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1. Introduction

The Marine Climate Change Impacts Partnership (MCCIP) provides a coordinating framework within the UK
for the transfer of high-quality evidence and advice to policy advisers and decision-makers, helping public
and private sector organisations plan for the challenges and opportunities resulting from climate change in
the marine environment.

The intended target audience of MCCIP is marine and coastal stakeholders, including policy makers,
requiring marine climate change knowledge in an accessible format, enabling them to make informed
decisions based upon quality-assured science. A b r e a k d o w ndirect find iMilce€ beRefickaries is
outlined in Table 1.

Table1:a / / L ftre@ténd Rdirect beneficiaries

Direct beneficiaries Indirect beneficiaries

I MCCIP partners, including government, advisory and
regulatory agencies

Other central and local government

Science community

Marine business sectors

Non-governmental organisations

Marine recreational users

Coastal communities

Overseas governments
International organisations
Media

Education bodies

General public

=4 =4 —a —a 9

=a =4 -8 -8 —a 9

The MCCIP mid-term review in context

MCCIP has reached the mid-point of its Phase Il work programme (2010-2015) and this evaluation report
forms part of the formal requirement to assess progress at this stage. The MCCIP Phase Il business plan
includes a commitment to measure the success of the programme through an evaluation framework that
considers the use of MCCIP products and the overall value of the partnership to direct beneficiaries and the
wider user community. As outlined in the MCCIP Evaluation Plan, 2010-15 (MCCIP Secretariat, 2011: 7-8)
the evaluation framework focuses on six interim outcomes that can be related to the immediate outputs of
MCCIP activities:

1. Increasing number of direct beneficiaries;

2. MCCIP products have a positive influence on decision-making;

3.  MCCIP products are highly rated by users;

4. Increasing number of indirect beneficiaries access MCCIP products;
5

Similar methods and approaches to MCCIP are adopted by indirect beneficiaries (e.g.
internationally or for the terrestrial environment);

6. MCCIP authors / contributors are satisfied with participation in development of MCCIP products.

Further, the MCCIP Evaluation Plan, 2010-15 (MCCIP Secretariat, 2011: 5) identifies two final intended
outcomes sought by MCCIP are:

1. That policy advisors and decision-makers make use of the best available evidence on marine
climate change impacts when developing and implementing relevant policies, programmes and
projects;

2. That there is an improvement in understanding of the principle impacts of climate change on the
marine environment and an acceptance of the need to take appropriate adaptation actions
amongst the wider range of marine users including, ultimately, the general public.

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 3 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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This review builds on evidence from the MCCIP Annual Evaluation Reports for 2011/12 and 2012/13 and
Phase 1 Mid-Term Review. The results will be used to inform the remainder of the programme and to help
ensure objectives are met.

Focus and priorities

The mid-term review will assess the programme against:
Progress to date in achieving MCCIP aims and objectives;
Use of MCCIP products;

Progress in achieving the MCCIP interim outcomes for Phase |I;

= = =4 =4

Overall value of the partnership to Steering Group members, direct beneficiaries and participants.

As is recognised, given the range of other policies and actions outside MCCIP, which will also influence the
same outcomes, it is difficult to attribute the influence of MCCIP alone. Therefore, this review will focus on
more measurable ‘interim outcomes that are more

The review aims to provide more in-depth feedback from direct and indirect beneficiaries of and
contributors to the programme, including on their perception of the benefits and value for money they
have derived from it, the use and influence of MCCIP products, progress in achieving MCCIP aims and
objectives and delivery of key outputs and outcomes. In addition to measuring the extent to which MCCIP
has been successful, the review will also seek to understand the issues that have affected its success and/or
failure, so that any necessary improvements can be made.

Brief overview of methodology

This review draws on data collected from stakeholders through a mixed methods approach. Techniques
employed include: an online survey sent to over 1000 stakeholders (108 responses received), thirteen semi-
structured in-depth telephone interviews, documentary analysis of previous MCCIP evaluation reports and
MCCIP products, and website analytics.

The MCCIP work programme in context

It is important to briefly consider the wider political and public context in which MCCIP currently operates,
particularly regarding contemporary attitudes to climate change issues and resultant impacts on
perceptions of MCCIP' s work.

Politically, as this stakeholder neatly summarises, GAttitudes are changing to climate change, my resources
are stretched and our priorities are set® Befra launched the National Adaptation Programme (NAP) in 2013
and has a small team working on the Adapting to Climate Change programme but a general feeling was
conveyed by stakeholders interviewed for this evaluation that climate change has become a lower priority
in Government.

The Climate Change and European Marine Ecosystem Research (CLAMER) (Cefas, 2011) report on European
public awareness and perception of marine climate change risks and impacts garnered the opinions of
10,000 European citizens* on marine climate change risks and impacts. Findings of particular pertinence to

MCCI P include, “the public clearly stil!l cares at
major global i s s umbich js &ncouraging for MCCIP, with its mission highly valued. Less positive, is that
“marine and coast al i ssues the public expressed
(pollution,over-f i s hi ng and h abnidtrsbide dduessedpeciailgoteanaddification, public
awareness was extremely | ow” (Cef as, 2011: 1) . T

perhaps also opportunities for new work streams and target audiences.

! Data was collected by a poll conducted during January 2011 and encompassed 10 European countries (Cefas, 2011: 1).

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 4 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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2.Key Messages

What aspects of MCCIP have worked well?

T

With 100 percent of participants in the evaluation survey and interviews wanting MCCIP to
continue beyond this period of funding, it is clear that MCCIP is popular and is meeting a need;?

With all thirteen interviewees stating that MCCIP products meet their expectations and 99 percent

of survey respondents finding MCCIP probHeuct s

guality of MCCIP’'s wor K byctakehdlderssues t o be highly

The influence, authority and credibility of MCCIP and its outputs, especially the Annual Report
Cards (ARCs), is increasing both nationally and internationally and in terrestrial and marine
environments, with the MCCIP ARC being used as a model of best practice by LWEC, the Australian
and Irish governments;

Good development of new formats for ARCs, including Kindle, ePub and PowerPoint presentation
formats;

Improved benefits for contributors related to academic standing and recognition, including
publication of scientific backing papers in an international, peer-reviewed journal and report cards
being citable. These act as strong incentives for current and prospective contributors;

The high level of commitment of key partners and the value of in-kind contributions received by
MCCIP and that this effectively doubles the value of financial contributions is greatly appreciated.
However, there is still some concern amongst contributors that this is not recognised by the rest of
the Steering Group;

What aspects have not worked well?

T

Engaging wider government and industry: small steps have been made but there is more to be
done;

Increasing the pool of contributors: as raised by previous evaluations and respondents from the
MCCIP Secretariat and Steering Group, the operation and outputs of MCCIP are (over) reliant on a
small number of primarily in-kind contributors, particularly the production of report cards. The
issue is complex and requires consideration: on the one hand, the more people involved, the less
efficient and effective the process can become, on the other hand, it will be problematic if one or
two key people stop contributing in the current model. The reality is that the pool of experts with
the necessary knowledge to contribute is naturally limited. Further, bringing in new people
presents challenges, as refl ect e dsometimestwbniles

whilst a member of the Secretariat recognises that, “it is probably quite hard to get engaged in a
LI NIYSNEKALI GKIFGUya 06SSy SaidloftAaKSR FT2NJ I
Developing an MCCIP $uccession(plan is needed to make MCCIP a more resilient and sustainable

new
GKSGUKSNI L O2dzA R AylLlzi Y2NB Ayid2z (GKS LINRBRJzOGa:Z

g KAt

programme in the |l ong term. M C C IkiRd' cantribtiterpisan d e n ¢

potential vulnerability and a succession or contingency plan currently does not exist.

Targeting dissemination and promotion of products: for MCCIP products and services to have
wider dissemination and greater impact, more consideration needs to be given to how and by
whom they are used, in order to inform a more active promotion and dissemination approach.

2 Although only a small minority of respondents to the general survey reported finding MCCIP products and services

“Not
“Don
stakeho

val uabl e

Iders from key public sector, academia and private sector organisations. Their views must be taken

into consideration, along with the possibility that the products and services MCCIP currently provide may
not meet their needs or expectations.

Independe
MCCIP Wo

nt Mid-Term Review of the 5 Collingwood Environmental Planning
rk Programme

" (1 respondent) or replied “Disagree”
"t know” (8 steadponredhent‘d) rtad et MECCI P pr od wamprisesa n d
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How effective is MCCIP and its Secretariat?

100 percent of participants in the evaluation survey and interviews felt that MCCIP and the
Secretariat are well-organised, well-managed and highly effective, despite limited resources;

1 The decision to create small working groups for product development have continued to improve
efficiency;

9 Overall, a more strategic approach is needed for prioritising products and issues/focus areas.

How can MCCIP improve in the future?
Define beneficiaries and target audiences

There is a need for greater clarity abou t MCCI P’ s and grinrigyftargetr dudiendeseFsr example,

which specific marine i ndustri es shoul d be engaged? \Mhbho ar e
educational bodies? As it is indirect beneficiaries are unlikely to report back, do MCCIP need to have an

outcome measure for indirect beneficiaries?

Deeper understanding of how pradtts are used

Products and services are much appreciated but there is a need for deeper understanding of how
beneficiaries use them, especially products and services apart from the ARCs (other reports, events and
specific advice, etc.). This information would make it possible to better focus products and services and to
target specific audiences. There is a need to continually re-visit ARC content and presentation —
respondents welcome their brevity and the offer of robust scientific evidence in a digestible form, but one
or two people felt that presentation had become slightly jumbled and content more dense in recent
outputs’.

Clarify the type of collaboration / partnership working that is needed

At present, it is not clear what kind of collaboration MCCIP is intended to be and reflection is
recommended. This has important implications for the future of the partnership, for example, in terms of

succession planning, developing new areas of work, etc. Cross-sector, organisations are having to re-define

t heisrks'', for example, charities are increasingly
effect this wildl have. Could MCCIP similarly mak
contribute, more tangible? For reference, please see Annex 3 for typologies of partnership / collaboration.

Achievement of interim outcomes

Please see Annex2f or f ul | details of MCCIP's achi ethesiment a
interim outcomes and outcome indicators in relation to direct and indirect beneficiaries and participants

and assesses whether or not they have been achieved. In summary, the following three interim outcomes

appear to have been fully achieved: ‘MCCIP products have positive influence on decision-making’, ‘MCCIP

products are highly rated by users’ and ‘MCCIP authors / contributors are satisfied with participation in
development of MCCIP products’; two have been partially achieved: ‘Increasing number of direct
beneficiaries use MCCIP products’ and ‘Similar methods and approaches to MCCIP are adopted by indirect
beneficiaries (e.g. internationally)’ and one is inconclusive: ‘Increasing number of indirect beneficiaries

access MCCIP products’.

