership has enabled co-ordinated
activity in areas and/or on issues for the
catchment where this was not happening
before

82%

17%

2%

Through the Partnership, partners have
developed and delivered collaborative
projects to deliver WFD outcomes more
effectively

80%

17%

3%

Partners are committed to carrying out more
collaborative action and achieving ambitious
targets

72%

22%

7%

Total respondent number = 61

28
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Leadership of projects by a range of partners, not just the Host, often means that there
is a different primary outcome to those of the WFD. It means that project delivery is
more collaborative and there is shared responsibility.
Good Practice: Shared delivery leads to wider benefits (Douglas)
The Douglas demonstrates leadership of projects by a range of partners, not just the
Host organisation. This often means that there is a different primary outcome to
those of the WFD (and that it can take longer to reach outcomes), but also means that
project delivery is more collaborative and there is shared responsibility. This is
particularly true of Local Authority involvement, with the Local Authorities leading on
several key projects.

5.2

Linking to the Work of Other Organisations

Engaging with other organisations and groups beyond the existing partnership can
benefit the partnership in a number of ways;
1) Increase local standing and clarify how to add value to the work of others.
2) Provide opportunities to influence local level plans.
3) Provide opportunities to input into consultations on regional and national plans
and policies.
Most partnerships in the study area seek engagement to realise these benefits but feel
that the degree to which they are able to influence local level plans or national agendas
is very small though they see this as a role they aspire to take.

5.2.1

Local Standing

Early work for this project identified that the external reputation of the CP and the Host
organisation is a key component in a cycle of success for the CP. Where this is positive, it
can make it easier to bring new partners on-board and help in reaching wider
stakeholders such as the public. As such, increasing the local standing of the CP is seen
as an achievement.
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Total of Agree
and strongly
Agree

Undecided
/Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

The Partnership is doing all we can to help others
(even without financial investment) to build our
reputation and credibility

68%

23%

8%

The Partnership has enabled us to have greater
influence on decisions that affect the catchment
environment

68%

25%

7%

The Partnership has a good reputation and profile
with others in the catchment who trust us to deliver

60%

33%

7%

The Partnership is good at involving the public in our
work

60%

22%

18%

Colour rating across all respondents29

Total respondent number = 61

5.2.2

Adding Value to the Work of Others

One of the key aims of bringing partners together in partnership is to look for
opportunities to add value to the work of one partner by collaborating. Knowing how to
add value to the work of others is seen as a strength by close to half of respondents.30
The potential to add value rests on the degree of communication between partners.
Within one partnership, it is reported that some organisations share items frequently,
such as UU, NE, EA, and Partnership Host, so the collective awareness of activities is
good. Other partners are represented, but don’t provide regular updates, e.g., LA
Planning Departments, so opportunities are missed.

Colour rating across all respondents

31

It is difficult to see how we can best add value to
what others are doing

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

22%

31%

48%

Total respondent number = 66

29

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
Note that the statement was phrased negatively; ‘It is difficult to see how we can best add value to
what others are doing,’ and 45% disagreed with this, suggesting that these respondents feel that the
partnership is in fact aware of how they can add value to what others are doing.
31
For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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5.2.3

Influencing the Plans of Other Organisations

In the first round of interviews, several of the catchment Hosts expressed frustration at
not being able to influence higher levels of decision making. It became clear that in an
ideal world, the CP is able to look outward and keep abreast of changes in policy, at a
local and national level, and seek opportunities to influence these.
The CaBA Monitoring Form also asks about whether partnerships feel that their degree
of influence could be improved, and the results are shown in Figure 5-1. The CPs feel
that they have limited success influencing NE diffuse pollution plans, flood risk
management plans and Local Authority local plans. Conversely, the partnerships felt
they have had ‘some’ to ‘moderate influence’ over the EA medium term plan and their
local water company business plan. Different partnerships appear to have been able to
influence plans to varying degrees suggesting there is an opportunity to share good
practices across partnerships.
Figure 5-1: Degree of Influence of Wider Plans from CaBA Monitoring Data

The survey found that across the partnerships it is felt that the river basin plans have
been influenced effectively, but there was lower support for the effectiveness of
influence on other types of plans. In 2020, a widespread consultation exercise was
undertaken to inform the River Basin Management Plans and all CPs were encouraged
to engage with partners to give a collective response. The CaBA Monitoring Form from
2020 shows that all but two CPs had done this and that the remaining two intended to.
One Coordinator also pointed out that individual partners delivering projects have
perhaps influenced strategic action more than the partnership itself.
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Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

The Partnership effectively influences river basin
plans

55%

38%

7%

The Partnership has enabled us to have greater
influence on decisions that affect the catchment
environment

68%

25%

7%

We spend sufficient time influencing others to
direct strategic action

34%

40%

26%

The Partnership effectively influences other plans
relevant to catchment management: Water
Company Plans

42%

45%

13%

The Partnership effectively influences other plans
relevant to catchment management: Local
Economic Development

20%

47%

33%

The Partnership effectively influences other plans
relevant to catchment management: Land Use
Planning

30%

43%

27%

Colour rating across all respondents32

Total respondent number = 61

Many Partnership Hosts choose to sit on a range of other groups as a means of raising
the profile of the CP and to keep abreast of other activities. Alt/Crossens’ Host sits on
the Local Nature Partnership (LNP) and a nature conservation group; because of this,
they have been brought into the partnership. The LNP feeds into the LEP and the
Drainage and Wastewater Management Plan (DWMP), thus extending the range of
influence of the CP.
Some of the larger RTs are also engaging in wider policy discussions through the
activities of their CEO, whilst the smaller CPs are less well placed to do this.
Figure 5-2 shows how respondents view the priority of engaging with other plans.

32
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Figure 5-2: Influencing Other Plans Results

Total respondent number = 58

5.2.4

Influencing Agendas at a Higher Level

The partners were vocal in highlighting how the policy agendas and legislative
framework set at a regional and national government level present a challenge for the
work of Catchment Partnerships specifically noting:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Inconsistent messages and changes in the expectations of what partnerships can
deliver;
Indifferent or hostile governments at national and local level;
The implications of Brexit on the translation of WFD into UK law;
Impending changes to national planning regulations and the risk of more liberal
approach to development;
Lack of enactment of Schedule 3 of the Floods & Water Management Act; and
Lack of effective process for delivering good SuDS schemes.

Several of the Partnership Hosts also expressed frustration at not being able to influence
higher levels of decision making.
“I think we should be able to influence national policy on planning and property
development - as unsympathetic planning and development is undoing a lot of good that
Catchment Partnerships are doing.”
The other plans and agendas that were mentioned as being relevant to catchment
management and potentially worth influencing were:
•
•
•
•
•

Natural Capital;
Local Nature Partnerships;
Highway planning and local Community plans;
Management of partner owned assets such as parks and nature reserves;
Flood reduction by natural flood management measures;
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•
•
•

Local Flood Risk Management Strategies;
FCERM Partnership Business Plans; and
Local Nature Recovery Strategy.

The Local Nature Recovery Strategies are particularly important given that local
authorities will have a statutory duty to collectively develop these at a regional level. As
these are likely to follow county council boundaries, this presents a challenge for CPs, as
they are also likely to be a key focus for new funding opportunities.

46

12/07/2021

6.0

Monitoring and Reporting

6.1

Reporting on Project Outcomes

Monitoring and reporting on outcomes of projects is a key tool for accessing future
funding. Each delivery project will have its own reporting requirements but it is in the
interests of the partnership as a whole to collate these and build a picture of change
across the catchment. A majority of 58% of respondents agreed that their partnership
accurately monitors and reports on outcomes. This echoes the experience of Catchment
Partnerships more broadly, as in a national survey of catchments in 2019 only 40% said
that they were actively monitoring outcomes through data collection.33
Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

The Partnership accurately monitors and reports
on outcomes

58%

28%

13%

We as partners, input via the Partnership, to the
annual CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form

58%

40%

2%

Colour rating across all respondents34

Total respondent number = 61

Several Partnership Hosts reported that maintaining catchment data overall is
challenging. The GIS story map tool is used by all catchments, but Hosts say it is difficult
for them to update and hence the relevance of the tool is diminishing. The Irwell has
developed a project update application linked to the story map. This makes it easy for
project partners to provide updates, and the data is immediately viewable via the map
without the need for additional Host time. This tool can also be used to support the
project pipeline.

33

P32 Monitoring & Evaluation 2018/19 CaBA Benefits Assessment Working Group January 2020
https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/CaBA-Benefits-Report-2018-19FINAL.pdf
34
For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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Good Practice: Importance of monitoring (Ribble)
The Ribble Host sees focusing on delivering outcomes as important and advises to not
get too caught up in the ‘process’ of monitoring and evaluating. But they do see
monitoring and evaluating progress and change as also very important, as it enables
learning and adaptation of the catchment management approach. So a balance
between getting meaningful insights into progress alongside efficiency of gathering
these insights is their strategy.

