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3Keel is an independent sustainability advisory firm, working with clients
spanning the full range of value chains, from the largest retailers through to
working directly with farmer groups - and all stages in between. Since being
founded in 2013, we have worked with a range of project partners spanning
NGOs, governments, and private sector organisations.
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About 3Keel

For seven consecutive years, 3Keel has been recognised as one of the UK’s leading
management consultancies by the Financial Times. The award highlights our
expertise in sustainability, supply chain strategy, and corporate climate action. In
2025, 3Keel was one of only three companies rated "Gold” for Sustainability
Consulting Services, out of 27 firms listed in total. This consistent recognition
reflects our ability to deliver high-impact solutions for global brands.

3Keel has been a B Corp since 2020. In 2023 we were recertified with an
outstanding 132 points, which demonstrates our strong purpose and sound
management.

What we do

Urgent action is needed to address the climate and ecological crises. We use our
knowledge and skills to accelerate systems change and business transformation
towards a world in which nature, people, and enterprises thrive.

Our Expertise

We combine a pragmatic and personal approach. This enables us to build close
relationships with our clients to develop innovative solutions to complex
challenges. We are continually developing our understanding of the most pressing
sustainability issues facing clients, allowing us to support business resilience in a
fast changing world.

Issues & methods
Our specialisms include nature-based solutions, GHG management, LCA, climate
risk, deforestation and biodiversity.

Sectors

We are specialists in land-based systems, natural resources and supply chains. We
have extensive experience in food & beverage, the wider FMCG sector and retail.
Our team has direct, practical experience working in agriculture and in close
collaboration with farmers.




Disclaimer

3Keel Group Ltd (3Keel) has exercised due and customary care in preparing the
report but has not, unless explicitly stated, verified the information provided by the
companies included in this report. No other warranty, express or implied, is made
in relation to the contents of this report. The use of this report, or reliance on its
content, by retailers or third parties in decision making processes shall be at their
own risk, and 3Keel accepts no responsibility for the outcomes of those decisions.
Any recommendations, opinions, or findings stated in this report are based on the
facts and information provided to 3Keel or is otherwise available in the public
domain as they existed at the time the report was prepared. Any changes in such
facts and information may adversely affect the recommendations, opinions, or
findings.

3Keel does not provide legal or regulatory advice, including with regards to
reporting requirements. Any services provided by 3Keel shall not be deemed or
treated to constitute any advice of this sort, in any form whatsoever, or as a
substitute for such advice. The client is solely liable for the conclusions it draws
from the use and receipt of services provided by 3Keel.



Executive
Summary

Protected sites (European Sites, Sites of special scientificinterest, or Marine conservation zones) cover 8% of our land area
and 51% of inshore waters. Despite significant government spending, as of 2024, only 35% of SSSls were in favourable
condition, a decline from 38% nearly a decade earlierin 2016. A new approach to protected site management is needed.
As a result of the Environment Act (2021), Natural England (NE) gained new powers to create ‘Protected Site Strategies’
(PSSs), and since then NE have been piloting delivery of these strategies.

As part of the wider PSS programme, 3Keel were commissioned to work with NE to develop an integrated CGreen
Commerce Model for PSS, building on a previous concept note. The model, which we now call Landscape Transformation
Business Planning (LTBP), combines systems thinking tools with business planning approaches to understand underlying
causes and drivers of environmental underperformance and develop and implement clear plans to address them. This
work included 1) a research and development phase to build the model from an existing concept, 2) a consultation phase
where we worked with ICF (Inner City Fund), PAS (Planning Advisory Service) and Defra (Department for Environment,
Food & Rural Affairs) and a core group of NE staff and PSS pilot coordinators, and 3) an iteration phase for developing and
finalising outputs.

The LTBP consists of four phases:
1) System mapping,
2) Exploring solutions,
3) Preparing for action, and
4) Delivery and adaptation.

This model is designed to be iterative and cyclical - both within phases and for the whole process. The key principles for
the model are that the approach is: transformational, delivery focussed, adaptive not linear, and addresses underlying
drivers of environmental underperformance. All four phases are likely to be useful in the initial development phase of a
PSS (before formalisation of the overarching strategy) to explore and experiment what is likely to work. But the phases
and tools in the manual should also be revisited when a PSS is operational, to identify opportunities to fill gaps and adapt
to changing circumstances. The model is designed to be adaptable and inspire innovation.



Introduction




Protected Site Strategies

The Protected Site Strategy (PSS) process is being designed to create meaningful
change where traditional approaches have not been effective in improving site
condition. Often this is because condition is being impacted by the wider landscape
or economic and social drivers which are not being effectively addressed.

PSS is being seen as a tool to catalyse action to transform landscapes and seascapes
for nature’s recovery and a resilient economy. The condition of the protected sites is
used as a monitoring point indicating the health of the wider landscape.

For PSS a “protected site” means— (a) European site, (b) a site of special
scientific interest, or (c) a marine conservation zone— to the extent the site or
zone is within England, Environment Act (2021)

Harnessing the wider
economy and landscape N
addressing root causes

\

Off-site Mitigation
relieving pressures

On-site
conservation
management
addressing
symptoms

Traditional approach

e.g. Nutrient Neutrality

The approach outlined in this toolkit, Landscape Transformation Business Planning
(LTBP), aims to harness the wider economy and landscape, to address underlying
causes and drivers of environmental underperformance.



Landscape Transformation
Business Planning

Landscape Transformation Business Planning is an approach to
systematically engineer changes in a regional land or sea economy,
such that it delivers transformative and long-term change in
environmental outcomes.

It provides a capability to deliberately select, combine and deploy
levers and mechanisms like planning policies, grants, commercial land
management practices and ecosystem markets, in a coordinated way to
deliver a range of outcomes across landscapes. It enables creative new
solutions to persistent challenges, focussing on action and delivery on
the ground.

The Landscape Transformation Business Planning process is based on the
following principles:

Focussed on addressing root causes - providing a plan for systemic change rather
than being limited to attracting more funding to treat symptoms through
conservation management approaches

Transformational - different from what has happened before, operating at
landscape scale with interventions that ‘shifting the needle’

Delivery focussed — built around producing and implementing clear plans that
address problem statements in practice throughout the landscape

Adaptive - utilise adaptive management rather than linear project approachesii.e.
avoid getting locked into a predetermined set of activities and end dates with no
flexibility to alter course or build up over time

Collaborative - aims to foster collective actions that recognise interconnections
between the economy, nature, society and culture to support more effective nature
conservation and recover



Proposed model

For more information and guidance on core
and cross-cutting themes of the PSS
approach, for example, purposeful
stakeholder engagement, building skills/
communities of practice, project
management, governance, please refer to the
advisory guidance. The relevance of these
core and cross-cutting themes will be
highlighted at various stages throughout this
manual.

For information on getting to stage 1, see the
Advisory Guidance Phase o.

The diagram below shows an overview of the proposed model to integrate green commerce into
PSS, with more detail on the connections within phases in the diagrams that follow.

Principles

Transformational, delivery focussed, adaptive not linear, addressing underlying drivers/causes

1 System mapping

o |dentify and understand the root causes and drivers

e Understand how the institutional and commercial
powers in the landscape interact with these root causes
- interests, enablers, delivery partners

e Define clear problem statements

4 Delivery and adaptation

e Implementation of the plan

e Implement monitoring and evaluation

® Regularanalysis of effectiveness and changing
circumstances leading to adaptation in delivery

® Re-running the process to fill in gaps and increase
impact

2 Exploring solutions

Theories of change addressing each problem
statement

Analysis of commercial, regulatory and funding levers
and their interactions

Theories of change worked up into ‘game plans’
(business model) forimplementation, integrating
commercial and statutory levers to engineer change.

