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Water Management Mechanisms Evaluation
Project Specification: Physical Modification

1. Introduction
Protecting and improving the water environment is one of the Environment Agency’s top priorities. Our ambition is to have clean rivers, plentiful clean water for people and nature, and greater resilience for instance to climate change, a changing population, economic expansion, and a transition to more people living in urban environments. But there is a lot to do. While the quality of the water environment has improved over the last 20-30 years, those improvements have slowed. 
James Bevan Environment Agency CEO
‘In praise of red tape’ (London Chamber of Commerce and Industry 4th August 2020) said:
…..The goal of good environmental regulation should not be merely to reduce the damage that human activities do to nature, nor should it even be to prevent that damage. The goal should be to enhance the environment and do what the EA exists to do: create a better place…..
As well as these ambitions to improve the environment, we also need to be confident we are spending our funding on the right things. In order to ensure our programmes of work deliver for the public, decisions must be based on robust evidence and an evaluation of their impact.
The Environment Agency is thinking about how water needs to be managed in the future. Exiting the European Union offers an opportunity to change the policies and mechanisms through which improvements are made, the metrics that define them, and demonstrate how we, as a country, can achieve our goals for the water environment. But in order to improve water environments in the future, we need to understand what has succeeded, and failed, in the past, where, why and for whom.
At present, four in ten of our rivers, lakes, estuaries and coasts are not achieving their ecological and environmental objectives due to the effects of physical modifications. 
Urban, industrial, and agricultural development over thousands of years has left a legacy of physical structures and modifications in and around the water environment. Both historic and current activities; including farming, water supply, shipping, urban development and flood risk management, are still putting significant pressures on wildlife within our catchments and coastal waters. Many natural features have been destroyed or harmed, and along with it, the ability to create and maintain physical habitat resulting in a poor place for wildlife and nature.
We currently use a range of mechanisms exploiting multiple funding streams, and involving a range of stakeholders and sectors. This restricts the Environment Agency’s and other water user’s ability to fully co-ordinate action across existing water and land management functions. In future, action to manage physical modifications will need to be much more co-ordinated, work at much bigger scales and achieve multiple outcomes. 
To help us understand why certain things are effective, and demonstrate an evidence-based approach before committing resource, we need to robustly evaluate the effectiveness of the mechanisms employed using Magenta book compatible methods.
We also need to better understand what motivates people such as land managers and water users to change their behaviours, so we can deploy different mechanisms more effectively. 
2. Background
This project will evaluate the effectiveness of key water management mechanisms used to improve physical modification pressures in the water environment.
By mechanism we mean a programme or tool or intervention or other device which enables implementation through activity on the ground. In other words, policy instruments, which are the means by which public policy is put into practical effect. This project will determine in detail the efficacy, pros and cons of existing mechanisms/policy instruments. It will not consider the pros and cons of the policies themselves.
Measures of effectiveness, success or failure should be defined as part of the project, but should include the evaluation of the effectiveness of the mechanism in terms of:
· the stated aims/direct outcomes for the mechanism itself, (success/failure against original/historical intent) – what made the mechanism successful/fail?
· is the type and quality of evidence used to drive a mechanism or the design of the mechanism a key factor in its success or failure?
· wider outcomes for water-land-biodiversity-people-economy e.g. the 25 Year Environment Plan (25 YEP), plus social and economic outcomes (success against our current ambitions) from dealing with physical modification issues– is the mechanism delivering wider outcomes/benefits? Are there unintended consequences?
· implementation or uptake – has the mechanism influenced behaviour change?
· how mechanisms act individually and collectively against their historical intention to give us insights on effectiveness, and against the aims and aspirations we have currently and into the future
· if possible, a common set of metrics developed by this project so that we can compare the effectiveness (or cost-effectiveness) of different mechanisms (e.g. cost/effort input vs scale of action/change output) – which individual or groups of mechanisms have been successful/failed?
· in spatial and temporal terms – is the mechanism successful at local and/or national scales? How long does it take for the effects to be seen? Is success short or longer lived? What is the potential of the mechanism to contribute to future progress?
Given the current opportunity for change, we need to work out the things that we are going to do differently or no longer allow or new things we will do. 