Good Practice: Collaborative monitoring efforts to achieve fuller picture (West
Cumbria)
West Cumbria reported a recent project which involved a major collaborative effort
(of funding and manpower) from partners including angling groups and teams from
the EA and Natural England to obtain good monitoring results for fish data on the
River Derwent. Each party provided different inputs which together created a much
fuller picture of the situation.

Good Practice: Tracking change across the catchment (Irwell)
The Irwell reported that they used a Story Map input application, which was
developed within the catchment, in order to ease the process by which partners can
update project information to the Story Map.

6.2

Reporting on the Partnership

Reflecting on progress in how the partnership is functioning supports the development
of the partnership. The Environment Agency supported the development of the selfevaluation tool which has been used by most partnerships in the past year (undertaking
some form of self-evaluation is a requirement of the Host funding). In addition, most
Hosts complete the annual CaBA Monitoring Form designed and collated by the Benefits
Working Group of the CaBA NSG. Whilst the self-evaluation tool is designed to be
completed collaboratively, the CaBA Form is administered by the Host who seeks
varying degrees of input from partners. This means that understanding of the CABA
monitoring amongst the survey respondents is unsurprisingly low.
There is a good deal of subjectivity and variation in the results that are reported in the
CaBA Monitoring Form. In some partnerships for example, all of the projects currently
listed as partnership projects have all been bid for by the Host organisation. Whereas in
another partnership, the Host included all projects lead by partners ongoing in the
catchment area that she had been made aware of.
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Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

We as partners, input via the Partnership, to the
annual CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form

58%

40%

2%

As a Partnership, we regularly evaluate how we are
working and adapt how we work reflecting our
achievements and challenges

50%

33%

17%

The data submitted by the Partnership to the annual
CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form is agreed
collaboratively by partners before submission

35%

57%

8%

The data submitted to the annual CaBA Monitoring &
Evaluation Form is QA’d before submission

28%

62%

10%

As far as I know, I am not involved in providing data
for the CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form

32%

25%

43%

I am not aware of the annual CaBA Monitoring &
Evaluation Form

17%

25%

58%

Colour rating across all respondents35

Total respondent number = 61

The way Partnership Hosts seek input from partners to the CaBA Monitoring Form was
shown in the Host interviews to vary widely across the partnerships. Looking across
these results, the responses suggest that around a fifth of respondents are not aware of
the CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation form, and two thirds of respondents are not aware of
the process by which the partnership agrees or QA’s the data for the CaBA Monitoring &
Evaluation form.
Most Hosts had somewhat negative views about the CaBA form:
•

•
•

35

Some Hosts said that the form was very difficult to send out to partners and it
required a lot of time to get the required input from partners, and then compile
the responses. Several Hosts asked if this process could be modified in some way
to make it easier to complete.
Hosts found the level of detail required did not match the reporting
requirements of the projects themselves.
Hosts were unclear what the criteria for including projects as ‘partnership’
projects were.

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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Additionally, some of the catchment coordinators commented on the reliability of the
data coming from self-reporting tools such as the CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form:
•
•

Difficulties with completing the forms as a partnership, or obtaining feedback
from other partners may mean that the reported results are not as balanced in
terms of the views presented.
Despite guidance being published by CaBA to support partnerships in filling out
the forms, the turnover of staff within hosting organisations may mean that
sometimes, some of the Hosts may be unfamiliar with this guidance and where
to find it, resulting in uncertainty in what to report and how to report it.

Revised guidance is due to be published by CaBA to account for some of these problems,
however, if Hosts do not or cannot engage partners or coordinators during the process,
it may be that these problems persist.

7.0

Skills and Expertise Gaps

Although the CaBA Monitoring Form results indicate almost all CPs have undertaken a
skills mapping exercise, early phases of this study indicated that several CP Hosts felt a
skills/expertise mapping exercise would be helpful. The Phase 3 survey of partners
therefore included a section on skills/expertise based on an initial listing of gaps
identified in Phase 1 interviews, it also asked partners how they felt about the use of
skills in the partnership, with a generally positive result.

Colour rating across all respondents36

The Partnership makes good use of the skills that myself
and my organisation can offer

Total of Agree
and Strongly
Agree

Undecided/
Neutral

Total of
Disagree and
Strongly
Disagree

58%

26%

17%

Total respondent number = 67

7.1

Skills Gaps

We asked survey respondents to indicate which the most important skills gaps in their
partnership were and also whether they could support the partnerships in these areas.
Figure 7-1 shows how respondents were mixed in their assessment of which the skills
gaps are, and around a third stayed undecided on this.

36

For method of deriving RAG colouring, see Figure A- 1
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Figure 7-1: Assessment of Skill Gaps from Survey Results

Total respondent number = 57

The top four skills that respondents identified as skill gaps when combining skill gap and
priority skill gap responses were:
1) Writing investment plans and designing projects to attract private finance.
2) Developing data strategies (understanding what data is needed to have an
impact, how to collect it efficiently, then how to use this data in
communication).
3) Specialist facilitation/conflict resolution to gain agreement.
4) Data interpretation/analysis.
A closer look at the priority skill gaps shows a slightly different picture, with bid writing,
GIS Mapping emerging as priority gaps for some partnerships (see Figure 7-2). Given
that these are key skills for the partnership this points to a need for action for those who
continue to feel they lack skills here.
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Figure 7-2: Priority Skill Gaps by Frequency of Response

Total respondent number = 57

When prompted to suggest other skills needed the list included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Delivering and engaging in a virtual world;
Technical understanding to turn data into evidence;
GIS & Mapping capacity;
Data sharing;
Bid writing and leverage of funding;
Programme monitoring, reporting and development; and
Comms and marketing.

Appendix A.4.0 has more detail on how the individual CPs responded to this question.
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7.2

Expertise Gaps

Figure 7-3 shows the perceived expertise gaps across all partnerships.
Figure 7-3: Assessment of Expertise Gaps from Survey Results

Total respondent number = 58

Three areas stood out as widely agreed expertise gaps over and above the others. These
were:
1) Emerging pollutants e.g., flame retardants, diazinon;
2) Natural Capital accounting and trading; and
3) Carbon credits and associated carbon codes.
When prompted to suggest other areas of expertise needed the responses were:
•
•
•
•

Pollution analysis - access to labs;
Emerging pollutants; specially to include plastics/microplastics;
Training in NFM (Natural Flood Management); and,
Natural Capital/Green investment.

Appendix A.4.0 has more detail on how the individual CPs responded to this question.
As there are increasing opportunities for CPs to deliver multi-benefit projects, there is a
growing need to include within the partnership some expertise in relation to health and
well-being outcomes.
Other areas of support were also discussed, eliciting feedback on a range of options,
both skills, expertise and approaches to support. See Figure 7-4.
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Figure 7-4: Other Additional Support

Total respondent number = 58
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8.0

Actions to support the partnerships

Having deepened our understanding of how the Catchment Partnerships are currently
working, this section discusses how the partnerships can best be supported in the
delivery of WFD outcomes taking into account the challenges identified in earlier
sections, suggestions from stakeholders about support needed, and insight into the
types of support best suited to delivery.
A summary of recommendations is provided as an action plan in Section 8.7.

8.1

Ways of Providing Support

There are many ways to support partnerships, ranging from the provision of information
and training to 1:1 support and wider influencing. The following types are considered
here but the list is not exhaustive:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Signposting to additional info;
Developing new guidance;
Training workshops for all partnerships in the study area;
Multi Partnership Sharing Networks;
1:1 Training;
Mentoring/Twinning;
Additional staff resources; and
Influencing on behalf of CPs.

Types of support differ in the investment required and the reach that they may have in
terms of number of partnerships benefitting, and hence the impact possible. In general,
the approaches that aim to reach a wide range of partnerships are less likely to make a
significant change for each partnership than the more intensive but focused approaches
such as 1:1 training. Some approaches are best actioned at the regional level, whereas
others are better done nationally. What works for one individual will not work across all
the partnerships, and the content of the support theme also has a bearing on way in
which support can be most effectively delivered. We have considered these factors in
making our recommendations recognising that the choice of approach will depend on
the nature of the support needed. Table 8-1 shows our perspective on which types of
support would be most effective for each theme.
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Table 8-1: Support Themes and Approaches

X

X

X

Partnership Working
Data

X

Improving partnership
reporting

X

Supporting new Hosts

X

Keeping data up to date

X

Data Interpretation

X

Context

Skills
gaps

Funding

Handling Conflict

56

Developing the project
pipeline

X

X

Tools for accessing new
funding streams

X

Skills Gaps

X

Expertise Gaps

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

Raising profile of CPs
Adapting to New Policy
Opportunities

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

Influencing

X

Additional staff
resources

Flexibility in Engagement

Mentoring/
Twinning

X

1:1 Training

Sharing networks

X

New guidance

Strengthening
Collaboration

Support Theme /
Approach

Signposting

Training workshops

Those highlighted in green are the approach we consider having the most merit in
pursuing. The reasoning for these can be found in Section 8.1.1.
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X