’ See page 23 for evidence from respondents.

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 6 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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3. Overview of the Approach

This section briefly outlines the methodological approach taken for the review, including processes
employed for the collection, synthesis and analysis of qualitative and quantitative data, including defining
the sample population and interviewee selection criteria.

Data gathering

A mixed methods approach, utilising qualitative and quantitative social research techniques, has been
taken to collect, synthesise and analyse evidence for this review. However, as requested by the MCCIP Mid-
Term Review Working Group, emphasis is placed on providing description and interpretation of qualitative
data to gain a richer understanding of stake
MCCIP.

The review draws on data from four main sources:
1 Online survey;
9  Statistical analysis;
1 In-depth telephone interviews; and
1 Documentary analysis.
These activities are described in more detail below.
Online survey

Questions for the online survey were developed by adopting standard best practice principles, drawing on
the specification, Evaluation Plan and the Phase | Mid-Term Review and refining in consultation with the
Working Group.

The intended recipients of the survey:
1  Members of MCCIP Steering Group;
1 Subscribers of MCCIP Newsletter; and
1 A selection of direct beneficiaries directly approached by the Working Group.

A survey comprising 26 questions was scripted and disseminated to all stakeholders, beneficiaries and users
through the online tool, Survey Methods, to enable filtering of responses and analysis of different
stakeholder groups. The survey included a supplementary set of seven questions covering operational and
governance issues for Steering Group members only.

As shown in Table 2 below, general survey response rates were low, however, the target response rate for
Steering Group members of fifty percent. Table 3 provides a breakdown of general survey respondents by
organisation type. As would be expected, the majority (57 percent) of respondents are MCCIP partners (35
percent) or members of the science community (22 percent). That there is fairly even spread across other
organisation types gives increased confidence in the extent to which the data is representative of the
sample population but these limitations of the data must be considered.

Table 2: Survey response rates

General survey response rate Steering Group survey response rate
(% of 1000 stakeholders / survey recipients) (% of 26 SG members / survey recipients)
Target total 200 (20%) 13 (50%)
Actual total 95 (9.5%) 13 (50%)
Completes 67 (6.7%) 11 (42%)
Partial 28 (2.8%) 2 (8%)
Total survey 108 (10.5%)
respondents
Independent Mid-Term Review of the 7 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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Table 3: Breakdown of respondents to the general survey

Number of respondents

Organisation type

(% of general survey respondents) .

Education 7 (7%)
General public 3 (3%)
International organisation, including government organisations 3 (3%)
Marine business sectors 8 (9%)
MCCIP partners, including Government, advisory and regulatory agencies5 33 (35%)
Non-governmental organisations 7 (7%)
Other central and local government 7 (7%)
Science community 21 (22%)
Other® 6 (6%)
Total respondents to the general survey 95 (100%)

In-depth telephone interviews

Thirteen semi-structured in-depth telephone interviews were conducted between 20 February and 7 March
2014.

Interview questions were developed by adopting standard best practice principles, drawing on the
specification, Evaluation Plan and discussions with the Working Group, and were based around a schedule
of common questions to enable comparison across interviews.

Defining the sample population

To achieve the aims and objectives of the evaluation it was necessary to engage a wide range of people and
organisations involved with MCCIP, including members of the MCCIP Steering Group, direct beneficiaries
and MCCIP Secretariat.

Therefore, a non-probability, purposive sampling rationale was used to select respondents, whereby:

Units are deliberately selected to reflect particular features of or groups within the sampled

LI2 Lddzf F A2y Xd ¢2 SyadaNB GKFG Fff GKS 1Se 0O2yal
02 JS NI R diversity2isYincluded so that the impact of the characteristic concerned can be
explored (Ritchie, 2003: 78).
Fifteen interviewees’ were selected from an initial long list provided by the Working Group to satisfy the
following criteria:
1 Equal balance between Steering Group / Secretariat and Direct Beneficiaries / Participants;
2.  Geographic spread across the UK;
3 Balance of participation levels across the Steering Group; and
4. Representation from a range of organisations and cross-sector.
Review of key documentation
The MCCIP Annual Evaluation Reports for 2011/12 and 2012/13 and Phase 1 Mid-Term Review were
appraised. The purpose was three-fold: to provide a comprehensive review of the MCCIP’ grogress on an
annual basis, to supplement other sources on the impacts on direct and indirect beneficiaries, and to
provide the baseline.
“Due to rounding, percentages total is not 100 per cent.
® These categories of organisation types are taken from the MCCIP Evaluation Plan, 2010-15 (MCCIP Secretariat, 2011). Clarification
needed as to whether the category MCCI P partner s, including Government, -advi sor

governmental organisation partners.

Ot her or gani saticenunltywmey’' specihdamgldoyyed’'ometired’, *‘self
" Two people declined to respond.
Independent Mid-Term Review of the 8 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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Statistical analysis

Defra collated and shared Google Analytics data on the use of MCCIP products, including statistics on the
dissemination of recent Annual Report Cards, usage of the website and distribution of the newsletter.

Analysis

In order to establish the range and balance of views and the overall strength of evidence we examined data
gathered for each question. A mixed methods approach, and triangulation of quantitative (online survey
and Google Analytics statistics) and qualitative (online survey, in-depth interviews, documentary analysis)
data, has been employed to enable cross-verification and to increase the validity of results presented.

We subsequently went through the findings to identify and extract the overarching themes of relevance to
the evaluation.

For an overview of MCCIP interim outcomes and links with interview questions, see Table 3.

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 9 Collingwood Environmental Planning
MCCIP Work Programme
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Table 4: Overview of MCCIP interim outcomes and links with interview questions

1. Increasing number of 2. MCCIP products have 3. MCCIP products are 4. Increasing number of 5. Similar methods and 6. MCCIP authors /
direct beneficiaries use positive influence on highly rated by users indirect beneficiaries approaches to MCCIP contributors are
MCCIP Interim Outcomes / MCCIP products decision-making access MCCIP products are adopted by indirect satisfied with

Interview Questions beneficiaries (e.g. participation in
internationally) development of MCCIP
products

How does MCCIP make a difference to
stakeholders and their work?

How would you rate MC
effectiveness and performance? (1-10, with 10
being excellent) Is there anything they could
improve?

Are there any significant factors preventing MCCIP
from better achieving its objectives?

Could the MCCIP do anything to achieve its
objectives more successfully?

Do you think that Steering Group members could
contribute more or more effectively to MCCIP? If - - - - - R
so, how?

Do MCCIP's current pr
your expectations? / Which MCCIP products and
services do you use most? How and why are they
used?

What do you find most valuable about these
products and services? How and why do you use X X X X - X
them?

How could MCCIP products and services be
improved? / What would make them more useful?

Do you use meetings and other opportunities for
networking and debate provided by MCCIP?

How easy is it for you and others to access
MCCI P s products and

Do you think the process of developing MCCIP
products is inclusive?

Do you think MCCIP does enough to engage and
communicate with stakeholders?

Are there any ways in which communications to
stakeholders could be improved? If yes, how?

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 10 Collingwood Environmental Planning
MCCIP Work Programme
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1. Increasing number of 2. MCCIP products have 3. MCCIP products are 4. Increasing number of 5. Similar methods and 6. MCCIP authors /
direct beneficiaries use positive influence on highly rated by users indirect beneficiaries approaches to MCCIP contributors are
MCCIP Interim Outcomes / MCCIP products decision-making access MCCIP products are adopted by indirect satisfied with

Interview Questions beneficiaries (e.g. participation in
internationally) development of MCCIP
products

Barriers to engagement / Do you feel that you are
contributing as much and as effectively as you - - - - - X
could as a partner of

Are you aware of any stakeholder groups who
have not been adequately engaged by MCCIP?

Is MCCIP doing enough to gain media coverage? X X - X X -

Do you think that MCC
decision-makers and other marine stakeholders X X X X - X
has increased in the past five years?

Has the project successfully demonstrated added
value through in-kind contributions received?

Do you feel that MCCIP is sufficiently transparent
about the extent of direct and in-kind X X X - - -
contributions made by partners to its activities?

Should the partnership be continued when the
current schedule of funding expires (2015)?

What i s MCCteRgths great X X X - - -
What i s MCC lkaRnessandgor e at X X X X X X
threat?
What i s MCQ@ppbriursty?gr e at X X X X X X
Key:

X interview question has provided evidence on this interim objective

- evidence provided by this interview question is not applicable to the interim objectives

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 11 Collingwood Environmental Planning
MCCIP Work Programme
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4.Summary of Responses

4.1 MCCIP Objectives, Structure and Administration

(T x xIT OTA Ul &6 OAOA -##)0 3AAOAOAOEAOBO AEEA
anything they could improve?

One hundred percent of SteeringGroups ur vey respondents replied that
to the statemenari‘'dathei sMCWd IPl Sarcg e rintesviewkes sespahdedna n a g ¢
positively, for example:

They're brilliant!

There is a lot of work to do in a short timeframe and they are very effective. Unfortunately the
manpower is not enough but there's no budget to expand it. | appreciate their work.

I mostly speak to Paul and he's really engaged and involved in LWEC, etc.

Suggestions for where and how the Secretariat could improve include, giving more consideration to how
and by whom products are used and disseminated, greater confidence in communicating MCCIP messages
and engaging stakeholders more widely:

X lpsing points only for the engagement beyond report-card production stage. They are great at
convening meetings, ensuring comments are gathered etc.

All the people involved are excellent but stronger leadership is needed to proactively communicate
the message. This is not just MCCIP's job but civil servants should play a larger role.

There are challenges in terms of some partners playing a more peripheral role. | could probably do
more but it is really hard to get people's spare time. There are probably more aspects of the work
programme that | could / should give away and delegate more.

Are there any significant factors preventing MCCIP from better achieving its objectives?

