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Executive Summary 

Scope 

With the release of the 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP), there is a clear opportunity to develop 

planning approaches which improve management of natural capital at the landscape level. This report 

explores the context and potential for natural capital planning in the areas of the Cam and Ely Ouse 

and Broadlands catchments. Interviews with key expert stakeholders from relevant organisations are 

used to provide insights into experiences with previous landscape approaches and draw conclusions 

for how future efforts might be delivered effectively. Interviews are supported by a review of previous 

spatial initiatives, and an examination of notable examples.  

Findings 

The key themes identified in the interviews were: 

1. Opportunity - Respondents were clear that there is currently a once in a lifetime opportunity 

to improve the way that the environment is managed at a landscape scale – “there will never 

be another chance like this” 

2. The need for a strategic, connected approach – there was unanimous agreement that there 

was a need for a new, categorically different approach to what has come previously. This 

approach should be strategic and holistic - “There's lots of people there doing excellent work 

and I wouldn't question it for a moment. But it's just pulling it all together” 

3. The need for collaboration – There was consensus that natural capital approaches must be 

collaborative - “the time to work together to find common ground and to build those stronger 

partnerships with the different interests is potentially happening now” 

4. The importance of locally relevant solutions – Respondents highlighted the critical importance 

of allowing local communities to have ownership over the planning process - “They actually 

need to empower us to legislate and set our own standards, demands what's best for us”. 

5. The need for effective messaging – The need for effective communication was a consistent 

theme throughout the interviews - “the right information, presented in the right way to the 

right people.”. 

6. The importance of an underpinning evidence base – Given the potential complexity, 

respondents highlighted the importance of analysing and simplifying evidence to inform 

decisions - “I think it might end up being some analysis tool where all of the county is mapped 

and opportunities for green infrastructure are recognised.”.  

7. The potential for using water as a narrative – Respondents reported that stakeholders 

responded to engagement efforts focused on the issue of a shared water resource because 

that made sense to them. “What underpins everything that we've done is the realization that 

we all share water. It doesn't belong to anybody. It's natural resources. There's a finite 

amount of it.” 

This report made four main conclusions: 

Conclusion 1 – There is a window of opportunity for landscape level planning in the study area 

that has a high potential to gain wide stakeholder support 

1. The respondents perceive there to be a political window of opportunity and are unanimously 

positive about the potential for natural capital planning to deliver benefits to both the 

environment and their respective stakeholder groups.  



 

2. This window of opportunity appears to be a result of the potential for large changes afforded by 

the 25 YEP and upcoming Environment Bill, and a gradual shift over approximately ten years to 

increasingly positive attitudes towards the environment and natural capital. 

3. There is a clear and shared appetite for a holistic, collaborative approach which brings together a 

comprehensive range of stakeholders to develop a strategy that addresses all aspects of natural 

capital. There is a communal desire for such an approach to be underpinned by evidence and 

appropriate analytical techniques. 

4. Respondents reported that previous landscape level planning approaches did not attempt to 

achieve this. Previous approaches were felt to have been limited in that they only addressed 

specific aspects of the environment, rather than considering all forms of natural capital from a 

holistic, landscape perspective. 

5. This report therefore finds that the time is ripe to develop holistic, systematic and collaborative 

natural capital plans in the areas of the Cam and Ely Ouse and Broadlands catchments. 

Conclusion 2 – Natural Capital Plans should be holistic, inclusive and systematic 

6. It is critical that planning approaches are holistic in that they address all aspects of natural capital 

across a landscape. This could provide a sustainable strategy for balancing the needs of all 

stakeholders. This would also allow plans to maximise synergies and avoid duplication of effort. 

7. Stakeholders were clear that plans should be developed systematically, in that they should be 

supported by an analytical approach which ideally incorporates ecological, economic and social 

data, as well as local knowledge.  

8. If the shared desire for improved planning is to be leveraged to generate widespread support, 

planning should be conducted collaboratively. This would not only improve accuracy and ensure a 

wider relevance, but also generate the social capital essential for long term impacts.  

9. To ensure the widest relevance, plans should make the connections between natural capital and 

social & economic benefits explicit. For example, where natural areas improve local health and 

wellbeing, this should be clearly indicated and considered in the planning process.   

10. Plans should provide a clear illustration of the direct links between providers of natural capital 

and the beneficiaries of ecosystem services. By drawing these connections, there is a strong 

potential for using plans to leverage further funding or in-kind contributions.  

11. If natural capital plans are to effectively foster landowner engagement, it is critical that they are 

locally relevant. There are multiple options for how this might be achieved, for example by 

reviewing plans with local groups and incorporating their feedback as data layers.  

Conclusion 3 – Land managers should be empowered to engage with natural capital planning  

12. There was no suggestion whatsoever in the interviews that natural capital plans should attempt 

to force land managers into environmental action. Respondents were clear that land managers 

should be free to engage in pro-environmental activities on a voluntary basis. 

13. Land managers should be empowered to engage in planning processes and to actively participate 

in identifying priorities for their landscapes.  

14. These priorities should ideally inform payment disbursement under a successor to the Common 

Agricultural Policy so that public money pays for public goods that are directly relevant to local 

communities.  

15. Respondents were explicit in stating that the natural capital contributions of land managers 

should be recognised and acknowledged. Wherever possible, the connections between the 

beneficiaries of ecosystem services and the providers should be made transparent. This could 

potentially make the important role of natural capital providers clearer.   



 

Conclusion 4 – Water issues may present a useful medium for local engagement 

16. Respondents from a range of sectors reported that water appeared to provide a compelling 

reason to local stakeholders to engage in partnership or planning exercises.  

17. Whilst there is considerable variation in the capacity and effectiveness of catchment partnerships 

between regions nationally, they were frequently identified as having been effective in engaging 

and convening local stakeholders. The connection of a shared water resource was reported to 

have provided an effective logic and motivation for communal action. Catchment based 

approaches may therefore provide examples from practice or useful models for natural capital 

planning.  

18. Water companies were identified as having already made efforts to improve landscape 

management of natural capital. Respondents also noted that they are direct beneficiaries of 

water related ecosystem services. It was also noted that they are regulated private sector 

organisations and that as a result they operate in different ways to the majority of other 

organisations. This may mean they are able to play a useful and unique role in natural capital 

planning.  

Recommendations 

1. Based on the unanimous views of the respondents, this report recommends that natural 

capital plans should be conducted in a collaborative and inclusive manner.  

2. Respondent consensus also strongly suggested that natural capital plans should be holistic, in 

that they address and consider all types of natural capital and all ecosystem services.  

3. Natural capital plans should where possible facilitate multiple payment streams. In particular 

respondents highlighted the importance of leveraging private sector funding for natural 

capital.  

4. Given the strong support for natural capital planning from the stakeholders and the steps 

already made towards developing locally-led plans, the areas of the Cam & Ely Ouse and 

Broadland Rivers catchments should be prioritised for pilot studies, test beds and trials.  

5. In the event of a plan which engages local stakeholders, conveners should consider operating 

at the scale of catchments. Whilst there are multiple other factors to consider in determining 

the scale at which planning should be conducted, in this context the connection of a shared 

water resource would likely provide a clear logic to stakeholders which would likely improve 

engagement. 

6. There are a number of pre-existing tools and approaches available for natural capital planning 

in England, such as the Natural Environment Valuation Online (NEVO) tool and ecosystem 

services mapping used by the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA). There are also large 

international disciplines which address collaborative, systematic and holistic environmental 

planning, such as the field of systematic conservation planning1. This report recommends that 

a short study which identifies how these approaches and tools relate to each other be 

conducted to identify how natural capital planning can be implemented most effectively.  

                                                           
1 The field of systematic conservation planning has been used internationally to develop environmental plans in 
a data informed, collaborative and holistic manner. These plans have been frequently used to guide government 
decision making processes. (The use, and usefulness, of spatial conservation prioritizations, 2018, Sinclair et al.) 



 

Report scope and purpose 

The purpose of this report is to indicate what would be required for a spatial planning process to 

produce effective natural capital plans in the area of the Cam & Ely Ouse (CamEO) and Broadland 

Rivers catchments. To achieve this, expert stakeholders who operate within the region were 

interviewed to understand their experiences with spatial initiatives and their attitudes towards future 

natural capital planning. This was supported by a brief review of existing spatial initiatives. The 

research aimed to provide insights into what had or had not been effective in the past, to identify 

where there was potential to build upon existing efforts and to understand how to maximise the 

effectiveness of natural capital planning in the future.  

Study area 

This research focuses on the Cam and Ely Ouse and Broadland Rivers catchment areas. Whilst these 

catchments are well defined, the wider scope of the reviewed plans and the respondents interviewed 

capture a larger area of East Anglia that reflects overlapping bureaucratic boundaries, geographical 

features, and organisations.  

