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1 Preface

Coastal regions provide some of the most productive and biodiverse environments with an important and
often underappreciated carbon storage potential. At the same time, they are among the areas of highest
population density, naturahssetsand cultural heritage in the world, yet are experiencing significant social,
economic and environmental challenges, exacerbated by climate change and human pressures.

The Restoast Project (Large scale RESToration of COASTal ecosystems throughsdaecohnectivity) is

an EU Horizon 2020 research project (Grant agreement No. 101037097) whose overall goal is to address with
effective and innovative tools the key challenges faced by coastal ecosystem restoration across Europe. The
approach chosen fahis project will deliver a highly interdisciplinary contribution, with the demonstration of
improved practices and techniques for harms ecosystem restoration across several pilot sites, supported

by the cedesign of innovative governance and finanaihngements, as well as an effective strategy for the
dissemination of results.
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2 Summary

Management and coordinating insufficiencies led to several technical, economic and management barriers
that constrain coastal restoration performance. Tégnerates distrust in restoration projects and is also
linked to several enablers that can facilitate coastal restoration. In this context, the present technical report is
a deliverable that aims to provide information for the nine RE®RST Pilots on barriersdaanablers for
O2ladlf NBadG2NI A2y dz2JaOl ft Ay3dZ $gK2aS ONBstofatoRigfr A a
GKS tAft20a¢ AyOftdzZRSR Ay G(KGAST@dEEt. t F O1F3S M 062t MU

For this purpose, different inquiries were sent toetmine Pilot coordinators as well as the key local
stakeholders of each Pilot site to acquire quantitative and qualitative data mainly about technical barriers and
enablers for coastal restoration upscaling but also about governance and financial onaddition,
information about the establishment and development of the COastal REstoration PLATformSP(CORE

of the different Pilots was collected. The level of commitment from all 9 REBNST Pilots as well as SHs
organization with all the activitiesarried out in this analysis was very high.

As a result, updated and exhaustive review was obtained, not only qualitative but also quantitative, on the
relevance and frequency of technical, governance and financial barriers/enablers in the nin€ REJ TPilot

sites to establish priorities and guidelines for hawstlscoastal restoration. The present report collected not
2yte GKS SELISNI ONARGSNRE 2y O2FadGlt NBadG2NrGA2y ¥
from different sectaes to integrate the knowledge and interests of all parties involved in coastal restoration.
This led to a global picture that integrates the main technical limitations (barriers), successful solutions
(enablers) and good practices for coastal restoratipaaaling. This deliverable (D1.2) makes available to the
RESTCOAST partners, and to the stakeholders and restoration practitioners in general, a comprehensive
review of the barriers and enablers of coastal restoration. Consequently, it is expected tarageduture
discussion and the eoreation in CORELATS becominbeyond an exhaustive compilati@nuseful tool for
handson coastal restoration in the 9 pilot sites of the project and to drive the scaling up on aCRESSIT

scale as well.

3 List of abbreviations

EU European Union

COREPLAT Coastal Restoration Platform
ESS Ecosystem Services

BDV Biodiversity

SHs Stakeholders

Sb Standard Deviation



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

4 Introduction

4.1 Brief context of the Deliverable within the BSFCOAST

¢CKA& NBLER2NI SYSNHSA FTNRY GKS & wSCOAFTYojach Ritf thevaBrid@ f dzi
tackle managerial gaps in coastal restoration, especially shedding light into the challenging task of overcoming
restoration barriers (technical, s@tj economic, governance, and awareness barriers), as well as by identifying
and fostering potential enablers.

Thus, this report constitutds y Saa Sy G Al £ LI NI 2 F 2 2oNJdedtoyaHon ofko@stal 3 S w
ecosystems and upscaling potentdl G S O Ky A Owhich i$ aimel$ dainBy &t identifying barriers and
enablers for restoration of coastal Biodiversity (BDV) and Ecosystem Services (ESS). This WP includes the
creation and analysis of a global database on past and ongoing coastal tiestgajects (Deliverable 1.1)

to build a common framework to be used in REEJAST Pilots. It aims at assessing restoration performance,

as well as the design of a common monitoring framework (Deliverable 1.3) to evaluate restoration success at
the Pilos by means of common ESS and BDV metrics, with the potential to become the steppingstone in
upscaling/out scaling these replicable techniques. This will be culminated by the development of common
guidelines for up and out scaling restoration in a cataloguenat (Deliverable 1.4).

In this context,Deliverable 1.2 (D1.2) originated with the goal of identifying mainly technical barriers and
enablers for coastal restoration upscalinglowever, governance and financial barriers and enablers have also
been comsidered to increase the scope towards the interconnection with further Work Packages from both
LISNRLISOGAGSAY tAf20 RAYSYyaazy |FyR &aidl {1SK2f RSNBRQ ¢
including both lattermentioned perspectives, is ond the fundamental purposes of the RESDAST project.

It also includes social barriers based on conflicts of interest or perception between development, resource
exploitation and natural conservation. To pursue this, the establishment of the Coastaldgest®atforms
(CORFPLATS) is crucial in ternod facing the current governance system whdepporting stakeholder
participation and cedevelopment. It means identifying and engaging relevant stakeholdasswell as
incorporating their knowledge through codevelopment process is fundamental to implement hawods

coastal restoration at the nine RESDAST Pilots and defining the approach for upscaling. This step is derived
from the necessity to assess the harais restoration by identifying the main thoical issues from
stakeholder perspectives. Hence, thisaigleliverable that can also be used as a statehe art report
regarding thesite'sspecific sociagécological conditions, which essentiatlynsiderghe main technical issues

that the Pilots & encountering. These specific barriers and enablers tackled in this report will later be related

to the assessment and quantification of ESS and BDV gains (D1.3), as well as constituting a valuable starting
point in terms of potential guidelines for soaj (D1.4).

Furthermore, on a broader scope, the restoration barriers identified in this report, specifically economic ones
gAft O02yySOl RANBOGfE gAGK 2to 2y ACAYIlIYOAFT | NNIy
to scale restoratn by overcoming these specific barriers through innovative and sustainable financial
arrangements. Similarly, it will also have an impact on\#iE&5, due to the consideration of governance
barriers, and the enablers of stakeholder engagemeag well as 0 the WP7, enriching the Coastal
Restoration Platforms (COREATsp LG gAff I faz2 KI OGS 200A2dza AYLI A
YIEYEFEASYSyld F2NJ NBadG2NI GA2Yy FyR dzLJalOrf Ay3aéd | RRAGA
Working Packges, as showim Figure 1which are expected to bring cooperation among partners.
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Figure 1 Graphical schematization of RESDAST information fluxes, from harmsrestoration (left) and adaptation
pathways (right), towards risk reduction, ndiwance, and governance/social transformation. Retrieved from the REST
COAST project proposal.

4.2 Literature Review and Pilots Contextualization

4.2.1 General contextualization and Literature Review

In this section, a general contextualization of the Pilots isbiged from the analysis of the literature review,

as well as the links and summary of related documents produced under the@REASIT frameworRhus,

GKAa aSOGA2Y 2F (KS HSHeA RBAI @f/SOI MO | PAAFF a6 | dADG
barriers and enablers for coastal restoration. Additionally, under the scope of the@®ESIT project, other
documents were produced which were considered to develop this report. This part of the report includes the
analysis of th®eliverable 1.1which is an ongoing global database on past and current restoration techniques

and its respective barriers and enablers to build a common framework to assess restoration performance),
andtheawSaid / 21FaG 02YY2y 1jdzSaliA2yF¢ RNBE F2NI tAf20a Ay

This deliverable (D1.2) falls within the framework of the first reporting period (from October 2021 to March
2023), within which the.8-month technical reportis also being developed, which includes the description of

the work carried out in each work paaie of the RESTOAST project, considering its specific objectives and

its impacts, as well as possible deviations and corrective measures implemented within each work package
and each Pilot site.

The starting point in terms of the main technical knowledm barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

stems from Sanche&rcillaet al. (2022), who established that management and coordinating insufficiencies

led to several barriers in restoration, whiaiturn generate distrust in restoration projectéherefore, this

F NIAOtS SELRAaSR G(KS ySSR (2 IRRNBaa GKS&S ol NNRSN
upscaling, BDV protection and delivery of ESS. In particular, the following barriers were highlighted: technical
(techniques with limied engineering experience and background on restoration ecology), economic (scarce
funding and limited longerm commitment), and governance issues (fragmentation which does not address

all relevant coastal socialcological dimensions nor to incorporaten term objectives). All these barriers

were considered as a constraint to restoration performance and were also linked to several enablers that can
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facilitate restoration, namely biophysical knowledge, economic advances, favorable governance, or social
engagement, among others.

Furthermore, the local barriers for coastal restoration upscaling were found to also be extrapolated to the
regional or worldwide level, in terms of their upscaling/out scaling potential, and their related complexities.
These spdfic barriers for scaling were classified intechnical barriers(limited expertise, knowledge and
available data, lack of harmonized metrics, uncertainty on benefits and-wédelimited compatibility with
existing infrastructure)financial barriers(scarce funding and complexities in finding investors on restoration,
struggle to monetize ESS and BDV benefits,-tagebetween restoration and the appearance of all benefits
entailed, insufficient revenues), angovernancebarriers (due to fragmentatio, lack of consensus on
adaptation pathways, and institutional reluctance to adopt innovative adaptation and restoration techniques).
A summary of these barriers and their classification is included in this Deliveaablable 1. Thedmrriers

on upscahg/out scaling act synergistically and thus hinder the implementation and progress of coastal
restoration.

Table T Summary of technical, financial and governance barriers to upscale coastal restoration interventions (Retrieved
from Sanche#rcilla et al, 2022).

Technical Financial Governance

o Engineering expertise 0 Benefitcost ratios o0 Integrated approach

o Data and metrics for BDV ar 0 Returns from o Coordinated decisior
ESS investments making

o0 Monitoring and maintenance 0 Business plans suited t o0 Social perception ant
plans localconstraints pervasive inertia

o Delayed performance o Short term and small o Short term policies

0o Room for adaptation scale bias o Convergence of SI

0 Long term support interests

In order to tackle this issue, the article aklsstablished some potential saad enablers(see Table 2)yhich

although specific and sitdependable, can equally be categorized intechnical enablers(advanced
monitoring and modelling, incorporating traditional expertise and knowledge, increasing maintenance of
restoration by performance indicators and eawlarning systems, intervention planning within a safe
operating space)jnancial innovations(such as presenting a benefibst valuation tool, incorporating other

funding options by means of private, or as part of companies corporate responsibility, or by crowdfunding
campaigns options), amgbvernance enablergsuch as advancing integration towdara systemic approach to
restoration; including socioecological models derived from ESS and BDV restoration gains, as well as organizing
trainings and forums for stakeholder engagement in GBRATS). A section that delves into the specific
barriers and aablers for each Pilot site was developed in this report.
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Table 2 Summary of technical, financial and governance innovations that are enablers to upscale coastal restoration
interventions (Retrieved from Sanchézcilla et al., 2022).

Technical Financal Governance
0 Advanced monitoring 0 Presenting a benefitost 0 Advancing integratior
and modelling valuation tool, towards a  systemic
0 Incorporating traditional 0 Incorporating other approach
expertise and knowledge funding options Inclusion of

Increased maintenanci
of restoration by
performance indicators
and earlywarning
systems

Innovative value capture
instrument and busines:
models

Improved capacity tc
develop business model

socioecological model
derived from ESS an
BDV restoration gains.

Trainings and forums fo
SH engageménn CORE

0 Intervention planning
within a safe operating
space

and bankable plans. PLATS

A holistic approach was proposed in adaptation through restoration plans, that considered equally the
potential ESS delivery, the coordinated and suitable governance aspects, and the large engagement of SHs.
Here, the role of ESSatso to tackle and harmonize the competing interests of different territories, proving

the need for a largescale restoration that reduces risks and improves biodiversity for the full system.

This report links with said article as its main objective tewe into the present barriers previously identified:;
which, as mentioned above, cover from technical aspects(e.g. technologies suited to recover local connectivity
or lack of homogeneous ESS metrics), social issues(e.g. limited citizen confidencg nsksleduction
through restoration), economic (e.g. discontinued finance or uncertain returns), governance (e.g. present
fragmentation and short term priorities) and awareness (e.g. restoration misinformation) standpoints.

4.2.2 The Pilots Background Conteahd Previous barriers/enablers

The barriers and enablers explained in previous sectizere analyzed in relation to each specific Pilot site,

as well as its circumstances and background context in previous restoration projects and attempts. Said
analysiss & LJzZNEdzSR G adGKS wSad /2FadGd 02YY2y ljdeSadaz22,
RESTCOAST coordinators. This was analyzed with the aim of gaining a first valuable knowlbedestdrical

and currentbarriers specific to each of the Pilots, before we delve into the ones that they are currently tackling
within the RESTCOASProject. One of the main differences between said questionnaire and this current
Deliverable ishe effort of the presentreportto integrate(i K St A £ 2rid SHeSrepRcEvidgpramoting

the SHeatrticipationin this technical analysis

Inthe first attempt to understand and gain more knowledge about technical barriers and enablers, valuable
information was extractedOn the one handin relation to technical barriers, each pilot identified the
following aspectsthe Ebro Pilot case emphasized on thésmatch between restoration works and species of
interest such as the Iberian tooth carpghanius iberysand several plant species of the gehisonium as

well as the lack of a clear monitoring with performance indicators. Additionally, the Rhotse ek shed

light into the limited knowledge on restoration performance and risks. Similarly, the lack of technical expertise
of the local authorities was explained by the Sicily Pilot. This last case also highlighted the issue that climate
change risks addressed generically in current adaptation plans and no specific projections are being provided.
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On the other handbureaucracy issues were mentioned in the Ebro Pilot case (regarding issues between
Catalan and central governments in terms of land osgh& and management); as well as in the Arcachon
and the Nahal Dalia Pilots (both due to problems in getting permits or authorization), and in the case of Sicily
Pilot, as they claimed that there was a limited number of trained public servants focusedserve
management. Regarding governance barriers, the Arcachon Pilot emphasized on the difficulties in transferring
project results and onboard local governance; similarly, the Vistula Lagoon Pilot explained about the lack of
involvement of the Central Gernment after restoration completion. One of the most relevant issues that
was repeated among several Pilots (namely: Arcachon, Rhone, Sicily) was the issue of socioeconomic tensions
and conflicts of interest such as oyster farming (Arcachon), fish&tasa{ Dalia), the salt production company
(abandonment of its activity and no clear equivalent generated by the restoration in terms of activities and
economic amounts), and significant local tensions regarding this restoration strategy (Rhone), loeas farm
and authorities who opposed the establishment of the natural reserve, as well as the uncontrolled touristic
pressure (Sicilyfurthermore for the Rhone Delta Pilot case, this lack of balance with smdioraleconomic
activities was shown since thelumes and quality of freshwater that can enter the site were related to
agricultural activities.

In addition, severédbHsengagement issues were shown, especially at Foros Bay Pilot, which showed difficulties
in engagingSHsin the CORIPLAT. They comered this issue as one of the main barriers to the proper
functioning of the platform and the accomplishment of the restoration goals. Further issues that stem from
stakeholders werghe following unwillingness (e.gfrom fishery managers to change riatructure in the

Nahal Dalia Pilot, or the NGO questions aboupadicipating in projects in the Vistula Lagoon), or the local
population distrust in restoration (e.g., feeling less well protected from sea intrusions than with historical dikes
in RhonePilot).

Finally, funding issues proved to be a strong barrier, since they affected each Pilot at some point, mostly due
to non-precise estimates of savings in public funds generated by restorations actions, difficulties in attracting
public funding, as ell as the absence of continuous and committed funding after the restoration project, as

it is usually ongourpose funding solely.

Regarding the restoration enablers scope, the analydidilestone 1.3showed that all the pilothadstarted

the formation of their CORELATS. Thu#)e Coastal Restoration Platforms (C&HRRATS) intend to be a social
enabler based on increased engagement and progressive convergence towards decarbonized coastal
adaptationat mid/long term, and tangible benefits from applying the early climate warnings at-shidt

term. Theaim is that the hand®n coastal restoration activities in the nine RESTJAST Pilots, building upon
existing expertise at these Pilots, are-@esignedand cemanaged by CORBELATSs (strong stakeholder and

civil society engagement) to overcome barriers, promote synergies and quantify gains in ESS/BDV with
innovative techniques as restoration enablers under present/future scenarios. However, in some cases,
difficulties were found in the process, such as lack of intereSHsdtowards the objectives of the project.
Overall, it was also mentioned that the existence of previous platforms and boards had enabled the process
in several cases.
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5 Main gaals andspecific dojectives

Themain objectiveof this technical report is to gather updated information regarding both, quantitative and
gualitative aspects of the technical but also governance and financial baanergnablerdrom eachpilot

site to analysein detail the challenges and opportunities faced by different European regionsofmtal
ecosystem restoratiorin this sense, this repodelved intothe followingtwo assessmentsThe specific goal

of the transversal assessmerntf this report is to provide robust information on the constraints and
opportunities which the technical, financial and governance barriers and enablers can become in tackling
coastal restoration up and ouscaling challengesThis assessment is providing information regardimg t
relevanceand frequency of those barriers and enablacsestablish priorities in different coastal restoration
sites.This information is also useful for the achievement of RESTCOASTINRE 2S00 Q Ay G Sy (A 2y 2
largescale barriers and emders for coastal restoration, scaling up and building on existing experience,
enabling transformation through bottorap solutions, providing knowledge from stakeholder kAosw and
technical expertise at the COREATS for the discussion, and includirgyassborder analysis for a systemic
coastal restoration ufscaling.

Secondlyin the Pilot levehssessmenthis report is carried out with the aim of being a useful tool for all the
RESTCOAST Pilots by providing updated and detailafbrmation on the barriers and enablers of coastal
restoration for each Pilotaroundtheir contextspecific features as well as the informatinecessaryo face
the challengesf the CORIPLATsccording to their specific realitiesd within the framework of theglobal
RESTCOAST reality.

All theseobjectives in thigeport areset out by focusingn themain objective of the RESTIOAS Twhich isto
demonstrate to what extent upscaled coastal restoration can provide a low Carbon (C) solution to climate
adaptation and disaster risk reduction for threatened Hywng coastal systems, combined with gains in their

BDV status. This solution willbe deuel R o6& | awSad2Nl A2y wS@2f dziA2yé

6 Materials & Methods

To coedesign hand®n restoration actions in each RESDAST Pilot, an analysis of technical barriers and
enablers for coastal restoration upscaling in the nine Pilots was carriedogusing mainly on the technical
aspects, but also integrating financial and governance barriers and enablers to interconnect with other Work
Packages of the RESDAST project. Information on the barriers and enablers to coastal restoration in each
Pilotwas collected throughamuiti S@St | LILINR I OK O2yaARSNAY3I GKS t Af?2
well as the perspectives and interests of key local stakeholders. For this purpose, different instruments were
produced and disseminated to collectishmultilevel information and to have a holistic perspective of each

Pilot site as well as a global vision at the REQAST project level.

6.1 Data Collection

A firstpre-diagnosis formwas created and shared with the nine Pilots of the RESAST projecbthave the
preliminary information of each Pilot site before hardls restoration about the state of the COREATS
constitution and their evolution, to know how the Pilots are addressing the barriers and enablers for the
coastal restoration projects witthe local stakeholders and to assess the interest of the latter in being involved
in the CORPLAT®rocess (Annex |). Secondlyform to send to local SHs of each Pil@ORELAT) was
developed with the aim of gathering their impressions and perspestafeout enablers and barriers for
restoration upscaling (Annex I). In addition, two instruments were developed to collect information from the
nine Pilot cases: &n instrument to collect quantitative information(MsExcel sheet) about barriers and
enables to coastal restoration upscaling at each pilot site based on their own expert critemex Il),
together with the instructions to fill out this instrument; and aifemplate document to provide qualitative
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information (MsWord) on the particularitiesf each Pilot case and the contesgtecific information about
barriers and enablers in each Pilot region (Annex Il) as a complementdodnétative information provided
in the previous instrument.

6.2 Interaction and contact with the Pilots

Once the resu$ of the prediagnosis were shared with the nine RESJAST Pilots, the materials and
instruments developed to obtain information (with a mtktvel approach on the barriers and enablers for
coastal restoration upscaling) were sent to the main actorsach Pilot site (SHs and Pilots), followihg
following steps On the one hand, the local SHs form was sent to key local SHs of each PileP(GORE0
gather their perspectives. On the other hand, the instruments to collect information of gikathcase were

sent to the Pilots to compile quantitative (MsExcel sheet) and qualitative information (MsWord) on the
barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling. The quantitative information was collected by each
Pilot, mainly based on the@xpert criteria and technical knowledge. During this process, responses from key
f20t {1a 6SNB I GKSNBR IyR aSyd G2 GKS tAaftz2dGa 0+
collected about the barriers and enablers of each pilot site tovigl® some insights in the qualitative
information document. Finally, all the inputs from the nine RE®RAST Pilots were integrated to prepare this
technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling (D1.2).

6.3 Data Analysis

Firstly,for each of the nine RESIOAST Pilots, the data collected through the various instruments described
in the section 3.1 and following the methodology reported in the section 3.2 was harmonized. Secondly, a
gualitative and quantitative analysis on technijdahancial and governance barriers and enablers for coastal
restoration upscaling was conducted. This was a ANl analysis that integrated i) the Pilot level, which
consists of a vertical approach to study in detail the specific situation for daastaration upscaling of each
individual pilot site; and ii) the REEDAST project level, that is a global bottopanalysis at the REEDAST
project level, which is based on the integration of information from the nine REBNST Pilots.

6.3.1 Preliminaryapproach to address barriers and enablers

On the one hand, a qualitative analysis of the resoftthe pre-diagnosis with the Pilotsvas carried out to

have a preliminary overview of each pilot site of the project before hanmdgestoration. In this priéminary
approach, the following aspects were assessed: i) the state of constitution of the@@REnd its evolution;

i) the CORIPLAT discussion on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration projects; iii) the degree of comfort
of the Pilots in fling out a form on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration; and iv) the degree of comfort
in sending an equivalent form to key local SHs. On the other hbhadarticipation of the key SHs of each

Pilot in the analysi®f barriers and enablers foestoration (participation in the form) was analysed to know

the representativeness of the COREAT and the local SHs groups of each Pilot who participated in this
Fyrfteairad DSYSNIE {1 aQ LISNALISOGADSEA 2efoléctediorsachNNA S|
pilot site.

6.3.2 Barriers and enablers to coastal restoration upscaling in the RESRAST Pilots

The analysis of the barriers and enablers of each REBNST pilot site was carried out in three main
dimensions. Firsta qualitative analyss of the convergence between the Pilot and SHs perspectives was
carried out by assessing a total of 25 barrieasd 13 enablergroposed in the forms sent to both groups

Detailed information was extracted from this analysis on the degree of coincideribe bfrriers/enablers
ARSYGAFASR Ay SIFIOK LAf20G aAdsS o0& AydSaANIGAy3a GF
barriers/enablers identified and not identified by the Pilot as well as the SHs were analysed, and the
percentage of SHs that idengtl each one of the barriers/enablers was calculated. Likewise, the degree of
coincidence of the barriers/enablers identified by both groups was analysed. The coincidence between the
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Pilot and the SHs was scored 1 while the high coincidence was scoterfuriiber 0 meant that there were
no coincidence barriers/enablers. In addition, in this section, the barriers/enablers proposed by the Pilot and
GKS {1&a 2F SIFIOK LWAf2G ariaSz OFrfttSR at NBPLRASR 0 NN

Secondly,a quantitative analysisto assess the importance of the technical, governance and financial
barriers/enablers at each pilot site according to the Pilot criterion was carried.dut the case of barriers,
GKA& Fyltedaira AyOf dzRSR a2YS Y2NB GSOKYyAOIt oF NNRS
the prioritization analysis made by the PilofBhe barriers/enablers were prioritized according to the
relevance and he frequency determined by each PiloOn the one hand, the value of the relevance of the
barriers/enablers was between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the analysis,
OF NNASNAERKSYIlIof SNE a02NBR 0S(6S 8y o NINARS NE £¢6 IS £ B2 o
0SG6SSYy M YR o 6SNB O0O2yaAiRS NS Righilytrédesant anBetsSalevayiti o I
barriers/enablers for each pilot site was calculated, as well as the percentage of highly relevant
barriers/enablas of each type, including technical, governance and financial. On the other hand, the value of
the frequency of the barriers/enablers was between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier; this
enabler never occurs) and 5 (the Pilot always must déth this barrier; this enabler always occurs). In the
Fylrfeaixay oF NNASNERkSYlFof SNA aO02NBR 06SG6SSy n YR
d02NBR 0SG6SSYy m FyR o ¢SNB O2yaARSNESRnaders$sicied T NE |j
4-5), the most frequent ones (scored5} were identified and listed. As a prioritization criterion, relevance
gained importance over frequency, considering this last variable as a function of the previous one. Thus, the
total barriers/erablers of each REEIOAST pilot site were ordered according to their importance for the Pilot,

first by their relevance (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency (from highest to lowest
frequency) A ranking of the total barriers/enables for coastal restoration upscaling identified by each REST
COAST Pilot, including technical, governance and financial as well as those proposed by the Pilot, was
developed and compiled in a table, one for barriers and one for enahlénsrthermore, the elevance and
frequency scores of each pilot site were compared with the REERAST average of the relevance and
frequency of each one of the barriers/enablers to integrate each Pilot within the global analysis of the REST
COAST project. Thus, the RE®IAT average for barriers and enablers was calculated considering the data
FNRBY (GKS o tAf20a 2F GKS LINR2SOG® ¢KSys GKS -adl yF
COAST average was also calculated to analyse the deviation and alignesact Sfilot with the RESTOAST

global trends.

In addition, for each pilot site of the RESDAST projectocusing on technical barriers and enablers, they
were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter grapthis graph, théequency

was a function of relevance, and the distribution of the barriers/enablers was represented according to these
parameters to detect which barriers/enablers had the highest scores and they should be prioritized in the
coastal restoration upscalirig each pilot site.

Finally,an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers/enablers with the financial and
governance ones was carried guilso integrating the new barriers/enablers proposed by each Pilot (if any).
Firstly, for each ofdchnical barriers/enablers identified by each Pilot, the connections with the governance
FYR FAYIFYOAFfT O NNASNBKSYlFIoftSNAB 6SNBE RSGSNXYAYSR |
O2yySOUA2Y 0 YR aailiNRy3a O2yy h@asa & yoicénnegtibribtween tdoF NI |j
barriers/enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for each
of the governance and financial barriers/enablers were added and a summary of the total strong and weak
connections of each of the technical barriers/enablers with each group of barriers/enablers (governance and
financial) was compiled into a table, one for barriers and another one for enablers.

10
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6.3.3 Barriers and enablers to coastal restoration upscaling: a RBSAST scale approach

The overall results at a RESDAST project scale were conducted by aggregating all the individual (per Pilot)
sources of information in the previous steps of this exercises. Thus, the resultsppétimgnosisorm were
conducted to update and assess the formation of the GRRATS. Additionally, a broad appproach to local
stakeholders was included in the pdéagnosis form to capture their impressions regarding the barriers and
enablers within the framework ahis deliverable. All these contributions, together with the background of
technical and scientific teams of the 9 CARRATIbelonginginvolved in the RESTOAST project were
aggregated to count on results at a mdéivel approach:

1 Pilot level:A vertical approach to the specific situation of each individual Pt Sectio7.2). Thus,
the results of each of the Pilots were structured as a functional document, that provides outcomes at
various levels and works as direct feedback to the IGEREPLATS that participated in the study.

1 RESTCOAST project leveThe integration of information from all Pilots led to a bottamp analysis
of the RESTOAST projedicale (see Section3). Withinthe overall consortium analysis, relevance
and frequency of barriers and enablers were explored at three levélse first part considers the
global list of the barriers and enablers identified in this analysis that is, those were proposed by the
Pilots and SHs of each of the Pilot cases of the projecthvehipand the conceptual framework that
was the basis of D1.2. (Sanchzillaet al. 2022). Secondly, results of the quantitative analysis are
presented, in which the barriers and enablers were prioritized according to the relevance and the
frequency detemined by concerning the convergence between 8tésand Pilot perspectives for the
overall project consortiumThus, a ranking of the total barriers/enablers for coastal restoration
upscaling identified by each RESDAST Pilot, including technical, goegice and financial as well as
those proposed by the Pilot, was developed and compiled in a table, one for barriers and one for
enablers, also with the REEDAST average calculation. Standard deviation also was calculated to
assess the dispersion withite results of the sampldrinally, thegraphical representation in a
scatterplot of relevance and frequency of technical, governance and financial barriers allowed its
aggregation and analysis at a global project scale.

7 Results

The following section presents the achievements in terms of barriers and enablers for restoratcaling
assessed in Deliverable 1Qur main objectivewasfulfilled, as we obtained updated information, not only
qualitative but also quantitative, on e relevance, frequencypriority, and importance oftechnical,
governance and financial barriers/enablers in the Pilot sités this regard, this exercise makasilable to
RESTCOASTeam, SHsand restoration practitioners in genera,comprehensiveeview df the barriers and
enablers that willencouragefuture discussion and careation in CORPPLATS, talrive the scaling up ora
RESICOAST scakes well

Going into detail, the results of &pre-diagnosisform (see sectiorv.1) showeda solid basis to structure the
discussion on barriers and enablers in the REGAST project. On the one hand, this can be seen in the
formation of the CORBLATS themselves, that emerged as a key local gowerstructure to focus the
discussion on upscaling future restoration activities, also connecting with previous interactions. On the other
hand, the prediagnosis also paved the way to approach local stakeholders and capture their impressions
regarding thebarriers and enablers within the framework of this deliverable. All these contributions, together
with the background of technical and scientific teams of the 9 GRIRH $belonging to each of the 9 Pilots)

114 YSyo2ysSRiI SCBKFY2ANGBL 6 I NNRKSSNEO 28 NBR 25Ty oK ASINEF 363SNBa Y Sy G @
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involved in the RESTOAST project, gavise to an accurate picture of the factors that might block or enhance
the practice of restoration. The results are presented in a nieNel approach:

1 Pilot level:A vertical approach to the specific situation of each individhilalt (see Sectioi.2). Thus,
the results of each of the Pilots were structured as a functional document, that provides outcomes at
various levels and works as direct feedback to the local GRRES that participated in the study.

1 RESTCOAST project leveThe integration of iformation from all Pilots led to a bottorap analysis
of the RESTOAST projedicale (see Section3). Thus, some common trends emerged, showing
similarities within the pilot cases, which could be extrapolated to a broader scale in coastal restoration
practice. On the contrary, some particularities were related to local processes that also provide a
relevant diversity in the casuistry of coastal restoration that covers the entire project consortium.

7.1 Preliminary results from the prediagnosis with the Pats

Thepre-diagnosis formsent to the 9 pilots was answered on time by all the Pilots (Vistula Lagoon, Wadden
Sea, Foros Bay, Nahal Dalia, Venice Lagoon, Ebro Delta, Rhone Delta, Arcachon Bay and Sicily) representing
100% of participation The firstquestion, regarding the constitution of the COREATs was positively
answered by most pilot80%) and negatively by only one (11%). These results showedléhfactg all CORE
PLATS were operating as Sicily planned a kickoff meeting of its localPCORE few days after the pre
diagnosis request. This positive result in terms of CRIRE existence constitutes an essential foundation for
the current analysis on barriers and enablefeen,how CORIPLAT dealt with barriers and enablers for
coastal retoration projects in each Pilatas exploredin general terms, results shadthat most of the Pilots
implicitly considered barriers and enablers for restoration projectthéir previous interactions with local
SHsHowever, theravasa broad dispersio on how formally or explicitly this discussion has been taking place
for most of the local platforms in the RESDAST project. three main situations:

1 Formal discussiord of the 9 CORELATS showed aad hocdiscussion on barriers and enablers with
locd SHs Ore example is the Rhone Delta Pilot, that stated a regular discussion on itsRI@ARE
about barriers and enablers, in meetings that have been taking place every 2 months. Furthermore,
the Venice Lagoon Pilot held a workshop v8tHson coplannirg of the environmental restoration in
the lagoon, that included some specific questions, previousleartbcprepared, to explore barriers
and enablers. In the Nahal Dalia Pilot, they already held bilateral meetings and a worksh&tiaith
that specifically covered the discussion on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration. In the Vistula
Lagoon COREBLATSH<ad already discussed about some key barriers forRifwt in the appearance
of its target habitat for restoration, the grassid, as there is a very long consolidation time of the
muddy sediments that might difficult it.

1 Informal discussion4 of the 9 COREPLAT@pproached the topic of barriers and enablers with local
SHdbut with some differences on how this discussion tptdce. For the Wadden Sea Pilot, thems
Dollard2050 progranhasa long tradition ostakeholdeiinteractionrunning since 2018t has already
included several pilot projects and its gpaling, based on the interaction with local stakeholders to
explote the potential of raising the coastal zone by using sediment of the estuary, that implicitly covers
barriers and enablershE Sicily Med Island Pilatready hal somesmall groups discussiomsth local
stakeholdersregarding the barriers and enablemnd when we conducted this pidiagnosisthey
were about tohold a formal meeting for the CORELAT that would probably cover the topic too.
Regarding the Ebro Delthwas not explicitly addressetut the SHanformally discussed the topic at
the first COREPLAT meetinglherefore some of their impressions were identified to feed the future
discussion around barriers/enablers in the Ebro Delta, especially for the case of the restoration of

12
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sediment fluxes from river to coash the Arcachon Bay Pildahere wasan interaction with themain
localSHs, thaincluded some collaborative workshops and several bilateral call/meetings, to progress
in its restoration approach.

9 Scheduled discussiofinally, in the Foros Bay Pilot, barriers and enablersdastal restoration have
not yet been addressed in their COREAT, but thewlready plannedo discuss this topic in future
meetings.

Consequently, most of key locaHsvere, somehow, familiar with a certain degree of discussion on barriers

and enablers for coastal restoration. Thus, in the-gi@gnosis, the feasibility of sending a form to the Béys

in the CORIPLATS of each pilot site was also explored to colleit gerspectives on the enablers and barriers

for restoration upscaling. The answer of four of the Pilots (Vistula Lagoon, Venice lagoon, Ebro Delta and Sicily
Med Island) was positive and showed a high proactivity in receiving and sending the forrptivhil¢hree

Pilots (Eem®ollard, Foros Bay and Arcachon Bay) were also affirmative, although they assumed that some
stakeholders may not answer to these forms depending of its level of complexity and stakeholders profile (e.qg.
GOAGAT Sy¢ ai havsSKiawver&andal tasehgifeRvith this technical discussion compared to
GAyaldAaGdziaAzyltée ail 1SK2ft RSNAO® CAylffes Gg2 LAT2I0
2F aK2g (2 FAELGSNI GKS adl | S «adicénasddind spedifi rheetingvétd S A
RESTCOAST Pilots, that approved the launch of{thie forgh and improved its design scheme.

Additionally, the prediagnosis also included a question, as a contingency plan, in case it had not been feasible

to send the form to local stakeholders. This question was about the level of comfort of Pilot scientific teams

to fill out a request on barriers and enablers of coastal restoration only with their own expert criteria and
integrating their impressions onextdrnf &0 1 SK2f RSNRQ LISNBRLISOGAGSa 2y
FyagSNBER 3I32Sa FTNRBY M OADPSPT dab2i OSNE O2YF2NIFof S:
problem, we know a lot about the situation, and we can extrapolate oustale ft RSNAR U LISNA LISOG /
Mostof thet A f @hswar€vere between 3 (33%) and 4 (44%), whalfowedthat, in generalthe Pilotsfelt
comfortable andwere aware of locaf | &d@n impressions on barriers and enablers. However, our overall
pre-diagnosis results showed th@t | foréh was feasible to be launched and it was not necessary to activate

the contingency strategy, aswas poassibléo gather direct inputs frond5localSHs

7.2 Specific Resultper Pilot
7.2.1 Wadden Sea Pilag barriers and enablers local report

7.2.1.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context

The Wadden Sea is one of the three Core Pilots of the-RB8BT project. This Pilot is a transboundary site

in the North Sea and comprises 300,000 ha of indattseagrass, and the German Jade, Weser, Elbe Ems
Dollard estuaries with 23,800 ha of saltmarshes. The restoration goal is to revert the triple saltmarsh and
GLR2f RSNE I NBI A CurntlyA thedie isyaldéveiyinegnt ofalipblidySab ecolabiediment
management in Lower Saxony. The process is supported by {3aichan cross border administrative
interaction. There, the policy development is accompanied by scientific research (NEBKNo quantify

¢KS F2tt26Ay3 AYyF2N¥Ioa2y KEa 6SSy 3ILAKSNBR FNBY (KS tAf2i
13INRBdzyR O2y i SE it HINPWARSRY 2y IjidkSa «a2m0y I¢A NB  F2 NJ tiAhE12{(¢cd A y A
NRAY I G2 Na®
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sediment transport paths and develop meti®to evaluate seagrass and mussel field impacts. Hence, the
ecological sediment management itself can be considered as an NBS. The project implementation stands on a
close collaboration between government bodies, the business community and nature cdimserva
organizations. This relies on the principle of joint ownership to achieve the ecological target situation and
proper programme functioning. The responsibilities are varied: tlagional governmenthas a great
responsibility for water management andehachievement of nature conservation objectives in the Ems
estuary; Water boards municipal authorities and the Province of Groningerare responsible for the
management of natural areas along the edges of the estuary, for ensuring hydrogeological sdféty an
maintaining and reinforcing liveability along the EDBwllart coastline; thé&roninger Landschais responsible

for the management of the salt marshes and (new) nature areas. The commitment and innovative force of the
business and agricultural commity, Groningen Seaportand knowledge institutesare essential if various
initiatives are to be successfully introduced. Reinforcing the collaboration with Germany remains an important
spearhead of the programme, especially as they aim to tackle a muangétt situation for sediment
management into concrete agreements on the exchange of knowledge and collaboration in projects.

Pilot current situation regarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

The Pilot stated that the current limits in teclal experience and scientific understanding are hindering both
policy development and implementation of specific NBS. Additionally, in terms of difficulties in upscaling,
there are expected issues since complex modelling is expected to be problematie.ig haroverall lack of
experience with NBS implementations. The suggested general enabler would be to consider it as an
interdisciplinary challenge. There is a broad willingness to improve coastal restauration, but litHpesitBc
experience. Moreove even though modelling bears its own complexities, it is also the key to get site specific
insights into quantitative sediment transport paths, whiscenarios, etc. Thus, this knowledge is believed to

be necessary to prepare policies as well as tadaestoration efforts.

The CORPLAT Status

COREPLAT members

The most important SHs on the territory and their main interests are the following: Government (climate risk
NBRdAzOUGAZ2Y S OFNbB2y SYAaaAirzy YIylFr3aSySyidos {SIFLR2NI |
local farmers, Water authorities, Watdroards, industry, inhabitants. The SHs that have already engaged,
according to the Pilot leaders, include all the actors with a high power, that is, a high probability of triggering

a barrier/enabler in the restoration objectives. Numerous public adnfitisti A 2y a NBalL}R2yaAof ¢
management at different scales (local, regional, and national) are onboard, as well as organizations of farmers
and engineers and ecologes$sociationgsee Figure 2Dther parts which have not been involved yet are most

of the industries present in the area, such as fisheries, food, energy and naval companies, as well as banks and
media, although most of those are believed to have less power in the area.
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Contacted stakeholders for the Wadden Sea CORE-
PLAT

1;6%
2;12%

1; 6%

6; 35%

6;35%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector  and
administration committees assodations) (NGO)  education

Figure2. Contacted and engaged stakeholderstmstitute the CORBLAT of the Wadden Sea in November 2022
(Information retrieved and adapted from the M1.3).

Developed activitie$

The kickoff meeting of the CORELAT took place in October 2021. Since then, 4 networking activities
involving SHevere conducted until March 2022, combining field trips and webinars attended by a few actors.

In October 2022, a year after the kioK, the followrup of the COREBLAT involved all the engaged SHs. Seven
more events were expected to take place betweenuday and May 2023. Another interesting initiative they
brought on was to engage and promote the participation of SHs by means of the Climate Café: this is about
dZAAy3 aald2NBGStEftAYa YR a1SGO0OKAY3a Fa YSikaedy G2 O
F2N¥dzZ F GSR 321t adzOK Fa GF 1 Ay3 -QXASTCAsE @nsisté@liofadieldé P
trip to investigate the Pilot results regarding the crdisder ecological sediment management of the area.

7.2.1.2 Preliminary approachio address barriers and enablers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots

The Pilot stated the highest level of comfortability on the-gragnosis, in terms of filling a request on barriers

and enablers for coastal restoration with their own information (expert ciafgelso consideringi 2 YS {1 Q
LSNELISOGA@®Sad !'a GKS@& adlaSRY aaakSe (1ySe | t20
LISNRLISOGADSE | o02dzi AdGéd wSIAFNRAYI GKSANI {1 a L}XIGTF:
Thus, theyare currently scaling up the previous Pilot projects with the SHs.

Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

In the Wadden Sea Pilot, the abewentioned form was answered by 5 Skkee Figure 3)Among
respondents, all belong to Government and Public Administration (with 100% of the participatidhgese

are: Province of Groningen, GSP, Lower Saxony Wadden Sea National Park Administration, Federal Waterways
Engineering and Research Institute, ahe NLWKN.

3¢KS AYT2NX¥Io2y KFra 658y IFGKSNBR F2NJF LINBEAYAYI N
AV LMK F 2dey T2t RAy3I 2F 5mMPH
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Wadden Sea stakeholders participation

5, 100%

Government and = Local companies Local community Local 3rd Research
public and professional  (citizen and user media sector  and
administration committees associations) (NGO)  education

Figure3. Key local stakeholders of the Wadden Sea Pilot that participated in the form.

On average, the Wadden Sea Pilot highlighted feeling highly comfortable in terms of discussing barriers and
enablers in the CORELAT (average score i2%8 on fivepoint scale). This positive perception can be
O2yaARSNBR a Iy 6aSylrotSNEXZ Fa Ad YAIKOASBpdetty OS
Governance was seen by all SHs as the main barrier category to coastal restoration in the Waddéilot,

and the main potential enablerThey lightly agreed with the perception of barriers as a relevant factor that
has hampered coastal restoration efforts (average score is 3.6 on-adite scale). Also, there was clear
consensusegarding the consideration of enablers as a relevant factor that boosted coastal restoration efforts
in the past in the pilot area (average score is 4.2 on adoiet scale).

7.2.1.3 Barriers to coastal restoration upscaling

The present section aims to repregehe results of the barriers analysed in the Wadden Sea Pilot in three
main dimensions. The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence
between the SHs and Pilot perspectives in identifgimgtal of 25 barriers poposed in the forms sent to both
groups Secondly, there is the representation of the results from the quantitative analysis in which the barriers
were prioritised according to the relevance and the frequency determined by the Wadden Sea Pilot. Finally,
in the last part of the present section, there is an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers
with the financial and governance ones.

Coincidences on Perspectives from Pilots and SH views: a qualitative analysis

This section provides detad information on the degree of coincidence of the barriers identified in the
2 RRSY {SIF LAf20 aArAddSzT o0& AYydSaINridAy3a GKS {1 aqQ LIS
not identified by the Pilot and SHs, the percentage of SHsidleatified each of the barriers and the degree
of coincidence of the barriers identified by both groups were compiled in the teddtawv (Table8). The main
highlights of this analysis are the following:

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 17 oftibaiers, which means a higher level of alignment between
both perspectives (68%, n=25).

1 29% (n=5) of the identified barriers by both groups were highly coincident. These are the barriers
identified by the Pilot and at least 50% of the SHSs.

1 In71% (n=12)fdhe coincident barriers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.
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Table3

Identified and unidentified barriers by the Pilot and SHs in the Wadden Sea pilot site. The identified barriers are marked
in light blue and unidentified ones arehite. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence. The percentage of the SHs that

identified each barrier is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified barriers
Pilot ) Stakeholders' perspective Pilot + S.HS
perspective| perspective
Wadden S. | Wadden S.| Wadden S.| Wadden S. | Wadden S.
SH1: SH2: SH3: SH4: SH5: Wadden S
Wadden S| Government| Governmen{ Governmen{ Government| Governmeng Wadden Pilot + SHé
Pilot level and and and and and S. SHs (9 coincidence
public public public public public
admin. admin. admin. admin. admin.
Limited engineering and ecological expel
(e.g., current marine infrastructure does
R X 60%
take biodiversity into account; preference
grey infrastructure than for NBS)
Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity - 0
Lack of data and metrics for ecosyst
. . . 20% 1
Iservicesgecological processes and functiong
Difficulties with monitoring programs (e ; o
Iscarce accessibility to wetlands, islands, et
Difficulties related to management plans (¢
I till to be defined, lack ob 40% d
TECHNICALP'ans still to be defined, lack obnsensus)
BARRIERS Delayed performance of restoration project 20% 1
Lack of physical room for restoration (e
beaches too narrow to restore dune syste - 0
presence of anthropic infrastructure/activitig
Mismatch betweenprotected species ecolo
land restoration works (e.g., interventig 40% 1
loverlapping with bird nesting season)
Mismatch between socioeconomic needs
restoration  works  (e.g., interventio 60%
loverlapping with bathing season)
Physical context specific of the site (e.g., tel
typology, watershed, hydrological contg 40% 1
sand availability...)
Lack of integrated approach (i
interdisciplinary and coordinated action am 100%
stakeholders)
Limitations in coordinated decision making - 0
Lat_:k_ _of social engagement in restora 20% 1
lactivities
Negative social perception and perva:
inertia (i.e., passive attitude of institutions g 20% 1
other stakeholders)
GOVERNANG
BARRIERS |Focus in short term policies - 0
Lack of convergence in stakeholders' intere] 40% 1
Lack of laws and policies enga
conservation, management and restoratiol 60%
natural environments
Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising
- : 40% 1
ork or receiving work permits
Dealing with socioeconomic needs - 0
Lack o_f economic resources to invest 20% 1
restoration actions
Lowbeqeﬁt—cost ratios (or a lack of cobenefif 60% P
levaluation)
FINANCIAL [Low SHORTERM returns from investments| - 0
BARRIERS
IShort term and smabcale bias - 0
Business plans bound to local constraints 20% 1
Lack of longerm economic support 40% 1
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Highest coincidence

¢tKS KAIKSald O2AyO0OhA
AYGSNRAAOALX Ayl NB |
the Pilot.