3 Preparing for action

Deciding on a ‘game plan’ or combination of game plans
to implement

Secure any start up funds required

Identify and gather delivery team

Develop ‘game plan’ into detailed delivery plan(s)

Putin place any delivery arrangements required



G ree n CO m m e rce This m:';mual covers all four main phas'ejc, ofth.e PSS process as identi.f)'/il"\g:fmd

deploying green commerce opportunities relies on insights and activities in each
phase. Rather than a green commerce model being a ‘bolt on’ or ‘module’ of a wider
PSS development and implementation process, our model is a proposal for how the
wider PSS process should be conducted. While ‘green finance’ is often seen as a
means to fund important conservation work, our proposed approach seeks to
systematically engineer changes in a regional land economy, such that it delivers
transformative and systemic, rather than marginal, changes in landscape
outcomes.

Harnessing and engineering the local land and marine economy so that it supports
environmental recovery is central to Landscape Transformation Business Planning.

This means finding ways to ensure commercial activities (i.e. buying and selling
goods and services) serve to improve environmental resilience and outcomes
rather than damaging them: ‘green commerce’ (see diagram opposite). This
includes purchase of ecosystem service benefits to improve business resilience, as
well as creating markets for products that directly support sustainable land and

marine management. Up front finance (if

required)
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Private business (from local to international) and public bodies including central
government, local authorities and government agencies can all play a role in
green commerce to the extent that they either carry out, or are otherwise
involved in commercial activities (e.g. through regulation, innovation funding,
purchase of ecosystem services like flood protection).

Green Commerce refers to all Green Finance refers to investment
commercial activities (i.e. buying and in environmental projects that

selling) that serve to improve requires a financial return on the
environmental resilience and investment or loan for those
outcomes. providing the investment funds.




Using this manual

This manual outlines proposals for how a PSS can be developed and implemented
using Landscape Transformation Business Planning to maximise impact. Itis
structured around the four main phases of the PSS.

All four phases are likely to be useful in the initial development phase of a PSS
(before formalisation of the overarching strategy) to explore and experiment with
what is likely to work. But the phases and tools in the manual should also be
revisited when a PSS is operational, to identify opportunities to fill gaps and adapt
to changing circumstances.

The tools, methods and approaches proposed in the manual are suggestions

intended to help identify, develop and deploy new solutions to break down barriers
to progress.

e  Theirrelative importance will vary from one PSS to another

e  Some will be more familiar than others

e  Some PSSs will already have a lot of relevant information, data and insights
to feed into the approach proposed in the manual

There is no obligation or expectation to follow the process exactly as outlined. In
particular, it may be beneficial to move back and forth between and within some
phases.

The ‘outputs’ listed for each phase are intended to help PSS’s develop and
implement solutions that will work - they are not requirements and do not
necessarily need to be a document or formal output.




System mapping

Analysing systems to understand
and identify where change needs to happen




Introduction to system mapping

With the urgency to act to turn around the decline of nature there is a strong
temptation to jump to thinking about solutions. Indeed, for many landscapes and
seascapes there will already be a good idea of what the problems are and years or
decades of work to try to address them.

However, landscape transformation business planning has been designed to be
deployed in areas where traditional approaches have not been effective in turning
around decline or mitigating emerging risks. The system mapping phase is
essential for opening up new ideas and avenues for effective action to improve the
environment.

Purpose

System mapping is all about understanding what needs to change and who has the
power and resources to make change happen. It involves:

defining a number of clear problem statements to be addressed
investigating and understanding physical environmental processes
relevant to the problem statements

investigating and understanding the drivers or root causes of those physical
processes

investigating and understanding who the main players are in the land or
marine economy, and what their interests, connections and resources for
influencing change are.

System mapping can be thought of as a process for focussing in on the areas where
there are the biggest opportunities to break the status quo, which will be the
targets for the next phase: coming up with solutions.

Outputs

e  Acause and effect model for the problem/issue - this identifies what the
most significant root causes/drivers of the problem are that need to be
addressed
A stakeholder power map - this identifies who needs to change, who can
influence change, and relevant connections (influence pathways) and
resources.

PHASE 1




PHASE 1

Ove rVi ew Of The diagram below shows the sub-stages of Phase 1- System Mapping
system mapping

(Phase1 - System Mapping - identifying where change is needed \

The system mapping process is not linear. It
will usually start with identifying one or
more high level target issues and problems
(e.g. for PSS the condition of the site), —
followed by processes to understand in more
detail the root causes/drivers of problems
and issues and who has influence.

1.1 Issue identification and
definition

These latter processes lead to development
of a number of problem/issue statement/s A 4
which form the basis of the solution
exploring phase (2).

1.2-1.3 Issue analysis and drivers .

What are the most significant o Phas¢.e 2-Exploring
physical pressures and underlying solutions

drivers and causes?

1.4 Stakeholder / Power analysis
Who can make or influence ]
change?

\_ J

Phase 4 - Delivery and adaptation




PHASE 1

There are three main stages to producing the problem statements:

1.1 Issue identification & definition

Problem statements provide the bounds and the scope for the rest of the landscape
transformation process. Finding solutions, preparing for action and delivery and
adaptation are all based on solving the problems and issues defined in the
statements. They provide focus and clarity.

Completing a problem statement is an iterative process which involves integrating
information gathered in the other steps in the System mapping phase. An initial
issue definition provides the basis for physical pressure analysis, root causes/drivers
analysis, and stakeholder power mapping, all of which feedback into
understanding different framings and completing a problem statement.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Rushinginto defininga ‘vision’: Avoid the temptation to do 'visioning' at this stage.
While a vision can help to engage certain stakeholders, creating a vision for what the
landscape should look like at this stage is likely to lead to jumping to solution
development too early and consequently narrowing options and scope of the
landscape transformation. It can also create a 'castle in the sky’, distracting focus from
the core task of creating delivery mechanisms.

Making the initial issue definition too narrow: the purpose of landscape
transformation business planning is to identify new entry points, angles and
approaches to solve a persistent issue. Defining the issue too narrowly from the start
can preclude the identification of potential new approaches.

Initial issue definition: The first task in this phase is to define one or more
problems that need to be solved. This provides the basis for analysing the
physical pressures and root causes/drivers to be addressed. This is likely to be on
the performance of a protected site e.g. “pearl mussels are internationally
important and endangered and the community in the Clun is not viable”.

Issue framing: It may be useful to explore different problem framings, i.e. the
different perceptions of the issue, e.g. for the problem “pearl mussels are
internationally important and endangered and they are not viable in the Clun”,
other framings on this problem could be “development is being blocked by
environmental protections” (economic framing), “farmers are always blamed for
perceived environmental problems” (social framing), “the trout/ salmon fishery is
important and is struggling” (recreational framing), “the river is too polluted to
swim in” (recreational/public health framing) etc. This may involve some targeted
and purposeful stakeholder engagement to gather perspectives, or may be
possible to do with what is already known about the main stakeholder groups.

Problem statements: The problem statements will be the target of the
solutioning, delivery capacity and implementation phases. They should clearly
define the issues to be addressed based on the analysis of drivers and root causes
and the problem framings identified, as well as roughly defining the
geographical scope (see example in Appendix 1). The problem statement
outlines:

e The gap between the current situation and the desired situation

e Provides some historical context for the problem

e Outlines the impacts of the issue on different stakeholders, and the

importance of finding solutions

e |dentifies the main root causes and drivers that need to be addressed
For some areas it may be particularly important there is wider stakeholder buy in
for the problem statements. In this case employing a facilitator to run a targeted
process to develop shared problem statements is an option.