Independence, review and expertise 

This report and the research within it was conducted by Biodiversify ltd. The interviews and analysis 

were conducted independently of WWF-UK. Whilst WWF-UK provided a list of potential respondents 

and made initial introductions, they did not attend the interviews, were not party to the thematic 

analysis of the data or influence the interpretation of the findings. The analysis was conducted by Dr 

Samuel Sinclair, a social scientist with a specialism in landscape governance of natural capital, 

biodiversity and the environment. It is possible that the expertise of Biodiversify ltd introduced a bias 

towards pre-existing approaches, such as systematic conservation planning, however every effort was 

made to conduct the interviews in an independent and objective manner. To this end, the research as 

a whole was reviewed by Dr Robert Smith, Director of the Durrell Institute for Conservation and 

Ecology and Mr Brendan Costelloe, an expert in environmental policy in the UK. Ultimately, the 

identified need for a holistic, systematic and inclusive tool reflects the reality of a country thinking 

about net gain, natural capital planning and the development of effective environmental land 

management approaches. Whilst context vary, many of these issues are comparable to those 

encountered elsewhere and as a result the characteristics of desired solutions are inevitably similar. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1. Review of landscape level plans, initiatives and visions  

The issue of environmental management at the landscape scale is not a new one, a large number of 

approaches have been developed and applied across the world. To understand the existing context in 

the region, firstly a national review of environment related plans, prioritisations, delivery mechanisms 

and visions has been conducted. These will be referred to within this report as spatial initiatives. This 

initial review was conducted by Simon Aguss, UK Catchment Manager at WWF-UK to map out 

landscape-scale initiatives that have been undertaken in the UK.  Secondly, a more detailed analysis 

was undertaken for the study area, focusing on spatial strategies and plans, as well as broader 

initiatives/delivery mechanisms. Given the large number of projects and initiatives, these reviews are 

not exhaustive but do provide a useful insight into the context. It is also important to note that data 

visualisation tools were excluded from this review. Whilst clearly useful for planning, these tools are 

not themselves initiatives.  

The reviews were subsequently reviewed by Samuel Sinclair to include statutory biodiversity 

designations and to focus on initiatives relevant to this study. The resulting list of initiatives was then 

assessed by Samuel Sinclair to determine their potential relevance to a natural capital planning 

process. This review examined the criteria and methods by which priority areas were selected, as well 

as the purpose of the initiative. Through this process categories were developed which describe the 

initiatives.  

  



 

Categories 

The initiatives largely fall within three categories. The definitions are not strict, many initiatives are a 

combination of multiple categories, or are not easily defined.   

1) Spatially explicit strategies 

These initiatives provide a spatial indication of where a project is to be implemented or is intended 

to impact. These strategies often address specific topics, goals or deliverables. For example, Nature 

Improvement areas focus on “opportunities to establish and improve ecological networks”2. The 

areas identified by strategies are strongly defined by the nature of the project, they are usually areas 

perceived as providing the highest potential return on investment, often as a result of either a 

significant need or low opportunity costs. These initiatives are targeted and address very specific 

goals or elements of the landscape. 

2) Priority designations 

Some areas are perceived to be regionally important as they contain high value natural features. 

These may be statutorily designated to recognise this importance, and to ensure that activities 

which may affect these areas are appropriately managed. Examples include Natura 2000 sites3, 

National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs)4. In some instances, where 

relevant, designations may be determined through a consultative process, for example the AONB 

designation process requires consultation with the local authority and advertisement in local 

newspapers. Some priority areas are identified for contextual or subjective reasons. Others, such as 

statutory biodiversity designations, are selected according to strict scientific criteria.  

3) Partnerships 

Partnerships of multiple forms are often convened to deliver regional benefits. For example, Local 

Enterprise Partnerships bring together a range of stakeholders, including predominantly the private 

sector, to promote the local economy. As partnerships are often intended to act at the local level, 

they frequently have a clear geographical scope. This is often determined by a combination of the 

aim of the initiative, and the social, political or economic contexts. Partnerships are not usually plans 

per se, but rather a group with shared objectives.  

National initiatives 

Of the initiatives identified in this review, summarised in Appendix ii,  the majority were spatially 

explicit strategies. They were developed predominantly by NGOs or multi-stakeholder groups to 

indicate how specific initiatives might be realised, in essence they provide a map of intended 

implementation. These are important tools for team management and external communication, but 

their implications are often limited to the scope of the project. There were 7 priority designations 

identified, largely instigated by the public sector. Each of these highlighted important areas for 

specific landscape interests, such as natural beauty or wetlands. There were 9 ongoing partnerships 

operating, most of which were multi-stakeholder: some have almost national coverage of individual 

partnerships, e.g. Local Enterprise Partnerships, others are more limited in their overall geography, 

                                                           
2 Government site for Nature Improvement Areas- https://bit.ly/2HROXXg 
3 Criteria for assessing sufficiency of sites designation for habitats listed in annex I and species listed in annex II 
of the Habitats Directive. The European Topic Centre on Biological Diversity 
4 Areas of outstanding natural beauty (AONBs): designation and management. (2017) Natural England. 
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/areas-of-outstanding-natural-beauty-aonbs-designation-and-management 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/areas-of-outstanding-natural-beauty-aonbs-designation-and-management


 

eg. Natural Improvement Areas. Each Partnership is convened to make decisions about discrete, 

specific elements of regional natural capital and has varying degrees of influence.  

Regional Initiatives 

The review identified 27regional initiatives (summarised in Appendix iii). These were often regional 

applications of national projects and were predominantly spatially explicit strategies which 

addressed specific aspects of natural capital across local geographical areas. These ranged from 

plans which suggested priorities for action, to those which set out the remit of specific projects or 

budgets. These initiatives are designed to play important roles in local management and speak to 

specific audiences. They are frequently intended to support regional entities in achieving their 

mandates by providing a clear indication of the relevance of broad policies to the local context.  

 

Table 1. The number of initiatives within the identified categories. Individual initiatives may fall into multiple categories.  

Type of Initiative Number identified 

Spatially Explicit Strategies 17 

Priority Designations 7 

Partnerships 9 

 

 

Table 2. The involvement of different sectors in the design and implementation of spatial initiatives. 

 

Sectors currently delivering or managing the initiatives 

Public NGO Multi-stakeholder 
Other (E.g. 
private or 
academic) 

Spatially explicit strategies 
 

3 8 5 4 

Priority designations 
 

7 4 0 4 

Partnerships 
 

1 3 6 3 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Interviews 

Methods 

Respondents were identified by WWF to represent a cross section of key stakeholders. Fifteen were 

contacted initially by WWF staff and invited to participate. Dr Sinclair then followed up and arranged 

the interviews. Eleven were available for interview and four were unavailable.  

The interviews were conducted using a semi-structured, approach which drew on Grounded Theory 

techniques5. Grounded Theory is a qualitative research approach which emphasises the importance of 

allowing respondents to lead interviews on the basis that they have a better understanding of what is 

important. This leads to broader-ranging discussions which when analysed to address a specific 

question provide rich, nuanced insights into the research topic. A list of questions was developed 

prior to the interviews which explored three main areas; experiences with past approaches, 

                                                           
5 Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1991) Basics of Qualitative Research. 



 

impressions from the “Norfolk, a world class environment” event6, and the potential for natural 

capital planning in the region (Appendix i). Because respondents had considered their position and 

attitudes to natural capital plans as part of their professional activities, they were often very 

forthcoming with clearly reasoned arguments. As a result, a reactive, grounded theory approach was 

taken and the protocol was used as a guide with any questions which remained unaddressed being 

addressed at the end of the interview. As the respondents had a broad range of different 

backgrounds and professional roles, the interviews ranged widely. There was clear consensus on 

many issues but a large range of origins of stakeholder perspectives.  

The interviews were transcribed and analysed in Nvivo software using a thematic analysis method as 

described by Braun and Clarke (2006)7. Codes, defined as simple concepts, were identified within the 

transcripts. Wherever possible, invivo codes were used, i.e. the original words of the respondent were 

used to name the code. As themes emerged from the data, they were used to group the codes. These 

themes were then used to iteratively re-analyse the data and provide an interpretation of the results 

which was thoroughly grounded in the words of the respondents.  

Ethical considerations 

When respondents were invited for interview they were provided with a brief description of the aims 

of the research and an indication of the potential length and topics covered. All interviews began with 

a short discussion about the aims of the research and the manner in which the data was to be used. 

Respondents were informed that they could halt the interview at any time and could decline to 

answer any question without giving a reason. Dr Sinclair asked their permission to record the 

interviews and indicated that the recording could be stopped at any time. No respondents declined 

any question, requested to stop the recording or halted the interview. In most interviews the 

discussions digressed to other topics and Dr Sinclair stopped the recording.  

 

Table 3. The organisations interviewed during this research. 

                                                           
6The “Norfolk a World Class Environment” event was held in Norwich on 12/12/18 to discuss developing a 
natural capital plan for Norfolk.   
7 Virginia Braun & Victoria Clarke (2006) Using thematic analysis in psychology, Qualitative Research in 
Psychology, 3:2, 77-101 

Organisations interviewed Category 

Norfolk County Council Local government 

Cambridgeshire County Council Local government 

Environment Agency DEFRA group 

Natural England DEFRA group 

Broads Authority National park authority 

Water Resources East Water resources organisation 

The Rivers Trust/CamEO Board 
Umbrella catchment organisation / 
partnership 

National Farmers Union Land manager representative 

New Anglia LEP Economic partnership 

Wild Anglia LNP Conservation partnership 

RSPB Conservation NGO 



 

Results 

Sixteen emergent themes were identified during the analysis. These themes were grouped within 

three main categories, contextual themes, those that addressed the need for strategic planning, and 

themes related to water. These themes and categories inter-relate as indicated in Figure One.  

Contextual Themes 

Norfolk as a world class environment 

A theme which ran throughout the interviews was the pride that the respondents had in the beauty 

and value of the environment in their area. This enthusiasm for the region’s nature was reflected in 

the title of an event held in December 2018; “Norfolk: A World Class Environment” which highlighted 

many of the internationally notable features of the area. This event sought to convene the community 

to develop a regional strategy for biodiversity, ecosystem services and the environment. Many of the 

respondents had either attended the event or were involved in its planning. Where respondents 

hadn’t attended, they had all heard about the event, and in many cases their colleagues had 

attended. Respondents felt that their valuation of the regional importance from a conservation 

perspective was more than just local pride and would be recognised by others, “If nothing else, you'd 

look at that if you were WWF and say, "That's a sweet spot, isn't it? That's a sweet spot”. Whilst they 

discussed their own views, respondents also felt that local communities shared their opinions. One 

respondent noted that a recent investigation into what local communities wanted for the future of 

Norfolk and Suffolk had revealed “a green and pleasant land is important to us” and that of the 

respondents they consulted, “84% - 86% were saying our green environment is really important to 

us”. This was also reflected in the interviews with respondents who held democratically elected 

positions. A representative from local government noted that from an environmental perspective, 

their authority was “highly ambitious” and felt that they were constrained in realising the full extent 

of their ambition, “By all means, set minimums, but don't set maximums because that holds us back.”. 