As illustrated by the Figure 1, the majority of general survey respondents (46) did not think there are any
factors preventing MCCIP from better achieving its objectives.®

Figure 1: The number of survey respondents who do or do not think there are significant factors
preventing MCCIP from better achieving its objectives

8. Are there any significant factors

preventing MCCIP from better HYes
achieving its objectives? = No
1 I T I T
0 10 20 30 40 50
Factors identifiedby t hose wh & a&n sswert elzR S*Y
! 1t must be noted that this figure is slightly misleading as
comments made in the text box, is likely to be why 14 respondents did not complete this question.
Independent Mid-Term Review of the 12 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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1 F u n d iFundjng or tore precisely lack of funding to achieve the proposed objectives through
inability of Steering Group member organisations to commit funds® &

9 Capacity: “Only two members of staff in MICCIP Secretariat team are to deliver almost all MCCIP
FOGAGAGASAE LXdza &a2yYS /ST¥raQ Graltaszs GKAAa | FFE
adaptation). However, Secretariat team is very effective® £

1 Information is continuously being made available and updated: “It would be impossible for MCCIP
or any other organisation to fully achieve these comprehensive objectives without vast amounts of
resource (including funding). That being said, | believe that within its constraints MCCIP does a
good job and | appreciate the regular information in the Report Cards® €

1 Lack of engagement of most politicians and environmentalists with marine issues: “Marine
Scientists are not good at headlining the huge changes that they are observing in the sea. MCCIP
aK2dzAZ R GaGSYLIWG G2 OF LWidzNB YSRAF FGGSYydGAz2y Y2NE

9 Lack of priority given to climate change issues: Pefception among some based on recent slowing
trends in warming that climate change is not as severe as predicted so impacts will be lessened.
Challenge of communicating importance of continued heat going into the oceans rather than
focussind 2y GNBYRA Ay{ AN (StvidBNdBods®BLE AT 3 S oW

Could MCCIP do anything to achieve its objectives more successfully?

A slight majority of respondents felt that MCCIP could do something to achieve its objectives more
successfully. The main suggestion offered by respondents on how MCCIP could do this include and to
increase and widen outreach and engagement activities, particularly with non-scientific and international
audiences. Examples of more specific suggestions highlighted by respondents are linked to the relevant
income in the Table 4.

Figure 2: The number of survey respondents who thought MCCIP could do something to achieve its
objectives more successfully

10. Could the MCCIP do anything to

achieve its objectives more HYes
2
successfully? = No
1 1 1 1
0 10 20 30 40 50
Independent Mid-Term Review of the 13 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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Table 5: Suggestions by respondents for how MCCIP could meet objectives more successfully

Interim outcome ‘ Suggestions by respondents

1. Increasing number of direct beneficiaries use MCCIP | 9 Direct engagement with the oceanographic
products community through the biannual Challenger
Conference and similar, if not already done.

I More involvement and consultations with marine
NGOs.

9 Develop guidance (or make it more visible) on how
to embed adaptation in coastal and marine
management plans, including ecosystem based

adaptation.
2. MCCIP products have a positive influence on 1 Making recommendations of where to focus effort
decision making might be useful to policy- / decision-makers.
3. MCCIP products are highly rated by users 9 It's not clear if/how the quality of the science

reported is assessed before being included in the
newsletter. I'd like to see, if possible, some form of
quality assurance or, if that's not possible, at least a
rider on each newsletter to state that the science
reported within is not checked before inclusion, so
does not automatically reflect the view of MICCIP
(peer publication does not always equate to quality).
4. Increasing number of indirect beneficiaries access i Hold events where the issues can be debate with
MCCIP products peolLJt ST 3IANRdzLIA | yR wail g
9 Organize seminars and workshops with more
representation from Developing Countries.
9 Public debate in London? Copies of report cards sent
for distribution in universities and conferences.
1 Wider communication with other groups, workshops
beyond the biannual steering group meetings and
official launches of reports.

5. Similar methods and approaches to MCCIP are I Make recommendations of where to focus effort
adopted by indirect beneficiaries (e.g. might be useful to policy- / decision-makers.
internationally or for the terrestrial environment) 1 Lobby LWEC to set up a long-term research

framework for adaptation and bring together/

advertise all research needs across the board,

including those identified by MCCIP.

6. MCCIP authors / contributors are satisfied with 9 Be more proactive in sourcing supports from
participation in development partners or recruiting new number of partnership.

Do you think that Steering Group members could contribute more or more effectively
to MCCIP? If so, how?

The Steering Group Chair and Head of gul&atendantear i at
records of 70 to 80 percent at Steering Group meetings were recognised aspos i t i ve b usbmet her e

quieter members.” Mor e specialist expert input, sushahngas r e
the load on the dissemination side” wo ul d be we litisacloaadydpprecldtedtere &re valid

and wide-rangingr easons for thi s, S U mohbeem ehgadedhiraitt for @ vihile ine mb er s
probably quite hard to get engaged in a partnership thatda 0SSy Sa Gl ot A & KraRonlFb2 NJ | &

interestSR Ay OSNI I Ay | MNBdf geople Wwho @edabtdneds th WECCIP &re under a lot of
pressure themselves with staff cutbacks, and it's not as if they have huge amounts of time available. We
also have to understand the constraints they're under too.€

4.2 MCCIP Products and Services

As outlined in MCCIP Evaluation Plan 2010-2015 (2011: 4), the key outputs from the programme in phase |l
are shown in the table below.

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 14 Collingwood Environmental Planning
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Output ‘ Frequency

Full report cards

Biennial

Special topic reports

Biennial

“Cl i mat e s maepottsforidedtified tomniunitaesof interest

Initial pilot and will then consider
annual updates

Programme of engagement events — mainly through working with others
but also through an MCCIP branded event

Annual MCCIP event and other
events more regularly

Advice and input to national and international state of the environment | Ongoing
reporting
$1T -##)0060 AOOOAT O DPOI AOAOO AT A OAOOGEAAO

products and services do you use most? How and why are they used?

All interviewees ans we'r etdo “ettibneDgu MCCI1 P

highly."”

With only one respondent® finding any of MC C | @ddits and
respondents disagreeingwith t he st at ement “

highly rated by users.

i AA

s current products
expectations?” and as shown by Fi gur efthGewhecbnplated thagererblgni f i
surveyagreed or strongly agr e e dualitwof MBCIP prbdects and sarticesme n t

services “Not valuable” and two

rate the qualtity o
would be tempting to discount them. However, these respondents, along with those replying® Do n ' t
or “Neither atg¢itkeeeof these qudstionsacgnipris@stakeholders from key public sector,
academic and private sector organisations and their views should not be discounted. The possibility that
the products and services currently provided by MCCIP do not meet their needs or expectations should be
considered. Overall, evidence is provided that MCCIP has met interim objective 3: MCCIP products are

Figure 3: Number of rS& LI2y aSa (2 {KS thédudlity & YN8y (products land betvideS

highlyé

agree [N
Disagree .

Neither agree nor disagree -

Don't know F

0 10 20 30

40 50

The MCCIP Annual Report Card was the main MCCIP product interviewees most used and mentioned, and
this is supported by the findings of the survey (see Figures 3 and 4 below) and Google Analytics data that

303 percent!of Vvisitors to MCCIP’s

home page chodse

Kk now

t o

This is indicative ofafthlet AanQ2aNBE ReINBDRUzOCtartdh dte i @

90n|y two survey respondents chose* Di sagr ee” .
0 Erom a total 95 respondents to the general survey.
" This includes Annual Report Card supporting scientific reviews.

12 Compared with 6 percent choosing the section on Special Topic Report Cards; 5.7 percent: UK marine projections; 3.8 percent:

Marine Climate Smart Working Report Card.
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mai nt ai ns MCCI P’ s I. lBopaver, @uestiamsnare aided abautthelimpertanceeand
relevance of MCCI P'"s other “key products’ morewhet h
could be done to raise their profile and usage through the Annual Report Card and newsletter.

Figure 4: The number of respondents and their organisations who have used MCCIP products or services
since 2010 and how valuable they found them

Don't know / Not used B Specific guidance or input
MCCIP has provided to your
work

Not valuable Events
Adequate
B Special Topic Report Card
Highly valuable or quite

valuable

i i i B Annual Report Card
0 20 40 60 80

MCCIP Annual Report Cards (ARCsWhat do you find most valuable about these products and
services? How and why do you use them?

TKS yydzZf NBLEZ2NIG OFNR A& F gAYYAYy3d F2NNdzZ | X
uncertain the scientists are about the evidence, and the opportunity for scientists to provide a
quotable, detailed article behind them.

The most valuable aspect of the Annual Report Cards (ARCs), as highlighted by the majority of respondents
i s thalt? otSINgFydzf € @ O2YYdzyA Ol GS & OA Sy lyridGuacctly] 58 Th ¢ R
| anguage and styl e eenpre sitaldedor norsexpertp who waptrtd uadergand
marine climate change issuesX (G Kl G a Ay A a (i SHBare fitdh&d atitHé Bt ledelK 2 A s

10 —12 page summary docu me n tinge-poor r espondents appreciated

—~ O
5 C
o -

(@]

The regular publication of the ARCs increases understanding by building the scientific evidence base year-

on-y e adomparisons of certainty assessments made by experts can be made across ARCs/years, and so

the real strength of the report cards is that they can't be challenged. ” A number of resp
Scotland valued that geographical scope of the ARCs encompasses Scotland as well England and Wales:

“For us, we have a lot of sea around Scotland and a lot of other materials seem to focus only on England

and Wales. The fact that you've got a real engagement with what the issues are for us in Scotland in a way

that there's no confusion about exactly what it relates to is very significan0d X ® Fur t her |, t he AR
seen to have impact beyond marine and UK context, with both LWEC and the Australian Government

utilising the format as an exemplar of best practice:

I now work internationally, which means I'm less involved than | was [when | worked for an England-
focused organisation] but MCCIP is important to me and useful globally. The report cards' global
impact is massive.

Other countries are copying the format and | think we could do a lot to increase global impact.

A general sense was gained from respondents across all stakeholder groups that MCCIP products are well-
received and well-respected for providing the latest research and advice.

Invaluable tools for policyand decisioamakers

Oof speci al not e, r e s p amati@ha tosls fov Mikisterd’d ttoh er eAfReG'se nacse
influence colleagues and decisions:
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That Ministers have been involved in launching the cards is proof of their interest and how much they
value them.

At a meeting of the UK and Ireland ministers, the ministers asked MCCIP to produce a special topic
report card on marine climate change impacts to fisheries and aqua culture, so MCCIP's products and
expertise are clearly well-respected.