The evaluation should be undertaken in accordance with new magenta book principles including consideration of complexity. The development of the premise and methodology of this project shall form part of the tender bid. This will be taken into account as part of the tender evaluation criteria. We expect this will require 3-4 months work by a skilled evaluation team.
We expect that ‘physical modification pressures’ will include the urban and rural water environments, pressures on ‘natural’ waterbodies and those on artificial or heavily modified waterbodies. Mechanisms that deal with soil loss (and sediment production) from agricultural land will be addressed in separate work, and we recognise there is a boundary here in dealing with the source of excess sediment generation, and the effects of excess sediment in waters. Agricultural source issues do not need to be included in this project. The effects of excess soil loss/sediment production (from e.g. agriculture, land management, urban development and construction) as it pertains to the physical modification of waterbodies, physical modification relating to the management of sediment in waterbodies, such as dredging for navigation or to reduce flood risk, the management of sediment around assets such as take-off pipes and impoundments, and the creation of features to manage soil erosion and reduce soil/sediment transfer into waterbodies such as restoring the riparian zone, creating (or improving) wetlands and installing sustainable drainage systems should be included in this work.
3. Project scope
Existing government plans and strategies focus on three core areas of water management:
· Water quality
· Water resources
· Flood risk and related impacts. 
They all have very clear objectives with well-established plans for achieving clean water, plentiful water and protection from the effects of flooding. They also support broader outcomes for the environment; driven by existing river planning objectives and other laws and policies. 
However, a strategic approach for improving the physical condition of our waters does not currently exist. 
To help inform existing corporate and business planning, we are looking for a complexity appropriate evaluation of the effectiveness, success and failures, of water management mechanisms employed to deal with physical modifications to water bodies over the last 20-30 years.  For the most part, they should still be active, or have been superseded. We expect this to include an element of meta-evaluation combined with new work using mixed methods and approaches:
· where we can identify the inputs (e.g. costs, effort) and outputs (e.g. scope, scale of action taken), we are looking for a quantitative evaluation of effectiveness for these mechanisms, if possible using common metrics
· for all mechanisms we want to consider a more qualitative analysis of the contribution of the mechanism to intended and current outcomes (such habitat improved or km river enhanced), and a quantitative assessment of the contributions to outcomes if/where that exists
· a full cost-benefits analysis is out of scope unless it is found in available evidence (no new work specifically on this is required)
The scope of the evaluation are limited to mechanisms relevant to:
· Removal of redundant structures and modifications
· Providing space for rivers and coasts to move and adjust
· Improving new developments and activities
· Keeping soil on the land and out of our waters (as previously described, excluding specific agricultural mechanisms for reducing soil erosion at source)
Which mechanisms should we keep, which should we change, and which should we stop?
How can available management mechanisms, and our use of them, be improved in the future to manage physical modifications in a more co-ordinated way, work at much bigger scales and achieve multiple outcomes?
Tenderers should refer to the River basin planning: Challenges and Choices consultation document Physical modifications challenge for further background and detail.
Separate analysis and conclusions for rural and urban settings shall be undertaken, especially where differences in outcomes/benefits (arising from mechanisms) across different communities are apparent or expected.
The evaluation needs to be clear on the attributes of ‘effectiveness’ being used; in terms of historic intentions, our current ambitions for water, wider environmental outcomes, social and economic factors, take up and behaviour change.
This should include the pros and cons of different mechanisms, and as can be determined: overall effectiveness, cost-effectiveness, relative cost effectiveness of different mechanisms, wider benefits, value for money, any natural capital outcomes and any mechanism failures or implementation issues.
The evaluation shall also include some consideration of the changing context – a changing environment (including an improving water environment), climate, population or behaviours, including for example a greater proportion of the population living in urban environments.