Collectively, the respondents operated across a large geographical area and some did not overlap in 

their spheres of operation. Nevertheless, there was little disagreement in their comments on this 

topic. Whilst this study was limited in scope, it does appear from the data to be an opinion shared 

across the study area. One respondent noted that even the area addressed by “Norfolk: A World Class 

Environment” was “a massive area that's not particularly well defined.”. Another also acknowledged 

that this pride in nature was shared by both Norfolk and Suffolk and could be used to foster a 

collaborative approach, “that partnership going forward really has got to be for Norfolk and Suffolk 

together”. 

Existing spatial initiatives 

The respondents discussed existing landscape approaches at length. Whilst a large number of plans, 

initiatives and tools were identified in the review, the majority of these were not raised by 

respondents in the interviews. Instead, discussion focused on a small minority. The most frequently 

mentioned were the catchment partnerships, the local enterprise partnerships and Anglian Water’s 

community engagement efforts. Respondents did speak in general terms however about their 

experiences with a much wider variety of approaches and frequently gave examples of specific 

projects. As all respondents actively worked with plans in their professional capacities, they had well-

considered opinions and positions and so there were clear themes in the interviews.  



 

 

The current opportunity for improved environmental management 

A clear, overarching theme that emerged was that the current political climate represents an 

opportunity for improved management of natural capital, potentially through a successor to the 

Common Agricultural Policy. This is in part because it represented a very rare opportunity to redesign 

systems, “The existing system has been around for 50 years and was set up in '63. If we get this right 

and we have 50 years of next one and it deals with climate change and growth and all the things that 

we are interested in, that's going to be much more important”. There was also a broadly shared 

opinion that it would require significant effort to translate this opportunity into meaningful 

improvements in environmental management. There was however an appetite for a coordinated and 

enthusiastic response to this challenge, “Don't be shy. This is not the time to be charming. This is the 

time to really put your foot down and drive a [expletive] coach and horses through this because there 

Figure 1. The connections and relationships between emergent themes. 



 

will never be another chance like this.”. In keeping with this theme, some respondents specifically 

noted the importance of developing a policy which would facilitate ambitious natural capital gains 

“we’ve got to have a policy that allows us to go as far as it's possible to go”. They noted that if a policy 

was designed such that it benefited all stakeholders, it could potentially be resistant to political 

uncertainties in the future “Make it something that survives policy change because it's in the interest 

of everybody who is working there to do it in that way”. There was a clear feeling however that there 

was a risk of ineffective, bureaucratic policies which might not deliver the desired outcomes “The 

challenge is finding a model for delivery that is effective and not just a bureaucratic process.”. Overall 

however the communal attitude was very positive. In the words of one respondent, “I think that the 

biggest question I suppose we've got to answer is how ambitious are we willing to be”. 

The changing attitudes of farmers and land managers 

Farmers and land managers as a stakeholder group were discussed in most of the interviews. 

Respondents who worked directly with farmers felt that there had been a considerable recent change 

in attitudes, “I would say that there’s been an absolute scene change in farming attitudes towards the 

environment in the last 10 years”. Respondents felt that farmers were now taking much more pride in 

nature on their land than previously, “You go on Twitter and you see them all tweeting about all the 

different bird species that they've now got on their arable farmland” and noted “There is still a 

minority of farmers that just say, "This is all environmental crap and I just want to be left to farm on 

my own." They are very much the minority now.”. Where it was discussed, respondents expressed 

that farmers felt positively about nature on their land, “They've seen wildlife on their land. They're 

just proud of what they're actually delivering.”.  

Respondents made a clear case that farmers are operating businesses, and that whilst they may feel 

positively towards the environment, they have to operate within financial constraints. One 

respondent commented that farmers had said, "You know what? I don't care what I grow. If you want 

me to grow butterflies instead of wheat, I'll do it, but tell me how much I'm going to get paid, so I 

know that I can pay my bills”. To achieve this, the respondent felt that, “farmers very definitely need 

to be represented at the table with catchment partnerships.”. They also noted that it was critical that 

farmers were able to retain agency over their actions on their own land, “You don't need to 

compulsorily make farmers just set aside land. You need to have a system where they can choose 

what land to use for what and what you're going to pay for.". 

There was also a clear recognition of the need to share the risk and responsibility of increasing natural 

capital between land managers and the public sector. One respondent summarised this, “it’s that 

shared public-private risk. I see myself as a public servant trying to make it better for the public and 

he’s a private man trying to run a business.”. Respondents also identified the need more generally for 

pro-environmental actions to be conducted voluntarily rather than as some form of legislative 

requirement. One respondent who worked directly with farmers was able to identify both their desire 

for better environmental management and their need for autonomy, “Farmers that we talk to want it, 

they want flexibility”.  

Themes addressing natural capital planning  

The need for a strategic and connected approach 

There was a clear consensus among respondents that a large change in environmental landscape 

governance was required. The current approaches were felt to be under delivering and there was a 

shared desire for something better. As one respondent noted, “Planning policy in my view sets the 



 

bar very, very low,”. There was broad agreement that current approaches were too disconnected, 

siloed or not sufficiently strategic. Respondents noted; “The join up isn't quite there”, “unfortunately, 

the way that the resource is managed is it's very siloed”, and, “There's lots of people there doing 

excellent work and I wouldn't question it for a moment. But it's just pulling it all together”. Put simply, 

respondents wanted a more joined up, connected approach, “my main message is that there are 

some positives, but I suppose there needs to be a bit more joining together really”.  Respondents felt 

that there had been numerous gradual changes which collectively meant a significant adaptation of 

planning approaches was needed. One respondent asked, “How do we move? How do we make those 

step changes?”  whilst another recognised this need within their own work, “we're making 

incremental steps towards having something that's quite useful, but we're not there yet in terms of 

stuff that's going to affect and influence farmers in running their businesses”. One example of gradual 

change over recent years comes from the farming community, “You went from a situation where 

environmental management was a niche activity within the farming community, to where it was a 

mass market activity.”. This gradual change in attitudes and capacity has also been experienced by the 

land use planning community, “there's been quite a lot of hard graft over the last 10 or so years to 

move some of these local plans and policies forward”.  

Respondents speculated as to what form this step change might take from their own perspectives. 

Natural capital was frequently identified as being at the centre of any new approaches. One 

respondent summarised this, “There is a need for a new way forward. This is where I see a natural 

capital approach very much helping to drive that change”, whilst another stated “It's got to be a step 

change in how people are engaged on natural capital and how central it can be to lifestyle in the 21st 

century”. Respondents frequently noted that they felt that they were lacking the proper tools or 

techniques, one respondent remarked, “I don't think you can sit down and create a definitive plan 

because a lot of the methodology is not currently there to develop a fully targeted toolbox for 

delivery”. Whilst respondents were asked about existing spatial tools, they broadly felt that there was 

currently a deficit in terms of mandate, process or guidance for natural capital planning, “Who's 

leading on all this? Where's the structure? Who's taking the lead?”. As the review of spatial initiatives 

demonstrates, there have been a large number of tools designed to provide various forms of 

direction, yet respondents did not feel this niche was effectively filled. Instead, they either felt that 

there was no guidance or that the existing tools achieved very little; “The bottom line for me is that 

you've got very little structure or tools or guidance now for the region” and “they haven't actually 

really done very much with the maps”.  

Despite this deficit, there was a consensus about the need for a shared, strategic vision. Respondents 

expressed this in terms relevant to them, a representative from the LEP suggested “Bring a big 

resilience project proposal to the LEP. We're interested in it.” whilst a representative from local 

government said, “There definitely is a case to look at the governance model”. Attitudes to the 

purpose of a strategic approach were unanimous and clear. Put simply, “If you can’t influence the 

decision-making process, the plan-making, the policy-making, the strategies, then it’s not really going 

to happen.”.  

The importance of engaging the private sector 

Most respondents mentioned that engaging the private sector was critical if natural capital was to be 

increased. Different sectors were mentioned, most predominantly those that receive direct benefits 

from the environment, such as the tourism industry and the water sector. There was a clear 

implication that engagement would need to reach beyond those immediately affected to the private 

sector more broadly. As many economic activities have negative effects on the environment, some 

respondents were concerned that natural capital was not being properly considered, “The meetings 



 

I'm going to Whitehall about these days are all about housing. Natural capital is an add-on”. Some 

respondents noted however that there was potential to improve this within the existing frameworks, 

“Natural capital is in there, within the industrial strategy”. A respondent from an NGO noted that 

directly engaging with developers had been effective, but that efforts were limited by the NGOs 

capacity, “There might be a lot of opportunities, but the frustration is we can't necessarily take all 

those up. We can't get involved with all the big housing developments”. They suggested that a more 

systematic way of engaging with the private sector was needed. 

Respondents also noted the potential for the private sector to invest in natural capital, “how can we 

get partnership funding to make up for the short fall that central government doesn't want to 

provide”. Multiple respondents noted that ultimately the private sector depended on a well-managed 

environment, “most of our tourism businesses are based on a quality environment”. They reported 

that one of the primary barriers was their lack of a clear strategy for requesting financial support, a 

respondent from a government agency commented “It’s partly we’re lousy at doing the straight ask. 