This is supported by 62 percent of survey respondents either agreeing or strongly agreeing with the
statement ‘ MCCIP products or services hmake nlgad ar
provides evidence that MCCIP have met interim objective 2: MCCIP products have a positive influence on
decision-making. It is significant that of the remaining respondents, only 3 percent disagreed and 35
percentthatr epl i ed “don’t know” or “neither agree nor d

Figure 5: The number of responses received fromtheoy f A Y S & dzNJ3S & MBCIPpridtctsari | (0 SY
services have had a positive influence2 Y Y& Kk 20 KkSknmgEQ RSOAAA2Y

Strongly agree

Agree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Don't know

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

The expert knowledge provided by the ARCs, and also the Research Gaps report, have been seen by
respondents to provide justification for gaining funding as well as saving time by providing an invaluable
resource:

It is an additional resource that we can sign post to our members. Attitudes are changing to climate
change, my resources are stretched and our priorities are set, so this card is fantastic - | don't have to
do it! It ticks all the boxes: it includes enough information at a digestible level, it's absolutely perfect.
Our members can easily understand the information and take the recommended actions.

Indirect beneficiaries also reported the value of MCCIP products, such as for university learning materials
and to raise awareness amongst theirownor gani sati onf'Tr € X ake@dwese theerins
our teaching on MSc courses with students,” “I regularly use MCCIP newsletter material in the
Communications and Management for Sustainability News | send out to 8700 people of whom 4800 have
expressed an interest in 'marine’ issues.”

Do you think the process of developing MCCIP products is inclusive?

All interviewees viewed the process of developing MCCIP products as an inclusive one. The majority of
experiences shared related to the ARC and Special Topic Report Card. Sample responses:

Yes definitely. I've been involved in meetings where comments are asked for and everyone is given
ample opportunity to contribute their opinions.

Oh yes, you just have to look at the contributors list on the back of MICCIP reports. They range across
the academic sector, government, government funded institutes, Northern Ireland, Wales, Scotland,
England - you've got people you'd expect to be there.

Is inclusivenesand a large number of contributoralways good?

Several Steering Group members related significant improvements and learning points since the first ARC
which the 2008 MCCIP Mid-Term Review (Cefas, 2008: 14) highlighted as one of the biggest challenges to
date at that time: "“Getting the first report card
as an editorial group which posed many challenges
of a Steering Group member, “We try to make it as inclusive as possible. The process has changed ¢ the first
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one comprised the whole Steering Group (about 20 ¢ 30 people) and was almost a death by committee
experience!” I n response, t he deci si o &l Repoet Sard Warlkdng Grdugpy e st a
which continues to operate in Phase Il with six long-standing members. A new member has recently
volunteered to contribute to the forthcoming Marine Protected Areas report card. The working group was

universally agreedtobeagood deci sion as supported by fGHarés St e
are limits to how and who you want to include in the process as you want the report cards to be
authoritative as well as a very good, inclusive representation of the science community.” A number
respondent s adheraghart tging totbdnaote jnclusive.during productionZ énore emphasis

shoul d be copfideatlp’e dd iosns e‘mi nati ng products and engagi
widely (outside of Defra). Therefore, it is clear that greater inclusiveness should not always be presumed to

always be a good thing.

Numbers of willing and able contributors

Respondents currently, or previously, involved with ARC and Special Topic Report Card working groups,
Steering Group and Secretariat, said that one of the main difficulties MCCIP faces is that only few members
of the Steering Group regularly contribute. As explained by this direct beneficiary:

The biggest challenge [MCCIP] face is getting people who have many commitments to commit to

them. MICCIP could have a wider range of organisations involved but [MCCIP] rely on people who

have always delivered. Three to four people slog away behind the scenes and if or when they decide

they don't want to do it anymore then the entire process will stop. ¢ KSNB A a y2i Sy 2dz3a
planning.

One of the provisos of being a member of the ARC working group is committing to the whole process and
each member will spend 20 — 25 days working on an ARC without reimbursement to their home
organisation; it is a not insubstantial in-kind contribution. Further discussion of stakeholder engagement
barriers and incentives will be undertaken in Section 4.4.

bSSR F2NJ I WadzO0S&aaz2NJ LX I yQ

When probed abouta ‘' sucpgleams’i,onbot h t htieair abd Heae ofi the GecreBariap, u p C
concurred that such a plan does not currently exist: Oit's a good question and might be something we need

to think more about ¢ wherethey SEG 3 SY SNI G A 2y Y A'dnticleanpom®uldFiINBeY T ¢ |
lead roles C there are probably only a handful of people with the specific expertise on science and policy to

deliver relevant products.é Dev el opi ng’'aorsucomssingrency’ pl an is
forward.

How could MCCIP products and services be improved? / What would make them more
useful?

Products are not the end point: what are people going to do with them?

For wider and greater impact of MCCIP products and services, more consideration needs to be given to how
and by whom they are used and disseminated, as propounded by this respondent:

There's a little bit too much emphasis on the Annual Report Cards as an end point and not enough
consideration of what people are going to do with it. Without greater consideration of this the report
cards are in danger of sitting gathering dust, without influencing anyone or any decision that's made.
MCCIP could key more into the National Adaptation Programme, for example. MCCIP need to ensure
they are coherent and consistent with aiming to achieve something other than just production of a
document.

Wider engagement, influence andcollaboration

Respondents identified a need for MCCIP to use their products and services to engage, influence and join-
up with Government departments outside of Defra, other countrie s’ and organi sation
academia beyond marine science. For example:

Other countries are copying the format and | think we could do a lot to increase global impact. We
are not getting enough \Hang for our buckQus it stands.
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| want to think with MICCIP, how we use the report cards to engage and influence people in other
European member states. | don't think they've done much yet. MICCIP is probably quite advanced of
other member states doing similar work and they may be audiences who are less aware of MCCIP. |
think MICCIP want to reinforce their reputation and use of their products and services across wider
academia too. In dealing with industry sector, MCCIP needs to ensure that it focuses on where
industry stakeholders find its work valuable and are prepared to work with MCCIP ¢ they don't have
to try to cover every area but those the industry prioritises.

They're not lacking anything but they're just a bit too niche at the moment. We represent inland and
coastal businesses and especially with the recent flooding, which may not be a climate change issue,
ultimately it would be great to take their work forward by also addressing climate change issues for
inland environments.

There is a big need to join up with other report cards that are coming out from LWEC, as on an
organisational level they run in parallel, so marine and terrestrial climate change issues inform each
other.

al/ /Lt aOSylINaza O2dZ R 6S 2F daAaS G2 59/ / LIS2Lx
energy infrastructure planning at the moment, which is the primary interaction of relevance to DECC.

¢Fr1S I 6ARSNE dafSadaa yAOKSE F20dza
An underlying message received from respondents was that MCCIP products and services could be more

useful if they had a wider focus, but that this should not be at the expense of current high levels of impact
and quality:

LiQa Y 2 NB I adzaasSadiazy G2 SELJI-YI? 0KSANI 62N
interdependencies within other areas, for example infrastructure with business, the extent of
adaptation on risk. It would be interesting to see what they had to say but | wouldn't want them to

lose anything that they are already doing. MCCIP have such a nice, contained approach.

That “MCCI P have such apgpeam to coetradictahe pracaalingrtoeohenta. fpay o a ¢ h”
be that a less niche focus would be appropriate for some products and that this would allow the
partnership to reach out to wider audiences

Develop awareness of otherrpducts

A general lack of awareness about products beyond the ARCs existed amongst respondents. Only three out

of thirteen intervieweesc o mment ed on ‘cl i mate smart’ adaptatio
mentioned the Research Gaps report due to their involvement in its development: & L U Y Y 2uwre B | £ € &
GKSANI 204KSNJ LINPROzOU S IsyRnabNDaAaOSadhat wahrarely' cl i m
mentioned by stakeholders, despite the survey and interviews being conducted after its launch in February

2014. The Phase | mid-term review (Cefas, 2008: 9) al so found, “There is a s
significant product to date has been the Report Card.... The website and né&wsl et
promoting other products.

Review clarity of content and q@sentation

A few regular users of the annual report cards expressed concern that the clarity of content and
presentation of the cards had decreased in 2013 and 2014:

My slight concern is that the annual report cards are getting increasingly word dense and slightly less
clear. For example, if you compare the 2013 report card with earlier versions then you can see that
they are creeping away from conciseness, becoming more complex and maybe even making the text
component slightly greater. This could put some people off but perhaps attract others.

The presentation of the report cards is worth reviewing as it is sometimes quite jumbled.
Need to be more responsive

A number of respondents believed that although MCCIP is somewhat responsive to changing demands and
current events, there is more to do. For example, including a section on new technology that is emerging
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from research and industry in the ARC, and decreasing the length of time it takes to produce and publish
reports in order to provide advice in response to an identified and urgent need:
LQ@S 06SSYy RA&FLIRAYGSR Ay (GKS fSy3adk 27
through the system. It is not necessarily because of MCCIP, but also the Marine Science Co-ordination

Committee. The prioritisation of research co-ordination must be considered carefully as advice needs
to be up to date and timely.

With the recent weather, in hindsight MCCIP have missed an opportunity; they could have been much

more visible in discussions about the impacts of climate change and coastal floods/surges.
(Tx AAOGU EO EO A O UT O AT A 1T OEAOO 061 AAAARAOO -
Overall, interviewees found i t i s easy stproduct end sersices ard GtEd tHe website and its
functionality highly but the following comment is representative of feelings expressed by several other
respond e n t/ kliow where to find what | need so perhaps I'm biased ¢ we should test how accessible they
are to others who are less familiar. There was general consensus that MCCIP needs to ensure products and
services are as accessible as possible to those “less familiar” with their outputs and MCCIP has done well in
exploring new channels and medi a, such as
functionality and establishing and maintaining a Twitter account, but there is more to be done: “We need
to move with the times. We have to do whatever we can to make [MCCIP products and services] more
accessible.”

Website

produ.

Data on MCCIP website usage for the period 1 March 2013 to 10 February 2014 was collected using Google
Analytics.

Table 6 below shows the data during this time period compared with that of the previous year:

Table 7: MCCIP website usage data ¢ 2013/14 and 2012/13 in comparison

NumberofwS 6 a4 A i S X 2013/14 2012/13"

Change in 2013/14

Visits

10986

11526

-540

I ndividual uni que'’

8366

8635

-269

Page views

28069

26381

-1688

Pages viewed per visit

2.55

2.29

+0.26

Average time on site

2 min 18 sec

1 min 47 sec

+31 sec

% visits from mobile devices

10%

4%

+6%

(iPad, smart phones, etc.)
Al t hough the overall number of visits to MCCI P’ s
2012/13, the number of pages visitors have viewed has increased (+0.26 pages), as has the average time

each visitor spends on the site (+31 seconds). Therefore, it seems more time is being spent exploring the

site by visitors.