Aa akKz2gy 2y GKS 3IF208SNYy!
2NRAYIFGSR 1 OGA2Y Y2y3 {1 :

Proposed barriers
The proposed barriers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
One of the SHs highlighted the limited combined knowledge of engineering and ecology/biology.

Governance
The Wadden Sea group of the SHs detected the following barriers:
- 4! GEATLFOES YFYLRSNI G FRYAYAAOGNr 0ABS fS@St o
- a2 KSy (GKAy3a 3SdG GSyaSz az2yYS oFdzyOaArzylrftte YAy
- G CA y $ltrd is highly complex. The requirements of SHs vary widely. There are no easy
az2fdzinzyaodé

Financial
- awSyl GdzNY A2y &aK2dzZ R NBRdzOS Oz2ada Ay GKS f2y3
- a{SFNOK F2NJ I o0lflFryOS 0SisSSy az20Alt YR LINAGJI

Relevance andrequency of the barriers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritisation of the barriers at
each Pilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance gainegdrtance over frequency, considering this last
variable as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the barriers

The value of the relevance of the barriers is between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
analysis, the barriers scoredlSG ¢SSy n FyR p 6SNB O2yaARSNBR aKA3
0SG6SSYy M YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR afSaa NBfS@lIyld ol

1 Atotal of 30 barriers were identified and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.

1 Atotal of 9 (30%) of the diagnosed barriers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 21
(70%) were less relevant (betweefBL

1 Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical and governance, with 67% and 33%, respectively
(Figured).
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Wadden Sea highly relevant barriers

33%

67%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure4. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers in the Wadden Sea pilot site.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriers was between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5
(the Pilotalways have to deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4 and 5 were
O2yaARSNBR GKAIKfE& FTNBIldSSyidé¢ oKAES GKS o0 NNASNAR &

From those highly relevant barriers (a total of 9 higlelgvant barriers), 44% (n=4) were diagnosed as highly
frequent by the Pilot, always appearing while developing restoration in the Wadden Sea Pilot. The
identification of this combination of relevance and frequency in more than half of the restoratioietsamay

have relevant implications for the future of restoration activities in the area. Those are the most relevant and
frequent:

- dt KeaAaolt O2yGSEG aLISOATAO 2F (GKS &arAiGsS o6So3ao:s
I GFEAtLOAtAGlRDPDPDDE D

- GBFAfFOES YFEYyLRSSNI FG FRYAYAAOGNI GAGS tS@St oGS

- G5AFTFAOdAE GASE NBEFGSR G2 YIylF3aSySyid LXlya 6So3

- G[AYAGSR O2Y0AYySR 1y2¢6ftSR3AS 2F SyairAySSNAy3a | yR

- a. dzZNB I dzONJIRISHQ 8rad aAdyS & d2iNg2 NA aAy 3 GKS 62N] 2 NJ NB(

- a[FO1 2F RIFGF FTYR YSGNROaA F2NJ SO2aeaidSy aSNBAO

- G[ POl 2F LKeE@&aAOIf NR2Y FT2NINBali2Nl GAz2zy o6Sodos
anthroph O A Y FNIJ & (0 NHzOG dzNBk I OGAGBAGASAa0E @

- ALYAdZFFAOASY(d NBalw2NridAzy LI @5dFadlia S gAdK dzyOS

- 58St AYy3 sAGK a20A2802y2YA0 ySSRaé o

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in Wadden Sea Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
NEfSOIyOS yR FTNBIdzSyOeos GKS Y2ad A Ypigskal coptext G S OK
specific of the site (e.g., terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand availabilify.®he
LINPLI2ZASR O0FNNASNI 68 GKS tAf20 al@FAfrofS YIFyLR2gSN
also highly relevant (scored with 5) but Iéssquent (seeTable4).

The following tabléTable4) contains the list of all the barriers idefied by the Wadden Sea Pilot. They were
arranged from alonghe degree of relevance as well as how frequent the Pilot must deal with them. In
addition, the relevance and frequency scores of the Wadden Sea Pilot were compared with the GRESIT
average okach of the barriers to integrate the present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the
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RESTCOAST project. Considering the previous barrier above (scored with a value of 5 in relevance and
FTNBljdzSyOeovsz GKS & LKEe e\, terrai 2ygology EnintershedShdrotogicdl cahfext, (i K S
alFyR I @FAf0oAf AQREECONET aviefade, f@ feRvard (8D Qi4p and Ke§ueneyd($DE0.9). It
is also worth to highlight higher deviations for other barriers in this Pilotweat less aligned with the REST

[ h!t {¢ 3t 20! t ladk bEBofiRE@eNCe inStakéhlers'dnterests 6 { 5 MPo 0 X G KA OK
as relevant for this Pilot, and it was not aligned with the global REST { ¢ ® { A YaékfoflloNgtetnz (G K S
economic suppore gl & LISNOSAGSR (2 0SS YdzOK fSaa NEOSDI yi

I SN 3S 0{5 mdy Fshotein2andKsindhscaleRokg ( s R { | LIBADSAOSR (2
frequent for the Wadden Sea Pilot than forthe REST! { ¢ | GSNI IS 0 { owshdtebnd { A Y,
returns from investments 61 & LISNOSAGSR (2 06S YdzOK fSaa TFNBI dzS
the global RESTOAST average, as well as being perceived as much less relevant for the ®ifot tha

global (SD 1.7).

Table4

Ranking of the total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Wadden Sea Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevanceaccording to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal
with them (from highest to lowest frequency). The table includes the REBAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the enablersonisidering the data from the 9 pilot sites of the project, as well as the standard deviation of the
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Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph where the frequency is a function of relevance to have the distribution of barriers according to these
parameters and detect the barriers wah are more important to address in the Wadden Sea gilet (Figure

5). In the upper right quadrant, the technical barriers with the highest score were collected, which had the
greatest relevance and frequency for the Pilot, which should beptieity technical barriers to address by

the Pilot and the CORE[ | ¢ OLIC&KSBA @Gl £ 02 y (i SE (f 25 LISGSTA B &2 T RAKFS A2
YIEYylF3aSYSyid LXlyaé yR GKS GafAYAGSR /ha.Lb95 (y2sf
worth highlighting the following barriers due to their frequent occurrence, although they are considered less
NEt SOl yd GKFy GKS LINB@GA2dza 2ySa o0& GKS tAat2ayY aftl C
NBal2NI GA2Y LILBSRAOITESANR2¢ FENI ABAG2NI GA2yEéX F2ff
SELISNIA&ESeéT GKS atl 01 2F REFEGL yR YSGUNARO&E F2NJ 6A2F
Ay GFNBSG adlrasSéo
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Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Wadden Sea Pilot site

Frequency of the barriers
w
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socioeconomic needs &

Limited engineering &
ecological expertise
Lack of data and metrics
for BDV
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divergence in target state

Physical context

specific of the site

Difficulties related to
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[ ]
limited COMBINED knowledge of
engineering and ecology/biology

Lack of data and metrics
for ESS
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limited compatibility
[}

Insufficient restoration
pace/scale

Lack of physical room for

Difficulties related to
monitoring programs

restoration

1 (]

Delayed performance of
restoration projects
Mismatch between protected
species ecology & restoration

2 3
Relevance of the barriers

restoration

Figure5. Relevance anftequency of the technical barriers at the Wadden Sea pilot site. The frequency of the barriers

is a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Wadden Sea pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new
barriers proposed by the Pilot. Firstly, for eachtexfhnical barriers identified by the Pilot, the connections

gAUK GKS
6200l arzyl ¢

I2PSNYIyOoS

FYR FAYE
O2yyS80irzyu I yR

VyOALE ol
Gad N2y 3

NNA SNBE 6SNB |
O 2 y yofir@édiidn2 y & ¢

between two barriers, the score was 0. Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for
each of the governance and financial barriers were added and a summary of the total strong and weak
connections of each of the technicharriers with each group of barriers (governance and financial) was

compiled (see Tablg). d.imited combined knowledge of engineering and ecology/biolégy ¢ I a

O2yaiR

the technical barrier that the highest score of connections to governance and fatdraiiers, followed by

dimited engineering and ecological expertise® !

TAYFYOALE o

NNASNBR YI& fSIR

02

by

IANBFGSNI ydzYoSNI 2F O2yySOi7
FYLE AFAOFGAZY 2

barriers shald be addressed as a priority, as these may become a stronger impediment to coastal restoration.
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Table5
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and governance and
financial barriers in th&adden Sea pilot site.

Wadden Sea Pilot

TECHNICAL BARRIERS
General barriers Further barriers Propgsed
barriers
- Lack_ of [Mismatch Mismatdh Physical
Limited physcal | between e — context
lengineering an L room for |protected| specific Insufficig
. Lack of | Difficulties| ~.... . ; - _|socioecol
ecological dataand|  with Difficulties restoration| species —— of the Acute nt
Type of expertise (e.g. N I related to (e.g., ecology site (e.g.| restorati
N . metrics |monitoring Delaye needs an ~“'Idegrada Poor .
connections | current marine| Lack of - rograms | Manageme o m beaches to{ and ——] terrain ionlevel ©" sequencin Limited
between technica| infrastructure | data b (s gscarc nt plans ';nce of| narrow to |restoratiol - typology, and pace/scq an?j Iimitedg COMBINED
BARRIERS and g does not take| and serv)i,rm .-.g..‘-’ bilit (e.g., plan: el restore | nworks @ Wdlelahtdiver o e with compatibilit knowledge of
governance or | biodiversity |metrics o | ® still to be - dune (e.g., inter.\?é;wti d, ce I% uncertair withpexistin lengineering an
financial into account; |for BDV 9 ] defined, ; systems, |interventi hydrolog benefits|. gecology/biolog'
processey wetlands, projects| ons target infrastructure
BARRIERS | preference for o~ iSlands lack of presence o ons | oo i cal state and
grey 5 ' | consensus anthropic |overlappir e context, trade-
. functions| etc.) . | ng with
infrastructure ’ infrastructulg with birg bathin sand offs
than for NBS) re/activities nesting seasor?) availabili
) season) y...)
STRO.N © 6 2 2 0 4 2 2 0 0 4 0 2 2 8
Governancg connections
barriers
IWEAK connectior| 7 9 9 10 8 9 9 10 10 8 10 9 9 6
STRONG
Financial connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
barriers
IWEAK connectior| 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Score of STRON
connections 6 2 2 0 4 2 2 0 0 4 0 2 2 8
between barriers
Score of WEAK
connections 13 15 15 16 14 15 15 16 16 14 16 15 15 12
between barriers
Total score of
connections 19 17 17 16 18 17 17 16 16 18 16 17 17 20
between barriers

7.2.1.4 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Wadden Sea Pilot in three main dimensions. The first part showsutteaka
gualitative analysis, concerning the convergence betweerSiHeand Pilot perspectives in identifyirgtotal

of 13 enablers proposed in the forms sent to both grouf&econdly, there is the representation of the results
from the quantitative analysis in which the enablers were prioritised according to the relevance and the
frequency determined by the Wadden Sea Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between the
technical enablers with the financial and governanoes.

Coincidences on Perspectives from Pilots and SH views for both Pilots and SH: a qualitative analysis
This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of the enablers idemified Wadden Sea
pilot site, by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Pilot analysis:

9 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 12 of the enablers, which represesrtg high proportion (92%).
Moreover, to have an aligned view on enablers could be a relevant factor to boost the practice of
restoration in the area.

9 The enablers in which the most concurrence was shown gathered 100% of the SH attention.

1 33% (n=4pf the identified enablers were highly coincidence. It means the conjunction of the Pilot
with at least 50% of the SHs.

1 In62% (n=8) of the enablers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.
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Both enablers identified and not identifidxy the Pilot and SHs, as well as the percentage of SHislémdified
each of the enablers and the degree of coincidence of the enablers identified by both groups were compiled
in the tablebelow (Table6).

Table6

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot aBHsn the Wadden Sea pilot site. The identified enablers are marked

in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Numinee&ns no coincidence enablers. The percentage of the
SHs that identified each enabler is indicated in the table.

T

Identified/unidentified enablers

Pilot Pilot + SHs

perspective Stakeholders' perspective perspective

Wadden S| Wadden S.[ Wadden S. | Wadden S. | Wadden S.
SH1: SH2: SH3: SH4: SH5:

Wadden S.|Governmer|Governmenf Government| Government (Governmen Wadden Wadden S. Pilot
by S. SHs| .
Pilot level tand and and and and ) SHs coincidencg
public public public public public o
admin. admin. admin. admin. admin.

)Advanced forecasting models that supy
connectivity  restoration (e.g., sedimg 60%
transport modelling)

Implementation and planning with a s{
operating physical space (i.e., safefyom| 40% 1
TECHNICALflooding, erosion, etc.)
ENABLERS

Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to K

0/
up with socioeconomic and climatic conditior| 40% 1
Pro_acuve maintenance with performar 20% 1
indicators
ilingness to promote restoration amon| 100%
istakeholders

GOVERNAN(New policies towards decarbonised coal

IThere are multlevel governance mechanis|
(planification at a local level must contribute| 60%
national and international regulation)

Explicit accounting of coastalatural capite

0/
(biodiversity and ecosystem services) 40%

0,
ENABLERS)protection (e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastructure) 60%

New plans for transition in governar|

(promoting participation and sharing t| - 0

benefits)

Continued training for deeper stakehol 40% 1

involvement

Increasing restoration funding 20% 1
FINANCIAL innovative  valuecapture instruments  ar| 20% 1
ENABLERShusiness models ’

Improved capacity talevelop business modyg 20% 1

and bankable plans

|l AIKSald O2AYyOARSYOS
A

TheK A IKSad O2AYOARSYOS 6 & ilingiessitkplomAeres®mitsn ayhén§ Sy |
stakeholders = ¢ KA OK gl a ARSY(GAFASR 0 &reenremwith th&Pilet.KS { |

hiKSNJ 2F GKS KA3IKSald O2AyOARSyOSa Aa GKS GSO
adzLILR2 NI O2yySOlGAGAGE NBalw2Nl A2y o0Sd3ad aSRAY
I32PSNY I yOS Syl radtifedhgoveraainde gbtBanismiBplanification at a local level

Yda G O2y(iNAodzZiS G2 ylraA2ytf FyR AYGSNYFGA2Y ¢

O2Fradrf LINRGSOGA2Y 6503 b.{ @ad DNBE attenfioghNI a i N.
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Relevance and frequency of the enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

Ly GKAa aS0s2y (GUKS AYyTFT2NNIa2y aK2ga ljdzd yaill a@S RAI
2 RRSY {!1S& It ALJRKiZDNRA oT F a2y ONARGSNA2y S NBt SGlFyOS 3l J
flrad GFENRFOE S ILANBIARMBEORAYS @ T (K

Relevance of the enablers
The value of the relevance of the enablers was between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
Fylrfteairas GKS Sylrof SNE a02NBR o0SG6SSy n YR p ©S]|
0SG6SSYy M YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR afSaa NBtSOFyid Sy
9 Atotal of 13 enablers were diagnosed and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.

9 A total of 4 enablers (31%) of those diagnosed enablers are highly rel@edumntd between 4 and 5)
while 9 enablers (69%) were little valued (between 1 and 3).

1 From the highly relevant enablers, the financial and governance are a 25% each other, whilst the
technical account for 5 (Figure).

Wadden Sea highly relevant enablers

25%
50%

25%
Technical = Governance Financial
CAJdceNB NBEKS&H yvi (SOKYyAOLf S A20SNYIFyOS FyR Uyl yOalt
CNBIljdsSyoe 2F (GKS Syl of SN&
The value of the frequency of the enablers is between 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler always

occurs). In the analysis, enabl&€2 NER 0SG6SSyYy n IyR p 6SNBE O2yaAiARSNZ
d02NBR 0SGsSSy m YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR afSaa FNBI

25



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

From those highly relevant enablesstbtal of 4 highly relevant enablgr$0% (n=2) werdiagnosedas highly
frequent, facilitating the development of restoration in the Wadden Sea Pilot. Those are the most relevant
and frequent:
- 4! ROl yOSR T2NBOFradAy3d Y2RSta GKIFG adzZlR2 NI O2yy
Y2RSttAy3A0é @
- G2AffEAYIYSAaaANIAHARNR ¥YYRY INK A &EZE ©

Relevance and frequency of the enablers

/| 2y&aARSNAY3I GKS Y2aid NBESOIyld yR FTNBIdSyd Syl of
NEf SOFyOS | yR FNBI dzS yrGRadIsy OBKRS TR NGO B arhyiiI2 BAR2IRGE NS¢
NBal20NEdRAPYT ASRAYSY(H (NI YIARIENBENYRRSOGAFIOE @l & (K¢

¢tKS TFiiH@teSy@Eeyat Sya GKS tAad 2F Ittt GKS Syl of SN&
NN} y3SR FTNRBY |ft2y3 GKS RSAINBS 2F NBfS@OlIyOS | a ¢St
GKS NBt SOFyOS FyR FNBI dzS yddRNB O@NBLA R akASick F RN/ vAS
SFOK 2F (GKS Syl ofSNAR (G2 AydSaNIGS GKS LINBatShyi{ ¢ A f
LINE2SO0d / 2YyaARSNARAY3I (GKS Syl ofSNII623S 0&GREINB®RS B A
F2NBOlI day3d Y2RSta GKIFIG &dzZJIIR NI O2¢yViSO8 Ok @ENNASG 2 W
NEf SOFyOS o6{5 nd7103 YR afAIKIGfe& FdzNI KSINGaF NEf Ya 20 kS
02 KAIKE AA@AKIIe KA KBENNIRSI KSNI Sy of SNE Ay @AY ¢t At 20 |
GNBYRaAYI AR O » OEHIBIIMNIHES A ya i NHzYSy §a sIKNRKo dzd By SBNDB
NEBf SOFyild FT2NJ GKS 2 RRSYy H SirK SA MiAB @28 30RFEISRNB RO 3 D]

¢l orf S

wkylAy3 2F GKS G201t Syl of SNA T2N) 02l aidlt NBaAlG2Nla2y d
A323SNYFyOS FyR UylLyOAlt 2ySad ¢KS G2GFt SylFof SNE FNB 2N
NBf SHIOVANRAYIT (2 GKS tAf20 6FNRY KAIKSald (2 t26SadG NBf
OFNRY KAIKSad G2 268340 FNBIhd3 O WENE AS 270 i &K SA WEBHE &S §
2F GKS Syl of SREGIO2 VMK SNK §aFqiiSkaS 2 ¥ GKS LINRP2SOG +Fa oSt f
{SI tAf20GQa anORINB¢ FTINBYNIHIKSD wo { ¢

RELEVANC|
RELEVANCE of this sD FEESSESRC;C?;;E FREQUENCY of th SD
Enabler this ENABLE ENABLER ¢ N ._"|ENABLER gilot sites| Frequenc!
Enabler type Enabler . X RELEVAN( restauration actiong
type 2 at the Wadder| pilot sites RESTOAS| at the Wadden Sed (RESTCOAST REST
Sea pilot site | (RESTCOAS] h ) b average) COAST
pilot site
average)
Technical | General )Advanced forecasting models tl
lsupport connectivity restoration (e. 5 4.0 0.7 5 34 11
enablers | enablers|” " )
isediment transport modelling)
Technical | General |Willingness to promote restoratiq 4 39 01 5 38 09
enablers | enablersfamong stakeholders
Glcicicl| General Increasing restoration funding 4 3.4 0.4 3 2.6 0.3
enablers | enablers
Governance| General [Continued _tralmng for deep 4 32 05 2 23 0.2
enablers | enablersstakeholder involvement
IThere are multdevel governand
Governance| General |mechanisms (pl_anlflcatlon _at a lo 3 33 0.2 4 31 06
enablers | enablers|level must contribute to national a
international regulation)
oo o seneral Explicit accounting of coastal naty
capital (biodiversity and ecosyst B 3.2 0.2 3 2.3 0.5
enablers | enablers -
lservices)
oo o seneral New policies towards decarbonig
coastal protection (e.g., NBS vs. ( 3 34 0.3 3 2.7 0.2
enablers | enablers|:
infrastructure)
Governance| General New plans for transition in governat
(promoting participation and shari 8 27 0.2 & 2.8 0.2
enablers | enablers ;
the benefits)
Technical | General Increa;ed pace of restoratl_ 3 28 0.2 1 29 09
enablers | enablersjupscaling (to keep up  wil
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lsocioeconomic and climal
conditions)

Implementation and planning with|
safe operating physical space ( 2 2.9 0.6 1 2.6 1.1
isafety from floodinggrosion, etc.)

Technical | General
enablers | enablers

Technical | General [Proactive maintenance wil

enablers | enablers|performance indicators 2 32 By 4 24 1o
Financial | General [Innovative valuecapture instrument

enablers | enablersfand business models 4 32 G 4 29 I3
Financial | General [mproved capacity to devel 1 26 11 1 27 12

enablers | enablersfbusiness models and bankable pla

Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph where the frequency is a function of relevance to have the distribution of enablers according to these
parameters and detect the enablers igh are priority to become an opportunity to promote coastal
restoration upscaling in the Wadden Sea piite (Figure7). In the upper right quadrant, the technical
enablers with the highest score were collectédK &dvanced forecasting modets T 2R f @@irgaess

to promote restoration among stakeholdegsare the enablers identified as most relevant and most frequent.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers at the Wadden Sea Pilot site

Willingness to promote
restoration among stakeholders

5 °

Advanced
forecasting models

2 Proactive maintenance with
performance indicators

Frequency of the enablers
w

Implementation and planning with
a safe operating physical space

Increased pace of restoration
1 ] ®

upscaling

0 1 2 3 4 5
Relevance of the enablers

Figure7. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Wadden Sea pildhsittequency of the enablers
is a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical enablers of the &&¢adSea pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new
enablers proposed by the Pilot. Firstly, for each of teciirémablers identified by the Pilot, the connections
GAGK GKS 3JI208SNYIFyOS YR FTAYLFYOALFf o0F NNASNAR ¢6SNB
6200FaAirz2ylt O02yySOilA2y0 |yR aaidNRy3a 02yySOilhzyat
between two enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, a summary of the total strong and weak connections of
each of the technical enabler with each group of enablers (governance and financiahmpited (see Table

80 ® Wwilkn§ness to promoterestoration among stakeholders |y Rdvéankes forécasting models that
support connectivity restoration(e.g., sediment transport modellingwere considered the technical
enablers with the highest scores of connections to governance and financialenaol these are being
amplified by other type of enablers and they could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate the coastal
restoration upscaling.
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Table8

A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each detfaical enablers of the Wadden Sea pilot
site and governance and financial enablers.

Wadden Sea Pilot

TECHNICAL ENABLERS
General enablers
Type of connections | Advancedforecasting | Implementation and | Increased pace of| Willingness to
between technical models that support | planning with a safe|restoration upscalin| Proactive maintenanc promote
ENABLERS and any| connectivity restoration| operating physical | (to keep up vith with performance restoration
governance or financial (e.g., sediment transpor| space (i.e., safety froi| socioeconomic an indicators among
ENABLERS modelling) flooding, erosion, etc.| climatic conditions; stakeholders
STRONG connectiong 6 0 4 0 8
Governance
enablers
WEAK connections 2 5 3 5 1
STRONG connectiong 0 0 0 0 0
Financial
enablers
WEAK connections 3 3 3 3 3
Score of STRONG
connections between 6 0 4 0 8
enablers
Score of WEAK
connections between 5 8 6 8 4
enablers
Total score of
connections between 11 8 10 8 12
enablers

7.2.1.5 Closing remarks

Governance was seen by &Hs as the main barrier category for coastal restoration in the Wadden

Sea Pilot, as well as the main potential enahbldt is worth noting that in this Pilot, 100% of the SHs

that participated in the present analysis belonged to Gevernment and Public Administratioand

they were more concerned about governance barriers while the Pilot highlighted the importance of

the technical barriers.

In the Wadden Sea Pilot, there wakigh level of agreement between the perspectives of the Pilot

and the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers to restorati®he highest coincidence
between the perspectives of both grps was found in the technical and governance barriers and
enablers.

az2zal 2F GKS KAIKE@ NBEtSOFyld oF NNASNE 6SNB (SO
contrast to governance barriers (33%). In additiemong the highly relevant barriers laost half of

these (44%) were diagnosed as highly frequent by the Rilatways appearing during the
development of the restoration in the Wadden Sea Pilot.

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Wadden Sea Pile most important

for the Pilot was the technical barriéphysical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typology,
watershed, hydrological context, sand availability$.)® hy G(GKS O2y GNI NBE>X 203KSNH
4 Gt AYAGSR SyaAySSNEAYR KYyRaSOZOXKID®SH®B SSKLIEARIDA
NBal2Nl GA2y 62N] aéx 6SNB Y2NB NBfSGFyld oF NNASN
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- The most relevant and frequent technical barrietss S N5 pliy&ical cantext specific of the sife
F2tf26SR @& NORAWBROdif2i AYS y | JiBitedSGOMBINED Iknodlédgelofy R
engineering and ecology/biology ® ¢ KA & f 1 a0 G§SOKYyAOFf o6 NNASNI
complement to those compiled in the forms sent to both groups and it was the technicaltitiate
had the highest number of connections with other governance and financial barriers, followed by the
G§SOKYAOFf O0FNNASNI aft AYAGSR SYy3aaAySSNAy3 yR SO2
in this pilot site.

- Half of the highly relevahenablers were technical (50%) and, among the highly relevant enablers,

50% were diagnosed as highly frequeracilitating the development of restoration in this Pilot. The

0§ SOKY A Ol tadvabogd forecadtidlg dodels that support connectivity restoiat (e.g.,

sediment transport modellingd ¢ a GKS Y2ald AYLRNIFIYyd Ay GKS 2|
O2yaraiSyid 6AGK GKS {13aQ LISNRLISOGAGS:E aArAyO0S 64K
dwillingness to promote restoration among statholders = F2f f 26Ay 3 GKS LINBJA
relevance and frequency, was the highest priority enabler for the SHs, since it was detected by 100%
of them. At the same time, the two technical enablers mentioned above were those that had the
highest scee of connections to governance and financial enablers. Thus, they need to be reinforced

in this Pilot and the CORELAT as a valuable opportunity for coastal restoration. Furthermore, the
FAY Ll Yy OR lirovaiye vaduecSpilire dnstruments and businesmodels ¢ KA OK g a LIS
as less relevant for the Wadden Sea Pilot, compared to the rest of the Pilots in the project, could be
also a valuable opportunity for restoration if the experiences of the other REBIST Pilots were
integrated into this pibt site.
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7.2.2 Ebro Delta Pilot barriers and enablers local report
7.2.2.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context

The Ebro Delta is one of the three Core Pilots of the REBNST project. To address the restoration actions in

the Ebro Delta, it isonvenient to distinguish the activities and challenges of fluvial restoration from those of
coastal restoration. Firstly, the river context is limited by the historical lack of solid and liquid phases of
ecological flow, which has notorious consequenceastite sedimentary dynamics of the Delta. However,
relevant river SHs have different views on the river ecology and dynamics (e.g., in establishing the ecological
flow, setting sediment management strategies, etc.). From this perspective, the supportierrestoration

actions that could improve the ecological status of the river dynamics is currently being limited by some SHs
positions. For instance, regarding those who have competencies in the topic, such as the Spanish Ministry, the
Confederacion Hidradfica del EbrdCHE, the Ebro Basin authority) and the Catalan Water Agency, they have
different points of view and commitments with river restoration actions, such as thgabg of sediments,

which also hinder decisiemaking and investments within thieamework of the RESTOAST project. The

main consequence of the latter is an enormous sediment retention along the reservoirs of the Ebro basin,
which causes the regression and subsidence that endangers the region in a context of climate emergency.
Secondy, as for the coast, the situation is slightly different. There is no such lack of sediment supply that could
affect restoration activities, but other limitations arise, such as the lack of knowledge about the possible
sources of sand near to the Ebro @etoast, the need to map the spaces for sand dumpling with a holistic
approach, etc. In addition, soft engineering and hard engineering actions have different levels of support from
key SHs especially for coastal defence, sand nourishment and dune testoMoreover, there has been a

lack of large pilot projects with the aim of restoring sediments and ecological dynamics on the Ebro Delta
coast. Thirdly, the restoration actions conducted in some of the coastal lagoons of the Ebro Delta have had a
broade technical consensusn this context, the RESTOAST project is a great opportunity for the area to
face local challenges and contribute new resources (economical, technical and social) to restoration up
scaling.

Pilot current situationregarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

The presence of technical barriers, as well as governance and financial barriers, created problems in the past,
with governance traditionally perceived as the most relevant and frequent barrierdrpthut site. However,

today different initiatives are being promoted at different levels to address, adapt and mitigate them. The
local CORBLAT has also proven to be a relevant forum to discuss, anticipate problems and boost restoration
activities.

The CORIPLAT Status

COREPLAT members

Eleven SHs were preliminarily identified in this pilot site, both at a local and a national level (see M1.3). The
Ebro Delta CORBELAT was designed in the following two main levels. On the one hand, theRLARE
fostered a small institutional decisiamaking group to discuss at the executive level and reach operational
consensus in the Pilot. As highlighted in M1.3, a total of seven SHs were contacted and engaged to constitute
the executive CORELAT of the Ebro DelRilot, including the prexisting consensus boar@igula de Conseps

“¢KS F2tt26Ay3 AYF2N¥Ia2y KEa 6SSy 3ILAGKSNBR FNBY (KS tAf2i
13INRBdzyR O2y i SE i HINPWARSRY 2y IjidkSa aa2m0y I¢A NB  F 28I wilhkf {(¢ca A y A
NRAY I G2 Na®
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that involves various actors from the territory (e.g., municipalities, irrigation communities, rice farmers, and
citizens of the Ebro Delta). On the other hand, the technical proposals resulting from the executive level of the
COREPLAT would then be shatewith a territorialized group, a broad forum connected to the region to
discuss, integrate the expectations and inputs from the locals arateate the proposed actions.

The Ebro Delta COMREAT(Figure 8) was constituted by four public governmeittodies and public
administration (57%), being the dominant grouome entitiesrom the third sector (296),such as a bird
protection organization and a private foundation which owns part of the land where the restoration actions
will be carried out also patticipate inthe platform. Finally, local companies and professional committees
represent a low proportion in the COREEAT (1%),but it is highly representative, since the actor involved is
the pre-existent consensus board integrates various actors of the territory.

Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Ebro Delta CORE-PLAT

2;29%

4;57%
1; 14%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector  and
administration committees assodiations) (NGO) education

Figure8. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRIRH of the Ebro Delta PilotNovember 2022
(information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3).

Developed activitie3

The following section contemplates the state of the CORET in the context of the Ebro Delta. A first
workshop for the CORELAT was held in January 2023, involving local SHs. Tudfkioketing counted on

the technical and political decision and pgtitakers, who participated expressing their goals and intentions

in relation to the restoration and management actions of the Ebro Delta. Thus, the aim of this first meeting
was to launch the platform and explain in depth the RESRAST project and the COREAT to generate a
discussion among the partners involved on how to make the dRRRE a useful and dynamic space to tackle
the restoration challenges. At this meeting, SHs informally discussed how to deal with barriers and enablers
for coastal restoratin projects, but this was not explicitly addressed. In addition, the SHs participating in this
first COREPLAT session highlighted the relevance of participation in degisaiing and presented some of

the specific challenges of the Ebro Delta area. Ast@npial solution, more efforts should be invested to insist

on the need to calesign and create projects aimed at addressing restoration barriers, while fostering enablers
among partnersThe CORBLAT Kichff created a good environment to discuss, aipiide possible conflicts

and exchange different expectations while trying to build a greater consensus and alignment of scopes.
Therefore, it is essential to continue promoting a new governance model to converge on priorities-and co
determine strategies tonake restoration, conservation, and management efforts effective

CKS AYTF2NNIo2y KIFa 6S8SSy 3IFHGiKSNBR F2NJ I LINBEtAYAYIlN
Ay Lizi F2NJ GKSR dzyF2f RAy3I 2F 5mMPH
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7.2.2.2 Preliminary approach to address barriers and enablers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots

Considering the results of the poéagnosis with Piloigshe Ebro Delta Pilot was fully operational and dot

delve into discussion on barriers and enablers with SHs. However, this topic was informally discussed during
the first CORPLAT meeting as a relevant precedent.

Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

In the Ebro Delta Pilot, a total of 4 SHs answered the form. They were key SHs for the pilot area, combining
public institutions with management competencies (Coastal authority), socioeconomic (Consensus board) and
environmental organizations (SEO/Birdlafed the Catalunya La Pedrera Foundation) with a long tradition in

the area. Thus, representatives of all the SHs' groups that constitute the Ebro Deltd°CARgarticipated in

the form (Figure9), with the third sector having the greatest participati@0%).

Ebro Delta stakeholders participation

1;25%

2; 50%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional  (citizen and user media  sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO) education

Figure9. Key local stakeholders of the Ebro Delta Pilot that participated in the form.

On average, the SHs of the Ebro Delta stated that they feel comfortable in terms of discussing barriers and
enablers in the CORBLAT (average score is 4 on4daint scale). This positive perception can be considered
Fa Fy aSyl of SNE fhe diséussibriwithihghdztratev®k &f ithg’ RESDAST project, as was

also seen in the first meeting of the local restoration platfofBmvernance was seen by all SHs as the main
barrier category for coastal restoration in the Ebro Delta, and the main pdtel enabler. They also agreed

with the perception of barriers as a relevant factor that hampered coastal restoration efforts in the past in the
pilot area (average score is 4.25 on a{paént scale). However, there was no clear consensus regarding the
consideration of enablers as a relevant factor that boosted coastal restoration efforts in the past in the pilot
area (average score is 3.25 on a fp@nt scale). Considering the historical difficulties of governance and the
lack of agreementand investny ia Ay GKS FNBIFS (KA&a NBadzZ G faz2 LI
the challenge of governance and should be considered for future restoration actions.

7.2.2.3 Barriers to coastal restoration upscaling

The present section aims to represent thesuiis of the barriers analysed in the Ebro Delta in three main
dimensions. The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence between the
SHsand Pilot perspectives in identifyiraytotal of 25 barriers proposed in theofms sent to both groups
Secondly, there is the representation of the results from the quantitative analysis in which the barriers were
prioritized according to the relevance and the frequency determined by the Ebro Delta Pilot. Finally, in the last
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part of the present section, there is an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers with the
financial and governance ones, also integrating the new barriers proposed by the Pilot.

Coincidencedn the perspectives of the Pilaindthe SHs a qualitative analysis

This section provides detailed information on the degree of coincidence of the barriers identified in the Ebro
5St0GF LAf2G aAGST o6& AydSaNIdAy3d GKS {1 aQ LISNDOSLI
identified by the Pilot and the SHs, the percentage of SHs that identified each ahe lbérriers and the

degree of coincidence of the barriers identified by both groups were compiled in the table below 9Jable

The main highlights of this analysis are thdofwing:

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 16 of the barriers, which means a high level of alignment between
both perspectives (64%), while in 36% of the barriers (n=9), there was no coincidence between the
Pilot and SHs.

1 56% (n=9) of thédentified barriers by both groups were highly coincident. These are the barriers
identified by the Pilot and at least 50% of the SHs.

1 In 44% (n=7) of the coincident barriers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.

Table9

Identified andunidentified barriers by the Pilot and SHs in the Ebro Delta pilot site. The identified barriers are marked in
light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidereis indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence barriers. The percentage of the
SHs that identified each barrier is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified barriers
Pilot + SHs
Pilot perspective Stakeholders' perspective perspective
Eb:gcirl: Ebro SH2: Ebro Ebro SH4

companies Government | SH3: ard Ebro| Ebro Delta
Ebro Delta Pilot leve P and 3rd SHs| Pilot + SHs
and public sector sector (%) | coincidence

professional | - nictration| (Ngoy| (VC©)

committees

Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., current m|
infrastructure does not take biodiversity into account; preferencg 50%)
grey infrastructure than for NBS)

Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity

Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecological pro

- 25%
land functions 5%

Difficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scarce accessibili
/etlands, islands, etc.)

0
1
0
TECHNICALDifficulties related to management plans (e.g., plans still to be de
BARRIERS [lack of consensus)
1
0
1
0
0

Delayed performance ogstoration projects 25%)

Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches too narrd
restore dune systems, presence of anthropic infrastructure/activiti

Mismatch between protected species ecology and restoration

. X . X K N 25%
(e.g., interventions overlapping with bird nesting season) 5%

Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restoration works
interventions overlapping with bathing season)

Physical context specific of the site (e.g., terrgipology, watershe(

0,
hydrological context, sand availability...) 50%

Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary and coordir

. 50%
laction among stakeholders) 0

GOVERNAN(-Mitations in coordinated decision making 50%)
BARRIERS

Lack of social engagement in restoration activities 25%) 1

Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e., passive attiti

0/
institutions and other stakeholders) 25%)| 1
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Focus in short term policies 25%) 1

Lack ottonvergence in stakeholders' interests 50%)

Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, manageme 250 1

restoration of natural environments 0

Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising the work or receiving 75%

permits 0

Dealing with socioeconomic needs 50%)

Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actions 50%)

Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cebenefit evaluation) - 0
FINANCIAL Low SHORTERM returns frormvestments - 0
BARRIERS

Short term and smaticale bias - 0

Business plans bound to local constraints - 0

Lack of longerm economic support 50%

Highest coincidence

The highest coincidence is shown on the governance barrié@r@fdzNB | dzONJ ( A On alithodizitz$ & 2 N.
the work or receiving work permiés> g KA OK 3+ G KSNBR Ttp: 2F GKS {1 a ¥
Pilot.

Proposed barriers
The proposed barriers were those remarked by the Pilot, which could notassified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
One of the SHs highlighted the lack of pilot actions to assess which are maost appropriate and effective.

Governance
On the one hand, the Ebro Delta Pilot noted fbeling of grievance in the territory due to the opportunities
lost in the past and that condition future actions. On the other hand, the SHs group detected the following
barriers:
- LG ¢2dA R 06S F LINA2NRGE G2 RSTA AR adiatfiedcSayedsada 06 S
O2yaSyadzaT AU KFI&a 0SSy (22 f2y3 32 y2 LINRPINBa
- [ Ol 2F OfSFENJLRfAOASA YR LINA2NRGASAE Ay (KS

Financial

¢tKS 90NR 5Sf il tadkbfbiudgeforiahdit SANGYK (iNBRa Gi2KNS oAz y LINR 2SO0 Y
{1a ARSYGAFASR Fa O0FNNASNER GKS FIOG GKFEG aGKS NBa
consensus roadmap; as well as the lack of decision and political vision inthe nyfddle d 2 y.3 G SNX ¢
Relevance and frequency of the barriers for coastal restoration upscalnguantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritization of the barriers in this

Pilot. As grioritization criterion, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering this last variable
as a function of the previous one.
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Relevance of the barriers

The value of the relevance of the barriers was between 1 (no importance) @itsblutely relevant). In the
Fyrfeairas GKS oF NNASNE &d02NBR 06SGs6SSy n IyR p £S5
0SG6SSy m IyR o ¢SNBE O2yaAiARSNBR af Saa NBESOryd ol

1 Atotal of28 barriers were identified and valued, includingmical but also financial and governance
ones.

1 Atotal of 17 (61%) of the diagnosed barriersre highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 11
(39%)were less relevant (between-3).

1 Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical and governance, with 35% technical and another
35% governance, while 30% were finanbedriers (Figure.0).

Ebro Delta highly relevant barriers

30%
35%

35%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figurel0. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers in the[Bddta pilot site.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriers was between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5
(the Pilot always must deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4 anelGwsidered
GKAIKE & FTNBIdSyié oKAES GKS oFNNASNE aO2NBR o0SiGsS

From those highly relevant barriers (a total of 17 highly relevant barriers), 59% (n=10) were diagnosed as highly
frequent, alwaysappearing while developing restoration in the Ebro Delta Pilot. The identification of this
combination of relevance and frequency in more than half of the restoration barriers may have relevant
implications for the future of restoration activities in theea. Those are the most relevant and frequent
barriers:

- Difficulties related to management plans.

- Lack of integrated approach

- Limitations in coordinated decision making.

- Focus on short term policies

- Lack of longerm economic support

- Lack of economiesources to invest in restoration actians

- Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., current marine infrastructure does not take
biodiversity into account; preference for grey infrastructure than for NBS)

- Lack of convergence in stakeholdenterests

- Short term and smabkcale bias

35



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

- Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e., passive attitude of institutions and other
stakeholders)

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Ebro Delta Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
relevance and frequency), the most important technical barrier in this pilot siteawésKk S RA T F A O dz
management plange.g., plans still to be ®&A Yy SRX 1 O] 2F 02yaSyadaoés oK
OF NNASNAR GKFG GKS t Af 2 (focHsioA EhbrteETKpnliSies HiekiS A WA A d O & 3 i
O22NRAYI (SR RISYOR adck§ intéglatediagpiéch (i.e., interdisciplinagnd coordinated

action among stakeholdefs ¢ ® CA & If © B I#rfiesdS@mica dzLILJ&as dhe financial barrier that

gla Yzald NBESOlIyld FyR 200dz2NNBR Y Fds10) Fiabthjisdz8inf, ivé &€ F N
also consider the pspective of the SHs who patrticipated in the detection of the barriers analysis, the results
show the 50% of SHs coincided with the Pilot in the detection of these barriers mentioned aboValitz=e

10), which is a fact that also highlights that they amgportant to this group.Therefore, the technical,
governance and financial barriers mentioned above are the barriers which should be established as priority to
be addressed in the Ebro Delta Pilot and its GRERAT.

The following table (Tabl&0) containgthe list of all the barriers identified by the Ebro Delta Pilot. They were
arranged from along the degree of relevance as well as how frequent the Pilot must deal with them. In
addition, the relevance and frequencgames of the Ebro Delta Pilot were compared with the RESAST

average of each of the barriers. This comparison integrates the present Pilot within the global analysis of the

9 Pilots of the RESTOAST project. Considering the five previous barriersgq@euth a value of 5 in relevance

YR FNBIljdzSyOeuvs GKS aF20dza Ay &aK2NI GSNXY LRftAOASa
the barriers that are furthest from the RESDAST average for relevance (SD 1.2 and 1.1, respectively) and
frequency (SD 1.1 and 1, respectively). This deviation for some key governance barriers emphasizes the lack
2T LINBGA2dza O2FadGrt NBaild2NIGA2Yy NRIFIRYFLI Ay GKS | NJ
Gt I O -GBMIt X5/02 vy 2 Y asGhe dadasiidteIRESDAST averagier relevance (SD 0.3) and
frequency (SD 0.3t is also worth to highlight higher deviations for other barriers in this Pilot that were less
alignedwiththe RESTh ! { ¢ 3 2 0 ILdwbehefifRg5Ratias (oF adackiof codienefit evaluationf =

which was a very relevafvarrier, but it occurs, or it was perceived to occur, much less frequently in the Ebro
5StdF o6{5 HO (KIFYy Ay (KS 2 @SN} {Low SHRETERVO&turnd roha 2 NIi
investmentg 6 {5 wm®T 0 ®ealing Rith Eocidegondmic digedsa g & LISNODSAOBSR (2
relevant for the Ebro Delta Pilot than for the RESJAST average (SD 1.6) but this was very frequently
reported in both scales (SBPT 0 @ CA Y | f £ & = DelkySd pérdrd&yeloQéstbration phopdsS NJ &
was agreed as not relevant but notable for its higher frequency in the Ebro Delta Pilot compared to the rest of
the Pilots in the project (SD 1.7).