We're starting to learn what the returns are”. 

Broadly speaking, respondents felt that there was not an effective approach, vehicle or tool for 

streamlining engagement with the private sector. This meant that negotiating reduced impacts or 

increased contributions was challenging and ad hoc. There was a majority view that the private sector 

benefited from a healthy environment which they ultimately did not support sufficiently. In other 

sections of the interviews respondents suggested that the agriculture and water sectors are 

potentially exceptions in that they have notably increased engagement with environmental 

management of various forms in recent years. There was a consensus that the burden should be 

shared more broadly beyond these sectors however and a stronger case made for private entities to 

invest in natural capital, “Where can you invest? What sort of income-generating opportunities can 

you create to make sure that green infrastructure and that natural environment is being properly 

protected over the longer term?”. 

The need for connecting national to local 

Respondents repeatedly identified that translating high level goals into effective local implementation 

was challenging, “It's one thing to come up with policy at high level, but then how do you then make 

sure that it's deliverable and implementing that on the ground”. This was expressed in different ways, 

the respondents who dealt directly with farmers felt that ultimately personal interactions with land 

managers were key, “You can have all the maps but it's really actually who speaks to who on the 

ground and identifies the opportunities that ends up delivering more projects”. There was a clear 

consensus that planning approaches should be tailored to local contexts in order to ensure 

effectiveness. As a result, managing the interface between regional and national sensitively and 

consciously was perceived as important, “I'm not saying the national side isn't important, it is just 

different to the regional”. One respondent noted that there was often a disconnect between the top 

down and bottom up approaches, referred to as “the missing middle”.    

The need to draw connections between natural capital and social benefits 

Respondents were clear that one of the key changes that came with an increase in the perceived 

value of natural capital was an appreciation of the connections between different social goods. A 

clear connection was drawn by multiple respondents between natural areas and benefits to the 

health and wellbeing of local communities. Respondents felt that this should be reflected in plans; 

“the very real benefits that are on offer for physical and mental health well-being” and “It has to be a 

public health strategy. Just take it a little bit further and it's got so much more meaning”. There was a 

clear view that developing plans made the link between natural capital and social and economic 



 

benefits would make a stronger case to both the public and to decision makers more broadly, 

“Presented as something that offers multi-benefits, maybe it is easier to resource that work, and also 

to take that work to decision makers”.  

The need to tailor plans to the local context 

Respondents identified considerable variations in regional context and local governance. For example, 

whilst entities like catchment partnerships and local enterprise partnerships exist across the nation, 

they differ in their make-up, ambitions and capacities. One respondent noted that there is “a vast 

difference in how catchment partnerships are made up around the country” and that “the makeup 

and character gets determined by who's actually hosting the partnerships”. As a result, there was a 

clearly identified need to tailor approaches to the local context. Put simply, “you do need locally 

appropriate solutions”. 

All interviews touched on a wider debate about the appropriate scale of governance for landscape 

management. In simple terms, smaller scale approaches are often more locally relevant, yet 

commonly at a cost of financial and bureaucratic inefficiency. One respondent summarised this 

debate through the lens of empowerment; “We can see that creeping in with the catchment planning 

and natural capital, that suddenly it's owned by the people that have got the resources by and large, 

therefore, you've lost that local bottom-up input. People don't feel an ownership, they don't feel 

empowered by the process, they feel they're being told this is the process. Again, they'll go out and 

do their own thing”. Other respondents echoed this within the contexts of their own experiences, for 

example, the representative from The Rivers Trust reported that their organisations had originated 

from a need to deliver better bottom up management. A member of local government stated their 

need to be locally empowered to address community needs; “They actually need to empower us to 

legislate and set our own standards, demands what's best for us”. It was however recognised that 

delivering bespoke local solutions was not easy. A representative from the Defra group summarised 

this concisely, “The devil’s going to be in the details”. 

Understanding landscape complexity to inform decisions 

Respondents were clear that one of the barriers to landscape level decisions, is the challenge of 

assessing very large amounts of data to identify priority areas for different actions. Multiple 

respondents commented on how difficult this challenge appeared to be, “At the moment, you look at 

a from a regional perspective, and you just think, "Crikey, it's an awful lot to do," but there ain't much 

there, basically. It's quite daunting.”. Some noted that they felt they lacked the tools to address this 

issue, “a lot of the methodology is not currently there to develop a fully targeted toolbox for 

delivery”. There was frequently an interest in drawing from international experiences and 

approaches, ”sharing best practice further afield than Britain would be really good. That would be 

helpful to us”. Some respondents felt that there was potential for a technical tool, “I think it might 

end up being some analysis tool where all of the county is mapped and opportunities for green 

infrastructure are recognised.”. Given the range of needs and applications, such a tool would ideally 

speak to different sectors. Many respondents identified their perception of the need by discussing 

how they might apply a strategic plan in their work. For example, a representative from local 

government identified a need for identifying natural capital priorities to inform discussions with 

developers, “When we are making decisions about where we're going to put houses, it should be very 

mindful of the mapping that's already been done, showing where there is stuff of value”. 



 

Balancing perfectionism and pragmatism 

There was a clear recognition of the need to draw a balance between pragmatism and perfectionism; 

“We know that there isn't such thing as perfect plan. What we want is reasonable plan that works 

well in a lot of different circumstances for a lot of different people”. Respondents frequently 

identified the importance of designing an iterative process which would allow for this balance to be 

managed as well as facilitating rapid improvements, “Yes, there'll be different iterations and things 

won't be perfect at the start, but let's make sure, as much as is possible, we get a product that people 

are largely happy with.”. 

The critical importance of collaboration 

One of the strongest themes running through all of the interviews was that of the need for 

collaboration. All respondents felt that if natural capital was to be effectively managed, it would need 

to be achieved through a cooperatively developed strategy; “it can only work if there's a common set 

of targets and other people actually sign up to delivering something specific to do with achieving 

those targets”. Respondents noted the importance of dialogue, collaboration and building social 

capital, “The process of creating that dialogue, I realize, is very important”. In many cases they were 

already working to create the foundations needed for such a process, “what we're trying to do is build 

the networks, build social capital so that we can actually deal effectively with those really difficult 

decisions”, and “the time to work together to find common ground and to build those stronger 

partnerships with the different interests is potentially happening now”. There were two clear reasons 

for developing the plans collaboratively. Firstly, respondents recognised that the effectiveness of plan 

implementation hinged on the extent to which stakeholders were invested in the process, i.e. the 

extent to which the process generated social capital, “Everyone's got to buy into it”. The second key 

contribution of a collaborative process is that managed effectively, it can improve the quality and 

relevance of plans, “talk to each of the key organizations, key personnel in it, with a conceptual model 

of bringing it all together and saying, "Does that work for you? Can you see the benefits? Can you 

improve it? Can you help it evolve? Am I missing something here?". 

Respondents did however note that despite a rich history of consultative processes, innovation was 

needed in this area. One respondent noted, “Nobody is used to collaborative planning. The models 

and the capacity don't really exist at the moment. We're in our transition period.”, whilst another 

reported “There are lots of examples where you start to see that happening. It's inspirational. It's still 

not mainstream, that's the challenge and that's what we're aiming for.”.  Respondents noted that 

many of the elements needed were already part of the wider fields of landscape and environmental 

management, but that they needed to be effectively combined. For example, a representative from a 

national park noted that planning approaches needed to recognise the individual contributions made 

by stakeholders in order to improve their buy-in to the process, “it actually was recognition, that yes 

you had done something, in fact, a little bit extra”. Others noted that different public entities needed 

to improve their methods of cooperation, “the local government has to work better together”. Whilst 

respondents felt that improvement in this area was needed, they were clear that they felt this need 

was widely recognised, “what the government wants, is to bring in the other players, the other actors, 

for them to have more of a role and to pick up the partnerships and make things work”. 

Communication, narrative and messaging 

Respondents felt that there was a strong potential to leverage enthusiasm and interest from a range 

of stakeholders and sectors. A representative from a Local Enterprise Partnership felt that with a 

strategic plan they could capitalise on this potential, “if the system is there, and it's recognised, and 

everybody thinks it's doing the right thing, fine, we don't need to develop a system. We'll do 



 

everything else. The resourcing, the coming together, the partnership, the branding.”. It was also 

clear that effectively drawing on the wider community was critical, “we recognise we can't do it on 

our own, we have to tell people to help us do this stuff, but the vision is huge, it is enormous.”. As a 

result, the importance of narrative and messaging was a regularly recurring theme throughout the 

interviews, as this was felt to be central to attracting wider support. Some respondents were very 

explicit about this; “Again, I'll say narrative. I keep saying it”. There was a consensus that an effective 

message was about delivering information in a manner sensitive to the audience, “How could we then 

put together arguments, thoughts that were strong as possible” and “the right information, presented 

in the right way to the right people.”. Respondents explored this theme within their own contexts, 

those who worked with farmers talked about the importance of an approach that empowered land 

managers, rather than appearing to force them to act a certain way. Respondents in public facing 

roles referenced the power of effective campaigns, such as the recent plastics campaign. Those 

working for conservation agencies noted the importance of speaking to positive public perceptions of 

Norfolk’s environment, and drawing the connections between natural capital and the success of local 

businesses. One respondent summarised the issue by stating that “this is about behaviour and hearts 

and minds”. 

As well as discussing the role of narrative, respondents also highlighted the importance of having a 

practical communication strategy for a strategic plan. A respondent who regularly worked with 

farmers noted the value of maps in facilitating communication; “The fact that you've got the maps, 

then makes those conversations easier. Because you can say to this farmer that somebody has told 

you might be willing to do something on their land. You could say, "Well, that's great, because look at 

the map. You've got this risk here that we could help mitigate through this.". Another noted that with 

a spatial tool “you can start to overlay people's drivers, funding streams and objectives” and identify 

where crossovers and synergies occurred.  