Visits per day

Figure 7 shows the number of visits per day where the average number of visitors per day was 31.7. It can
be seen that the number of visits is steady with a spike at the time of the Annual Report Card launch in late
November/ early December 2013. The most visits (341) were on 28 November, with the three next highest
visits on 29 November, 2 and 3 December.

3 Data on MCCIP website usage for the period 1 April 2012 to 28 February 213 (MCCIP, 2013: 16)

Independent Mid-Term Review of the 20
MCCIP Work Programme

Collingwood Environmental Planning



March 2014

Figure 6: Number of visits each day to the MCCIP website for the period 1/3/13 ¢ 10/2/14
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Countries

Visitors access the site from 130 countries, which are four more than in the previous period. The top ten
countries can be seen in Table 7.

Table 8: Top ten countries from which the MCCIP website were accessed

Country / Territory No. of Visits
1 United Kingdom 7220
2 United States 1685
3 India 185
4 Australia 134
5 Canada 128
6 Germany 100
7 Ireland 98
8 Philippines 98
9 France 91
10 China 67
Surfing time

Although the average time spent on the site was 2 minutes 18 seconds, 70 percent of visits lasted 10
seconds or less. Of the remaining visits, the majority lasted between 1 and 10 minutes and the mean
number of pages viewed increases over time (Figure 8).
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Figure 7: Duration of visits (in seconds) to the MCCIP website for the period 1/3/13 ¢ 10/2/14
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Figure 8: Average number of pages viewed and how much time was spent (in seconds) per visit to the
MCCIP website for the period 1/3/13 ¢ 10/2/14
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Search termsnd redirection
Search engines, mainly Google.co.uk and Google.com, directed the majority of visitors to the site.
The top five key word searches were:

1. MCCIP (253)

2. Marine ecosystem climate (96)

3. Marine climate (72)

4. Coastal erosion in the UK (66)

5. Marine climate change impacts partnership (58)

261 different websites referred people to www.mccip.co.uk. Once on the website, the most visited pages
related to the Annual Report Cards. The top ten websites directing visitors to the MCCIP website are shown
in Table 8.
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Table 9: Top ten websites that referred visitors to the MCCIP website

Rank ‘ Source Type ‘ No. Visits
1 google.co.uk Search engine 1033
2 google.com Search engine 433
3 coastms.co.uk Consultancy 207
4 Iwec.org.uk Terrestrial NGO 132
5 facebook.com Social networking site 99
6 www01 Unknown 90
7 metoffice.gov.uk Government 86
8 cefasintranet Government 57
9 google.co.in Search engine 51
10 ukclimateprojections.defra.gov.uk Government 48

It can be seen that the majority of visitors are being directed from government agency websites and search
engines. However, it is significant that such a high number of visitors are being referred from
www.lwec.org.uk. This may be indicative of recent consultation and collaborative working between MCCIP
and LWEC regarding products and partnership working strategies. Therefore, providing supporting evidence
that MCCIP has met interim objectives 4 and 5 in increasing number of indirect beneficiaries accessing
MCCIP products and similar methods and approaches to MCCIP are adopted by indirect beneficiaries (e.g.
internationally or for the terrestrial environment).

This perhaps provides evidence of new audiences of both direct and indirect beneficiaries using the site.

Do you use meetings and other opportunities for networking and debate provided by
MCCIP?

Only five out of thirteen interviewees reported regularly attendance MCCIP meetings or networking events,
which includes members of the MCCIP Secretariat, Steering Group and ARC working group. Reasons cited
by non-attendees include:

z A

f  No prior knowledge of the meetings—“L RARY Qi 1y2¢ (G(KSNB ¢
0

N |y e
3S0 GKS ySgatSGaSNIodzi L YAIKG yz2i S 2y (KS

>

9 The focus of their role and of the organisation they work for —“Climate change and marine is only

C

a small part of my work and | have to balance this with the other issues I workon”; L i Qa y 2 G N&F

my remit, | work more on the terrestrial side” ;No, hot particularly, due to the international focus of
my work now. "

Lack of time —“Quite frankly I'm so spread and busy as it is.

Meet people involved with MCCIP in their working life through other means — “/ meet a lot of
people who are involved through my work anyway and am busy enough® &

4.3 Engagement and Communications

Do you think MCCIP does enough to engage and communicate with stakeholders?

Stakeholder engagement was identified as a core issue for MCCIP now and going forward. All interviewees,
from their own, or their organisations’ perspectives a N s w e ¥eg MCCIP Hoes do enough to engage
stakeholders,” but it was frequently given with the added caveat, “Xbut can you ever do enough?” aufions
were also offered that time should not be spent on increasing engagement and communications at the
expense of t he qualYouhygve to balankkQifdd sPehdspromoting MCCK Sersus
producing products.”

Several members of working groups felt they were too involved to be objective, for example: “Yes, I think

they do enough but it is difficult for me to answer from my perspective. | personally have as much contact as

| need. Others questioned the meaning and scope 0 f the term ' st akheheodtder e
identify and target specific new audiences/ stakeholders and to ask the following questions when planning

future engagement activities:
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Who are the people who need to be informed? Who are the people who are going to be the decision
makers of the future who should be informed? Who are the climate sceptics that also need to be
targeted and informed? The term 'stakeholder' is all encompassing - potentially every person in the
UK is a stakeholder.

Are there any ways in which communications to stakeholders could be improved? If
yes, how?

Respondents were divided equally in their responses. Key suggestions for how communications to
stakeholders could be improved include:

 To follow up and increase awareness of launch events by disseminating an email template to
Government Ministers for them to send to their distribution lists: “Ministers following a launch
being provided with a suggested text and emailing link to all members of House of Commons and
Lords in England and similarly in Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland. Copies emailed to DGs in
Europe etc.€

Participate more in non-climate change events for key sectors.

Greater engagement with EU partners: Gshare results and assisting with marine impacts
assessments in other countries bordering our waters.€

Make MCCIP products more accessible for non-scientific audiences in writing style, format and
methods of distribution, for example:

An accessible report summarising the information suitable for a more general public. | was
delighted to receive a hard copy and an electronic one of the Scottish Marine Atlas but how
many are out there? | have never found anywhere, museums, exhibitions etc, where | could
have picked up anything from MCCIP. The web is wonderful but not necessarily getting to the
people who should need to know and understand.

Barriers to engagement / Do you feel that you are contributing as much and as
AEEAAOEOAT U AO UT O AT OIA AO A PAOOTAO 1T &£ - ##)
An equal proportion of stakeholders interviewed a ns we ee'd a“rvd’ “t hd quéstion. A

repr es eYest aspanse: &/ think my level of engagement is about NJA 3 Khiav¥ many competing
demands for my time.”

Of t hoseNoreplhymomigemfts easing their contributions to

9 Changing role or organisation since joining the Steering Group: to one in which knowledge
sharing, external networking / engagement activities and issues specific to marine science are not a
central focus. For example:

I've been involved since MCCIP was founded but my participation has tapered off over the past
two years due to my role change. ... a component of my [previous] responsibilities was to
engage and network with external activities and 'exchange knowledge'. X t'dnhore difficult to
find the time [now] as it's not a part of my job anymore.

Changing personnel was also raised as causing a problemwi t h continuity in MCCI P’
the Secretariat and Steering Group (SG): Sothe have come and gone, there are upheavals with personnel

with the economy the way it is. For example, we might have a new person every six months representing an
organisation at SG meetings so it is difficult to engage with them and build a relationship.€

I Time constraints:

No, I'm too stretched. I've retained MICCIP in my portfolio because of the importance | attach to
AG 2y + 'Y tS@St o0 dzimehtsoSplde2 G + f20 2F 20KSN

It's a significant contribution that people are giving but no one has put their hand up and said
that's why they don't contribute. | suspect it's mainly to do with time. Unless the process is
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made less time consuming it is going to be difficult to change this and the quality of the
product may decrease.

9 Financial constraints: several Steering Group members suggested that MCCIP does not have a
policy of reimbursing travel and subsistence (T and S) expenses that this can, and does, limit their
contributions. This may increasingly bethecasei f or gani sati onsecutbudget s

One thing that would make a difference would be a contribution to my travel and subsistence.
At the moment | have to go to [my employer] to reimburse my expenses and have to make the
case. Usually if you are appointed to a Steering Group, such as NERC's, then your T and S is paid
for. MICCIP are out on their own in this respect and that could be a barrier that prevents others
to contribute. | would certainly find it even harder to contribute if [my employer] refused to pay
my T and S.

T Lack of mutual benefits: It must be noted that comments such as this were made by very much a
minority of respondents, & don't currently lead a contribution - the only professional benefit is to
GAOl F+ 02E FT2NJ Y& HoNdel yhambdrsibfitBeySétratari dad Stderind K P €
Group were well aware of this problem and actions have been taken to explore ways to incentivise
more contributions. New benefits include:

That contributors can now cite and add the backing papers and report cards to their
publications list is giving something back. For the special topic card on fisheries | have arranged
for all the backing papers to be published in a well-respected, peer reviewed international
journal.

That the ARC is now eligible to be cited by contributors as a peer-reviewed scientific
publication.

That MCCIP ARCs and backing papers to ARCs and special topic cards are citable, with ISDN

numbers, and peer-reviewed, and thus can be add e d to contributors’ a
publication records and Curriculum Vitae will help to justify spending time working on it both to

employers and individual contributors.

1 Clearer instructions required on how to contribute: &'m still new to the group but it seems very
effectively administered. | sometimes wonder whether | could input more into the products, and am
not clear about how this would be done, but other than that am very glad to be involved.€

Are you aware of any stakeholder groups who have not been adequately engaged by
MCCIP?

The proportions of Ve sapdo‘iNa'e nt & amis sve rgiunegs Key' o n w
recommendations of stakeholders who should be engaged more by MCCIP were as follows:

f NERC: MCCI P’ s i nf |l ue n cdentifiatt iag being NdpdRdent @naSseering Group
personnel’s associations with NERC at present
representative of NERC member of the Steering Group as crucial to giving MCCIP more authority:

The impact would be the elevation of MCCIP's authority in the science community, it's the
logical progression. The ideal would be for MCCIP to be in a position where NERC approach
them for advice on what their research priorities should be and may lead to more funding for
MCCIP. This would take MCCIP to the next level and work in parity with UKCIP.

Members of the Secretariat and Steering Group on this point during the interviews and it they
concurred thatLINEREOdzZ Ii Mid& A & Y BIANIaI2yWiSéu&Kbok3 a/ /
2 Y ®@dwvever, it was noted that there is a limit to the number of people you can have on the

Steering Group for it to be effective.