Table10

Ranking of theotal barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Ebro Delta Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance according tde Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal
with them (from highest to lowest frequency). The table includes the RESAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the barriers considering tlata from the 9 Pilots of the project, as well as the standard deviation of the Ebro
58t 0 tAf20Qa -CodgTNBradeNBEY GKS wo{ ¢
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RELEVANCE tﬁs;‘iﬁggs sD FREQUENCY of thi Ft::%i?;?l;
Barrier type|Barrier typel . this BARRIER o BARRIER across o ISD FREQUEN
1 2 Barrier the Ebro Delta pilot sites RELEVAN restauration actions a atpilot sites RESTCOAST|
. 5 (RESTCOAST| RESTCOAS . .| (RESTCOAST
pilot site the Ebro Delta pilot sit
average) average)
Gover_n ance Gen.eral Focus in short term policies 3.3 1.2 3.4 1.1
barriers barriers
Governancqg General | . . . . . L .
. . Limitations in coordinated decision making 3.4 1.1 3.6 1.0
barriers barriers
Governancd General [Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. . . . 4.0 0.7 3.9 0.8
barriers barriers |coordinated action among stakeholders)
Technical | General [Difficulties related to management plans (e.g., plan:
. . 8 4.0 0.7 4.0 0.7
barriers barriers [to be defined, lack of consensus)
Fi ial | G | ’
'"af‘c'a en.era Lack of longerm economic support 4.6 0.3 4.6 0.3
barriers barriers
FlnapC|aI Gen_eral Lagk of economic resources to invest in restor 36 10 2 34 04
barriers barriers [actions
Gover'nance Gen.eral Bure_aycratlc issues or delays in authorising the wo 37 09 3 34 03
barriers barriers [receiving work permits
Fmaf]c'al Gen.eral Low SHORTERM returns from investments 3.9 0.8 3.4
barriers barriers
Financial | General |[Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cobenefi 42 05
barriers barriers [evaluation) . :
. Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., cu
Tech'nlcal Gen.eral marine infrastructure does not takdiodiversity int 4 2.8 0.9
barriers barriers .
laccount; preference for grey infrastructure than for N
Flnar'1<:|al Gen.eral Short term and smakcale bias 4 3.8 0.2
barriers barriers
Goverp ance Gen.eral Lack of convergence gtakeholders' interests 4 3.9 0.1
barriers barriers
Governancd General [Negative social perception and pervasive inertia 2 34 04
barriers barriers |passive attitude of institutions and other stakeholderg : :
Tech'nlcal Gen.eral Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 4 3.1 0.6 3 2.8 0.2
barriers barriers
Tech_nlcal Gen_eral leflcultllels. with momtovng programs (e.g., sc§ 4 31 06 3 30 00
barriers barriers |accessibility to wetlands, islands, etc.)
Tech'nlcal Gen.eral Lack gf data and metrics _for ecosystem serv| 2 43 02 3 37 05
barriers barriers |ecological processes and functions
. Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches
|
Tech'nlcal Gen.era narrow to restore dune systems, presence of anthr| 4 29 0.8 2 2.2 0.2
barriers barriers [ -
infrastructure/activities)
Technical| General Mismatchbetween socioeconomic needs and restora
. ) orks (e.g., interventions overlapping with bath 3 3.0 0.0 3.1 1.3
barriers barriers
season)
Financial | Proposed |Lack of budget for lonterm restoration project] 3 } } 2 ; B
barriers barriers [assessment
Governancg General [Lack of laws and policies engaging conservg
. . . . g 2.8 0.2 4 2.9 0.8
barriers barriers |management and restoration of natural environments
Tech.nlcal Fun.her Insufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertdirnefitg 3 31 01 2 36 03
barriers barriers [and tradeoffs
Governancg Proposed [Feeling of grievance in the territory for opportunities
. . L L : 3 - - 3 - -
barriers barriers |in the past and that conditions future actions
Technical| General Mlsmatt_:h between prot_ected species ecology
. ) restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapping 3 2.6 0.3 2 1.9 0.1
barriers barriers | .
bird nesting season)
Technical | Furth ) . .
ec -nlca u - .l lAcute degradation level and divergence in target stat 3 3.4 0.3 2 3.6 1.1
barriers barriers
Gover.n ance Genveral Dealing with socioeconomic needs 2 4.2 4.2 0.5
barriers barriers
Technical | G | . .
ec _nlca en.era Delayed performance of restoration projects 2 2.6 0.4 2.6
barriers barriers
Gover.n ance Genveral Lack of socia#ngagement in restoration activities 2 33 0.9 3 33 0.2
barriers barriers
Flnar-wlal Gen.eral Business plans bound to local constraints 2 3.2 0.9 1 29 1.3
barriers barriers
Technical | General [Physical context specific of the site (etgrrain typolog
barriers barriers |watershed, hydrological context, sand availability...)
Technical [ Further [Poor sequencing and limited compatibility with exis|
barriers barriers |infrastructure
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Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, and the distribution of the barriers was
represented according to these parametdrs detect which barriers should be prioritized in the coastal
restoration upscaling in the Ebro Delta piitie Figurell). In the upper right quadrant, the technical barriers

with the highest scores were collectechélcdifficulties related to management plané | y Rlimitek S &
engineering and ecological expertise ¢ SNB G KS o6F NNASNE ARSYGAFASR | a
WKS 101 2F RFEAF FyR YSONROA F2NJ 802 sanhsiack of dataS NI A ¢

and metrics for biodiversitgandd G KS RA FFA Odzf (A Sa dtisialso worid Kighligiingkhg 3 LIN
following barriers due to their frequent occurrence, although they were considered less relevant than the
LINSGA2dza 2ySa 08 OKKS SUINSBYY a@ORESORYENAO ySSRa |y
GKS aAyadzZFFAOASY(d NBalG2NI GA2Y Dis"Odusi@ imp@tansbartieks dzy O
mentioned above (the ones that score the highest both on relevance and freguered tobe addressed

and reinforced in the Ebro Delta COREAT to generate opportunities and facilitate coastal restoration.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Ebro Delta Pilot site

Mismatch between e
e T sk D Difficulties related to
TEStoratEn management plans
5 L ] L L] [ ]
Delayed performance of Limited engineering &
restoration projects ecological expertise

Sa °
2
% Insufficient restoration
o pace/scale
.g Difficulties with monitoring programs
=]
‘s 3 L] Lack of data and metrics for ESS & other
>
o Lack of data and metrics for BDV
o
3
o
o
e 2 L L Lack of physical room for restoration
Acute degradation level &
divergence in target state
1 Mismatch between protected
species ecology & restoration
0
0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the barriers

Figurell Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Ebro Delta pilot site. The frequency of the barriers is
a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Ebro Delta pilot site with the governance
and financial ones were analysed consideringRilet perspective and integrating the new barriers proposed

by the Pilot. Firstly, for each of technical barriers identified by the Pilot, the connections with the governance
FYR FAYLFYOALFT o0FNNASNA 6SNBE RS{SNYAge&stond gbihection)S | |
FYyR GAGNRY3 O2yySO0GA2yaé B6AGK H 6FNBLdSyd 02yysoi
score was 0. Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for each of the governance
and financial bardgrs were added and a summary of the total strong and weak connections of each of the
technical barriers with each group of barriers (governance and financialyevagiled (see Tablgl). Thus,
GK8AGFFAOMZ GASa NBf I (iR cotis@leredhe tethaicalb&nerithal dtokeg Bighest in
GSN¥a 2F 0O2yySOidAaz2ya (2 3I20SNYI yOssufficérR restoratjoh y OA | 1
pace/scale with uncertain benefits and tradeffs". A greater number of connections with other governance
andFAYFYOAlLt O0FNNASNB YIe& tSIFIR G2 Iy IFYLEAFAOLGAZY
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these barriers should be addressed as a priority, as these may become a stronger impediment to coastal
restoration.

Tablel11
A summary of thdotal connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and governance and
financial barriers in the Ebro Delta pilot site.

Ebro Delta Pilot

TECHNICAL BARRIERS
General barriers Further barriers
L .
aCk. & Mismatc| .
. physical Physica|
Limited . h
; ; S room for | Mismatch context
engineering Difficulti . between| e
e . restoratio| between } specific
and ecologicg Lack of | eswith| ... . socioecq
X .. _.|Difficulties n (e.g., | protected X of the
lexpertise (e.g| data and|monitori . nomic | . Acute -
. related to beaches| species site (e.g Insufficient
Type of current metrics ng needs . ~|degrada| ) Poor
. . managemq Delayed too [ecolagy an terrain |. restoration .
connections marine Lack of for  |programy _ ) and ion level| sequencing
A nt plans [performar| narrow tof restoration| . ftypology| pace/scale -
between technicallinfrastructure| data andlecosyster| (e.g., @ B o restore [works (e Festoratiq . reh and with and limited
BARRIERS and a|does not takg metrics | services,| scarce st.i?l.’t:be restoratiol dune intervent.i% n works ed divergel uncertain compatibility]
governance or | biodiversity | for BDV |ecologicalaccessit X . (e.g., ’ cein X with existing
" X . | I defined, |n projects systems, ns A hydrolog benefits ang.
financial BARRIER into account; processey ity to . fintervent| . target infrastructure|
lack of presenceloverlappin ical trade-offs
preference fo and |wetlandg N ons state
) X consensus of with bird context,
grey functions|, islands| . N overlapp|
. anthropic| nesting X sand
infrastructure etc.) b ng with L
infrastruc{ season) . |availabil
than for NBS L bathing
ure/activi ty...)
5 season)
ies)
STRC:_NG 2 0 0 0 10 2 4 4 4 4 2 6 2
GOVERNANCE BARR|| ~ connections
WEAK connection 4 2 2 2 3 4 2 4 3 0 4 4 5
STRC:.N © 0 2 2 2 6 4 4 0 0 0 0 6 2
FINANCIAL BARRIER ~ ¢onnections
WEAK connection| 5 1 1 1 4 0 0 3 3 2 3 0 2
Score of STRON
connections 2 2 2 2 16 6 8 4 4 4 2 12 4
between barriers
Score of WEAK
connections 9 3 3 3 7 4 2 7 6 2 7 4 7
between barriers
Total score of
connections 11 5 5 B 23 10 10 11 10 6 9 16 11
between barriers

7.2.2.4 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Ebro Delta Pilot in three main dimensions as welitstipart shows the results of

a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence between the SHs and Pilot perspectives in idantifying
total of 13 enablers proposed in the forms sent to both grouBecondly, there is the representation of the
resultsfrom the quantitativeanalysisn which the enablers were prioritized according to the relevance and
the frequency determined by the Ebro Delta Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between the
technical barriers with thénancial and governance ones, also integrating the new enablers proposed by the
Pilot.

Coincidencesn the perspectives of the Pilcandthe SHs: a qualitative analysis
This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of the enablersfidditi the Ebro Delta
pilot site, by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Rilwalysigsee Table 12)

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 10 of the enablers, which represents high proportion (77%), while
in 23% of the enablers (n=3), there wasawincidence between the Pilot and SHs.
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1 38% (n=5) of the identified enablers were highly coincidence. It means the conjunction of the Pilot
with at least 50% of the SHs.
1 In 38% (n=5) of the enablers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.

Table12

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot and SHs in the Ebro Delta pilot site. The identified enablers are marked
in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated byplud)ight

while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence enablers. The percentage of the
SHs that identified each enabler is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified enablers
Pilot perspective Stakeholders' perspective Pilot + S.HS
perspective
Ebro SH1:
Local Gil\)/:;nsn:'; Ebro SH3 Ebro SH4{ .,
Ebro Delta Pilot| companies and 3rd 3rd SHs EbroDelta Pilot +
level and ublic sector sector ) SHs coincidenc
professional P . (NGO) (NGO)
" admin.
committees
)Advanced forecasting models that support connectivity restoration 75%
sediment transport modelling)
Implementation and planning with a safe operating physical space (i.e., 250 1
from flooding, erosion, etc.)
TECHNICALIncreased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up with socioeconom|
ENABLERS| .~ " " 25% 1
climatic conditions)
Proactive maintenance with performance indicators 0
illingness to promote restoration amorsgakeholders 75%
There are multievel governance mechanisms (planification at a local 100%
must contribute to national and international regulation) 0
Explicit accounting of coastal natural capitblodiversity and ecosystq 250 1
services)
GOVERNAN(_NEW policies towards decarbonised coastal protection (e.g., NBS vy 25% 1
ENABLERS|Nfrastructure)
New plans for transition in governance (promoting participation and sh
N 25% 1
the benefits)
IContinued training for deeper stakeholder involvement 50%
Increasing restoration funding 75%
AL Innovative valuecapture instruments and business models - 0
ENABLERS|
Improved capacity to develop business models badkable plans - 0

Highest coincidence

T ¢KS KAIKSald O2AYOARSYyOS 4| therezae miiltkevel gbeemd&os) | y O
mechanismé 3 @gKAOK gl & ARSYUAFASR o0& wmnmE: 2F GKS {|

1 OtheroftheKA IKSa(G O2AYOARSYOSa 6SNB (KS G(SOKYAOLt
adzLILR2 NI O2yySOiA@AGe NBal2NI GA2y£éX 6KAOK ¢4l a
A50G2NE t20Ff O2YLIYASAT YR (KS|16KRt RENAYSA &K
agreed by 75% of SHs from all sectors.

T ¢KS FAYlIYOALlf SYlL ot SN 2F GAYONBIlIaAy3d NBadz2Nr i
belonging to all different sectors.

Proposed enablers
The proposed enablers are those remarked bg Bilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:
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Technical
¢tKS 90NB 5Sf il

tAf20 LINRPLRASR (KS F2fft26Ay3 G§SOKy]
restoration, by growing willingga & 2 F

d20AFE AYSNIAIF Ay GKS GSNNRG2I

Governance

¢tKS 90NR 5S8tidlF tAf20 LINRPLRAaSR GKS aSEAaidSyOS 27 L)
participation and c®ONB | G A 2y [AsJoINERE ODKTEK Hf RSNJ INR dzL)z 2yS 27
Creation of the Climate Resilience Center (ERGJR KA IKf AIKGSR GKI G aGKS [/ w/
consensus in decisiemaking".

Financial
¢CKS tAf20 LINRLIRAaSR aLlLy i Soweosilefedtiye pblicids ind pivjEcts tegaidiyig A Y ¢
O2Fadl f NobraadothdtlpaitAtypé>d 2 F GKS {1 a4 oSt2y3aAay3a (2 (GKS
IANBSYy 58It 9daNRPLSIY FdzyRaéx & 6Stf | & O&dstbration 3Sy S
upscaling.

Relevance and frequency of the enablers for coastal restoration upscalnguantitative analysis

In this sectionthe information shows quantitative differences between the prioritization of the enabiers
the Ebro Delt@ilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance gained importangerfrequency, considerinthis
lastvariable as dunction of the previous one

Relevance of the enablers

The value of the relevance of the enablers was between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
Fyrfteairas GKS Syl of SNE a02NBR o0SG6SSy n YR p ©S]|
betweenland % SNBE O2yaARSNBR af Saa NBfSOlIyld Syl ot SNRE D

1 A total of 16 enablers were diagnosed and scored, including technical but also financial and
governance ones.

1 A total of 10 enablers (63%) of those diagnosed were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while
6 enablers (38%) were less relevant (between 1 and 3).

1 From the highly relevant enablers, the financial ones were a 40%, technical account for 30%, as well
as governancenes Figurel?).

Ebro Delta highly relevant enablers

30%

40%

30%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figurel2. Highly relevant technical, governance dimdincial enablers in the Ebro Delta pilot site.

41



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of the enablers was between 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler
always occurs). In the analysis, enablers scored between 4 and &g 8 A RSNBER G KAIKE & FN
SylLoft SNE a02NBR 0Si6SSy m IyR o gSNBE O2y&aARSNBR a;

From those highly relevant enablers {otal of 10 highly relevant enablgr80% =8 were diagnosedas
highly frequent, facilitating theevelopment of restoration in the Ebro Delta Pilot. Those are the most relevant
and frequent:

- The urgent need for facing and tackling coastal restoration, by growing willingness of social inertia in
the territory and international directives (a proposedabler by the Pilot).

- Existence of project calls which enable new governance models, based on participation-and co
creation approaches (a proposed enabler by the Pilot).

- International interest in investing in low cost/effective policies and projects reggraoastal
restoration (a proposed enabler by the Pilot).

- Improved capacity to develop business models and bankable plans.

- There are multievel governance mechanisms (planning at a local level must contribute to national
and international regulation).

- New policies towards decarbonized coastal protection (e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastructure).

- Increasing restoration funding.

- Innovative valuecapture instruments and business models.

Relevance and frequency of the enablers

Considering the most relevant aricequent enablers in the Ebro Delta Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
NEt SO yOS FyR FTNBIjdzSSyOeos (KS KA IKS ate uigéhdngedJori & O2
facing and tackling coastal restoration, by growing willingness of social iiaeinh the territory and
international directiveg ® 2 KAt S | G ( KS the exiatsning/of pyo[ecs calls B1LS énabie helv  d
governance models, based on participation and-cxeation approaches | YR | i (GKS ®WHayl y O
international interest in investing in low cost/effective policies and projects regarding coastal restoration
(seeTablel3). All of them were enablers proposed by this Pilot.

The following table (Tabl&3) contains the list of all the enablers identified by the Ebsedt®Pilot (including

their own proposals), ordered from most to least relevant and then, by frequency with which they occur, from
most to least frequentlyln addition, the relevance and frequency scores of the Ebro Delta Pilot were
compared with the RESTOAST average of each of the enablers to integrate the present Pilot within the global
analysis of the 9 Pilots of the RESDAST project. As the most relevant and frequent enablers were proposed
by the Ebro Delta Pilot, their scores could not be compavétl the RESTOAST average to assess these
enablers in the global framework of all Pilots. Despite this, these enablers represent valuable opportunities
for coastal restoration upscaling in this pilot site. It is worth to highlight the technical enétkranced
forecasting models that support connectivity restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling) G K G & I
perceived as very relevant (SD 0.7) but very rarely takes place in the Ebro Delta, contrasting with the situation
in other Pilots (SD 1.7). Tlaian highlight the potential of forecasting as a facilitator in otfitats, from which
lessonscad S f S N SR T2 NJ i RMBlinghésN® prodntd réstordtion aimang fakehdd@rs &
was contrasting with the RE€IDAST average in terms of lower relevance (SD 2.0), that needs to be promoted
for the future of cecreation in the Ebro Delta. Aordingly, this comparison showed other three enablers at

the bottom of the table that also had lower relevance and frequency values than expected within the
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consortium (se€Tablel13). This may require further discussion in the CRET of its likelineds act as
enablers.

Tablel3

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Ebro Delta Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total enablers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevanceaccording to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they occur
(from highest to lowest frequency). The table includes the RESAST average of the relevance and frequency of each
of the enablers considering thdata from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Ebro Delta

t Af20Qa &ao2BAST dlBrage.t KS w9 { ¢
RELEVANCE FREQUENCY of thf FREQUENCY of tl
Enabler | Enabler tynd tlstlélE\l\,/Ag\iEE( this ENABLER SD ENABLER across| ENABLER at pilo SD
yoe 1 2 yp Enabler the Ebro Delta( pilot sites RELEVAN( restauration actions sites FREQUEN(Q
P ilot site (RESTCOAST|RESTCOAS] at the Ebro Delta (RESTCOAST | RESTCOASI
p average) pilot site average)
BRIl Proposed IThe urgent need Tor fgglng and tackl.lng. cog
restoration, by growing willingness of social inerti 5 5
enablers | enablers X ) . L
the territory and international directives
Existence of projectcalls which enable ng
iGovernanc{ Proposed L
igovernance models, based on participation and 5 5
enablers | enablers -
creation approaches
Financial | Proposed [International interest in investing in low cost/effect| 5 5
enablers | enablers |policies and projects regarding coastal restoration
. IAdvanced forecasting models that supy
G | - . )
LAY enera connectivity restoration (e.g., sedimentranspori 5 4.0 0.7 1 3.4 1.7
enablers | enablers :
modelling)
Financial | General |Improved capacity to develop business models 2 26 10 5 27 16
enablers | enablers |bankable plans
Governanc| General There are multlevel governance mechanis|
(planification at a local level must contribute 4 33 0.5 4 3.1 0.6
enablers | enablers X . . .
national and international regulation)
Governanc{ General [New policies toward§ decarbonised coastal proteq 2 34 04 4 27 09
enablers | enablers |(e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastructure)
i i | . . )
| Gerera Increasing restoration funding 4 3.4 0.4 4 2.6 1.0
enablers | enablers
Financial | General |Innovative valuecapture instruments and busing 4 32 05 4 29 08
enablers | enablers |models
Technical| General [Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keej
) ; ; B o 4 2.8 0.9 2 2.2 0.2
enablers | enablers |with socioeconomic and climatic conditions)
iGovernanc{ General New .plarjns for transmon in gover.nance (promot 2 27 05 3 28 02
enablers | enablers |participation and sharing the benefits)
iGovernanc{ General F:onunued training for deeper stakeholq 2 32 09 1 23 09
enablers | enablers [involvement
Technical| General illingness to promote restoration amq 1 39 20 3 38 05
enablers | enablers [stakeholders
Technical| General [Implementation and planning with a safe opera
: ) ) } 1 2.9 1.3 2 2.6 0.4
enablers | enablers |physical space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion,
Technical| General . . . Lo
Proactive maintenance with performance indicator 1 3.2 1.6 1 2.4 1.0
enablers | enablers
iGovernanc{ General E)fpllf:n gccounung of coast.al natural cag 1 32 16 1 23 09
enablers | enablers |(biodiversity and ecosystem services)

Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distribution of enablers according to
these parameters where detectinghich enablers which should be prioritized to become an opportunity for
coastal restoration upscaling in the Ebro Delta it (Figurel3). In the upper right quadrant, the technical

enablers with the highest score were collected. The technical eNdbl&JNE LJ2 & S R theédugeni reesl

t At 2

for facing and tackling coastal restoration by the growing willingness of social inertia in the territory and
0KS KAIKSad

international directiveg

g1l a
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addressed and reinforced in the Ebro Delta CORAET, together with governance and financial enablers
proposed by theSHYsee sectiory.2.2.4), to generate opportunities to facilitate coastal restoration.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers at the Ebro Delta Pilot site

The urgent need for
coastal restoration

5 L]
4
o4
o
©
c
o
o
S 3 ° Willingness to promote
"6 restoration among stakeholders
)
S Increased pace of
g_ restoration upscaling
o2 [ ] Safe operating physical space [ ]
w
Advanced forecasting
. . > models
1 P Proactive maintenance wit| .

performance indicators

0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the enablers

Figurel3. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Ebro Delta pildttsitérequency of the enablers
is a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this sectionthere are the results of the connections between the technical with governance and financial
enablers related to the Ebro Delta pilot site. Firstly, for each of technical enablers identified by the Pilot, the
connections with the governance and financaly' | 6 f SNE 6SNBX RSISN¥YAYSR | yR
GAGK M 0200FaAraz2ylt O2yySOGA2YyU0 YyR aaiNBy3a 02yySoO
connection between enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, a summary of the total strong &bweeactions

between technical and financial and governance was compiléiteiTable14®  ¢vilifignéss to promote
restoration among stakeholders | Y Rincréd§e®l pate of restoration upscalitg ¢ SNB O2y aA RS
technical enablers whichathered the highest connection scores. Thus, these technical enablers are being
amplified with the governance and the financial ones, which emerges as a great opportunity to promote and
facilitate the coastal restoration upscaling.
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Tablel4

Asummary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical enablers of the Ebro Delta pilot site
and governance and financial enablers.

Ebro Delta Pilot

TECHNICAL ENABLERS

General enablers

Proposed enabler

Type ofconnections between
technical ENABLERS and any|
governance or financial ENABLE|

Advanced forecasti
models that suppor
connectivity
restoration (e.g.,
sediment transport
modelling)

Implementation ang
planning with a saf
operating physical
space (i.e.,afety
from flooding,
erosion, etc.)

Increased pace 0|
restoration
upscaling (to kee|
up with
socioeconomic an|
climatic
conditions)

Proactive
maintenance with
performance
indicators

Willingness tol
promote
restoration
among
stakeholders

The urgent need fq
facing and tacklin
coastal restoration
by growing
willingness of soci
inertia in the
territory and
international
directives

GOVERNANCE ENABLE|

STRONG connections

WEAK connections

FINANCIAL ENABLERS]

STRONG®onnections

WEAK connections

Score of STRONG connections
between enablers

Score of WEAK connections
between enablers

Total score of connections betwegq

enablers

12

13

7.2.2.5 Closing remarks
- Governancewas seen by all SHs as the main barrier category for coastal restoration in the Ebro
Delta, and the main potential enabletConsidering the historical difficulties of governance and the

lack of agreements and investments in the area, this rdsdlta 2
highlights the challenge of governance and should be considered for future restoration actions.
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- At this pilot site, there was high levelof agreement between the perspectives of the Pilot and the
SHs regardinghte identified barriers and enablers for restoratiorin fact, where there was more
coincidence between the perspectives of both groups in the barriers and enablers of governance.

- Among the highlyrelevant barriers, more than half (59%) wetBagnosed as highly frequentalways

appearing while during the development of the restoration in the Ebro Delta Pilot. The identification

of this combination of relevance and frequency in more than half of the restoration barriers may have

relevant impliations for the future of restoration activities in the area.
- Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Ebro Delta Pilot, more than half (60%)
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were governance barriersthese results being consistent with thel a Q
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- The most relevant and frequertechnical barrierwere thedifficulties related to management plans
which were also detected by 50% of the SHs and which at the same time had the highest number of
connections with governance and financial barriers. Therefore, this barrier should be addressed as a
priority in the Elbo Delta Pilot and its COREAT, as it may become a strong impedintertoastal
restoration at this pilot site.

- Among the highly relevantenablers, 80% were diagnosed as highly frequefdcilitating the
development of restoration in the Ebro Delta Pil@n the one hand, at a technical lewvtble urgent
need for tackling restorationby the growing willingness of social inertia in the territory and the
international directives was the most relevant and frequent technical enabler in this Pilot. In contrast,
the willingness to promote restoration among SH&hich had a low relevance the Ebro Delta in
contrast to the RESTOAST average, was the enabler that had the highest number of connections
with governance and financial enablers, and it was detected by 75% of the SHs. Thus, furthering this
enabler through the experience of other RECOAST pilot sites could be a valuable opportunity to
facilitate coastal restoration upscaling in the Ebro Delta. On the other hand, at the governance and
financial level, theoroject calls for new governance models based on participation anecosation
and theinternational interest in investing in low cost and effective policies for coastal restoration
were the most relevant and frequent enablers in this pilot site to be reinforced for coastal restoration.
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7.2.3 Venice Lagoon Pilotbarriers and enablersocal report

7.2.3.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context

The Venice lagoois one of the three Core Pilots of the RESJAST projecthis Pilot is currently the result

of anthropic changes that started in the sixteenth century consisting of the diversion of rivers to avoid the
sediment supply, the excavation of navigable canals, and the construction of breakwaters at the inlets.
Therebre, the lagoon is a unique anthropic ecosystem that requires constant management to maintain its
valuable habitats (such as the salt marshes, the mudflats and the seagrass meadows), to contrast the ongoing
erosion trend and reverse the sedimentary balanehich is currently negative (loss of sediment towards the
sea). However, technical and governance barriers are likely the most relevant in the Venice lagoon, and they
are strongly linkedThe upscaling restoration plan focuses on active maintenancegbt elegraded salt
marshes, aiming to accelerate naturalization processes to increase priority habitats and biodivéesity. T
upscaling restoration plan in the Venice lagoon will consider 103 ha of restored artificial salt marshes.

Pilot current situationregarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

The maintechnicalissues are related to the large variability and intrinsic complexity of the environment,
combined with the difficulties in gathering data, the limited technical and ecological &s@eand the
approach to perform mainly larggcale interventions which potentially complicate logistics andsecific
implementation and require large initial investments. Contrasting the various sources of anthropic impacts
that threat the Venice lgoon diversity and unique ecosystem requires tailored restoration techniques, and a
deep and specialized ecological knowledge that is generally scarce, when it comes to restadatitonally,

one of the main technical barriers that might complicate thpscaling of restoration are those related to the
intrinsic features of the environment. Saltmarshes in the Venice lagoon are often deeply degraded and require
interventions, for example by refilling them using huge quantities of a specific typologdiofesg which is

often unavailable. Furthermore, degraded salt marshes are often placed in inaccessible areas, which makes
management activities more complex. Also, shared {mmm management plans are often missing or
insufficient, and lack the support atcessible data series that would allow for informed interventions. Finally,
there is usually a delay in restoration performance which prevents us from assessing the different techniques.

In terms ofgovernancebarriers, they generally derive from the limited communication and data flows
between the different multiple SHs and authorities operating in the Venice Lagoon and the difficulties in
developing and implementing shared plans and policies. There are $eletrianental human activities that
pose a threat to diversity. Additionally, if the importance of restoration is not properly recognized by public
and privateSHs this would jeopardize financial support in the letegm.

To sum up, restoration effortsdve historically often yielded inconsistent results from an ecological point of
view because of the effects of technical, governance and financial barriers. Some of the interventions have
been hampered by a lack of knowledge, of technical prowess, olopepy designed scientific monitoring of
restoration outcomes, or by a scarcity in long term economic support. Issues in the development, acceptance
and implementation of scientifically sound management plans have also represented an important barrier
preventing the full success of earlier restoration efforts. The costs and complexity of monitoring and
continuous maintenance also made the assessment of restoration performances and their upscaling difficult.
Finally, other relevant factors contributing to successful restoration results are represented by the scarce
involvement of different locabHs
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The CORELAT Status

COREPLAT members

In this pilot site, thirteen Bswere preliminary identified and contacted (see M183%.the M1.3 highlighted,

a total of seven SHs were contacted and engaged to constitute the executiveRE@RIBf the Venice Lagoon.
These are the followinglarevivo Delegation of the Veneto, FrierafsSan Giuliano Mestre Park Associations,
Lipu/Birdlife Italy, Metropolitan city of Venice, Civil Protection Environment Area, We are here Venice, Il Vento
In Tasca aps, and informal environmentalist group CLIMACT, Municipality of Cauapodi, Townof
Venice.

Thus, the Venice Lagoon CGRREAT was constituted by various public Government organs and administration
(40%), some 3rd sector entities (11%), local companies and professional committees (22%), as well as the local
community (16 %)Rigurel4).

Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Venice Lagoon CORE-PLAT

4;11%

4;11%
15; 40%

6; 16%

8;22%

Government and = Local companies = Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO)  education

Figurel4. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRIRH of the Venice Lagoon Pilot on November
2022 (Information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3).

Developed activitie$

The following section contemplates the status of the CORAT in the Venice lagoon contekhe first SHs

meeting was carried out on the 11th of October 2022 at the premises of the Venice Water Authority, which is
one of the RESTOAST partners deadingthe Venice pilot together with CORILA and CMCC. Thirteen
institutions of the territory were engaged, and it was an opportunity to introduce the REBIST project,
establishment of the CORE[ ! ¢ YR A& LJzZN1LIR2AaASPd ¢ KS 7T 2eQhizdssugsk & 2
GAOGKAY GKS 1 322y¢é3 agKAOK AYGSNBSyiGAz2ya GKSe& GKA
NBS they recognize, and think are applied in the lagoon and how they can participate in the restoration
LIN2 OS & a Ssiiggestionsandi idications were collected on how to improve the process of SH
engagement in planning and managing the works in the lagoon.

7.2.3.2 Preliminary approach to address barriers and enablers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots

Considering the results of the poBagnoss with Pilotsthe Venice lagoon Pilot stated the fact that a workshop

was heldwithSsE Ay Of dzRA y 3 (i K SplaRrfing of iheSenvirdni@ehtial MBaratidn of 2 Venice
[F3A22yéd ¢KSe | faz2 KAIKEAIKGSR s dffisg thelraguest dnkbariers i K S &
and enablers for coastal restoration with their own information.

CKS AYTF2NXI o2y KIFAa 0SSy N (IIKSRWRRE F2W) GKIINS t 2 7 A ly NIN
Ay Lizi F2NJ GKS dzyF2f RAy3 2F 5mMPH
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Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

In the Venice Lagoon, ¢hSHs who answered the pdéagnosis form were allepresentatives of NGOs,
associations or local authorities that are directly or indirectly involved in the preservation of the environment
of the Venice lagoon. Thus, some categories deeply connedgtadhe lagoon, their interests and priorities
might na be properly represented. An extension of the pool of SHs involved in the project is foreseen and will
be an important step towards a better understanding of barriers and enablers for the restoration of the lagoon
habitats, encompassing multiple differemtews. All the responders identified those related to governance
and communication between authorities, scientists and SHs as some of the most important barriers for the
implementation and upscaling of effective restoration measures in the lagoon.

Indeed the abovementioned form was answered by 8 SHs. The respondents represent some of the invited
groups: the third sector (63%) as well as the Government and public administration §&&figurels).

Venice stakeholders participation

3;37%

5;63%

Government and = Local companies Local community Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO) education

Figurel5. Key local stakeholders of the Venice Lagoon Pilot participated in the form.

On average, the Venice Lagoon claimed to feel somewhat comfortable in terms of discussing barriers and
enablers in the CORBELAT (average score is 3.25 on-pe@t scale). Thiperception might enhance the
discussion in the framework of the RESDAST projecGovernance was seen by all SHs as the main barrier
category to coastal restoration in the Venice Lagoon, while the main potential enabler category was
technical They conistently agree with the perception of barriers as a relevant factor that hampered coastal
restoration efforts (average score is 4.43 on a-fieint scale). However, there was no clear consensus
regarding the consideration of enablers as a relevant fattatrboosted coastal restoration efforts in the pilot

area (average score is 3.25 on afp@nt scale).

7.2.3.3 Barriers to coastal restoration upscaling

The present section aims to represent the results of the barriers analysed in the Venice Lagoon Pilot in three
main dimensions. The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence
between the SHs and Pilot perspectivesdantifyinga total of 25 barriers proposed in the forms sent to

both. Secondly, there is the representation of the results from the quantitative analysis in which the barriers
were prioritized according to the relevance and the frequency determined &ywt#mice Lagoon. Finally, in

the last part of the present section, there is an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers with
the financial and governance ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitativdyaiza

This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of the baidensified in the Venice Lagoon
LIAf 20 aArAdGdSzT o0& AyuSaINIGAy3aI GKS {1 aQ LISNOSLIA2Yya
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identified by the Pilot and the SHs, the percentage of SHs that identified each one of the barriers and the
degree of coinclence of the barriers identified by both groups were compiled in the tablew (Tablel5).
The main highlights of this analysis are the following:

1

T

Tablel5

The Pilot andhe SHs coincided in 21 of the barriers, which means a higher level of alignment between
both perspectives (84%, n=25).

The barriers in which the most concurrence was shown gathered between 63 and 75% of the SHs
GiSyaArA2yd ¢KSAS oFNNASNAR 6SNBY ARATFTFAOdZ GASA
STAYSRI I 01 2KF SO yo&S yidKd3a oréps: KRAFIKIAIP . SRaAARSAE
KS &aA0S o6So3dds GSNNIXAYy GeLrRfz23esr 41 GSNBAKSRX
YGSANF GSR | LILINBF OK O0A®SdT Ay idiSNRA&OXLIGNYSIHANE Al
2O0AFf LISNOSLIIA2Y YR LISNBIaAGBS AYSNIALF OADPSO:
I3 GKSNBR (GKS co» 2F GKS {1 Qa IGGSylAazyo

In addition, 38% (n=8) of the identified barriers by both groups were highly coincidemese ar¢he

barriers identified by the Pilot and at least 50% of the SHs.

However, in 62% (n=18J the coincident barriers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.

Q¢ > Cn T

Identified and unidentified barriers by the Pilot and SHs in the Vardgeon pilot site. The identified barriers are marked

in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 meansnuidasice. The percentage of the SHs that
identified each barrier is indicated in the table.

TECHNICAI

Identified/unidentified barriers
Pilot ) Stakeholders Perspective Pilot + S.HS
Perspectivg perspective
Venice | Venice|Venice| Venice SH4:| Venice | Venice| Venice SH7:[ Venice SH8:
Venice Pilo SH1: SH2: | SH3:| Government| SH5: | SH6: | Government| Government|Venicq Venice Pilot + SH
level 3rd 3rd 3rd and 3rd 3rd and and SHs coincidence
sector | sector | sector public sector | sector public public (%)
(NGO) | (NGO)| (NGO)|administration| (NGO) [ (NGO)[administrationfadministration
Limited engineering and ecological expe!
(e.g., current marine infrastructure does
IR X 25% 1
take biodiversity into account; preference
greyinfrastructure than for NBS)
Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity - 0
Lack of data and metrics for ecosys 0
services, ecological processes and functio
Difficulties with monitoring programs (e, 13% 1
scarce accessibility to wetlands, islands, ef

Difficulties related to management plans (g

0,
plans still to be defined, lack of consensus 5%

BARRIERS|Delayed performance agstoration projects 50%

Lack of physical room for restoration (g
beaches too narrow to restore dune syste 38% 1
presence of anthropic infrastructure/activiti

Mismatch between protected species ecol
and restoration works (e.g., interventioj 38% 1
loverlapping with bird nesting season)

Mismatch between socioeconomic needs
restoration  works  (e.g., interventio| 38% 1
overlapping with bathing season)

Physical contextspecific of the site (e.
terrain typology, watershed, hydrologi 63%
context, sand availability...)

GOVERNAN(Limitations in coordinated decision making 50%
BARRIERS

Lack of integrated approach (i
interdisciplinary and coordinated acti 63%
lamong stakeholders)

Lack of social engagement in restoral

- 50%
activities

Negative social perception and perva:
inertia (i.e., passive attitude of institutions g 63%
other stakeholders)

50



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

Focus in short term policies 50%
Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interg 38% 1
Lack of laws and policies enga
conservation, management and restoratior] 25% 1
natural environments
Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising
L N 38% 1
ork or receiving work permits
Dealing with socioeconomic needs 25% 1
Lack o_f economic  resources to invest 13% 1
restoration actions
Low benefit-cost ratios (or a lack of co 0
benefit evaluation)
FINANCIAL[LOW SHORTERM returns from investments 25% 1
BARRIER
IShort term and smaticale bias 13% 1
Business plans bound to local constraints 0
Lack ofongterm economic support 38% 1

Highest coincidence
¢tKS KA3IKSad O
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Proposed barriers
The proposed barriers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
hyS 2F (GKS { I RARXARUA BKGEERAYKI2DOSNY I yOS RdzS (2 (K

Governance
The group of the SHs from Venice Lagoon Pilot detected the following barriers:
- OExcess of stakeholders making governance difficult and ad hoc and uncoordinated specificépjects
- 4! f£101 2F 1y26tSR3IS 2F (KS GYSININANEENB Sa 2y GKS

Financial

The Venice Lagoon Pildtighlighted the d&_obby of economic activities, community, and regional
administrations little attention and the resources wasted arad used correctly (greenwashing), in terms of
financial barriers.

Relevance and frequency of the barriers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritinaiidhe barriers in this
Pilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance has gained importance over frequency, consittesirigst
variable as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the barriers
The value of the relevance of the barriers vitween 1 (no importance) and alfsolutely relevant). In the
Fylrtearas GKS o6F NNASNR a02NBR 0530688y n FyR p 68
0SG6SSYy M IyYyR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR af Saa NBtSOIyld ol
1 Atotal of 28 barriers were ideified and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.
1 A total of 20(71%) of the diagnosed barriers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 8
(29%) were less relevant (betweer8)L
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1 The highly relevant barriers were taucal (45%), while financial barriers were 30% and the
governance wer@5% Figurel6).

Venice highly relevant barriers

30%

45%

25%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figurel6. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers in the Venice Lagoon Pilot.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of thmarriers was between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5

(the Pilot always must deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4 and 5 were considered
GKAIKE @ FTNBIdSyié¢ 6KATS (KSOPYANRSNERAORSER ®RB I &

From those highly relevant barrierst@al of 20 highly relevant barrieys70% (n=14) were diagnosed as highly
frequent, always appearing while developing restoration in the Venice Lagoon Pilot. Those are the most
relevant and frequent barriers:

- oDifficulties related to management plans (e.g., plans still to be defined, lack of congesus)

- OPhysical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand
availability...§ &

- GAcute degradaon level and divergence in target statep

- dLowshortterm returns from investments @®

- dLack of longerm economic suppoé &

- dLack of social engagement in restoration activéies

- dLack of economic resources to invest in restoraactiong @

- OBusiness plans bound to local constraént®

- [ AYAUSR SYy3aAySSNAy3 FyR SO02ft23A0!If SE La®NI A & S
biodiversityinto account; preference for grey infial NdzO (G dzZNB G KFy F2NJ b. { 0 ¢ @

- dLack of convergence in stakeholders' interésts

- OBureaucratic issues or delays in authorizing the work or receiving work pérdits

- dDifficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scarce accessibility to wetlands, islands, @tc.)

- oDealing with socioeconomic needsb

- dLow benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cebenefit evaluation§ @

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Venice Lagoon Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
NEBf SOIFyOS FyR FTNBldSyOeos GKS Y2al( Adficiidselagdio § S OK
management plan® S®3I 3z LI I ya aAGAff G2 oghysiBabcbriteytSpedific df the© | 2 1
site (e.g., terrain typology, watéh KSRY K& RNRf 23A0Ft 02y lidHedegradatioff R | @
level and divergence in target stage® ! f a2 (GKS Yz2ad NBfSOFyd lewyR FN
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SHORTTERM returns from investmenés | y R F Aagklof l6ngterni éc&nomtc support &ithough

aft A3KGte tSaa FTNBIldSyids GKS I32@SNYFyOS o6 NNARSNI af
GKS FAYIFYOALIf O0FNNASNAR afl O] 2F SO2y2YAO NBazdz2NDOS
tof 20Ff O2yadNIXAyidaeés SNB | f &2 priorky3do {(TableM6STheSefbrey (G 0 I
the technical, governance and financial barriers mentioned above are the barriers which should be established
as priority to be addressed in the Mee Lagoon Pilot and its COREAT.

The followingiable (Table16) contains the list of all the barriers identified by the Venice Lagoon Pilot. They
were arranged from along the degreérelevance as well as how frequently the Pilot must deal with them. In
addition, the relevance and frequency scores of the Venice Lagoon Pilot were compared with H&GRETT
average of each of the barriers to integrate the present Pilot within tbeajlanalysis of the 9 Pilots of the
RESTCOAST project. Considering the five previous barriers above (scored with a value of 5 in relevance and
FTNEljdzSyOeovos GKS GSOKYAOFf oFNNASN GKS al Odzi S RS3N
the RESTCOAST average, for relevance (SD 1.1) and frequency (SD 1.0) than the other Qarrides.
O2yGNI NBEX (GKAA tAf200a & O20NSNNF 25\ 20yK2Sy AFO\ yal dylL @ A2 NIi €0 | 4t
RESTOAST average, for relevance (SE) and frequency (SD 0.3). It is also worth to highlight higher
deviations for other barriers in this Pilot that were less aligned with the REBNST global trends. The
émismatch between protected species ecology and restorationwdrks g I & & O RNt (SR 1. KA I K
in this Pilot, although the REEDAST trend is much lighter, this being a less relevant barrier. Also, the

G SOKY A Olnfismaich behweed Ndcidgeconomic needs and restoration watks 6+ & RS G SN A Y S
frequent (SD 1.5) while is more frequent in the other REEDAST Pilot. This may require further discussion

in the CORPPLAT.

Tablel16

Ranking of the total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Venice Lagoon Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal
with them (from highest to lowest frequencylhe table includes the RESDAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the barries considering the data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Venice
[F322y tAf20Qa-COATHBrageNBEY G(GKS wo{¢

RELEXNCE] FREQUENC
| of this FREQUENCY of this of this
. RELEVANCE of thi| SD SD
Barrier type ] D2 Barrier BARRIER at the Ven| EARRIER S pr) pyanc|  BARRIER across | BARRIER & o ey
type 2 Lagoon pilot site pilot sites RESTOAST restauration actions at thq pilot sites REST.OAS
goon p (RESTOAS| Venice Lagoon pilot site] (RESTOAS
average) average)
Techplcal Gen_eral leflcultle_s related to management plans (e.g., plang 5 4.0 0.7 5 4.0 0.7
barriers barriers [to be defined, lack of consensus)
. Physical context specific of the site (e.g., te
Tbe(:h.mcal Gen_eral typology, watershed, hydrological context, s 5 4.5 0.4 5 3.8 0.9
arriers | barriers e
availability...)
Tt;achplcal Fun_her IAcute degradation level and divergence in target st| 5 3.4 11 5 3.6 1.0
arriers barriers
F'”af‘c'a' Gen_eral LowSHORTERM returns from investments 5] 3.9 0.8 5 34 11
barriers barriers
F|nar1(:|al Gen_eral Lack of longerm economic support 5 4.6 0.3 5 4.6 0.3
barriers barriers
Goverpance Gen_eral Lack of social engagement in restoration activities 5 3.3 1.2 4 33 0.5
barriers barriers
F|nar1(:|al Gen_eral Laqk of economic resources to invest in restorg 5 26 10 2 34 04
barriers barriers jactions
F|nar1(:|al Gen_eral Business plans bound to local constraints 5 3.2 .3 4 29 0.8
barriers barriers
Technical | General)) . 4ata and metrics for biodiversity 5 3.1 13 3 28 0.2
barriers barriers
Techﬂlcal Gen_eral Lack c_)f data and metrics fqr ecosystem sery| 5 43 05 3 37 05
barriers barriers [ecological processes and functions
Governance| General [Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. . . X 5 4.0 0.7 3 3.9 0.6
barriers | barriers |coordinated action among stakeholders)
. Mismatch between protected species ecology
Techplcal Gen_eral restoration works (e.g.interventions overlapping wi 5} 2.6 1.7 1 1.9 0.6
barriers barriers | - -
bird nesting season)
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Limited engineering and ecological expertise (|
Technical | General [current marine infrastructure does not take biodiver

barriers barriers [into account; preference for grepfrastructure than foj 4 28 By 9 81 3
NBS)

Gover_nance Gen_eral Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests 4 3.9 0.1 5 4.2 0.5
barriers | barriers

Goverpance Gen‘eral Burelaycratlc issues or delays in authorising the wo 2 37 0.2 5 34 11
barriers | barriers |receiving work permits
Techrucal Gen‘eral DIﬁICu|Fl§§ with monltonlng programs (e.g., scg 2 31 0.6 2 30 0.7
barriers barriers accessibility to wetlands, islands, etc.)

Gover_nance Gen_eral Dealing with socioeconomic needs 4 4.2 0.2 4 4.2 0.2
barriers | barriers
FInanCIal Gen‘eral Low bgneflt»cost ratios (or a lack of cobenefif 2 4.2 0.2 2 3.9 01
barriers barriers |evaluation)
iicioaly| General Short term and smatcale bias 4 3.8 0.2 3 3.9 0.6

barriers barriers

Mismatch between socioeconomic needs
restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapping 4 3.0 0.7 1 3.1 1.5
bathing season)

Technical | General
barriers barriers

Technical | General

- - Delayed performance of restoration projects 3 2.6 0.3 4 2.6 1.0
barriers barriers
Techplcal Fun_her Insuffn_cnent restoration pace/scale with uncertg 3 31 01 2 26 0.3
barriers barriers |benefits and tradeoffs
Techrucal Fun.her Poor sequencing and limited compatibility with exis| 3 30 0.0 4 31 0.6
barriers barriers |infrastructure
Governance| General [Negative social perception and pervasive inertia 3 34 0.3 4 34 0.4
barriers barriers |passive attitude of institutions and other stakeholdg : : ’ :
COVEMmance General\ i chort term policies 3 33 0.2 2 3.4 1.0
barriers | barriers
Covemnance Generall . ;.ions in coordinated decision making 2 3.4 1.0 2 36 11

barriers barriers

Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beache
narrow to restore dune systems, presence of anthr 2 29 0.6 1 2.2 0.9
infrastructure/activities)

Technical | General
barriers barriers

Governance| General [Lack of laws and policies engaging conservg
barriers barriers [Imanagement and restoration of natural environmer,

Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distributlmarrgrsaccording to

these parameters were detectinghich barriers which should be prioritized to become an opportunity for
coastal restoration upscaling in théenice Lagoompilot site fFigurel?). In the upper right quadrant, the
technical barriers with the highest scores were collected, whiabuld be the priority technical barriers to be
addressed by the Pilot and the CGRE ! ¢ duifficuitié€s refated to management plarés $hysical context
specific of the sit¢é | y Racuie&yradation level and divergence in target state ¢ ShélBariers
identified as most relevant and frequent. They had the greatest relevance for the Pilot and occurred more
frequently, which should be addressed and reinforced inWemice Lagoo@OREPLAT to facilitate coastal
restoration.lt is also worth highliging the following barriers due to their frequent occurrence, although they
GSNBE O2yaARSNBR fSadaa NBtSGIyid (KI y engifeding ledoBgral 2 dza
expertisé YR aGKS RAFTFAOdAL GASE GAGK Y2YyAG2NRAY 3T LINPINIY
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Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Venice Lagoon pilot site

Limited engineering Difficulties related to
ecological expertise management plans
5 [ ] ®
Delayed performance of Physical context specific of

restoration projects the site
Acute degradation level &

divergence in target state

Difficulties with

i . monitoring programs
Insufficient restoration € prog

n
4
2 4 pace/scale L] L
=
©
o Poor sequencing and
2 limited compatibility
=
%5 3 *
T Lack of data and metrics for ESS & other
c
% Lack of data and metrics for BDV
=
L2
(™
Mismatch between
socioeconomic needs &
restoration
1 Lack of physical room for restoration ® [ ] [ ]
Mismatch between protected species
ecology & restoration
0
0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the barriers

Figurel?. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Venice Lagoon Pilot site. The frequency of the
barriers is a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Venice Lagoon Pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective. Firstly, for each of technical
barriers identified by the Pilot, the corctions with the governance and financial barriers were determined
YR agSk1 O2yySOiAz2yaé ¢gSNBE a02NBR gAUK m 6200}
(frequent connection). In case of no connection between two barriers, the score wasdhd8eche scores

of each type of connection (strong and weak) for each of the governance and financial barriers were added
and a summary of the total strong and weak connectionsawh of the technical barriers with each group of
barriers (governance and financial) was compiled Eaglel70 ® AG FA OdzZf GASa NBf I GSR
were considered the technical barrier that the highest score of connections to governance anddina

0 I NN&X S NA I inJuitidient Pest@dflon pate/sdale with uncertain benefits and trage T FAagéeater
number of connections with other governance and financial barriers may lead to an amplification of the
G0k NNR SNJ ST FS O értiers2Thus, (thése baFiers shabIK eadditessed@s a priority, as these may
become a stronger impediment to coastal restoration.
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Tablel7
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriegoaschance and
financial barriers in the Venice Lagoon pilot site.