X
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8.1.1

Existing Sources of Support

Partnerships access support through informal networks across partnerships via the
National CaBA Support Group, and via the Rivers Trust and Groundwork networks. In
interviews, all Partnership Hosts indicated they have accessed support from the National
Support Group (NSG), however few indicated they had attended recent training events
(despite several workshops, webinar and training courses being focussed specifically in
the North West). Some used relationships with key staff members of the NSG for direct
support. This works for established Hosts but less well new Hosts as they have not made
the direct contact and may mean they do not benefit from the support that others do. It
is also not clear the extent to which partners are aware that support from the NSG is
available to them, although the CaBA website and newsletters signpost support events
and materials widely.
Mentoring is also offered by CaBA, and some Hosts explicitly mentioned making use of
this support (e.g. West Cumbria). Others are being encouraged to do so (e.g. the new
Host in Upper Mersey). Some partnerships noted specific additional support which has
been provided, for example, the Lune has received staff resource by way of a monthly
visit from a Natural Course staff member to help the partnership with data issues.
Sharing lessons across partnerships

A majority of survey respondents (65%) supported the statement that ‘it would be
helpful to have more opportunities to spend time learning what other partnerships in
NWRBD are doing’ pointing to this as an area that could be developed within the region.
Close to half of the respondents (48%) agreed/strongly agreed that ‘we make time to
learn from other partnerships (in our area, or who are tackling similar issues)’,
suggesting that amongst some partnerships this level of connectedness is already high.
One example of this is the Cumbrian Catchment Hosts meetings initiated by South
Cumbria several months ago. This group, which has now met a handful of times, aims to
increase collaboration between the four Cumbrian partnerships as well as to streamline
processes (e.g., to ensure partners sitting on multiple partnerships are not given the
same information multiple times during meetings).
The Hosts who participated said it was extremely helpful to have a forum for sharing
experiences and discuss common issues, and that the group worked well, as the size was
right and the partnerships involved had sufficient areas of commonality.
This concept could be extended to an annual event across all the partnerships in the
study area, or it may be preferable to facilitate a smaller, more regular group that brings
together the southern partnerships to explore commonalities. In the action plan that
follows there are several themes highlighted that could be used as a focus for such
meetings.
Such events could be used to share good practices or resources developed in individual
catchments, for example the Story Map input application, which was developed within
the Irwell catchment, to ease the process by which partners can update project
information to the Story Map, is likely to be of interest as a time-saving tool for many.
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8.1.2

Building Capacity and Confidence

Phase 1 of this project identified a positive cycle of success that some CPs have been
able to use to good advantage (see Figure 8-1). A positive feedback loop exists between
identifying funding opportunities, successful collaborations and a positive track record.
This then makes obtaining the next round of funding easier. Partnership confidence will
develop through facilitating improvements at any point in this cycle which can trigger
positive change.
Figure 8-1: Route to Building Capacity and Confidence

Figure 8-1 also shows how the actions suggested here can support partnerships and
contribute to building capacity and confidence through this positive cycle of success. In
the following sections for each support theme the applicability of the support tools is
considered. This is therefore a wide menu of options to show a range of ways to move
forward. In Section 8.7 we conclude on the best tool for each of the areas of support,
and present an action plan detailing these preferred options, and the possible impact
they could have.

8.2

Partnership Working

Whilst the principles of partnership working are being well implemented in most CPs
there are some themes that remain common issues for all partnerships. Support in
these areas may be needed, not always because the Host is lacking in skills, but can arise
as needs of the partnership shift.
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8.2.1

Strengthening Collaboration

Training in online group facilitation. As most partnership meetings are now online, this
requires a new set of facilitation skills. Hosts could be supported to understanding the
potential that online meetings can offer the partnership by making participation easier
in some regards, and also shown tools for creating an engaging online experience.
Help partnerships to engage influential stakeholders locally, particularly Local
Authorities. The EA, and NC have greater access at a senior level to engage with Local
Authorities. By actively raising awareness of the CPs in their area, it could open the
doors for the CPs to strengthen their engagement with Local Authorities. It would also
be worth exploring the potential for each LA to have one core lead within the CP.
Signposting to existing central advice. Many of the challenges raised in this research
have long been issues for Catchment Partnerships and considerable support is available,
including top tips and good practices to overcome these challenges. The CaBA website
provides guidance on conflict resolution37 and on engaging with Local Enterprise
Partnerships38 as well as on many other topics.

8.2.2

Flexibility in Engagement

Sharing good practice on when and how to use subgroups to support the functioning
of the partnership. Some partnerships are using the subgroup structure to allow full
partnership meetings to retain a style that engages the whole partnership. Currently this
is done as and when a need is perceived, but sharing good practice may inspire other
partnerships to adopt this approach.
Discussion forum on how to refine partnership working to better meet the different
needs of stakeholders. This is one potential theme to explore if a cross-partnership
discussion group were formed. This invites a discussion on how the partnership
collaborative process is maturing and whether there are new ways to meet the needs of
stakeholders.

8.2.3

Handling Conflict

Signposting to information. The National Support Group already has a guide on conflict
resolution, outlining 5 steps. However, should there be an issue that is complex this may
not be sufficient.
A cross-partnership workshop to explore this issue and share experiences. Conflict is
not commonplace in the partnerships, but Partnership Hosts can be supported to feel
confident in dealing with it when it arises. This could then lead on to one-to-one support

37

https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn?s=conflict+resolution

38

https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn/engaging-with-local-enterprise-partnerships-guidance/
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from one partnership to another if a particular partnership experiences conflict at a later
date.
Mentoring from National Support Group. If conflict arises, the option of external
mentoring may be preferable for some Hosts rather than looking to other partnerships
for support.
Community Engagement Training could be offered to all Hosts. Being proficient at
community engagement has supported one catchment dealing with conflict who found
that it is better to go to the ‘lowest denominator’, in terms of scale, to engage. So, for
example, where there is an issue with an angling association it is easier to resolve by
going to the individual angling clubs as the problems are easier to quantify at that level
and people easier to engage.

8.2.4

Monitoring and Reporting Progress

The CaBA Monitoring and Reporting process is used to build the Business Case for CaBA
and secure additional funding, yet there remains some criticism of the process by Hosts
and questions about the specific projects included as partnership projects.
Reviewing the CaBA reporting process. Most partnerships would welcome revisions to
the current monitoring process to make it easier to complete. Some partnerships chose
to ask partners to complete sections of the form and in its current style this is not
straightforward.
Reporting back to Partnership Hosts the changes made since last round of feedback.
Partners felt that they have had the chance to input into revisions to this reporting
process but had no idea of what this feedback led to. Reporting back would strengthen
the relationship between Hosts and CaBA.
Developing clear guidance on which projects to report on, and how to report financial
data. The figures on the level of funding partnerships have gained for projects receive
considerable interest and remains a key area in which partnerships differed significantly
in their interpretation of the question, making the data difficult to compare. Catchment
Coordinators occasionally questioned the details provided for projects included as a
‘partnership project’ in the CaBA Monitoring Forms. In some cases Coordinators
indicated additional projects could have been included, in other cases, Coordinators
questioned whether projects being led by one or more partners should be included as it
was unclear whether the partnership added value. Some Catchment Coordinators have
reported issues to the National team compiling the CaBA Monitoring Form about the
accuracy and applicability of the data submitted, but it is unclear as to whether this
resulted in any changes being made to the data submitted.
We understand further guidance is being made available and we would recommend this
includes clear guidance on the projects to be reported and how to report the funding
levels with examples of what should and should not be included. This would enable
greater consistency in reporting. Consistency might also be aided by adding a quality
assurance element to the reporting by involving Catchment Co-ordinators in a sense-
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checking of results across the country. This would give the data submitted greater
validity particularly as a comparison tool.

8.2.5

Supporting New Staff

Support for new Hosts is provided by the NSG who can search the CaBA website for a
wide range of guidance. A recent addition, announced in two newsletters is a CaBA new
starters guide.39 A series of three CaBA webinars were produced early in 2021 and can
be found on the CaBA YouTube channel.40
Mentoring for new Partnership Hosts. Staff turnover within the Partnership Host role in
the partnerships studied has been low but has taken place and will inevitably occur
again. Supporting this transition can reduce the time needed for that person to ‘get up
to speed’. This could be successfully done through a mentoring process, by linking the
new Host to an established Host, but the Host giving mentoring will need to have
adequate time to give to the process.
Liaising with the National Support Group to explore other support available on the new
Host’s behalf would be helpful. One new Host within the partnerships says that although
she has contacted the NSG through email, there has been no outreach to her so
establishing the connection has been slow.