PHASE 1

Issue and drivers analysis has two parts, and the information gathered feeds into
cause and effect mapping to identify the most significant drivers and root causes:

1.2-1.3 Issue analysis and Drivers

1. Issue and pressure analysis and diagnosis is about understanding the
physical issue, in other words the direct pressures and threats creating the
problem. What ecosystem functions are underperforming in the landscape or
seascape, contributing to the initial issue identified? Much of this will likely
already exist, and the best sources of existing data and information will have
been identified in the initiation checklist.

There is often an urgent need to treat the symptoms of environmental
underperformance to limit damage and protect important species and habitats in the
short term, for example with conservation management actions like scrub removal.
But this approach is unlikely to be sustainable in the long term if underlying causes
and drivers are not also addressed, providing a more permanent solution and
enabling recovery, notjust protection.

It’s useful to have an idea of the relative contribution of different pressures to
the issue. This will enable more accurate identification of the most significant
drivers and root causes. Addressing a pressure that is only causing five per cent
of the problem is unlikely to be sufficient.

Alongside understanding the interests and drivers of the influential actors in the
relevant land/sea system (phase 1.3), accurately identifying the most significant root
causes of the problem is the basis for the solutioning phase (phase 2).

2. Drivers of underperformance is about understanding why the direct pressures
are occurring e.g. why are trees and shrubs choking the sand dunes, why is
farmland being managed in a way that leads to water pollution etc. It’s likely
that this will be less well understood than the direct physical pressures.
Practitioners will have ideas and hypotheses about underlying drivers e.g.
“farmers over stock their land because they think it will make them more
profitable”. Some research and insights from wider groups, e.g. local

Pitfalls to avoid

e Desire for perfect, comprehensive data: It is natural to want to know as much as
possible about a problem before trying to solve it. But environmental systems are
complex and gathering comprehensive data could take years or even decades and is
unlikely to be necessary. In most cases, there is probably already enough knowledge
about the physical problems in a landscape to at least get started. Some extra data
gathering e.g. modelling flow pathways of runoff, may be more appropriate for the

solutioning phase of the process once there is more clarity that this sort of
information is needed.

Doing stakeholder power analysis before drivers or root causes analysis:

communities and user groups, may be beneficial to test these ideas, alongside
considering local and national influences.

Cause and effect modelling is a tool that helps to map and understand

Stakeholder analysis can feel like a good place to start. But LTBP is all about driving
action that changes the status quo and shifts the needle on a persistent problem/s in
the landscape. In this context it is important for stakeholder power analysis to be
focussed on identifying and understanding those who can have the most influence
on the problem being addressed: understanding the problem leads to identifying
the most relevant stakeholders.

complex systems. It makes it easier to identify what the most significant root
causes and drivers of an issue are over time (see appendix 2).




1.4 Stakeholder / Power analysis

Stakeholder power mapping is about identifying the most influential actors in the
land or marine system, understanding their connections within the system, and what
their interests are. It identifies who has the power to make relevant change, who can
influence change in different ways, and who might be the core participants who can
help deliver the change on the ground.

Part of this is starting to gain an understanding of the core interests of influential
people and organisations, which on the face of it are unlikely to be related to the
initial problem definition, and probably won't even be obviously ‘environmental’. The
task at the solution exploring phase (phase 2) is to identify interventions that serve
both these stakeholders’ interests and the environmental problem.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Focussing too narrowly on the issue definition: There will be relatively few
stakeholders in the land or marine system who have much real interest in, for
example, the plight of pearl mussels in Shropshire’s rivers. There will be more who
are interested water quality, flooding, recreation opportunities etc. (i.e. the relevant
landscape functions and services), and possibly even more who have some interest in
farm land and how it is managed (the underlying natural capital assets). The issues
and drivers analysis, alongside a simple function/asset heat mapping exercise can
help identify a wider pool of potentially interested and influential stakeholders.

Carrying out a wider stakeholder engagement exercise: While there are points in
the LTBP process where purposeful stakeholder engagement may be beneficial (for
example, to gather information, understand drivers, secure participation of delivery
partners etc.), the stakeholder power mapping exercise is not intended as an
engagement process. Some information gathering may be needed, but the process of
identifying and mapping influential stakeholders is itself a behind the scenes
activity.

Stakeholder / Power mapping involves 1) identifying relevant influential
stakeholders and 2) mapping them to understand their role in the existing system
and the role they might play in transforming the landscape or seascape:

1. Identifying influential stakeholders can be done by splitting potential
stakeholders into four high level groups (see appendix 3):

e Those whose decisions directly impact the issue (e.g. land owners)

e Those who have influence over direct decision makers or the decisions
they are making (e.g. regulators, customers etc.)

e Those who are influential within the local political economy (e.g. large
businesses, local council, NGOs and community groups)

e Those who are recognised local change makers (e.g. individuals
recognised as leaders in the locality regardless of any official position)

2. Mappingstakeholders: there are a number of ways to ‘map’ stakeholders once
identified. For example, stakeholders can be mapped on a power/interest
matrix (though other attributes may also be useful to understand), and then
relationships between the stakeholders can be added (appendix 2). Exploring
solutions (phase 2) can then focus on:

e How to activate influential stakeholders whose interests are aligned with
the issue definition

e How to find areas of common interest with influential stakeholders
whose interests are not currently aligned

e How to harness the relationships between stakeholders in pursuit of
solving the issue

Further resources can be found in the PSS Advisory Guidance

PHASE 1




Exploring solutions

Identifying which levers and resources to
mobilise to make change happen on the ground




Introduction to exploring solutions

The system mapping phase identified what the most significant root causes of the
issue are, who has power to make or influence change, and crystalised this into a
small number of clearly defined problem statements.

Exploring solutions uses all this information to identify theories of change for
addressing the problem statements. Available levers forimplementing these
theories of change (commercial and regulatory levers, and publicand private
funding options) are analysed and combined to build up a range of comprehensive
‘game plans’ (or business models).

Understanding what motivates key influential stakeholders and finding ways to
implicitly or explicitly relate this to the problem statements is the crux of finding
solutions.

Purpose

Solution finding needs to produce a plan that is commensurate with sustainably
addressing the problem statements. It ensures a wide range of options for
addressing the issues are considered before honing in on and developing the most
promising approach in the Preparing for action phase (phase 3). There will be many
options for action that is relevant to the issue and worthy, but simply isn’t going to
shift the needle in a meaningful way. Finding solutions uses theories of change as a
tool to sense check and justify if an approach is likely to work.

Understanding what motivates key influential stakeholders and finding ways to
implicitly or explicitly relate this to the problem statements is the crux of finding
solutions.

Outputs

e  Aseries of theories of change for each problem statement - making sure a
full range of options for addressing a problem are considered and that the
logic for how they’re expected to work is clearly outlined
A series of ‘game plans’ - detailing how available resources and levers will
be combined and deployed to implement theories of change

PHASE 2




PHASE 2

Ove rVi eW Of The diagram below shows the sub-stages of Phase 2 - Exploring solutions
Exploring solutions e

Phase 2 - Exploring solutions - exploring how to make change happen \

Finding solutions takes the problem
statements (and underlying drivers and
power analysis) from the system mapping
phase and develops theories of change to

2.1 Theories of change
Develop ~3 theories of change per
problem statement

address them. The theories of change are . =
built up into detailed ‘game plans’ or business
models by exploring delivery mechanisms to
implement them. These consist of targeted
set of commercial, regulatory and funding

Phase1- System
mapping - where
change is needed

_> 2.2 Funding options 2.3 Regulatory, commercial and social
Publicand private > levers

mechanisms selected and combined to What will get people to change?

deliver the theory of change.