Venice Lagoon Pilot

Technical barriers
General barriers Further barriers
Limited Lack of [Mismatc
engineering physical h Mismatch| Physical
and i room for |between| -
. Difficultie|Difficultie . between| context Insufficie|
ecological . restoratio| protecte 3 i
" s with |s related .~ |socioecor|specific 0 nt
expertise Lack of dati L n (e.g., [d specie ¥ . .| Poor
—_|monitorin|  to omic | the site | Acute [restorati .
(e.g., curren| and metrics beaches| ecology sequenci|
. 5 g managen| Delayed needs an| (e.g., [degradaf on
Type of connections| marine for ; o too and ) . | gand
- . Lack of datg programs| ent plansjperform .|restoratio| terrain | on levellpace/scg 7 °
between technical |infrastructur| .| ecosystem narrow to|restorati . limited
and metrics| 4 (e.g., (e.g., | nceof nworks |typology,| and | le with L
BARRIERS and any| e does not services, " .| restore [on workg > . .|compatibi
) : for ) scarce |plans still| restorati (e.g., |watersheddivergenjuncertai| . .
governance or financig take - .. | ecological g dune (e.g., |. . ; ity with
- .| biodiversity accessibi| to be on L interventi s cein n .
BARRIERS biodiversity| processes 9 A systems,fintervent| " .| existing
| tyto | defined, | projects . ons |hydrologiq target |benefits|.
into account] and presence| ions ; infrastruct|
N wetlands| lack of overlappirjal context| state and
preference functions |, of overlapp| R ure
islands, |consensu . . g with sand trade-
(€ etc.) ) anthropic| ng with | -0 lavailabiliy offs
infrastructur| : infrastruct]  bird 9
- : season) )
e than for ure/activit| nesting
NBS) ies) season)
STRONG®onnections 8 10 10 0 18 8 2 4 10 6 10 14 18
Governance
barriers ,
WEAK connections 5 4 4 9 0 5 8 7 4 6 4 2 0
STRONG connection| 4 4 6 10 10 8 4 0 6 8 8 10 2
Financial barrier:
WEAK connections 4 4 3 1 1 2 4 6 3 2 2 1 5
Score of STRONG
connections between 12 14 16 10 26 16 6 4 16 14 18 24 20
barriers
Score of WEAK
connections between 9 8 7 10 1 7 12 13 7 8 6 3 5
barriers
Total score of
connections between 21 22 23 20 27 23 18 17 23 22 24 27 25
barriers

7.2.3.4 Enablers to coastal restorationpscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Venice Lagoon in three main dimensions as well. The first part shows the results of a
qualitative analysis, conceng the convergence between the SHs and Pilot perspectives in identfyatgl

of 13 enablers proposed in the forms sent to both grouf&econdly, there is the representation of the results

from the quantitative analysis in which the enablers were ptietd according to the relevance and the
frequency determined by the Venice Lagoon Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between the
technical barriers with the financial and governance ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilnid the SHs: a qualitative analysis
This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of the enablers identified in the Venice Lagoon
pilot site, by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Rilwalysigsee Table 18)

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 13 ofdéhablers, which represents the highest proportion (100%).

1 Inaddition, 23% (n=3) of the identified enablers were highly coincidénoeans the conjunction of
the Pilot with at least 50% of the SHs.

1 However,n 77% (n=10}he Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHSs.
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Tablel18

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot and SHs in the Venice Lagoon pilot site. The identified enablers are
marked in light blue and unidentified ones aranhite. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light

blue) while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence enablers. The percentage
of the SHs that identified each enabler is indicated in théetab

Identified/unidentified enablers
Pilot ) Stakeholders Perspective Pilot + S.HS
Perspective| perspective
Venice
Venice | Venice | Venice | Venice SH4:| Venice |Venic| SH7: Venice SH8:
Venice Pilot SH1: SH2: SH3: | Government | SH5: |e SH§Governmg Government [VenidVenice Pilot
level 3rd 3rd 3rd and 3rd 3rd | ntand and e SH SHs
sector | sector | sector public sector |sector] public public (%) | coincidence
(NGO) | (NGO) | (NGO) | administration | (NGO) [(NGOJadministrg administration
tion
IAdvanced forecasting models that supy
connectivity restoration (e.g., sedimg 25% 1
transport modelling)
Implementation and planning with a s{
loperating physical space (i.e., safety fi 13% 1
flooding, erosion, etc.)
TECHNICAL, - -
ENABLERS Increased pace of restoration upscaling
keep up with socioeconomic and clim{ 38% 1
iconditions)
_Pro_actwe maintenance with performar] 38% 1
indicators
illingness to promoterestoration amon 50%
stakeholders
IThere are multievel governance mechanis
(planification at a local level must contrib 50%
to national and international regulation)
Explicit accounting of coastaktural capitg
R N X 25% 1
(biodiversity and ecosystem services)
GOVERNANCNew policies towards decarbonised coa 250% 1
ENABLERS [protection (e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastructul 0
New plans for transition in governar
(promoting participation andsharing thi 38% 1
benefits)
_Comlnued training for deeper stakehold 38%) 1
involvement
Increasing restoration funding 50%
FINANCIAL linnovative valuecapture instruments ar| 38% a
ENABLERS |husiness models °
Improved capacity to develop busin| 250 1
models and bankable plans

Highest coincidence

¢tKS KAIKSaA

20118

K2f RSNRARE¢ =

O2AyOARSYyOSa

level must contribute to national and interngtiy” | €
NEAG2NI GA2Y Fdzy RAy3é

Proposed enablers
The proposed enablers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Eel form. Those are:

Financial

g SNB

LISNDSA PSR

- dThe funds are there but they are spent badlgp
- OFunds linked to specific projeétsh

- dThere have been specific projects over the years, but with the limit of being extempora@n@us
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Relevance and frequency of thenablers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritization of the enablers in
the Venice Lagoon Pilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance gaimgaortance over frequency, considering
this last variable as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the enablers

The value of the relevance of the enablers was between 1 (no importance) abdd@tely relevant). In the
analysis, the enablers ddS R 6 S0 6SSYy n YR p 6SNB O2yaARSNBR 4K
0SG6SSYy M YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR 4ftSaa NBtSOryid Sy

1 A total of 13 enablers were diagnosed and scored, including technical but also financial and
governance ones.

1 Atotal d 10 enablers (77%) of those diagnosed enablers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and
5) while 3 enablers (23%) were less relevant (between 1 and 3).

1 From the highly relevant enablers, the technical ones were a 50%, governance account for 30% and
financial ones were 28 Figureld).

Venice highly relevant enablers

20%

50%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figurel8. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial enablers in the Venice Lagoon Pilot.

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of the enablers is between 1 (this enabler never occursjthisdehabler always
200dzNBO® LY GKS Fylftearar Sylof SNE a0O2NBR 6SGeSSy
d02NBR 0SisSSy m YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR afSaa FNBI

From those highly relevant enablers {otal of 10 highly relevargnablers), 20% (n=2) weddagnosedas
highly frequent, facilitating the development of restoration in the Venice Lagoon Pilot. Those are the most
relevant and frequent:

- ALYLX SYSyildlidA2y FYR LXFYYyAy3 gAlGK Hooding, €r8sioR LIS NI
SiOodvé @
- 4a! RGlIyOSR F2NBOlFaldAay3a Y2RSta GKFG &adzll2NI 02
Y2RSttAy30eE D
Relevance and frequency of the enablers
Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Venice Ldgbmn(scored with a value of 5 in
NBf SOFyOS FyR FNBdSyOeos GKS KA 3IKS siniplerhdNttian\ahdi &8 O 2
planning with a safe operating physical spaiee., safety from flooding, erosiorgtc.)}¢  oTalfe$9).
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The folbwingtable (Tablel9) containghe list of all the enablers identified by the Venice Lagoon Pilot, ordered

from most to least relevant and then, by frequency with which they occur, from most to least frequently. In
addition, the relevance and frequencyoses of the Venice Lagoon Pilot were compared with the REPAST

average of each of the enablers to integrate the present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the
RESTCOAST project. Considering the previous enabler is further from the@&ESIT average for relevance

(SD 1.5) and frequency (SD 1.0) than other enablers. It is worth to highlight the upper part of the following
table (Table19) in which important differences in relevance were evident when comparing the scores of the
Venice Lagon withthe REST h! { ¢ | @SNI 3S> &adzOK a (GKS aAyONBl asSR
GAGK a20A2S02y2YAO0 yR OfAYIFIGAO O2yRAGAZ2YAEAVLES | Y2

Table19

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by &méce Lagoon Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total enablers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by theefney with which they occur

(from highest to lowest frequency). The table includes the REIAST average of the relevance and frequency of each
of the enablers considering the data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviatioWehibe Lagoon
tAf2G30a ao02XBASTANRAge.GiKS wo{ ¢

RELEVANCE RELEVANCE FREQUENCY of tiFREQUENCY of {|
Enabler typdEnabler tynd this ENABLER this ENABLER SD ENABLER acrosy ENABLER at pilo| SD
1 typ 2 yp Enabler the Venice pilot sites | RELEVAN(restauration action: sites FREQUEN(
. . | (RESTCOAST|RESTCOAS at the Venice (RESTCOAST |RESTCOAS
Lagoon pilot sitg " .
average) Lagoon pilot site average)
Technical | General [Implementation and planning with a safe opera physicg
) . - 5 2.9 15 4 2.6 1.0
enablers | enablers |space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, etc.)
Technical | General [Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
. R X N o 5 2.8 1.6 2 2.2 0.2
enablers | enablers |socioeconomic and climatic conditions)
jechnicl General Proactive maintenance with performance indicators 5 3.2 1.3 2 2.4 0.3
enablers | enablers
Governancg General [New policies towards decarbonised coastal protection |
) 5 3.4 11 2 2.7 0.5
enablers | enablers [NBS vs. Grey infrastructure)
Bapcialy General Increasing restoration funding 5 3.4 11 2 2.6 0.4
enablers | enablers
Technical | General |Advanced forecasting models that support connect]
) . " 4 4.0 0.0 4 3.4 0.4
enablers | enablers |restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling)
sl General ilingness to promote restoration among stakeholders 4 3.9 0.1 3 3.8 0.5
enablers | enablers
Coeaney General Continued training for deeper stakeholder involvement 4 3.2 0.5 3 2.3 0.5
enablers | enablers
Gapcialy General Innovative valuecapture instruments and business mode 4 3.2 0.5 3 2.9 0.1
enablers | enablers
Governancg General [New plans for transition in governance (promol
L - : 4 2.7 0.9 2 2.8 0.5
enablers | enablers |participation and sharing the benefits)
Governancd  General IThere are multievel governance mechanisms (planifical
at a local level must contribute to national and internatiq 3 33 0.2 4 3.1 0.6
enablers | enablers ;
regulation)
Governancg General [Explicit accoum!ng of coastaatural capital (biodiversity al 3 32 0.2 2 23 0.2
enablers | enablers |ecosystem services)
Financial | General [[mproved capacity to develop business models and ban 3 26 03 2 27 05
enablers | enablers |plans

Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distribution of enablers according to
these parameters where detectinghich enablers which should be prioritized to become an opportunity for
coastal restoration upscaling in the Venice Lagoon milet (Figurel19). In the upper right quadrant, the
technical enablers with the highest score were collected.T%O K y A O l-iriple®ghtatidri aSd\nlarning

with a safe operating physical spadeA @S ®> &l FSGe& FTNRY Fi22RAYy3II SNRAA
frequency for the Pilot, which should be addressed and reinforced in the Venice LagoorP CORE

generate opportunities to facilitate coastal restoration. The following most relevant technical enablers, which
gSNBE tSaa NBESQOlIyid GKFy GKS LINB@A2dza 2y ST 6SNB (K
NEAG2NI GA2yé YVAYSSEL (12 ALNKB2GBANBAG2NI GA2Yy Y2y 3 |
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Relevance vs. frequency of the enablers at the Venice Lagoon pilot site

Implementation and
planning with a safe space
Advanced forecasting

n
Z
R [ ] [ ]
= models
]
c
o
o
= 3 Willingness to promote °
‘s restoration amaong stakeholders
=
E Increased pace of
3 restoration upscaling
=3
o2 ®
e Proactive maintenance with
performance indicators
1
0
0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the enablers

Figurel9. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Venice Lagoon pildhsitieequency of the
enablers is a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical enablers of the Venice Lagoon pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysemsidering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new
enablers proposed by the Pilot. Firstly, for each of technical enablers identified by the Pilot, the connections
gAGK GKS 3A2@0SNYIyOS IyR FAYFYOALlIf 0 NBES&HEwithalS NE |
6200FaArz2ylt O02yySOilA2y0 |yR daaidNRy3a O02yySOilAizyat
between two enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, a summary of the total strong and weak connections of
each of the technical enabler hitach group of enablers (governance and financial) was compiéed dble

200 ® ihdfeGsedipace of restoration upscalifgli 2 1 SSLJ dzL) 6AGK &a20A2S02y2Y7
I Y R Wilkh§nesd to promote restoration among stakeholdgrs ¢ GoNsitlered the technical enablers

with the highest scores of connections to governance and financial enablers so these are being amplified by
other type of enablers and they could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate the coastal restoration
upsaling.
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Table20

A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical enablers of the Venice Lagoon pilot

site and governance and financial enablers.

Venice Lagoon Pilot

TECHNICAL ENABLERS

Generalenablers

Type of connections between technical
ENABLERS and any governance or finand
ENABLERS

Advanced
forecasting model
that support
connectivity
restoration (e.g.,
sediment transpor|
modelling)

Implementation
and planning with |
safeoperating
physical space (i.¢
safety from
flooding, erosion,
etc.)

Increased pace of
restoration
upscaling (to keep|
up with
socioeconomic an
climatic conditions

Proactive
maintenance wit]
performance
indicators

Willingness to
promote
restoration
amongSHs

Governance
enablers

STRONG connections

10

10

10

WEAK connections

Financial enablers

STRONG connections

WEAK connections

7.2.3.5 Closing remarks

Score of STRONG connections between|
enablers

14

16

10

16

Score of WEAKonnections between enabler|

Total score of connections between enable

11

15

16

13

16

- Governancewas seen by all SHs as the main barrier category to coastal restoration in the Venice
Lagoon, while the maimpotential enabler category was technical

- Inthe Venice Lagoon pilot site, there walsigh level of agreement between the perspectives of the
Pilot and the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers to restoratidie highest
coincidence betweernthe perspectives of both groups was found in thevernance barriers The

coincidences between the Pilot and the SHs in the case of enablers is more distributed among the
different types of enablers.

- Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical (45%n contrast to financial (30%) and
governance (25%) barriers. Furthermaaejong the highly relevant barriers, 70% were diagnosed as

highly frequent always appearing during the development of the restoration in the Venice Lagoon

Pilot.

- Considering thenost relevant and frequent barriers in the Venice Lagoon Rilote than half (60%)

were technical barriers

- The most relevant and frequent technical barriergere the ddifficulties related to management
plans Sphysical context specific of the siéd Yy R  dicéteSdegkadation level and divergence in
(i SOKYAOL ¢

target stateé Miffiaulties related to management plais ¢ | a
number of connections with governance and financial barriers and which in turn was the barrier
detectedby a greater number of SHs (75%). Therefore, this barrier should be addressed as a priority
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in the Venice Lagoon Pilot and its CHRET, as it has a strong importance in impeding coastal
restoration in this pilot site.

- Most of the highly relevant enablersvere technical (50%) and, among the highly relevant enablers,
only 20% were diagnosed as highly frequesb their relevance may facilitate the restoration in the
+SYAO0S [322y tAf20Gd® h ymplénieRatiod Wrl pléhing Rvih alséfeS Sy |
operating physical space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, éc.) 6 & GKS Y2aid N&EX
frequent technical enabler in this Pilot. In addition, the enablérereased pace of restoration
upscaling I Y Rwilliagkie8s td promote restoration amongtakeholderés ¢ SNB O2y adA RS
technical enablers with the highest scores of connections to governance and financial enablers. This
last technical enabler was also detected by 50% of the SHs. On the other hand, at the governance and
FAY L Y ORA Inédw pdliGe® Soivards decarbonised coastal protectioge.g., NBS vs. Grey
AY T NI &0 NdakieagiNGéstorationyfidding o f a2 RSGSOGSR o0& pr: 2
were highly relevant but they had a low frequency. Thus, reinforcing the frequaribgse enablers
could be a valuable opportunity to facilitate coastal restoration.
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7.2.4 Vistula Lagoon Pilot barriers and enablers local report

7.2.4.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context

This pilot site emerged as a-pyoduct of a largenfrastructural project: construction of the crosscut from the
FfGAO {SI G2 G4KS OAGe 2F 9foftnN3ad ¢KAA A& GKS € N

expected to become a vibrant harbour, driving and stimulating the developmetiteolocal economy to

reverse its decline. Sediment from cutting the passage through the spit and, predominantly from the

SEOF@FiGA2Yy 2F | yS¢ ylI@AalGA2ylf NRdziS (2 9fofn3

This is a study objectvhich is intended to help restore the endangered species in the lagoon, by managing

vegetation on the island.

Pilot current situation regarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

One of the main issues of the Vistula Lagoon is the fact tmthe one hand, it cannot generate financing
neither for pressing socieconomic needs, nor for the restoration of biodiversithe area needs economic
revitalization, and ecology is often not a priority. Laagn economic degradation led to persisting
dependency on external financing and thus resulted in marginal role of local SHs groups. The situation is
aggravated by the transboundary character of the Lagoon with divergent legal and administrative sgstems

the other hand, revitalizatiois hardly possible without a clean environment. Therefore, external financing is
necessary, usually channelled from the state budget through the Maritime Office. Additionally, the level of
expert knowledge is believed to be relatively high, as is mandgeseerience.

The enablers have not yet boosted restoration activities but are expected do so in the future. They can be
synchronized with the management plans for the Vistula Lagoon as a NATURA2000 site for both birds and
habitats. Some critical restorian activities should trigger a sealfistaining mechanism, but it is uncertain
when this will happen and how large this mechanism will be.

The CORPLAT Status

COREPLAT members

In this pilot site, one SH was preliminarily identified (see MTBrefore, he CORPLAT at Vistula Lagoon is
different from other sites, in the sense that it will consist of a single majority but very povi&hfske Figure

20). the coastal authority agency (Maritime Office in Gdynia MO). They share full jurisdictienstudy area

and are the project investor. Thus, they are considered a powerful actor in the field to provide enough
information and generate sufficient leverage to engage outside experts. Also, they will be operating the island
after its completionThe leaders of the Pilot (Instytut Budownictwa Wodnego) and MO have been cooperating
in many research and commercial projects for more than 20 years, so this long history of cooperation is a
prerequisite for the success of the COREAT.

8¢ KS F2ftt26Ay3 AYTF2NNIoa2y KI &
GKS ol O13INRdzyR O2y (i f8tid QRNEENR
wofth! { ¢ O22NRAYI(I2NE®

Sy 3FGKSNBR FNRY (KS tA

08 G
JRZSBEY 2 KB ANBOF@NI t Af20a A
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Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Vistula Lagoon CORE-PLAT

1; 100%

Governmentand ® Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO)  education

Figure20. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRIRH of the Vistula Lagoon PiloNovember
2022 (Information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3).

Developed activitie$

The following section contemplates the status of the CORAT in th&/istula Lagoon contexthe activities

that they planned in November 2022 (see Milestone 1.3) were: periodic meetings between IBW and MO, with
the aim of establishing permanent contacts between the project partner and the coastal authority and of a
follow-up of the CORBLAT and (14 LJdzZN1J32 &S | FGSNJ 6KS LINRP2SOiQa SyRc«
place in October/November 2022, with the goalsigning the CORELAT declaration), followed by periodic

meetings when necessary.

7.2.4.2 Preliminary approach to address barriers and diars

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots
Regarding the preliagnosis form, the Pilot stated the fact that they felt comfortable filling a request on
barriers and enablers for coastal restoration in their Pilot case with their own information

2.2 Keystakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

In the Vistula Lagoon, the form mentioned above was answered by 8 actors, all of them belonging to two
major SHs groupghe Research and Education (Institute of Hydroengineering of the Polish Academy of
Sciences) anthe Government and public administration (Maritime Office in Gdyn&egories(see Figure

21). Some SHs groups were not invited, because they are not involved in restoration activities, mostly because
of their economic weakness and the roté the Maritime Officeq coastal authority entity, which are
supervising the implementation of the NATURA2000 provisions in the Lagoon, and which will be implementing
the current and future restoration efforts. A positive side is that the Office hapifiddiction in the basin, so

they can restrict access to restoration sites.

°¢KS AYT2NX¥Ilo2y KFa 658y IFGKSNBR F2NJF LINBEAYAYI N
Ay Lizi F2NJ GKSR dzyF2f RAy3I 2F 5mMPH
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Vistula Lagoon stakeholders participation

3;38%

5,62%

Government and = Local companies Local community Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO)  education

Figure21. Key local stakeholders of the Vistula Lagoon Pilot that participated in the form.

On average, the Vistula Lagoon pilot claimed to feel comfortable in terms of discussing barriers and enablers
in the CORIPLAT (average score is 3.75 on-fieint scale). This perception might enhance the discussion in
the framework of the RESTOAST pregt. The financial category of barriers was seen by all SHs as the main
barrier in the Vistula Lagoon, while the main potential enabler category was also finanTia¢y lightly agree

with the perception of barriers as a relevant factor that has hampeabtal restoration efforts (average

score is 3.5 on a fivgoint scale). However, there is no clear consensus regarding the consideration of enablers
as a relevant factor that boosted coastal restoration efforts in the pilot area (average score isi8esparit

scale).

7.2.4.3 Barriers to coastal restoration upscaling

The present section aims to represent the results of the barriers analysed in the Vistula Lagoon Pilot in three
main dimensions. The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, aimgdhe convergence
between the SHs and Pilot perspectives in identifgimgtal of 25 barriers proposed in the forms sent to both
groups Secondly, there is the representation of the results from the quantitative analysis in which the barriers
were priaitised according to the relevance and the frequency determined by the Vistula Lagoon Pilot. Finally,
in the last part of the present section, there is an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers
with the financial and governance ones.

Qoincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitative analysis

This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of identified barriers in the Vistula Lagoon pilot
AAGST o0& AYGSaANY GAY3 (KS {Bothfthe Halfaxsusritified shg/ndt idenkifiecdk § K
by the Pilot and the SHehe percentage of SHs that identified each one of the barriers and the degree of
coincidence of the barriers identified by both groups were compiled in the table bdlakl¢21). The main
highlights of this analysis are the following:

1 The Pilot and the St+toincided in 21 of the barriers, which means a high level of alignment between
both perspectives (84%).

1 24% (n=5)pf the identified barriers by both groups were highly coincident. These are the barriers
identified by the Pilot and at least 50% of the SHs

1 In76% (n=169f the coincident barriers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.
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Table21

Identified and unidentified barriers by the Pilot and SHs in the Vistula Lagoon pilot site. The identified barriers ade marke
in light blue andunidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence barriers. The percentage of the
SHs that identified each barriés indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified barriers

Pilot . Stakeholders' perspective Pilot + S.H
perspective perspective
Vistula | vijstula | Vistula | i i i i
. . |Vistula SH4Vistula SHY Vistula SH6| Vistula SH7| Vistula SH8|, ,. . ]
) ’ SH1: SH2: SH3: VistulgVistula Pilo
Vistula Pilof Gov & Gov & Gov. & Gowv & Gov. &
Research| Researcl] Research . . " . . SHs + SHs
level public public public public public - |
& & & . . . . . (%) [coincidenc
X . X admin. admin. admin. admin. admin.
education | educatio | education
Limited engineering and ecological expertise (|
current marine infrastructure does not ta
i Lo 13% 1
biodiversity into account; preference for g
infrastructure than for NBS)
Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 25% 1
Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem sery]
R N 25% 1
lecological processes and functions
Difficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scq
-~ . 38% 1
laccessibility to wetlands, islands, etc.)
Difficulties related to management plans (g
N X 25% 1
plans still to be defined, lack of consensus)
TECHNICAL
BARRIERS|Delayed performance astoration projects - 0

Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., bea

ltoo narrow to restore dune systems, presenc - 0

anthropic infrastructure/activities)

Mismatch between protected species ecology

restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapp 25% 1
ith bird nesting season)

Mismatch between socioeconomic needs

restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapp 38% 1
ith bathing season)

Physical contexspecific of the site (e.g., terrg

typology, watershed, hydrological context, s. 38% 1
availability...)

Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplir 50%

land coordinated action among stakeholders)

Limitations in coordinated decision making 38% 1
Lack of social engagement in restoration activil 38% 1

Negative social perception and pervasive in
(i.e., passive attitude of institutions and ot
stakeholders)

GOVERNAN
BARRIERS|Focus in short term policies

Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests

Lack of laws and policies engaging conservg
management and restoration of natyl - 0
environments

Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising

-, - 25% 1
ork or receiving work permits

Dealing with socioeconomic needs 13% 1

Lack of economic resources to invest in restorg
; 50% 2
actions

Low benefit-cost ratios (or a lack of cobenefif

. 25% 1
levaluation)
FINANCIAL [-oW SHORTERM returns from investments 25% 1
BARRIERS!
Short term and smaticale bias 38% 1
Business plans bound to local constraints - 0

Lack ofong-term economic support 50%
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Highest coincidence

¢tKS KAIKSald O2AYyOARSYyOS gla akKz2gy 2y (GKS 3I20SNYI
AYGSNBaGasdsy gKAOK 3IFGKSNBR co: 27F ( KrBe brtieds inftwNighYy | f
the most concurrence was shown gathered@®o of the SHs attention.

Proposed barriers
The proposed barriers were those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical

hyS 2F GKS { | destardtighfoftbibdivérsitbiRouricése depends on the course of the sediment
consolidation process on the island so that succession can enter, and the ground stabilizes enough to become
alloftsS Sy2dAK FT2NJ ySaltAay3d o0& o0ANRADE

Governance
The group of the SHom the Vistula Lagoon Pilot detected the following governance barriers:
- AD2OSNYlyOS o6FNNASNBE NBFfSOG (GKS IASYSNIf SO2y?2
- 4 ¢ K S -tetn2pybékss of approving protection plans for Natura 2000 sites was and is a limitation. In
the case study, however, all activities, ownership rights and responsibility for the island rest with the
Maritime Office in Gdynia, and any restrictions will depend on the effectiveness of cooperation with
nature protection authorities, considering thte director of the maritime office is the supervisor of
YENAYS INBlFa 2F GKS bl ddz2Ny wnnn yShGg2N)] ®¢

Financial
The Vistula Lagoon Pilot highlighted the following financial barriers:
- 4902y2YAO o6l O1sFNRySaa 3ISy®rRI G§Sa I ySSR F2NJ 2d:
- & ¢ &rfficial island was created as a side effect of the investment project Construction of a waterway
0St6SSy GKS DdzA ¥ 2F DRIFZal FyR GKS +£AxadGdzZ+ [
outlays will be necessary for the prmature development b the island, stimulating succession,
mowing or other activities, but these activities will no longer be financed from investment funds,
hence possible limitations in the availability of funds. Earlier difficulties were related to limited funds
for the dewlopment of a draft protection plan for Natura 2000 sites in the Vistula Lagoon and its
surroundings. The implementation of these plans also entails significant expenses for the
AYLIE SYSy Gl idAz2y 2F LINRPGSOGAGS GF aladé

Relevance and frequency of thearriers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritisation of the barriers in this
Pilot. As a prioritisation criterion, relevance gained importance oveuency, considering this last variable
as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the barriers
The value of the relevance of the barriers was between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the

analysis, the barriers scored betweent4y R p ©$SNB O2yaARSNBR GKAIKE & N
0SG6SSy m YR o 6SNB O2yaARSNBR afSaa NBtS@OlIyid ol

1 Atotal of 31 barriers were identified and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.
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1 Atotal of 16 (52%) dhe diagnosed barriers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 15
(48%) were less relevant (betweefBL

1 Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical and governance, with 45% technical and 30%
financial, while 25% were governanioarriers Figure22).

Venice highly relevant barriers

30%

45%

25%
Technical = Governance Financial

Figure22. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers in the Vistula Lagoon pilot site.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriers was between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5
(the Pilot always have to deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4 and 5 were
O2y&aARSNBR GKAIKOBNRNBNEHSYOENBRAOSIGREKSY M YR o 4

From those highly relevant barriers total of 16 highly relevant barrier81% (n=13) were diagnosed as highly
frequent, always appearing while developing restoration in Yistula Lagoon Pilot. Those are the most
relevant and frequent:

- oDifficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scarce accessibility to wetlands, islands, étc.)

- GAcute degradation level and divergence in target state

- oGovernance barriers reflegeneral economic backwardness of the regiot

- dLack of longerm economic suppoé &

- GEconomic backwardness generates a need for outside finahaing

- OPhysical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand
availaility... &

- 0General long term economic degradation of Vistula Lagodn

- dLack of economic resources to invest in restoration acéiofs

- dLow benefitcost ratios (or a lack of coebenefit evaluation§ ®

- oLow shortterm returns from investments @®

- dLack ofdata and metrics for biodiversity ®

- dnsufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertain benefited tradeoffs¢ @

- oDealing with socioeconomic needsb

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Vastidgoon Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
relevance and frequency), the two main technical barriers in this pilot site wer@ R\ ¥ T A Odzf G A Sa {2
programs0 S®3I P>  FOF NOS I OO0S&aaAoAf Al eacule2degiadafioh leyeRand A & f
RADGSNEBSY OS Awhilelihe NM&stSriiportani goliedhance barrier that the Pilot highlighted was the
égovernance barriers reflect general economic backaaess of the regio® ¢  C A yd- tf I @] &K St 2 y 3
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zZ W

02)/2Y7\Oaaddtde320\HJyé2Y7\O ol O1é NRySaa 3SySmwardtfeamost y SS
NEf S@Fyid |yR FNBIdzSy (i Fpergpeoiv® fsédhbled2). NNA SNE FTNRY (K

The follwving table (Table22) contains the list of all the barriers identified by the Vistula Lagoon Hihaty

were arranged from along the degree of relevance as well as how frequent the Pilot must deal withrthem.
addition, the relevance and frequency scooéshe Vistula Lagoon Pilot were compared with the REGAST

average of each of the barriers to integrate the present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the
RESTCOAST project. Considering the five previous barriers above (scored wailieaof 5 in relevance and
FNEIjdzSyOeovs GKS O0FNNASNA AGRAFFAOMZ 6ASa 6AGK Y2yAl
SGO0d0Eé IYyR Gl OdziS RSANI RIGA2y th&Suaddrs tHatyar fuffhespfemMB Sy O
the RESTCOAST average for relevance (SD 1.3 and 1.1, respectively) and frequency (SD 1.4 and 1, respectively).
hy GKS O2yGNINEBZ (GKAa tAf200a aiC2NWS SFE2NJ 20YKASO  FaAdyLULy?
closest to the RESTOAST average rfielevance (SD 0.3) and frequency (SD 0.3). It is also worth to highlight
higher deviations for other barriers in this Pilot that were less aligned with the-BBBBT global trends, as

the dack of integrated approacki.e. interdisciplinary and coordiiaSR | OG A2y | Y2y 3 &l
omismatch between socioeconomic needs and restoration wof&sy. interventions overlapping with bathing
aSlaz2yoés oKAOK gSNB || @GSNE NEOASD hwrage, by WereptdeiedzS v
less freqent (SD 2.0 and 1.5 respectively) and relevant (SD 2.1 and 1.4, respectively) for Vistula Lagoon Pilot.

Table22

Ranking of the total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Vistula Lagoon Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal
with them (from highest to lowest frequencyl)he table includes the RESDAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the barries considering the data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Vistula
[F322y tAf20Qa -COATHBrageNBEY G(GKS wo{¢

FREQUENCY of tl
RELEVANCE g R.ELEVANCE BARRIER acros FR.EQUENC
Barrier type|Barrier typel this BARRIER g this BARRIER Sb restauration this BARRIE] Sb
1 P 5 P Barrier the Visla pilot sites | RELEVANG 228 T8 8 | at pilot sites | FREQUENQ
y . (RESTCOAST| RESTCOAS], ,. . | (RESTCOAS] RESTCOAST|
Lagoon pilot site Vistula Lagoon pilg
average) y average)
site
Tech_nlcal Gen_eral Difficulties W|_1h monitoring programs (e.g., scarce access 5 31 13 5 30 14
barriers barriers [to wetlands, islands, etc.)
Tech‘mcal Fun_her IAcute degradation level and divergence in target state 5 3.4 11 5 3.6 1.0
barriers barriers
Governancq Proposed [Governance barriers reflect general economic backwarg 5 5
barriers barriers [of the region
F'“""T‘C""" Gen_eral Lack ofongterm economic support 5 4.6 0.3 5 4.6 0.3
barriers barriers
Financial | Proposed |[Economic backwardness generates a need for oy 5 5
barriers barriers [financing
Technical| General [Physical context specific of the site (e.g., terraipology|
P . b A sl 5 4.5 0.4 4 3.8 0.2
barriers barriers |watershed, hydrological context, sand availability...)
Tech_nlcal Proppsed General long term economic degradation of Vistula Lago( 5 - - 4
barriers barriers
Flnapmal Gen_eral Lack of economiresources to invest in restoration actions| 5 3.6 1.0 4 34 0.4
barriers barriers
F'”af‘c'a' Gen_eral Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cebenefit evaluation) 5 4.2 0.5 4 3.9 0.1
barriers barriers
Financial | General | \\ o\oRTERM returns frormvestments 5 3.9 08 4 34 0.4
barriers barriers
IERE  Gereral | .y of data and metrics for biodiversity 4 31 0.6 4 28 0.9
barriers barriers
Tech.nlcal Fun_her Insufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertain beng 4 31 06 4 36 0.3
barriers barriers |and tradeoffs
Gover_nanc Gen_eral Dealing with socioeconomic needs 4 4.2 0.2 4 4.2 0.2
barriers barriers
Goverpanc Gen_eral Lack of social engagement in restoration activities 4 3.3 0.5 3 33 0.2
barriers barriers
Governancq General [Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e., pg 2 34 0.4 3 34 0.3
barriers barriers [attitude of institutions and other stakeholders) : ’ ’ :
F'"af‘c'a' Gen_eral Business plans bound to lo@nstraints 4 3.2 0.5 3] 29 0.1
barriers barriers
Tech.nlcal Gen_eral Lack of data and m_etncs for ecosystem services, ecol 3 43 09 3 37 05
barriers barriers |processes and functions
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Governanc

General

. R Focus in short term policies E 3.3 0.2 3 3.4 0.3
barriers barriers
Gover_nanc Gen_eral Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests 3 3.9 0.6 3 4.2 0.9
barriers barriers
Governancq{ General [Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, managi
. . . - 3 2.8 0.2 3 29 0.1
barriers barriers [and restoration of naturaénvironments
Goverrnanc Gen‘eral Burelaycratlc issues or delays in authorising the wor 3 37 05 3 34 0.3
barriers barriers |receiving work permits
Tech_nlcal Gen_eral lef_lculnes related to management plage.g., plans still to K 3 2.0 07 2 4.0 14
barriers barriers [(defined, lack of consensus)
Tech‘nlcal Gen‘eral Delayed performance of restoration projects 3 2.6 0.3 2 2.6 0.4
barriers barriers
F'”af‘c'a' Gen_eral Short term and smabcale bias 2 3.8 .3 3 3.9 0.6
barriers barriers
Tech‘nlcal Furt‘her Eoor sequencing and limited compatibility with exis| 2 3.0 0.7 > 31 0.8
barriers barriers |[infrastructure
Goverpanc Gen‘eral Limitations in coordinated decision making 2 3.4 1.0 2 3.6 11
barriers barriers
. Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., cul
Tech‘nlcal Gen‘eral imarine infrastructure does not take biodiversity into acco 2 2.8 0.5 1 3.1 15
barriers barriers )
preference for grey infrastructure than for NBS)
. Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches too ng
Tech‘nlcal Gen.eral to restore dune systems, presence of anthrq 2 2.9 0.6 1 2.2 0.9
barriers barriers | e
infrastructure/activities)
A Mismatch between protected species ecology aestoratior|
Technical| General . - . ; -
. . orks (e.g., interventions overlapping with bird nes| 1 2.6 11 1 19 0.6
barriers barriers
season)
Technical| General [Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restorg
. - ; y ; p . 1 3.0 1.4 1 3.1 1.5
barriers barriers works (e.g., interventions overlapping with bathing seaso|
Governancq General [Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. R " . 1 4.0 2.1 1 3.9 2.0
barriers barriers [coordinated action among stakeholders)

Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distribution of barriers according to
these parameters to detect whidbarriers which should be prioritized in the coastal restoration upscaling in

the Vistula Lagoon Pilaite Figure23). In the upper right quadrant, the technical barriers with the highest
g SNB @ifficultieS @ith $nBnitoring Krégrams
divergence in target staté were the barriers identified as most relevant and most frequent, followed by
I v Rgenéril ®ngderm economic degradatiénd

a02NB

dphysical context specific of the siée

Iy Racufiekd&gradation level and

KA 3K A 3 Kduficierd resiokafion pace/scale with uncertain benefits and tragefsé =
and metrics for biodiversitgy I YR 4 A (K
for ecosystem services @

Frequency of the barrier

Figure23. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Vistula Lagoon pilot site. The frequency of the

'y Ay USN)YSRA davk oiniBd aBdtetyiad S

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Vistula Lagoon pilot site

Insufficient restoration pace/scale with

uncertain benefits and tradeoffs

Lack of data and metrics for BDV

Lack of data and metrics for ESS & other

Poor sequencing and limited

compatibility with existing infrastructure

General long term economic degradation

Difficulties with monitoring programs

Acute degradation level & divergence
in target state

Physical context specific of the site

Difficulties related to management plans

Delayed performance of restoration projects

L ]
Mismatch between protected species Limited englneennlg & ecological
ecology & restoration expertise
Mismatch between socioeconomic Lack of physical room for restoration

needs & restoration

1 2

3

Relevance of the barrier

barriers is a function of the relevance.
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Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitatinadysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Vistula Lagoon pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new
barriers proposed by the Pilot. Fingtifor each of technical barriers identified by the Pilot, the connections
GAGK GKS 3F2@3SNYIyOS YR FAYFYOALFf oO0FNNASNBR oSNB
6200FaArz2ylt O02yySOlA2y 0 | YR &ail NER yrdcase &f yiy drihéchio y a ¢
between two barriers, the score was 0. Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for
each of the governance and financial barriers were added and a summary of the total strong and weak
connections of each athe technical barriers with each group of barriers (governance and financial) was
compiled (sedable230 ® ¢ KS YI Ay acht®degradd@ibnleved dndNdN@rgentk it target state

was considered the technical barrier that scored highest in tesht®©nnections to governance and financial
barriers, followed by thedifficulties with monitoring programg ®herefore, these technical barriers are
being affected by other type of linked barriers, which indicates that they should be addressed antsedpori

due to the numerous connections with other types of barriers.

Table23
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and governance and
financial barriers in the Vistula Lagoon pilot site.

Vistula Lagoon Pilot

TECHNICAL BARRIERS
General barriers Further barriers
Limited
lengineeril| Lack of
gand physical| Mismatch
ecological room for| between | Mismatch| Physical -
" p Insufficig
expertise Lack of estoratid protected| between | context nt
Type of (e.g., data gnd Difficulties Difficulties n(e.g.,| species socioeconq specn‘lp of Acute |restoratil  Poor
) current metrics . related to beacheg ecology | mic needq the site |, o .
connections . with degradaj on |sequencin
marine for .. | managen| too and and (eg., | A
between h Lack off monitoring Delayed q . 5 ion level(pace/scdand limited
. infrastruct ecosyst ent plans inarrow tdrestoratiorjrestoration terrain . L
technical data anq programs performance and | le with |compatibil
ure does 3 m (e.g., plan .~ ] restore [ works |works (e.g| typology, | . . -
BARRIERS an metrics . (e.g., scarcq of restoratior X R divergen|uncertai| ty with
not take services ... | still to be . dune (e.g., |interventiowatershed > -
any governance, . . .| for BDV/| ~~|accessibility 5 projects A q . cein n existing
) . biodiversil lecologicg defined, systems|interventiol ns hydrologicg |
or financial X to wetlands,| . target |benefitsfinfrastructy
y into processe|. lack of presence ns overlappin| | context,
BARRIERS . islands, etc. ; . state and re
account; and consensug of overlappinl g with sand
N . P . S trade-
preferenc| functions anthropiqg with bird| bathing favailability| offs
e for grey| infrastrug nesting | season) )
infrastruct lture/activ] season)
ure than itie)
for NBS)
STRO.N © 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0
Governance connections
barriers
WEA!( 0 3 4 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
connections
STRON © 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 8 0 0
. . . connections
Financial barriers
WA 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
connections
Score of STRON
connections 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 10 0 0
between barrier:
Score of WEAK
connections 0 3 4 2 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
between barrierg
Total score of
connections 0 3 4 10 4 0 0 0 0 9 11 0 0
between barrierg
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7.2.4.4 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Vistula Lagoon in three main dimensions as well. Therfisstques the results of a
gualitative analysis, concerning the convergence between the SHs and the Pilot perspectives in idantifying
total of 13 enablers proposed in the forms sent to both grougecondly, there is the representation of the
results fromthe quantitative analysis in which the enablers were prioritized according to the relevance and
the frequency determined by the Vistula Lagoon Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between
the technical barriers with the financial andvgwnance ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitative analysis
This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of identified enablers in this pilot site, by
AYGSANFY GAy3a GKS {PilaonelISNOSLIiA2ya 6AGK (GKS

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 13 of the enablers, which represents the highest proportion (100%).

1 In addition, 38% (n=%)f the identified enablers were highly coincidence. It means the conjunction of
the Pilot with at least 50% of theHs.

1 However, in 62% (n=8) of the enablers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.

Both enablers identified and not identified by the Pilot and SHs, as well as the percentage of SHs that were
identified each of the enablers and the degreecoincidence of the enablers identified by both groups were
compiled in the table beloyTable24).

Table24

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot and SHs in the Vistula Lagoon pilot site. The identified enablers are
marked in light bluend unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light
blue) while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number O means no coincidence enablers. The percentage
of SHs that identified each enablis indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified enablers

. +
Pilot . Stakeholders' perspective Pilot S_Hs
perspective perspective
y y Vistula |, ,. . . . J\
Vistula | Vistula SH3: \Vistula SH4 Vistula SH5|Vistula SHGVistula SH7 Vistula SH8|
. " SH1: SH2: °_|GovernmerGovernmen{Governmen(Governmer|Government . ,. Vistula Pilot 4
Vistula Pilot Researcl Vistula
Researchl Researcl] tand and and tand and SHs
level and - " " - ) SHs (%] _ . .
and and . public public public public public coincidence
B . _leducatio] ) . . X K
education|education admin. admin. admin. admin. admin.

n

IAdvanced forecasting models t
lsupport connectivity restoration (e. 50%
lsediment transport modelling)

Implementation and planning with a s
loperating physicadpace (i.e., safety fro| 88%
flooding, erosion, etc.)

TECHNICAlncreased pace of restoration upscal
ENABLERS|to keep up with socioeconomic a 13% 1
climatic conditions)

Proactive maintenance wi

- 13% 1
lperformance indicators

illingness to promote restorati

0/
lamong stakeholders 50%

[There are multevel governand
imechanisms (planification at a local I¢
must  contribute to national a
international regulation)

50%

GOVERNAN(
ENABLERS

Explicit accounting of coastal naty
capital (biodiversity and ecosyst 25% 1
lservices)

New policies towards decarbonig
coastal protection (e.g., NBS vs. d 38% 1
infrastructure)
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New plans for transition in governal

((promoting participation and sharing { 13% 1

benefits)

Continued  training  for  deep 5

Istakeholder involvement 38% i

Increasing restoration funding 50%
FINANCIAL innovative  valuecapture  instrument] 13% il
ENABLERSandbusiness models

Improved capacity to develop busin 25% 1

imodels and bankable plans

Highest coincidence
1 The highest coincidence was on the technical enablémilementation and planning with a safe
operatingphysical space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, €t&) ¢ KA OK ¢l & ARSY (AT
the SHs in agreement with the Pilot.

1 For another part, by a coincidence of 50 % of SHs in the following enablévsinced forecasting
models that supportO2 Yy SOUABAGE NBAG2NI GA2Y 6SdIPS ASRAY
LINEY23GS NBail2NI A2y Y2y 3 el joScknancer Bidchadisns ¢ 0 K
OLX FYAFAOLFGAZ2Y 4 | €20t tS@St Ydzald , abetyfel NR o d.
GAYONBFaAy3d NBalG2NIr A2y FdzyRAy3IE o

Proposed enablers
The proposed enablers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
- a[ 26 LR LMz I ( Ab2gpmeRaB g(séelet‘)rébiod\'i(/érs‘ity restoration if outside financing is
LINE GARSR GKNRBdzZK O2Fadlft I dzikK2NRGASaE
- A¢KS OSNER O2yaidNMzOiAz2y 2F GKS AaftlryR FyR GKS S

Financial
- ACAYlLFYyOAYy3d (KS O2yaiNaDiddegy @ FTrdeRBadatlyR FTNRY
- A¢CKS dzaS 2F GKS AyQSauYsyu LJzusyu)\If 2F bHO2ya
RSLIaAldG aLlRAf gAGK (GKS &ddzoaSljdsSyd dzasS 2F GKS A

Governance
awSalLp YyaArAoAt A & Haddgf tﬁefoﬁiceidéalﬁng vyftlﬁ?thefrrﬁr&@eményof tlie Kdastal
f2ySs a2 GKS OlFrasS addzRe Aa olasSR 2y G(GKS yvyzaid O

Relevance and frequency of the enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritization of the enablers in
the Vistula Lagoomilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering
this last variable as a functiarf the previous one.