9 Industry: cross-sector respondents highlighted the need for MCCIP to engage more widely with the
industry and marine business sectors, including those representing, supplying and servicing
(insurance companies) industry, with subsequent benefits including potential for reaching new
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funding streams and audiences. However, a key point raised is that engagement is a two-way
process and MCCIP have found it difficult to garner responses from industry in the past:

The steering group is largely comprised of government departments, NGOs, environment
agencies but we don't really have good representation from industry, for example, fisheries,
fishermen, renewable industry. These are big sectors and if we were able to get them to
engage better with MCCP then we would reach a wider audience and potentially more funding.
The challenge of producing the first Climate Smart, on boating, was getting industry sectors to
talk to us and there is an issue there. It was not for want of trying!

 Government departments outside of Defra: This is one of themes most commonly raised by
respondents, as exemplified by the comments of this Direct Beneficiary:

This is one of the key issues and [MCCIP] need to do more and think about this. They punch
above their weight but there seems to be a tendency in Defra to think it's just a minnow in
Whitehall and to concentrate on the ecological side. They should confidently engage
departments more widely on the project outputs side, rather than trying to be more inclusive
during production.

9 The general public: educational institutions beyond the scientific community, including schools and
colleges, coastal communities.

Is MCCIP doing enough to gain media coverage?

Answers predominantly echoed the sentiments of this beneficiary: L “ R2y QG 1y2¢ NBFffeo
WesQ They probably are but there is always more to be done. However, it is a balance of much time you

want to spend chasing the media versus producing rigorous and authoritative scientific reports.” Only
respondentsfrom i ndustry st ated ‘ditwdbnefarthe roldN bave,and vaskingoe X a mp |
the climate smart work card recently ILINR 6 | 6 £ & & 2 dzf RY U (i Thés)tHB Say BeSnbiddtRe 2 T a /
of the difficulties MCCIP have had in engaging the industry sector in the past and support the need

identified by respondents for MCCIP to attempt more outreach, promotional and collaborative work with

industry.

Those answering “Yes” ¢ ommadad doh'tyhinlatitese pradutts oreithindgs thath i s r
will appear on the 9o'clocknS 6 & ® ¢ KS& | NB arf & gb edldiNg/v eddi 2sNtArSars gl y  t

i SautHoritative reporting, not media stories,” w h i “adequatels covered in the relevant circles.”
Furthermore, the efforts MCCIP put into product launch events and the success of these events for

garnering media interest were broadly recognised. Others suggested an increase the use of social media to

share and exchange marine climate change knowledge and activities with wider communities.

$1 UT O OEETE OEAOQO - ##)-0 deCision-maEerOdntl Ather tharineD | | E A
stakeholders has increased in the past five years?

Fiftynnepercent of survey “Wex®bpendcdaemtts' “dfousiveanrcagedn.k n § W0
Many felt MCCI P’ s i nf |-raakers and otherrmaripeostakeholgters could and should increase

nationally and internationally in the coming years. How influential MCCIP continues to be could crucially
rely on which topics they decide to focus their work on:

For example, they have chosen a report card on a really interesting area for policy: what are the
implications of climate change for protected areas and Marine Strategy Directive. The influence of
climate change and other oceanic changes in some protected areas, including under European law,
may cause certain species to move, which will have interesting implications for policy.

Clearly, MCCIP and its outputs are highly regarded across respondents and increasing influence has been
gained by the building of an authoritative body of knowledge since its establishment:

So from a policy point of view, it's not a flash in the panX and you can have confidence because it is
that building of, reporting and bringing together expertise which | think is a key to what they do. By
approaching it in that way it does have a greater influence.
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What it has done is become increasingly recognised as an authoritative voice and it tends to be

pushing an open door in terms of ensuring it's referenced and used as a well-founded source of
AYF2NXYIEGA2Y D Lda NBLzil GAz2y KFa 3INRBgyYy YR AdGUa
countries could point to something that is of a similar level in environmental assessments and is so
influential.

At a national level, respondents reported that MCCIP has provided information to compile the UK CCRA,

National Adaptation Programme, House of Commons Science and Technology Committee inquiry on marine

science, to populate Scotland's Marine Atlas which subsequently informed the National Marine Plan; form

the context for marine policy in Waless MCCI P’ s i nfl uence i nt éasrinpuatbithonal |
OSPAR Commission on marine climate change in the UK seas and that the format of the ARC has been

emulated by the Australian Government.

Therefore, from the evidence it is apparent that MCCIP is going some way to meet the interim objectives of
being highly-rated by users and having a positive influence on decision-making.

4.4 Value for Money

Has the project successfully demonstrated added value through in-kind contributions
received?

As quantified bythe 2010-2 0 15 MCCI P Eval uati on Pl an el§tizl@ rotept, “Th
in terms of its direct financial costs, running at approximately £175-200k per annum during Phase Il, though
this value nearly doubles ifin-k i nd contri butions are included.” Al

clearly recognise added value of in-k i nd contri butions Vveo” M>CIsPonandst:
include:

Through the report cards being a go-to starting point for finding information on the effects of climate
change.

[The amount of in-kind contributions MCCIP receives is] one of the major appeals of the project to
5 S ¥ Na& t&ms of in-kind contributions, time they provide, we try to get a rough estimate of the
financial value of in-kind contributions and it equates to tens of thousands of pounds. The in-kind
contributions of 150 scientists double the value of the project.

Yes, MCCIP's products are only produced through in-kind contributions.

For Defra it offers extremely good value for money. There's no obvious way we could procure this at
lower cost, in fact it would cost us more and be less effective as you get less buy-in from others. We
benefit hugely from the time offered by research and scientists across academia but it is a very
efficient process for getting good results.

Defra is the largest financial contributor to MCCIP, although they are not the only financial contributor.
This may explain why respondents referred specifically to Defra when discussing value for money.

Do you feel that MCCIP is sufficiently transparent about the extent of direct and in-kind
contributions made by partners to its activities?

Eighty two survey r eTheminority €1804), who wene @wdently @ctive etiges §f
product working groups, asserted that MCCIP and its outputs offer unquestionable value for money but,
“whether the partnership recognises the value I'm not sure.”

All interviewees, with the exception of those from the Secretariat, focussed on in-kind contributions and

did not discuss direct financial contributions. That s o much of MCCIl Pninkimut put
contributions, and resources would effectively be
success as well as a vulnerability. ™ Thi s i s a point t hat wi || need
development of engagement activities, recognition and incentives, crucial tasks for MCCIP:

There needs to be greater recognition of the effort put in by some partners for their in-kind
contributions, this is largely ignored by the wider steering group. There needs to be a greater
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expectation that partners will contribute and for those that are not in a position to make a
substantial financial contribution they should look to make a greater in-kind contribution.

4.6 The Future

Should the partnership be continued when the current schedule of funding expires
(2015)?

Respondents were unanimous in answering, “Yes” to this question:

Yes, no question. If MCCIP were to fold, a major gap in advice would quickly become apparent. There
may be a time when a new funding model needs to be considered.

Yes, definitely. Climate change impacts are never going to go away, much as some would like them
to.

Yes, if it continues to work as effectively.
7TEAO EO -##)060 COAAOAOO OOOAT cOEe
I Expertise is the strength most associated with MCCIP by respondents. As the source of its
reputation, authority and credibility outside of the partnership, the scientific expertise it has and

provides as an organisation, the team / experts involved, and the resulting products and services
offered, the majority view it as is invaluable:

To do something which is incredibly complicated but simple. They are making the impossible
possible and easy to digest.

That it gathers data from a wide audience and has considerable buy-in from the marine
community.

The staff / people are very good, very committed. Paul has a lot of knowledge, expertise and
others too. The scientific integrity and intelligence we offer, all from experts out there working
for nothing ¢ it is very difficult to challenge what we say. We don't advocate policy, we report
science and leave it to those who make decisions to do that. We say here are the facts, go away
and work it out yourselves. We do advice, not recommendations.

9 TheAnnualReportCards:as t hi s member of t hTeebdstonelieetisktititte Gr o u
reports themselves and the fact they meet a need for people to know what the best understanding
is and to know where to look. That is a unique offering. ”
f c2yldAydzAaitde 2F a// Lt Qa | LIINRF OK { 2inconseduénBRAthsa | N.
has built others’ respect and trust; stakehol d
That they have been producing the same outputs for years is really useful. The report cards are
invaluable.
What you're getting is a clear build-up of evidence in a way you can have confidence on
because it is that building of expertise, reporting and bringing together expertise which | think
is a key to what they do. By approaching it in that way it does have a greater impact.
7TEAO EO - ##) Geak@ess@uilpfol thrkat?d x
Responsesto “ Wh a't is MCCIP'"s main weakness?”’ and “What
will be addressed together.
It is significant that 60 percent of interviewees could not name a weakness for MCCIP. For those that did
identify a weakness, someissues, such as ‘funding and ‘reliance on a
standing and have been raised by previous evaluations, of which the Secretariat and Steering Group are
well aware, and indeed, raised themselves.
9 Insecurity of funding and budget cuts: identified by 100 percent of respondents as the major
weakness or threat to MCCIP and this i slonghot ne

term time data series are very vulnerable to government cuts; if we don't maintain time series data
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then it's all lost. ” MCCI P’ s wor k wild/ be negatively
draws its expertise is eroded.

That MCCIP primarily relies on funding from Defra could pose a threat going forward. Respondents
recommended the Secretariat consider a more diversified funding model for a more secure future.

9 Over dependence on a small group of in-kind contributors: this was a weakness and potential
threat to the future productivity of MCCIP raised by previous evaluations and the majority of
interviewees from the Steering Group and Secretariat. Comments received include:

Need to maintain and develop contributor base for the ARC: the [MCCIP] team has been
sensitive to this, hence making the ARCs citable publications. They must also consider paying
contributors' T and S expenses as they are giving their time for free. Contributions will tail off
without this.

I'm seeing it from the view of some who is very engaged so they might say they're doing
enough. We could do with spreading the load.

1 Lack of self-confidence and promotion: MCCIP should be confident in taking a more active
promotion and dissemination approach, giving more consideration to how and by whom MCCIP
products are used. Sample comments from respondents include:

With what's happening in Britain, with all the scientists working on MCCIP's bespoke products,
GKS 6SFGKSNI FYR Ot AYFGS OKLI ysth&onedMCCIf WHy K S
this?

af f e

YAR

¢tKSe ySSR (U2 asStf 0KSYaStogSa I yR pulitheBsend LINE R«

out there enough.

Fine I think but they need to improve levels of innovative thinking and make a space for it, talk
about the great products they have and get them out there.

Be bolder, be more forthright, broadcast wider.