8.3

Support Using Data

Data has several key roles to play in the successful functioning of the CPs. Data can be
used to inform strategic priorities, develop the pipeline of projects, win the support of
new stakeholders, and write successful funding bids. To be used to full advantage data
needs to be robust, up to date and interpreted in order to be used as a communication
tool. There is considerable data already available to the partnerships but how they use
this data varies according to the skills of the Host. In the interviews, Partnership Hosts
showed that they all have an individual that they can call on to support them with data
issues but the level of support they can access in this way varies significantly.

8.3.1

Maintaining Up-To-Date Data on the Catchment Quality and
Projects

Encourage partnerships to use the story map project update tool developed in the
Irwell catchment as a means for maintaining up to date data on projects and to develop
a pipeline of projects. This is a tool for drawing in data from partners, which is simple to
use and feeds directly into the story map so minimises Host time on updating this. Hosts
report that the story map tool is decreasing in its relevance as it is not updated

39

CaBA – New Starters Guide https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn/what-is-caba-new-startersguide/
40
CaBA Youtube Channel: https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLn3c7wSZGf0WVPl8dwg6cIu5bkIzgOxx (Accessed June 2021)
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sufficiently. Given the considerable investment in this to date, it would be good to see it
maintained as an evidence library, central point of information and accessible repository
for the action plan and up-to-date information.
Staff support in updating the story maps for those partnerships that lack the capacity to
maintain story maps themselves. Ideally, this could take the form of a dedicated
resource who specialises in this and has an existing knowledge of catchment issues. By
focusing the task to one individual, this can maximise the efficiency of their work.
Though all Hosts have been offered training in this through the national support group,
Hosts report that because they do this infrequently, they need time to relearn processes
each time.
Arrange for a shared working relationship with laboratories that simplifies the process
for CPs who need pollution analysis. Where there is a common need across all
partnerships, developing joint provision across the partnerships would be more
efficient.

8.3.2

Data Interpretation

A dedicated staff resource for updating the story maps and GIS data could also support
partnerships in drawing out meaning from the data that can serve their needs. Several
Hosts said that they know what questions they want the answers to but were not sure
how to interrogate the data to draw out conclusions. This could be efficiently done by
one individual who is familiar with the data sets. If this individual were working across
partnerships, they could also share ideas and approaches seamlessly across the
partnerships.
Sharing data interpretation approaches across partnerships should be encouraged but
relies on the goodwill of those partnerships with greater experience.

8.4

Funding Support

Two elements identified in this report that could improve access to funding are the
development of a costed project pipeline and the confidence to try to source funding
from new streams.

8.4.1

Developing the project pipeline

Develop a project costing tool that can be shared with partners in developing bids.
This could be a list of typical components of projects such as tree planting, with an
indicative cost per hectare, or microplastics analysis along a stretch of river. This could
create agility in responding to funding opportunities as components could be combined
in different ways as suits the project.
This could also drive a healthy level of competition between partnerships if they are
aware of ‘average’ costs cited by partnerships for activities, they may seek to find more
cost-effective ways of delivering the same outcome.
Building case studies of projects on a particular theme. West Cumbria have received
support from the Flood Hub, who produce well-presented case studies for the
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partnership after they are sent details of the project (for flooding projects only). This
could be done for other themes of projects and used as a tool by partnerships to show
what is possible, both in liaising with policy makers and to support funding bids. In this
way, the track record of partnerships across the study area could be used to strengthen
the work of all.

8.4.2

Tools for Accessing New Funding Streams

Sharing good practice on how to adapt information to fit the needs of a funding bid.
One Host said it is a challenge that every funding opportunity wants the information
presented differently. Recent experience in applying for new funding streams, such as
the Green Recovery Fund, would be worth sharing.
Signposting for data on social and health indicators locally that can be used to support
multifunctional bids. As with other data, some partnerships may need additional
support to turn this data into key points. An example of where this process has been set
in motion, is through a Natural Course, Lancashire County Council and Ribble Trust
funded project to produce a series of maps to evidence current (2019) health and
wellbeing issues across England, with a particular focus on illnesses associated with
obesity and inactivity.
Details from the website state:
“It was designed as an evidence base to identify opportunities where encouraging
communities with high levels of obesity- and inactivity-related issues to be more active,
particularly outdoors, could have the greatest health and wellbeing benefits. Specifically,
it was designed to identify opportunities where the creation or improvement of publicly
accessible blue & green space could have the greatest benefits for people's health and
wellbeing.” 41
Creating guidance on developing projects that are of interest to private finance. The
requirements of private investment are very different from other funding applications
and partnerships would welcome guidance on this.
Sharing good practice on writing large scale collaborative funding bids. Heritage
Lottery Fund was highlighted as a source of large-scale funding that many partnerships
aspire to secure.

41

Ribble Trust Online Mapping Portal
https://ribbletrust.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=c1c6f5268a3946eaac7cc6202268
e474 (Accessed June 2021)
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8.5

Addressing Skills and Expertise Gaps

The personal skills of the Host can directly influence the journey of the partnership, but
expertise does not need to be centred in one individual for the partnership to function
well. For this reason, the two should be addressed differently.

8.5.1

Skills Gaps

The key skills gaps within partnerships are in the management of data (see Section 8.3)
and partnership working (see Section 8.2).

8.5.2

Expertise Gaps

Map the skills and expertise of existing partners. This study has gone some way to
building an understanding of which partners hold expertise and this could be developed
into a database/tool for partners. Ideally, each partnership should also develop this at a
local level so that partners can more easily access the expertise of others.
Signposting to information resources will be useful for certain areas of expertise such
as:
1) Emerging pollutants e.g., flame retardants, diazinon;
2) Natural Capital accounting and trading; and
3) Carbon credits and associated carbon codes.
There is significant signposting to existing research and online support from the NSG42,
but several Hosts indicated that they struggle to find time to read new material with
other work pressures, lessening the impact of this type of support. The quantity of new
material and pace of change can be difficult to absorb, especially when there are several
new initiatives within a short timeframe and also with short lead-in times for
implementation. It suggests that Hosts need individual sign-posting when help is needed
and more encouragement of the benefits of making fuller use of available resources so
that they prioritise time to access this information. Catchment co-ordinators could have
an influential role here, keeping abreast of the information on the CaBA portal and
feeding this in as needed.
Set up a North West helpline to answer questions from Hosts and EA CC. This could be
a good way to direct Hosts to specific information sources. Having a dedicated staff
member to do this would also allow for the identification of areas where there is a
particular need for information that other CPs may also benefit from. One Host gave the
example of needing to find a method for assessing levels of microplastics for a project

42 See for example ‘More on carbon and credits schemes’; https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/wp-

content/uploads/2020/04/Peatland_CaBA_report_FINAL1.pdf And the Peatland webinar coming up:
https://www.eventbrite.co.uk/e/151650373349 and on ‘Health and Wellbeing’ – See all new platform, presented at
the recent Urban webinar and in a couple of newsletters; Health and Wellbeing opportunity mapping
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and was confused by the array of methods available. If support was provided to
research information for a particular question such as this, the knowledge could then be
collated and circulated to other partnerships.
Run training courses in catchment issues such as Natural Flood Management that
could be open to partners and the wider catchment community. Several comments in
the survey suggested that it would be beneficial for the partnership to Host knowledge
building events that were open to both partnership members and the wider catchment
community. This could support alignment within the partnership and would also serve
to build the local visibility of the CP.
Sharing expertise across partnerships should be encouraged but relies on the goodwill
of those partnerships with greater expertise. One way to work around this would be for
the partnerships sharing knowledge and expertise to gain credits in some form that they
could use to get other support that they require.

8.6

The Wider Context

Supporting the partnerships does not only mean engaging with the CPs directly but can
look to affecting change in the wider context in which CPs operate.

8.6.1

Raising the Profile of Catchment Partnerships

Using NC staff time to promote CPs across the North West by getting air-time to talk
with influential groups. This could include special partnership meetings to input into the
strategic plans for the NWRBD (and Eden), at key stages of development for the River
Basin Management Plan and Flood Risk Management Plan (with the EA Area Director
and key team members) and possibly also a partnership meeting with the Regional
Flood and Coastal Committee Chair.
A publication or marketing piece that highlights the work of CPs across the region and
presents a united voice. This would seek to raise the profile of the work of the
Catchment Partnership with:
•
•
•

Regional policy makers whom the individual partnerships are not able to engage
with directly. This may include county councils, LNEP, LNPs.
Businesses that operate at a larger scale than the catchment area, such as
Network Rail.
Natural capital investors seeking to invest Green Finance, who are more likely to
go directly to LNPs.

A promotion of CPs across the North West would be a more effective way of raising the
profile of partnerships rather than expecting them to do this individually. Where
partnerships are attempting to do this individually, it is typically the reputation of the
Host organisation that is strengthened more than that of the CPs.
Advocating on behalf of CPs for a change in the permitting process. Several Partnership
Hosts indicated that they would like the EA to consider revising the permitting process
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to include a streamlined, low-cost permits for the CPs as they are trusted delivery
partners.

