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1. Introduction
The Integrated Restoration on the South Coast Workshop explored the potential of the Solent 
and Sussex as an area to trial integrated restoration in UK coastal environments. Hosted by the 
Blue Marine Foundation (BLUE) and Zoological Society London (ZSL), the event saw stakeholders 
from across the region come together to consider the potential value of a multi-habitat approach; 
assessing opportunities for its implementation, discussing challenges, and exploring the possibility 
of building ecosystem resilience through the linking of existing restoration efforts.

Laura Darcy of ZSL introduced the day’s proceedings, welcoming attendees and giving an overview 
of the workshop format and opportunities for participants to share, discuss, and learn. Plenary 
presentations outlined BLUE’s vision for integrated restoration in the UK, introduced case studies 
of successful multi-habitat restoration programmes abroad, and gave an economic analysis 
of the potential for value-acquisition through enhanced ecosystem-services using the Solent 
as a case study. Attendees were then given the opportunity to share their thoughts and ideas 
through facilitated breakout sessions which spanned both technical, habitat-specific topics and 
geographical sessions. Headline points from these discussions were summarised and shared with 
the full workshop by members from each breakout group.

This report is a synthesis of the discussions and presentations held during the workshop, 
supplemented by summarised outcomes of a pre-workshop questionnaire and poll questions 
posed to attendees during the event. 

2. Presentations
2.1  Integrated Restoration in the Solent and Sussex - Jacob Kean Hammerson, 

Restoration Projects Manager, Blue Marine Foundation 

Jacob Kean Hammerson gave an overview of integrated restoration, highlighting how a 
multi-habitat approach to conservation of coastal areas has proved successful in other 
climates, and sharing BLUE’s aim to establish a similar approach to coastal restoration in 
the UK. 

What is integrated restoration?

Integrated restoration is a multi-habitat approach to restoration that considers the full range 
of coastal and marine habitats - and how they interact - rather than focusing solely on one 
feature of concern. The concept is already established in tropical coastal environments, where 
the primary three habitats (mangroves, reefs, and seagrasses) are recognised to provide higher-
value ecosystem services when considered in conjunction with each other. Integrated restoration 
proposes that positive interactions between marine habitats should be prioritised in restoration 
planning to establish their true potential for providing integral ecosystem services, and to consider 
how they may facilitate the concurrent recovery of connected habitats. By establishing whether 
an integrated approach to restoration may be applicable in temperate climates, BLUE seeks to 
understand the relevance of integrated planning in addressing challenges faced by UK coasts, and 
its potential for scaling-up restoration efforts, maximising their impact. 

Jacob noted that an increased awareness of the scale of biodiversity loss and climate change 
has caused a step-change in the UK’s approach to ecosystem resilience, with government targets 
such as the net zero agenda and interest in blue carbon providing important milestones for 
conservation efforts to work towards. Jacob highlighted the need to establish resilience in coastal 
ecosystems to limit the impact of biodiversity loss, citing present public and political awareness 
of the issue as an opportunity to build upon existing momentum, and make real advances in the 
UK’s restoration of coastal areas. Home to a diverse range of nationally significant habitats, the 
Solent and Sussex already benefit from a number of well-established restoration projects, such 
as monitoring of marine sites by the Solent Forum and the Help Our Kelp initiative. The diversity 
of habitats in the region provides a broad array of ecosystem services - from natural beauty and 
wellbeing to nursery habitats and coastal recreation, providing the focal point for a strong sense 
of community. The area’s precedent for collaborative restoration, strong foundational knowledge 
and expertise, and drive to protect local habitats all combine to recommend the Solent and Sussex 
as an ideal site to trial an integrated approach to restoration in the UK.  

Integrated restoration holds the potential for greater impact to be fostered through the restoration 
of connected habitats that, when united, can provide greater ecosystem services and deliver 
more benefits. A multi-habitat approach could create opportunities for more efficient ways of 
working, particularly in regards to licencing and regulation, and by pooling the expertise and 
experience of a range of people could allow for knowledge to be better integrated, creating a truly 
multidisciplinary approach. By allowing the prosperity of one habitat to benefit another, integrated 
restoration acknowledges the inherent connections between complex ecosystems from the offset 
of restoration planning. 

BLUE ’s ambition is to work in partnership with stakeholders to deliver trials of multi-habitat 
restoration in the Solent and Sussex. In doing so, they aim to build an overview of the potential 
benefits of integrated restoration to both the environment and restoration workflows and work 
collaboratively to deliver new restoration initiatives focussing on creating a connected seascape.

Grey seal in kelp forest

http://www.solentforum.org/
https://sussexwildlifetrust.org.uk/helpourkelp
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2.2  Examples of Integrated Restoration - Dr. Philine zu Ermgassen

In her presentation, Dr Philine zu Ermgassen showcased four case studies in which active 
restoration of shellfish populations have contributed to wider habitat protection and 
expansion of ecosystem services. The examples range from the United States to Australia 
and New Zealand, demonstrating broad applicability of integrated restoration across 
diverse climates, habitats and challenges.

The 100-1000 Restore Coastal Alabama Partnership was a collaborative restoration 
project that combined the efforts of smaller organisations towards a collective goal of 
restoring 100 acres of oyster reef and 1000 acres of seagrass and saltmarsh along the 
Alabama coast. In Mobile Bay, a shallow estuary in the Gulf of Mexico, overexploitation and 
pollution have caused significant degradation to oyster reefs, resulting in turbid waters 
and a decline in seagrass coverage, as well as erosion of salt marshes due to reduced 
protection from wave action. A 2010 project funded by the Recovery Act and supported 
by the Nature Conservancy sought to restore the degraded mussel reef at Helen Wood 
Park, a freshwater region of the bay. Reef balls and oyster shells were laid onto soft mud 
sediment, creating a new substrate upon which larval mussels could settle, and providing 
a new habitat for small marine organisms. Reduced wave action and turbidity allowed 
seagrasses to establish behind the new oyster reef and worked to slow the rate of - and in 
some cases, reverse - their erosion. 