 Narrow engagement: wider engagement, influence and collaboration needed overall. For example, with
government agencies beyond Defra, terrestrial, international, sectors (especially industry) and general public:
“More engagement of people beyond the science community and also Defra, to whom the outputs

are of relevanceonthe LJX | YYAy 3 &AARSST A& ONMzOALFE G2 &ALINBIFRA

9 Not being responsive to new technologies in the marine environment: “They're a bit risk averse
and not really pushing new technologies - they need to keep one eye on this, perhaps one column in
the annual report card could be devoted tonewl SOKYy 2f 2 3A S & ¢

T /fAYIFGS OKFy3S RNERLILIA Yifkhis R thécdse i theTohgkrud, s DefiE 2 N &

key MCCIP funder this could pose a serious threat:

| think the biggest challenges are to come. When | started in 2006, climate change was higher
up the agenda. In terms of getting things out there, we get much less help from the Defra press

2FFAOS GAGK LIJzo f A/OyAcandext @nd &t midiskehiay fevel @eAadeKniklly  LI2
respected and they think we have good products. There are also challenges from climate
change sceptics who can try to dismiss and undermine our work.
7TEAO EO - ##) ppotuniydAAOA OO |
In sum, respondent S identified the overarching opportuni
increasingly influential and invaluable’, particu

 To feed into national policy and influence more widely: in particular to become more involved in
adapt at i on WO r ko ledl o dcoheeet sis®essnient of the multi-stressor impacts of
OA/warming and de-oxygenation on waters around the UK and including the Arctic / North Sea.
They would be the first in the world to undertake such work in a policy relevanli 02 y (i S El ¢
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9 To shape research frameworks and priorities: “As MCCIP becomes increasingly influential they may
want to use the opportunity to encourage researchers, NERC, etc. to shape some of their work
around some of the big issues MCCIP has identified and LINR Y 2 (| SR ® ¢

f Toachieve paritywithUKCIP: ®® f SO GA2Yy (2  Y2NB FdzZiK2NRAGF GA DS
be working more in collaboration with or almost on parity with UKCIP. This would mean recruiting
the right people to the Steering Group. "

 To have quicker response and product lead-in times in order to provide more timely advice to a
wider range of beneficiaries:

There have been and are opportunities for MCCIP to come out with advice on the implications
of the storms, causes of coastal flooding. This is covered in report cards but maybe one of the
things we should be able to do is to gear up to produce a quick two sides of information about
such severe events - to give a quick, definitive response.

How does MCCIP make a difference to stakeholders and their work?
Respondents reported the following benefits MCCIP bring to their work:

I Added value and credibility: “Having MCCIP in partnership with us shows our members that we're
engaging with the experts, which adds value and credibility to our work.€

I Expert advice and the latest research to inform decision- and policy-making:

al /Lt Qa NBLER2NI OFNRA NS I O2YLINBKSyaArAgdS NB
the field. MCCIP offers advice on what should be in the [Climate Change Risk Assessment

(CCRA)]; they have been involved in scoping out the CCRA. Secondly, | use MCCIP research a lot

to populate indicators of progress on climate change, for example, species shifts, vulnerabilities

of port infrastructures, etc., in scrutiny of the National Adaptation Programme.

It's having an authoritative and very well-considered input on the impacts of climate change
that can be one of the strands that we then take account in our planning and decision making,
without having to go off and reinvent the wheel in a way that might not be that effective.

1 Saves time: &t lightens the load, provides me with the ability to signpost sound scientific
information to members.€

1 dThe key thing is that MCCIP brings rigorous understandirag shown by Figure 9, this statement
is also supported by survey responses wher e 84 percent of responde.l
success in improving the understanding of climate change impacts in the marine environment
“Excellent” or “Good”.
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Figure 9: The number of survey respondents (i 2 G KS |j dzSa (0 ANAYUYS dal/2/ 6L tRPA 822208 NJ
improving understanding of climate change impacts on the marine environmentK ¢
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Is the current evaluation plan fit for purpose?

The current evaluation plan (Draft 3.0 MCCIP Evaluation Plan, 2010-2015, 4th July 2011) provides a clear

framework for assessing MCCIP's outcomes in relat
By maintaining the same approach it is possible
time.

However, there are a small number of ways in which we suggest that the current plan could be improved:

 Include a focus on process (how things are done) as well as outcomes: the current evaluation plan
focuses clearly on outcomes and does not look much at the processes by which outcomes are
achieved, including governance processes. This means that valuable learning may not be captured,
for example about why certain approaches have been used or changed, the way that decisions are
made, the people that are or are not involved. Some more qualitative or process-focused questions
have been covered in the interviews, but it would be important to ensure that they are included as
an integral part of the evaluation.

1 Definition of beneficiaries: there are no criteria for the choice of the beneficiaries listed on page 6,
or for the differentnaditi eat bebeeeihni ¢ciDamrieegs. lal
can undoubtedly benefit from the evidence produced by MCCIP, however, there may be important
distinctions about what the evidence is used for, e.g. policy or decision-making, business decisions
or awareness—raising and campaigning. Further improvements could be made to address the needs
of different audiences. In some cases it is not clear who thebenef i ci ar i e sc cammun i’ tCoeas
or ‘Education bodies’, for exampl e

f Interim outcome 40 WL Y ONBI aAy 3 ydzYoSNI 2F AYRANBOthaso Sy S ¥
proved difficult to find evidence in relation to this outcome and the results have been assessed as
“inconcl usi v ePurthbryatasaduld be eeyuired tio endble cordparison with Phase I.

Methods: most of the methods included in the evaluation plan are useful, with two exceptions:

0 Feedback forms (‘targeted and Online’). It is not clear whether this method of evaluation is
being used as we did not see any feedback forms. This might be a useful method for
gathering information about events.

0 Case studies. No case studies appear to have been carried out. Case studies could be used
to provide a more holistic picture o f aspects of t h Eherepisanot ner s
information about whether this method has been tried in the past and, if so, what were the
results.
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1 Independence of the evaluation: there is a tension in any evaluation where the commissioning
body is also being evaluated (as the MCCIP Steering Group is to some extent in this case). In general
this is well-managed because the evaluations methods set out in the plan provide a number of
different sets of routinely-collected data which can be cross-verified and explored in the interviews.
In relation to the interview samples, we suggest that in future, once the criteria for the selection of
interviewees have been agreed with the Working Group, the evaluators should be responsible for
selecting the final sample, to ensure that the process is completely transparent.
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Annex 1: MCCIP Objectives and Links to Key Outputs
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MCCIP Products

Annual Report Card
(Reviewed: 2013)

Accessed http://www.mccip.org.uk/annual-report-

card/2013.aspx (23/01/14)

Newsletter

(Reviewed: August,
September and December
2013)
http://www.mccip.org.uk/m
edia (24/1/14)

Marine 'Climate Smart' Working Card
(Reviewed: ‘Climate change and the UK
marine leisure industry - Adapting to a
changing world’)
http://www.mccip.org.uk/adaptation.asp
x (3/2/14)

Special Topic Report Card
(Reviewed: 2012 —Fish, Fisheries
& Aquaculture)

http://www.mccip.org.uk/special
-topic-report-cards/fish,-
fisheries-aquaculture-report-
card-2012.aspx (3/2/14)

Steering Group Minutes
(Reviewed: 9 Oct 2012, 5
March and 3 Oct 2013)

http://www.mccip.org.uk/med
ia/ (14/2/14)

Outputs 9 The report card (for 2013 and previous N/A Prior to 29/01/14,theMar i ne * G N/A N/A
years) is presented in various formats as Smart’ Wo r kpreviogsly C a r
are the 'full scientific reports'. updated on 10/08/12.
il Provides summary of impact and changes
over time as well as links to more detailed
evidence. 'Regional snapshots' presents a
number of maps and graphs describing
numerous climate impacts.
Outcomes 1 Information on the status and trends of a N/A N/A N/A N/A
wide range of climate impacts.
Target audiences I The information appears to be aimed | The newsletter appearsto |  Specific reference is made to the UK 9 The report card is aimed at the | N/A

broadly at a scientific audience with no
specific targeting. Sectoral impacts are
not differentiated; rather, it is an
integrated picture of marine climate
change impacts.

9 Clearly, different sections will be of
interest to different groups

9 Navigation is facilitated by webpage links
(via a side bar) to thematically organised
sections of the Annual Report Card e.g.
clean and safe seas, commercially
productive seas and 'regional snapshots'.

9§ Further, the Annual Report Card is made
more accessible by the webpage including
a summary of the content and main
message, plus links to view it in a variety
of formats, eg. PDF, Kindle, ePub, and
'key messages' are available as a
PowerPoint presentation.

be aimed at a broadly
scientific audience with no
clear targeting.

I There is no signposting of
information relevant to
other audiences.
Furthermore, there is no
indication that content
relevant to other
audiences (i.e. Annual
Report Card) is available.

Marine Leisure industry, including links
to external resources and a trailer for
the 2014 Annual Report Card that will
look at this sector in detail. Other
sources of information include the
CCRA (which is partly sectoral and
regional) and Adaptation Report Power
Reports which are sectoral.

9§ NOTE: prior to the most recent update
there was limited targeting. The main
part of the webpage included a link to
"examples of adaptation for marine
and coastal stakeholders." This
document included adaptation
information with some targeting. What
targeting there is, is based on
geographic scale and related
adaptation information / requirements.

relevant sectors: fish, fisheries
and aquaculture.