2.4 Detailed ‘game plans’ (business
models)

Phase 3 - preparing for action




2.1 Theories of change

Theories of change outline a particular route or approach for solving each problem
statement. It’s beneficial to produce more than one for each problem statement as
there is always more than one way to solve a problem and your final chosen
approach may draw on elements of less obvious solutions that might otherwise
have been overlooked.

The theories of change should be drawn explicitly from the issue analysis and
stakeholder power mapping carried out in the System mapping phase (phase 1).
Think about who (which stakeholders) the game plan is targetting, which root
causes it’s addressing and how.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Thinking too narrowly about potential solutions: everyone involved in a Landscape
Transformation Business Planning process is likely to have some preconceived ideas
about how a problem might be approached. Zeroing in too early on a promising
angle risks missing other approaches that may have ultimately contributed to the
final approach chosen. This stage is the time to think big and bold.

Approaches not commensurate with the challenge: often the most obvious
‘solutions’, and the apparently easiest to implement, will not be sufficient to
meaningful set the landscape on a path to solving the problems identified. In almost
all places there will be a long history of good work aimed towards improving
environmental outcomes. For those embedded in these places and this work, there
will be a strong temptation to reach for boosting what is already being done as the
solution e.g. a bit more funding is needed for scrub removal. While that may be
necessary, the inability of these approaches to achieve environmental recovery
suggests they won't be sufficient on its own.

PHASE 2

It may be helpful to start with a creative brainstorming session to identify all the
different ways the issues identified might be approached (see appendix 4).
Theories of change are then a useful tool for making the logic of each explicit and
sense checking its ability to shift the needle on the issues identified.

A theory of change maps out the path from the problem or need, to activities, to
outcomes and finally to impact. Importantly it also provides an opportunity to
make explicit any assumptions required to make this logic path work, and to
provide evidence where available for why the chosen activity/ies will lead to certain
outcomes and then to the desired impact (Appendix 5).

The diagram below illustrates how theories of change can be constructed:

Problem statement or
need- whatyou're trying
to change

~

Activity -
whatyou do

Output -
direct effect of what
youdo

Impact -
how you want

the situation
to be

Outcome - the
effect of the
-«
output on the
defined need




2.2-2.3 Funding Options and
Levers (commercial, regulatory
and social)

There already exists many levers and mechanisms which shape how land and seas
are used and managed, and the environmental outcomes that result. Often these
are ‘pulling’ or ‘pushing’ in different directions, slowing or blocking progress
towards environmental (and often economic) goals.

This phase is all about identifying, selecting, combining and realigning levers and
funding, in a deliberate and coordinated way in order to be able to successfully
implement the theories of change to solve the problem statement/s.

A perfect realignment as represented in the top graphic opposite is unlikely to ever
be achievable, but the bottom graphic shows a more nuanced and realistic
illustration of how this realignment process could be carried out.

PHASE 2

Current situation: levers uncoordinated Aim for PSSs: levers aligned

mm
rd,  EETER)

'Water sector
Flood policy gulation
Nutrient regulations
Nutrient regulations
Water sector
investment
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Reduce impact of levers that
pulling against aims of the
PSS that can’t be re-aligned

Avoid getting distracted by

levers that have low impact

orareirrelevant to the aims
of the PSS

Coordinating levers around a PSS’s aims

Increase focus, coordination
and reinforcement between
relevant levers around the
aims of the PSS

Realign relevant levers so they better
support the aims of the PSS




2.2-2.3 continued

Understanding interests and motivations

Theories of change or game plans will usually involve one or more of the following:

e  stakeholders needing to change what they’re doing

e stakeholders needing to change how they interact with others

e theneed to find extra funding (for land management changes or other
activities like skills development, knowledge sharing etc.) (more on next
slide)

For all of these it is important to understand the interests and motivations of the
relevant stakeholders, beyond their potential interest (or not) in the environmental
problems at issue. What are the commercial, regulatory and social pressures and
incentives acting on them? How can these be tweaked, realigned, boosted or eased
to support the theory of change? Can the interests (environmental or otherwise) of
big economic players be met through actions that also contribute to the theory of
change, thereby opening up a new potential funding stream? Are there outside
interests that could be brought in e.g. while they may have little interestin river
water quality, big philanthropists interested in diet change for climate mitigation
may fund work on MSO to reduce livestock numbers?

PHASE 2

Creating conditions for private funding

If a theory of change involves attracting private funding, it is worth understanding
why businesses are not currently paying. It might be that there is demand for
nature-based services and the only thing preventing transactions taking place is a
lack of knowledge of opportunities. In these cases private funding may be relatively
easy to secure by marketing the projects.

However, it may be the case that, while a nature-based project or intervention
appears to have benefits for businesses, the costs (including risk) and benefits are
simply not attractive enough. Take time to understand why businesses are not
currently paying for ecosystem services and explore ways to make the cost/benefit
equation more attractive, for example:

Focus on core business needs - select interventions that help address core
business needs

Boost the value of benefits - for example, find a provider that will offer
participating businesses preferential interest or insurance rates, get
councils and regulators on board so participating businesses can build
valuable relationships etc.

Increase the costs of doing nothing - for example, local council or regulator
pressure, high profile local campaigning etc.

Further details regarding routes for attracting funding, public and private, are
shown in appendix 6.




2.2-2.3 continued

Combining levers

Achieving change at scale requires levers to be combined in a coordinated way,
acting on multiple parts of the system. Armed with a good understanding of the
interests and motivations of the key players, and the underlying drivers that need
to be addressed, commercial, regulatory, social and funding levers can be pulled in
a coordinated way to solve the defined problem statements.

Examples of levers:

Funding / Money related

Planning related
policy and Tax
regulation, e.g. policy Government or
habitat regulatory levers

nitrate .
regulation
vulnerable zones
assessments, Bubll
strategic ublic

funding

Land
management
regulation, e.g.

mitigation ol "
strategies, €.8. ocal specific
ELMs, SFI levers /

resources

Other strategies

orplans, e.g. -
LNRS nutrient

neutrality

Other levers

Further details on private financial levers can be found in the LUC Green Finance Toolkit

Opportunities should be sought to tweak different levers in order to boost delivery
and reinforce solutions. In particular, thinking about how commercial and
regulatory levers can be deployed in unusual ways to increase impact can be
fruitful.

The Sussex Woods PSS pilot aimed to create greater incentives to control deer
populations by creating reliable, large scale markets for venison. One of the barriers
to providing venison at scale and controlling deer populations is the behaviour of
deer, particularly fallow deer. They live in large herds and move around a lot,
gravitating to ‘sanctuaries’ where little or no population control activities are taking
place.

The PSS pilot team were able to facilitate the trial of a ‘multi-landowner’ approach
to night licences which enabled co-ordinated culling across over 90 contiguous
landholdings split within 3 separate Deer Management Groups. This is estimated to
have doubled the number of deer culled and with a significantly higher proportion
of does. The complexity and amount of evidence needed to secure a night licence
means individual land owners would not have done it independently. However, it
was an unusual use of the licensing regulations by the regulator (Natural England)
facilitated by and for the PSS pilot. The night licences further supported the
enterprise solution to the deer problem by stipulating that the licencees should
target does (much more important for population control than bucks, the
traditional target of deer stalkers).

PHASE 2



2.4 Developing ‘game plans’
(business models)

Combining theories of change with appropriate combinations of levers creates
‘game plans’ or candidate business models that, if implemented, would create
transformative change in the landscape or seascape. It may also be helpful to start
to think about the sorts of delivery arrangements that may be needed to
implement each game plan, see phase 4.