A similar project undertaken on Alabama’s Coffee Island, also supported by the Nature 
Conservancy, trialled various methodologies to promote the settlement of oysters, 
restore reefs, and reduce wave activity and turbidity. Philine noted that, while the habitat 
restoration itself was effective, the ongoing benefit to the services that those ecosystems 
provided was also significant, with an estimated 8000 recruits of fish and invertebrates for 
every 100 metre stretch of restored saltmarsh edge. 

Following a rough economic assessment of the 100-1000 Restore Coastal Alabama 
Partnership’s work at Helen Wood Park, the Nature Conservancy concluded that the 
benefit of the project to the local economy through direct and indirect job creation was 
roughly equivalent to that of the grey infrastructure (the construction of structures such 

as dams, seawalls, roads, pipes, or water treatment facilities). Similarly, the Coffee Island 
project offered wider socio-economic benefits through the creation of jobs in a traditionally 
deprived area of the state.

Philine highlighted research conducted in Australia, which trialled kelp restoration as an 
integrated approach to restoring oyster populations. The research demonstrated that 
promoting growth of kelp in areas that are overgrown with filamentous algae - which 
prevents oyster recruitment and causes high turbidity - can create sufficient shade to limit 
algal growth and allow oyster populations to thrive which, in turn, improves water quality.  

Understanding how different environments interact with each other will allow for restoration 
efforts that meet their needs most effectively. In the case of shellfish, the known efficiency 
of bivalves in improving water quality lends them to positive interactions with submerged 
aquatic vegetation, making them an ideal candidate for this type of restoration. While 
they do not represent the only approach to integrated restoration, they are particularly 
effective in mitigating the impacts of pollution on coastal marine environments, and many 
multi-habitat restoration projects do begin with shellfish restoration. This is particularly 
true of mussels, which have been shown to support restoration of seagrass beds in New 
Zealand when restored as part of a ‘landscape approach’, which allows them to move 
between habitats. 

In other cases, though, active restoration of seagrass beds may be needed to restore 
populations of dependent species. Although not a strict example of integrated restoration, 
Philine cited the use of seaweed aquaculture adjacent to coral reefs, used to reduce nutrient 
loading and provide alternate incomes to local communities - as a way of enhancing one 
ecosystem to reduce the pressure placed on another. 

In her concluding remarks, Philine stressed that it is essential to consider the baseline 
of each ecosystem, how it relates to those around it, and what mutual goals there might 
be between habitats. There is no one-size-fits all response to habitat restoration but 
considering historic interactions between species and ecosystems may be crucial in 
shedding light on the most appropriate approach to ensure their future resilience. 

Native oysters 

Credit: Danny Copeland

https://www.joinacf.org/habitat-restoration
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2.3  Natural Capital and the Solent - Gordon Watson

Gordon Watson presented the findings of a 2020 Environment Agency-funded study ‘Natural 
Capital and the Solent’ (Watson et al) undertaken with Steven Watson and Joanne Preston, that 
sought to generate data and develop an understanding of natural capital in the Solent. Focussing 
on coastal areas to the north of the Isle of Wight and Southampton Water, the study established 
the value of water quality services in the area - the first such detailed study of its kind in the UK.

Gordon defined natural capital as a way of applying an economic assessment of assets 
to natural environments that emphasises the benefits (or value) that an ecosystem 
brings to society, economy, and ecology. Aside from natural resources and environmental 
assets, natural capital is underpinned by a number of ecosystem services including waste 
remediation, climate regulation, fisheries, enhancement of biodiversity, leisure, tourism 
and recreation, and general wellbeing. 

The study examined the waste remediation capacity of seven coastal habitats (intertidal 
sediments, intertidal sediments with macroalgae, native oyster beds (Ostrea edulis), 
reedbeds, saltmarsh, seagrass, and subtidal sediments), selected using the EUNIS biotope 
classification system. By establishing the levels of carbon sequestration and the rate of 
nitrogen and phosphorus removal of each habitat, the study calculated the monetary 
value of avoiding alternative treatment processes such as catchment-sensitive farming 
and the creation of new sewage treatment facilities.

The study determined that the combined waste remediation value of the habitats studied 
was equivalent to approximately £1 billion per year. Within this, there was significant 
variability in waste remediation between habitats, driven partly by the regional dominance 
of certain ecosystems (such as subtidal sediments, which cover 60.2% of the area), and 
indicating the importance of habitat interconnectivity in the overall provision of this 
ecosystem service. 

To quantify the value derived from fisheries, the study considered the total volume of 
commercial species landed at Portsmouth Harbour from fishing areas across the Solent, 
including habitats used for hand-gathering, those with a nursery function, and those used 
for spawning, feeding and migration. Additionally, Gordon noted the value derived from 
the opportunities for recreation, leisure, and tourism that the habitats provide, as well as 
the biodiversity and conservation value accrued through protections and regulations in 
play in the area. 