8.6.2

Adapting to New Policy Opportunities

Training session for Hosts on the policy changes likely with the passing of the
Environment Bill (due Autumn 2021). The Environment Bill introduces three policy areas
that CPs need to be aware of and look for opportunities to make use of:
•
•
•

Environmental Land Management Schemes (ELMS).
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG).
Local Nature Recovery Strategies.

Briefing sessions on emerging themes and funding schemes of relevance, for example:
• 25YEP goals highlighted further by the reliance on nature during Covid-19 about
Reconnecting to the Environment and access to green/blue spaces.
• Natural Flood Management and Flood Resilience Funding.
• Green Recovery Funding.
• Environment Agency’s Nature Environment Investment Readiness Funding

8.7

The Action Plan

For all support themes, multiple approaches are possible. Identifying the best course of
action for each support theme requires a consideration of resources and expected
impact, but the content of the support theme also has a bearing on the way in which
support can be most effectively delivered. Table 8-1 showed our perspective on which
types of support would be most effective for each theme. Combining this and the
assessment of potential impact, Table 8-2 presents an action plan of the tools that this
report considers to be of most value. The actions are ordered according to our judgment
on potential impact. Costs are provided in indicative bands as the exact costs would
depend on the scale and scope of the actions taken forward. There are also likely to be
efficiencies if several of the actions are taken forward together.
In summary, whilst CaBA has always been a ‘bottom-up’ approach, and partnerships
have been left to self-direct, in many cases with great success, there is value in providing
more guidance and support at a regional level, to help some partnerships and the
stakeholders they wish to work with and influence, understand their role and value in
delivering the WFD. This must be done making full use of the many national resources
available. Co-ordinators and others should enable and encourage Hosts to proactively
seek support, either directly (we understand all emails to ‘info@CaBA’ are responded
to) or by exploring the wealth of material provided in the monthly newsletters and on
the website. We also propose a regional mentoring network and the creation of more
structured opportunities for the Partnership Hosts to share experiences and discuss
ways forward together. A bi-annual, half-day event bringing the Hosts across the study
area together would offer a space for training on key issues, collective inputting into
policy developments, and networking amongst Hosts. Additionally, a more frequent and
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smaller groups could be facilitated to encourage closer working of CPs with common
geographical interests. This would mirror that already begun in Cumbria.
External support could be provided by setting up a direct dial helpline to an NC staff
member who can signpost Hosts to other information sources, and also stay attuned to
the information or expertise needs of the partnerships. This role could also include
reviewing, summarising and sharing information on particular themes of relevance to
Hosts that they do not have time to research individually.
Another need for additional staff resource is in supporting partnerships with updating
the story map and extracting useful information from data relevant to the catchment.
Several partnerships are not doing this sufficiently at the moment and the value of the
story maps is declining where they are not kept current. Sharing use of the story map
uploading tool created in the Irwell may be benefit to others.
Several other more specific actions are detailed in Table 8-2, many of which would
require little financial investment.
Many of the actions address general needs across the partnerships but there are three
areas where we suggest specific support is provided to some catchments:
1) Partnerships needing support with GIS and data skills.
2) Partnerships needing support in some engagement issues.
3) Partnerships needing support in developing a project pipeline.
It should be noted that these support needs are already offered through the NSG,
including the technical support/mentoring team, so Hosts should be encouraged to seek
support for themselves through these means first.
Overall, this report has found that the Catchment Partnership approach is valuable in
keeping the mind-set of the whole catchment at the forefront of stakeholders thinking,
but that the partnership working has taken considerable time to build to the current
point. Consequently, the delivery of WFD objectives has been slower than anticipated.
Moving forward it is vital that the voice of the catchments continues to be heard as the
policy landscape shifts and new alignments are formed to facilitate local nature
recovery.
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Table 8-2

Proposed Action Plan to Support Catchment Partnerships to Deliver More WFD Outcomes

Action
What
1. Help to promote the work of CPs in
the region, developing marketing
material, facilitating connections to key
influencers, promoting potential for
benefits and demonstrating good work
delivered
2. Increase connection of RBMP to
partnership working. As part of the
RBMP planning process, reflect on
Reasons For Failure to identify those that
CPs could most effectively help address
and work with Hosts and partners to
produce costed plans to improve the
situation across the RBD
3. Establish a regional mentoring
network possibly paying leaders from
mature partnerships to support others
(as seen with Lancashire cluster, others
across England and parallel to school
system of oversight)
4. Arrange half-day multi-Partnership
Host meetings. These can include
training sessions on key issues e.g.,
conflict resolution, new policy horizons,
carbon offsetting. They can also be used
to feed in local views/data to key
planning processes and to facilitate a
sharing of working practices
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Relative anticipated
impact on WFD
outcomes

Anticipated
Cost

High, Med, Low

H >25k, M 525k, L<5k

Policy makers,
businesses and
investors

High – could unlock new
collaborations and
funding

Low-Med

Low-Med
(based on
facilitation
costs only)

Target Audience
Support Themes
addressed

Why

When

Who

Wider Context

To raise the profile of CPs
with wider audience of policy
makers, businesses and
investors

Ongoing

NC/NSG

Context, data,
funding

To give clear view of role and
value of CPs within delivery
of WFD

As approp in
the RBM
Planning
process

EA

All partnerships

High- but will require
funding to deliver the
plans

Less mature
partnerships

High

Med-High

All Partnership
Hosts

High – can improve
efficiency and upskilling
of all Hosts

Med

Skills and Expertise
Gaps, Partnership
Working

To maximise learning across
the partnerships

Within 12
months

NC/
NSG/
more
mature
partners
hips

Skills and Expertise
Gaps
Partnership
Working
Wider context

To deliver effective upskilling
in sensitive areas that
written information does not
suffice. Also, to give a NW CP
networking opportunity on a
regular basis.

A bi-annual
half-day
event

Natural
Course
in liaison
with
NSG
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Relative anticipated
impact on WFD
outcomes

Anticipated
Cost

Who

High, Med, Low

H >25k, M 525k, L<5k

Natural
Course –
new post

Partnerships that
lack GIS and data
skills

High – better data
analysis has been
highlighted as a key
barrier to increased
funding and also a key
skill gap

High

NC

All Partnerships
plus additional
support to
partnerships
without a
pipeline

High – could lead to
more efficient project
delivery and healthy
competition between CPs

Low-Med
(depending on
level of
support)

Clusters of
partnerships
with similar
backgrounds

Med

Low

Partnership
Hosts and EE CCs

Med

Med

All partnerships,
especially those
identified as
needing extra
support

Med

Low-Med

Action

Target Audience
Support Themes
addressed

Why

Support Using Data
Partnership
Working

To maintain the value in the
story map tool it needs
updating and many Hosts
lack this capacity. The same
post could support with
analysing data and using data
to communicate key
messages

6. Develop a project costing tool and
support those partnerships without a
pipeline of projects

Funding Support

To make the costing up of
potential projects easier and
quicker, and facilitate
funding applications

7. Organise regular 2-hour multiPartnership Host meetings as per
Cumbria Partnership Meetings

Partnership
Working
Funding Support

To build confidence,
celebrate good practices, talk
about challenges and
upcoming opportunities

Monthly

Skills and Expertise
Gaps

To direct Hosts to specific
info and/or create
information summaries as
needed to be shared
amongst CPs

Within 6
months

Partnership
Working

Help partnerships to reach
out to all groups using best
practice especially those
struggling with conflict issues

What

5. Support Story Map/data analysis with
Staff Resource

8. Set up a North West helpline to
answer questions from Hosts and EA CC

9. Provide engagement support building
from best practice examples (linked to
1&2)

When

Within 6
months

Within 12
months

Within 6
months

Natural
Course
in liaison
with
NSG
Natural
Course –
new
parttime
post
NSG/
Other
Local
Partners
hips
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Relative anticipated
impact on WFD
outcomes

Anticipated
Cost

Who

High, Med, Low

H >25k, M 525k, L<5k

Within 3
months

NSG

All Partnership
Hosts

Med - as it would
support the partnership
functioning immediately
which should in turn
improve WFD outcomes

Med

Within

NC/EA
CCs

All Partnerships

Med

Low

Action
What

Target Audience
Support Themes
addressed

Why

When

Covid-19 has shifted most
partnership meetings online,
but partnerships differ in the
skills that they bring to this.
Many groups say they plan to
continue meeting online
This makes the process of
keeping up to date data on
projects more efficient and
maintains relevance of story
map

10. Provide training in online group
facilitation

Partnership
Working

11. Encourage uptake of the story map
add on tool developed in the Irwell

Support Using Data
Partnership
Working

12. Advocate for a change in the
permitting process

Wider Context

To reduce the cost and time
burden on CPs

To start
within 6
months

NC/NSG

All Partnerships

Med

Low

13. Map key influencing dates and good
practice approaches for regional and
local plans

Wider Context

To make it easier for
partnerships to influence
regional and local plans

Within 6
months

NSG

All Partnership
Hosts

Med

Low

14. Establish a working relationship with
a laboratory

Support Using Data

Efficiency of scale: To save
Host resources on accessing
these services individually