Water focused themes 

The central role of water 

Of the 11 respondents, 3 worked for organisations which focused on water issues (Water Resources 

East, The Rivers Trust and The Broads Authority). The central role of water was however a recurrent 

theme throughout the interviews. A representative from a conservation NGO noted that, “water 

seems to be a key thing that keeps coming up”. This was echoed by many other respondents, a 

representative from local government noted “One of the key issues in this bit of the world is the 

whole question of climate change and water, the quantity of water, the quality of water, too much in 

the wrong places, too little in the other parts of the county”. An individual whose professional focus 

was water issues felt that this was because the issue inherently connected people, “What underpins 

everything that we've done is the realization that we all share water. It doesn't belong to anybody. It's 

natural resources. There's a finite amount of it.”. Whilst there is a loose awareness that our 

landscapes are interconnected, respondents reported that the important role of water to society 

focused attention, “all these new people coming into the area, where is the water going to come from 

without hammering that environment more than it is already?”.  

The role of water companies 

Anglian Water was frequently reported to have been proactive in connecting water issues to 

conservation and natural capital. A representative from a LEP stated, “Anglian Water have done quite 

a lot of work on this” and a member of a national NGO noted, “Anglian Water, in particular, is 

definitely being proactive in getting out there and resource protection. Looking at softer measures 



 

rather than just building infrastructure to treat water”. This proactivity towards landscape level 

environmental management was attributed by some respondents as a result of an active response to 

the desires of their customers. One respondent who actively contributed to the customer challenge 

process, a method of capturing the views of customers, stated that, “if the customers said, "Actually 

we want more environmental gain." Well, then they delivered it through their plans.”. Multiple 

respondents also noted that the ubiquitous influence of water meant that water companies 

interacted with many aspects of the landscape, “they influence so many things. They should use that 

influence more, so they could influence the planning system. They could influence the biodiversity 

system. They could influence the farming system”. 

Catchment partnerships 

When respondents discussed water, they often referred to the effectiveness of catchment 

partnerships. There are obvious advantages for water management, as a member of local 

government noted, “taking a catchment approach to managing water is absolutely essential”. 

Multiple respondents commented on the effectiveness of the approach more broadly however. A 

representative who worked directly with farmers noted, “I like the local catchment plans, because 

they're an upper understanding framework which leads to localized action and real change on the 

ground. I think they're the most valuable element.”. Those working in the water sector felt that 

catchment partnerships were more of an approach than a specific tool. They also felt that this 

approach had a greater potential as it draws together wider environmental conversations. A 

respondent from local government summarised this, “when you think about water it's essentially 

literally a whole series of interconnecting catchment areas and taking a catchment approach to 

managing water is absolutely essential. I'm sure we've got a lot further to go to make it look better. I 

think it's definitely the right approach.”. A representative from a water focused organisation 

suggested that, “it's all about spatial planning. It's what it is. It's just using the unit of a catchment. For 

us, it's the right one because all other areas will interact within the catchment”. Some respondents 

stated that they felt that there was considerable potential to incorporate natural capital, “the concept 

of that natural capital approach is very much akin to the way we've always worked. We've always 

promoted managing catchments based on ecosystem services”. A representative from the Defra 

group also expressed this, however they noted that stakeholders who engaged in catchment 

partnerships were still learning about natural capital, “That discussion is only just starting…they’re not 

fully comprehending what this natural capital approach is, and what it means, and how it can be 

used”. Respondents reported a lot of variation between catchment partnerships, noting that they 

were often tailored to local needs. A respondent who worked directly with land managers 

commented that “the evolution of catchment partnerships has not been mandated particularly and so 

there's a big mix”. Whilst this variation reportedly allowed for improved local relevance, a respondent 

who worked with catchment partnerships did caution that the lack of official legitimacy did present a 

barrier, “without that legitimacy it's quite a handbrake for the partnerships”.   

The potential role of WWF-UK 

When interpreting the comments of respondents about the potential role WWF could play, it is 

important to note the context under which the interviews occurred. These individuals agreed to be 

interviewed as part of WWF-UK’s research and thus are likely to have a positive attitude towards 

WWF-UK. The active listening that underpins the interview process can in some cases elicit a more 

favourable attitude towards the interviewer and the organisation they represent. Nevertheless, the 

respondents’ perceptions of WWF-UK’s potential role in the region and the topic of natural capital 

planning were broadly positive. 



 

There was a clear consensus that WWF-UK would be well placed in a strategic advocacy role. This 

perceived role was comprised of multiple separate elements. Firstly, given the strong and clear 

reputation of WWF-UK, if the organisation was to endorse or support an approach, either regionally 

or to central government, then it would be more likely to gain wider support and traction. One 

respondent reflected that, “a player that's effectively on a world stage and looks really strategically is 

a really valuable partner to have in a piece of work like this” and another suggested, “WWF leading a 

campaign like that, we’ll sign up to it, we’re stronger together”. This advocacy was perceived as 

valuable both at the regional level and with national government, “I think WWF have played an 

important part of getting to national”. WWF-UK was also perceived as being in a strong position to 

play this role as they are “Above the fray”, and so can retain a degree of impartiality. 

Respondents were also clear that they recognised the strong capacity of WWF-UK to drive 

communication with specific organisations or the general public, “in terms of communicating the 

value and the need and importance of this work, there could be a role there”. This connected with the 

broadly recognised need for a strategic, landscape level approach. Respondents felt that the higher 

level, relatively impartial position of WWF-UK would allow them to lead on strategic thinking, “My 

great hope for WWF would be for them to achieve that national, international recognition of the 

importance of natural capital and to be really be able to take that forward and lead on it”. 

Respondents also clearly identified that WWF-UK could apply their international experiences to 

develop better approaches in the UK context. There were two elements to this contribution, firstly 

WWF-UK was felt to have access to the science needed for complex landscape-level management, 

“they should put time and money into developing the science”. Secondly, international experience in 

complex interventions was perceived as being directly relevant to developing natural capital plans. In 

essence, the perceived potential role of WWF-UK was to speak with an informed and respected voice 

in a number of critical forums.  

Discussion of interviews 

Addressing bias 

The respondents were all experts in their fields actively working to improve the Norfolk and Suffolk 

areas. As such, they had well developed opinions and perspectives on the potential for landscape 

level management of natural capital. This positively contributed to the quality of the interviews as 

respondents had well-evidenced views. This does however introduce a potential for bias as 

respondents were actively working to achieve specific goals in the region. This potential bias takes 

multiple forms. Firstly, as respondents were unanimously aware of the potential for improving the 

management of natural capital, they had a strong focus on the future and were less inclined to discuss 

past events. Secondly, they were intentionally advocating for outcomes they desired. This could have 

numerous effects, they may seek to encourage WWF-UK to assist them, they may seek to advance the 

causes of their organisation or political group, or they may have a strong focus on the importance of 

their sector’s role. This potential bias has been managed throughout the analysis. Where themes have 

emerged that address specific sectors, the views of respondents have been analysed separately 

according to whether they work within that sector.  

There was also a potential bias against negativity towards WWF-UK or the conservation sector. The 

majority of respondents either work in the conservation sector or work for local government in areas 

that are reported to have a positive attitude to nature and the environment. The views expressed 

may therefore be unusually positive towards improving the management of natural capital and the 



 

increased involvement of WWF-UK. It is important to note however that respondents were selected 

as they communally were likely to play important roles in natural capital planning. This decision 

potentially introduces bias, but also provides greater insights into the views and attitudes of 

stakeholders most likely to engage with landscape level natural capital plans.  

Respondent representation of wider views within the region 

The small number of respondents imposes limitations on the findings of this study. Respondents were 

recruited from organisations which engage in regional planning activities with a particular focus on 

environmental aspects. These findings do not therefore reflect the views of the wider population of 

East Anglia. The individuals interviewed would however be likely to play an active role in natural 

capital planning efforts. They are therefore able to collectively provide insights into the views and 

attitudes likely to be encountered if natural capital planning were to be conducted in the region. The 

respondents collectively held a broad and in-depth knowledge of the context of the conservation and 

environmental management of East Anglia. Many had insights from the ground level through their 

work with land managers and farmers, whilst others engaged with many other sectors at regional or 

national levels and so had a more strategic perspective. There was a mix of sector representation, 

with perspectives from politics and the civil service, as well as the private and NGO sectors. There was 

a bias towards older, more established respondents, however this was intentional and necessary to 

get the informed insights required. The majority of respondents had a strong technical knowledge of 

environmental issues. The respondents collectively had a relatively shared view on the majority of 

issues raised. Consensus was particularly clear on the need for a strategic approach underpinned by a 

collaborative, unifying process.  

This consensus may be an indicator of collective bias. As all respondents had positive attitudes 

towards the environment, they may equally have unusually positive attitudes to natural capital 

management. There were however representatives from the farming community, the water industry 

and a local enterprise partnership (which is mandated to “undertake activities to drive economic 

growth and job creation, improve infrastructure and raise workforce skills”8). This suggests that if 

natural capital plans were perceived as a potential threat to economic interests, then this would likely 

have been raised. Whilst there is certainly variation in attitudes to natural capital planning, it does 

appear that broadly speaking, they are positive. Differences in stakeholder attitudes are likely to 

emerge in the details of how plans are designed and implemented.  

Extrapolating to other areas 

There was a clear local focus to this research, the topics, examples and discussions in many of the 

interviews were drawn from the East Anglian context. For many respondents this was a result of the 

focus of their professional activities, they, or their organisations, operated largely within this area. 

