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SUMMARY

The paper will seek approval from the Joint Committee for a number of matters
related to the Bird Aware Partnership - namely the process for assessing small value
project bids, a change to the timeline for a Partnership review, additional budget to
pay a Partner organisation to fulfil the accountable body role and the recruitment of
additional staff.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Itis RECOMMENDED that the Overview and Scrutiny Committee:-
i) NOTES the contents of this report;
i) NOTES that Joint Committee will be asked to:-

a)

b)

c)

d)

NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for steps to
review and support £5k and under site specific projects, and the proposed
panel assessment scoring system;

NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for the Chair
of the Project Board to be granted delegated authority to make the final
funding decision on these proposals;

NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for a process
of review/reflection in 2027, with a full independent review conducted in
2031;

NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an
additional £15k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the likely costs
of resources necessary to undertake the Accountable Body role going
forward;

NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an
additional £5k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the costs now
indicated by the current Accountable Body;

NOTE and ENDORSE the ongoing review work being undertaken
surrounding our financial position; and
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i) CONSIDERS any comments to pass on to the Joint Committee for its
consideration

PLEASE NOTE this report is a draft version of the PfSH Joint Committee report
and is subject to change before being considered by the PfSH Joint Committee.
The final report will be published ahead of the PfSH Joint Committee.

Page 64



Background

1.

In September 2024, the Joint Committee approved the Revised Bird Aware
Strategy and it came into effect on the 1 April 2025.

As part of this transition, and making sure that the Partnership is able to meet all
the commitments of the Strategy, there are a number of issues that now need
consideration by the Joint Committee. These are detailed in turn within this
report.

Approval Process for Site Specific Projects up to the Value of £5,000

3.

The Partnership has a budget of £440k per annum to support Site Specific
Project work (SSP). This funds on site capital projects that meet mitigation aims,
such as fencing, pathing and signage to keep people within less sensitive parts of
the coast. Partner organisations bid for this funding, bids are considered and
recommendations are made to the Joint Committee for final decision. It is
recognised that overall this is an important but time consuming process.

. The Revised Strategy contains delivery strand S1 which is detailed below:

scale projects (£5k
and under) on an
agile, as-needed
basis.

Strand | What Why

S1 10% of site-specific | Allows the process to consider small scale
funds to be ring- | projects outside of the application window.
fenced for small | This will remove previous barriers to smaller

meaningful mitigation measures coming
forward. Robust approval processes and
monitoring schedules will still apply to these
projects.

Example of projects that might fall within this range are as follows:

Small scale footpath repair/improvements
Dog focused activity equipment

Buoys

Signs and way markers

Given the aspiration for this funding stream to be more agile, a working group
has considered the review, scoring and awarding process that would be best
suited to this fund.

This has considered proportionality, scrutiny, the need to make sure that more
than one organisation is involved in the scoring process and the need to have
flexibility to bring in other colleagues to review the applications as appropriate.

It also focuses on prioritising the impact, effectiveness and deliverability of these
project proposals by weighting the scoring to reflect that.

The intention with this fund is that Partner organisations can apply to it at any

point (unlike the larger fund which is run on a fixed 24 month cycle) and that they
will receive a faster decision than is achievable for higher value SSPs.
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10.With all the above in mind, the proposed process and scoring system are detailed
in Appendix A.

11.The Joint Committee will be asked to note that, unlike with the larger value
projects which are reviewed by the Joint Committee, these proposals include the
final funding recommendations to be reviewed and the decision to lie with a
person with delegated authority to do so.

12.The Project Board have considered this in full and recommend that the Chair of
the Project Board be granted delegated authority to decide the funding outcome
for these small-scale projects.

Timing of Next Independent Review

13.The Partnership underwent a comprehensive independent review in 2023, which
examined our work over the period between 2017 and 2022. The positive results
and findings of this, coupled with our own growing experience of delivering a
successful strategic mitigation scheme, led to the development of the Revised
Strategy.