Relevance of the enablers

The value of the relevance of the enablers was between 1 (no importance) and 5 (relevant). In the analysis,
GKS Sylrof SNE &a02NBR 0SG6SSy n IyR p 6SNB O2n/laAi RSN
YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR daf Saa NBtSOIyd Sylof SNEBE D
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1 A total of 14 enablers were diagnosed and scored, including technical but also financial and
governance ones.

1 A total of 4 enablers (29%) of those diagnosed enablers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and
5) while 10 enablers (71%) were less relevant (between 1 and 3).

1 From the highly relevant enablers, the technical ones were 75%, and governance acca2biofor
(Figure24).

Vistula Lagoon highly relevant enablers

25%

75%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure24. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial enablers in the Vistula Lagoon pilot site.

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of the enablers was between 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler
Ffgleéa 200dzNBEVOD® LYy GKS lylrfearas Sylrof SNE aO0O2NBR
enablers scored between 1 and 3were cBhSINBR af Saa FNBIdzSyié o

From those highly relevant enablers (a total of 4 highly relevant enablers), 75% (n=3) were diagnosed as highly
frequent. Those are the most relevant and frequent:

- dLow population density may become an asset for biodiversity rattm if outside financing is
provided through coastal authoritiés®

- AWillingness to promote restoration among stakeholder®

- dThere are multlevel governance mechanisms (planification at a local level must contribute to
national andinternational regulatiory @

Relevance and frequency of the enablers

Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Vistula Lagoon tRiothighest priority
corresponded to this technical enabler proposed by the Palotv population densiyy may become an asset
for biodiversity restoration if outside financing is provided through coastal authoriiesp

The following table(Table 25)containsthe list of all the enablers identified by the Vistula Lagoon Pilot
(including their own proposals), ordered from most to least relevant and then, by frequency with which they
occur, from most to least frequently. In addition, the relevance and frequsnoyes of the Vistula Lagoon

Pilot were compared with the REEDAST average of each of the enablers to integrate the present Pilot within
the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the RE®IST project. As the most relevant and frequent enabler was
proposedby the Vistula Lagoon Pilot, their score could not be compared with the-RB8%T average to
assess these enablers in the global framework of all Pilots. Despite this, this enabler represents a valuable
opportunity for coastal restoration upscaling inglpilot site It is also worth to highlight higher deviations for

other enablers in this Pilot that were less aligned with the RESAST global trends, suché&@ontinued
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training for deeper stakeholder involvemedt> KA OK gl a I Y2 N REFOOSII| v i
F @SN 3AS GKFYy *AaddzZ I [F322y tAf20Qa LISNOSLIIAZ2Y o{

Table25

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Vistula Lagoon Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total enabkme ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they occur
(from highest to lowest frequencyThe tableincludes the RESTOAST average of the relevance and frequency of each

of the enablers considering the data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Vistula Lagoon
t Af20Qa &aO02XBASTARBAge.0KS wo{ ¢

RELEVANCE d RELEVANCE of tl FREQUENCY of thl FREQUENCY
Enabler tyod Enabler this ENABLER ENABLER at pilg SD ENABLER across| this ENABLER SD
1 yp ype 2 Enabler the Vistula 9 sites RELEVAN( restauration actions pilot sites FREQUENC|
P L (RESTCOAST |RESTCOAS| at the Vistula Lagool (RESTCOAST| RESTCOAST|
Lagoon pilot site] " .
average) pilot site average)
Technical | Proposed Low populayon de_nsny_ may_becpme an asset for biodive]
restoration if outside financing is provided through cog 4 - - B
enablers | enablers "
authorities
JEciical)) General illingness to promote restoration among stakeholders 4 3.9 0.1 4 3.8 0.2
enablers | enablers
Governance General [There are multievel governance mechanisms (planificatio
@ local levelmust contribute to national and internatior] 4 3.3 0.5 4 3.1 0.6
enablers | enablers .
regulation)
Jechpiealy General Proactive maintenance with performance indicators 4 3.2 0.5 3 2.4 0.4
enablers | enablers
Technical | General |Advanced forecasting modelshat support connectivit
X " " 3 4.0 0.7 3 3.4 0.3
enablers | enablers [restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling)
pgauciclll General Innovative valuecapture instruments and business models| 3 3.2 0.2 3 29 0.1
enablers | enablers
Financial | General mproved capacity to develop business models and ban 3 26 0.3 3 27 0.2
enablers | enablers jplans
Technical | General |mplementation and planning with a safe operating phy;
) > ’ 3 2.9 0.1 1 2.6 11
enablers | enablers [space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, etc.)
Technical | General |Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
; ; o o 2 2.8 0.5 2 22 0.2
enablers | enablers [socioeconomic and climatic conditions)
Governance| General [Explicit accounting of coastal natural capifaiodiversity an|
X 2 3.2 0.9 2 2.3 0.2
enablers | enablers |ecosystem services)
Governance| General [New policies towards decarbonised coastal protection (
X 2 3.4 1.0 2 2.7 0.5
enablers | enablers [NBS vs. Grey infrastructure)
Governancel General [New plans for transition in governance (promot
L ; ’ 2 2.7 0.5 2 2.8 0.5
enablers | enablers |participation and sharing the benefits)
oyl General Increasing restoration funding 2 3.4 1.0 2 2.6 0.4
enablers | enablers
e eales General IContinuedtraining for deeper stakeholder involvement 1 3.2 1.6 1 23 0.9
enablers | enablers

Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph where the frequency is a function of relevance to have the distribution of enablers according to these
parameters and detect the enablers igh are priority to become an opportunity to promote coastal
restoration upscaling in the Vistula Lagoon pilot sk@(re25). In the upper right quadrant, the technical
enablers with the highest score were collected. The proposed techBigat © f S NJ oléw pdpKi&iont A f 2 U
density may become an asset for biodiversity restoratiowas the enabler identified as most relevant and
frequent, followed by dwillingness to promote restoration among stakeholdersZ (pio&tived
maintenance with peformance indicators |y Radvénked forecasting modets ®
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Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers at the Vistula Lagoon pilot site
5 ° Low population density may become an
asset for biodiversity restoration

Willingness to promote restoration among
stakeholders

»

Advanced forecasting models
° ° Proactive maintenance with
performance indicators

[ ]
Increased pace of
restoration upscaling

N

Frequency of the enablers
w

Implementation and
planning with a safe space

0 1 2 3 4 5
Relevance of the enablers

Figure25. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Vistula Lagoon pildhstequency of the
enablers is a function of the relevance.

Connections betweenechnical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical enablers of the Vistula Lagoon pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot pergpectil integrating the new
enablers proposed by the Pilot. Firstly, for each of technical enablers identified by the Pilot, the connections
gAGK GKS 3F28SNYIFyOS YR FAYIFIYOALFf o0 NNASNB 66SNB |
(occasional coB O A2y 0 YR GadNRy3d O2yySOiGAz2yasd 6AGK H 617
between two enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, a summary of the total strong and weak connections of
each of the technical enabler with each group of enablers (g@reza and financial) was compileseéTable

260 ® WwilKn§ness to promote restoration among stakeholdersy  éd#aScediforecasting models that
adzLILIR2 NI 02y y SO0 WBRA (indslcsheBtation2andl pladnidg/vith a safe operating physical

spacé were considered the technical enablers with the highest scores of connections to governance and
financial enablers so these are being amplified by other type of enablers and they could be a good opportunity

to promote and facilitate the coastal restoratiaupscaling.
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Table26
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical enablers of the Vistula Lagoon pilot
site and governance and financial enablers.

Vistula Lagoon Pilot

TECHNICAL ENABLERS
Generalenablers
Advanced forecasting Implementation and Increased pace of -~
. . . . - . . Willingness to
Type of connections between | models that support planning with a safe [restoration upscaling (i Proactive maintenance
: = . . . . A promote
technical ENABLERS and any connectivity restoration| operating physical space keep up with with performance ;
! . ; " h - - T restoration among|
governance or financial ENABLE|(e.g., sediment transpor| (i.e., safety from flooding| socioeconomic and indicators
) 8 L - stakeholders
modelling) erosion, etc.) climatic conditions)
STRONG connections 2 2 0 0 0
Governance
enablers
WEAK connections 0 0 0 0 3
STRONG connections 0 0 0 0 0
Financial enablers
WEAK connections 2 2 0 0 2
Score of STRONG connection| > > 0 0 0
between enablers
Score of WEAK connections > P o o 5
between enablers
Total score of connections
between enablers = & g g 2

7.2.4.5 Closing remarks

The financial category of barriers was seen by all SHs as the main barrier in the Vistula Lagoon, was
well as the mairmpotential enabler. This fits in with the financial conflicts that this Pilot has been trying

to address for some time. One of the main issues of the Vistula Lagoon is the fact that it cannot
generate financing neither for pressing seeitonomic needs, ndor the restoration of biodiversity.
Longterm economic degradation led to a persisting dependency on external financing and thus
resulted in marginal role of local SHs groups.

In the Vistula Lagoon pilot site, there wabigh level of agreement betweethe perspectives of the

Pilot and the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers to restoratidine highest
coincidences between the perspectives of both groups were found in the governance and financial
barriers. As for enablers, the highest aligent between the perspectives of the SHs and the Pilot was
found in the technical enablers.

Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical (45%h contrast to financial (30%) and
governance (25%) barriers. Furthermoaejong the highly relevant barers, 81% were diagnosed as

highly frequent by the Pilotalways appearing while developing restoration in tistula Lagoon

Pilot.

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Vistula Lagoon Pilot, 40% of these were
technical barrierssuchk & G RAFFAOdzZA GASa (G2 Y2yAG2NAYy 3T LINE I N
AaflryRaz SGO0®0és yR GKS al Odzi S RwhlieNdhokherdoeR y f S
were financial barrierssuch agheda SO2y2YA O ol O1 6+ NRySaa 3ISYySNI (S35
OLINPLRZASR 08 GKS t ASANIVO SIORR 2VK D GidiLDI2 NLIE Df 2K
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also relevant for SHs, due to it was detected by 50% of the SHs. In general, the SgiRitdtthiso
considered highlighted the presence of governance barriers to coastal restoration upscaling.

- The most relevant and frequent technical barriegs S NS diffi¢tiSes with monitoring programs
Il Yy R dc#tSdegradation level and divergence target stat€ = ¢ KA OK Ay (dz2NYy K
number of connections with governance and financial barriers. Therefore, a greater number of
O2yySOGA2Yya SAGK 20KSNI 320SNYIFYyOS IyR FTAYlIYOAL
S T T S O (sé tecrifcal Baki&'s. Thus, these barriers should be addressed as a priority in the CORE
PLAT, as these may become a stronger impediment to coastal restoration.

- Most of the highly relevant enablers were technical (75%) and, among the highly relevant engbl
75% were diagnosed as highly frequerfacilitating the development of restoration in the Vistula
Lagoon Pilot. On the one hand, at a technical levek, S LINR LJI2 8 SR (G SOKy Ao@l f Sy
population density may become an asset for biodiwity restoratioré 61 & G KS Syl of SNJ
Y2aid NBt SOyl Iy R wilfingigsdadproraaie rebtardtibonZamaddRstakeboldersd
This last enabler was detected by 50% of the SHs and, in turn, it was one of the enablers that had the
highestscore of connections to governance and financial enablers. Thus, it is being amplified by other
type of enablers and could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate the coastal restoration
dzLJa OF f Ay3ded hy GKS 2K S Nderare/niiE-levelGovériarie rAeehdrisMg/ | v O
(planification at a local level must contribute to national and international regulatién) ¢+ & G KS Y
relevant and frequent enabler in this pilot site and it was detected by 50% of the SHs, so it should be
reinforccR T2 NJ O2F adl f Ndanled Kanidghf® gedper!sthkahdlder ifvavEmednt
was a more relevant governance enablerinother RE®T { ¢ t Af 204& GKIYy FTNRY
perception, so it could be a valuable opportunity to reinforecéhis Pilot considering the experiences
of other Pilots.
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7.2.5 Foros Bay Pilotbarriers and enablers local report

7.2.5.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context’

This pilot site consists of 58 ha of seagrass meadbhesrestoration goal is to restore 17 hasefagrasses and

more than 5 ha of protected reef habitats. The area represents a narrow channel that cuts through a barrier
sand bar, thus connecting the eastern part of the lake to the bay. The channel clogging reduces water exchange
between the two bodieshence rending the area highly vulnerable to flooding. The lake is a protected area
dzy RSNJ G KS b! ¢!w! Hannnd ¢KAA OKIFIYyySt NBKIFIOAfAGIGAZ
means of lower nutrient content coastal bay waters.

Pilot currentsituation regarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

The primary barriers that were highlighted by the Pilot are similar along the entire Bulgarian coastline. These
are interconnected, since the financial barriers are linked with lack aftifadestudies on local conditions, and

the applicability of NBS approaches rather than grey infrastructure, which leads to insufficient engineering
and ecological expertise. There has been a lack of emphasis on NBS in coastal waters. As a resudiryprelimi
studies were underfunded (e.g., research on ecological services and functions, which may act as NBS or on
mechanisms sustaining not good ecological status in some coastal stretches, etc.). Previously, estakmall
projects were funded, and coastatosystem restoration is not a popular concept among the public nor for
some decisionmakers. Furthermore, there are several management barriers, such as a lack of integrated
approach, which leads to limitations in coordinated decision making, and lackeérgence in SHs interests.
Together with irregular funding, these led to a focus on stemtn and smafscale projects.

Thus, initiatives for coastal restoration may be significantly hindered by technical obstacles, such as the lack
of engineering, suctural, operational and ecological knowledge. Another significant problem is the absence
of relevant planning documents specifically focused on coastal restoration; even though there are existent
plans (River Basin Management Plan, Flood Risk PlaitifvaGpatial Plan etc.), these are generally focused

on mitigating the human impact on ecosystems, rather than on direct intervention by restoration.

The CORPLAT Status

COREPLAT members

In this pilot site, thirteen SHs were preliminadgntified and contacted, and five of these were engaged in the

first CORIPLAT meetings¢e M1.3). The Foros Bay CEGREAT consists of a regional authority belonging to

the Ministry of Environment and Waters, the local Maritime Administration, and thel ldgency for Fishing

and Aquaculture and the Burgas Municipality; also, an oil refinery was involved, which operates in a close area.
The municipality is believed to be the only-board actor with a clearly high potential to affect the objectives

of the actions. Several other powerful SHs have not been involved yet, like the District Governor, that is
currently in a process of engagement, the Ministry of Environment and Waters. Also, the Underwater
Archaeological Centre has a research interest on theasittmay oppose to the restoration: any underwater

I NOKFS2t23A0Ff &aGdzRASa Ay GKAA I NBF O2dzZ R O2 YLINRY
highlighted their concern regarding the scarce interest of the SHs in the project and tipéecdias to engage
theminthe CORE[ ! ¢ ® ¢Kdza>X (GKAAa A&a&adzsS Aa O2yaAiARSNBR | a 2
functioning and the accomplishment of the restoration goals.

WekB2tt26Ay3 AYF2NXFEaz2y KIFa 6SSy 3IFGKSNBR FTNRBY GKS tAf2id043
ol O1ANRdzyR O2y (i SEt HINPWARSRY 2y |ideSa 020y I¢A NB T2 NJ titAhi12{(i¢d A y A
O22NRAYIFG2NE®
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The Foros Bay COREAT Kigure 26) was constituted by four public gernment organs and public
administration (77%), being the dominant group. Some local companies (15%). Finally, research and education
represent a low proportion in the COREAT (8%).

Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Foros Bay CORE-PLAT

1;8%
2;15% .

10;77%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional  (citizen and user media  sector and
administration committees assodations) (NGO)  education

Figure26. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRIRH of the Foros Bay PiloNovember 2022
(Information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3).

Developed activitie$!

The following section contemplates the status of the GORAT in the Forday context. The kietff meeting

of the CORIPLAT took place in July 2022 with the purpose of presenting the RBSIT project and aims;
however, not all the engaged SHs attended the meeting. Since then, a round table has been organized by the
Bulgaria# KIF YO SNJ 2F { KALILA YIS gAGK GKS FAY G2 AyidNRRdzO
0KS LINRp2SOiQa (lFalad CAylrfttes oAflIGSNIt YSSiAy3aa
to engage the most powerful SHs (which wereginig at the kicloff meeting), and to ensure a smooth
communication.

7.2.5.2 Preliminary approach to address barriers and enablers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots
At the time when the praliagnosis form was sent, this Pilot stated that they were planningdigouss the
issue of barriers and enablers for coastal restoration projects in their ®QRE in future meetings.

Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

In the Foros bay, the abovaentioned formwasanswered by 10 SHs. The responderfgesent some of the
invited groupsthe Government and public administratigthe research and education and tlieird sector,
NGOgqFigure27). The research and education group have the greatest participation (50%).

g KS AYF2NNlIo2y KIa 0SSy IIGKSNBR F2NJ I LINBE AYAYLE N
2 38 AyLlzi FT®N G§KS dzy T2t RAy3I 2F 5mMPH
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Foros Bay stakeholders participation

2;20%

5; 50%

3;30%

Government and = Local companies Local community Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO) education

Figure27. Key locastakeholders of the Foros Bay Pilot that participated in the form.

On average, the Foros Bay claimed to feel comfortable in terms of discussing barriers and enablers in the
CORFPLAT (average score is 3.8 on-fieint scale). This positive perception che considered as an
GSYIFoft SNEXZ a Ald YAIAKUEG SyKIlI yOS -COAST pRjach & dzavas Al geerh |
in the first local restoration platform meetinggovernance was seen by all SHs as the main barrier category

to coastal rest@ation in the Foros Bay, while the main potential enabler category was governance as well

They consistently agree with the perception of barriers as a relevant factor that has hampered coastal
restoration efforts (average score is 4.4 on a {dant scaé). However, there was no clear consensus
regarding the consideration of enablers as a relevant factor that boosted coastal restoration efforts in the pilot
area (average score is 3.4 on a fpant scale).

7.2.5.3 Barriers to coastal restoratiompscaling

The present section aims to represent the results of the barriers analysed in the Foros Bay Pilot in three main
dimensions. The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence between the
SHs and Pilot perspectives in iti€ying a total of 25 barriers proposed in the forms sent to both groups
Secondly, there is the representation of the results from the quantitative analysis in which the barriers were
prioritised according to the relevance and the frequency determinethbyroros Bay Pilot. Finally, in the last

part of the present section, there is an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers with the
financial and governance ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualaaivalysis

This section provides detailed information on the degree of coincidence of the barriers identified in the Foros
Bay pilot site, by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Pilot analysis. Both barriers identified and not
identified by the Piloand SHs, the percentage of SHs that identified each of the barriers and the degree of
coincidence of the barriers identified by both groups were compiled in the taddlew (Table27). The main
highlights of this analysis are the following:

1 The Pilot andhe SHs coincided in 25 of the barriers, which means the highest level of alignment
between both perspectives (100%).

1 68% (n=17) of the identified barriers were highly coincident. These are the barriers identified by the
Pilot and at least 50% of tH&Hs.

1 However, in 32% (n=8) the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.
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Table27

Identified and unidentified barriers by the Pilot and SHs in the Foros Bay pilot site. The identified barriers are marked in
light blue and unidentified ones are inhite. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence barriers. The percentage of the
SHs that identified each barrier is indicated in the ¢abl

Identified/unidentified barriers

Pilot N Stakeholders' perspective Pilot + SHS
perspective perspective
Foros B.| Foros B. |Foros B|Foros B Foros B. | Foros B.[ Foros B. |Foros B F(;T'Z_B Fg'[?lsol?.
Foros Ba SH1: SH2: SH3: | SH4: SH5: SHé6: SH7: SH8: Goverr‘m Governlrr Foros| Foros Bay
- Y| Researct| Research| 3rd 3rd | Research| Researcl] Research| 3rd B. SHy Pilot + SHs|
Pilot level entand | ent and L
and and sector | sector and and and sector ublic ublic (%) | coincidence]|
education| education| (NGO)| (NGO)| education [education| education | (NGO) a?dmin ;dmin

Limited engineering and ecologi
expertise  (e.g., current  mari
infrastructure does not take biodivers| 70%
into account; preference for gre|
infrastructure than for NBS)

Lack of data and metrics for biodiversg 40%

Lack of data and metrics for ecosys|
Iservices, ecological processes 70%
functions

Difficulties with monitoring progran|
(e.g., scarce accessibility to wetlar| 60%
islands, etc.)

Difficulties related to management plg
(e.g., plans still to be defined, lack| 70%
TECHNICALl{consensus)

BARRIERSDeIa\yed performance of restoratio
projects

Lack of physical room for restorati
(e.g., beaches too narrow to rest(
dune systems, presence of anthrd
infrastructure/activities)

60%

10%

Mismatch between protected speci
lecology and restoration works (e|
interventions overlapping with bil
nesting season)

Mismatch  between  socioeconon
needs and restoration works (e|

30%

0/
interventions overlapping with bathil 50%
lseason)
Physicatontext specific of the site (e,
terrain typology, watershe| 30%

hydrological context, sand availability|

Lack of integrated approach (i
interdisciplinary and coordinated acti 100%
lamong stakeholders)

Limitations in coordinated decisi

- 60%
making

Lack of social engagement in restora

0/
activities 80%

Negative social perception and pervag
inertia  (i.e., passive attitude 60%
institutions and otheistakeholders)

GOVERNAN!
BARRIERS|Focus in short term policies 70%

Lack of convergence in stakehold

0/
interests 60%

Lack of laws and policies engag
conservation, management al 60%
restoration of naturaknvironments

Bureaucratic issues or delays

lauthorising the work or receiving w( 50%

permits

Dealing with socioeconomic needs 40%

Lack of economic resources to inves 90%

restoration actions

Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of co| 10% 1
FINANCIAL |nenefit evaluation) °
EARRIERE Low SHORTERM returns froj

A 40% 1

investments

Short term and smabcale bias 70%

82



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

Business plans bound kocal constraint] 20% 1

Lack of longerm economic support 100%

Highest coincidence

¢KS KAIKS&l O2AYyOARSyOSko ob integraedhappéobch (i fngemligciplihayy andK S
coordinated action among 4 I { SK2f RSNE U I SNYR SO E YAeTécﬂzIZJIyJENJjétD
Ot2asSfte o0& I omr: O2AYOARSYOS Ay dafl O] 2F SO2y2YAO

Proposed barriers
The proposed barriers are those remarked by the Pilot, which cooide classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
- dt2l-2éNJN£3/§éé Y2y 3 GKS Llzt AO I-)/IV? azys Odzéxyééé

Governance
- a¢KS f1 01 2F O22NRAYIGA2Yy 2F (GKS FO0lAaz2ya 2F GK

Financial
AnNGCK A I K f A I édiriStiBns aniappFing for projects, lack of a national policy for stat&mmcing,
AyO2yaraisSyOe Ay LINAZ2NRGATIFGAZ2Y Ay LXFYyyAy3IkadNy G

Relevance andrequency of the barriers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritisation of the barriers in this
Pilot. As a prioritisation criterion, relevance gainagportance over frequency, considering this last variable
as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the barriers

The value of the relevance of the barriers is between 1 (no importance) and 5 (relevant). In the analysis, the
barriers scored between U Y R p 6SNB O2yaARSNBR aKAIKE & NBf SOyl
GSNE O2yaARSNBR afSaa NBtSOIyld oF NNASNEE

1 Atotal of 26 barriers were identified and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.

1 A total of 23 (88%) ahe diagnosed barriers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 3
(12%) were less relevant (betweerB)L

1 Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical and governance, with 43% technical and another
35% governance, while 22% were finanbalriers Eigure28).

83



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

Foros Bay highly relevant barriers

22%

43%

Technical = Govemnance Financial

Figure28. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers in the Foroslbbyite.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriers was between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5
(the Pilot always have to deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4 and 5 were
coy AaARSNBR GKAIKfe& FNBIdSyié oKAES (G4KS o6F NNASNE ao0;

From those highly relevant barriers (a total of 23 highly relevant barriers), 100% (n=23) were diagnosed as
highly frequent, always appearing while developing restoration in the Foros Bay Pilot. The identification of this
combination of relevance and fregucy in almost all the restoration barriers may have relevant implications

for the future of restoration activities in the area.

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Foros Bay Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in relevance
and frequency), it was shown that 17 barriers were found; 6 of which belong to technical, 6 to governance,
and 5 to financial (see each of theonthe Table28 Ranking below).

Therefore, the technical, governance and financial barriers shown below are the barriers which should be
established as priority to be addressed in the Foros Bay Pilot and itsRI@REThus, the following table
(Table28), contains the list of all the barriers identified by the Foros Bay Pilot. They were arranged from along
the degree of relevance as well as how frequent the Pilot have been dealing with them. This table also includes
the averages at the REEDAST levelf each of the barriers to integrate the present Pilot within the global
analysis of the 9 pilots of the RESDAST project. Considering the previous barriers (scored with a value of 5
Ay NBt SGIFyOS I délRyedfpbiidrinaéeyvidastorationfmje8st & |y RimitedkeBginéering

and ecological expertise (e.g., current marine infrastructure does not take biodiversity into account;
preference for grey infrastructure than for NBS) ¢ SNBE (G KS o NNASNAR {4LOAST I NB
average fo relevance (SD 1.7 and 1.6, respectively) and frequency (SD 1.7 and 1.3, respectively). On the
O2Yy (NI NBX GKAA tAf 2léck af loag@emnNdgsonomiz NUppddK S | PERIINGYHRitE NI &
socioeconomic needswere the closest to the REE®EDAST avage, for relevance (SD 0.3 and 0.5,
respectively) and frequency (SD 0.3 and 0.5, respectively). It is also worth to higidigirt deviations for

other barriersin this Pilot that are less aligned with the RESAT! { ¢ 3 f 20 | f podrs&yercang | &
and limited compatibility with existing infrastructuré a4 O2 NBER a4 KA 3IKf & NBf SgI yi
RESTOAST (SD 1.4). Additionally, for freqyenkS Mismatch between protected species ecology and
restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapping with bird nesting seaséig)relatively high from the Pilot,

but far for the global RESTOAST (SD5).Accordingly, this comparison showed othertiers at the bottom

of the table that also had lower relevance and frequency values than expected within the consortium (see
Table XX This may require further discussion in the C®RAT of its likeliness to act as barriers.
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Table28

Ranking ofthe total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Foros Bay Pilot, including technical,

governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their

relevance accordingtthe Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal

with them (from highest to lowest frequencyhdtable includes the REEDAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the barriers consideringe data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Foros
Fe tAf2d0Qa a-OASBaveFay® Y G KS wo{ ¢

FREQUEN(
RELEVANCE| . of this
Barrier type|Barrier type RELEVANCE of this| this BARRIER ~ SD F';ig:a‘?c;gg' BARRIER{  SD
] P 5 P Barrier BARRIER at the Foro| at pilot sites | RELEVANC| __~ PR =R @905 | pilot sites | FREQUEN]
Bay pilot site (RESTCOAST RESTCOAS ¥ N (REST |RESTOAS]
the Foros Bay pilot sitf
average) COAST
average)
Flnapcml Gen_e ral lLack of longerm economic support 4.6 0.3
barriers barriers
Technical | General [Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecol 37 09
barriers barriers [processes and functions : :
Governancq General . . . .
o barriers Dealing with socioeconomic needs 4.2 0.5
Financial | General |Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cobenefii 3.9 08
barriers barriers [evaluation) : :
Technical | General [Difficulties related tomanagement plans (e.g., plans
N ) 8 4.0 0.7
barriers barriers to be defined, lack of consensus)
Governancd General [Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. ) . X 3.9 0.8
barriers barriers [coordinated action among stakeholders)
Governancg General . -
o barriers lLack of convergence in stakeholders' interests 4.2 0.5
Financial | General .
R barriers Short term and smabcale bias 3.9 0.8
Flnapclal Geng ral Lack of economiresources to invest in restoration acti 3.4 11
barriers barriers
Gover_n ance Geng ral Limitations in coordinated decision making 3.6 1.0
barriers barriers
Gover_n ance Gen_e ral lLack of social engagement in restorataetivities 3.3 1.2
barriers barriers
Governancq General . -
" barriers Focus in short term policies 3.4
Fma!]c'al Geng ral Business plans bound to local constraints
barriers barriers

Technical | Further [Insufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertain beng
barriers barriers |and tradeoffs

Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restorg

orks (e.g., interventions overlapping with bath
Iseason)
Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., cy
marine infrastructure does not take biodiversity i
laccount; preference for grey infrastructure than for Nj

Technical | General
barriers barriers

Technical | General
barriers barriers

Technical | General

A barriers Delayed performance of restoration projects

Technical | Further [Poor sequencing and limited compatibility with exis|
barriers barriers |infrastructure

Governancd General [Negative social perception and pervasive inertia
barriers barriers [passive attitude of institutions and other stakeholders|

Technical | General [Physical context specific of the site (e.g., tertgimology|

barriers barriers |watershed, hydrological context, sand availability...) 4 45 o4 4 38 02
Gover_nance Gen_eral Burgaycratlc issues or delays in authorising the wo 2 37 02 4 34 04

barriers barriers [receiving work permits

Technical | General [Difficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scg 2 31 0.6 2 30 07

barriers barriers [accessibility to wetlands, islands, etc.)

Mismatch between protected species ecology
restoration works (e.g.interventions overlapping wi 4 2.6 1.0 4 1.9
bird nesting season)

lLack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beache
narrow to restore dune systems, presence of anthr| 3 2.8 0.2 3 2.9 0.1
infrastructure/activities)

Governancg General Lack of laws and policies engaging conservd

Technical | General
barriers barriers

Technical | General
barriers barriers

barriers barriers |management and restoration of natural environments| 2 29 0B g 28 02
Tech_nlcal Geng ral lLack of data and metrics for biodiversity 2 3.1 0.8 2 2.8 0.5
barriers barriers
Financial | General .

q . Low SHORTERM returns from investments - 3.9 - - 3.4 -
barriers barriers
fecipicalll  Further IAcute degradation level and divergence in target stat - 34 - - 3.6 -

barriers barriers
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Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distribution of enablers according to
these parameters to etect which enablers which should be prioritized in coastal restoration upscaling at the
Foros Bay pilasite (Figure29). In the upper right quadrant, the technical barriers with the highest score were
OA2RAGSNBAGE Ayd2 I 002dzy 0T LINBTS N&KGQ&ta ai2mitricd B e Ay
ecosystem services, ecological processes and functobdifficulties related to management plange.g.,

L ya adAtt (2 0SS R declajed fREmance f fest@afion Orajet Fiddatdd 0 € >
between socioeconomic needs and restoration worisS @3 ®> Ay i SNBSyGA2ya 2 OSNI |
|y khsufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertain benefits and tradeffsd@ ¢ SNBE (G KS o0 NNA S
Fa Yz2ad NBES@OlIryd FyR Yz2al TNBI qudydequencing farfd imitbdR 06 &
compatibilityt ® LG A& faz2 ¢2NhK rieks ddeftd B fraqfedt atdk@evait2 f f 2
occurrence, which arephysical context specific of the sifeeZ  Hif§icRlItiesirelated to management plaris >

|y Riismatch between socioeconomic needs and restoratio® CAY | f f & X F2NJ I ndSRA dzy
NEf SO yOSs K Slatsof physical rsof fod resholFoiSINI 2R i KS f 2ackafi o F N
dataand metricsforBD&¥ @ ¢ Kdza > (G KS LINBZA2dzat e YSYyGdAz2y SR AYLRN]
both on relevance and frequey) should be addressed and reinforced in the Foros Bay-EORIEto facilitate

coastal restoration.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Foros Bay Pilot site

Delayed performance of Limited engineering &
restoration projects ecological expertise
Mismatch between protected Insufficient restoration
5 species ecology & restoration ° pace/scale
Lack of data and metrics for ESS Difficulties with
& other monitoring programs

Poor sequencing and
limited compatibility

»

[} [}
Physical context
specific of the site
Difficulties related to
Lack of physical room for restoration @ management plans
Mismatch between
socioeconomic needs
& restoration

w

Frequency of the barriers

N

[ ]
Lack of data and metrics for BDV

0 1 2 3 4 5
Relevance of the barriers

Figure29. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Foros Bay pilot site. The frequency of the barriers is
a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Foros Bay pilot site with the governance
and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new barriers proposed
by the Pilot. Firstly, for each téchnical barriers identified by the Pilot, the connections with the governance
YR FTAYEFEYOALEf O0FNNASNE 6SNBE RSUSN¥YAYSR yR agSt |
FYR aaidNRy3a O2yySOGA2yaé¢ g AldK nrectionfobiierdnoybarrie®,2hgy S O
score was 0. Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for each of the governance
and financial barriers were added and a summary of the total strong and weak connections of each of the
technical farriers with each group of barriers (governance and financial)cwaspiled (se€lable29). Both

i K 8elayed performance of restoration projects | yRRA TUHKASO dxf 1A S& NBf | wBre (2 )
considered the technical barriers with the highesbe of connections to governance and financial barriers,
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F2ff 206 SR 40K dt dad rdl métriss far ecosystem services, ecological processes and functidns
Therefore, these technical barriers are being affected by other type of linked barrieich vadicates that
they should be addressed and prioritised, due to the numerous connections with other types of barriers.

Table29
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and governance and
financial bariers in the Foros Bay pilot site.

Foros Bay Pilot

TECHNICAL BARRIERS
General barriers Further barriers
enLIir::g:ﬁn Lack of | Mismatch | Mismatch| Physical
9 _g' physical | between | between | context
and ecologicy . e
) Lack of | <. . e room for | protected [socioecon( specific of
Type of expertise Difficulties| Difficulties - } ) . -
) data and 3 restoration | species | mic needg the site Insufficient
connections | (e.g., curreni " with related to N Poor
. metrics fol . (e.g., |ecology an and (e.g., Acute restoration .
between marine Lack of] monitoring [managemen| Delayed . . : . sequencing
. . ecosysten| beaches toq restoration|restoration| terrain |degradation pace/scale -
technical infrastructure(data an 4 programs | plans (e.g.,|performance| ] and limited
.| services, - . narrow to [works (e.g.works (e.g| typology, | level and with -
BARRIERS an{does not takd metrics ~"|(e.g., scarc| plans still to [of restoration| " el ; . . . |compatibility|
o ) ecologica] S . ) restore dundinterventiorjinterventio|watershed|divergence if uncertain | -
any governance| biodiversity | for BD! accessibility be defined, | projects A X with existing|
) . " | processey systems, s ns hydrologic{ target state | benefits and.
or financial |into account; to wetlands| lack of . . infrastructure
and | presence ofoverlapping overlappin| | context, trade-offs
BARRIERS [preference fo ) islands, etc| consensus) X X N X
functions anthropic | with bird g with sand
grey . - ] o
" infrastructurl nesting | bathing |availability]
TG elactivities)| season) | season) )
than for NBS| .
STRON o 12 0 14 0 14 14 0 2 6 0 0 12 14
Governancd connections
barriers
WEA!( 3 3 2 9 2 2 9 8 6 9 0 3 2
connections
. X STRO.N © 8 0 8 0 10 10 2 0 0 0 0 8 8
Financial | connections
barriers
WEA!( 1 5 1 5 0 0 4 5 5 5 0 1 1
connections
Score of STRON
connections 20 0 22 0 24 24 2 2 6 0 0 20 22
between barriers
Score ofWEAK
connections 4 8 3 14 2 2 13 13 11 14 0 4 3
between barriers
Total score of
connections 24 8 25 14 26 26 15 15 17 14 0 24 25
between barriers

7.2.5.4 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Foros Bay in three main dimensions as well. The first part shows the results of a
gualitative analysis, concerninye convergence between the SHs and Pilot perspectives in identi#yotgl

of 13 enablers proposed in the forms sent to both grouf&econdly, there is the representation of the results

from the quantitative analysis in which the enablers were priorttiseEcording to the relevance and the
frequency determined by the Foros Bay Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between the
technical barriers with the financial and governance ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and tBEs: a qualitative analysis
This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of the enablers identified in the Foros Bay pilot
site, by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Falodlysigsee Table 30)

1 The Pilot and the SH®incided in 13 of the enablers, which represents highest proportion (100%). To
have an aligned view on enablers could be a relevant factor to boost the practice of restoration in the
area.

1 77% (n=10) of the identified enablers were highly coincidengaetns the conjunction of the Pilot
with at least 50% of the SHs.

1 However, in 23% (n=3) of the enablers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.
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Table30

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot and SHs in the Foros Bay pilot sit@lertified enablers are marked
in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence enablpesc&htage of the
SHs that identified each enabler is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified enablers

Pilot . Stakeholders' perspective Pilot + S.HS
perspective perspective
Foros B.

Foros B.| Foros B.| Foros| Foros| Foros B.| Foros B.| Foros B.|Foros B|Foros B. SH SH10:
Foros Ba SH1: SH2: |B.SH3B.SH4 SHS5: SHé6: SH7: SH8: | Government| Governn{enl Foros| Foros Bay
- Researclf Research| 3rd 3rd | Research| Research Research 3rd and B. SH{ Pilot + SHs

Pilot level N and o

and and sector| sector and and and sector public ublic (%) | coincidence|

education| education| (NGO)| (NGO)| education|education|education| (NGO)| admin. f;)dmin

TECHNICAI

ENABLERSupscaling

IAdvanced forecasting models tl
lsupport  connectivity restoratiq
(e.g.,sediment transport modelling

80%

Implementation and planning with
Isafe operating physical space (|
isafety from flooding, erosion, etc.

70%

Uincreasel pace of restoratio

(to keep up wij

lsocioeconomic and climal
conditions)

60%

Proactive maintenance wit]

performance indicators

ilingness to promote restorati
lamong stakeholders

GOVERNANE
ENABLERS|

[There are multlevel governand
Imechanisms (planification at a lo|
level must contribute to nation,
land international regulation)

40%

Explicit accounting of coastal naty
capital (biodiversity and ecosyst
Iservices)

50%

New policies towards decarbonig
coastal protection (e.g., NBS vs. (

50%

infrastructure)

New plars for transition i
lgovernance (promotir|
participation and sharing tl
benefits)

90%

Continued training for deep
Istakeholder involvement

70%

FINANCIAL
ENABLERSjnstruments and business modelg

Increasing restoration funding

80%

Innovative valuecapturg

70%

Improved capacity to develq
business models and bankable pl|

20% 1

Highestcoincidence
The enablers in which the most concurrence was shown gatheréD80of the S8 dttention. Those are:

T ¢KS KAIKSA
(promoting participation and sharing the S y° S Fwhidghavastidentified bp0% of the SHs from all
sectors in agreement with the Pilot.

Others2 T

O2AYyOARSYyOS

0KS KAIKSal

02 Ay OARSYOSa

g SNB

support connectivity restoratione.g., sediment transport modelling)and i K S
NB & (2 NI G A 2 yfor landthey Bart, dhie Higabeki2 { & B INdieasthld d
restoration funding whichwere shown by80% of SHs

LINRY2GS
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Proposed enablers
The proposed enablers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical

- ALYLINRGSR 1y26fSR3IS 2y 020K adNHZOGdNI £ | yR T
ecological units (e.g., seagrass meadows, macroalgal meadows, coastal wetlands, estuaries,
watershedO2 I a i f O2yySOUAGAGE SHO0dPLE D

- ALYLINB Q@SR (y2¢ftSR3IS 2y 020K & NHzOG dzNI-etologicdlR F dz)
systemsd

- GLYLNRYSR 1y2¢6fSR3IS YR FIROFIYOSR Y2RStftAy3a 2y
SO02t23A0If LINRoOof SYade

- ALYLINRGSR 1Y 2iéaibsies hat preteniindt@r& néstoration; improved knowledge and
SELISNASYOS Ay b.{ &azfdzirnzyadé

Relevance and frequency of the enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitativefdiences between the prioritization of the enablers in
the Foros Bay Pilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering this
last variable as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the enablers

The value bthe relevance of the enablers was between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
Fylrtfeairays GKS Syl of SNE a02NBR 0Si6SSy n YR p 6S]
0SG6SSYy M YR o 6SNBE O2¥&®RSNBR af Saa NBtSOFyid Sy

1 A total of 16 enablers (N=16) were diagnosed, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.

1 Only 6% (n=1) of those diagnosed enablers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 94%
(n=15) were less relevant (between 1 and 3).

9 From those the highly relevant, 100% were governatablers(see Figure 30)

Foros Bay highly relevant enablers

100%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure30. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial enablers in the Foros Bay pilot site.

89



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of thenablers is between 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler always
200dzNBO® LYy (GKS lFylfearar Sylof SNE a0O2NBR 6SiGoSSy
da02NBR 0SivSSYy m YR o 6SNBE O2yaAiARSNBR afSaa FNBI

From thosehighly relevant enablers (a total of solely 1 highly relevant enablers), none were diagnosed as
highly frequent. The only less frequent from those highly relevant is:

- dThere are multievel governance mechanisms (planification at a local level must baterito
national and international regulatiof) ®

Relevance and frequency of the enablers

Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Foros Bay Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
relevance and frequency), the highest priority at & @S NJ/ | y O Sherke &&nfulirlevél lgavernance
mechanismsd LJX | YAFAOF GAZ2Y G F €201t tS@St Ydzad O2y{NR:
the technical and financial ones were not relevant freguent (seeTable31).

The followng table(Table31) contains the list of all the enablers identified by the Foros Bay Pilot (including
their own proposals), ordered from most to least relevant and then, by frequency with which they occur, from
most to least frequently. In addition, threlevance and frequency scores of the Foros Bay Pilot were compared

with the RESTOAST average of each of the enablers to integrate the present Pilot within the global analysis

of the 9 Pilots of the REEIOAST projectt is also worth to highlight highedeviations for other enablers in

this Pilot that are less aligned withthe RESE ! { ¢ 3 f 2 0 I f adliaNdBd/fdRetasting riodels k&t
support connectivity restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelliig)x 6 KA OK g SNB Y2 NB
weregendl f £ @ A02NBR KAIKSNIAY GKS 3t 20l O2wilingnbss A dzY |
to promote restorationamongSHs ¢+ a YSIFyid (2 200dzNJ Y2NB FNBIjdzsSy it
case (SD 2.0). Additionallynéreasing estoration funding &1 & LISNOSAGBSR G2 0SS Ydz«
Foros Bay case, than forthe RESA! { ¢ | GSNIF S 06{ 5 wmihnovatve ialekapturd & | f
instruments and businessmodals 6 { 5 M ®dc 0 @

Table31

Ranking of the totaknablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Foros Bay Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total enablers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance according to the Pil@from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they occur
(from highest to lowest frequency)heé table includes the REEDAST average of the relevance and frequency of each
of the enablers considering the data from the 9 Rlof the project as well as the standard deviation of the Foros Bay
tAf2030a a02XBASTANRAGe.GKS wo{ ¢

RELEVANCH FREQUENCY of tf FREQUENCY
Enabler | Enabler RELEVANCE of thi this ENABLE] SD ENABLER acrosythis ENABLER SD
ype 1 ype 2 Enabler ENABLER at the Fol at pilot sites | RELEVANCrestauration actiony  pilot sites FREQUENC]
yp yp Bay pilotsite | (RESTTO/ST RESTOAS] at the Foros Bay | (RESTOAST RESTCOAST|
average) pilot site average)
Governancl General IThere are multlevel governance mechanisms (planification
local level must contribute to national and internatiol 5 3.3 12 2 31 0.8
enablers |enablers )
regulation)
Governanc{ General[Explicit accounting of coastal natural capihlodiversity an|
X 3 3.2 0.2 1 2.3 0.9
enablers | enablersecosystem services)
Technical | GenerallAdvanced forecasting models that support connect]
N . " 2 4.0 1.4 1 3.4 1.7
enablers |enablersfrestoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling)
Jissipicall General Proactive maintenance with performance indicators 2 3.2 0.9 1 24 1.0
enablers |enablers
Jissipicall General illingness to promote restoration among stakeholders 2 3.9 13 1 3.8 2.0
enablers |enablers
Governanc{ General[New policies towarddecarbonised coastal protection (e.g.,
X 2 3.4 1.0 1 2.7 1.2
enablers |enablersys. Grey infrastructure)
Eoleianet General Continued training for deeper stakeholder involvement 2 3.2 0.9 1 2.3 0.9
enablers |enablers
Technical | Generallmplementation and planning with a safe operating phy:
N . . 1 29 1.3 1 2.6 11
enablers |enablersispace (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, etc.)
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Technical | Generallincreased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
: . L - 1 2.8 .3 1 2.2 0.9
enablers | enablersisocioeconomic andlimatic conditions)
Improved knowledge on both structural and functional relat|
Technical |Propose(that exist between different ecological units (e.g., seag 1 1
enablers | enablersmeadows, macroalgal meadows, coastal wetlands, estul
/atershedcoastal connectivity etc.)
Technical |Proposedimproved knowledge on both structural and functional rela| 1 1
enablers | enablersithat exists within soci@cological systems
Technical |Proposedimproved knowledge and advanced modelling on applicatiq
- ; - . 1 1
enablers | enablersNbSapproaches in solving specific ecological problems
Governancq{ GenerallNew plans for transition in governance (promoting participg
- - 1 2.7 1.2 1 2.8 1.3
enablers | enablersand sharing the benefits)
(FvEete] GeneralInc:reasing restoration funding 1 3.4 1.7 1 2.6 1.1
enablers |enablers
ageia]) General Innovative valuecapture instruments and business models 1 3.2 1.6 1 2.9 1.3
enablers |enablers
Financial | Generalllmproved capacity to develop business models #ashkablg 1 26 11 1 27 12
enablers |enablersplans

Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph where the frequency is a function of relevance to have the distribution of enablers according to these
parameters to detect the enablers wti are priority to become an opportunity to promote coastal restoration
upscaling in the Foros Bay pikite (Figure31). In the upper right quadrant, the technical enablers with the
highest score were collected. For this case, there were not any tedhanablers that were highly relevant
YR FTNBljdSyiteod 126SOSNE GKS Sylof SNaE GKIFG @SNB
Y2RSf &a¢é> GLINBIFOGAGS YIAY(ISYylryOS 6A0GK LISNF2NXIyOS
FY2y3 {A@FIERREGAG Aad 62NIK KAIKEAIKGAYy3T GKS FI O
LX FYyYyAYy3d AGKAY | &aFFS 2LISNFdAy3a &LI OSés YR daAy
mentioned enablers that have the greatest relevance far Bilot and occur more frequently, in this case
governance ones, should be addressed in the Foros Bay-RIORE together with those enablers proposed

by the SHs (see section 4.1.3), to generate opportunities to facilitate coastal restoration.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers at the Foros Bay Pilot site

2 Implementation and planning with
a safe operating physical space

Frequency of the enablers
w

Increased pace of restoration P
Advanced forecasting models

upscaling
1 Py ° Proactive maint?nalnce with
performance indicators
Willingness to promote
restoration among stakeholders
0
0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the enablers

Figure31. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Foros Bay Pildthsiteequency of the enablers
is a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical, financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, theonnections between the technical enablers of the Foros Bay pilot site with the governance
and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new enablers proposed
by the Pilot.
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For this Pilot, this specific analysisuttbnot be conducted for the enablers section, as they-oested that

their technical enablers were not significant neither in value nor in humber, especially in terms of low
frequency andelevance (sed@able31andFigure31above).Thus, this section has solely conducted previously
for the barriers sectin. For this reason, the enablers weseored (sedable31), but there was not a further
need to interconnect them with financial and governance ones.