4.  Project objectives  
We expect the contractor to help shape the project. An initial list of physical modification questions is given in section 5 but this should not be taken as definitive or prescriptive. Overarching objectives are to:
1. Evaluate the main water management mechanisms that have been implemented over the last 20-30 years to mitigate physical modification pressures or issues, and determine the effectiveness of approaches to deliver outcomes for the water environment, people and the economy now. This should include:
· mechanisms in a range of disciplines; water quality, water resources, river restoration, flood risk management, land use planning
· mechanisms that operate at different scales; local - national
· a comparison of regulatory and non-regulatory (voluntary or incentivised) mechanisms/approaches taken in England
· a consideration of different approaches taken by different sectors
· the effectiveness of groups of mechanisms compared to single ones, synergies and antagonisms: are there any unintended consequences as a result of group applications? Is progress hampered by confounding factors/other pressures?
A list of mechanisms to be included will need to be agreed early in the project.
Some synthesis reports for mechanisms may already exist and we will support the retrieval of such reports from the Defra group. We can also enable access to a preliminary internal interventions cost-effective inventory tool.
A broad range of outcomes should be included, quantified where possible, for example those preventing deterioration, protecting and enhancing natural capital, achieving Protected Area objectives, mitigating flood risk and drought, benefits to water, land, biodiversity and people through recreational activities, restoration of the environment, contributing to health and wellbeing, levelling social inequality and supporting the economy.
2. Assess how much factors such as the type and quality of evidence used to drive mechanisms or the design of the mechanisms contribute to its success or failure.
3. Determine whether less effective mechanisms are:
· a failure of design and/or implementation (including shifting standards/policy goals)
· a failure to set achievable objectives or expectations
· a failure to take a holistic approach e.g. a focus on a single issue/sector
· associated with under-investment
· a success that has ‘run its course’ and stalled 
· a failure because of an evidence or implementation gap (including inappropriate metrics and methods to assess performance)
· a failure due to lack of resources or for a regulatory approach, inadequate cost recovery
4. Review the application of metrics – what are the most appropriate success metrics in this work area, covering environmental, social and economic aspects (in particular we wish to fully capture the potential societal benefits of this work and consider the use of ecosystem service / natural capital metrics).
5. Review the influence of contextual factors on outcomes for water, for example:
· what works where, why and for whom?
· is climate change or population growth increasing the challenge as we seek to address it, for example in flood risk and new developments?
· are the benefits of restoration measures lessened by the effects of other pressures?
· how have behaviours changed? What influences behaviour or drives change, and how are these factors represented in our landscape management?
6. Review possible or proposed changes to the mechanisms under consideration and their likely effectiveness.
7. Report the findings and conclusions.
5. Suggested approach
The Tenderers shall have a substantial input into developing the methodology for this project, and this will be part of the evaluation criteria for the bid, so the following is a suggested approach only – we welcome alternative suggestions to meet the project aims. Where Tenderers propose an alternative approach, this should be justified within the proposal, setting out how their approach addresses the aims and objectives. The benefits and limitations of any alternate approach should be discussed, with differences between the methodologies clearly demonstrated.
It will be necessary to look at the mechanisms that should be part of this study, and develop and confirm what we mean by looking at the ‘effectiveness’ of those mechanisms. 
Again, we expect input from the Tenderer on the mechanisms to be included, so the following list should be taken as a suggested not exhaustive list, and we think it is necessary to take a reasonably wide interpretation of ‘mechanism’. This must go beyond EA’s regulatory work to include advice and incentives delivered by EA, NE, eNGOs, etc.
So this would include for example:
· Drivers, guidance and ‘Calls to Action’
· Water Framework Directive – including all WFD objectives, (not just the status objective)
· River Basin Management, Flood and Shoreline Management plans
· National and Local Planning Policies
· Technical guidance (for example on the choice of measures to resolve physical modification problems)
· Water Abstraction regime
· Catchment Based Approach and associated Catchment Partnerships
· FCERM programmes only where they include habitat improvement or hydromorphology outcomes
· Natural flood management schemes, and flood partnerships where there are benefits for water, land and biodiversity
Funding sources:
· Government (for example Flood Defence Grant-in aid, Water Environment Grant)
· Private Sector (for example Water Industry National Environment Programme, Corporate Social Responsibility investments)
· Other sources (for example EU funding streams, Heritage Lottery Funding etc.)