14.The Revised Strategy contains delivery strand M1 which notes the expectation
that the next review is scheduled to begin in April 2027 and will be a ten-year
review period, with commentary on the two five-year periods.

15.Given that time taken to prepare the Revised Strategy and the current
expectation that the Partnership won't have the full expanded team until around
September 2026, the value of carrying out the next review in 2027 is
questionable as it will be looking back on an extended period of transition and
unable to clearly define if the Revised Strategy has been effective.

16.1t is also considered that undertaking the Review in 2027 would not be a good
use of resources. Consultancy support undertaking the last one cost £32k, and
then led to around 18 months of intensive work and input from the Project Board
and dedicated Bird Aware staff. This workload also incurred some additional fees
amounting to around £10k, which included further consultancy support and the
hosting of a number of away days structured around planning the scope of the
revised strategy.

17.1t is proposed that the next review period is rescheduled to take place in 2031, to
allow for a suitable time after the changes led by the revised strategy have had
the opportunity to take effect. This will allow us to judge the effectiveness or
otherwise of those changes whilst also achieving greater value for money by
having a more useful result.

18.Coupled with this, it is proposed that that the Project Board and dedicated Bird
Aware staff undertake an internal review/ process of reflection in 2027 and
publish the findings of this work. This work may involve the support of external
consultants, but on a much-scaled back basis to the full review. It is envisaged
that the findings of this would most likely take the form of an extended annual
report, with a 'lessons learnt' section and any proposed changes to working
practices would then be shared with Governance prior to being implemented.
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Accountable Body Role

19.Bird Aware Solent is grateful to Fareham Borough Council (FBC) for acting as the
Partnerships Accountable Body since 2017. When taking on this role, FBC
originally committed to carry it out for a period of three years, and we are grateful
to them for extending this service provision to us.

20.FBC are now in the process of handing this role over to another partner and it is
likely that Havant Borough Council (HBC) will begin performing this role before
the end of the current financial year.

21.Since 2017, the Partnership has matured considerably and it is recognised that
with this expansion, the requirements of the accountable body have grown
exponentially. It is further recognised that these requirements will continue to
increase under the lifetime of the revised strategy and that they will require a
considerable resource commitment to meet them.

22.With that in mind, HBC have indicated that they do not feel able to take on the
accountable body role without their resource costs being met by the Partnership.
From estimates provided by FBC, we are able to determine that these costs are
likely to be in the order of £15k this year, then potentially closer to £10k per
annum and therefore it is requested that the Bird Aware budget request for the
year be amended to facilitate this additional necessary cost.

23.FBC have also indicated that there is a considerable amount of work required to
hand the role over to HBCt. As part of this, they have noted a requirement in the
order of approximately £5k to cover the costs associated with these tasks.
Therefore there is a further request to add provision for this to the Bird Aware
2025/26 budget as it was unforeseen at the time of preparing it.

Mid-year Financial Review

24.In December 2024, the Partnership committed to take to the Joint Committee a
mid-year financial at about this time, and to seek permission before recruiting
more of the agreed new posts under the revised strategy.

25.0wing to time pressures on the accountable body, information relevant to this
has only recently become available. The Partnership is seeking to conduct a
thorough review of it at board level prior to returning to a future Joint Committee
meeting with both the findings and a report on how this aligns with the proposed
recruitment timeline.