Within 12
months

Natural
Course

Potentially All
Partnerships, but
unclear how
many may
require this

15. Provide Open Access Training
courses for hot topics for partners and
wider stakeholders

Skills and Expertise
Gaps
Partnership
Working

To build understanding of
key issues affecting the
Catchment among partners
and wider stakeholders

Within 6
months

NSG

Hosts and
partners

16. Signpost Hosts to information
sources (could be a web page, or email
updates)

Skills and Expertise
Gaps
Partnership
Working

Within 6
months

NSG/ NC

Partnership
Hosts
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Med – as it would
increase the quality of
the data available and
encourage partnerships
to generate this data
Med – for example
greater understanding
amongst stakeholders of
natural flood
management could
reduce resistance to
certain projects
Low (as requires Hosts to
find time to read
material)

Low

Med

Low

Action

Target Audience

What

Support Themes
addressed

Why

When

Who

17. Develop clearer guidance on
completing the CaBA Monitoring Form

Partnership
Working

To harmonise the way in
which Hosts are reporting on
projects and outcomes

Before next
reporting
round

NSG/
NC

All Partnerships
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Relative anticipated
impact on WFD
outcomes

Anticipated
Cost

High, Med, Low

H >25k, M 525k, L<5k

Low

Low
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A.1.0 Key Terms and Acronyms
Table A- 1 – Key terms used in the report
Key Terms

Explanation

CaBA Monitoring
Form

An excel spreadsheet designed and collated by the Benefits
Working Group of the CaBA National Support Group to gather
data on projects, engagement and funding of the CP. Currently
this form is completed annually by each partnership

EA Catchment
Coordinator

The Environment Agency is a partner in every CP. The
Catchment Coordinator is the EA representative and supports
the Partnership Host and work of the Catchment Partnership in
each catchment. EA Catchment Coordinators sometimes cover
more than one catchment.

Partnership Host

The role funded by Defra, via the Environment Agency, to
coordinate the partnership and facilitate collaborative working.
This role is usually fulfilled by one individual organisation but is
sometimes shared. Different Host organisations split the role
across staff members in different ways.

Catchment Plan

The document outlining aspirations for work on the catchment
and how it will be delivered

Challenges and
Choices
consultation

An early stage in the 6-year cycle of River Basin Management
Planning and requires the input of the Catchment Partnerships

Green Recovery
Fund

A short-term competitive fund to kick-start environmental
renewal whilst creating and retaining a range of jobs in England.
It was open to environmental charities and their partners in
2020 and additional funding phases are being considered.

Natural Course

An EU LIFE Integrated project, building capacity to protect and
improve our water environment, in the North West

Partner

Partners are the individuals and organisations within the
partnership who contribute to discussions and to the development
and delivery of actions.
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Key Terms

Explanation

Self-Evaluation
tool

A framework for the monitoring and evaluation of Catchment
Partnership working commissioned by the Environment Agency
and hosted on the National CaBA website.

Story Map

A GIS evidence based tool that allows partners to spatially map
locations of issues across the Catchments and learn about
projects

Table A- 2 – Acronyms used in the report
Acronyms
BNG
CaBA
CC
CLA
CP
DWMP
EA
ELMS
LEP
LNP
MRT
NFU
NIA
NSG
NWRBD
RBMP
RSPB
RT
SuDS
SAC
SPA
SSSI
WFD
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Full name
Biodiversity Net Gain
Catchment Based Approach
EA Catchment Coordinator
Country Land and Business Association
Catchment Partnership
Drainage and Wastewater Management Plan
Environment Agency
Environmental Land Management Scheme
Local Enterprise Partnership
Local Nature Partnership
Mersey Rivers Trust
National Farmers Union
Nature Improvement Area
CaBA National Support Group
North West Rivers Basin District
River Basin Management Plan
Royal Society for Protection of Birds
Rivers Trust
Sustainable Drainage Systems
Special Areas of Conservation
Special Protection Areas
Sites of Special Scientific Interest
Water Framework Directive
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A.2.0 Method
The methods used to collate information for this report were:
1) A desk-based review to extract information from websites and past evaluations
including interviews with the CaBA support group and other national contacts to
identify and gain access to existing information, in particular the review of the
2019/20 Annual Submission to the CaBA Monitoring Form.
2) A focus group with EA Catchment Coordinators to understand strengths and
barriers across the partnerships.
3) Interviews and email communications with Partnership Hosts to check
information, fill gaps and explore personal views.
4) A short email survey sent to all partners, by the Partnership Hosts (the Hosts), to
seek views on the current challenges, barriers to delivery other than funding,
opportunities for the partnership in the next five years and changes they would
like to see in this time.
5) A detailed survey targeted to include the views of all partners, again shared by
the Hosts.
6) Follow up interviews with the Hosts, EA Catchment Coordinators and some
partners to sense-check initial findings.
7) Collation of information from all sources to answer the research questions in a
general context, across all partnerships, and a specific context focussing on
particular strengths and challenges of individual partnerships.

A.2.1

Desk based review

This desk review analysed the data from the 2019/20 CaBA Monitoring Form, which
each partnership is requested to complete annually by the Benefits Working Group of
the CaBA National Support Group. The form asks for data on partnership activities,
projects, funding and outcomes. Catchment Partnerships (CPs) are also required to
report on the EA National Success Measures and use a self-evaluation tool to assess
their own strengths and areas for development. Some but not all partnerships provided
information from their self-evaluations.
The CaBA Monitoring Form data is valuable as it allows for the direct comparison of
each CP. However, it is important to note that this data is not necessarily objective.
Whilst the person responsible for populating the CaBA form is given instructions on how
to fill in each question, there is a degree of subjectivity in each response – as reflected in
the Host interviews where there is confusion regarding what constitutes a ‘partnership
project’. This is partly due to hard-to-measure response requirements, such as the
number of partners engaged (which could be seen as organisations or individuals). In
addition, there is presumably a degree of bias in the responses, as the respondents may
wish to reflect their partnership in the best light possible. The large ranges in the
response data, and inconsistent reporting, is indicative of this.
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A.2.2

Focus group with EA Catchment Coordinators

Eunomia conducted a workshop with EA Catchment Coordinators, on 15th September
2020. Due to Covid-19 pandemic restrictions, the workshop was held on-line using Zoom
and Mural. The purpose of the workshop was to better understand the Catchment
Partnerships, in particular to gain:
•
•
•

an overall feel for the characteristics of the Partnerships;
a broad and balanced view of the challenges, good practices etc. across the
NWRBD;
a feeling about which capacity enhancing measures will be most effective.

Coordinators representing all of the Partnerships attended apart from one who added
their thoughts later.
The workshop included an introductory presentation and three working group sessions:
•
•
•

Session 1: Understanding the Catchment Partnerships
Session 2: Key challenges faced by the Partnerships and good practices to share
Session 3: Funding and delivery.

A.2.3

Interviews with Partnership Hosts

Semi-structured interviews were held with all Partnership Host Organisations. The
specific role of the interviewee varied depending on availability and who felt best placed
to answer the questions as shown in the Table below.
Table A- 3 – List of individual roles interviewed in each CP
Catchment

Role

Organisation

Alt/Crossens

Partnership Host

Mersey Rivers Trust

Douglas

Partnership Host

Groundwork CLM

Eden

Partnership Host

Eden Rivers Trust

Irwell

Partnership Host

Groundwork GM

Lower Mersey

Partnership Host

Mersey Rivers Trust

Lune

Partnership Host

Lune Rivers Trust

Ribble

Director

Ribble Rivers Trust
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South Cumbria (Kent/Leven)

Partnership Host

South Cumbria Rivers
Trust

Upper Mersey

Chair of Partnership

Mersey Rivers Trust

Upper Mersey

Director

Mersey Rivers Trust

Weaver/Gowy

Partnership Host and
chair

Groundwork CLM

West Cumbria

Project Officer

West Cumbria Rivers Trust

Wyre

Partnership Host

Wyre Rivers Trust

The main themes of the questions asked in the interviews were:
•
•
•

How the partnership is currently working;
Successes and challenges in delivering the WFD outcomes; and
Funding; success factors, cost effectiveness, and future opportunities.

A.2.4

Phase 1 Partner Email survey

The intention was that the Phase 1 Survey would be based on the general CaBA SelfEvaluation Tool developed in 2018. However, as the project progressed, it became clear
that many of the partnerships had already used this tool with their partners and were
willing to share the results. To make best use of project time, it was decided to run the
survey in Phase 3, when it could be aligned to the tailored evaluation framework
developed in Phase 2. In order to gather views from partners in Phase 1, Hosts were
asked to circulate a short email of open questions about the challenges and
opportunities facing their partnerships.
The following questions were asked:
1) What do you think are the key opportunities for partnerships in the next 5 years?
2) What are the key challenges facing the partnership in the next 5 years?
3) Other than more funding, what would you say are the key barriers that prevent
the partnership from delivering more?
4) How would you like to see the partnership change, or do more/less of, in the
next 5 years?
5) What specific support (other than additional funding) would help this
partnership deliver more?
6) Who are the key stakeholders who need to be engaged with more to deliver
more outcomes in this Catchment?
7) What are the key skills gaps preventing the partnership from delivering more in
this Catchment (please indicate if it is a total gap or a skill present in the
partnership that isn’t currently used effectively)?
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The information gained was used to shape the Evaluation Framework in Phase 2 and to
define the questions used in the Phase 3 survey.