This was not exclusively the case however, some respondents had a wider or national focus. This has a 

number of implications for extrapolating these results to other areas. The strong local pride in the 

natural capital of Norfolk and Suffolk may not be present elsewhere. This may mean that attitudes 

towards natural capital planning may be different or less enthusiastic in other contexts.  

The consistency between respondents with a local focus and those with a wider perspective suggests 

that there are similar themes elsewhere in terms of attitudes to present, past and future approaches 

to landscape level management of natural capital. Respondents also clearly identified those initiatives 

which differ between regions, for example, Local Enterprise Partnerships were identified by multiple 

                                                           
8 https://www.lepnetwork.net/about-leps/location-map/ 



 

respondents as being highly variable. This suggests that respondents were aware of the types of 

regional variation and so were able to contextualise their own views to some extent.  

Key findings from the interviews 

The desire for better strategic vision 

Throughout the interviews there was a clearly expressed desire for a better strategic management of 

England’s natural capital at a landscape scale. Respondents report gradual change which has resulted 

in an increased appreciation of the importance of the natural environment and the ecosystem 

services it provides. This may be linked to a broader cultural awareness of such issues, for example 

climate change or increased flooding events. Respondents report that among farmers and land 

managers this has likely been facilitated by the broad coverage of agri-environment schemes. Whilst 

the increased engagement with proactive management for biodiversity and the environment under 

these schemes has been financially driven, the findings of this research do suggest that it also 

improved their attitudes towards the value of natural capital.  

Respondents were unanimously clear that the catalyst for change in this instance was Brexit. There 

was a widely shared view that there was a strong potential to replace the CAP with an improved 

system for landscape management. The respondents had considerable experience with a range of 

projects and so had clear views on what might contribute to success. As a result, there was strong 

consensus around the central components of this broad topic; the question of scale, the importance 

of local relevance, the role of collaborative approaches and the potential for leveraging funds. There 

was however a clear open question as to exactly how such an approach might be designed and 

executed. A clear finding of this research however is that a novel approach is required, ideally one 

which combines a social process and an analytical element capable of dealing with a wide range of 

elements across a landscape.  

The strengths and weaknesses of existing plans, initiatives and tools 

There are a range of approaches for environmental management that have been implemented in the 

study area. A clear theme to emerge throughout the interviews is that whilst many of them have been 

effective and impactful, the majority have not been holistic, systematic or inclusive.  

Respondents identified that previous plans were not holistic in that they did not consider the 

landscape as a whole, but instead focused on discrete elements. Existing plans and approaches 

frequently identify a target focus, such as areas of high biodiversity or the role of forests (examples 

include SSSIs and regional strategic forest plans). They then explore how objectives relating to that 

issue might be achieved. Whilst potentially effective for delivering discrete projects, this approach 

does not facilitate a collective management of the wide spectrum of ecosystems, stakeholders and 

public goods. What was clearly lacking was an approach that identified how society’s needs might be 

met through a single approach that maximises synergies, reduces replication and increases landscape 

resilience.  

Previous plans were also not systematic in that the process by which priority areas were identified 

was often ad hoc, expert-driven or opportunistic. In many cases such approaches might be effective, 

however the broad range of complex socio-economic, bio-geographic and political considerations 

means that a more robust approach is required for landscape-level management of natural capital.  

There was a clear potential for an inclusive approach. Respondents frequently discussed the need for 

the shared ownership of a collaborative process which recognised contributions, identified 



 

beneficiaries and facilitated further investment or voluntary contributions. Respondents recognised 

that delivering a landscape level vision would require coordinated actions between stakeholders, 

organisations and communities. They also felt that if this coordinated action was to generate the 

social capital required for effective implementation, it would need to represent a shared vision for the 

landscape.  

The implications for land managers 

There was a clear consensus throughout the interviews that natural capital plans should not be used 

to force land managers to manage their estates for natural capital. The themes of collaboration and 

tailoring to the local context were part of a clear overarching message that stakeholders should be 

allowed to engage with and drive the planning process. The strategies created through scientifically 

underpinned collaborations should then be used to leverage funding to support land managers who 

voluntarily engage in managing their properties for natural capital. At no point was it suggested that 

the plans would be used to impose restrictions or obligations upon the agency of land managers. The 

plans could potentially be used to inform land use decisions, for example for new housing 

developments, however this would be through an entirely separate process.  

Discussion of existing spatial initiatives 

Whilst there are a large range of existing spatial initiatives in the study area, a small minority were 

repeatedly discussed in the interviews. They were not necessarily the focus of attention as a result of 

success or failure, but rather as a result of their broader influence and effect. The variation in the 

extent to which initiatives were discussed appeared to be a reflection of the extent to which the 

initiative had the potential to have ongoing influence. All of the initiatives frequently discussed were 

partnerships of some form and had the potential to adapt to future challenges and needs. They 

therefore had an ongoing relevance to respondents, whereas the implications of spatial plans 

developed to guide specific projects had limited ongoing influence. This section will examine those 

initiatives most frequently discussed in detail using a combination of interview data and the review of 

initiatives.  

Local Enterprise Partnerships 

Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) are collaborations between the private sector and local 

government intended to foster economic growth and job creation, as well as improving infrastructure 

and workforce skills within the local area. They were mentioned frequently throughout the interviews 

and clearly play an important role in regional planning. There is considerable variation between LEPs; 

the role, funding and attitudes are largely determined by the members and collaborators, as well as 

the regional context. A representative from the New Anglia LEP indicated that they viewed natural 

capital as central to the long-term prosperity of their region. Whilst it was likely beyond their mandate 

to actively lead environmental activities, they viewed their role as a potential enabler that could 

promote, amplify and support activities that benefit their area. The frequency with which the LEP was 

mentioned in interviews suggests that they are viewed as playing an active and important role. As 

some LEPs have significant numbers of staff, they have the capacity to actively engage with landscape 

level projects (41 staff are listed on the New Anglia LEP website).  

Water Companies 

Whilst water companies are private companies, they are heavily regulated and are expected to play a 

role in landscape (or “catchment management”) initiatives to protect and improve the water 



 

environment  They are also expected to respond to the wishes of their customer base, which can lead 

to proactive environmental and conservation action. Whilst there is variation between regions, there 

are multiple instances of water companies proactively engaging in catchment management9.  

Because water companies are clear beneficiaries of ecosystem services, there is potential for them to 

play an important role in natural capital planning, including facilitating funding of future engagement. 

The regional water planning organisation, Water Resources East, has indicated the need to convene 

stakeholders to improve water management issues10 and Anglian Water has developed a strategy for 

improving regional biodiversity 11  Where they have paid for ecosystem service provision, for example 

through funding farmers to reduce chemical usage, this may prove useful in fostering a shared 

understanding of the concept of paying for ecosystem services. The hydrological models being 

developed and applied may also provide useful support for natural capital planning. As with many 

other initiatives, it is important to note that there is considerable regional variation.  

Natural Capital in the Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge Growth Corridor 

The Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge Growth Corridor is a notable effort to improve regional 

economic growth through landscape level planning. This ambitious and extensive project represents a 

collaboration between multiple councils and a wide range of stakeholders. The initiative is intended to 

be net positive with respect to the environment and there are efforts to directly apply the 

recommendations of the Natural Capital Committee. As such, the lessons from this exercise have 

important implications for natural capital planning. A recent review of natural capital investment 

planning12 for the corridor recommended the development of a strategic natural capital and 

environmental plan. It was also recommended this plan be of equal importance as the industrial, 

housing and transport strategies. Some potential barriers were identified: it was unclear what method 

would be adopted to deliver this strategy, and it was noted that incorporating local strategies would 

add an additional layer of complexity. Overall however, the recommendations made by reports from 

the Bedfordshire Local Nature Partnership align with many of the themes identified in the interview 

analysis by suggesting that a strategic spatial strategy for regional net gain be developed. 

The Catchment Based Approach and Catchment Partnerships 

The Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) and its catchment partnerships were the most frequently 

mentioned spatial initiatives discussed during the interviews; clearly it has an important role to play in 

the management of the English landscape. CaBA is an inclusive, civil society-led initiative that works in 

partnership with government, local authorities, water companies, businesses and other stakeholders, 

to maximise the natural value of the environment. It was established by Defra to aid the 

implementation of the EU Water Framework Directive. Catchment partnerships are the stakeholder 

partnerships created as part of this approach to steer and guide delivery. There is significant variation 

between catchment partnerships, some are developed and actively innovate, for example through 

novel analytical approaches. In other areas, catchment partnerships are still in the early stages of 

convening stakeholders and so represent the beginning of an important dialogue.  

There are about 100 catchment partnerships across England, led by local stakeholders and adapted to 

suit local contexts and needs. This is reflected in their funding: whilst they do receive government 

                                                           
9 Yorkshire Water Biodiversity Action Plan (2017) 
10 Water Resources East Strategy document (2018) 
11 Anglian Water Biodiversity Strategy (2019) 
12 Natural Capital Investment Planning for the Oxford-Milton Keynes-Cambridge Growth Corridor (2018), Jack Rhodes 



 

support, they are intended to leverage funds from other sources. A recent report13 found that for 

every £1 invested by government, £6 had been raised from other sources. These sources vary by area 

but include the private sector (in particular water companies), EU funding and waste taxes. The 

approach is inherently collaborative with large numbers of stakeholders participating in management, 

and many partnerships actively working with water companies, local authorities and the private 

sector.  

The interviews revealed that catchment partnerships were felt to be effective in some cases in 

convening local groups under a shared goal of catchment management. The intention of CaBA was to 

draw a connection between groups that was driven by geography rather than politics or bureaucracy:  

“Humans have developed many and varied geographic units to manage society, such as parish, 

borough and county boundaries. However, while these units may be the most appropriate for 

managing people, there is now an increasing recognition that we actually need to manage people 

within the context of their environment.” 14.  