Placing the natural capital value of the studied habitats within the context of their present 
ecological condition, Gordon highlighted the disparity between the Solent’s natural 
capacity for waste remediation, and the pressure being placed on its ecosystems by 
external stressors. Approximately 50% of all nitrogen entering the Solent (from sources 
such as aquaculture, nutrient run-off, and nitrogen discharge) is not currently remediated 
by existing habitats. Using ecological status parameters drawn from the EU Water 
Framework Directive, the group found that restoring the studied habitats to a ‘good’ or 
‘high’ ecological condition could yield a 50 - 60% increase in the amount of nitrogen that 
can be remediated, with similar trends shown for phosphorus. In monetary terms, the 
combined cost of continued degradation to these habitats through external stressors such 
as abrasion, nutrient enrichment, sea level rise, and increases in pathogens, would amount 
to a potential value loss of more than £260 million per year.

In conclusion, Gordon stressed that the value of goods and services derived from existing 
ecosystems in the Solent and Sussex is enormous, although he did note that there are 
significant gaps in knowledge around the integration and synergistic interaction of those 
habitats. There is a clear need to improve the quality of the habitats themselves through 
restoration approaches that acknowledge their interconnectivity, but also to resolve 
stressors derived from the environments that surround them. In considering where habitat 
restoration would be most valuable and effective, Gordon noted that any work undertaken 
should seek to improve the value and ecosystem services already provided by the existing 
habitat, rather than simply restore it to former levels. 

A landscape approach or landscape-scale approach is one that takes a holistic 
approach to landscape restoration, seeking to reconcile the often competing 
objectives of conservation and economic activity, as well as other anthropogenic 
demands made on a particular area. 

A catchment approach, also known as a river-basin approach, is a broad approach 
to managing river systems holistically, from source to sea, that takes the needs and 
status of surrounding environments, habitats, and communities into consideration. 

East Solent 
Credit: Shaun Roster

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0048969720342108
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0048969720342108
https://eunis.eea.europa.eu/habitats.jsp
https://eunis.eea.europa.eu/habitats.jsp
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/
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2. Workshop discussions
Following the morning’s presentations, participants were split into breakout rooms to discuss core 
challenges to habitat restoration, and how they may be resolved, from both technical (i.e. habitat-
specific) and geographical perspectives. The key points raised, and any specific recommendations 
made, during those discussions are outlined in this section. Key points raised by attendees are 
highlighted in bold type.

3.1 Technical Discussions

Technical breakout sessions each centred around a specific ecosystem, habitat or field of work. 
Members were asked to share their responses to three core questions:

• What are the biggest barriers you face to restoration? 
• Are any of the identified barriers either solvable or mitigated by other forms of habitat 

restoration?
• At what scale should we be working at for restoration at ‘landscape level’ to be successful?

In each session attendees briefly introduced themselves, sharing their main motivations for 
working in coastal conservation and the stakeholder groups they primarily work with. Participants’ 
motivations were varied, ranging from a desire to identify nature based solutions for coastal 
issues, increase resilience in the face of climate change and establish an ecosystem-led approach 
to management, to supporting sustainable small-scale fishing practices, protecting cultural and 
natural heritage of coastal areas, improving biodiversity, and encouraging local ownership and self-
management of coastal habitats. The issue of ethics was also raised, with some participants noting 
that humanity is responsible for ensuring habitat restoration given that it has been instrumental 
in its decline. Others noted the need to gather evidence in support of proposed byelaws, such the 
recent exclusion of trawlers in Sussex to support the restoration of kelp forests. Participants in 
these groups most commonly interact with stakeholders such as universities, regulators, coastal 
developers and industries, community groups, and NGOs. 

3.1.1 Oyster Restoration

Lack of certainty of the restoration potential of oyster beds was identified as a key issue for this 
group, with participants noting that much of the current available data is derived from studies 
conducted on C. virginica and C. gigas. Whilst important, these species are less commonly found 
in the UK, leaving gaps in understanding of more prevalent species such as O. edulis. A core barrier 
to enhancing this understanding is the current lack of access to funding. Participants felt that 
shellfish restoration is often considered to be a local issue, with larger-scale funders reluctant to 
offer capital due to a lack of commercial ‘market’ for restoration. Competition from commercial 
projects with a higher perceived potential for economic gain (such as navigation, recreation, and 
coastal development) was also noted. In more practical terms, lack of space and consideration of 
the trade-off between restored and lost habitats are significant barriers. Finally, the group noted 
the challenge of sourcing of disease-free juveniles to mitigate potential disease outbreaks and the 
spread of invasive species. 

Stronger evidence for the potential of oysters to strengthen ecosystem services could increase 
access to funding. The collective sharing of open-source data would broaden understanding of 
such restoration projects, allowing best-practice to be established and potentially increasing the 
efficacy of future projects. Participants noted a need to establish a stronger understanding of 
long term goals of restoration policy. It was suggested that adopting a landscape approach could 
allow space for nature and habitats to be dynamic and recover where appropriate, building more 
resilient habitats and partially mitigating pressures around uncertainty of delivery. Finally, some 
participants noted that mobilising volunteers and citizen science projects may help to reduce 
funding burdens in some areas.

A patchwork approach was discussed as a potential scale at which to work, noting that it would 
allow scope for ‘punctuated interventions’: the use of small, concentrated interventions spaced at 
ecologically meaningful distances, allowing for a large amount of space to be covered. Additionally, 
it was felt that a broad-scale ambition fed into by a high number of smaller-scale projects, when 
used in support of long-term ecological goals and consideration of climate change scenarios, could 
lead to impactful collaboration between organisations. The 100-1000 Restore Coastal Alabama 
partnership was cited as a good example of such an approach.