A.2.5

Phase 3 Survey of Partners

A detailed survey was launched for 6 weeks from 28th January 2021 to 22nd February
2021 (with a minor extension of two days to ensure Catchment Hosts and Coordinators
had additional time to complete it should they wish). It sought views from all partners
(including the Host and Coordinator). Again, the Hosts were asked to circulate to their
partners and to encourage responses. The numbers of responses gained are shown in
Table A-4.

Alt
Crossens

Douglas

Eden

Irwell

Lower Mersey

Lune

Ribble

South Cumbria

Upper Mersey

Weaver Gowy

West Cumbria

Wyre

TOTAL

Table A- 4 Summary of Response Numbers

4

7

6

10

5

6

5

4

8

4

4

4
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To create a semi-quantitative analysis, most questions in the survey were tick boxes
asking partners to give views on a range of, mostly positive statements, about
collaborative working, using data, and funding. Response options ranged from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. To summarise results, the responses were assigned a value
from -2 (strongly disagree) to +2 (strongly agree). The average scores for each question
were banded to give a RAG (Red Amber Green) status (see Figure A- 1 ). Wide bands
were used reflecting that there are many neutral responses. The banding was:
•
•
•

Green > 0.666 clear positive response
Amber 0.666- -0.666 no clear response
Red <-0.666 clear negative response

To test that responses were being considered (i.e. so respondents didn’t automatically
answer the same way for each question the survey) the survey included random
negative phrases. For these questions, the scoring was reversed but the RAG status
maintained, so that red still is a negative response highlighted an area where support is
needed.
The average ranking was calculated for each partnership and across the partnerships to
give an average for the partnerships in the study area.
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Figure A- 1 Summary of survey analysis to create partnership RAG status

A.2.6

Follow-up interviews

Follow-up interviews with the Hosts, EA Catchment Coordinators and some partners to
sense-check initial findings as follows:
1) One-hour interviews were held with all Host organisations which were attended
by one or two representatives. Hosts were presented with summarised survey
findings for their partnership (s) and the average findings from across the
NWRBD. They were asked whether the initial results made sense to them and if
not why not. Where responses indicated weaknesses, Hosts were asked what
support would be useful. Conversely, where responses indicated strengths, Hosts
were asked what tips they would share with others.
2) A second focus group was held with all EA Catchment Coordinators, who were
shown the results across all partnerships and asked if they made sense and if not
why not. Additional comments were sought by email.
3) Additional interviews were held to clarify areas where views were either
‘extreme’ or out of kilter with typical views for that Catchment to try to unpick
areas with conflicting results. These interviews
Responses from all interviews and the focus group were considered in the final analysis.
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A.2.7

Collation of information

Eunomia’s research team used information from the sources outlined in Appendix A.2.0
to answer the research questions in a general context, across all partnerships, and a
specific context focusing on particular strengths and challenges of individual
partnerships. The specific analysis focused on the survey results which were adjusted to
take account of other information sources. Adjustments were made by the research
lead for each Catchment and then checked across the research team to ensure
consistency in response. The results of the specific analysis are provided in Appendix
A.3.0.
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A.3.0 Catchment Partnership Assessments
The following tables contain RAG scores for partnerships and the average RAG scores across all partnerships. The scores are based on
the results derived from the survey and additional research to ground-truth the results involving interviews with the Hosts and some
partners who gave answers atypical of those received for the partnership (to check their reasoning), and a workshop with Coordinators.
Survey results were adjusted following the ground-truthing and are presented below. In all tables, the results are anonymised to show
the range of results received whilst not enabling the partnerships to be externally judged. However, each partnership has received its
own results for comparison with the average result to help them understand their relative strengths and areas where additional
support could be helpful.
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Table A- 5 Question 1: Thinking about the Partnership and how it functions, to what extent do you agree with the
following statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

The leadership style of our Host enhances
collaboration
Our Partnership has a good level of ambition
Key stakeholders/organisations are missing from
our partnership
We have the right people representing each
organisation who provide consistent support to
the partnership
There is a lot of trust and respect within members
of the Catchment Partnership
I enjoy attending partnership meetings
Our Partnership meetings are effective at helping
us to make collective decisions
In between partnership meetings there is little
ongoing communication between partners
The Partnership makes good use of the skills that
myself and my organisation can offer
The frequency of partnership meetings is about
right
There is a good level of attendance at partnership
meetings
We don’t really adhere to our terms of reference
or work plans
We don’t really record minutes/actions from
meetings and complete actions from previous
meetings
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CP D

CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

CP K

CP L

Table A- 6 Question 2: Planning within the partnership. To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

CP D

CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

All members of the Partnership have a shared
vision for the Catchment
We know what change we want to create but are
unsure of the steps to take to get there
Our Catchment plan works well as a guide for
prioritisation of projects
Our Catchment plan is useful as a marketing tool
for engaging with wider stakeholders
We have a list of broadly costed projects linked to
our strategic vision.
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CP K

CP L

Table A- 7 Question 3: Linking to the work of others beyond the partnership: To what extent do you agree with the
following statements:
Average

CP A

CP B

CP C

CP D

We are good at keeping abreast of changes in
policy (e.g., the main themes in the 25 Year
Environment Plan, local Green Infrastructure
Strategies) and adapt our vision and plan
accordingly
We are good at keeping track of what others (e.g.,
the Environment Agency, Natural England, water
companies, flood risk authorities, planning
departments, environmental organisations) are
doing in the Catchment and adapt our actions
accordingly
We spend sufficient time influencing others to
direct strategic action
It is difficult to see how we can best add value to
what others are doing
We make time to learn from other partnerships
either in our area, or who are tackling similar
issues
We make good use of the support provided by the
National Support Group
It would be helpful to have more opportunities to
spend time learning what other partnerships in
NWRBD are doing.
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CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

CP K

CP L

Table A- 8 Question 4: How does the Partnership use the data it has? To what extent do you agree with the
following statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

CP D

CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

Sharing information and data has increased our
collective understanding of the issues and
problems within the Catchment
We have sufficient data and information to be
confident in our views on the issues and priorities
for action in the Catchment
It’s not always clear what the data means for our
prioritisation of work
Data is useful when trying to get support for
Catchment issues from others within my
organisation
We use up-to-date information to underpin our
proposals
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CP K

CP L

Table A- 9 Question 5: In the process of applying for funding: To what extent do you agree with the following
statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

Across the Partnership, we don’t compete for
work but share opportunities, working to the
strengths of partner organisations
A couple of organisations within the Partnership
always lead the funding bids
The bids that partners develop on behalf of the
Partnership are usually successful
The Partnership does not really know why we fail
to win funding
The Partnership can respond rapidly to funding
opportunities
The Partnership has a ready pipeline of projects
with outline costs
The Partnership understands what funders are
looking for and how we can deliver these benefits
in our Catchment (e.g. how it will create a better
place for communities, businesses, growth and
biodiversity)
The Partnership lacks key skills and capacity in
bid/proposal writing
The Partnership has meant partners have been
able to submit better bids by
working collaboratively
Not all partners view collaboration as the best
way to achieve our goals

86

12/07/2021

CP D

CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

CP K

CP L

Table A- 10 Question 6: In looking for funding opportunities: To what extent do you agree with the following
statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

CP D

CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

The Partnership understands the key funding
opportunities
The Partnership has built good relationships with
the funders
The Partnership struggles to get funding for our
priority projects
The Partnership is able to match our goals with
the funding opportunities that arise
The Partnership is innovative in finding solutions
to improve Catchment quality
The Partnership is helping local businesses
understand the benefits they gain from the
environment (e.g. through reduced business risks
and costs) and are demonstrating how we can
help them achieve what they need
The Partnership uses the funding that we have
received cost-effectively to deliver positive
outcomes for the Catchment
The Partnership is good at bringing in match
funding to make funds go further
The Partnership is in a position to be selfsustaining financially.
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CP K

CP L

Table A- 11 Question 7: When thinking of the achievements of the partnership, to what extent do you agree with the
following statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

The Partnership has enabled co-ordinated activity
in areas and/or on issues for the Catchment where
this was not happening before
The Partnership effectively influences river basin
plans
Through the Partnership, partners have developed
and delivered collaborative projects to deliver
WFD outcomes more effectively
Partners are committed to carrying out more
collaborative action and achieving ambitious
targets
The Partnership effectively influences other plans
relevant to Catchment management: Local
Economic Development
The Partnership effectively influences other plans
relevant to Catchment management: Land Use
Planning
The Partnership effectively influences other plans
relevant to Catchment management: Water
Company Plans
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CP D

CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

CP K

CP L

Table A- 12 Question 8: In terms of monitoring and reporting progress, to what extent do you agree with the
following statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

CP D

CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

As a Partnership, we regularly evaluate how we
are working and adapt how we work reflecting our
achievements and challenges
The Partnership accurately monitors and reports
on outcomes
We as partners, input via the Partnership, to the
annual CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form
The data submitted by the Partnership to the
annual CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form is
agreed collaboratively by partners before
submission
The data submitted to the annual CaBA
Monitoring & Evaluation Form is QA’d before
submission
As far as I know, I am not involved in providing
data for the CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation Form
I am not aware of the annual CaBA Monitoring &
Evaluation Form
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Table A- 13 Question 11: To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
Average CP A

CP B

CP C

The Partnership has a good reputation and profile
with others in the Catchment who trust us to
deliver
The Partnership is doing all we can to help others
(even without financial investment) to build our
reputation and credibility
The Partnership has a library of case studies
demonstrating benefits that can be delivered
The Partnership is good at involving the public in
our work
The Partnership has enabled us to have greater
influence on decisions that affect the Catchment
environment
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CP E

CP F

CP G

CP H

CP I

CP J

CP K
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A.4.0 Further results
A.4.1

Survey of Partners, Phase 3 Data on Skills / Expertise Needs and Strengths

Table A- 14 What additional technical skills would the Partnership most benefit from? (Highlight = a priority)

Skills in
engagement and
outreach

Alt/Crossens
Douglas
Eden
Irwell
Lower Mersey
Lune

X
X
X
X
X
X

Ribble
South Cumbria
Upper Mersey

X
X

Weaver/Gowy
West Cumbria
Wyre

X
X

Specialist
facilitation/
conflict
resolution

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Bid writing/
developing
funding
applications

X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

Writing
investment
plans and
designing
projects to
attract private
finance

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Data interpretation
/analysis

Developing data
strategies

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X

Catchment Benchmarking Phase 4 Report

X
X
X
X

GIS &
Mapping

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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Table A- 15 Which additional expertise areas would the Partnership most benefit from? (Highlight = a priority)

Emerging
pollutants
e.g., flame
retardants,
diazinon

Natural
Capital
accounting
and
trading

Carbon
credits and
associated
carbon
codes

Irwell

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

Lower
Mersey

X

X

X

X

Lune

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

Alt/Crossens
Douglas
Eden

Ribble
South
Cumbria
Upper
Mersey
Weaver/
Gowy
West
Cumbria
Wyre
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Invasive
species
monitoring,
management
and
awareness
raising

Project/
environmental
monitoring

Biodiversity
data

X
X

Fisheries

X

X
X
X
X

X

X

X

X
X

Diffuse
water
quality
issues

River
restoration/
SuDS

Access to web
resources that
provide
knowledge
and alerts
about issues
and grant
funding
opportunities

X
X
X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

12/07/2021

A.5.0 Schedule 1 of the Water Environment
Improvement Fund Catchment
Partnership Grant Offer 2020/21
The approved project – Water Environment Improvement Fund (WEIF) - Catchment
Partnership Grant

The WEIF grant is to support the maintenance of partnerships across England’s
catchments, primarily to deliver a catchment-based approach to water, land and flood
management. Partnerships need to consider multiple drivers including Water Framework
Directive objectives, flood risk, coastal erosion and land management through an
integrated catchment approach. Managing the water environment (including rivers,
lakes, groundwater, estuaries and the sea) can be very complex and requires balancing
the priorities and needs of multiple water users, land owners, and organisations with
differing roles and responsibilities.
Defra’s Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) policy framework (May 2013) specifies that a
Catchment Partnership is a group that works with key stakeholders collaboratively,
transparently and in a way that enables all Catchment stakeholders to input into the
planning and delivery of environmental outcomes.
We are aiming to focus more efforts towards the targeted delivery of priority
environmental outcomes and resilient funding arrangements for partnerships. As part of
the CaBA National Support Team we will work with you to identify best practice,
potentially novel approaches, tools and opportunities and share this knowledge to
progress towards a long-term resilient partnership.
National success measures

To help show we are spending public money wisely and focusing on shared priorities we
want Catchment Partnerships, through their Hosts, to be able to demonstrate by the end
of the year that the following has been completed:
National Success Measure A – Improving resilience

We expect Catchment Partnerships to demonstrate good governance through building a
diverse and inclusive partnership:
•

Undertake a routine partnership self-evaluation exercise Eunomia selfevaluation report Defra’s Catchment Based Approach policy framework
envisaged that Catchment Partnerships would become self–sustaining in the long
term. The convening power of CaBA attracts a wide range of local actors who
each support different elements of collaborative action depending on the
capacity and capabilities of the organisations and members of the partnership.

During this financial year we ask that you reconsider the Eunomia self-evaluation report,
and other available tools on the CaBA website, and guidance provided at the outset of

the Catchment Based Approach (May 2013). This guidance should be used to self-assess
the capabilities of the partnership, gauge what has been achieved, what needs
improving and what needs to be done differently. There is no requirement to feedback
the detail of the self-assessment however, through the end of year benefits reporting
there will be an expectation to feedback an overview of what you learned and what you
did to improve those areas you identified as needing change. There is further support
available via the CaBA National Support Group.
National Success Measure B - Engagement

As part of the widening remit of Catchment Partnership working, we expect Catchment
Partnerships to be able to demonstrate they have:
•
•
•

Engaged with the Challenges and Choices and draft River Basin Management Plan
consultations
A Catchment Plan available online CaBA website
Completed the Catchment Partnership Pages, by end September 2020

Defra’s Catchment Based Approach policy framework sets out that Catchment
Partnerships look at the water environment in terms of all the ecosystems services
connected to a healthy catchment and aim for better integration of planning and
activities to deliver multiple benefits. Delivery of this broader range of benefits for
people and places has been given additional impetus through publication of Defra’s 25
Year Environment plan which places a focus on more integrated management of the
natural environment.
As set out in the policy framework, Catchment Partnerships working at the catchment
level, will work with key stakeholders to agree and deliver the strategic priorities for the
catchment and to support the Environment Agency in developing an appropriate river
basin management plan (RBMP), required under the Water Framework Directive.
Engage with the Challenges & Choices and draft RBMP consultations – Partnerships
should engage and where appropriate encourage partners to engage in RBMP
consultations. An engagement log records details of engagement activity which will help
to build an iterative dialogue within your catchment. This will also provide evidence for
your engagement activities. This is the main way of recording which stakeholders have
been engaged with and a brief summary of the activity over time.
Online catchment plan – All catchment Hosts now have a catchment plan. In order for
them to be linked within the catchment pages of the updated RBMPs, all plans must be
available online through the CaBA website. There is guidance on the development and
ongoing review of catchment plans on the CaBA website. In particular, we would like to
see Catchment Partnerships discussing Stage 2 of the CaBA workflow regarding evidence
availability and needs, to enable informed decision making in your catchment and the
catchment plan. Partnerships should consider linking story maps or other mapping
systems they have to the plan so these can be accessed via the catchment pages within
the RBMP.
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Catchment Partnership Pages – Each partnership will be able to demonstrate the work it
does and plans to do within the RBMP in their own catchment page. A template and
guidance will be circulated for partnerships to complete. These templates should be
completed as far as circumstances allow by the partnership as a whole. They will
highlight partnership information, current pressures, future pressures, successes of the
partnership over the second cycle of river basin planning and the aims of the partnership
for the third cycle. These templates should be completed and returned to the
partnerships EA Catchment Coordinator by end September 2020. The template and
guidance will be available at the beginning of June.
National Success Measure C – Monitoring and reporting

Complete accurately and in a timely manner the Statement of Account and annual CaBA
Monitoring and Evaluation assessment process which will commence in the final quarter
of the 2020-21 financial year.
To understand the achievements of CaBA and the Catchment Partnerships which support
it, we need to understand the activities that are being planned and undertaken along
with the impact of these activities on national environmental objectives - particularly
those in appropriate RBMPs and our government’s 25 year environment plan. As such
we need you to participate in the CaBA Monitoring and Evaluation work towards the end
of the financial year.
This reporting mechanism, coupled with the Statement of Account, will ensure that our
reporting requirements are fully completed, including against the Environment Agency
and Defra’s km enhanced/protected measure.43
Useful CaBA website links:

Guidance on stakeholder analysis:
https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn/guidance-on-stakeholder-analysis/
Framework for the monitoring and evaluation of Catchment Partnership working:
https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn/framework-for-the-monitoring-andevaluation-of-catchment-partnership-working/
Developing a Catchment Management Plan – Templates and Guidance:
https://catchmentbasedapproach.org/learn/developing-a-catchment-managment-plan/
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