The clear shared interest in the local water environment reportedly presented a meaningful reason 

for stakeholders to engage, resulting in active collaboration and productive discourse. Respondents 

from multiple sectors noted that the physical connection of water was effective at bringing people 

together.  

                                                           
13 CaBA Montoring and Evaluation, CaBA Benefits Assessment Working Group (2018) 
14 Participatory Ecosystem Services Visualisation Framework, Westcountry Rivers Trust  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. Implications for natural capital planning in the region 

The clear consensus from the interviews was that there is a window of opportunity to establish 

systematic, integrated and collaborative natural plans. This may be as a result of the opportunities 

afforded by the 25 Year Environment Plan and the environment bill, or because of gradual changes 

having reached a threshold level, or simply due to raised awareness of the importance of responsible 

environmental management. The findings of both the interviews and the review of spatial initiatives 

suggest that there is a need for an approach that is holistic in that it addresses as many aspects of 

natural capital as possible, and avoids the continuation of a siloed approach by bringing different 

sectors and stakeholders together. Ideally this approach would be able to maximise synergies, both in 

areas managed for natural capital and between the ecosystem services provided. For example, a 

planning approach would likely be more robust if it explored the contributions of natural capital to 

the health and wellbeing of local communities.  

There was also a clear need identified in both the review and the interviews for a systematic 

approach. Whilst there is clearly a role for the use of ad hoc or expert-driven approaches, natural 

capital planning is likely to be more effective if underpinned by an analytical process which is able to 

incorporate a wide range of evidence to identify priorities, optimise agri-environment schemes, and 



 

iteratively respond to evolving contexts. There are tools for visualising, modelling and interpreting 

data in England and the UK, however there is a dearth of tools which help users to make strategic 

decisions about natural capital and the environment.  

Respondents broadly identified the need to bring together stakeholders to develop a unifying regional 

vision. Communal goals may be achieved through a wide range of parallel efforts. Consequently, a 

plan which illustrates how these efforts might be effectively coordinated would provide real value. 

Improved clarity about the providers and beneficiaries of ecosystem services could also play an 

important role in fostering regional collaboration. 

One of the key themes in interviews was of the importance of leveraging a diverse range of funding. 

There is potential for the plans to guide payments under a successor to the CAP, however, as some 

ecosystem services are purely of public benefit (“public goods”) and some are purely of private 

benefits, it may be that some important elements of natural capital are underfunded by the proposed 

environmental land management payments system. By providing a robust, data-informed indication 

of regional priorities, a plan could facilitate engagement with the private sector, as well as 

coordinating income streams from other sources.  

There are also important implications for the implementation of no net loss and net gain policies. One 

of the challenges in implementing such policies is that of quantifying impacts. An evidence based 

systematic plan would potentially improve impact evaluation by contextualising losses within the 

landscape. In addition, a holistic plan would provide guidance for choosing receiving sites in instances 

of net gain or biodiversity offsetting. By identifying the optimal sites for environmental improvement, 

such plans could also both improve the effectiveness of restoration actions and maximise the benefits 

received as a result. As an additional benefit, the stakeholder consultation aspects of an inclusive plan 

would allow better management of public perception by indicating public valuation of aspects of 

natural capital.  

There have clearly been considerable efforts over many years to improve the environment of the 

areas within and around the Cam and Ely Ouse and Broadland Rivers catchments. Many of these have 

implemented effective projects, designated areas of importance or convened collaborations. Existing 

partnerships have strong potential to play a role in natural capital planning, however an innovative, 

systematic, holistic and unifying approach is needed if the goals of the 25 Year Environment Plan are 

to be realised in the region.   



 

4. General conclusions  

Conclusion 1 – There is a window of opportunity for landscape level planning in the study area 

that has a high potential to gain wide stakeholder support 

1. The respondents perceive there to be a political window of opportunity and are unanimously 

positive about the potential for natural capital planning to deliver benefits to both the 

environment and their respective stakeholder groups.  

2. This window of opportunity appears to be a result of the potential for large changes afforded by 

the 25 YEP and upcoming Environment Bill, and a gradual shift over approximately ten years to 

increasingly positive attitudes towards the environment and natural capital. 

3. There is a clear and shared appetite for a holistic, collaborative approach which brings together 

a comprehensive range of stakeholders to develop a strategy that addresses all aspects of 

natural capital. There is a communal desire for such an approach to be underpinned by evidence 

and appropriate analytical techniques. 

4. Respondents reported that previous landscape level planning approaches did not attempt to 

achieve this. Previous approaches were felt to have been limited in that they only addressed 

specific aspects of the environment, rather than considering all forms of natural capital from a 

holistic, landscape perspective. 

5. This report therefore finds that the time is ripe to develop holistic, systematic and collaborative 

natural capital plans in the areas of the Cam and Ely Ouse and Broadland Rivers catchments. 

Conclusion 2 – Natural Capital Plans should be holistic, inclusive and systematic 

6. It is critical that planning approaches are holistic in that they address all aspects of natural 

capital across a landscape. This could provide a sustainable strategy for balancing the needs of 

all stakeholders. This would also allow plans to maximise synergies and avoid duplication of 

effort. 

7. Stakeholders were clear that plans should be developed systematically, in that they should be 

supported by an analytical approach which ideally incorporates ecological, economic and social 

data, as well as local knowledge.  

8. If the shared desire for improved planning is to be leveraged to generate widespread support, 

planning should be conducted collaboratively. This would not only improve accuracy and ensure 

a wider relevance, but also generate the social capital essential for long term impacts.  

9. To ensure the widest relevance, plans should make the connections between natural capital and 

social & economic benefits explicit. For example, where natural areas improve local health and 

wellbeing, this should be clearly indicated and considered in the planning process.   

10. Plans should provide a clear illustration of the direct links between providers of natural capital 

and the beneficiaries of ecosystem services. By drawing these connections, there is a strong 

potential for using plans to leverage further funding or in-kind contributions.  

11. If natural capital plans are to effectively foster landowner engagement, it is critical that they are 

locally relevant. There are multiple options for how this might be achieved, for example by 

reviewing plans with local groups and incorporating their feedback as data layers.  

Conclusion 3 – Land managers should be empowered to engage with natural capital planning  

12. There was no suggestion whatsoever in the interviews that natural capital plans should attempt 

to force land managers into environmental action. Respondents were clear that land managers 

should be free to engage in pro-environmental activities on a voluntary basis. 



 

13. Land managers should be empowered to engage in planning processes and to actively 

participate in identifying priorities for their landscapes.  

14. These priorities should ideally inform payment disbursement under a successor to the Common 

Agricultural Policy so that public money pays for public goods that are directly relevant to local 

communities.  

15. Respondents were explicit in stating that the natural capital contributions of land managers 

should be recognised and acknowledged. Wherever possible, the connections between the 

beneficiaries of ecosystem services and the providers should be made transparent. This could 

potentially make the important role of natural capital providers clearer.   

Conclusion 4 – Water issues may present a useful medium for local engagement 

16. Respondents from a range of sectors reported that water appeared to provide a compelling 

reason to local stakeholders to engage in partnership or planning exercises.  

17. Whilst there is considerable variation in the capacity and effectiveness of catchment 

partnerships between regions nationally, they were frequently identified as having been 

effective in engaging and convening local stakeholders. The connection of a shared water 

resource was reported to have provided an effective logic and motivation for communal action. 

Catchment based approaches may therefore provide examples from practice or useful models 

for natural capital planning.  

18. Water companies were identified as having already made efforts to improve landscape 

management of natural capital. Respondents also noted that they are direct beneficiaries of 

water-related ecosystem services. It was also noted that they are regulated private sector 

organisations and that as a result they operate in different ways to the majority of other 

organisations. This may mean they are able to play a useful and unique role in natural capital 

planning.  

Recommendations 

1. Based on the unanimous views of the respondents, this report recommends that natural 

capital plans should be conducted in a collaborative and inclusive manner.  

2. Respondent consensus also strongly suggested that natural capital plans should be holistic, in 

that they address and consider all types of natural capital and all ecosystem services.  

3. Natural capital plans should where possible facilitate multiple payment streams. In particular 

respondents highlighted the importance of leveraging private sector funding for natural 

capital.  

4. Given the strong support for natural capital planning from the stakeholders and the steps 

already made towards developing locally-led plans, the areas of the Cam & Ely Ouse and 

Broadland Rivers catchments should be prioritised for pilot studies, test beds and trials.  

5. In the event of a plan which engages local stakeholders, conveners should consider operating 

at the scale of catchments. Whilst there are multiple other factors to consider in determining 

the scale at which planning should be conducted, in this context the connection of a shared 

water resource would likely provide a clear logic to stakeholders which would likely improve 

engagement. 

6. There are a number of pre-existing tools and approaches available for natural capital planning 

in England, such as the Natural Environment Valuation Online (NEVO) tool and ecosystem 

services mapping used by the Catchment Based Approach (CaBA). There are also large 

international disciplines which address collaborative, systematic and holistic environmental 



 

planning, such as the field of systematic conservation planning15. This report recommends 

that a short study which identifies how these approaches and tools relate to each other be 

conducted to identify how natural capital planning can be implemented most effectively.  

Conclusions and recommendations regarding the role of WWF-UK 

Respondents were clear that WWF-UK has the potential to play a supporting and facilitation role in 

the development of natural capital plans in the region. They gave a number of clear reasons in 

support of this position: 

1. Because WWF-UK operates at a national level but does not have a local presence in East 

Anglia, it is “out of the fray” of local politics and conflicts.  