Keyhaven saltmarsh

Native oyster 
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3.1.2 Kelp Restoration

Funding was raised as a key issue, especially challenges in engaging government with long-term 
visions, with participants noting that Natural England’s budgets shrink year on year. Similarly, 
participants raised the issues of difficulties in maintaining engagement with stakeholders 
into the long term. Uncertainties surrounding the permanence of kelp habitats, and possible 
ramifications if kelp beds did not successfully establish or experienced phase shifts, were also 
raised. Attendees questioned whether current restoration initiatives (such as the Sussex trawling 
ban) were appropriate to problems faced, or if the right habitats are being investigated. A need 
for engagement with terrestrial sectors was cited, particularly for instances where pressure on 
coastal environments may derive from inland sources (such as agricultural runoff). 

A suggested solution to this issue was the establishment of a marine park that integrates marginal 
habitats with an inland limit. It was noted that other successful restoration projects could provide 
potential funders with positive examples to help mitigate possible decreases in funding. It was 
also noted that kelp is not as connected as other habitats, and there are possible knowledge gaps 
surrounding habitat interactions - for instance, whether benefits to seagrass habitats can bring 
benefits to kelp.

The group acknowledged that the scale conservationists would like to work at is not always 
feasible, though the right governance frameworks are, theoretically, in place. It was noted that 
active restoration is usually small scale but there is potential for wider effects. Finally, participants 
noted that the south coast has already seen habitat changes: warming waters, for instance, can 
slightly affect species compositions in kelp. The group agreed there is a need to better understand 
habitats to decide which species should be the focus of restoration efforts. 

3.1.3 Seagrasses Restoration

There was broad agreement that access to seeds, knowledge of seed biology, and understanding 
of seed resilience are core challenges to seagrass restoration. Environmental conditions such as 
poor water quality, nutrient loading and eutrophication were felt to inhibit restoration efforts, and 
it was also noted a lack of understanding of the historic baseline for seagrass habitat welfare 
means that there is limited data to inform site selection. In terms of logistical barriers, the group 
discussed licencing challenges, a lack of strategic ambition from Natural England, and limited 
access to funding, perhaps fuelled by the need for a stronger understanding of seagrass meadows’ 
potential for ecosystem service provision. The group identified a need to gather practical data 
on restoration methodologies in order to scale-up best practice and create new opportunities. 
Finally, barriers to fostering meaningful engagement with stakeholders were discussed, with group 
members citing limited access to restoration sites and prohibitive cost as key inhibitors. 

The group felt the opportunity for knowledge sharing afforded through a multi-habitat approach 
would allow for legislative requirements to be navigated more efficiently, with members able to 
more easily share solutions to common issues. It was felt that an integrated approach could make 
engagement efforts more time- and cost-effective, generating a broader conversation around 
key issues, streamlining stakeholder data collection, and better maintaining stakeholder interest. 
It was also noted, however, that some large-scale projects may be perceived as more intimidating, 
and that small-scale projects are typically more effective at gaining community support. A 
suggestion was made for separating the licensing process for habitat restoration as well as 
adopting a catchment approach to nutrient mitigation. Participants noted that seagrasses in the 
region were likely to benefit from a multi-habitat approach via the restoration of neighbouring 
oyster populations to mitigate nutrient loading, and combat eutrophication. In addition, it was felt 
that upstream habitat restoration and land management could play a significant role in reducing 
nutrients reaching coastal ecosystems more generally. The group suggested that long-term issues 
such as coastal squeeze management and habitat relocation would benefit from an integrated 
approach, and that a multi-habitat programme may have the potential to create tangible change 
on a more visible scale. 

The group’s views on the appropriate scale of restoration projects were varied. Arguments were 
made in favour of using pilot schemes and flagship projects to enable smoother licensing and 
create a basis upon which to define a scale moving forward. It was felt that such an approach 
would allow projects to demonstrate their value, outline clear criteria for success, and create a set 
of targets. A number of participants suggested that following the model of a catchment approach 
would be appropriate, allowing terrestrial stressors to marine habitats to be accounted for in 
restoration planning of coastal areas. It was also noted that starting at a small scale and then 
increasing operations would allow for any initial issues to be addressed, and for effective ways of 
working to be established.

Kelp forest canopy 
Credit: Andy Jackson

Seagrass
Credit: Matt Porteous/Ocean Culture Life
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3.1.4 Salt Marsh Restoration

The main challenge highlighted in the discussion was funding, alongside the cost of marine licencing 
and the consenting process. Legislation was also identified as a significant barrier, particularly 
the limited focus on small-scale projects which the group noted are often overlooked for large-
scale planning projects. Some participants felt that legislation and consenting is impossible at 
small scale. Further challenges discussed include complexities of land ownership and the views 
of private landowners, the diversity of impacts on the environment (such as dredging and wave 
action), and issues surrounding access to restoration sites, including right of way and the safety 
of volunteers.

Participants suggested that integrated five year management plans may make consent and 
licencing easier, as well as the introduction of exemptions for small projects. A suggestion to include 
restoration or environmental goals into harbour authority management plans was also made. 
Some attendees expressed the need for clear support, given through position statements from the 
MMO, to help remove barriers and facilitate smoother restoration processes. Also discussed was 
the use of oyster restoration to aid saltmarsh welfare, noting the capacity of oyster reefs to reduce 
wave action, improve sediment stability, and enhance water quality. However it was noted that 
projects must be careful not to compete with neighbouring habitats, as this may impact funding 
opportunities. Finally, the potential for using Nature Recovery Networks as a way to streamline the 
consenting process was suggested. 