MCCIP Objectives

A. Develop and N/A i The newsletters maintain, N/A N/A i Steering Group minutes
maintain a and provide useful keep records of MCCIP
coordinating information to, marine network and plans.
framework for marine climate change network
climate change members
partners in the UK.
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MCCIP Products

Annual Report Card

(Reviewed: 2013)

Newsletter
(Reviewed: August,

September and December
2013)

Marine 'Climate Smart' Working Card
(Reviewed: ‘Climate change and the UK
marine leisure industry - Adapting to a
changing world’)

Special Topic Report Card
(Reviewed: 2012 —Fish, Fisheries
& Aquaculture)

March 2014

Steering Group Minutes
(Reviewed: 9 Oct 2012, 5
March and 3 Oct 2013)

B. Build the I The analysis and evidence is clearly The literature presented The webpage links to some relevant The report card provides a N/A
knowledge base and presented on the webpage with different covers a number of topics external sources such as UKC09. significant amount of information
consolidate evidence audiences likely to find specific aspects of | and links are provided. and uses regional snapshots to
of marine climate the report card or related evidence. provide some spatial analysis.
change impacts, with Spatial information is provided where These are based on both current
emphasis on the appropriate and pulls together evidence and future situations.
spatial dimension from a wide range of sources. Links to
where possible. regional snapshots are also relevant.
9 'Regional snapshots' are exclusively

spatial. It might be useful if individual

regions could generate snapshots of the

impacts unique to their regions - this

information is available but not presented

in this way.
C. Provide effective 9 The language utilised, for instance on key 9l The summaries of the N/A 9 The information is generally N/A

mechanisms for the
efficient transfer of
marine climate
change knowledge
from the scientific
community to policy
advisers and decision
makers.

messages, is probably appropriate for
policy and decision-makers with
experience on the subjects. It could be
improved by ensuring that the language
of each paragraph is clearer and that
jargon is removed (e.g. 'primary
productivity'). Considering the likely
audience, these issues are minor.
9l Headline summaries are mostly
presented in clear English with links to
further information as required. Technical
terms are introduced but not always
explained, e.g. 'Atlantic heat conveyor';
'demersal', 'stratification'. Previous
reports included a glossary and it would
be useful to reintroduce this feature in
future Annual Report Cards and to
provide explanatory 'mouse-overs' for
words in the glossary.
Differentiating between 'what is already
happening' and 'what could happen'is a
neat distinction and is likely to be useful
for policy-makers.

=

papers are informative
and written clearly. The
fact that the full texts are
only available for those
with access to scientific
papers does limit the
effectiveness of any
knowledge transfer but
options to address this are
limited.

T All of the papers / news
presented relate to
scientific evidence with
there being no
information relevant to
adaptation options or
policy.

1| The newsletter itself is
clearly a possible
mechanism.

well summarised and is not
overly scientific in terms of
language.

I The use of key messages for
the different sections and
focus on confidence makes it
easier to read for non-
scientific audiences.

D. Develop guidance
and build upon best
practice for
adaptation tools and
strategies available to
stakeholders (e.g.

N/A

No information relevant to
adaptation / strategies is
presented.

The focus is on adaptation and there are
external links as well as MCCIP
documents which provide information on
adaptation.

There is very little adaptation
information present.

9 3 October 2013: Page 4 of
the minutes states that the
Adaptation webpage is in
need of refreshment.

9 9 October 2012: Reference
is made to the adaptation
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MCCIP Products

Annual Report Card
(Reviewed: 2013)

Newsletter
(Reviewed: August,

September and December
2013)

Marine 'Climate Smart' Working Card
(Reviewed: ‘Climate change and the UK
marine leisure industry - Adapting to a
changing world’)

Special Topic Report Card
(Reviewed: 2012 —Fish, Fisheries
& Aquaculture)

March 2014

Steering Group Minutes
(Reviewed: 9 Oct 2012, 5
March and 3 Oct 2013)

WOt AYI OGS &
approaches).

webpage and the need to
produce a document
"collating information
regarding adaptation and
marine stakeholders." The
document also refers to
MCCIP inputting to the
National Adaptation Plan
and a RSPB project which
looks to improve coastal
resilience (Titchwell Marsh).

E. Identify present il The 'challenge' of identifying impacts is The presentation of results N/A The use of confidence figures N/A
shortcomings in UK recognised on the webpage. Information provides caveats where demonstrates the limitations of
marine climate on current confidence and any changesis | necessary. the evidence.
science (i.e. what presented clearly and concisely with
other science could additional information on a forthcoming
be done / supported report also provided.
to help decision 1 Confidence assessments are provided for
makers and UK every 'headline' including changes since
marine industries). the previous report card.
{ The differentiation of current and

possible impacts is based on an

understanding of uncertainty in

environmental changes and the MCCIP's

ability to detect these changes.
F. Actively engage N/A N/A N/A N/A Reference is made to a number
with partners and of workshops that various
consult wider members are attending.
communities on
requirements for
climate change tools
and information (e.g.
marine scenarios of
climate change).
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Annex 2: Assessment of Interim Outcomes

Interim outcome Research questions Key findings Interim objective
met?
Direct Increasing number of How many direct beneficiaries have Quantitative data collected shows: Partially as far as
beneficiaries direct beneficiaries use | made use of MCCIP products in Phase lI? | § Al | 13 interviewees answer | can beseenfrom
MCCIP products What kind of use has been made of products and services meet your expectations the evidence.
MCCIP products, as identified by 9 99 percent (107 out of 108) of survey respondents stated that | Further
respondents? For example: MCCI P products are “val uab]l |quantitativedata
I Respondent, and/or their I Website: 10986 visits to www.mccip.org.uk between 1/3/13 and | required to enable
organisation, has referred to MCCIP 10/2/14 with 30.3 percent navigated from the home page to | comparison with
as a source of information; Annual Report Card and its related sections. Phase I.
1 MCCIP products being used to 1 Newsletter: distributed to 998 subscribers (compared with 1067
support policy development and in March 2013)
implementation; Quantitative data is not wholly useful for explaining what kind of use
1 MCCIP products have been has been made of MCCIP products, particularly whether
referenced in publications / respondents have referred to MCCIP as a source of information, but
communications. qualitative data collected shows:

' MCCIP products are being used to support policy development
and implementation. MCCIP products were frequently identified
a s jnvaldable tools for Ministers” — supported by results in
section below.

9 That report cards can now be cited and scientific backing reports
have been published in a peer-reviewed international journal is
evidence that MCCIP products have been referenced in

publications.
MCCIP products have Are there examples of how MCCIP Yes: 62 percent of survey r el Fuly
positive influence on products have had a positive influence that MCCIP products have a positive influence on decision-making.14
decision-making on decision-making? Respondents cited MCCIP as having had a positive influence on the
following:
I OSPAR Commission
I UK Climate Change Risk Assessment CCRA)
' National Adaptation Programme (NAP
' Marine Strategy Framework Directive MSFD)
9 Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)
 House of Commons Science and Technology Committee inquiry
“35 percent startednedoher lkgow® nor disagree” and 3% “disagree”
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Interim objective
met?

on marine science

Scottish Marine Atlas

Scottish National Marine Plan

Marine policy in Wales

Meeting of UK and Ireland ministers asked MCCIP to produce an
annual report card on fisheries and aqua culture

=A =4 -8 =4

MCCIP products are
highly rated by users

How do users rate MCCIP products for

their:

T Quality of evidence and advice;

9 Relevance to their organisations’
needs;

9 Clarity of presentation.

9 85 percent of respondents to the general survey agreed or

strongly agreed with the st

products and services highlyls. However, the respondents who
stated ' di s atgkeheders from keynqubdlid secter,
academic and private sector organisations and their views must
not be discounted. Evidence suggests that the products and
services currently provided by MCCIP may not be meeting their
needs or expectations. This should be further examined.

9 The high quality of evidence and advice that is provided by

MCCIP products was repeat ed!l y rai sed as

strengths

9 Report cards identified as suitable for experts and non-experts
with scientific backing papers particularly useful for experts
wanting further detail.

9 Clarity of presentation and content needs to be reviewed by
MCCIP (See page 23 for evidence from respondents).

Fully but
improvements
could be made.

Indirect
beneficiaries

Increasing number of
indirect beneficiaries
access MCCIP products

Have indirect beneficiaries reported
making use of MCCIP products?

Examples of how indirect beneficiaries are using MCCIP products:

I Communications and Management for Sustainability (CMS)
News regularly use MCCIP materials

T MCCI P'"s products are being
inform MSc learning materials

I High majorityof vi sitors to MCCI P’
www.lwec.org.uk

Website: number of individual visits to www.mccip.org.uk in

2013/14 show a decrease since 2011/12 but number of pages

viewed and duration of visits have increased. Therefore, fewer

people are accessing MCCIP products online but they are spending

more time accessing a wider range of products.

Inconclusive.
Further data
required to enable
comparison with
Phase I. Indirect
beneficiaries are
not necessarily
reporting back.
Further
improvements
could be made to
address the needs

of different
“4 percent answered “Don’t know”; 3 percent: “Disagree”; 7 percent: “Neither agree
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Interim objective
met?

Wider engagement, influence and collaboration needed overall. For
example, with government agencies beyond Defra, terrestrial,
international, sectors (especially industry) and general public.

audiences.

Similar methods and
approaches to MCCIP
are adopted by indirect
beneficiaries (e.g.
internationally)

What examples are available of similar
approaches being adopted in other
environmental fields and/or
internationally?

Yes, but general consensus that wider engagement and
coll aboration is needed.
with or being modelled by:
I Australian Government (in 2009 and therefore outcome of
Phase 1)
' LWEC (terrestrial climate change report card and partnership
working)
OSPAR Commission

1
9 Meeting of UK and Ireland ministers asked MCCIP to produce an annual
report card on fisheries and aqua culture

Curr

Partially —require
dates for examples
to ascertain if fall
within Phase .

Participants

MCCIP authors /
contributors are
satisfied with
participation in
development of MCCIP
products

Do participants feel that the process of
developing MCCIP products is:

T Inclusive?

9 Efficiently and effectively managed?

Overall, yes. Key points include:

9 Allinterviewees stated the process of developing MCCIP
products as an inclusive one

9 Consensus by respondents that the decision to create small
product working groups has improved the efficiency and
effectiveness of process in Phase Il

9 As Phase |, product development is still dependent on a small
group of regular contributors. It will be problematic if one or two
key people stop contributing

9 Small pool of experts with the necessary knowledge to

contribute

A success / contingency plan must be developed.

Key barriers to contributing: time commitment required and lack

of financial incentives (T and S) provided by MCCIP

I Question raised as to whether greater inclusiveness is always
good: the more people involved, the less efficient and effective
the process can become (as shown by example of the process of
developing the first ARC, shared by several SG members)

9 Publication of scientific backing papers in an international, peer-
reviewed journal and that report cards are citable are key
benefits and incentives for current and prospective contributors

= =

Fully but actions to
be taken.
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Annex 3: Different Levels of Collaboration Found in
Partnerships

Purpose

Extent of power sharing

Contributory

Support sharing: leverage of new
resources or funds

One partner retains control, others may
propose or agree to objectives

Operational

Work sharing: permit resources and
work load to be shared, plus
exchange of information

One partner retains control but others
can influence decisions via practical
involvement

Consultative

Advisory: to gain relevant input for
developing policies , service design
and delivery

One partner retains control, ownership
and risk but is open to input from others
who help to legitimize policy

Collaborative

Decision making: joint decisions
regarding policy development,
implementation, evaluation and
adjustment

Power, risk and ownership are all shared

Independent Mid-Term Review of the

MCCIP Work Programme

39