At this stage, it’s beneficial to develop a few different game plans to keep options
open and identify the best routes.

The image on the right is an example of how game plans and different levers could
look, combined in a landscape.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Dismissing game plans due to lack of evidence: PSS enables experimentation and
iterative development of approaches to solving problems in the landscape or
seascape. While it's important to identify where there is strong evidence to suggest
an approach will not work, a lack of evidence to suggest it will work should not
preclude it being considered. PSS is an opportunity to develop new solutions that
may not have been tried before.

PHASE 2
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Preparing for action

Final planning and building capacity for delivery




Introduction to preparing
foraction

The solutioning phase will have identified lots of different types of possible
solutions. The aim of this phase is to consolidate options, gather a suitable team
and resources, and design a delivery plan ready forimplementation.

Preparing for action is all about focussing in on what is needed to deliver the ‘game
plans’ chosen as the final approach, and streamlining resources around them.

Purpose

Preparing for action takes the process from exploration and ideas generation to the
point where itis ready forimplementation on the ground. It focusses resources
around an agreed approach to transforming the landscape or seascape.

Outputs

An agreed approach - selection or amalgamation of ‘game plans’ that are
implementable and have the best chance of success

Building capacity - identification of resources required to deliver the
approach - secured sufficient funding to set up and support the delivery
team in the final set up stages, and to fund the initial implementation
activities, as well as identified and secured the participation of the
appropriate individuals and organisations needed to implement the
particular approach chosen

Finalised strategic action plans forimplementation - approach written up
into a clear delivery plan agreed by the delivery team and other appropriate
governance bodies of the PSS

PHASE 3




PHASE 3

Ove rVi eW Of The diagram below shows the sub-stages of Phase 3 - preparing for action
Preparing for action

See the Advisory Guidance for
details on what should be included

‘ ' ' o in the public consultation (the high
Preparing for action starts with decidingon a level vision, but not the strategic

final approach based on the ‘game plans’ or action plan and goals)
business models developed in phase 2 -
Exploring solutions. The process of identifying
and gathering the resources needed may
resultin amendments to the chosen
approach, for example to ensure the delivery
stakeholders fully buy into it. Ultimately the
game plan or business model is developed
into Strategic Action Plans and any necessary
delivery arrangements are set up.

Phase 2 - Exploring solutions - exploring how to make change
happen

Phase 3 - Preparing for action

3.1 Decide on the
approach
Decide on a final ‘game
plan’ or business model

Consultation

Phase 4 - Delivery and
adaptation

3.3 D(?ve|0!3 3.2 Build capacity
strategic aCt'O'_‘ Funds and stakeholders
plans and establish needed to get started
delivery

arrangements




3.1 Decide on the approach

The first step of this phase is to narrow down on a coherent approach to be taken
forward to implementation, by reviewing and assessing the detail from phase 2 - the
game plans for addressing each problem statement, and the levers and resources that
could be deployed to make them work.

Narrowing down an approach is importantin order to be able to build a delivery team
that is tailored to the specific requirements of the approach. There may be a need to
revisit and refine the approach once the delivery team is assembled, as it is vital that
the team understands and owns the approach fully.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Assembling a delivery team before deciding an approach: The delivery team should
be tailored to the delivery of the approach, consisting of all and only the individuals
and organisations who are best placed to implement it

Fear of failure: While it’s important to select an approach that is likely to be
successful, there is also room for some risk taking. By definition this process is being
followed because traditional/ tried and tested approaches have had limited success
so there is a need to try something new and this will always come with a risk of
failure. The process is adaptive, not linear, so there are plenty of opportunities to
tweak and change direction where things are tried and don’t work.

PHASE 3

Deciding an approach may be as simple as selecting one of the game plans from
phase 2, if there is one that would be particularly impactful. In most cases it’s likely
that the best approach will consist of a combination of game plans or elements
taken from them.

Considerations in deciding on an approach are below:

1. Impact - how much of a difference will the approach make in solving the
problem statements? If there isn't good reason to believe it will meaningfully
‘shift the needle’ then it needs reconsidering

2. Feasibility - is there a realistic chance of being able to successfully implement
the approach on reasonable time scales? Is there a good likelihood of being
able to form a delivery team that will have all aspects of the approach within
their gifti.e. ensuring there aren't significant aspects of the approach which are
outside the control of the team?

3. Uncertainty - does the approach rely on big assumptions for which there is
little or no evidence? Can a small amount of research decrease uncertainty
about whether the approach is likely to work? There is a need to balance risk
and trying new things with having good reason to believe something might
work (see ‘Fear of Failure’ pitfall opposite).

For complex PSSs where there is a lot of uncertainty and novel approaches it may
be useful to undertake analysis on the merits of the different game plans.

Depending on the nature of the physical pressures and underlying drivers

identified in the systems analysis, technical solution options may be
important to identify during this stage, as an approach is decided.




3.2 Build capacity, assess &
secure resources

These steps are all about gathering the resources and building the capacity needed
to implement the chosen approach. As well as the funding forimplementing
actions as part of the plan, there are also ongoing operating costs for the delivery
team, collaboration and knowledge exchange, associated governance, monitoring
and evaluation and future adaptation and iteration.

A delivery team needs to be assembled, securing participation of the individuals
and organisations needed to collaborate and implement the approach.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Underestimating operating costs: It’s always easier to find funding for
implementing activities on the ground than for ongoing operating and
governance costs. But there is no implementation on the ground without those
operating costs being covered, all the way through to monitoring, evaluation and
adaptation/iteration.

Further resources can be found in the PSS Advisory Guidance

Securing operating costs

For PSS projects, much of the operating costs will hopefully be covered by central
government funding or may even already be underway. Other sources may include
local project grants, innovation funding, philanthropic donations or investment
from businesses who have an interest in the landscape or outcomes.

To build momentum it is also useful to secure some expressions of interests or
agreements for at least some of the funding that will go towards actually
implementing the approach/plan.

Building a delivery team

The delivery team needs to be built around the specific needs of implementing the
chosen approach. Think about:

1. Skills - what skills are needed within the core delivery team and what can be
boughtin at appropriate times?

2. Keystone players - are there any people or organisations who are absolutely
central and essential to the delivery of the approach?

3. Size-the core delivery team needs to be able to function effectively to deliver
change on the ground. As a general rule a smaller team focussed on the
specificdelivery needs is likely to be more effective than a larger one that tries
to be representative across stakeholders.

4. Interests and power dynamics - be aware of the balance of interests and
power amongst delivery team participants in the context of delivering the
chosen approach to ensure the team is committed to it.

PHASE 3



3.3 Develop strategic action
plans and establish delivery
arrangements

This phase is all about making the final preparations before implementing the chosen
approach. Itinvolves crystallising the approach into one or more clear strategic action
plans, outlining the activities to be undertaken and how they will be funded over
time. It also involves finalising any delivery and governance arrangements such as
financial mechanisms and legal arrangements. This should include thinking about
how progress will be monitored and evaluated.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Overlyrigid governance and legal arrangements: avoid tying things up too tightly or
formalising relationships that don’t need to be formalised which can save a lot of
time and money and allow for flex and adaptation as implementation progresses.
There are circumstances where formal legal/governance arrangements are needed
(especially when funding is exchanged) so be clear and specific on those.

Trying to do everything all at once: keep the action plan manageable in terms of
scope and time-scale. Because this is an adaptive process there are plenty of
opportunities to add in additional delivery and build up over time - getting going and
building momentum is the priority at this stage.