7.2.5.5 Closing remarks

Governance wa seen by alBHs as the main barrier category to coastal restoration in the Foros Bay,

as well as the main potential enabler category

At the Foros Bay pilot sitehere was the highest level of agreement (100%) between the
perspectives of the Piloand the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers to restoration
Regarding the barriers, the highest coincidence between the perspectives of both groups was found
in the governance barriers. As for the enablers, the highest coincidences bethess tivo groups

were found in the technical and governance enablers.

Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical (43%) barrieits contrast to governance (35%)

and financial (22%) ones. In additidine percentage of highly relevant barriers isgh (88%) in this

pilot site. Moreover,among the highly relevant barriers, 100% were diagnosed as highly frequent
always appearing during the development of the restoration in the Foros Bay Pilot. The identification
of this combination of relevance anafjuency in almost all the restoration barriers may have relevant
implications for the future of restoration activities in the area.

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Foros Bay Pilot, 35% were technical
barriers, other 35% were govaance and 30% were financial ones

Among the highly relevant and frequent barrietee technical barriers with the highest score of
connections to governance and financial barriers were found and are the followingdiffieulties

related to managementplang | Y Rdelay&dJerfarmance of restoration projecés® ¢ KA & f
technical barrier is further from the RESDAST average for relevance and frequency, being less
relevant and frequent in other REEDAST Pilots and from which their experience coelititegrated

to approach this barrier.

All the enablers according to the Foros Bay Pilot perspective were from governance and, among the
highly relevant enablers, none were diagnosed as highly frequettie highest priority at the

32 @S NY I y O Shefe &r@ &dltilevel gaverdance mechanisms (planification at a local level
must contribute to national and international regulatio) > ¢ KAt ad GKS G§SOKyA Ol
were not relevant nor frequent. On the contrary, the governance enabler detdptechigher number

2F {1 a O0dmE:0 grew planski@ trafistibnfin2gévergaBcé (pomoting participation

and sharing the benefit§) ® ¢ KSNBEFT2NBZ LINRPY2GAy3d RAFTFSNBYy (G bz
as well as fostering connections betgreenablers is a duty to reinforce in the CERRAT of this Pilot.
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7.2.6 Rhone Delta Pilot barriers and enablers local report

7.2.6.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context?

The restoration actions are planned in the site of the Former Saltworks, which is theessigin part of the

Rhone delta, an area acquired by the Conservatoire du Littoral between 2008 and 2012. Prior to 2008, this site
was devoted to industrial salt pduction for approximately 50 years. Nevertheless, as salt production was no
longer economically viable, the French Coastal Protection Agency acquired the site and, consequently, changes
in the management of the site occurred (e.g., the excessive salomnzat water, with detrimental effects on

plants and animals). It was therefore decided since 2010 to implement a realignment strategy on the site: the
seadikes protection of the former salt production site is no longer maintained, and the protectiort &ffo

now focused on a government owned dike which is located about 7 km inland, resulting in a new 4600 ha
G/ fEAYIFGS OKIFy3aS o6dzFFSNI FNBIé 6S06SSy GKS F2NNSNI |
(opening of dikes, dredging works, eta)dreate connections between the various former salt production
basins (NortkSouth red arrow ifrigure XX Hydraulic works have reconnected the site to a nearby agricultural
catchment, itself irrigated from the Rhone River, allowing new freshwater filows site.

Thus, the restoration goal is to obtain additional 300 ha of coastal lagoons, and 60 ha of Mediterranean
halophilous scrubs/Salicornia and other annuals colonising restored mud and sand areas, create new beach
areas (short term) and restoresanany areas as possible in the 46@0buffer zone (long term). There are
aSOSNI f FOlGA2yayY LI aaA@S NBail2NraGAz2y 60l aSR- 2y
maintenance), active restoration (targeted and concerted manipulation okatieg hydraulic structures on

the site). The last and third action (local upscaling restoration) will be carried out through the targeted and
concerted manipulation of all existing hydraulic structures on the site, by fully involving theRX@RHKacte
restoration).

Pilot current situation regarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

As in other RESTOAST Pilots, the barriers have been hampering coastal restoration. In the case of the Rhone
Delta, governance barriers play an important role which may hinder effective restoration upsthkngrea
concentrates many economiecologicd and sociological interests, with a multitude of actors. Thus, reaching

a consensus on a restoration strategy implies establishing a new governance framework. Due to the large
number of issues at stake in these areas, with conflicting interests, ityiifécult to set up this governance
system including the largest number of peoteirthermore, particularly in the past, the local population has

not been sufficiently included in the governance process, which creates local tensions.

As for enablersthey have been a relevant factor boosting coastal restoration efforts in the past, especially
the scientific ones. Scientific knowledge sertedboost and justify the relevance of the targeted restoration
strategy upstream.The presence of technical agllvas governance and financial barriers created problems
in the past, but today different initiatives are being promoted at different levels to address, adapt, and mitigate
them. The local CORELAT has also proven to be a relevant forum to discuss,ipaiécand promote
restoration activities.

eSS F2ft26Ay3 AYyTF2NNIoa2y KFra 0SSy 3IFGKSNBR FNRY (GKS t.
GKS o6 O13aNRdzy R 02y (i StEhi! {LINR@ARBRY 2lydzIidKeS2 yoyWwoA{NtE F2NJ t Af 2
woOfth! { ¢ O2BNNRAY I (2 NJ
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The CORPLAT Status

COREPLAT members

In this pilot site, a total of 28Hswere preliminary contacted and engaged to participate and constitute the
CORFEPLAT of the Rhone Delta Pilot, including mainly France state services (such as the Camargue Regional
Nature Park) as well as some private partners (such as salt production o@spand involved associations

(such as the fishers, hunters, bull breeders, nature guides, the Agricultural Watershed Management
Association, etc)Thus, the Rhone Delta COREAT was constituted by various public government organs and
administration (46%), some third sector entities (4%), local companies and professional committees (18%), as
well as the local community (32) 6eeFigure32).

Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Rhone Delta CORE-PLAT

1, 4%

9;32%
13;46%

5:18%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector  and
administration committees associations) (NGO)  education

Figure32. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRIRH of the Rhorigelta Pilot in November
2022 (Information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3).

Asthe M1.3 showsthe RhoneDeltaCOREPLATconsistedof three committees:

1. TheTechnicalCommittee:to ensuredayto-day managementcarryingout technicaland monitoring
studies of the site and preparingall the necessarydocumentsfor the validation of decisionsby the
Managemeniommittee.

2. TheBoardof Directors:to discussanddirectthe strategicissues.

3. TheManagementCommittee:to improvemanagementactionsanddevelopmentgo be carriedout.

Developed activitie$®

As contemplated in the M1.3, the first RESODAST meeting was held in January 2022. It was the official
presentation of the RESTJOAST in which the existing CFRET was recognized as a steeringcstme of the
project. The following meetings were workshops that monitor the evolution of the actions carried out in the
framework of all the projects in progress in the pilot site, including RESAST. The first annual workshop
was held at the beginningf 2023, with the aim of assessing and validating the work done during the first year
of the project.

BEKS AYT2NX¥Ioa2y KI &

5SSy IFGKSNBR FT2NJ I LINBEAYAYE N
Ay Lizi F2NJ GKS dzyF2f RAy 3

2F¥ 5mM>PH
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7.2.6.2 Preliminary approach to address barriers and enablers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots

Considering the results of the prkagnosis with Pilots, the Rholeelta Pilot was very comfortable in sending

a request on barriers and enablers of coastal restoration to the SHs. Indeed, barriers and enablers for
coastalrestoration projects are regularly discussiating the meetings of the COREAT held bimonthly.

Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

In the Rhone Delta, the form mentioned above was answered by 5 acaspoRdents represent some of the

invited groups, embining research and education institutions (40%, n=2), NGOs (40%, n=2) such as
G! 3a20A1GA2Yy RS tNRGSOGUAZ2Y RS fQSY@ANRYYSYyGés | &
CSNNAG2NRAF TS {8yRAOFIG YAEGSEéSZ 4 KioditteasGéeFigmd3)iz 2 0O

Rhone Delta stakeholders participation

1;20%

2; 40%

2;40%

Government and ® Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media  sector  and
administration committees associations) (NGO) education

Figure33. Key locastakeholders of the Rhone Delta Pilot that participated in the form.

On average, the Rhone Delta reported feeling comfortable in terms of discussing barriers and enablers in the
CORFPLAT (average score is 3.8 on-fieint scale). This positive percepticcan be considered as an
GSYyFoft SNE AAYyOS Al O2dzZ R A YLINE @L£0ASK frojdGodealzéedvas? Y A
seen by all SHs as the main barrier category for coastal restoration in the Rhone Delta, as well as the main
potential enaler category They lightly agree with the perception of barriers as a relevant factor that has
hampered coastal restoration efforts (average score is 3.4 on gféirg scale). However, there is no clear
consensus regarding the consideration of enablera eelevant factor that boosted coastal restoration efforts

in the past in the pilot area (average score is 3.2 on adoist scale).

7.2.6.3 Barriers to coastal restoration upscaling

The present section aims to represent the results of the barriers analyzébek iRhone Delta in three main
dimensions. The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence between the
SHs and Pilot perspectives in identifygdotal of 25 barriers proposed in the forms sent to both groups
Secomlly, there is the representation of the results from the quantitative analysis in which the barriers were
prioritized according to the relevance and the frequency determined by the Rhone Delta Pilot. Finally, in the
last part of the present section, there an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers with the
financial and governance ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitative analysis

This section provides detailed information on the degree of coincidence of the barriers identifiedRhahe
Delta pilot site, by integrating the &erceptions with the Pilot analysis. Both the barriers identified and not
identified by the Pilot andhe SHs, the percentage of SHs that identified each one of the barriers and the
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degree of coincidence of the barriers identified by both groups were compiled in theliaeldes (Table32).

The main highlights of this analysis are the following:

1 ThePilot and the SHs coincided i d&f the barriers, which means a high level of alignment between
both perspectives2%), while in28% of the barriers (nd, there was no coincidence between the

Pilot and SHs.

1 32% (n8) of the identified barriers by bothrgups are highly coincident. These are the barriers

identified by the Pilot and at least 50% of the SHs.

1 In 40% (n-0) of the coincident barriers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.

Table32

Identified and unidentified barriers by theilot and SHs in the Rhone Delta pilot site. The identified barriers are marked
in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dankep! Number O means no coincidence. The percentage of the SHs

which coincided in the identification of each barrier is also represented in the table with a percentage.

Identified/unidentified barriers
Pilot Pilot + SH¢
perspective Stakeholdersperspective perspective,
Rhone SH4
Rhone SH Rhone | Rhone Local [Rhone SH
SH2: | SH3: . Rhone Del;
Rhone Delta| Research companies| Research|Rhone| _.
) 3rd 3rd Pilot + SH
Pilot level and and and (SHs (A _ . .
education sector | sector rofessional education coincidence
(NGO) | (NGO) -
committees]
Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., current m|
infrastructure does not take biodiversity into account; prefere - 0
for grey infrastructure than for NBS)
Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 40% 1
Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecol 20% 1
lprocesses and functions
Difficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scarce accessibil
' . 20% 1
etlands, islands, etc.)
Difficulties related to management plans (e.g., plans still {| o
TECHMCAldefined, lack of consensus) 20% a
BARRIERS|
Delayed performance ogstoration projects - 0
Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches too narr(
restore dune systems, presence of anthr( - 0
infrastructure/activities)
Mismatch between protected species ecology and restor R 0
orks(e.g., interventions overlapping with bird nesting seasol

Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restoration w|
(e.g., interventions overlapping with bathing season)

60%

Physical context specific of the site (e.gerrain typology
/atershed, hydrological context, sand availability...)

60%

Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary and coordir|
laction among stakeholders)

60%

Limitations in coordinatedecision making

40%

Lack of social engagement in restoration activities

60%

Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e., pg
attitude of institutions and other stakeholders)

100%

GOVERNAN(
BARRIERS|

Focus on short terrmolicies

60%

Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests

60%

Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, manageme| 20% 1

restoration of natural environments °

Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising the workeoeivin( R 0

ork permits

Dealing with socioeconomic needs 40% 1

FINANCIAL ; . . . .
0/

BARRIERS! Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actions 40% 1
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Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cobenefit evaluation) - 0
LowSHORTERM returns from investments - 0
IShort term and smaticale bias 40% 1
Business plans bound to local constraints 20% 1
Lack of longerm economic support 80%

Highest coincidence

The highest coincidence is shown 0rK S 32 @S NY | yhéyStiveasocldMpiréeplibn 2 pervasive
AYSNIALF O0APSHT LI darAgdS FGdAGdzRS 2F Ayadaddziazya |
agreement with the Pilot.

Proposed barriers
The proposed barriers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
hyé 2T GKS {1 a )\Iiéyij)\¥)\élv? GKS agl aas 2%ond§emihgé C)Z)
restoration.

Financial

CKS wK2ySSYSNHIOSRAGEKS NBASI NOK FyR SRdzOF GA2Y 62N
0KS NBal2NIGA2y LINRP2SOGa OFNNASR 2dzi a2 FFENJ Ay (K
financing long term actions causing impossibilitesire people in the long term on substantive missions and

who require to be able to project themselves further than the schedule of a project. It would be necessary to
have guaranteed lonterm funding notspecifically dedicated to specific projects to be able to hire such
LIS2 L) S¢ o

Relevance and frequency of the barriers for coastal restoration upscaknguantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritization of the barriers in this
Pilot. As prioritization criteria, the relevance gained importance over frequeongidering this last variable

as a function of the previes one.

Relevance of the barriers

The value of the relevance of the barriers is between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
Fyrfteairas GKS o0FNNASNA &a02NBR 0SG6SSYy n YR p 68
between1l YR 0o $6SNB O2yaARSNBR afSaa NBtSOFyid oF NNRSNE

1! G201t 2F Hy OFNNASNAR 6SNB ARSYysaUSR FyR @I t dzS
2ySao

g 1! d24rt 2F MM oOodr0 2F (GKS RAFIY2EASR 4§ KANNBES MR
6oz NB fSaamNBt SOFyild 66S0i6SSy m

f azad 2F (KS KAIKEE@ NBEtSOIyld oF NNASNE 6SNB (SOK
nc: A2FSNYIFyOS:I KAf SCaGWNBSNE Uyl yOAlLf oF NNRS
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Rhone Delta highly relevant barriers

18%

36%

46%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure33. Highly relevantechnical, governance and financial barriers in the Rhone Delta pilot site.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriers was between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5
(the Pilot always must deal with thiarrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4 and 5 were considered
GKAIKE @ FTNBIldSyié o6KAETS GKS o0FNNASNER aO2NBR o0SiGsS

From those highly relevant barriers (11), 100% (n=11) were diagnosed as highly fredwagt appearing
during the development of the restoration in the Rhone Delta Pilbbse are the most relevaand frequent
barriers

- OMismatch between protected species ecology and restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapping
with bird nesting seasomi) ®

- OPhysical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand
availability...§ &

- ONegative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e., passive attitude of institutions and other
stakeholders) @

- 0Dealing with socioeconomic neadsp

- dLow benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cebenefit evaluation§ ®

- oLow shortterm returns from investmentshort term and smaiécale bias ®

- dLack of longerm economic suppoé &

- dLack of social engagement in restorataxtivitieg @

- aC20dza 2y aK2NI GSNXY LRtAOASaAt D

- [ POl 2F O2y@SNEBSYOS Ay aidl 1SK2t RSNARUY AydSNBai

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Rhone Delta Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
NEf SO yOS yR FNBdSyOeuvs (GKS Y2ad A YLR Ndismgtch 8 OF
between protected species ecology and restoration worfesg., interventions overlapping with bird nesting

a S| a2y 0 éphykigalRoniex specidiof the site(e.g., terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context,
alyR FTOLAfLIOAtftAGEDPDPDDE O | 2 ¢ S D SthebhegdtieSocial perceptisnand 32 O
pervasive inertia(i.e., passive attitude of institutions and other stakehdidé ¢ | & deéathg With I a &
socioeconomicneeds® CAY Il ff &% NBIFNRAYyI GKS Y2ad NBt SOyl
Fid GKS F2fft26Ay 3 06l NNR $oWIbendfittcostrdlié (orya2 lack of NdSberefi - y i Y
SO t dzl Wik @w/shait-Berm returns from investments = &hisrStermt and smaka O £ Sand A | & ¢
F A Y I fl&cR of longt&m économic support ®
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Therefore, the technical, governance and financial barriers mentioned above are which should be established
as priaity to be addressed in thRhone Delt#ilot and its CORELAT. The following tab{€able33) contains

the list of all the barriers identified by the Rhone Delta Pilot. They were arranged from along the degree of
relevance as well as how frequent thedPiinust deal with them. In addition, the relevance and frequency
scores of the Rhone Delta Pilot were compared with the REERAST average of each of the barriers to
integrate the present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the-RE&BT rpject. Considering

0KS TAQOS LINBQGA2dza O0F NNASNR 020S 0402NBR ¢gAUK | @I
LINEG§SOGSR aLISOASa SO2f 238 | yRieN®Bnitie RESTOAST diverage, Xk 4 £
NBf SOFyOS 6{5 MdTU0O YR FNBI|dzSSyOe o6{5 HPHOD hy GKS
longil SNY SO2y2YAO &dzLILI2 NI {COAST averagk, ®r rédvahce 5B 0.3) ar@l frefjuers w9
(SD 0.3). It is also worth to highlight higher deviations for other barriers in this Pilot that were less aligned with
the RESTTOAST global trends. Accordinglis comparison showed some barriers at the bottom of the table

that also had higher relevace and frequency values than expected within tlsensortium (seeTable33).

This may require further discussion in the CARET about their likeliness to act as batrriers.

Table33

Ranking of the total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Rhone Delta Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevan@ according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal

with them (from highest to lowest frequencyl)he table includes the RESDAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the barriersonsidering the data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Rhone

5Stidl tAf200a -COAZTN®BrafeNRPY G(KS wo{¢

RELEVANCE FREQUENCY of tl FREQL.JENC
RELEVANCE (i BARRIE]  SD BARRIER acrosq _ Of this
Barrier type|Batrrier type| . this BARRIER ¢ " . N . BARRIERtalSD FREQUE
1 2 Barrier the Rhone Deltd at pilot sites | RELEVANC|restauration action ilot sites | RESTCOAST]
. N { (RESTCOAST RESTCOAST at the Rhone Deltg P
pilot site . . (RESTCOAS]
average) pilot site
average)
Technical | General [Mismatch between protected species ecology and restor:
N - ) . . S X 5} 2.6 1.7 5 1.9 2.2
barriers barriers |works(e.g., interventions overlapping with bird nesting seag
Technical | General [Physical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typol 5 45 0.4 5 38 0.9
barriers barriers |watershed, hydrological context, sand availability...)

Governancg General [Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e., pg 5 3.4 11 5 34 11
barriers barriers [attitude of institutions and other stakeholders) : ’ : ’
Govergance Gen_eral Dealing with socioeconomic needs 5} 4.2 0.5 5 4.2 0.5

barriers barriers
Flnagual Gen_eral Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cebenefit evaluation) 5} 4.2 0.5 5 3.9 0.8
barriers barriers
F'”af‘c'a' Gen_eral Low SHORTERM returns from investments 5 3.9 0.8 5 3.4 11
barriers barriers
Financial | General |, 1o and smaticale bias 5 38 0.9 5 3.9 08
barriers barriers
Flnagual Gen_eral Lack of longerm economic support 5} 4.6 0.3 5 4.6 0.3
barriers barriers
Goverpance Gen_eral Lack of social engagementrigstoration activities 4 3.3 0.5 5 3.3 1.2
barriers barriers
Goverpance Gen_eral Focus in short term policies 4 3.3 0.5 5 3.4 11
barriers barriers
Gover'nance Gen_eral Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests 4 3.9 0.1 5 4.2 0.5
barriers barriers
Tech'nlcal Gen_eral lef_lcultles related to management plans (e.g., plans still { 3 4.0 0.7 5 4.0 0.7
barriers barriers |defined, lack of consensus)
Governancg General [Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. . . " 3 4.0 0.7 5 3.9 0.8
barriers barriers |coordinated action among stakeholders)
Tech'mcal Gen_eral Lack of data and metrlcs for ecosystem services, ecol 3 43 09 2 37 0.2
barriers barriers |processes and functions
Technical | Further . . .
- ) IAcutedegradation level and divergence in target state 3 3.4 0.3 3 3.6 0.4
arriers barriers
F'"af‘C'a' Gen_eral Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actions 3] 3.6 0.4 3 3.4 0.3
barriers barriers
Goverpance Gen_eral Limitations incoordinated decision making 2 3.4 1.0 5 3.6 1.0
barriers barriers
Tech'nlcal Furt_her Insufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertain bend 2 31 0.8 4 36 0.3
barriers barriers |and tradeoffs
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Financialfl General |\ o oc bians bound to logainstraints 2 3.2 0.9 2 2.9 0.6
barriers barriers
. Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., cu
Tech_mcal Gen_eral marine infrastructure does not take biodiversity into acco 1 2.8 .3 1 3.1 {85
barriers barriers ;
preference for grey infrastructure than for NBS)
Tech'nlcal Gen.eral Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 1 3.1 iLls 1 2.8 13
barriers barriers
Tech_mcal Gen_eral D|ff|cu|t|es_W|th monitoring programs (e.g., scarce accessibil 1 31 15 1 3.0 14
barriers barriers etlands, islands, etc.)
Tech_nlcal Gen_eral Delayed performance of restoration projects 1 2.6 11 1 2.6 11
barriers barriers
. Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches too ng
Tech'nlcal Gen_eral to restore dune systems, presence of anthr 1 29 .3 1 2.2 0.9
barriers barriers | s
infrastructure/activities)
Technical | General [Mismatch between socioeconomic needs ardtoration work;
. - - . p . > 1 3.0 1.4 1 31 1.5
barriers barriers |(e.g., interventions overlapping with bathing season)
Tech_mcal Furt_her I_Door sequencing and limited compatibility with exis] 1 3.0 14 1 31 15
barriers barriers |infrastructure
Governanceg General [Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, managq
. - - > 1 2.8 13 1 2.9 1.3
barriers barriers Jand restoration of natural environments
Goverpance Gen.eral Bureaucrapc issues or delays in authorising the work or rec 1 37 19 1 34 17
barriers barriers |work permits

Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, and the distribution of the barriers was presented
according to these parameters tletect which barriers which should be prioritized in the coastal restoration
upscaling in the Rhone Delta pikite igure34). In the upper right quadrant, the technical barriers with the
highest score were collected. K $ismatch between protected species ecology and restoration wofsy.,

AYGSNBSYyGA2y A
G§SNNI AY

2 S NI | LIWAay I SiafphydicabcanteR peyife af tha sitele.gd S| a 2
GéeLkrfz23es 61 GSNEKSREZ KeéRNRf23IAO! T

O2y G SEG:

and occurred more frequently, which should be addressed and reinforced in the Rhone Delt® ICAORIG
facilitate coastal restoration.

Frequency of the barriers

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Rhone Delta pilot site

Difficulties related to
management plans

Lack of data and metrics for ESS

Insufficient restoration
pace/scale

Acute degradation level &
divergence in target state

Difficulties related to Delayed performance of

monitoring programs

restoration projects
Lack of data and metrics

Limited engineering & for BDV
ecological expertise Lack of physical rcom for
Mismatch between restoration

socioeconomic needs Poor sequencing and

& restoration limited compatibility
0 1 2

3

Relevance of the barriers

Mismatch between protected
species ecology & restoration

Physical context specific of the

site

Figure34. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Rhone Delta pilot site. The frequency of the barriers

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriequantitative analysis.

is a function of relevance.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Rhone Delta pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new
barriers proposed by the Bil. Firstly, for each of technical barriers identified by the Pilot, the connections
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between two barriers, the score was 0. Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for
each of the governance and financial barriers were added and a summary of the total strong and weak
connections 6 each of the technical barriers with each group of barriers (governance and financial) was
compiled (sedable34) @ difficBltiesirelated to management plange.g., plans still to be defined, lack of
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that special attention or priority should be given to them, since they may imply a greater blockade to carry
out restoration projects due to the numerous connections that they maintain with other types of barriers.

Table34

A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and governance and
financial barriers in the Rhone Delta pilot site.

Rhone Delta Pilot

TECHNICAL BARRIERS

General barriers

Further barriers

Limited Lack of
engineering A .
- physical | Mismatch Mismatch _
. PP room for | between Physical
ecological Difficultie . between -
. h restoratio|protected| _ . context Insufficig
expertise sSwith | . .~ |socioecor o
(e.q.. curren Lack of datg] I Difficulties] n(e.g., | species - specific off nt Poor
9. C and metrics related to beaches| ecology the site Acute |[restorati .
. marine Lack of ng Delayed needs an | sequencing
Type ofconnections|. for manageny " too and . (e.g., [degradati on S
. infrastructur| data and programs perform. ._[restoratio| ; and limited
between technical g r— ecosystem € entplans nce of |marmow to| restoratiol —— terrain | on level |pace/scq comnatibilit
BARRIERS and al P - services, scé?(;e (e.g., plan S restore | n works A typology, [ and e with \7/i th
governance or biodiversityiodiversi ecological ccessibl still to be & dune (e.g., inter.\?(-;hti watershed| divergenduncertair e};istin
financial BARRIER . processes |~ "\ defined, TR systems,|interventi b hydrologicge in targe| benefits infrastruc%ur
: y and ),/ | lack of proj presencg ons .| I context,| state and
account; 3 wetlands . loverlappir| e
functions | . consensu of overlappin P sand trade-
preference islands, ; o | g with .
anthropicig with bird " availability offs
for grey etc.) X X bathing
h infrastruc{ nesting .)
infrastructur - season)
ure/activiff season)
e than for -
NBS)
STRONG connectio 0 0 8 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
Governance
barriers
WEAK connectiong 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
STRONG connectio| 0 0 4 0 10 2 0 0 0 6 0 4 0
Financial barriers
WEAK connectiong 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Score of STRON(
connections 0 0 12 0 20 2 0 0 0 6 0 10 0
between barriers
Score of WEAK
connections 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
between barriers
Total score of
connections 0 0 12 0 20 2 0 0 0 6 0 10 0
between barriers

7.2.6.4 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling
As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Rhone Delta in three main dimensions as well. The first part shows the results of a
qualitative analysis, concernitiige convergence between the SHs and Pilot perspectives in ident#ytwigl

of 13 enablers proposed in the forms sent to both grouf&econdly, there is the representation of the results

from the quantitativeanalysisin which the enablers were priortied according to the relevance and the
frequency determined by the Rhone Delta Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between the
technical barriers with the financial and governance ones.
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Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot atié SHs: a qualitative analysis
This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of the enablers ideimifieed Rhone Delta
pilot site, by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Piloalysigsee Table 35)

1 The Pilot and the SH®incided in 10 of the enablers, which represents highest proportion (77%),
while in 23% of the enablers (n=3), there was no coincidence between the Pilot and SHs.

1 In addition, 31% (n=4) of the identified enablers are highly coincidence. It means thaaiwoijuof
the Pilot with at least 50% of the SHSs.

1 However, in 46% (n=6) of the enablers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.

Table35

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot and SHs in the Rhone Delta pilot siiedeftifed enablers are marked

in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence enablgescdtiage of the

SHs that identified each enabler is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified enablers
. . , . Pilot + SHs
Pilot perspectiveg Stakeholders' perspective perspective
Rhone SH4:
Rhone SH1l Rhone | Rhone Local Rhone
Rhone Delta | Research SH2: SH3: companies SH5: |Rhon| Rhone Delta
) 3rd 3rd Researchle SH{ Pilot + SHs
Pilot level and and o g
education sector | sector professional and_ (%) | coincidence
(NGO) | (NGO) N education
committees
IAdvancedforecasting models that support connectivity restora 60%
. . 0
(e.g., sediment transport modelling)
Implementation and planning with a safe operating physical spac
" . 20% 1
isafety from flooding, erosion, etc.)
TECHNICAL| - - - -
Increased pace g&storation upscaling (to keep up with socioeconc
ENABLERS land climatic conditions) 20% a
Proactive maintenance with performance indicators 20% 1
ilingness to promote restoration among stakeholders 60%
[There aremulti-level governance mechanisms (planification at a o
level must contribute to national and international regulation)
Explicit accounting of coastal natural capital (biodiversity o
lecosystem services)
GOVERNANC\¢,, policiestowards decarbonised coastal protection (e.g., NB]
ENABLERS Grey infrastructure) 40% a
New plans for transition in governance (promoting participation 80%
. . 0
isharing the benefits)
IContinued training for deeper stakeholderolvement 40% 1
Increasing restoration funding 80%
FINANCIAL . : ’
ENABLERS Innovative valuecapture instruments and business models - 0
Improved capacity to develop business models and bankable plar| 20% 1
Highestcoincidence
f ¢KS KAIKSad EA)/OARS)/OS gl a aKz2zgy 2y U0UKS ¥F2ff2
Ay A20SNYFyYyOS OLINRY2GAY3I LI NGAOALI GAZ2Y FYR akl
T21{t26SR o0& KS TYAI WOAEE© Nszrv\aystdzng(gzsasl azsNJos
T hiKSNJ SylofSNAR gAGK KAIKSa O2AYyOARSYOS 46SNB
O2yySOiAGAGE NBal2NI GAZ2yés |- YR aorffAay3daySaa 2z

shown by 60%f St.
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Proposed enablers
In this case, the Rhone Delta Pilot did not identify any other governance, technical or financial enablers other
than those proposed.

Relevance and frequency of the enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitatiedyais

In this section, the information showegiantitative differences between the prioritization of the enablers in
the Rhone Delta PiloAAs a prioritization criterion, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering
this last variable asfainction of the previous one.

Relevance of the enablers

The value of the relevance of the enablers is between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
Fyrfeairas GKS Syl of SNE dA02NBR 0SGoSSy nielenflilersp S|
0SG6SSYy M IyR o ¢SNBE O2yaARSNBR af Saa NBfSOryld Syl

1 A total of 13 enablers were diagnosed and valued, including technical but also financial and
governance ones.

1 A total of 5 enablers (38%) of those diagnosed enablers were highly melzdued between 4 and
5) while 8 enablers (62%) were less relevant (between 2 and 3).

1 From the highly relevant enablers, the governance ones were 60% and technical account for 40%
(Figure35).

Rhone Delta highly relevant enablers

40%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure35. Highly relevant technicagjovernance and financial enablers in the Rhone Delta pilot site.

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of the enablers was between 1 (this enabler never occurs) aigl énéibler
always occurs). In the analysis, enablersscor&li 5SSy n I yR p 6SNBE O2yaiR
Syrof SNE a02NBR 0Si6SSy m IyR o gSNBE O2yaArARSNEB

N

<y
> &

From those highly relevant enablers (total of 5 highly relevant enablers), 80% (n=4) were diagnosed as highly
frequent, facilitating the development of restoration in the Rhone Delta Pilot. Those are the most relevant and
frequent:

- GAdvanced forecasting models that support connectivity restoration (e.g., sediment transport

modelling¥

- AWillingness to promote restoration amgstakeholders ®

- CGExplicit accounting of coastal natural capital (biodiversity and ecosystem sefvices)

- oNew policies towards decarbonised coastal protection (e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastéucture)
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Relevance and frequency of the enablers

Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Rhone Delta Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
NEf S@FryOS |yR FTNBIdsSyOeo GKS KAIKSaA(G LINAdeanckdi & 0 ¢
forecasting models that support connectivity restation 6 S®3 v &aSRAYSYy{d (NI yaLxR
dwillingness to promote restoration among stakeholdeirsy ¢ KA OK KI @S 3 G KSNBR (K¢
the governance level S NB elipkci® acdounting of coastal natural capitgbiodiversity and ecosystem

a S NI A O $iéwpélicids tbwardé decarbonised coastal protectionS @3 ®> b . { @ad DNBe& A
Table36).

The following tableTable36) contains the list of all the enablers identified by the Rhone Delta, Ritdered

from most to least relevant and then, by frequency with which they occur, from most to least frequently. In
addition, the relevance and frequency scores of the Rhone Delta Pilot were compared with thE REST
average of each of the enablersitiegrate the present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the
RESTCOAST project. Considering the enablers above (scored with a value of 5 in relevance and frequency),
GKS BHSELX AOAG | O02dzyiAy3 2F Odebs fowdrds degatbdngzedlcdastad | LIA
LINEGSOGA2YE | NB TOAET erdde ToNRIavande KSD 118 &fd¢l.1, respectively) and
FTNEljdzSyoe 6{5 mMdp IyR mMdcI NBALISOGAQBSte&es GKIYy {KSE
GoAff AFAVINBY2GS NBalG2NI GA2Y | Y2y 3 -GAABT ageikagef(VRISANIDE A
@ tdzS 2F nody FT2NI NBESOIYyOS YR ndd T2 NingréaBet paSy O8 0 ¢
of restoration upscaling (to keep upwiths@iS 02y 2 YA O I Yy R O fthat Was perc@ive@as yeR/A (i A 2
frequent (SD 2) but lightly relevant in the Rhone Delta, contrasting with the situation in other Pilots. Also, the
dmplementation and planning with a safe operating physical space égcbndrasting with the RESTOAST

average in terms of lower relevance (SD 1.3) although highly frequent (SD 1.7). These last enablers could be
promoted as potential enablers in other Pilots.

Table36

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration egdsg identified by the Rhone Delta Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total enablers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest releedrand then, by the frequency with which they occur
(from highest to lowest frequencyThe table includes the REEDAST average of the relevance and frequency of each
of the enablers considering the data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well asahdast] deviation of the Rhone Delta

t Af200Qa &02XBASTARNe.0KS wo{ ¢

RELEVANCE sD FREQUENCY of thf FREQUENCY
Barrier type| Barrier RELEVANCE of this|this ENABLER RELEVAN ENABLER across|this ENABLER SD
1 P type 2 Barrier ENABLER at the Rhor| pilot sites E REST restauration actions|  pilot sites FREQUENC
P Delta pilot site (RESTCOAST COAST at the Rhone Delta| (RESTCOAST| RESTCOAS
average) pilot site average)
Technical | General |Advanced forecasting models that support connectj
N : " 5 4.0 0.7 & 34 11
enablers | enablers [restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling)
Jecpeal] General illingness to promote restoration among stakeholdel| 5 3.9 0.8 5 3.8 0.9
enablers | enablers
Governancg General [Explicit accounting qf coastal natural capital (biodive] 5 32 13 5 23 19
enablers | enablers jand ecosystem services)
Governancg General [New policies towards decarbonised coastal proted 5 34 11 5 27 16
enablers | enablers|(e.g., NBS vs. Grayfrastructure) . . ’ .
Solsales General IContinued training for deeper stakeholder involvemen 5 3.2 1.3 2 23 0.2
enablers | enablers
Technical | General |Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
. " C " 2 2.8 0.5 5 22 2.0
enablers | enablers [socioeconomic and climatic conditions)
iagaal] Genera Increasing restoration funding 2 3.4 1.0 2 2.6 0.4

enablers | enablers

There are multevel governance mechanis|
(planification at a local level must contribute to natig 2 3.3 0.9 1 31 15
land international regulation)

Governancg General
enablers | enablers

Technical | General [mplementation and planning with a safe operaj

enablers | enablers |physical space (i.e., safety from floodiegosion, etc.) 4 29 13 2 26 Lz
Governancg General [New plans for transition in governance (promolj
L R X 1 2.7 1.2 3 2.8 0.2

enablers | enablers participation and sharing the benefits)

jecipical) General Proactive maintenance witherformance indicators 1 3.2 1.6 1 24 1.0
enablers | enablers

Riaycicy| General Innovative valuecapture instruments and business mog 1 3.2 1.6 1 2.9 13
enablers | enablers

Financial | General [mproved capacity to develop business models 1 26 11 1 27 12

enablers | enablers bankable plans
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Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distribution of enablers according to
these parameters where detectinghich enablers which should be prioritized to become an opportunity for
coastal restoration upscaling in the Rhdbelta pilot site Figure36). In the upper right quadrant, the technical
Syroft SNE ¢6AGK (KS KAABcadiorezasthdidodets S NFalighést to franpts R @
restoration among stakeholdels KIF' R (GKS 3INBIFGSad NBtSOFryOoS |yR FN
addressed and reinforced in the Rhone Delta CORET to generate opportunities and facilitate coastal
restoration.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers at the Rhone Delta pilot site

Increased pace of
restoration upscaling
5 Y ® °

Implementation and planning
with a safe space

Advanced forecasting models

Willingness to promote
restoration among stakeholders

£~y

Frequency of the enablers
~ w

Proactive maintenance with
performance indicators

1 L ]

0 1 2 3 4 5
Relevance of the enablers

Figure36. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Rhone Delta Pildttetérequency of the enablers
is a function of elevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, there are the results of the connections between the technical with governance and financial
enablers related to the Rhone Delta pilot site. Firstly, for each of technical enablers identified by the Pilot, the
connections with the governadS I yR FAY I YOAIlI f Syl o6f SNAEA 6SNB RS{SNY
M 6200 aArzyl ft O2yySOGA2Y0 YR GaiGNRBYy3 O2yySOiGAz2y
connection between enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, a summary of thsttotag and weak connections
between technical and financial and governance was compilgleiTable37® ¢ d\#nced forecasting

models that support connectivity restoratiofi | Y Rncréakefl pagie of restoration upscaling (to keep up

with socioecononic and climatic conditons ¢ SNBE O2y aARSNBR (KS (SOKyAOl
connection scores to governance and financial enablers. Thus, both previous technical enablers are being
amplified which the governance and the financial ones, which emargeeat opportunity to promote and

facilitate the coastal restoration upscaling.
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Table37

A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical enablers of the Rhone Delta pilot

site and governance and financelablers.
Rhone Delta Pilot
TECHNICAL ENABLERS
General enablers
Advanced
forecasting
. models that Implementation and IEiEEeEd pace i . Willingness to
Type of connections betweel| oo lanning with a safe restoration Proactive T
technical ENABLERS and a| pport P 9 q upscaling (to keep| maintenance with p "
- . connectivity operating physical . restoration
governance or financial restoration (e space(i.e., safety fro up with performance m—
ENABLERS B 9.,| space (i.e., salety socioeconomic and indicators J
sediment flooding, erosion, etc.| .~ = ™ stakeholders
climatic conditions)|
transport
modelling)
STRONG connections 4 2 2 0 2
Governance
enablers
WEAK connections 0 2 1 0 0
STRONG connections 2 0 2 0 2
Financial enablers
WEAK connections 0 0 0 0 0
Score of STRON®@®nnections| 6 2 4 0 2
between enablers
Score of WEAK connection 0 2 1 0 0
between enablers
Total score of connections
between enablers @ 4 2 9 &
7.2.6.5 Closing remarks

Governance was seen by all SHs as the main barrier category for caastalration in the Rhone

Delta, as well as the main potential enabler categoryhearea concentrates many economic,

ecological, and sociological interests, with a multitude of actors with conflicting intefegtse past,

the local population was not §ficiently included in the governance processes, which created local

tensions.

In the Rhone Delta pilot site, there wadigh level of agreement between the perspectives of the

Pilot and the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers to restomatidhe highest

coincidence between the perspectives of both groups was found irgtivernance barriersAs for

Syroft SNEX GKS KAIKSal O2AYyOARSYyOSa o0SGeSSy

ONI yaAGA2y Ay 32 SHNINBY GSey 30 NSAIININI VIO VIR R

Most of the highly relevant barriers were governance (46%) contrast to technical (18%) and

financial (36%) barriers. In additioamong the highly relevant barriers, 100% were diagnosed as

highly frequent, always appearing during the development of the restoration in the Rhone Delta Pilot.

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Rhone Delta Pihatf of these (50%)

were financial barrier® ¢ KS&S o6 NNRA S NE -cost $aNdS (oriiaKa8k ofi dofledefito Sy S T

SQI f dzF GA2y0éESNWKSNBT &MY B KBNEY )\)/QSauYé&MufaSs Zo)\uIFG
FYR FAYLFf @& -00SKNSy aSG2G012 Y2ATO fadglA 2 NIié¢ @ ¢ KAA I

SHs, due to #ivas detected by 80% of the SHs.

The most relevant and frequent technical barrier werbd dmismatch between protected species

ecology and restoration work® S®3 d>x AYUiSNBSylGA2ya 23SNY RIOA Y 3

physical contextspecific of the site(e.g., terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand

I L AflroAfAlERDPPDPOED ¢KAA flald GSOKYAOFf o NNARSN

of connections of these technical barriers with other types of leasrivas low, with other less relevant

0 KS
Ay:

106



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

and frequent barriers being those that are amplified by governance and financial barriers, such as the
GRAFTFAOMzZAE GASE NBEFGSR G2 YIFIyF3aSYSyd LXFyaé |yR
ecologicalpr®@Saa4S4a8 YR FdzyOliAz2yaé o

- Most of the highly relevant enablers were governance (60%#)d, among the highly relevant
enablers, 80% were diagnosed as highly frequefatilitating the development of restoration in the
Rhone Delta Pilot. On the one hand, at &€ y A O f dd@té&d faecastiigSmodels that
support connectivity restoratiod | ilingnéss to promote restoration among stakeholders
were the most relevant and frequent technical enablers in this Pilot, these results being consistent
withthe{ | aQ LISNALISOGADPSs airAyOS GKSasS Gg2 Syl of SNa
Sy I 6dd@&ntkddorecasting models that support connectivity restoraton ¢ & GKS 2y S |
the highest score of connections to governance and financialfer@N® I £ 2y 3 gAGK (KS
2T NBald2Nl A2y dzLJa Ol f Ay3 6042 1SSLI dzlJ 6 AGK a2 OA
less relevant. On the other hand, at the governance ldéved, 8xplidit accounting of coastal natural
capital (biodVSNE A (& |y R SO2 aerew poficiesi tBwaids\ deGbanised togsial  d
protectond S®IA P> b. { GadP DNBE& AYFNF aidNHzZOGdzNBOEé & SNB
pilot site to be reinforced for coastal restoration.
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7.2.7 Sicily Pilot- barriers and enablers local report

7.2.7.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context*

This Pilot sites insouthern Italy anatonsists of 2,250 ha of coastal strip of salt marshes, with 250 ha already
restored.The main goal is to restore an additional 320 ha. The planned restoration actions include: reshaping
aquaculture basins in the Longarini lagoon in order to build chanmetoring ecological connectivity;
building small islands in the Longarini, Gorgo Salato and Bruno lagoons to foster habitat creation and birds
nesting and breeding; construction of a weir on the channel connecting the Longarini lagoons with the sea in
order to better manage water volumes within the lagoon and to avoid too fast drying of the lagoon; and the
renaturalization of several areas characterized by intensive agriculture with the construction of new habitats
(reeds).

Pilot current situation regading barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

On the one hand, Pilot leaders stated thaetmain barrier is related to the current governance system. They
highlighted the need for a more integrated approach, rather than abiding by the cumgtdtions of coastal
protected areas. Furthermore, conflicts between local sagonomic interests and environmental
NBald2Nl A2y LINRPLRalfta FNB FNBIldSydz LI NIAOdz | NI &
policies, uncoordinated multlp authorities at both regional and local levels, bureaucratic hurdles, uncertain
funding which tend to discourage the planning and implementation of N NB a2 NI GA 2y |
Regarding the technical barriers, the Pilot expressed their comgaatitularly in terms of the lack of complete
understanding of the physical process that controls the hydraulic connectivity, how to act in the case of critical
situations (e.g., lagoon level control, dune management, sediment transport, etc.), and hfagadhe
difficult interaction with infrastructures. They also highlighted the fact that there is scarce integrated
monitoring of climate variables.

On the other hand, regarding the enablers, they established that in all the restoration actions irotrsitejl

the key enabler was the presence of advocacy groups, usually NGOs, that pushed either the regional
government or other bodies. For example, the Vendicari Natural Reserve was established after a group of local
citizens opposed the installation ofl @and gas industries in the area.

The CORPLAT Status

COREPLAT members

According to Milestone 1.3, there were 10 relevant SHs identified, of whiglrd engaged from an early
stage. Three of them are considered very powerful: two regional authorities involved in managing the site,
Nature ReserveDasi Faunistica di Vendicaand the local water agency, which is also a partner of the
University of Catania in other projects; aBtftung Pro Artenvielfalta German wildlife protection NGO that
manages and funds restoration through donations in the Guiragarini site, and alsshares data and eo
designs the field survey monitorimgtwork (see Figure 37)n contrastin the initial stages of the constitution

of the CORIPLAT, some powerful entities were not contacted, such as the Government Commissioner, who
is againstthe hy@r3 S2f 23A0 KFT FNR FYR Fy AYLRNIFYG FI NYSNEH:
have opposed the creation of a nature reserve in the area. The participation of the municipalities of Pachino
and Ispica are considered desirable, and they will probbblinvited to join the CORELAT in the future.