Saltmarsh loss in Langstone Village, the Solent

3.1.5 Restoration Management

Participants in this group identified a number of ecological, evidence-based, and delivery barriers 
to successful restoration management. Ecological barriers discussed included sea level rise and 
coastal squeeze, preventing the natural relocation of habitats threatened by rising seas; land-based 
pollution reaching coastal areas; and other anthropogenic activities such as destructive fishing 
methods. Additionally, the inherent difficulties of modelling complex coastal interactions mean that 
accurate data is difficult to secure, with the group noting that there is a lack of sufficient evidence 
to inform decision making. In terms of partnership and delivery, the group noted that engagement 
is difficult to generate on projects where behaviour change is required. Fragmentation and overlap 
between responsibilities and roles inhibits progress, and general planning complexities, including 

Noting that restoration projects exist on a spectrum of scale, and that both large- and small-scale 
approaches offer benefits, the group expressed the need for projects to adopt a flexible approach. 
Participants suggested that linking small projects together would allow for greater impact at a 
landscape scale, and cited the saltmarsh restoration project underway in the Medina Estuary 
on the Isle of Wight as a good example of such an approach. Benefits of smaller-scale projects 
included targeted, species-specific approaches, effective community engagement, suitability for 
small spaces such as those in the Solent, and their capacity to be used as pilots for larger projects. 
Opportunities afforded to large-scale projects include national-level legislative recognition, 
though the group noted that these projects should be long-term, and take into account future 
effects of climate change. 

Keyhaven saltmarsh

https://www.cowesharbourcommission.co.uk/medina_estuary_saltmarsh_project_update
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3.2   Geographical Discussions

Geographical breakout sessions each centred around a specific region within Sussex and the 
Solent. Participants were asked to share their responses to four core questions:
• What is the scope and scale of current work in the region?
• What are the priority actions and how are they being addressed?
• Are there any critical actions not being addressed, or additional opportunities?
• If money were no object, what one thing would you do?

In each session attendees briefly introduced themselves, outlining key stakeholder groups that they 
primarily work with, and the most significant challenges they face. Participants most commonly 
interact with stakeholders such as private landowners, harbour authorities and government 
regulators, coastal developers, recreational groups such as sailing clubs and recreational fishers, 
universities, and NGOs. A number of core challenges were identified, including habitat loss 
(particularly the decline in saltmarsh and mudflats, which are in turn compounded by coastal 
squeeze), lack of historical baseline data, poor water quality, conflicts between stakeholder 
interests, recreational disturbance, and the cumulative effects of pollution, sedimentation and 
dredging associated with numerous small development projects. 

sourcing human resources for delivery of projects, pose a significant challenge. Funding is a regular 
barrier to success, particularly time limits placed on licenses, limited access to long-term funding, 
absence of alignment between different funding mechanisms, and lack of direct government 
support. Finally, the group noted that the pace of regulatory change is slow, and that progress can 
be limited by inconsistent regulations, permitting timescales, and conflicting demands on space 
from different sectors. It was also noted that differing understandings of what restoration goals 
should be can be prohibitive. 

It was felt that integrated restoration could address a number of ecological challenges faced in 
restoration management. Participants suggested that cross-habitat integration and the true 
adoption of a natural capital approach to marine planning would help improve the condition of 
intertidal habitats in the Solent. Enhancing the quality of freshwater inflow to coastal habitats 
would improve the welfare of estuarine and harbour habitats, while considering nutrient offsetting 
as a precursor to restoration efforts would help to improve the overall success rates of conservation 
in these areas. The group expressed that having a broad-scale approach may encourage 
government bodies to take a larger stake in the delivery of restoration projects, and that it may 
prompt the Solent Forum and Natural England group to refocus their approach.  This approach 
was also felt to offer better avenues for generating stakeholder engagement by appealing to a 
broader range of interests. It was noted that enhanced collaboration between stakeholders would 
enable coordination of funding demands and allow delivery teams to streamline themselves more 
efficiently. Expanding on the issue of funding, a collaborative approach that fostered a clearly 
defined goal would allow restoration projects to identify core benefits to stakeholders, create 
stronger investment strategies, and enhance funding opportunities. In addition, the group 
suggested that this may allow participants to approach non-traditional funding mechanisms, 
such as carbon credits or green finance. Finally, the group noted long-term solutions to large-scale 
issues must be considered in conjunction with the environmental tolerances of restored species to 
ensure that they remain resilient in the context of climate change.

When discussing the scale of potential integrated restoration programmes, participants stressed 
the need to delineate a catchment and coastal unit in order to address nutrient loading and, more 
generally, to reduce inland impacts before attempting to restore coastal areas. A suggestion was 
made to ‘think global, act local’ and approach planning on a scale that is large enough to have a 
tangible impact, but not so large that it overwhelms stakeholders or the general public. The Sussex 
Bay Concept was cited as a good model. It was felt that working as part of a network would allow 
for targeted action, but with the possibility for successful projects to be scaled-up. 

The Solent
Credit: Shaun Roster
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3.2.2 Western Solent

When discussing the scope of current restoration projects, the group noted that there is a 
significant amount of overlap between identified sites, with Hurst to Lymington identified 
as a site for potential future restoration. It was also suggested that work with seagrass 
could begin in Special Areas of Conservation, through projects such as LIFE Recreation 
ReMEDIES, and be given the opportunity to expand out from there.

Priority actions identified by this group included the need to address declines in saltmarsh 
and mudflats, through assessing the Beneficial Use of Dredge Sediments, and monitoring 
factors causing decline and their links to water quality impacts. Engagement with 
stakeholders (such as fishers and recreational boat users) and the development of the 
South Marine Plans were suggested to mitigate damage derived from human disturbance. 
To address water quality concerns, actions included active restoration of bivalve species, 
increased protections for MPAs, active river restoration, and upstream land management. 
Solutions involving working with natural processes included building ecosystems and 
environmental understanding, such as understanding of the impacts of climate change 
and of coastal floodplain development.