Further resources can be found in the PSS Advisory Guidance

PHASE 3

Strategic Action Plan

The Strategic Action Plan should include:

e  Clearallocation of roles and responsibilities, governance and oversight,

e  Details on how to secure funding for the necessary development and
delivery costs,

e  Specifics on legal, environmental and financial solutions that are required,

e Understanding of the opportunities for private funding to be included and
how to create the right conditions to attract the funding (see section 2.2
above)

®  SMART Goals, with a clear plan of how the goals will be achieved.

Annual plans may support medium-term objectives (3-to-5-year). Plans should also
clearly align with the Strategy (and therefore with the higher-level vision). Plans
should be agile and adaptable to allow for when things are not working but also to
embrace new opportunities (for example, as a response to funding or technological
innovations).

Delivery arrangements

Delivery arrangements should be built around the specifics of the Strategic Action
Plan and the needs of the stakeholders involved. It can include crystallising how the
delivery team will function and interact, as well as putting in place appropriate
arrangements for any funding transactions and sharing risks, see Appendix 7 for
examples.

There are numerous models and legal vehicles that can be used, it’s important to
ensure these serve and further the achievement of the desired outcomes -
sometimes formalising relationships can do more harm than good (see pitfalls
opposite).



elivery & adaptation
(Operations)

Implementing and iterating the plans




Introduction to delivery and
adaptation

The delivery and adaptation phase is all about implementing the Strategic Action
Plans, monitoring and evaluating progress against the stated problem statements,
adapting delivery as appropriate, and ultimately looping back to reassess the
problems and find more avenues and opportunities for addressing them.

Thisis also an opportunity to expand on the scope of the initial strategic action
plans, identifying new problem statements, or expanding the geographical areain
focus.

Purpose

The purpose of this phase is to achieve real change towards solving the problem
statements, adapting accordingly to ensure the situation continues to improve in
the most effective way possible, and ultimately addressing the complex
environmental issues that impact on protected sites.

Outputs

e Monitoring and evaluation - a monitoring and evaluation plan should be
thought about at the preparing for action phase. Appropriate gathering,
reporting and evaluation of data will enable progress against the problem
statements to be tracked. This is vital information for the adaptive analysis.
Adaptive analysis - using the information from the monitoring and
evaluation, the adaptive analysis should identify what has worked and what

hasn'tin the existing strategic action plan and why, as well as assessing overall
progress in improving the landscape or seascape in the desired direction. The
analysis identifies how delivery of the existing plan can be adapted to improve
outcomes, as well as providing a basis for updating the system mapping
running the process again to identify new opportunities to fill in gaps where
delivery hasn't worked or to expand to increase impact.

PHASE 4




PHASE 4

Ove rVi ew Of de I ive ry The diagram below shows the sub-stages of Phase 4 - Delivery and adaptation
and adaptation

Phase1- System mapping

The delivery and adaptation phase starts with
implementation of the strategic action plans.
Monitoring and evaluation of the
implementation is then key, which feeds into
an adaptive analysis to inform improvements
needed / possible in the delivery of the
existing plans. This allows the revisiting of the
system mapping to ensure iterative and
circular development to fill gaps and expand
delivery.

Phase 4 - Delivery and adaptation

4.1 Implementation

B B I R i Carry out PSS activities

How to adapt delivery as well

as build the PSS
Phase 3 - Preparing for action

4.2 Monitoring and evaluation




4.1 Implementation

The Implementation phase will vary substantially between each PSS so specific
guidance on how to implement each Strategic Action Plan cannot be provided in
detail.

However, some overarching principles regarding implementation, and the next
phases of monitoring and evaluation and then applying adaptive analysis to ensure
constant iterative development of the process are suggested here.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Fallinginto ‘classical’ conservation project thinking: Be open to new ways of
thinking, including wide collaboration and stakeholder engagement, avoid falling
into a safe space of previous delivery with usual partners

Focussing on the protected site, rather than the whole landscape: It is anticipated
that many of the issues and problem statements relating to the protected site are
likely to have drivers from the wider landscape or at least have opportunities for
improvement from the wider landscape to benefit the protected site, so think wider
than the site itself.

PHASE 4

Implementing the Strategic Action Plan should be an agile process. It will require
continuous monitoring, reviewing, and updating of the approach/plan to address
change and remain effective.

Appropriate governance structures will be needed to oversee the process and
provide direction and ensure accountability. A formal project management
approach such as Prince2 or Agile can be adopted. Though this may not be
necessary as long as robust procedures that can be scrutinised and adapted are in
place.

e Use adaptive Project Management principles to manage budgets and
people.

® Beclearabout responsibilities and oversight arrangements.

®  Monitor progress by defining key performance indicators and specifying
milestones.

e Keeparegister of risks and challenges and review this regularly.

e Maintain a schedule of engagement, consultation, deliberation, and
participation activities with stakeholders and communities to ensure a
continuous flow of information sharing and feedback.

e Enhance accountability and allow timely adjustments to strategic action
plans.

Further resources can be found in the PSS Advisory Guidance




4.2 Monitoring and Evaluation

This phase has two distinct targets: monitoring the condition of the protected site
(and relevant landscape or seascape targets), and evaluating the success of the PSS
approach so far.

Monitoring determines whether the condition of the protected site, and wider
landscape, is improving. Goals and milestones set out in the strategic action plan
should also be tracked as part of this process.

Evaluation determines why the protected site condition is either changing or not.

See the advisory guidance for more details on Monitoring and Evaluation on the
Knowledge Exchange platform, including a Monitoring and Evaluation factsheet.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Choosing M&E that’s more expensive than it needs to be to meet the aims
identified: There are different levels of M&E that can be chosen. For example.
external parties evaluating the project, and external assessors collecting monitoring
data will be more expensive than project delivery team self-reporting outcomes. The
appropriate monitoring and evaluation method should be determined by the aims of
monitoring, and stakeholder requirements.

Focusing only on individual site condition: Focussing only on the condition of a
particular site will likely lack the granularity to tell if progress is being made on
shorter time scales. The process is also focussed on wider landscape or seascape
transformation, and the whole landscape (notjust a particular site) needs to be
assessed through the M&E process.

Further resources can be found in the PSS Advisory Guidance

Monitoring: principles

Protected sites serve as indicators of healthy, naturally functioning landscapes. If
the wildlife and physical environment within Protected Sites are compromised by
issues such as neglect or pollution, that signals that the broader landscape is facing
challenges that affect both nature and people. Conditions where this approach may
need to be adapted include:

e PSS'swill require different levels of monitoring, some more extensive than
others, e.g. funders and partners may require monitoring beyond the
protected site, and/or extending to full reporting and verification of the
outcomes of their involvement (a Monitoring, Reporting and Verification
(MRV) programme). The scope of these possible extensions will be defined by
the project partners and local context.

e Forsome protected sites, monitoring data may need to be obtained through
partners. For example, water quality monitoring information collected by the
Environment Agency and utilities companies.

e Some protected sites may never reach favourable condition - other monitoring
may therefore be appropriate for some landscapes.

See Appendix 8 for further resources on Monitoring and extending it to MRV.

Evaluation: principles

Once information on the status of the protected site has been gathered, the next
important step is to understand why any visible patterns are emerging. Evaluation
should aim to understand whether reasons for decline or stagnation in condition
are due to either:
1. theidentified PSS high level vision and strategic action plan is working, but the
current delivery mechanism is failing or preventing progress, or,
2. the PSS high level vision and strategic action plan isn't facilitating actions to
improve the condition of the protected site

Knowing this will enable the protected site strategy team to choose the correct
adaptive delivery approach.



4.3 Adaptive management

The Landscape Transformation Business Planning process is designed to be a
permanent feature in the landscape, adapting over time to changing circumstances
(e.g. climate change, or changes to social, economic, legislative and political
agendas). It will apply learnings about what works or does not work, to
continuously manage the improvement of the landscape or seascape as things
change. This contrasts to traditional conceptions of a ‘project’ with a defined end
point.