YeKS F2ft26Ay3 AYTF2NX¥le2y KF& 0SSy 3JIFHGKSNBR FINBIYA (KN Y AGRS
ol O1ANRdzyR O2y (i SEt HINPWARSRY 2y |ideSa 020y I¢A NB T2 NJ titAhi12{(i¢d A y A
O22NRAYIFG2NE®
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Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Sicily Lagoon CORE-PLAT

2;33%

4:67%

Government and = Local companies Local community ® Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO) education

Figure37. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRIRH of the Sicily Lagoon Pilothaovember
2022 (Information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3).

Developed activitie®

ThePilot stated that when they discussed with SHs, both during individual meetings and in plenary sessions,
they found that networking between different SHs is felt as a general need for a stronger and more
coordinated action. Both groups discussed the basriend enablers for coastal restoration in small groups,
and they had a large SH meeting on March 17th, 2023. Furthermore, it was stated that the inertia of some
policy and decision makers was felt as a problem to the proper establishment of a local BORE#he
relevant SHs offered to promote a larger and stronger involvement of other SHs (mainly local municipalities).

7.2.7.2 Preliminary approach to address barriers and enablers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots

Regarding the preliagnosis form, the Pilgt G I 6§ SR G KIFI i aiKS®@ KIFIR RAaOdzaasSR
Ay avyrftf 3ANRdzLJAZ |yR GKFIG GKSe KFR I fFNBS adlSK
fact that they were comfortable with the task of participating in a form to araly® barriers and enablers

for coastal restoration in their pilot case with their own information (expert criteria), but also considering
stakeholders' perspectives.

Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

The NGOs of this Pilot site e relevant role in promoting restoration actions, and their participation in the
survey on barriers and enablers for restoration was releyse¢ Figure38). In some cases, they are involved

in the management of a site (e.g., LIPU). Nevertheless, the lack of expertise in engineering and ecology and
the lack of data were identified as the main technical barriers. While the SHs complain about the lack of proper
Fdzy RAy3d>X FTNRBY (KS tAf20Qa LRAYylGd 2F @OASe: (KS RAAO
Regarding governance, the variety of responses demonstrated the general weakness of the governance
system.

B¢KS AYT2NX¥Ioa2y KI &

0SSy 3JIFIUGKSNBR T2NJ I OINB©BX BRAISN
Ay Lizi F2NJ GKS dzyF2¢ RAy 3

2F¥ 5mM>PH
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Sicily stakeholders participation
1;10%

3;30%

5;50% ' 1;10%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO)  education

Figure38. Key locastakeholders of the Sicily Pilot that participated in the form.

Sicily Pilot reported feeling somewhat comfortable in terms of discussing barriers and enablers in the CORE
PLAT (average score is 3.7 on-fieént scale). This perception could improve tiscussion in the frame of

the RESTTOAST projecGovernance was considered by all SHs to be the main barrier category for coastal
restoration in the Sicily Pilot, while also being the main enabler categdryey consistently agreed with the
perception ofbarriers as a relevant factor hampering coastal restoration efforts (average score is 4.4 on a five
point scale). However, there was no consensus regarding the consideration of enablers as a relevant factor
boosting coastal restoration efforts in the gilarea (average score is 2.3 on a fpant scale).

7.2.7.3 Barriers to coastal restoration upscaling

The present section aims to represent the results of the bar@eaysedin the Sicily Pilot in three main
dimensions The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence between the
SHs and Pilot perspectives in identifygdotal of 25 barriers proposed in the forms sent to both groups
Secondly, there is the representation of thesudts from the quantitativeanalysisn whichthe barriers were
prioritizedaccording to the relevance and the frequency determined by the Sicily Pilot. Finally, in the last part
of the present section, there is an analysis of the connections betweerethamical barriers with the financial

and governance ones.

Coincidences on perspectives from Pilots and SH views: a qualitative analysis

This section provides detailed information on the degree of coincidence of the barriers identified in the Sicily
Pildh aAGS> o6& AyGdSaNIiGAy3a GKS {1 aQ LISNOSLIiA2ya sAGK
by the Pilot and SHSs, the percentage of SHs that identified each one of the barriers addgtiee of
coincidence of the barrierslentified by both groups were compiled in the table beldval§le38). The main
highlights of this analysis are the following:

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 22 of the barriers, which means a high level of alignment between
both perspectives (88%), wé in 14% of the barriers (n=3), there was no coincidence between the
Pilot and SHs.

1 41% (n=9) of the identified barriers by both groups are highly coincident. These are the barriers
identified by the Pilot and at least 50% of the SHs.
1 In59% (n=13) of #hcoincident barriers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.
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Table38

Identified and unidentified barriers by the Pilot and SHs in the Sicily pilot site. The identified barriers are marked in lig
blue and unidentified ones are imhite. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue) while
the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 means no coincidence barriers. The percentage of the SHs
that identified each barrier is indicated in the tab

Identified/unidentified barriers
Pilot . Stakeholders' perspective Pilot + S.HS
perspective perspective
- X Sicily
sicily | Sicily | Sicily SH3| sicily |Sicily SH5 S'CL"(‘)’C:'G' sicily | ¢ e SHO: | Sicily
Sicily Pilot SH1: | SH2: [Governmer| SH4: |Governme companies SH7: ReS):earch Govern| SH10{ Sicily| Sicily Pilot +
v 3rd 3rd tand 3rd ntand P 3rd ment | 3rd | SHs SHs
level X . and and .
sector | sector| public sector | public ) sector| . and |[sector| (%) | coincidence
. . professional | education h |
(NGO) | (NGO)| admin. | (NGO)| admin. N (NGO) public [(NGO]
committees X
admin.
Limited engineering and ecologil
lexpertise  (e.g., current  mari
infrastructure does not take biodivers| 80%
into account; preference for gr
infrastructure than for NBS)
Lack of data and metrics for biodivers 30%
Lack of data and metrics for ecosys!
lservices, ecological processes 60%
functions
Difficulties with monitoring progran|
(e.g., scarce accessibility to wetlar - 0

islands, etc.)

Difficulties related to management plg
(e.g., plans still to be defined, lack| 70% 2
TECHNICAL(consensus)
BARRIERS Delayed performance of restoratior]
projects

20% 1

Lack of physical room for restorati
(e.g., beaches too narrow to restore d
lsystems, presence  of  anthro|
infrastructure/activities)

10% 1

Mismatch between protected speci
lecology and restoration works (e.d
interventions  overlapping with bi
nesting season)

30% 1

Mismatch between socioeconomic ne
land restoration works (e.g., interventig 20% 1
loverlapping with bathing season)

Physical contexspecific of the site (e.
terrain typology, watershed, hydrologi 20% 1
context, sand availability...)

Lack of integrated approach (i
interdisciplinary and coordinated acti 50%
lamong stakeholders)

Limitations in coordinated decisi

) 40%
making

Lack of social engagement in restora

s 50%
lactivities

Negative social perception and perva:
inertia  (i.e., passive attitude 50%
institutions and othesstakeholders)

GOVERNAN
BARRIERS [Focus in short term policies 30%

Lack of convergence in stakehold

A 30%
interests

Lack of laws and policies enga
conservation, management, and 70%
restoration of natural environments

Bureaucratic issues or delays

lauthorising the work or receiving wi 50%
permits
Dealing with socioeconomic needs 10%

Lack of economicesources to invest

. ; 50%
restoration actions

FINANCIAL || ow benefitcost ratios (or a lack of ca] . o
BARRIERS |henefit evaluation)
Low SHORTERM returns froi a 0
investments
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IShort term and smakcale bias 30% 1

Business plans bound to local constra| 20% 1

Lack of longerm economic support 40% 1

Highest coincidence
The highest coincidence is shown on
- dLimited engineering and ecological expertise (80% of SHs coincided withittfe 2 i Q& 4.38 N& LIS C
- BATFTFAOMZ GASE NBEIFIGSR G2 YFyF3aSYSyd LX Kya ot m:
- dack of laws and policies engaging conservation, management and restoration of natural
environments (70% of SHs coincided withthd f 2 (1 Q& dJSNRARLISOGA FSO

Proposed barriers
The proposed barriers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
The Sicilgroup of the SHs detected tHellowing barriers
- daLyaSyaraArgrie (2 AaadzsSaog
- 4[ Ol 2F SELSNAYSYy(lf SELSNASYOS Ay NB&aG2NRAYy3

Relevance and frequency of the barriers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows qui#tative differences between the pridrzation of the barriers in this
Pilot. As a priotization criterion, relevance has gained importance over frequency, considering this last
variable as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of théarriers

The value of the relevance of the barriers is between 1 (no importance) aalsblgtely relevant). In the
Fylrftearas GKS o0FNNASNARA &a02NBR 0SG6SSYy n YR p 6S
0S06SSY ™M | YR 0S &3 NS (O2@1ayh (R SONISNRNJGS NE € @

1 Atotal of 28 barierswere identified and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.

1 Atotal of 17 (61%) of the diagnosed barriers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 11
(39%) werevalued as less relevant barriers (between 1 and 3).

1 As for the highly relevant barriers, those of governance represented 41%, while the technical ones
35%, and the financial oned%(see Figure 39)
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Sicily highly relevant barriers

24%

35%

41%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure39. Highly relevant technicagjovernance and financial barriers in the Sicily pilot site.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriers is between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5
(the Pilot always must deal with this barrier). In the lgsés, barriers scored between 4 and 5 were considered
GKAIKE e FNBIljdzSyidé HKAETS GKS oO6FNNASNE &02NBR 0S5

From those highly relevant barriefa total of 17 highly relevant barriefs}00% were diagnosed agghly
frequent, always appearing while developing restoration in the Sicily Pilot. Those are the most relevant:

- dLack of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecological processes and féndtions

- dLack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinang @oordinated action among stakeholdersp

- OLimitations in coordinated decision makéngb

- dack of laws and policies engaging conservation, management and restoration of natural
environmentg @

- OBureaucratic issues or delays in authorizing the wonleoeiving work permits &

- 0Business plans bound to local constraént®

- dLack of longerm economic suppoé &

- OLimited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., current marine infrastructure does not take
biodiversity into account; preference for grey iastructure than for NB$) ®

- ODifficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scarce accessibility to wetlands, islands, étc.)

- OMismatch between socioeconomic needs and restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapping with
bathing seasorg) ®

- dPoor sequencingnd limited compatibility with existing infrastructuge®

- dLow benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cobenefit evaluation§ ®

- dLack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches too narrow to restore dune systems, presence of
anthropicinfrastructure/activities§ ®

- aC20dza 2y aK2NI GSNXY LRftAOASaAE D

- dLack of convergence in stakeholders' interésts

- oDealing with socioeconomic needsb

- OShort term and sma#cale bias ®

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant drfrequent barriers in the Sicily Lagoon Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
NBf SOFyOS YR FNBIljdzSyOeuv: (GKS Y2ai lackdidatddnd yfeiricsi S OK
for ecosystem services, ecological processes and funcéofis ditién, theRfour main governance barriers
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F2NJ GKS t Adckod intey@tbidBappio&cd > & infitadionsiin coordinated decision making~ (i K S
dack of laws and policies engaging conservation, management and restoration of naemaronments

I Yy R Hhuféaicraiic issues or delays in authorising the work or receiving work perénits CAYylLfftez
GKS Yz2ad NBfSOFrydG FyR FNBIjdz2Syd TFAyLl yblshness plagsbdlNdh S NE :
to local constraingé Iy RacklioKldhgtarm economicsupporté (see Table 39).

Therefore, the technical, governance and financial barriers mentioned above are the barriers which should be
established as priority to be addressed in the Rhone Delta Pilot and itsI@RH hus, the following table
(Table39), containghe list of all the barriers identified by the Sicily Pilot. They were arranged from along the
degree of relevance as well as how frequent the Pilot must deal with theraddition, the relevance and
frequency scores of the Sicily Pilot were compared with the REESAST average of each of the barriers to
integrate the present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the-RE®&BT project. Considering

the seven previous barriers (scoredwithadz® 2 F p AY NBt SOl yOS | yR FNBI dzS
Syalr3aay3a O2yaSNBIGA2y S YIFylF3aSYSyid yR NBalz2NrdAzy
f20Ff O2yaidNIAydaéd oSNB (KS -©OASINBetiERelevarce (8D 1.6NaBd F dzN.
Mdo> NBaLISOGAGStey FyR FTNBIdSyoOe 6{5 mMdp |IYyR mMPdPp
FAYEFEYOALFE o0F NNANWI SIG2A YR Y A20F afd2A YR NI ¢ -QOAST avefade, faddf 2 & ¢
relevance (SD 0.3) drirequency (SD 0.3). It is also worth to highlight high deviations for other barriers in this
Pilot that were less aligned withthe REST ! { ¢ 3t 26 £ { NB y R adificuitias refatedto (i S O K
managementplang = G KI G ¢ & mudb NSO @l&varbfer thé SicilyoPfiot than for the REGAST
O2ya2NIliAdzy 0{5 wm®n0 ® L y physikaR doitexi2sgeEific ofKhe sitd & Q.Ktgrai® | f
typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand availabilityé..) ¢ a | ardSaNi@ anBcEuSs@ith

a relatively frequency at the overall RESTDAST project, but it was perceived to be much less relevant (SD
1.8) and frequent (SD 1.9) for the Sicily Pilot. Finally, other technical relevant barriers in this Pilot (scored with
avalue of 4) compiled in the table had a lower frequency in the overall project but they occur frequently in

the SicilyPilot (seeTable39).

Table39

Ranking of the total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Sicily Pilot,migdedhnical, governance

and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their relevance
according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which thegealgtith them

(from highest to lowest frequencyThe table includes the REEDAST average of the relevance and frequency of each

2F GKS O0FNNASNA O2yaARSNAYy3a (GKS RIGFE FTNRY GKS ¢ tAf204
score from the RESTOAST average.

RELEVANCE of tl .| FREQUENCY
Barrier tvod Barrier RELEVANCE of th{ BARRIER atpilo|  SD ngg:ﬁz’:f;f;;:' this BARRIER )
" P o Barrier BARRIER at the Sic] sites RELEVANC| o o e s Pilotsites | FREQUENC]
yp pilot site (RESTOAST | RESTCOAST vakitest (RESTCOAST| RESTOAST,
the Sicily pilot site
average) average)
Tech_mcal Gen_era Lack pf data and metrics for ecosystem serv| 5 43 05 5 37 09
barriers |barriersjecological processes and functions
Governanc{ GeneralLack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. . " X 5 4.0 0.7 5 3.9 0.8
barriers |barriersicoordinated action among stakeholders)
Governanc) Generay ; uions in coordinated decision making 5 3.4 11 5 36 1.0
barriers | barriers
Governanc{ GeneralLack of laws and policies engaging conserv
. . . . 5 2.8 1.6 5 2.9 15
barriers | barriersmanagement and restoration of natural environment
Gover_nanc Gen_era Bure_aycratlc issues or delays in authorising the wo 5 3.7 0.9 5 3.4 11
barriers |barriers|receiving work permits
F'"af‘c'a' Gen_era Business plans bound to local constraints 5 3.2 .3 5 29 15
barriers | barriers
F'“af‘c'a' Gen_era Lack of longerm economic support 5 4.6 0.3 5 4.6 0.3
barriers | barriers
Technical| GeneralLimited engineering and ecological expertise (|
. . NS . 4 2.8 0.9 5 3.1 1.3
barriers | barriersicurrent marine infrastructure does not take biodiver]
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into account; preference for grey infrastructure than

NBS)
Tech‘nlcal Gen.era DIﬁICu|Fl§§ with monltorllng programs (e.g., Sc{ 2 31 0.6 5 30 14
barriers | barriersjaccessibility to wetlands, islands, etc.)
Technical| Genera Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restorg
. ) orks (e.g., interventionsoverlapping with bathin 4 3.0 0.7 5 31 1.3
barriers | barriers|
lseason)
Tech_mcal Furt_her I_Door sequencing and limited compatibility with exis| 2 3.0 0.7 5 31 13
barriers |barriers|infrastructure
Financial | GeneralLow benefitcost ratios (or alack of cosbenefil 2 4.2 0.2 5 39 08

barriers | barriersfevaluation)

Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beache
narrow to restore dune systems, presence of anthri 4 2.9 0.8 4 2.2 13
infrastructure/activities)

Technical | Genera
barriers | barriers

Governanc{ Genera|

. .~ _|Focus in short term policies 4 3.3 0.5 4 3.4 0.4
barriers | barriers|

Governanc{ Genera|

. . _|Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests 4 3.9 0.1 4 4.2 0.2
barriers | barriers|

Governanc{ Genera|

. . _|Dealing withsocioeconomic needs 4 4.2 0.2 4 4.2 0.2
barriers | barriers|

Financial | Genera

. .~ |Short term and sma#icale bias 4 3.8 0.2 4 3.9 0.1
barriers | barriers|

Technical| Further

N .~ |Acute degradation level and divergence in target sta| 3 3.4 0.3 3 3.6 0.4
barriers | barriers|

iGovernanc{ Genera

. .~ |Lack of social engagement in restoration activities 3 3.3 0.2 3 3.3 0.2
barriers | barriers|

Financial | Genera

. .~ _|Low SHORTERM returns from investments 3 3.9 0.6 3 3.4 0.3
barriers | barriers|

Technical| Genera|

P .~ |Delayed performance of restoration projects 3 2.6 0.3 2 2.6 0.4
barriers | barriers|

iGovernanc{ Genera|Negative social perception and pervasive inertia

barriers | barriersjpassive attitude of institutions and other stakeholder 8 34 o3 2 3.4 £l
F|na|:|ua| Gen.era La(?k of economic resources to invest in restorg 2 36 1.1 4 3.4 0.4
barriers | barriersjactions

Tech‘nlcal Gen.era DIffICu|tIe§ related to management plans (e.g., plang P 4.0 14 3 4.0 0.7
barriers | barriersito be defined, lack of consensus)

Tech‘nlcal Furt.her Insuff!0|ent restoration pace/scale with uncert 2 31 0.8 3 36 0.4
barriers | barriersjbenefits and tradeoffs

Tech‘nlcal Gen.era Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 2 3.1 0.8 2 2.8 0.5
barriers | barriers|

Technical| GeneralPhysical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typo P 45 18 1 38 1.9

barriers | barrierswatershed, hydrological context, sand availability...)
Mismatch between protected species ecology
restoration works (e.g., interventions overlapping \| 1 2.6 11 1 19 0.6
bird nesting season)

Technical| Genera|
barriers | barriers|

Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, and the distribution of the barriers is represented
according to these parameter® detect which barriers should be prioritized to become in the coastal
restoration upscaling in th8icilypilot site Figure XX In the upper right quadrant, the technical barriers with
0KS KAIKSal ao2 NaBk of ditls andnetriics 6r @coS/Rein sarvic&s, edological processes
and functiong had the highest relevance and occurred more frequently according to the Pilot, which should
be addressed and reinforced in thgicily COREPLAT to generate opportunities and facilitate staéh
restoration. Other barriershad a frequent occurrence, although they were considered less relevant and
frequent than the previous oneséeFigure40).
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Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Sicily Pilot site

Mismatch between socioeconomic
needs & restoration Lack of data and metrics for ESS

Limited engineering & ecological & other

5 expertise Y °
Poor sequencing and limited
compatibility with existing infrastructure
Difficulties with monitoring programs
“
o 4 Insufficient restoration @ Lack of physical room for restoration
T pace/scale
©
< Difficulties related to
2 management plans
= 5
T3 ° ° Af:ute degrafﬂatlon level &
o divergence in target state
z
c
s
o
5 Delayed performance of

02 Lack of data and metrics forBDV. =~ @ ° R 5
o restoration projects

1 [} @ Physical context specific of the site

Mismatch between protected
species ecology & restoration
0
0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the barriers

Figure40. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Sicily pilot site. The frequency of the barriers is a
function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In thissection, the connections between the technical barriers of the Sicily pilot site with the governance and
financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new barriers proposed.
Firstly, for each of technical barriers iddid by the Pilot, the connections with the governance and financial

OF NNASNE 6SNB RSGSNN¥YAYSR FyR aoSI] O2yySOiArAz2yas o
O2yySOGA2yasd 6A0GK H OFNBIdSyid 0O2yyS GeisitReyscore wasy. O &
Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for each of the governance and financial
barriers were added and a summary of the total strong and weak connections of each of the technical barriers
with each groumf barriers (governance and financial) was compigakTable400 ®  higntatchibetween
socioeconomic needs and restoration work®.g., interventions overlapping with I G KAy 3 a Sl az2y
considered the technical barrier that the highest score of connections to governance and financial barriers,
0SAY3 | YL AFASR 0@& (KSa Slack af dafMid onetiedibr@dadystemBendicés? ¢ S R
ecological processs and functions | Y Rpoar Ke§uenging and limited compatibility with existing
infrastructureé @ | ANBF GSNJ ydzYoSNI 2F O2yySOiGA2ya 6AGK 20KSE
FYLIE AFAOFGA2Y 2F (GKS a0l N3KXh8sNtheSetharne shouldb& addrassediaS a U S
priority, as these may become a stronger impediment to coastal restoration.
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Table40
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and governance and
financial barriers in the Sicily pilot site.

Sicily Pilot
TECHNICAL BARRIERS
General barriers Further barriers
Limited Lack of [Mismatch| Mismatch
engineering physical | between Physical
between
and room for | protected —s—— context
ecolog!cal Lack of Difiiculties | Difficulties restoration| species . specmlc of| B
Type of expertise data and with . (e.g., ecology e the site Acute Insufficient| Pt
connections | (e.g., curren] metrics for| L beaches to{ and X (e.g., . | restoration .
R R monitoring|manageme Delayed . _|restoratio " |degradatior| sequencing
between technicg marine |Lack of dat| ecosystem narrow to | restoratio terrain pace/scalg o
1. ) . programs |t plans (e.g] performance n works level and X and limited
BARRIERS and ginfrastructurgand metric§ services, " ) restore | nworks typology, | .. with L
- (e.g., scarc|plans still tqof restoratior (e.g., " | divergence . |compatibility
governance or |does not takq for BDV [ ecological - X . dune (e.g., | .|watershed| . uncertain | L
" . e : accessibility be defined,| projects X . linterventi | intarget ! with existing
financial biodiversity processeg systems, (interventiq hydrologic: benefits an.
. | to wetlands| lack of ons state infrastructure|
BARRIERS |into account] and L presence 0 ns | | context, trade-offs
. islands, etc| consensus; ; . |overlappi
preference functions anthropic |overlappin - sand
for grey infrastructulg with bird bgthin availability
infrastructure re/activities| nesting seasog) L)
than for NBS ) season)
STRON © 8 2 8 6 6 4 6 2 12 2 2 4 8
Governancd connections
barriers
WEA!( 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1
connections
STRO.N © 2 4 4 2 2 2 2 0 6 0 0 0 4
Financial connections
barriers
WEA!( 1 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
connections
Score of STRON
connections 10 6 12 8 8 6 8 2 18 2 2 4 12
between barriers|
Score of WEAK
connections 2 2 2 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2
between barriers|
Total score of
connections 12 8 14 11 8 6 9 3 18 2 2 B 14
between barriers|

7.2.7.4 Enablergo coastal restoration upscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Sicily Pilot in three main dimensions as well. The first part shows the results of
qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence between stakeholder and Pilot perspectives in idemtifying
total of 13 enablersproposed in the forms sent to bothSecondly, there is the representation of the results
from the quantitative analysis iwhich the enablers were prioritized according to the relevance and the
frequency determined by the Sicily Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between the technical
barriers with the financial and governance ones.

Coincidences on Persptives from Pilots and SH views for both Pilots and SH: a qualitative analysis
This section provides information on the degree of coincidence of the enablers identified in the Sicily pilot site,
by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Piloalysis(see Table 41)

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 12 of the enablers, which represents a very high proportion (92%).
Having an aligned vision on the enablers between both groups could be a key factor to boost the
practice of restoration in the aa.

1 The enablers in which the most concurrence was shown gathered 70% of the attention of the SHs.

1 33% (n=4) of the identified enablers by both groups are highly coincident. It means the conjunction of
the Pilot with at least 50% of the SHs.

1 In67% (n=8)f the coincident enablers, the Pilot coincided with less than 50% of the SHs.
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Table4l

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot and SHs in the Sicily pilot site. The identified enablers are matked in lig
blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue) while
the highcoincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number 0 meansimzidence enablers. The percentage of the SHs
that identified each enabler is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified enablers

- ot + SHA
Pilot . Stakeholdersperspective Pilot S.H<
perspective perspective

. . . | o . .| Sicily SHé:[ _. . Sicily - | o
Sicily | Sicily | Sicily SH3{ Sicily | Sicily SH5: Local Sicily SHs: Sicily SH9:| Sicily

SH1:| SH2: |Governmen| SH4: | Governmen SH7: Governmen{ SH10:| Sicily

Sicily Pilot ard ard and ard and companies ard Researcl and 3rd SHs Sicily Pilot 4
level h h d d N SH

eve sector| sector| public sector public rof:;]siona' sector e dlajr(:atio public sector | (%) S

(NGO)| (NGO)| admin. (NGO)| admin. Eommittees (NGO) n admin. (NGO)

IAdvanced forecasting models t
Isupport connectivity restoration (e. 20% 1
isediment transport modelling)

Implementation and planning with a s
loperating physical space (i.e., safety fi 20% 1

flooding, erosion, etc.)
TECHNICAL

ENABLERS]

Increased pace of restoration upscaj
(to keep up with socioeconomic g 10% 1
climatic conditions)

Proactive maintenance with performal

L 40% 1
indicators °

ilingness to promote restorati

0,
lamong stakeholders 60%

IThere are multevel governand
mechanisms (planification at a local g
must contribute to national al
international regulation)

50%

Explicit accounting of coastal naty
capital (biodiversity and ecosyster]| 40% 1

GOVERNANGSEMVices)

ENABLERS[New policies towards decarbonig
coastal protection (e.g., NBS vs. ( 20% 1
infrastructure)

New plans for transition in governar|
(promoting participation and sharing f{| 20% 1
benefits)

IContinued training for deep

0,
stakeholder involvement 50%

Increasing restoration funding 70%

FINANCIAL [Innovative valuecapture instruments ar
ENABLERS|business models

Improved capacity to developusines
models and bankable plans

30% 1

Highest coincidence
¢tKS KAIKSEAG O2AYOARSYOSYONDI 2K yEAKSIBHEXNZINY QR I2Ty Fyddy iR
by the Pilot and 70% of the SHSs.

Proposed enablers
The proposed enablers are those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established
categories of the Excel form. It is:

Governance
- [(AOAtE tAf20 LINPLRASROGRSE IRPR URIGADGHASYEH OO GBN &

Relevance and frequency of the enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the pigation of the enablers in

the Sicily Pilot. As a pritigation criterion, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering this las
variable as a function of the previous one.
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Relevance of the enablers

The value of the relevance of the enablers is between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
aylfearazr GKS Sylof SNaA a SR 0S0i6SSy n FyR p &SN
0SG6SSy M YR o 6SNB O2yaiARSNBR afSaa NBftS@lIyid Sy

¢ O
N
Z
o
Py

1 A total of 14 enablersvere diagnosed and scored, including technical but also financial and
governance ones.

1 A total of 10 (71%) of the diagnosed enablers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 4
(29%) were valued as less relevant enablers (between 1 and 3).

91 As for the highly relevant enablers, 40% were technical enablers as welVasgnce ones (40%),
and those of financial represented 2{f4gure41).

Sicily highly relevant enablers

20%

40%

Technical ® Governance Financial

Figure41. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial enablers in the Sicily pilot site.

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of the enablerdbietween 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler always
200dzNBO® LY GKS lFylftearar Sylof SNE a0O2NBR 6SGeSSy
d02NBR 0SG6SSY M IYyR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR dafSaa FNBI

From those highly rel@ant enablers (a total of 10 highly relevant enablers), 70% (n=7) were diagnosed as
highly frequent, facilitating the development of restoration in the Sicily Pilot. Those are the most relevant and
frequent:

- OProactive maintenance witherformance indicators

- AWillingness to promote restoration among $Hs

- GAdvocacy group actions (usually ONGs). This is an enabler proposed by the Pilot

- dmplementation and planning with a safe operating physical space (i.e., safety from floodingngerosi
etc.k.

- OAdvanced forecasting models that support connectivity restoration (e.g., sediment transport
modellingg @

- oNew plans for transition in governance (promoting participation and sharing the begefits)

- OContinued training for deeper stakeholdervaivement.

Relevance and frequency of the enablers

Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Sicily Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in relevance
YR FNBIjdzSyOeovs (KS KAIKSad LINR 2 NR (poactive imdnedaace G 2
GAUGK LISNF2NYIahdBedBYRAQYEYSESE& (2 LINRPY2(1S NSAGE NI K4
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A2PSNYIFyOS tS@Stx GKS Yz2aid NBESOFyd | yR HhiN&edzSy i
ANR dzL) | OlU A 2 ysf GTHalled).t t @8 bDhQ

The following tableable42) contains the list of all the enablers identified by the Sicily Pilot (including their

own proposals), ordered from most teast relevant and then, by frequency with which they occur, from most

to leastfrequently.In addition, the relevance and frequency scores of the Sicily Pilot were compared with the
RESTCOAST average of each of the enablers to integrate the present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9
Pilots of the RESTOAST projecOn the ore hand, consideringhe three previous barriers (scored with a
@rtdzS 2F p Ay NBESOFIyOS |yR FTNBIdsSSyoOeos GKS AGLINEI
barrier that is furthest from the REEIOAST average for relevance (SD 1.3) and frequency (SD 1.8). On the
2YUNINESX GKdza tAf20GQa a02NB F2N) 6KS G4SOKyAOlIt ol N
was closertothe RE$Th ! { ¢ | GSNF 3Sd ¢KS &a02NB 2F GKS I20SNytLy

hbDaové O2dzZ R y2i &SV W2{¢) NBENIWAS Ko §&ISdz&wS A G o1 a |

hy GKS 20KSNJ KFIYyRX Al Aa ¢ 2iNdeeniatdbn akidphihing Atk disafé KS
operating physicalspade G KI 0 ¢l & LISNOSAGBSR | & @SNE nthN&ingSvith: y i 0
the situation in other RESTh! { ¢ t Af20a® Ly I RRAI(#He&e Ze niukilbvel 32 @S
governance mechanisms (planification at a local level must contribute to national and international
regulation¢ g & LIS NI S A @l&vBnt dndifredu@nf im aiher@ofs,&ut naelevant (SD 1.6) and

rarely occurs in the Sicily pilot site (SD 1.5). Thus, considering the potential of this last enabler as a facilitator
in other Pilots, to promote it for the future of ecreation in theSicily Pilot would be a valuable opportunity

for coastal restoration upscaling.

Table42

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Sicily Pilot, including technical, gevernan

and financial ones. The total enablers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their relevance
acording to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they occur (from highest

to lowest frequency). The table includes the RE®RAST average of the relevance and frequency of each of the enablers
consideringtheddt FNBY (GKS ¢ tAt20a 2F GKS LINR2SOG Fa ¢Sttt Fa i
RESTCOAST average.

RELEVANCE RELEVANCE FREQUENCY of tf FREQUENCY
Enabler | Enabler this ENABLE this ENABLER SD ENABLER acrosy this ENABLER SD
type 1 type 2 Enabler at the Sicil pilot sites RELEVANC]|restauration action: pilot sites FREQUENC]
P yp ilot site Y| (RESTOAST RESTCOAST at the Sicily pilot | (RESTTOAST| RESTCOAST]
p average) site average)
JEciicall General Proactive maintenance with performance indicators 5 3.2 1.3 5 24 18
enablers | enablers
JEcinicell General ilingness to promote restoration amorsgakeholders 5 3.9 0.8 5 3.8 0.9
enablers | enablers
Governancy Proposec| 3
N nablers IAdvocacy group actions (usually ONGs) 5} - - 5
Technical | General [mplementation and planning with a safe operating physical
" : . 5| 2.9 1.5 4 2.6 1.0
enablers | enablers((i.e., safety fronflooding, erosion, etc.)
pijageicyl General Innovative valuecapture instruments and business models 5 3.2 1.3 3 29 0.1
enablers | enablers
iagaal] General Increasing restoration funding 5| 3.4 1.1 1 2.6 1.1
enablers | enablers
Technical | General |Advanced forecasting models that support connect]
N " i 4 4.0 0.0 5 3.4 1.1
enablers | enablers|restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling)
Governancy General [New plans for transition in governance (promotipgrticipatior|
X ) 4 2.7 0.9 4 2.8 0.9
enablers | enablersjand sharing the benefits)
Eolelanei General IContinued training for deeper stakeholder involvement 4 3.2 0.5 4 2.3 1.2
enablers | enablers
Governanc{ General [New policies towards decarbonisepastal protection (e.g., N
X 4 3.4 0.4 2 2.7 0.5
enablers | enablers|vs. Grey infrastructure)
Governancy General [Explicit accoun_tlng of coastal natural capital (biodiversity 3 32 0.2 1 23 0.9
enablers | enablersjecosystem services)
Technical | General Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
. - L . 2 2.8 0.5 2 2.2 0.2
enablers | enablersisocioeconomic and climatic conditions)
oy Ceneral [There are multlevel governance mechanisms (planification
local level mustcontribute to national and internation 1 33 1.6 1 3.1 15
enablers | enablers )
regulation)
Ryl General Improved capacity to develop business models and bankable 1 2.6 1.1 1 27 12
enablers | enablers
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Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, and the distribution of the enablers was
represented according to these parametdosdetect which enablers which should be prioritized to become

an opportunity for coastal restoration upscaling in the Sicily gilet Figure42). Inthe upper right quadrant,

the technical enablers with the highest score were collected. The followiSgO Ky A O fproaStive 6 £ S N.
maintenance with performance indicatokss |y R willingnss to promote restoration among
stakeholders @SNB ARSYOGAFTASR | a Yz2ald NBtSOryid FyR FTNBIJc
the Sicily CORELAT, togethewith those enablers proposed by the Pilot, to generate opportunities to
facilitate coastal restoration. The following most relevant and frequent technical enablers, which were less
NEf S@FyihG odzi al YS FNBIj dzSy i inipkrheyftatidn Krfl pladiigg @ikth2adgzafe 2 Y S
operating physical spaée | & ¢Sttt | a f Saa T NBdjarRyforecastad maielsvrat NI f
support connectivity restoratioh ®

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers at the Sicily Pilot site

Advanced forecasting
models
5 L] [ ]

Proactive maintenance with
performance indicators

Willingness to promote restoration
among stakeholders

[
Implementation and planning with
a safe operating physical space

IS

Increased pace of
restoration upscaling

Frequency of the enablers
w

N

0 1 2 3 4 5
Relevance of the enablers

Figure42. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Sicily piloTk&drequency of the enablers is a
function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, theonnections between the technical enablers of the Sicily pilot site with the governance and
financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new enablers proposed by
the Pilot. Firstly, for each of technical enablers idiged by the Pilot, the connections with the governance
YR FAYLFYOALFIfT O0FNNASNA 6SNBE RSGSNNYAYSR YR asSI |
FYR GaiNRBy3a 02yySOilAzyaé gAGK H OFNBI dzSy blerhthe/ y SOl
score was 0. Secondly, a summary of the total strong and weak connections of each of the technical enabler
with each group of enablers (governance and financial) e@spiled (seeTable 430 ®  (riaStived
maintenance with performancendicators ¢ a8 O2y d4ARSNBR GKS G§SOKYyAOlFf ¢
connections to governance and financial enablers so these is being amplified by other type of enablers and
they could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate the coastsiation upscaling.
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Table43
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical enablers of the Sicily pilot site and
governance and financial enablers.

Sicily Pilot
TECHNICAL ENABLERS
General enablers
Advanced Increased pace
Typeof connections forecasting modelg Implementation and restoration Proactive Willingness to
between technical that support planning with a safe [upscaling (to kee| maintenance: promote
ENABLERS and any connectivity operating physical up with with restoration
governance or financial | restoration (e.g., | space(i.e., safety from] socioeconomic | performance among
ENABLERS sediment transport flooding, erosion, etc. and climatic indicators stakeholders
modelling) conditions)
STRONG connections 2 2 4 4 4
Governance
enablers )
WEAK connections 0 2 0 2 1
STRONG connections 0 0 0 0 0
Financial enablery
WEAK connections 0 0 0 0 0
Score of STRONG
connections between 2 2 4 4 4
enablers
Score of WEAK connectio
betweenenablers 0 2 0 2 1
Total score of connectiong
between enablers 2 & & 5 2

7.2.7.5 Closing remarks

Governancewnas considered by all SHs to be the main barrier category for coastal restoration in the
Sicily Pilot, while also being the main enableategory. Conflicts between local soceconomic

interests and environmental restoration proposals are frequent at this pilot site. However, a key
enabler was the presence of advocacy groups, usually NGOs, that pushed either the regional
government or othe bodies.

At the Sicily pilot site, there was a high level of agreement between the perspectives of the Pilot

and the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers to restorati®he highest coincidence
between the perspectives of both groups wasnd in the governance barriers and enablers.

Most of the highly relevant barriers were governance (41%hile 35% were technical and 24%
financial. In additionamong the highly relevant barriers, 100% were diagnosed as highly frequent
always appearinghile developing restoration in the Sicily Pilot.

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Sicily Pilot, more than half of these (57%)
were governance barrie®@ ¢ Kdzax GKS YFAYy 3F2@3SNYIlyOS o6 NN S
integrate(R I LILINB | OKé¢ X GKS af AYAGlIGA2Yy&a Ay O22NRAYIF G
Syalr3aay3a 02y aSNBFiA2yZ YIylFr3aSYSyid FyR NBaid2Nri
issues or delays in authorising the work or receiving work pérmitd

The most relevant and frequent technical barrier wésK fick 6f data and metrics for ecosystem
services, ecological processes and functibns & KI & gl a I f a2 RSGSOGSR o@
turn was one of the technical barriers with the highesimber of connections with governance and
financial barriers. Therefore, this barrier should be addressed as a priority in this Pilot and its CORE
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PLAT, as it may become a strong impediment to coastal restoration at this pilot site. In addition, it is
worth noting thatthe technical barriedphysical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typology,
watershed, hydrological context, sand availability$.) ¢l & I @SNE NBf SOl yid ol
relatively frequency at the overall RESDAST projecbut it was perceived to be much less relevant

and frequent for the Sicily Pilot.

- Most of the highly relevant enablers were technical (40%) and governance (40%) and, among the
highly relevant enablers, 70% were diagnosed as highly frequédatilitatingthe development of
restoration in the Sicily Pilot. Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Sicily Pilot,
0KS KAIKSad LINA2NARGe o0St2y3a (vlinghessSto Fr@mote 2 6 A Yy
restoration among stakeholders > viai d@tected by 60% of the SHs of this pilot site, and the
dproactive maintenance with performance indicatoés® ¢ KA a f 1 a4 Syl o6f SNJ 41 &
enablers that had highest scores of connections to governance and financial enaliteesesbeing
amplified by other type of enablers and they could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate
the coastal restoration upscalingt the governance level, the moetlevant and frequent enabler
gra GKS 2y S LINE LREREAR Ble0 &l KBNPtdiLl 2 iGionshgSonimargza dzI
GKS {1l & KAIKEAIKGSR GKS FTAYIFIYOALf SylFofSNI aAaAyO
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7.2.8 Arcachon Bay Pilotbarriers and enablers local report
7.2.8.1 Pilot context

Pilot regionalcontext'®

This pilot focuses on the restoration Hbstera noii seagrass meadows in Arcachon bay, which is the largest
Zostera noli area in Europe. Their approach is based on the control of hydrodynamics, and is being conducted
in three phases: firstly, a smaitale experiment to calibrate their Roseliere modules, followed by their mid
scale settlement (to support the recovery dbgera at 1ha scale.), and finally, the last stage would be the
large-scale restoration plan at the basin scale.

Currently,approximately 7€B0% of the coast is urbanized, which has impacts on water quality due to soil
sealing and changes in water and seent circulation. In addition, there are several grey structures that have
been settled to protect expanding cities, and that also impair the circulation of flows in the Basin. Another
problem is the presence of an important oyster farming, which is ppdiing in local employment and value
creation. However, this activity has an impact on the water quality and flow pattern in the basin; since oyster
tables affect water circulation, and they have a detrimental effect on the areas suitable for Zosterargeco

Regarding the complex governance context, it is defined asestlblished, with several SHs sharing scope

and responsibilities, as well as several commissions and committees. This is an advantage in terms of
management, but it can be complex torgue innovation and largsecale restoration. There are several SHs

on board and reassured about the impacts of these approaches. For instance, the ecological restoration is
GAGKAY (GKS tba.! Qa a02LIS3s 0dzi 0 Sy S ¥icé unitsY¥brénstanded 2 0
GKS tba.!Qa | OlAz2zya oAff AyOf dzZRS aSF3aINraaSaz o dz
submergence, which is part of the scope of thecachon Basin Intermunicipal Syndicg&BA) (and not
PNMBA). However, SIBA doed aurrently operate in Zostera meadows.

As for the financial context, there is a local paradigm, since the PNMBA is responsible for managing and
restoring the seagrass meadows, but they lack the budget to achieve it. In addition, there are local needs fo
an increase in some benefits that could come from seagrass restoration, but these governance units do not
have a budget dedicated to seagrass restoration, as it is the purview of the PNMBA. Finally, device settlement
is becoming expensive due to materaid transportation costs.

Pilot current situation regarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

The technical barriers of the Arcachon Bay pilot site are mainly the lack of feedback on the efficiency of
ecological restoration iZosteraspecies, as well as a lack of understanding of the biology of the species, their
environmental needs, and their delpment cycle. Furthermore, the crucial issue of hydrodynamics can be
complex due to the environmental complexity of the site, as the local context and characteristics are variable.
Additionally, the area has several uses (tourism, oyster farming, nangatrbanization, fishing, etc.), which

can pose several challenges and barriers to restoration. On the contrary, the mitigation of hydrodynamics is
one of the main enablers, and research is being carried out on the most relevant conditions for thés émabl
enhance and ensure the recovery of seagrasses. Finally, work is underway to increase seagrass restoration and
use the ESS valuation to support part of the cost of restoration. Recent calls for coastal restoration (Green
Deal) are a clear enabler tmbst local restoration efforts.

The CORPLAT Status

BeKS F2ft26Ay3 AYyTF2NNIoa2y KFra 0SSy 3IFGKSNBR FNRY (GKS t.
GKS ol O13INRdzy R 02y StEHi! {LONR@ARBRY 2lydzSidkeS2 yoyiht A{BIS (i F S NB yf K& 32
wofth! { ¢ O22NRAYI(I2NE®
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COREPLAT members

FHve SHs were identified and contacted in this pilot site, among which four were engaged to constitute the
CORFPLAT. Three of them are Government bodies with a high potential of influencing the results of the
actions: the local Water agency, the Marine tlal Park of the Arcachon Basin, and the Arcachon Basin
Intermunicipal Syndicate (SIBA). The Natural Park manages the protected area that includes the pilot site and
leads another project for the restoration of thsteraneadows on the site; and the SiB¥anages the entire
Arcachon Basin area in terms of environment, activities,as®lplanning, etc. This entity actively participates

and is interested in obtaining tools to help/support decisioaking processes(see Figure 43)The
incorporation into the CORELAT of the Arcachon Aquitaine Regional Shellfish Farming Committee (CRC),
which represents the main soc&conomic activity on the Arcachon basin (oyster farming), is being
considered.

Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Arcachon Bay CORE-PLAT

1,20%

1;20% 3; 60%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional  (citizen and user media sector  and
administration committees assodations) (NGO) education

Figure43. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRIRH of the Arcachon Bay PiloNiavember
2022 (information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3)

Developed activitie&’

In September 2022, the first annual workshop was held with all the SHs involved, with the aim of informing
them about the progress and results of the project and involving them in the selection of suitable areas for
large scale restoration and the desigheotool to support decisioimakingprocesses. In the future, bilateral
meetings with SHs will be planned to discuss specific issues on restoration or land use planning, in the
perspective of largascale restoration.

7.2.8.2 Preliminary approach to address barrgand enablers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots

Considering the results of the pddagnosis with Pilotst was stated that this Pildhad many meetings with

the four main SHs that already collaborated with the local government bodies, with the gdaicassing
barriers and enablers for coastal restoration projects in their GRIRH (or with the SHs). They also stated
that they felt a good level of comfort in terms of filling out a form on barriers and enablers for coastal
restoration in their pilot ase with their own information (expert judgment) and integrating some SHs
perspectives.

Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers
Ly GKAa OlFasSsz GKSNB Aa y2 AYF2NXYIGA2Y | @OFAfLFofS 7

T¢KS AYF2NNI o2y KIa 0SSy IIGKSNBR F2NJ I LINBE AYAYLE D
2 38 AyLMzi F2N G§KS dzyT2f RAy3I 2F 5mMPH
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7.2.8.3 Barriers to coastalrestoration upscaling

The present section aims to represent the results of the barriers analysed in the Arcachon Pilot in two main
dimensions. The first section includes thew barriers proposed by the Piladccording to their perspective

in addition to he 25 barriers proposed in the submitted form. Secondly, there is the representation of the
results of the quantitative analysis in which the barriers were prioritized according to relevance and frequency
determined by the Arcachon Bay Pilot. Finallythm last part of this section, the connections between the
technical barriers with the financial and governance ones were analysed.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitative analysis

For this Pilot, there was scarce inforrmat available to conduct the analysis of the degree of coincidence of
0KS O0FNNASNB ARSYGATASR Ay GKS ! NOFOK2y . & LWAft2id
Information on the SHs perspectives on the barriers identified ingilas site is not available.

The following barriers proposed by the Pilot provide remarkable information about the reality of the region.
Those are:

Technical
- G1ATK ALIH GALE GFENAREFGAZY Ay 20 heighte sediBebtiypes, 6 Ff 2
X0€¢ D

Governance
- a5Araa
02 dzZ R

2 FGA2Y F GKS 320SNYIlyOS dzyAdGa RSIfAy3
2t O LG £SFHad LINIAFEfey GKNBdAzAK S

N

S

Q¢ Ci

A
0S5

Financial
- @& 9 Ogcél estoration mostly relies on regional/national grants to local MPA, that do not rely on ROI
G2 FdzyR FRRAGAZ2YIE | OOA2ya yR KlFa y2 NB&z2dz2NDOS
- a{GFr1SK2ft RSNAE (KIFd YAIKG KI @S (a&tbns iodEBS@aductio’R & dz
arenotdecisiofy  { Ay 3 2y (GKS aAGNFXaGdS3e F2N) SO2aeadSyYy Yl

Relevance and frequency of the barriers for coastal restoration upscaknguantitative analysis

In this section, the information showggiantitative differences between the pridization of the barriers in this
Pilot. As a priotization criterion, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering this last variable
asa function of the previous one.