It was agreed that synergy was important, alongside engagement with personal values: for 
example, a consideration of the financial benefits for stakeholders. A general willingness on 
the part of stakeholders to preserve habitats was noted, with the suggestion that offering 
stakeholders the opportunity to become involved in the restoration process can help to 
actualise their participation. 

The group agreed that, if money were no object, they would seek ownership of a coastal, 
estuarine and terrestrial environment and manage it as a vision for a sustainable future.

Catshark swimming by kelp 
Credit: Andy Jackson

3.2.1 Sussex

The scope of current work covers the stretch of coastline from Selsey to Hastings. Restoration 
projects are underway in Chichester harbour, the Lower Ouse estuary and the Adur saltmarsh. 
Continued monitoring of the Beachy Head MCZ was mentioned alongside proposed long-term 
monitoring of the Sussex waters following the Sussex IFCA trawl ban. Other projects include The 
Living Coast, CHASM and Seasearch/Shoreseach projects, which span the Sussex coastline.

Prioritising the scale and rate of habitat protection was identified to be pivotal in halting, and 
possibly reversing, coastal habitat degradation in Sussex. Other priority actions included 
implementing an ecosystem-based approach to fisheries management and the use of 
Environmental Impact Assessments, with participants stressing the need for increased 
awareness and education surrounding the issue. Discussion surrounding bait digging 
and illegal hand-gathering primarily highlighted the need for a greater understanding of 
the impacts of such activities. It was suggested that future work should seek to provide 
information on sensitive sites, and organisations should be prepared to act in both a pre-
emptive and precautionary manner when considering habitat protection. On the subject 
of shifting baselines, participants emphasised the importance of historical studies across 
all key habitats in the Sussex area, additionally noting that there would need to be an 
increase in funding to allow for these. To address the problems surrounding cultural 
attitudes towards the marine environment, priority actions included increased outreach, 
with particular emphasis placed on reaching new audiences. Finally, demonstration of 
improved leadership at management level was suggested as a way to improve relationships 
and alleviate attitudes of futility. 

A number of actions not currently being addressed were identified, with the group noting 
that certain habitats such as chalk reefs and transitional areas such as intertidal zones 
had not yet been mentioned. It was suggested that future actions should seek to increase 
awareness and understanding of the interconnectivity of habitats in the Sussex coastal 
area.

Assuming that money were no object, the group suggested a number of actions to improve 
the welfare of coastal habitats. Suggestions included substantial investment in natural 
capital, the use of habitat restoration to improve resilience, removal of extractive pressures 
via no-take zones and investment in sustainable aquaculture. 

Catshark swimming through a kelp forest
Credit: Andy Jackson

The Solent

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/index.cfm?fuseaction=search.dspPage&n_proj_id=7321
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/life/publicWebsite/index.cfm?fuseaction=search.dspPage&n_proj_id=7321
http://www.solentforum.org/services/Current_Projects/buds/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-south-marine-plans-documents
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3.2.3 Eastern Solent

A wide range of restoration projects are underway across this area, spanning the coastline 
from Browndown to Selsey. Of those mentioned during the session, many involved the 
restoration or preservation of oysters, namely the Solent Oyster Restoration Project, the 
Southsea Coastal Scheme and the RaNTrans project. Other restoration projects include 
the Sussex Flow initiative and projects working to restore habitats such as salt marshes 
and mudflats. Many areas are also included on the FCERM network for managing risks of 
flood and coastal erosion.

In addressing issues of water quality and excessive nutrient build-up, it was noted that 
the sewage system in this area is out-dated and thus in need of refurbishment. However, 
eutrophication was raised as a highly complex issue, and further investigation is needed to 
establish the exact source of excess nitrogen. The role of the Solent Forum was highlighted 
in addressing this issue, as well as the implementation of a bioremediation strategy. On the 
subject of coastal squeeze, participants emphasised the crucial involvement of landowners 

3.2.4 Isle of Wight

The Isle of Wight is a UNESCO-designated World Biosphere Reserve, with around 600km2 
of this designation being marine habitat. The scope of current conservation work is broad, 
with many projects working to restore and create habitat, such as the reconstruction of 
the Ryde pier, and restoration of estuarine habitats and saltmarshes in the Yar and the 
Medina rivers. Other work involves BLUE’s Solent Oyster Restoration Project in Newtown 
Harbour, monitoring of various ecosystems and exploring the potential for restoration of 
species within seagrass beds, kelp forests and mudflats.

An urgent need for more data and better quantification of ecosystem services was 
identified, with the group noting that it may help tackle biodiversity loss and provide 
financial incentive and evidence for policy and regulatory change. Similarly, attributing 
value to ecosystem services could help the area to gain funding and capacity, alongside 
increased collaboration with NGOs and other organisations. In addressing the need for 
improved support for the Biosphere Reserve, participants suggested the establishment of 
a working group or steering committee as a priority action. Further support may also be 
required from bodies such as the Marine Management Organisation or the Environment 
Agency to help bring about the desired change. Cross-biosphere collaboration with 
the Brighton Biosphere Reserve was also mentioned. When discussing how to integrate 
marine- and land-based issues, it was suggested that there are opportunities for drafting 
relevant policy, perhaps viewing the island as several watersheds under one management 
scheme, to include both marine and agricultural systems.

in building solutions. Suggestions were put forward that a future coastal management 
strategy must include engagement with landowners and provide profitable links to 
ecosystem services (such as the selling of carbon credits). Additionally mentioned was an 
improved understanding of how oysters may help to stabilize the habitat. Priority actions 
discussed to address recreational disturbance included the implementation of restricted 
zones to reduce activity in sensitive areas (following the example of Langstone Harbour). 
Kite-surfing, recreational boating, paddleboarding and jet-skiing were all mentioned as 
potentially disruptive activities. It was also suggested that improved engagement with 
recreational users may help to alleviate environmental pressures through a sense of 
stewardship.