26.The Partnership remains aware of the expectation of Natural England that all
roles identified in the revised strategy will be filled by September 2026. However,
the Partnership commits not to initiate recruitment of any new roles which it does
not already have PfSH sign-off for, prior to returning to a future meeting with
more information.
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Recommendation

It is RECOMMENDED that the Overview and Scrutiny Committee:-
iv) NOTES the contents of this report
v) NOTES that Joint Committee will be asked to:-

g) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for steps to
review and support £5k and under site specific projects, and the proposed
panel assessment scoring system

h) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for the Chair
of the Project Board to be granted delegated authority to make the final
funding decision on these proposals.

i) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's proposal for a process
of review/reflection in 2027, with a full independent review conducted in
2031.

j) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an
additional £15k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the likely costs
of resources necessary to undertake the Accountable Body role going
forward.

k) NOTE and ENDORSE the Bird Aware Partnership's request for an
additional £5k to the Bird Aware 2025/26 budget to cover the costs now
indicated by the current Accountable Body.

) NOTE and ENDORSE the ongoing review work being undertaken
surrounding our financial position.

vi) CONSIDERS any comments to pass on to the Joint Committee for its
consideration

ENQUIRIES:

For further information on this report please contact:-
Anna Parry

Bird Aware Partnership Manager

Tel: 02392 834140

Email: Anna.Parry@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
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Appendix A

Proposal for steps to review and support £5k and under site specific projects
Stage Responsible Party Timescale

Announce the call for projects

SSP PO through the
Steering Group
circulation list

Annually at start of financial
year.

Officer

Applicants develop project proposals All applicants Within timeframe that suits them
and whilst funding is still
1) available
% Applicants invite Site Specific Projects Project Officer (SSP PO) for | Applicant
o Site visit (SSP PO may invite colleagues or may decline if already
@ familiar with the site and supportive of the proposal)
Applicants submit draft application to SSP PO Applicant Prior to formal submission
SSP PO reviews application (in isolation or with colleagues if SSP PO Within 10 working days of
appropriate) and returns draft with comments receiving draft application
Applicant formally submits the application to the SSP PO Applicant After taking into consideration
comments on draft application
SSP PO formally logs the application and shares it with Monitoring SSP PO Actioned asap upon receipt

Internal team independently review and score the project proposal.

SSP PO to co-ordinate

Within 10 working days of
receiving the application

Scores internally moderated. (If required, other Bird Aware Solent
staff and NE can be consulted and provide advice where necessary)

SSP PO to co-ordinate

Within 11 working days of
receiving the application

Once scores are moderated and agreed, SSP PO then sends

SSS PO

ASAP

1 SSP PO is the Site Specific Projects Project Officer




application, score and recommendation (fund or don't fund) to
Partnership Manager

Partnership Manager presents this information to the
person/persons with delegated authority to approve the
recommendation

Partnership Manager

ASAP

Those with delegated authority review application and
recommendation

Decision maker (lead
person with delegated
powers)

Within 5 working days of
receiving recommendation

Approval or objection to recommendation is made

Decision maker

Within 5 working days of
receiving recommendation

A= |

assistance from Bird
Aware staff as
necessary)

Decision recorded and shared with applicant, accountable body and | SSP PO Within 1 working day of
relevant Bird Aware staff. receiving approval/objection
If approval is given, bespoke legal agreement is drafted SSP PO (with Within 10 working days of

receiving approval

Drafted legal agreement is passed to accountable body

SSP PO

On day of completion

0/ aberd

5 Accountable body process and issue legal agreement directly to
applicant

Accountable body

Within 1 calendar month

Monitoring Officer decides what monitoring (if any) will be
undertaken pre/post implementation

Monitoring Officer

ASAP once recommendation is
approved

Applicant reviews and signs legal agreement

Applicant

Within their own timeframe

Pre intervention monitoring may take place

Monitoring Officer

As appropriate (may be specific
times of year that it needs to be
done)

once work is complete

Work begins on site Applicant Once legal agreement has been
signed by both parties.
Applicant notifies SSP PO, Monitoring Officer and accountable body | Applicant Upon completion of works

Monitoring Officer signs off project and undertakes any agreed post

intervention monitoring

Monitoring Officer

As appropriate
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Site Specific Project - Panel Assessment Guidance

For the purpose of assessing the Site-Specific Proposals, 5 assessment categories
have been identified. This guidance note is intended to assist panel members in
scoring projects against each of these?. Please remember that for projects that
exceed the approximate annual limit of £400k, they would need to be considered
'‘exceptional' and as such score strongly in all categories to be taken forward with a
recommendation for supporting.