2. Respondents felt that as WWF-UK is able to draw on international experience and expertise, 

the organisation has the potential to make a significant contribution to the science and 

practice that should underpin natural capital planning.  

3. The interviews identified that stakeholders perceive WWF-UK to be well positioned to play an 

important communications and advocacy role. Respondents identified three important 

elements to such work.  

a. Firstly, they indicated that a public-facing communication in support of a natural 

capital plan for the region would be greatly improved by WWF-UK’s input.  

b. Secondly, respondents noted that because of WWF-UK’s strong reputation, an 

endorsement would likely be meaningful to local stakeholders as this would suggest 

that the intervention was deemed to be robust and therefore more likely to be 

effective. This could help improve engagement and collaboration.  

c. Thirdly, communicating between the regional and national level was frequently 

identified as a challenge. Respondents felt that because WWF-UK is able to effectively 

operate at the national level and speak to central government, as a collaborator it 

could play a very important role in bridging that gap.    

                                                           
15 The field of systematic conservation planning has been used internationally to develop environmental plans in a data 
informed, collaborative and holistic manner. These plans have been frequently used to guide government decision making 
processes. (The use, and usefulness, of spatial conservation prioritizations, 2018, Sinclair et al.) 



 

5. Appendix 

Appendix i - Questions asked in interviews 

Background 

Question - What is your current role? 

Question - What is your background?  

Question - How long have you worked in this line of work? 

Previous experience of spatial plans (Past) 

- Question – There are various spatial tools used to guide conservation and environmental 

action, such as Local Authority Nature Plans and River Basin Management Plans. Have you 

had any experience with spatial plans used for environmental purposes? 

o Follow up - if they do not know or don’t have a response – I’ve got a short list of plans 

here, could you tell me if you’ve had any experience with any of them? 

1. Biodiversity Action Plans 

2. Catchment plans 

3. And I already mentioned these but just to check – Local Authority Nature Plans 

4. And River Basin Management plans 

I will then work through each plan that they have heard of or engaged with and ask them the 

following: 

- Question - What engagement did you have with this plan? 

- Question - How effective has that engagement been from your perspective? 

- Question - Was there a wider stakeholder participation element to the planning process? 

o Follow up - How did you find that? 

- Question - Do you think that the plan was an accurate reflection of the physical situation and 

people’s aspirations? 

- Question - Do you think the plan affected decision-making processes? 

o Follow up - Which processes? 

o Follow up - How did it affect them? 

- Question - Has that plan been effective in achieving its objectives? 

- Question - Was there anything that you think worked particularly well with this plan?  

- Question - Was there anything that didn’t work with this plan? 

I will then move on to talk about plans more generally. 

- Question - Are there any other environmental planning initiatives that I haven’t mentioned – 

in the region? 

- Question - What do you feel about the relative influence of these different plans?  

o Follow up – Why is that? 

- Question - Do you think spatial plans lead to effective decision-making and positive action on 

the ground? 

o Follow up – Ask why they do or don’t affect decision making or action on the ground. 

- Question – What elements of these plans would you like to see included in future plans?  

- Question - how do you feel about the way land use decisions are currently made? 

 



 

Norfolk – A World Class Environment (present and future) 

- Question – Were you at the “Norfolk – A World Class Environment” event? 

o If no, then skip to the next section. 

o If yes then proceed with this section 

- Question – What did you think of the event? 

- Question – What do you think of the idea of developing a plan for Norfolk’s environment? 

- Question – Whilst it’s still early in the process, what would you hope for from a plan for 

Norfolk? 

- Question – what do you think the challenges in developing a plan for Norfolk might be? 

 

Opinions about future plans (future) 

One of the approaches being discussed is some form of natural capital plan. It’s still early in the 

discussions but we’re interested in understanding people’s views.  

- Question – have you heard about these discussions? 

o Follow up – have you been involved in them? 

- Question – If such a plan is developed, how would you like to be involved in the 

development? 

- Question – What would you like to see in a plan? For example, what thematic areas would 

you like to see included? 

- Question – Do you think any conflicts might emerge? What do you think people might agree 

or disagree on? 

- Question - How do you see such a plan interfacing with existing plans? 

- Question - What would make a natural capital plan successful? 

- Question - what might be the main barriers to achieving that? 

- Question - which organisation should be responsible for the development of such a plan, and 

for facilitating stakeholder input (could be different organisations)? 

- Question - Do you have any views about WWF and its possible role in the development of a 

future natural capital plan? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix ii – National level spatial initiatives 

Table 4. The characteristics of different national level spatial initiatives. Categories of initiatives are those detailed in the 
review section of the report (Cat 1 = spatially explicit strategy, Cat 2 = priority designation, Cat 3 = partnership). 

National Initiative Categorisation 
of Initiative  

Initiated by 
Government 
/ Agency? 

Current delivery / management of individual 
initiatives / locations 

Lead 
Organisation (s) 

  1 2 3 Yes/no Public sector  NGO Partnership Other   
Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty  
  Y   Y Y       AONB Units 

Catchment Based 
Approach (CaBA) 

Y   Y Y     Y   Local CaBA 
Partnerships 

CaBA Water 
Stewardship Service  

Y   Y     part   part The Rivers Trust 

Community Forests Y     Y   Y     Community 
Forest trusts 

Demonstration Test 
Catchments  

Y   Y Y     Y   Local 
partnership  

Farm (Farmer) 
Clusters 

Y   Y     part   part Game & Wildlife 
Conservation 
Trust 

Forestry Commission 
landscape scale 

working 

Y     Y Y       Forestry 
Commission 

Futurescapes Y         Y     RSPB 
Groundwork  Y     Y   Y     Groundwork 

trusts 
Heritage Coasts   Y   Y Y       Local 

authorities 
Landscape / Marine 

Pioneers 
Y     Y part   part   Variable in each 

Pioneer  
Landscape 

Partnership Schemes 
(LPSs) 

Y   Y   part part part   Individual 
partnerships 

LENs (Landscape 
Enterprise Networks) 

Y   Y         Y 3Keel 

Living Landscapes  Y         Y     The Wildlife 
Trusts 

Local Enterprise 
Partnerships (LEPs) 

    Y Y     Y   Individual 
partnerships 

Local Nature 
Partnerships  

    Y Y     Y   Individual LNP 
partnerships 

National Character 
Areas (NCAs) 

Y     Y - - - - Natural England  

National Parks   Y   Y Y       National Park 
authorities 

Nature Improvement 
Areas (NIAs) 

Y   Y Y     Y   Individual NIA 
partnerships 

NEVO       Y       Y Exeter Uni 
Ramsar Sites   Y     part part   part JNCC (in UK) 

Riverlands project Y         Y     National Trust 
Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest 
  Y   Y part part   part Natural England  

Special Areas of 
Conservation  

  Y     part part   part JNCC (in UK) 

Special Protection 
Areas 

  Y     part part   part JNCC (in UK) 

The National Forest Y     Y       Y National Forest 
Company 

Upland Ecosystem 
Services Pilots 

Y     Y - - - - (No longer live 
initiatives)  



 

Appendix iii- Regional level spatial initiatives 

Table 5. The characteristics of regional plans and strategies assessed in the review. 

Regional Plans / Strategies 
appraised in Study Area 

Led by National 
Initiative? 

Relevant National 
Initiative 

Anglian River Basin District Flood 
Risk Management Plan 

Environment Agency N   

Anglian River Basin District River 
Basin Management Plan 

Environment Agency N   

Broadland Rivers Catchment Plan Broadland Catchment Partnership Y CaBA 

Broads Biodiversity and Water 
Strategy 

Broads Authority Y National Parks 

Broads IDB Biodiversity Action Plan Water Management Alliance N   

Broads Plan Broads Authority Y National Parks 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Habitat Action Plans 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Biodiversity Partnership 

N   

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Species Action Plans 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Biodiversity Partnership 

N   

CamEO Catchment Partnership 
Action Plan 2018-19 

CamEO Partnership Y Catchment Based 
Approach (CaBA) 

CamEO (Cam and Ely Ouse) Water 
Stewardship Business Board 

CamEO Partnership Y Catchment Based 
Approach (CaBA) 

Forestry Commission, East of 
England Regional Strategic Plan 

Forestry Commission  N   

Green Infrastructure Plans Local authorities N   

Living Landscapes (various) County Wildlife Trusts Y Living Landscapes 

Local Authority local plans Local authorities N   
National Character Areas (those 

relevant to East Anglia) 
Natural England Y National Character 

Areas 
Natural Cambridgeshire LNP (web-

text for Vision & Strategic Spatial 
Priorities) 

Natural Cambridgeshire Y Local Nature 
Partnerships (LNPs) 

Norfolk and Suffolk Economic 
Strategy 

New Anglia Local Enterprise 
Partnership  

Y Local Enterprise 
Partnerships 

Norfolk Biodiversity Action Plans Norfolk Biodiversity Partnership N   
Norfolk Coast AONB Management 

Plan  
Norfolk Coast AONB Y AONBs 

Norfolk Rivers IDB Biodiversity 
Action Plan 

Water Management Alliance N   

Norfolk Rural Strategy Norfolk County Council N   

RSPB Priority Landscapes RSPB Y (Futurescapes) 

Suffolk Biodiversity Action Plans 
(habitats and species) 

Suffolk Biodiversity Information 
Service 

N   

Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB 
Management Plan  

Suffolk Coast AONB Y AONBs 

Upper Bure, Riverlands   National Trust Y Riverlands project 
Water Company Business Plans and 
Water Resource Management Plans  

Water Companies N   

Wild Anglia Manifesto – The Local 
Nature Partnership Plan 

Wild Anglia LNP Y Local Nature 
Partnerships 



 

 