Stakeholders:
· The range of actors responsible for the delivery of physical modification improvement actions, their capabilities, opportunities and motivations and behaviours
We accept that the above list is a mix of the components of mechanisms that aim to deliver physical modification outcomes/targets. An initial task of the project will be to expand on this and consider how the components interact to deliver interventions, probably making use of systems mapping or similar tools which will be useful in organising our understanding and the evidence and elaborating theories of change. This will be helpful in considering the effectiveness of the mechanisms collectively as well as separately, aiding the identification of gaps in mechanisms and helping to identify synergistic and antagonistic effects of the mix.



In terms of the form the evaluation is likely to take, as described by the Magenta Book[footnoteRef:1], this should include: [1:  Magenta Book, HM Treasury, 2020. www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-magenta-book.] 

· Process – has the intervention been implemented as intended? What could we learn or do better?
· Impact – has it achieved the desired outcomes? (Is it effective?)
· If possible, value for money – is it cost effective? Or an assessment of inputs and output for different mechanisms.
To provide a flavour of the ground we expect the evaluation to cover, we have identified the following questions. This is a preliminary list only and not necessarily exhaustive, it will need discussion with the appointed contractor and a flexible approach – we may need to delete, change or include new questions dependent on the evidence found as the project progresses. 
Defining the problem
· What are the characteristics of the ‘stock’ of physical modification problems that we are dealing with? Which are regarded as ‘in scope’ for this study?
· Types of problem
· Geographical distribution (urban / rural; high / low energy rivers etc.)
· What is the stock of tractable problems vs those where the potential for removal of structures is low (i.e. what is the ‘real’ target outcome / aspiration?)
· Who are the stakeholders and how are they involved?
· Who / which organisations are the prime movers in addressing the problem?
· Do they share the Environment Agency’s perspective on the problem to be addressed and the outcomes that need to be achieved? (Who owns the problem? Why address it?)
· What governance / institutional arrangements are there?

1. Process
· What resources are expended on resolving physical modification issues affecting our water bodies?
· Capital costs
· Revenue costs and FTE effort in both the Agency and partner delivery organisations stakeholders
· What are the trends in this through time? 
· What funding sources / mechanisms are being used?
· To what extent is (lack of) funding a barrier to progress?
· Which are increasing / decreasing and why?
· What drives the choice of funding mechanism / its uptake by stakeholders? 
· What impact is the EU Exit likely to have on funding streams? 
· How could the funding mechanisms be improved?
· Do the funding mechanisms support the right technical choices?
· What progress is being made?
· Are some types of physical modification problem being addressed in preference to others? If so, why is this? 
· What technical measures are being used?
· Are the right technical measures being deployed in the right places?
2. Impact
· How are outcomes / impacts measured? 
· Is there an agreed set of metrics / targets which are accepted by different stakeholders?
· How do different stakeholders describe and measure outcomes that are important to them?
· What societal outcomes are there and how are these captured / measured?
· Are there plans and strategies in place? Who owns them, and are they sufficiently ambitious?
· To what extent do the interventions achieve the expected outcomes?
· If not, are the reasons understood?
· Which organisations / institutional arrangements are most successful in achieving outcomes?
· How do stakeholders decide what actions to take at which locations?
· What are their drivers and motivations? (Is dealing with a physical modification a primary driver or a happy side-effect?)
· What guidance is available to aid such choices? 
· Is the guidance viewed as credible / useable / useful by stakeholders?
· Do stakeholders have the required capabilities to make good choices?
· What are the perceived barriers to progress?
· Drivers / purpose / need / benefits
· Stakeholder capability / opportunity / motivations / incentives
· Funding / funding mechanisms
· Support and guidance
· Evidence of outcomes / impact / societal value
· What are the unintended consequences of actions taken?

3. Value for Money / Economic
· What is the cost per unit of outcome? (N.B. the answer will need to stratified for different physical modification problems)
· What does this tell us about the scale and pace of investment needed in future?
· What does this tell us about the choice of interventions to use?
· What is the value of benefits delivered through the interventions? Do the benefits outweigh the costs?
· In terms of the increased stock of natural capital?
· In terms of benefits to society (for example amenity, recreation opportunities, value to disadvantaged groups etc?)