The principle of adaptation applies within a particular delivery or business plan, as
well as from one plan to the next.

Pitfalls to avoid

e Notseeking whole team input: All delivery stakeholders should be consulted during
this phase to adapt management and delivery of the PSS.

e Notusinginnovation in actions on land to further adapt management:
Stakeholders may have their own innovative suggestions for on the ground actions,
and other possible solutions. The success of these ideas that may have been trialed
should be evaluated, and wider adoption considered.

Fallacy of sunk costs delaying adaptation during a delivery phase: Adaptations
should be considered as soon as it becomes clear that an aspect of the plan, or the
plan asawhole, isn't working, either because circumstances have changed or because
the plan was insufficient. As well as adapting the existing delivery, the process of
system mapping and solutioning can also be restarted even while the existing plan is
being implemented.

Further resources can be found in the PSS Advisory Guidance

Adaptation within strategic action plans

Strategic action plans should not lock partners into a defined set of activities even if
it becomes clear they are not working or if the context changes making them less
suitable. Plans should be adaptable to enable activities that are not working to be
changed or discontinued, and to take advantage of opportunities that arise.

This may involve revisiting phases 1-3 and drafting additional strategic action plans,
which stay true to the overall vision of the protected site strategy.

Another element to adaptive management is to encourage innovation and trialing
of new ideas during the delivery phase. It’s important not to constrain possible
physical interventions.

Adaptation from one strategic action plan to the next—amending the
protected site strategy

Adaptive analysis needs to identify what is working well, what hasn’t worked as
expected and identify the reasons why so that this can feed into finding other
routes to have the desired impact.

This will involve using the data from monitoring and evaluation, and regular
engagement with stakeholders to gather insights of where change is needed, for
example, regular reviews or an ‘all parties workshop’ can be used to provide space to
reflect and provide feedback on the process, and brainstorm new potential avenues
(appendix9).

This could involve developing additional Strategic Action Plans providing
adaptation measures stay true to the overall vision and direction of the Strategy, or
if a high degree of adaptation is needed a new high level vision (the protected site
strategy) may need to go out again for public consultation.

PHASE 4
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Appendix 1: Problem
statement example

Problem statements ensure everyone has a
shared understanding of what is trying to be
achieved and why. They summarise the
information gathered in the system mapping
phase in a concise form, providing a clear
focus and scope for the solution finding
phase.

Problem
identification

What's the gap between the
current and desired situation?

E.g. sand dunes do not support rare and important species such
as sand lizard and natterjack toad because of proliferation of
invasive plants.

Context

What'’s the background the
the problem? How has it
developed and what has
already been done?

E.g. invasive plants including Japanese rose have increasingly
been flourishing in the dunes. This disrupts the dynamism of the
dunes and outcompetes native plants which form habitat for
rare species such as natterjack toad and sand lizard. Scrub has
been removed using expensive rented equipment, as well as by
groups of volunteers. However, it quickly returns. There are
significant settlements adjacent to and embedded in the dunes.

Impacts

How does the problem affect
different stakeholders? How
do they see the problem
(problem ‘framings’)? Why is it
important to solve?

The dunes are valued locally, but their ecology and management
is not well understood. The encroachment of scrub puts a lot of
pressure on local land owners (including Natural England and
NCOs) as well as volunteer groups. Scrub makes the dunes less
amenable to recreational uses.

Causes

What are the root causes and
underlying drivers behind the
pressures and threats
impacting the problem?

Climate change and nitrogen deposition contribute to invasive
plant growth, but the main underlying driver that makes scrub
removal ineffective is escape of plants from gardens. Where
these plants are, why people favour them, and how garden
management impacts on escapes is poorly understood.




Ap p e n d i X 2 . Ca uS e The system mapping phase involves analysing what is going on physically that is contributing to the problem identified, and
y why those things are happening (i.e. what are the root causes or drivers). Cause and effect modelling provides a framework

a N d effe ct m Ode I I i N g for pulling this information together in a way that:

e Makes iteasier to identify if any significant factors have been missed

e Helpsto expand understanding of the full range of factors impacting on a problem, potentially opening up new routes
to addressing it

e Provides greater clarity and insight on the most significant underlying drivers that need to be targeted in the
solutioning phase

Cause and effect modelling is recommended
in the system mapping phase to provide a
structured way to analyse the problems
broadly and deeply enough to open up
avenues for new solutions.

Cause and effect modelling starts with the initial problem definition (see 1.1) then builds up ‘factors’ contributing to this from
the physical problem/pressure analysis and analysis of underlying drivers.

Underlying drivers or root causes, e.g. lack of trusted, independent farm advice

J+r-

Direct pressures and threats, e.g. diffuse pollution from livestock farming

|+

Target problem, e.g. river condition not supporting rare species

Extra resources: Consideo IModeler is a software package for cause and effect modelling which provides useful analytics for
identifying the most significant underlying causes, and their impacts over time, which in complex systems are not always clear.
See and here for an example of a platform for cause and effect modelling, and an further examples of modelling here.



https://www.consideo.com/imodeler.html
https://www.know-why.net/

Appendix 3: Stakeholder power
mapping (1/2)

Identifying stakeholders

It may be useful to add to the lists proposed below in identifying potential
influential stakeholders. Remember this stage is about identifying those who can
influence or help implement solutions - it is not necessary to identify a wider set of
stakeholders who may be impacted by or otherwise interested in the process at this
stage. A wider stakeholder identification process may be more relevant later if
consultation or consensus building is required.

Try to identify ‘non-usual suspects’ who might open up new routes into the
problem. One way of doing this is to think about people and organisations who
might have interests in the the same underlying natural capital assets (eg arable
land, pasture, woodland, waterway etc. that are key to solving the environmental
problem identified, even if they don't have an environmental interest per se.

1. Direct decision makers

E.g. Land owners and land managers (grouped as appropriate e.g. members of farm cluster;
suppliers to a specific large food manufacturer; NGOs etc.)

2. Influencers of direct decision makers

Soft power Soft and hard power Hard power
E.g. farm advisers E.g. a customer who can facilitate E.g. aregulator
learning/ skills development as
well as putting requirements in a
contract

3. Big players in local political economy

Big economic Economic players with direct Community
players landscape interests and local
E.g. biggest local E.g. a food manufacturer, an Interests
employers infrastructure operator with E.g. local council,
environmental risks etc. community flood

group etc.

4.Local change makers

E.g. local celebrities, community activists, farm cluster staff, an influential local landowner etc.




Appendix 3:
Stakeholder power
mapping (2 / 2)

Mapping stakeholders

The identified stakeholders can be placed on a
map like the one below according to their level of
influence on the problem, and their level of
interest in the problem. This creates a visual
output, which can be used to identify those
stakeholders most important to work with,
highlighting who needs to change, and who can
bring pressure to bear.

It might be useful to breakdown to
sub-organisation level for some large
stakeholders as influence and interests may differ
across different departments. Understanding
internal dynamics can be crucial. The nature of
relationships and what is known about
stakeholders’ interests can also be added as notes
on the map.