Currently unaddressed actions identified by the group included a need for more 
understanding on how habitats interact - for example, how fish species use coastal 
habitats throughout different stages of their life cycles. Participants highlighted the use 
of an integrated and mosaic approach to help achieve this. Drawing particular attention 
to Medmerry, where a multi-habitat approach to restoration is already underway, it 
was noted that saltmarsh restoration typically supports mudflat creation, and that the 
interconnectedness of habitats in this area will help inform our understanding. Other 
remarks included the funding and licensing barrier which requires some resolution, and 
additional opportunities for collaboration between governments and local communities.

If money were no object, the group proposed the removal of restrictive policy and restoration 
licenses, along with refurbishment of the sewage system. A separate idea focused on the 
sequestering of carbon to mitigate the effects of climate change, in particular funding 
initiatives in habitats that are known to do this well. 

Eastern Solent 
Credit: Shaun Roster

https://www.bluemarinefoundation.com/projects/solent/
https://southseacoastalscheme.org.uk/
https://rantransproject.com/
http://www.sussexflowinitiative.org/
http://www.fcerm.net/
https://www.iow.gov.uk/Council/OtherServices/Estuaries-Project/Isle-of-Wight-Estuaries-Project
https://www.bluemarinefoundation.com/projects/solent/
https://www.langstoneharbour.org.uk/look-after-langstone
https://oppla.eu/casestudy/18379
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3.2.5 Southampton Water

Projects currently underway included a project to enhance the sea wall in Hamble Harbour, 
the Interreg-funded Marineff project in Calshot, and the BLUE’s oyster-restoration project 
in Beaulieu. Dibden Bay, the Solent Gateway and Fawley were identified as potential sites 
for future restoration.

The need to address the issue of erosion and the loss of the saltmarsh edge was identified. 
The group’s discussion focused on learning from current pilot projects underway across 
the UK in order to inform best-practice and allow future projects to build on the successes 
and reputations of past examples. To address the issue of pollution and sedimentation, the 
first priority discussed was to tackle the input of pollutants into the habitat, for example 
by improving and investing in industries such as utilities and commercial shipping. The 
‘Solent Water Quality & Boating Campaign’ was cited as a good example, which is currently 
underway with 30+ partners. It was noted that large-scale restored habitats can also 
generate improvements in water quality. To source restoration species, discussed actions 
include investing in broodstocks, hatchery technology and expertise in alternative 
mechanisms such as spatting ponds. The need to generate a wider European discussion 
about diseased broodstock, and to undertake further research into a safe and sustainable 
density of oyster populations, was also noted. To address a lack of public engagement, 
actions included building coastal partnerships, and using national, local and social media 
to raise awareness.

Additional critical actions identified by the group included identifying how aquaculture 
may be used in collaboration with restoration efforts, creating dialogue with government 
regulators about a restored coastline vs. working coastline, the adoption of a Heritage 
Lottery approach (investing in restoration from a local community perspective), conducting 
research into the nursery function of key habitats, and collaboration with private 
landowners. Participants noted that further opportunities may be presented by seeking 
financial support from large industries (e.g. maintenance dredges) and engaging with port 
authorities. It was also noted that there may be other important habitats not currently 
considered, and that restoration projects should maintain flexibility towards the inclusion 
of other habitats in restoration planning. 

If money were no object, the group discussed a general ambition to scale-up restoration, 
and engage in more complex projects with longer timescales. Participants felt this would 
enable projects to reach their full potential, achieve all project goals, experiment with 
more novel techniques, and importantly, remove the need to make compromises. The 
establishment of a biosecure European-wide seed supply was also discussed.

Participants emphasised the importance of smaller-scale restoration projects, noting that 
they need support and autonomy that is commensurate to the importance of their role in 
the region. On a similar note, it was mentioned that local engagement should continue to 
be promoted, enabling communities to interact with the marine environment and raise 
awareness of local environmental issues. Other broached subjects included knowledge 
gaps surrounding kelp habitats, desire for increased awareness of mudflat health, and 
the ecological value of built infrastructure (such as the Ryde pier) in connecting people 
and nature.

The group discussed project continuity, noting that unlimited, established and secure 
funding would make for high-impact work. Of this funded work, it was suggested that 
efforts should be community-led, and support connectivity across the region by bringing 
together fragmented coastal initiatives. Another suggestion put investment in young 
people and their conservation careers as a top priority.

Native oyster on the Isle of Wight
Credit: Andrew Hunt

River Hamble 

http://marineff-project.eu/en/
https://www.bluemarinefoundation.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/20160525_Solent-Oyster-Restoration-Project_Management-Plan_Final-version.pdf
http://www.solentforum.org/services/Current_Projects/Boating/
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2. Polls and Questionnaire

A questionnaire was sent to all attendees ahead of the workshop, prompting them to 
consider their pre-existing thoughts on integrated restoration, and how their current work 
may feed into future plans for a multi-habitat approach. Two polls, shared during the 
workshop, were designed to gauge attendees’ feeling on where the onus of responsibility 
lies, and what they perceive to be the greatest hurdle to restoration in the region.