Questions 1 - 4 are for information collecting only and will not be considered within
the scoring process. All others will contribute towards the final scores as follows:

SCALE OF IMPACT - Questions 5 and 6
Points to consider when scoring:

Level of positive impact on one or more of the SPAs

Numbers of birds protected

Are benefits seasonal, or will it provide year-round mitigation?

Numbers of people outreached to (note, it is important to also consider if these
are new audiences and/or hard to reach target audiences)

Potential for negative impact on SPAs (i.e. something that ultimately attracts
more people to the area and therefore potentially more disturbance.)

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest:

0 - potential for a negative impact on an SPA

1 - some localised reduction of impact on one SPA directly due to any of the
measures above.

2 - some notable reduction of impact at one SPA directly due to any of the
measures above.

3 - some notable reduction of impact at more than 1 SPA directly due to any of
the measures above.

EFFECTIVENESS - Questions 7 to 10
Points to consider when scoring:

Does it wholly meet mitigation criteria as defined in the Strategy?

Is it a proven method of mitigation (tried and tested)?

If it's an innovative approach, is the rationale for this approach well evidenced?
What level of certainty is there of a positive impact?

Rapidness of effective change?

Is it a good fit for the site/does it maximise potential?

2 |t is noted that whilst all projects are scored under this system, it is unlikely that the £5k and under projects
would be able to score a 3 in all categories
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Is there longevity from this, has necessary ongoing management been
considered?
High or low risk?

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest:

0 - Falls outside the scope of mitigation approaches within the Strategy

1 - Unevidenced mitigation impact, uncertainty that it will have positive results,
slow to show results.

2 - Potential for good mitigation, results may be slow to come forward

3 - Strong mitigation expected, fully in line with the Strategy and evidenced.

VALUE - Questions 11 to 12
Points to consider when scoring:

Does it offer value for money?

Does it achieve economies of scale?

Is it opening up access to other funding sources, or contributions in-kind?
Does it offer joint working opportunities?

Does it offer seasonal or year-round mitigation measures (this point needs
considering, but should not impede you from giving top marks for a good value
project only supporting one season).

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest:

0 - Overpriced and/or over spec’d

1 - Offers some opportunity for good value or economies of scale

2 - Offers some opportunity for good value and economies of scale

3 - Offers value for money and opens up contributions from third parties.

DELIVERABILITY - Questions 13 to 18
Points to consider when scoring:

Is it practical?

Does it have/need licences/consents (including landowners) etc
Is any matched funding secured?

Timescales and efficiency factors

What is the track record of this proposal/contractor/scheme

For this point, a score of 1 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest:

0 - Known insurmountable obstacle to delivery

1 - No secured licences, consents, landowners’ agreement, match funding
2 - Most elements agreed in principle, no major obstacles foreseen

3 - All elements secured and a strong track record for delivering results.

MONITORING - Question 19
Points to consider when scoring:

Is a monitoring metric well thought out?
Will it reliably report on progress or otherwise?
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e Are the metrics relevant to the type of project being put forward?

For this point, a score of 0 to 3 can be allocated. The following scores would suggest:
e 0 - No information put forward
e 1 - Limited thought put into this and irrelevant metric proposed
e 2 - Some potential to capture some relevant information from the proposed
metric
e 3 - Strong and relevant metrics proposed to provide relevant progress
information.

The SCALE OF IMPACT, EFFECTIVENESS and DELIVERABILITY scores will
then be doubled, as these points are considered to need heavier weighting
within the overall score for the project. All individual scores will be compared (in a
panel meeting) and consensus reached. A final score will then be attributed to each
proposal.
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