Level of interest

Function or direct Outcome or initial

Asset or root cause/

None/ opposed

problem definition

physical pressure

driver

eNGO

/ land
owners
Environment

/ agency (as
regulator)
Farm
Local Farm cluster

i _— “ AW\ N cluster
recreational management 3
members
groups
\ Local
authority Suppliers of
major food
Major food manufacturer
manufacturer
Non-
cluster
farmers
Major local
employer
Small political economy player Economic power or level Big political economy player

or weak indirect influencer of influence or direct decision maker



Landscape scale, supply chain led projects, for
example Landscape Enterprise Networks (LENS)

A specific policy needs to change, before a
collective can go any further with the PSS

Appendix 4:
Examples of
approaches

Knowledge exchange work, for example peer
to peer learning within communities, farmer
cluster groups or demo farm networks

A project pipeline that is open to crowdfunding,
for example Projects for Nature

The boxes on the right side of this page
highlight a range of possible approaches that
might be relevant to protected sites. This is
indicative only, and does not encompass all

Collaborating with a local
community group, who want
landscape change, but may not be

Campaign or workshops against
anti-social behaviour

Collecting data, so that individuals
can see how they’re linked to a wider
landscape problem, and could see

possible solutions. motivated by conservation

ways to solve it

These are intended to help trigger and open
up new possibilities that might not have been
considered. For example - Public funding to

Green business e.g. venison
market creation

cover some actions on farm, and
private funding to allow actions to

Blending different
financial
mechanisms

go further. For example private
funding to test solutions that don't
yet have proven impact

For example - Blending sponsorship
funding with green prescribing
funding, where a new outdoor

leisure activity e.g. new footpath is
created as part of the solution

How can PSS draw together existing
initiatives to address the problem
statement of the PSS? Could PSS make
action happen quicker, open doors or bring
pressure to bear through collaboration
with for example Farmer clusters, other
strategies e.g. Local Nature Recovery
Strategy (LNRS) and Catchment Sensitive
Farming (CSF) or other grant schemes e.g.
Landscape Recovery and Natural
Environment Investment Readiness Fund
(NEIRF)



Ap p e n d | X 5: As an example, testing potential approaches to reduce scrub to improve sand dunes for nature:

Theories of change

reduce availability of invasive plants to buy

encourage better garden management through education
provide alternative plants and support to replant

Species control agreements and orders

P wN =

The(?rles of change make the logic Ch?m of The graphic below shows how a theory of change might be constructed in the context of PSS:
particular approach to solving a solution

explicit. They are helpful for identifying and
filling gaps to ensure solutions are
commensurate with the challenge and can
shift the needle on the identified problems.

Assumption/evidence
requirement
Turnover of plants in gardens
is regular enough for fewer

Assumption/evidence
requirement
Most problematic plants

bought locally and not online purchases to have an impact

on whatis in gardens

Problem statement or Activity
need
Reduce invasive plants

Impact
Conservation

Output
Fewer problematic

Persuade local garden
centres to stop selling

Output Outcome

’ management
Fewer problematic Fewer garden
X . X plants are bought and . of the dunes
escaping from private problematic plants . plants in gardens escapes N N
; plantedin the area sustainable in
gardens into the dunes

long term

Activity Output
Public communication Problematic plants
campaign to educate better managed or
people about removed from

problematic plants gardens

Assumption/evidence
requirement

People will act on information
that problematic plants
damage the dunes




Appendix 6: Possible
routes for attracting
funding

Donations or sponsorship

Buci
usiness-led transactions

There are lots of different options for funding
the activities that the identified theories of
change (ToCs) and the PSS define.

nment fu\’\d‘ng

Gover

The arrows on the right outline a range of
‘routes to market’. The blue outlined arrows
highlight those that are more established.
Those highlighted in orange are less mature
and require different conditions for success.

Carbon markets

Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)

Along with the theories of change or game Green business

plans, the stakeholder analysis is useful to
consider here too, as the type of stakeholder
will have an influence on the type of route to
market which might be most appropriate.

Collaboration with other
\ocal initiatives

Land acquisition

Nutrient regulations




Appendix;

FI n a n CI a I m Ode I Memorandum of In this structure, the different buyers come to an MOU on who will contribute what

examples

understanding (MOU) amount for what measures. These parties then invest in parallel by transferring their
respective contributions to a supply aggregator (usually preferred), or directly to the
supply parties (less common).

There are numerous financial models that Individual contracts with This option is a more formalised version of the above. Rather than an MOU agreement
can be used to enable transfer of funding. the supply aggregator between demand parties (buyers), in this mechanism a supply aggregator draws up

Delivery arrangements should be built individual contracts with each buyer. Each co-funder then transfers funds according to
around the specifics of the Strategic Action

Plan and the needs of the stakeholders
involved.

their respective contract. This legal framework provides security for all buyers and
suppliers; they can be more certain that all co-funders will fulfil their payment
commitments.

Opposite are examples of just three workable
financial mechanisms through which Via a buyer/demand This is where funds are collected via an independent neutral party - a demand/buyer
buyers/funders of nature recovery work can aggregator aggregator - before they are transferred to a supply aggregator or directly to suppliers.
transfer funds to suppliers/farmers. The role of demand aggregator can be fulfilled by a range of entities:
®  Anexisting stakeholder in the project (usually inadvisable as it is more difficult
to maintain neutrality and can encounter legal/bureaucratic challenges)
A bespoke entity.
Another third party, under e.g. an Escrow arrangement

An existing trading platform such as NatureBid or EnTrade.




Additional principles:

Appendix 8: Extending
Monitoring to MRV (Monitoring,
Reporting and Verification)

A baseline should be taken at the beginning of the process.

Choose a balanced, harmonised and proportionate approach.

Ensure alignment with partner requirements.

Operate over a landscape scale

Define a clear purpose, frequency, responsibility, method and granularity for
monitoring and evaluation.

Involve land managers in monitoring taking place on their land.

e Define data ownership - land managers may want to own data about their
land, and use it to make decisions about management. Decide whether any
individual farmer data is anonymised and outcomes are reported at a
landscape level, or whether there’s a different data ownership arrangement.

There are various frameworks M&E may need to consider alignment with:

Frameworks to consider alignment with:

Greenhouse Gas Protocol - in particular the Land Sector Removals Guidance (LSRG)

Science Based Targets Initiative - in particular the Forest Land and Agriculture
Guidance (FLAG)

Appropriate UK legislation - for example Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG)

Taskforce for Nature Related Financial Disclosures (TNFD) &

Taskforce for Climate Related Financial Disclosures (TCFD)

Policy paper

Principles for voluntary carbon and nature

market integrity

Published 15 November 2024

Taskforce on Nature Markets

Contents The UK government principles for voluntary carbon and nature market integrity are:

EU Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD)

1. Use credits in addition to ambitious
actions within value chains

Addressing agricultural
scope 3 emissions:
Best-practice principles for
Within Value Chain Mitigation

Supported by: De £SNZ)
and Depart

Credits should only be used in addition to ambitious action within value chains,
consistent with a science-aligned pathway to domestic and global climate and
environmental goals.

with the mitigation hierarchy, companies should make every reasonable effort to
minimise their own impacts, and that of supply chain partners, before using credits in
voluntary markets. Such use should complement, and not displace, investment in value
chain activities necessary to reduce and i impact:

These reductions could include support for insetting activities within a buyer's value
chain




Appendix 9:
Adaptive analysis

Suggested topics to cover for a reflective workshop.

Agenda topic

A reflection on the successes of
the last/current period of
delivery

Purpose

Provide a space where successes can be acknowledged and shared.

Alook ahead to the next cycle

PSS team present on their ideas for the next cycle of the PSS, and how they could build
on their successes into the future.

Workshop session: looking
ahead

A workshop session that gives stakeholders an opportunity to share feedback, and
brainstorm suggestions for the next PSS cycle. Encourage innovative thinking and
encourage peer-to-peer learning during workshop facilitation.

An expert knowledge sharing
session

An expert could deep-dive into a particular part of the PSS process, for example
monitoring and evaluation, or building a delivery team. Provide this as an opportunity
for peer-to-peer learning.
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