4.1   Polls

4.1.1 Who should be responsible for restoration, should it be community-focused 
or large capital schemes?

A large number of the votes were allocated to statutory bodies (12 votes) and local 
authorities (10 votes). Fewer people considered community groups (3 votes) and 
habitat compensation for large developments (1 vote). Additionally, there were 13 
‘other’ votes, where the majority of the group agreed that all parties should share 
equal responsibility, with statutory bodies coordinating or enabling projects and 
local groups playing a role in delivery and establishing local-level plans. Responses 
noted that large, collaborative projects between groups can draw on different skills 
and knowledge, but that this needs to be a ‘case-by-case’ approach, tailored to 
local realities and needs.

4.1.2 What is the biggest barrier to restoration in the region? 

Licencing and legislation is the biggest barrier preventing 
restoration of the marine environment

Licensing and legislation, and funding, were identified as the biggest barriers to restoration 
(10 votes each), with environmental conditions and water quality also receiving a large 
proportion of votes (6 votes). Less commonly voted options were local capacity (2 votes), 
the lack of knowledge, evidence and demonstrators (2 votes), stakeholder buy-in (1 vote) 
and land ownership and values (1 vote). Additionally, one participant supplied the example 
of Chichester Harbour, where the two biggest barriers to restoration are coastal squeeze 
and water quality.

4.2   Questionnaire

80% (of 41) respondents are currently involved in planned or active marine habitat 
restoration on the Solent or Sussex.

When asked what they feel is special about the Sussex and Solent coastline, the 
majority of respondents referenced the juxtaposition of, and inherently complex 
interactions between, natural regions and dense urban areas, in particular coastal 
areas with intense recreational and industrial activity. Almost all noted the area’s 
diversity of marine and terrestrial habitats, which range from saltmarsh and fish 
nurseries to chalk downland, and the international significance that they hold. One 
respondent cited ‘the potential for nature & people to coexist’ that such diverse 
habitats afford. Most respondents felt that the number of protected sites and the 
region’s high biodiversity make it particularly special, and noted the value of such 
areas in providing key ecosystem services to local communitie, including wellbeing 
and health. A small number of participants stated the significant opportunity for 
habitat restoration, as well as the interest of local communities and precedent 
strong stakeholder engagement.

All respondents agreed that the Solent and Sussex coastline would be a suitable 
site to develop a flagship integrated restoration project, with a high majority 
stressing that the area has experienced significant anthropogenic pressure and 
habitat loss, particularly to saltmarsh, over the last 100 years. This, in turn, has 
caused high biodiversity loss. Respondents noted that the area sits at the ‘frontline 
of climate change’, with one participant stating that we are at a ‘tipping point’ for 
recovery. A number of responses expressed the view that the area’s diversity of 
coastal ecosystems, as well as its multifaceted challenges, demand an integrated 
approach. With well-established management and monitoring structures, networks 
of willing stakeholders and engaged communities, and a precedent for restoration 
projects, respondents felt that it ‘makes sense’ to integrate existing efforts. 

80% (of 41) respondents stated that they would be interested in being part of an 
integrated restoration approach, with 20% noting that they would ‘need to know 
more’ before giving an answer. 

Native oyster 
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Considering the likely challenges or barriers for an integrated restoration project 
along the Solent and Sussex coastline, access to funding and the high cost of 
such projects was the primary challenge raised, followed by prohibitive licensing 
barriers and the need for more flexible legislation. Lack of effective leadership and 
governance. The logistical challenge of maintaining a coordinated approach and 
effective communication between stakeholders were also noted by a high number 
of respondents, as was site selection and accessibility. The need to develop robust 
data and evidence to validate methodologies, conflict arising from competing 
demands on the area, and the need to ensure effective stakeholder engagement 
were also raised , as well as the breadth of issues that must be addressed, including 
eutrophication, poor water quality, dredging, and overfishing. Some respondents felt 
that securing appropriate technical capacity may be a barrier, while others noted 
that the long recovery period needed for certain species would pose a challenge 
to securing ongoing engagement. Finally, one respondent noted the challenge of 
striking a balance between habitat gain and social aspirations, which they felt 
was necessary to ensure that the socio-economic wellbeing of local communities is 
protected. Respondents felt that it is imperative to seek ways to reduce pressures 
contributing to habitat decline alongside identifying opportunities for restoration, 
in order to ensure that projects are successful in the long term. 

When asked about the opportunities they perceive as coming from an integrated 
approach to marine habitat restoration, respondents gave varied responses, 
although there was consensus on a number of core points. Many noted the 
opportunity for ecosystem resilience, and the associated provisioning of 
ecosystem services. Participants generally felt that the opportunity to scale-up 
successful projects was significant, thanks to the inclusion of multidisciplinary 
expertise, enhanced publicity, increased ‘hooks’ for stakeholder engagement, and 
the possibility of providing greater clarity around a long-term vision. A network 
approach would also allow for best practice and resources to be shared, and for 
projects to build consensus around restoration goals at the offset. Other notable 
responses included opportunities for funding and investment, spatial planning for 
site selection, and coordinated efforts to mitigate climate change impacts. Replies 
indicated a general feeling that the likelihood of achieving meaningful habitat 
restoration while working separately was extremely slim, making the prospect of 
integrated restoration an essential, if not the only, avenue to explore. 

In terms of future involved with integrated restoration, 81% (of 43) respondents 
stated they would be willing to participate in future workshops, while 19% would like 
to know more. 72% (of 43) respondents were willing to respond to future surveys, 
while 28% would like to know more, and 2% were not interested. When asked if they 
would be willing to join focus group discussions, 72% (of 43) respondents replied 
‘yes’, while 28% replied that they would ‘need to know more’. 81% (of 43) were 
keen to participate in partnership discussions, with the remaining 19% needing 
more information. 72% (of 43) stated they would be willing to take part in active 
restoration initiatives, while 28% replied that they would need to know more. 