There may not be evidence to support each of these approaches for each mechanism, and the lack of such evidence should be highlighted so we can consider this moving forwards. A measure of the quality/robustness of the evidence found should also be included.
We suggest a Realist Synthesis and Contribution analysis approach to:
· collate and assess evidence pertinent to the evaluation questions from different sources (quantitative, qualitative, written, experiential)
· synthesise that information to draw out new insights (some of which might not be obvious or might be counter-intuitive)
· put it in a common framework (both in terms of outcomes delivered and how the mechanisms are described)
· focus explicitly on effectiveness; ‘what works, and what doesn’t’ - especially putting together cost and effectiveness
· go beyond technical effectiveness of measures (i.e. takes in socio-economic and where relevant, behavioural / decision making aspects of delivery as well)
· produce evidence that directly helps identify gaps (especially around the process evaluation questions), the blockers to progress and to choose where to invest
· elaborate on the intervention logic and take into account the complexity of interactions in this space
6. Programme of work: Deliverables and timetable
We would like tenderers to propose a programme of work based on the methods they intend to use and resources they can mobilise in the limited time available. We would welcome consortium bids for this project.
The project is expected to start in November or December 2020 and take 3-4 months. It must be completed before 31 March 2021.
Tenderers should propose a clear timetable and programme of work. Details of all proposed project outputs should be included, demonstrating how these outputs will meet the project objectives within the proposed timeframe. Report writing must be included in this timetable. 
As detailed above, the expected output is a comprehensive report covering the methods used, evaluation findings that answer the project objectives, and a summary answer to the elements posed in the project aims. 
There will be a need to show interim progress, but we accept this is a short timeframe project. We would like to see demonstration of progress through the building of an accompanying powerpoint slide pack to the final report that can be shared with colleagues and used at progress/check point meetings – possibly fortnightly, but at least monthly.
7. Audience
The main audiences will be the Environment Agency and Defra. The findings of this project are confidential and the property of the Environment Agency. They will be disseminated as necessary by the Environment Agency - Environment and Business Directorate - Water Land and Biodiversity group.
8. Project governance 
There will be a need for internal facilitation of some elements of this project. Close and timely liaison with the Project Manager/Evaluation lead (Susan Casper) will be necessary throughout the project.
There is an Environment Agency internal technical group in place to support this project, and members of this group can be contacted as needed throughout the project. The project manager will act as liaison and first point of contact.
There will also be a formal Steering Group/Project Board to oversee progress, steer any strategic issues, and approve outputs. Within the programme of work, there should be a minimum of an initiation meeting, interim progress meeting and a meeting to demonstrate/present the final findings. A number of meetings, perhaps monthly, with the technical group are also advisable to ensure the project is getting appropriate technical oversight and steer. As a result of Covid-19, these meetings will need to take place online.
Draft reports, and communication material will be subject to comments and sign-off by the Environment Agency. All data and the transcripts and recordings of any interviews and focus groups will be property of the Environment Agency, and should be delivered together with the reports based on them.
9. Form of proposal 
The proposal should contain the following:
· A succinct summary of the proposal.
· Details of the approach, including rationale if/where this differs from the suggested approach. Include an outline of Tasks and Deliverables and the resources allocated to each.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]A demonstrable understanding of evaluation methods, how they will be applied in this work and why, experience in water management mechanisms, and an understanding of the water-land-biodiversity-people landscape. Please include examples of the mechanisms and sources of information you expect to include in your proposal.
· Experience of similar projects and evidence assessment capability.
· Details of the personnel to be involved including their role for this project and their relevant experience (project team CVs can be included as an appendix).
· Arrangements for managing this work and quality assuring outputs.
· A suggested payment schedule linked to proposed project milestones. Note that 25% of the final payment will be retained until all deliverables have been completed, delivered and approved.
10. Evaluation criteria 
The basis on which the research contract will be awarded will include:
Technical:
· Understanding of Objectives (20%)
· Approach and Methodology (30%)
· Skills and Experience - Evaluation (20%)
· Skills and Experience - Physical Modification of Waterbodies (10%)
· Project Management and Adequacy of Resources Deployed (20%)
Overall:
· 40:60 split to technical input vs cost.