Relevance of the barriers

The value of the relevance of the barriers was between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
Fylrfearasr GKS oFNNASNE a02NBR o0SGs6SSYy n YR p £S
0SG6SSY M YR o0 SN IODY ANNRSENBR ®af Saa NBf SO

1 Atotal of 32 barriers were identified and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.

1 A total of 17 (53%) of the diagnosed barriers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 15
(47%) were less relevant (lveeen 1-3).

1 Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical and governance, with 42% technical, 29%
governance, while another 29% were finantiafriers Figure44).

126



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

Arcachon highly relevant barriers

29%

42%

29%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure44. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers il\tbachon Bay pilot site.

Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriers is between 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5
(the Pilot always must deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers sbeteeen 4 and 5 were considered
GKAIKE & FTNBIdSyié oKAETS GKS o0FNNASNE aO2NBR o0SiGsS

From those highly relevant barriers (a total of 17 highly relevant barriers), 71% (n=12) were diagnosed as highly
frequent. The iéntification of this combination of relevance and frequency in more than half of the
restoration barriers may have relevamplications for the future of restoration activities in the area. Those

are the most relevant and frequent:

Gl A 3K & LJninAokcal confektdNFolv vefodties and directions, waves heights, sediment types,
SGiO0v0¢ @
. 45A3420AFGA2Y 2F GKS F208NYIFyOS dzyaida RSHEAyYS3
could be solved (at least partially) through ecosystem sefivicd IN2E A RSR o6& 201t S
- a[FO1 2F RIFGE FYR YSGNROa FT2N) SOz2aeadSy aSNBAO
- G[FO] 2F AYGESINIGSR FLILINEIOK 6A PSS AydSNRA&OA
- daAaYlI 0K 0Si¢SSy addzeStaraiGh@arks fe)j AidervgrfiddRoserlapping with
oF GKAY3 a8FHaz2y0é o
- G 296 acBsyr&idsNdialackofcostSY SFA U SO fdzd GA2Yy0E @
C G{ K2NI (SMIOIIEBRoAYIAE O
- 4! OdziS RSANIRIGAZ2Y S@St IyYyR RAGSNHSYOS Ay GFN
- G Ly a dzFestdrdlidn Patelscale with uncertain benefits and tra2lef T & € @
C 4[ O] 2F O2yOPSNBSYOS Ay AGH]18K2f RSNAU Ay (G SNBAI
- G O] -2SINM 28R Y2 YA O &dzJl NI ¢ o
- a{GFr1SK2t RSNAR (KIF{d YAIKG KI@S (GKS 0dzR3AS
arenotdecisiofY F { Ay3d 2y GKS a0NraGS3e F2N) SOz2ae

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Arcachon Bay Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
relevanceand NBlj dzSy 0@ vz (GKS Y2aid AYLRNII y (high Spéril yakiahiont o6 I N
inlocalcontexts ¢ KAOK gl a LINRPLI2&ASR 060& (GKS tAf2i 6y20 AyOft
0 I NNA S NXissdciationlioKtl&e gadvernace units dealing with biodiversity and the ones dealing with

issues that could be solved (at least partially) through ecosystem services provided by local ecosgstems

which was also proposed by the Pilot.
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The followingable (se€Table44) contains the list of all the barriers identified by the Arcachon Bay Pilot. They
were arranged from along the degree of relevance as well as how frequent the Pilot must deal with them. In
addition, the relevance and frequency scores of the Arcachon Baywite compared with the REEIOAST
average of each of the barriers. This comparison integrates the present Pilot within the global analysis of the
9 Pilots of the RESTOAST project. Considering the two barriers highlighted above (scored with a value of

in relevance and frequency), as they were proposed by the Pilot, their scores could not be compared with the
RESTCOAST average to assess these barriers in the global framework of all Pilots. Despite this, considering
that they are the most relevant arfdequent barriers for this Pilot, these barriers are the ones that should be
established as a priority to be addressed in the Arcachon Bay Pilot and itsSRCARE

In addition, it is also worth to mention higher deviations for other barriers in this tPikatwere less aligned

with the REST h! { ¢ 3 f 2 0 | difficultittBefaied © managenient plarsz G KF G g+ a |
technical barrier that occurs, or it was perceived to occur, much less frequently in the Sicily Pilot (SD 1.4) than
inthe overallLINR 2SOl O2ya2NIliAdzy® Ly [|Fadesich shdryt&rm polcls 352 GBS NJ/
perceived to be much less relevant (SD 1.6) and frequent (SD 1.7) for the Arcachon Bay Pilot compared to the
rest of the Pilots in the project.

Table44

Ranking bthe total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Arcachon Bay Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevance accolidg to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal
with them (from highest to lowest frequencyl)he table includes the RESDAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the barriergonsidering the data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the

I NOI OK2Yy .| & tAf 2-CON8TavepRdNSE FTNRBRY UKS wo{¢
RELEVANCE RELEVANZ.‘,Of FREQUENCY of tl FREQUENCY
Barrier typd  Barrier this BARRIER this BARRIER & sD BARRIER acrosgthis BARRIER SD
1 P tvpe 2 Barrier the Arcachon pilot sites RELEVANQrestauration actiony pilot sites FREQUENC|
P U (RESTCOAST | RESTCOAS]at the Arcachon Bal (RESTOAST RESTCOAST|
Bay pilot site : -
average) pilot site average)
Technical | Proposed|High spatial variation in local contexts (flow velocities 5 R } 5
barriers | barriers RANBOGA2yasr ¢+ @Sa KSAIKI
Dissociation of the governance units dealing
Governanc{ Proposed|biodiversity and the ones dealing with issues that coul
. - - 5 5
barriers | barriers [solved (at least partially) through ecosystem sen|
provided by local ecosystems
Techplcal Gen_eral Lack of data and me_tncs for ecosystem serviees|ogicg 5 23 05 2 3.7 0.2
barriers | barriers [processes and functions
Governanc{ General |Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. - " . 5 4.0 0.7 4 3.9 0.1
barriers | barriers |coordinated action among stakeholders)

Technical| General [Physical context specific of the site (e.g., terrain typo! 5 45 0.4 3 38 05
barriers | barriers |watershed, hydrological context, sand availability...) . : : )
Goverpanc Gen_eral Dealing with socioeconomic needs 5 4.2 0.5 3 4.2 0.9

barriers | barriers
Ecological restoration mostly relying on regional / natif
Financial | Proposed|grants to local MPA, that do not rely on ROI to fi
. - - ’ 5 &
barriers | barriers [additional actions, and has no resources to get fti
additional fundings
Technical| General [Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restorg
. - - " : h . 4 3.0 0.7 5 3.1 1.3
barriers | barriers [works (e.g., interventions overlapping with bathing sea
F|naru:|al Gen_eral Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cobenefit evaluatiorf 4 4.2 0.2 5 3.9 0.8
barriers | barriers
Financial | General lgp 1 rorm and smaticale bias 4 38 02 5 3.9 08
barriers | barriers
T:chplcal Furt_her IAcute degradation level and divergence in target state 4 3.4 0.4 4 3.6 0.3
arriers | barriers
Techplcal Furt_her Insufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertain beng 4 31 06 4 36 0.3
barriers | barriers |and tradeoffs
Gover'nanc Gen_eral Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests 4 3.9 0.1 4 4.2 0.2
barriers | barriers
F|naru:|al Gen_eral Lack ofong-term economic support 4 4.6 0.4 4 4.6 0.4
barriers | barriers
IStakeholders that might have the budget to support I
Financial | Proposed|scale restoration actions for ESS production are! 4 4
barriers | barriers [decisionmaking on the strategy for ecosyst|
management in the area
Goverpanc Gen_eral Bure_agcratlc issues or delays in authorising the wol 4 37 02 3 34 0.3
barriers | barriers |receiving work permits
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Techplcal Gen‘eral DIffICU!IIBS related to management plafs.g., plans still { 4 2.0 0.0 P 4.0 14
barriers | barriers [be defined, lack of consensus)
Flnapz:lal Gen‘eral Low SHORTERM returns from investments 3 3.9 0.6 4 34 0.4
barriers | barriers
F'”aT‘C"‘" Gen_eral Business plans bound to loaainstraints 3 3.2 0.2 4 2.9 0.8
barriers | barriers
Tech_nlcal Gen_eral D|ff|cu|t_|e_s_ with momto_nng programs (e.g., Scg 3 31 01 3 30 0.0
barriers barriers [accessibility to wetlands, islands, etc.)
Gover_nanc* Gen.eral Lack of social engagement in restoration activities 3 3.3 0.2 2 3.3 0.9
barriers | barriers
Governanc{ General [Lack of laws and policies engaging conserveg
. . . . 3 2.8 0.2 2 29 0.6
barriers | barriers |management and restoration of natural environments
Techplcal Gen‘eral Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 2 3.1 0.8 4 2.8 0.9
barriers | barriers
Gover_nanc* Gen_eral Limitations in coordinated decision making 2 3.4 1.0 3 3.6 0.4
barriers | barriers
Techp = Gen‘eral Delayed performance of restoration projects 2 2.6 0.4 2 2.6 0.4
barriers | barriers
Tech_nlcal Furt_her I_Door sequencing and limited compatibility with exis| 2 3.0 07 2 31 0.8
barriers | barriers |infrastructure
Governanc{ General [Negative social perception and pervasive inertia 2 34 10 2 34 10
barriers | barriers [passiveattitude of institutions and other stakeholders) . : : )
F'”af‘c'a' Gen_eral Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration ac| 2 3.6 1.1 2 34 1.0
barriers | barriers
. Limited engineering andcological expertise (e.g., currg
TeCh.mcal Gen_eral marine infrastructure does not take biodiversity i 1 2.8 1.3 2 31 0.8
barriers | barriers .
laccount; preference for grey infrastructure than for NH
Technical| General Lack of physical room for restoration (e.9eaches to
" X narrow to restore dune systems, presence of anthr 1 2.9 1.3 1 2.2 0.9
barriers | barriers | o
infrastructure/activities)
Technical| General M|smat§h between p_rotected_ species _ecolpgy_
. . restoration works (e.qg., interventiormw/erlapping with bir 1 2.6 1.1 1 19 0.6
barriers | barriers -
nesting season)
Governanc* Gen_eral Focus on short term policies 1 33 1.6 1 34 1.7
barriers | barriers

Focusing on technical barriers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distribution of barriers according to
these parameters to detect whidbarriers which should be prioritized in the coastal restoration upscaling in

the Arcachon Bay pilddite Figure45). Inthe upper right quadrant, the technical barriers with the highest
da02NBa ¢ SNB higledpdtish @iatoR i lochlicGtexds | a theSiack of Hada and metrics

for ecosystem services, ecological processes and funcionsl-thé Bphysical context specific of the sige

had the greatest relevance for the Pilot and occur more frequently, which need to be addressed anmdedinfo

in the Arcachon Bay COREAT to facilitate coastal restoratiolt.is also worth highlighting the following
barriers due to their frequent occurrence, although they were considered less relevant than the previous ones
08 UGUKS tAf20Y SIS a2YOAE2YS G20K2 YoASDI o9y SSRa | yR NBad2NI
f SPSt YR RAGSNHSYOS Ay GFNBSG adrdiS¢eé FyR GKS daAy
trade-offs".
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Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Arcachon Bay Pilot site
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Figure45. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Arcachon Bay pilot site. The frequency of the

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

barriers is a function of the relevance.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Arcachon Bay Delta pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective. In this case, the new barriers
proposed by the Pilot were not integted in this analysis of connections. Firstly, for each of technical barriers

identified by the Pilot (those included in the form), the connections with the governance and financial barriers
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Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for each of the governance and financial

barriers wee added and a summary of the total strong and weak connections of each of the technical barriers

with each group of barriers (governance and financial) ea@apiled (se€Table45). Thedack of data and
metrics for ecosystem services, ecological procesaed functiong

site€ were considered the technical barriers with the highest score of connections to governance and financial
barriers. A greater number of connections with other governance and financial barriers may lead to an

FYLX AFTAOIGAZ2Y 2F

|y Pphysidél$ontiext specific of the

i K EhnicalbarielsATBUNIthEsE Fasiéddishoul@ b adiriésSell §s ad S
priority, as these may become a stronger impediment to coastal restoration.
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Table45
A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and gogeanan
financial barriers in the Arcachon Bay pilot site.

Arcachon Bay Pilot

TECHNICAL BARRIERS
General barriers Further barriers
enLIir:g::jin Ll
9 9 I physical Mismatch
and Difficulties] ) .
. . e room for between Mismatch Physical
ecological Lack of with Difficulties - .
Type of y L restoration Insufficient] protected between context
N expertise data and |monitoring| related to R 3 N i
connections ; eg., Acute |restoration Poor species [socioeconony specific of
(e.g., curren metrics for| programs|managemy . i . .
between . Lack of Delayed |beaches to{degradatior| pace/scalg sequencing| ecology and| ¢ needs and the site e.g.,
N marine ecosysten| (e.g., nt plans A A . . .
technical I —— ] data and P o o land performance narrow to | level and |  with and limited | restoration | restoration | terrain
BARRIERS an metrics ! € [(€.9. PaM ot ostoration]  restore divergence uncertain (compatibility| works (e.g.,| works (e.g.,| typology,
does not tak ecologicallaccessibili| still to be . . ) . B : ) :
any governancq . . .| for BDV| X projects dune intarget | benefits [with existing|interventions|interventions| watershed,
" . biodiversity processe§ yto defined, L - N 5
or financial |. systems, state andtrade- |infrastructurg overlapping| overlapping | hydrological
into account and wetlands,| lack of N ) )
BARRIERS N . presence 0 offs with bird | with bathing [context, san
preference functions | islands, |consensus| X X L
anthropic nesting season) |availability...
for grey etc.) .
X infrastructu season)
infrastructurg A
than for NBS
cosr\T\'zgi’::l)Ss 12 6 14 0 10 0 0 8 10 0 10 12 16
Governance
barriers
WEA!( 3 6 2 9 4 9 9 5 4 9 4 3 1
connections
) ) STRO.NG 10 4 12 12 10 0 0 12 12 0 4 0 10
Financial | connections
barriers
WEAK 1 4 0 0 1 6 6 0 0 6 4 6 1
connections
IScore of STRO
connections 22 10 26 12 20 0 0 20 22 0 14 12 26
between barriery
Score of WEAK
connections 4 10 2 9 5 15 15 5 4 15 8 9 2
between barriery
Total score of
connections 26 20 28 21 25 15 15 25 26 15 22 21 28
between barriery

2 AGKSY OBYGSEG 2F GKS | NOKI OK2y e tAf20 A0 Aa S
0 LINBAYS Vil KoBfnSS o SNB y20 O2y aa RSNJSR Iy R¢ I300(HINE R K SWEB & B
0K2a

Y2ald 2F 0KFNBH USYlGY & x QER & SRS 4SS ¢cbIRRNBRZ ¥ 3R OBYUR
20KSNJ 320SNYyIyO0S |yR UylLy F £ ol MNR SNeBY Si K208 y@ 2 difK
LINBASY @I dypS (@& SBdzf R ISYSNIGS YAao39p&ES2y2iGl YRt REREX
Ay Of dzZRSR®

7.2.8.4 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Arcachon Bay Pilot. The first section includesewhenablers proposed by the Pilot
according to their perspectiviea addition to the 13 enablers included in the submitted form. Secondly, there

is the representation of the results of the quantitative analysis in which the enablers were prioritized according
to relevance and frequency determined by the Arcachon Bat. Fiinally, the connections between the
technical barriers with the financial and governance ones were analysed.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitative analysis

For this Pilot, there was scarce information available to conduct the analysis of the degree of coincidence of
the enablers identified in the Arcachon Bay pilot site, by integrating the SHs perceptions in the Pilot analysis.
Information on the SHs persp@ats on the enablers identified in this pilot site is not available.
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The following enablers proposed by the Pilot provide remarkable information about the reality of the region.
Those are:

Technical
- Master local conditions and pressure to enable kpgcies settlement and resilience.

Financial
- Innovative model to value ecosystem services for local stakeholders and to initiate restoration
upscaling beyond the objectives of biodiversity restoration only.

Relevance and frequency of the enablers forastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritization of the enablers in
the Arcachon Bay Pilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance gained importancé&egeency, considering

this last variable as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the enablers

The value of the relevance of the enablers is between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
analysis, the enablers scored between 4 and s SNB O2y aARSNBR aKAIKE& NBfS
0SG6SSYy M YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR afSaa NBtSOFyid Sy

1 A total of 15 enablers were diagnosed and scored, including technical but also financial and
governance ones.

1 Atotal of 11 enablers (28) of those diagnosed enablers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and
5) while 4 enablers (27%) were less relevant (between 1 and 3).

1 From the highly relevant enablers, the technical account for 46%, financial ones were 27%, as well as
governanceones 27%Higure46).

Arcachon highly relevant enablers

27%

46%

27%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure46. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial enablers in the Arcachon Bay pilot site.

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of the enablers was between 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler
fgle&a 200dzNBEVOD® LYy GKS lylrféearaszr Sylof SNE a02NBR
enablers scored SG46SSYy M YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR afSaa FTNBIJJ
From those highly relevant enablers (a total of 11 highly relevant enablers), 73% (n=8) were diagnosed as

highly frequent, facilitating the development of restoration in the Arcachon Bay Pilot. Thoseearmat
relevant and frequent:
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- OMaster local conditions and pressure to enable key species settlement and regilience

- dThere are multlevel governance mechanisms (planification at a local level must contribute to
national and international regulatiog)

- dnnovative valuecapture instruments and business models

- dnnovative model to value ecosystem services for local stakeholders and to promote restoration
upscaling beyond the objectives of biodiversity restoration &nly

- oNew policies towards decarbonideoastal protection (e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastrucfure)

- GAdvanced forecasting models that support connectivity restoration (e.g., sediment transport
modellingk.

- dmproved capacity to develop business models and bankable&lans

- OProactivemaintenance with performance indicatdrs

Relevance and frequency of the enablers

Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Arcachon Bay Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
relevance and frequency), the highest priority corresponded tditie O K y' A O | niaste idal@dndtinds &

and pressure to enable key species settlement and resilignée g KAf S (0 (KS thAre @S NY | v
multi-level governance mechanisras® ! & G KS FAY Il yOA I f info$advs faliecapkr& Sy | ¢
instruments and business models | Yy RinndvEti8e miodel to value ecosystem services for local
stakeholders and promote restoration upscaling beyond the objectives of biodiversity restoration ordy

The following tablgsee Table46) containsthe list of all the enablers identified by the Arcachon Bay Pilot
(including their own proposals), ordered from most to least relevant and then, by frequency with which they
occur, from most to least frequently. In addition, the relevance anddeagy scores of the Arcachon Bay Pilot

were compared with the RESIOAST average of each of the enablers to integrate the present Pilot within the
global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the REE®JIAST project. As two of the most relevant and frequent enablers
were proposed by the Arcachon Bay Pilot, their scores could not be compared with th€RBST average

to assess these enablers in the global framework of all Pilots. The other two enablers scoredwiitiksS NB | N.
multi-f S@St 32 SNV I y Otfie aNS/QIRIGf AdAMABESS daNYE RikS/ & (0 NHzY Sy G a | yF
were perceived as very relevant (SD 1.2 and 1.3, respectively) and frequent (SD 1.3 and 1.5, respectively)
contrasting with the situation in other REEDAST Pilots. Furthermore, it is worthhighlight the financial

Sy I oitn@d\éd @apacity to develop business models and bankable pfansti K & ¢ & LISNOSA O
(SD 1) and very frequent (SD 1.6) enabler in the Arcachon Bay Pilot contrasting with the situation in other
Pilots. Thus, tof@mote this last enabler in other RESDAST Pilots, considering the experience and lessons

that can be learned from the Arcachon Bay Pilot, could be a valuable opportunity to facilitate coastal
restoration in the different pilot sites.

Table46

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Arcachon Bay Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total enablers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevarce according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they occur
(from highest to lowest frequency). The table includes the RE3AST average of the relevance and frequency of each

of the enablers considerindné data from the 9 Pilots of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Arcachon
e tAf2G0a a-OC@ASBaveFay®@ ¥ G KS wo{ ¢

RELEVANCE FREQUENCY of th FREQQENC
RELEVANCE of tf,, . of this
Enabler ENABLER at the this EN/BLER 4 SD ENABLER acrosg| ENABLER a SD
Enabler type ] vpe 2 Enabler | Arcachon Bay pild pilot sites RELEVANC|restauration actions| ilot sites FREQUENC
P n Bay p (RESTCOAST| RESTCOAS | at the Arcachon Ba| p | RESTOAST]|
site A (RESTCOAS
average) pilot site
average)
Technical | Proposed|Master local conditions and pressure to enable key sp 5 R R 5
enablers | enablers [settlement and resilience
e cenerat IThere are multievel governance mechanisms (planificatiol
@ local level mustontribute to national and internation 5 33 1.2 5 31 1.3
enablers | enablers .
regulation)
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Aoraia g CGeneral Innovative valuecapture instruments and business model; 5 3.2 1.3 2.9 1.5
enablers | enablers
. . Innovative model to valueecosystem services for lof
Financial | Proposed N .
stakeholders and to promote restoration upscaling bey 5
enablers | enablers o S . )
the objectives of biodiversity restoration only
Governance| General [New policies towards decarbonised coastal protection
] 5 34 11 2.7 0.9
enablers | enablers [NBS vsGrey infrastructure)
Jiciiicaly General illingness to promote restoration among stakeholders 5 3.9 0.8 3.8 0.5
enablers | enablers
Technical | General |Advanced forecasting models that support connect]
N ) : 4 4.0 0.0 3.4 11
enablers | enablers restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling)
Financial General Improved capacity to develop business models and ban 4 26 10 27 16
enablers | enablers [plans
Jiechiicaly| General Proactivemaintenance with performance indicators 4 3.2 0.5 2.4 1.1
enablers | enablers
Governance| General [Explicit accounting of coastal natural capital (biodiversity|
N 4 3.2 0.5 2.3 0.5
enablers | enablers |ecosystem services)
Technical | General Implementation and planning with a safe operating phy;
N N : 4 2.9 0.8 2.6 1.1
enablers | enablers [space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, etc.)
cycily| General Increasing restoration funding 3 3.4 0.3 2.6 0.3
enablers | enablers
Technical | General [Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
. ) N . L 3 2.8 0.2 2.2 0.2
enablers | enablers [socioeconomic and climatic conditions)

Governance| General [New plans for transition in governance (promof 2 27 05 28 05
enablers | enablers |participation and sharing theenefits) . . ’ .
Eoleanee| General IContinued training for deeper stakeholder involvement 2 3.2 0.9 2.3 0.2

enablers | enablers

Focusing on technical enablers, they were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph. In this graph, the frequency is a function of relevance, to have the distribution of enablers according to
these parameters where detectinghich enablers which should be prioritized to become an opportunity for

coastal restoration upscaling in th&rcachon Bayilot site (Figure47). In the upper right quadrant, the

technical enablers with the highest score were collectdnt fEchnical enaler LINR LJ2 & SR anasteli KS  t .

local conditions and pressure to enable key species settlement and resiliéncesd | a

a02NBR

g AGK

relevance and frequency, which means that it should be addressed and reinforttedAncachon Bay CORE
PLAT to generate opportunities and facilitate coastal restorafidre next most relevant technical enahler
LINS @A 2 dz& RiljhGneds fo prétdtdzBHorafio 3 a F

whichwasadlBt S@F yia I a
among stakeholderé Thedadvanced forecasting models that support connectivity restoration & | a

highly relevant

iKS

enabler although less frequent.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers in the Arcachon Bay Pilot site

Frequency of the enablers
w

Figure47. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Arcachon Bay pildhsitEequency of the
enablers is a function of the relevance.
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Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical enablers of the Arcachon Bay pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective. In this case, the new enablers
proposed by the Pilot were not integrated ingranalysis of connections. Firstly, for each of technical enablers
ARSYUAFTASR 060é& (KS tAaf2ix GKS O2yySOGAz2ya 6A0GK (KS
O2yySOGA2YyatE GSNE a02NBR gAGK ™M 062CGOFARRK I # OF W
connection). In case of no connection between two enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, a summary of the
total strong and weak connections of each of the technical enabler with each group of enablers (governance
and financial) wasompiled (seeTable470 ® @&duacediforecasting models that support connectivity
restorationé | Y Rwillingh&ss td promote restoration among stakeholdegfts ¢ SNB O2y aA RS
technical enablers with the highest scores of connections to governancéramtial enablers so these are

being amplified by other type of enablers and they could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate the
coastal restoration upscaling.

As mentioned above in the barriers section, it is essential to highlight thapitbposed enablers by the
Arcachon Bay Pilot (present in thi@ble46), were not considered and scored in the table of connections (see
Table47). Some of the relevant and frequent enablenshich where those proposed by the Pilptvere not
connected withother governance and financibhrriers that could facilitate restoration. Thus, at some point
the exercise present in th&able47 could generate misconceptions and deviations because not all the
enablers were included.

Table47
A summary of theotal connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical enablers of the Arcachon Bay pilot
site and governance and financial enablers.

Arcachon Bay Pilot

TECHNICAL ENABLERS

General enablers

Increased pace
restoration
upscaling (to keel

Advanced forecasting

models that support Proactive

maintenance

Implementation and
planning with a safe

Willingness to

Type of connections between promote

technical ENABLERS and any
governance or financial ENABLE]

connectivity
restoration (e.g.,
sediment transport
modelling)

operating physical spa
(i.e., safety from
flooding, erosionetc.)

up with
socioeconomic
and climatic
conditions)

with
performance
indicators

restoration
among
stakeholders

Governance
enablers

STRONG@onnections

WEAK connections

Financial enabl

STRONG connections

WEAK connections

Score of STRONG connections
between enablers

10

Score of WEAK connections
between enablers

Total score of connections betweg
enablers

13

10

11
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7.2.8.5 Closing remarks

- This Pilot has a complex governance context, but it is defined as well establishedewetlal SHs
sharing scope and responsibilities, as well as several commissions and committees. However, for this
tAft 20 y2 AYTF2NNIGA2Y 61 & | @FAtFotS FTNRY GKS {
it was not possible to analyse thevkel of agreement between the perspectives of the Pilot and the
SHs regarding the barriers and facilitators of restoration.

- Most of the highly relevant barriers in the Arcachon Bay Pilot were technical (42foYontrast to
governance (29%) and financial (29%) barriers. In addaimong the highly relevant barriers, 71%
were diagnosed as highly frequenthe identification of this combination of relevance and frequency
in more than half of the restoration driers may have relevant implications for the future of
restoration activities in the area.

- Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Arcachon Bay Pilot, half of these were
technical barriers (50%) and the other half were governance of&3%) The technical barrier was
6high spatial variation in local contexts ¢ KA OK ¢ | & LINE LJ2tle®Rin gpvernanéeS t A
barrierg | & diskoSiation of the governance units dealing with biodiversity and the ones dealing
with issues that coid be solved (at least partially) through ecosystem services provided by local
ecosystems ¥ 6 KAOK gl a Ffaz2z LINRPLRaAaSR o0& GKS tAfzdo

- Ly IFTRRAGAZ2Y G2 GKS oF NNASNE Yabkyofidata ¥nfl RetricHfer &S >
ecosystem services, ecologicprocesses and functiogs | y RphySi¢alScontext specific of the
site¢ had a highly relevance for the Pilot although they occurred less frequently than the previous
ones. These technical barriers were the barriers that the highest number of conneetitn other
governance and financial barriers being those are amplified by these types of barriers. In the analysis
of connections between barriers, the proposed barriers by the Pilot were not included and scored.

- Most of the highly relevanienablers were technical (46%) and, among the highly relevant enablers,
73% were diagnosed as highly frequeffiacilitating the development of restoration in the Arcachon
BayTKS GSOKYy A Ol f Sy I 0 frSaster lobdRadditiors Bnd préssuipérbla kayt 2 G d
species settlement and resilienée g1 & &a02NBR gAGK (KS KAIKSad NBf
0 K ®illingness to promote restoration among stakeholders |y Rdvénkes forécasting models
that support connectivity restoratiod >~ hiele@lso a highly relevant enablers although less
frequent. These two last enablers were considered the technical enablers with the highest scores of
connections to governance and financial enablers so these are being amplified by other type of
enablersand they could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate the coastal restoration
upscaling in this pilot site.
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7.2.9 Nabhal Dalia Pilot barriers and enablers local report

7.2.9.1 Pilot context

Pilot regional context®

Thispilot site includes coastal marshland and islands for nesting biiftssrestoration goal is to restore 30 ha.

The actions that will be conducted consist of a dam removal, a geomorphic restoration of banks waterbodies,
the recovery of the Ecological system Ishipond effluents mitigation and water abstraction, the rejuvenation

of macrophytes and sea grass to promote carbequestration

These restoration actions could potentially have a detrimental effect on the fishery; as stated by the Pilot,

& LINB @ A @pigdo irhpibvie $he condition of the reserve encountered obstacles regarding the fishponds,
YIAyfte o0SOlIdaAaS GKS ¢l (iSNJ o62Re 2F (GKS NBaSNBS Aa
reserve and the fishery has economic implications foffigteery and therefore could harm a significant source

2T AyO02YS F2NJ GKS alAo0o0dzil éd ¢KdzA X GKSBGIt & dzeeds dead 9K
to come with financial alternatives from whi&Hscould benefit from.

Pilot current sitwation regarding barriers and enablers for coastal restoration

The Pilot view on barriers and enablers is that the most two significant barriers are probably the financial and
governance barrier. This is because they believe that there is complexity in creating economic value for the
SHs in an area undergoing ecologicaNB & 1 2 NI G A 2 y ® | the réstoratiinQRjech will afiektS  t A
the land use definition and will change it from agriculture to wmartivation, there is a risk that the land lease
contract of the kibbutz will be affectéd This is both a tectical governance and financial issue the project
needs to address.

Thus, restoration often hinders development that could be a source of income. There are complexities in terms
of defining the actual financial value that local SHs can dfain.relevantthat the undervaluation of the
benefits of restoration projects often has a large titag between implementation and delivery of full
benefits, and therefore has limited influence on economic decisions.

The Pilot highlighted the issue that land is arsearesource, especially in the coastal plain. Therefore, the
process of ecological restoration or rewilding is subjected to objections and should generate value for local
and regional SHs. There are other difficulties related to management plans, sareeatte multiple SHs in
relatively small areas and thus, consensus is hard to reach.

Regarding technical barriers, the Pilot stated that there are a few new studies regarding climate change effects
on their pilot site area, and they do notrrently affect local decisiemaking processes. Additionally, since
water resources belong to the State, the Pilot is currently in the process of getting water allocation for the
Dalia stream.

Nevertheless, there are potential enablers, especially sinedPilot shed light into their experience in terms

of establishing watershed partnerships in several locations, promoting multiple ecosystem services and
beneficiaries' restoration. Another potential enabler would be by means of the local municipaiiitgh) ve
currently working on a strategic plan for protecting and developing their coastal area. Thus, this plan could be
a good platform for outscaling and upscaling their work.

y3 AyFe2N¥lozy KI ANADSHL y3IIi@RK INESR CHaNeNS yiliK &R Stt # (05
2y (i SElt LINEOABRBRY 2y [idkSa @av0y ICA NB T2 NJ tihili 2{i& Ay .
(0]
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The CORPLAT Status

COREPLAT members

Initially, in March 2022, thefforts to engage SHs focused on the ones that are considered more influent: eight
SHs out of eighteen actors identified were already on board and all of them are believed to be very powerful.
They include local and governmental authorities (the basiteaunity of Camel drainage and streams, Israel
Nature and Parks Authority, the National Water Authority), a local Kibbutz (which may play multiple roles, but
in this case is involved as an organization of landowners and managers), and the Reichman Usnersity
some influent private organizations like a fish farm operator and an agricultural water association. Three more
influent actorswere contacted but not yet engaged: the first is a private philanthropic organization which may
play a role as aeutral third party for leading public participation aspects; the others are a Kibbutz and the
Israel Antiques Authority which may act as enabler and concede field work authorizations.

Thus, the CORELATRFigure48) wasconstituted by four public governemt organs and public administration
(65%), being the dominant group. Some third sector entities represent a low proportion (12%). Local
companies and professional committees (17%). Finally, the local media represent only a very low proportion
(6%).

Contacted stakeholders to be part of the
Nahal Dalia CORE-PLAT

1; 6%
2;12%

3;17%

11;65%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional (citizen and user media sector and
administration committees associations) (NGO)  education

Figure 48. Contacted and engaged stakeholders to constitute the GRARH of the Nahal Dalia PiloNovember 2022
(Information retrieved and adapted from the M 1.3).

Developed activitie®®

The following section contemplates the status of the CBRAT in the Nahal Dalia conteXte firstSHs kick

off meeting took place in March 2022, with the aim of presenting the project and involving the participating
entities. In the second meetingn August 2022, a Steering Committee was established, formed by the most
powerful actors of the territory and with the highest interest in the project. The committee met again in
October for a tour orsite and a workshop to make a survey on the field afteritfitial research phase. Also,

the aim was to check for additional conflicts that had not been addressed yet. The Steering Committee will
gather every few months and will take part in core decision making.

BeKS AYT2NX¥Ioa2y KI &

0SSy 3IIRIAKYSNERF FRKNI | LIALINSSE G Yak 1 (N
Ay Lizi F2NJ GKS dzyF2f RAy 3

2F¥ 5mM>PH
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7.2.9.2 Preliminary approach to address barriers andabiers

Pre-diagnosis with Pilots

¢KS tAf20 adldSR GKS FIOG GKIFIG a2 FINE GKS& NBOSA
was very helpful. Nevertheless, they claimed that they were not successful in reaching out to theBHnain

the landowners (Kibbutz a I | @ L'y ¢1T GAé0d | 26 SHBSNE (KSeé KAIKEAIKQG!
them to offer them financial benefits, in exchange of necessary restoration changes (relocating/removing the
dams, disconnecting the fishponds and the nature reserverioffeadditional areas for restoration or carbon
sequestration).

At the time when the pradiagnosis form was sent, this Pilot stated that they had carried out bilateral meetings
and a workshop with SHs to discuss barriers and enablers for coastal restquedjects in their CORELAT.

They also stated the fact that they felt a low degree of comfortability (2 out of 5) in terms of filling a request
on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration in their pilot case with their own information (experiarite

af a2 O2yaARSNAYy3 az2yYS$S {1 Qa LISNELISOGAQPSa®

Key stakeholders' perspectives on barriers and enablers

In the Nahal DaliRilot, the abovementioned form was answered by 5 SHs. The respondents represent some
of the invited groups: the Government and public administration, local companies and professional
committees and the research amdiucation Figure49). Theresearch and edud¢@mn group with government

and public administratiolmadthe greatest participation (40% each group).

Nahal Dalia stakeholders participation

2;40% 2;40%

1; 20%

Government and = Local companies Local community = Local 3rd Research
public and professional  (citizen and user media sector  and
administration committees associations) (NGO) education

Figure49. Key local stakeholders of the Nahal Dalia Pilot that participated in the form.

On average, the Nahal Dalia Pilot claimed to éeshfortable in terms of discussing barriers and enablers in

the CORIPLAT (average score is 4.6 on-fpoint scale). This perception might enhance the discussion in the
framework of the RESTOAST projecGovernance was seen by all SHs as the main barceegory to

coastal restoration in the Nahal Dalia Pilot, while the main potential enabler category was governance as
well. They agree with the perception of barriers as a relevant factor that has hampered coastal restoration
efforts (average score is&8on a fivepoint scale)Alsq therewasconsensus regarding the consideration of
enablers as a relevant factor that boosted coastal restoration efforts in the pilot area (average score is 3.75 on
a five-point scale).
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7.2.9.3 Barriers to coastal restoration ugraling

The present section aims to represent the results of the barriers analysed in the Nah&liDailiethree main
dimensions. The first part shows the results of a qualitative analysis, concerning the convergence liedween
SHs and Pilot perspecties in identifyinga total of 25 barriers proposed in the forms sent to botiroups
Secondly, there is the representation of the results from the quantitative analysis in which the baerers
prioritised according to the relevance and the frequency determined by the Nahal Dalia Pilot. Finally, in the
last part of the present sectigrthere is an analysis of the connections between the technical barriers with the
financial and governance ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitative analysis

This section provides detailed information on the degréeancidence of the barriers identified in the Nahal
Dalia Pilot site, by integrating the SHs perceptions with the Pilot analysis. Both barriers identified and not
identified by the Pilot and SHs, the percentage of SHs that identified each of the bamiktee degree of
coincidence of the barriers identified by both groups were compiled in the taddlew (Table48). Themain
highlights of this analysis are the following:

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 24 of the barriers, which means a leigtleaf alignment between
both perspectives (96%).

1 In addition,13% (n=3)of the identified barrierswere highly coincident. Theseere the barriers
identified by the Pilot and at least 50% of the SHs.

9 However, in 8% (n=21) the Pilot coincided with lebsn 50% of the SHs

Table48

Identified and unidentified barriers by the Pilot and SHs in the Nahal Dalia pilot site. The identified barriers are marked
in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot andiStisdated by 1 (light blue)

while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Number O means no coincidence barriers. The percentage of the
SHs that identified each barrier is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified barriers
Pilot Pilot + SHs
perspective perspective
Stakeholders' perspective
.| Nahal SH2: .
Nahal SHL: | ) oo | Nahal SH3: |\ o) SHdnahal SHY .
Government } Government Nabhal Pilot +
" companies Research Research| Nahal
Nahal Pilot leve and and SHs
; and " and and  [SHs (9 L
public . public . . coincidence
- . professional - .| education|education
administration - administration
committees
Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g., cul 20% 1
Imarine infrastructure does not takeiodiversity into accoun| °
preference for grey infrastructure than for NBS)
Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 40% 1
Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecolf
Ny 40% 1
processes and functions
Difficulties with monitoring programs (e.g., scg
S X 20% 1
accessibility to wetlands, islands, etc.)
Difficulties related to management plans (e.qg., plans still |
X 80%
TECHNICA|defined, lack of consensus)
BARRIERS . .
Delayed performance ogstoration projects 20% 1
Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches|
narrow to restore dune systems, presence of anthr 20% 1
infrastructure/activities)
Mismatch between protected species ecology
restoration works(e.qg., interventions overlapping with b 40% 1
nesting season)
Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restorg 20% 1
orks (e.g., interventions overlapping with bathing seas ?
Physical context specific of the site (etgrrain typology| 20% 1
/atershed, hydrological context, sand availability...) °
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Lack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary
. R 60%
coordinated action among stakeholders)
Limitations in coordinatedecision making 20% 1
Lack of social engagement in restoration activities 40% 1
Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e., pg 20% 1
attitude of institutions and other stakeholders) °
GOVERNAI
E BARRIERFocus in short ternpolicies 40% 1
Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests 40% 1
Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, manag(
] ’ 20% 1
land restoration of natural environments
Burgaycratlc issues or delays in authorising the wor 40% 1
receiving work permits
Dealing with socioeconomic needs 20% 1
Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actig 40% 1
Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of cebenefit evaluation) 40% 1
EINANCIAL Low SHORTERM returns from investments 60%
BARRIERSE
Short term and smaticale bias - 0
Business plans bound to local constraints 40% 1
Lack of longerm economic support 40% 1

Highest coincidence

The highesD2 A Yy OA RSY OS A
LX I ya &adGAft G2 0o

SOKYAOIt ol NNAS
O2yasSyadaoes 4

with the Pilot.

Proposed barriers
The proposed barriersaare those remarked by the Pilot, which could not be classified into the established

categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical

G! &KINBR RSFTAYA(GAZ2Y 27T iokeBoldésy 3S || &dz00Saa O¢2
G [ 2tgr@ownershipoi KS f I yR 6! fSFaS FNRY GKS 3I320SNYyYSy
Gt 2aasSaairzy. 2F (GKS 3INRdzyRé

G5AFFAOdZ G& RSTAYA EAnddriEsponseIioCall dublBeedd Bf tha de@was i a
stakeholdest @

Gt2aasSaairzy 27F (KS 3INPthdepiBidre oRsuckdsdntériegponseyfo aR S T A Y
the needs of the relevargtakeholdes. We have embarked on the project, and the conversation has
y2i &S0 0SSy odaAfids GKSNBE IINB y2 F3aINBSYSyda &S
G¢CKSNBE A& 322R SELISNRA Sy O e akey (a Ndlidy dveumnghEfor B\N@ofing | 3
in fishponds and water reservoirs, adopted by a district committee, done in cooperation with many
entities in the region). Statutory limitationsthe coastal strip on the one hand is very sensitive, on
theotherK YR GKSNB Aa . £t20 2F AYTFNI &G NHzOG dzNEB ¢

Gl I @Ay 3 takelzblded ihJi Blatidely small space makes it difficult to agree. Rehabilitation
actions are sometimes contrary to the needstakgholdes. Data on biodiversity and system services
iscurrentlyf I O1 Ay 3¢

Governance

GCKS AYLXAOFGAZ2Y 2F /KIy3ay3 GKS tryR dzas RST.
rights of the takeholders2 y (G KS .0 SNNXR (2 NB ¢
Gt dzoft A0 AG KIFra y20 0SSy RSFAYSR ¢K2 (GKS Llzof A
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- & . dzNB | gizSued opropertyvisa@A & GKS L[! X aSOdaNRide |
- 4! AadzadlFAYylFoftS LINRB2SO0G VYdzald AyOf dzRS. SY@GANRYYSy
- At dzof A0 Ay@2t @SYSyld IyR &adzZlJl2 NI FNBE Saa

G SNI¢
- LG A& AYLRNIIFIYyd y2G G2 A3y2NB 0
- 4! LXFYYySR dzaSNJ adzNHSe gAftf | RRNBaa

Financial

- G5AFTFAOdA G Ay RSTakefidiagrd (KS 6SySTAaida FT2NI GKS 3

- O5AFTFAOAA G& 2060 HSNYY YIAGRIYT & OBZNI f 2y 3

- 4 Qly22f SRIST SELISNASYOS FyR NB3IdzZ FGA2y &dzLlLRR

- a[ O]l 2F ALISOATAO SO2y2YA0O NBaz2dzaNOSa Ay (GKS RN
AY RSTAYAY3 (G4KS o0SySTAlé

- 4! TUSNI GKS NXB &l gehbiliated site rhuél ibe\ rigaintiaine8, @specidlli ithe site is
opentovisitors ONB ¢ R YI yI 3SYSyd Ay OfdzRSa 41 aidS RAaLRALl

- a¢KS OdzNNByil 06dzRISG T20dzasSa 2yfeée 2y NBO2yad Nz

Relevance and frequency of the barriefgr coastal restoration upscaling: a quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the fisation of the barriers in this
Pilot. As a pridtisation criterion, relevance gained importance over frequersmnsidering this last variable
as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the barriers

The value of the relevance of the barriers is between 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
analysis, the barriers scored between 4 and 5 W& Yy a A RSNBR GKAIKf & NBfSIIyi
0SGsSSYy M YR o 6SNBE O2yaARSNBR afSaa NBtSoOryd ol

1 Atotal of 34 barriers were identified and valued, including technical but also financial and governance
ones.

1 A total of 2 (65%) of the diagreed barriersvere highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) while 12
(35%)were less relevant (between-3).

1 Most of the highlyrelevant barriers were technical and financial, with 41% technical, 32% financial
and 27% governance barriefSigure50).

Nahal Dalia highly relevant barriers

32%

41%

27%

Technical ® Governance Financial

Figure50. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers in the Nahal Dalia pilot site.
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Frequency of the barriers

The value of the frequency of the barriavasbetween 1 (the Pilot never have to deal with this barrier) and 5

(the Pilot always must deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4 and 5 were considered
GKAIKE @ FTNBIdSyié oKAETS GKS oFfNNASHE ZQNBNBRyasdsS

From those highly relevant barriers (a total of 22 highly relevant barriers), 73% (n=16) were diagnosed as highly
frequent, always appearing while developing restoration in the Nahal Dalia Pilot. The identification of this
combination ofrelevance and frequency in more than half of the restoration barriers may have relevant
implications for the future of restoration activities in the area. Those are the most relevant and frequent:

- dDifficulties related to management plans (emans still to be defined, lack of consengusl

- @Poor sequencing and limited compatibility with existing infrastructure

- 0A shared definition of the image a success common tetalleholdest ®

- dLong term ownership of the land (at lease from the governniena specific purposeé) ®

- dLack of integrated approach (i.e., interdisciplinary and coordinated action astakgholdes @

- oDealing with socioeconomic neadsp

- dThe implication of changing the land use definition (from agriculture to other) on owneashlip
rights of the sakeholdes on the territorg @

- dLack of longerm economic suppoé @

- dLack of knowledge, experience, and regulation support Carbon fi¥atdon

- dLack of physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches too narrow to restore dune systengsqares
of anthropic infrastructure/activitieg) ®

Relevance and frequency of the barriers

/| 2YAARSNAY3I GKS Y2ad NBESOLIyd FyR FNBIdZSSYyd 0 NNR:
NEBf SOFyOS |yR FNBIljdzSyoOeuvs Al ¢l a akKz2gy GKFG o ol
I320SNY I yOSs IyR H (8 YUy IGKERHSI v AT SISOR PP GEKSNB
NBf SOyl FyR FNBIdzSYd oFNNASNAE F2NJ GKAA tAf20% Yy
O NNASNAE FNEBY NGRS 1tad {F20dzNI 2FS G KS Y 20a0INENISE SSNG- yLANPI Ly2RS
blFKFEf 5FfAF tAf20X GKSANI aO2aNB & ¢O2dASRNIYyFRSH (62S | G2aYSLaAl
GKS 3ft20lf FNIYS@g2N] 2F ff tAf20ad 5SaLAGS mKAAX
t [ ! CKAREF tiAf 20 @

The following tableTable49) contains the list of all thbarriers identified by the Pilot. Thayere arranged

from along the degree of relevance as well as how frequently the Pilot has been dealing with them. This table
also includes the averages at the RE®JIAST level of each of the barriers to integrate the present Pilot within
the global analysis ofit 9 pilots of the RESTOAST project.

Considering thenine more relevant and frequent barriefscored with a value of 5 in relevance and

T NB |j dzS y Podrisequenckdgandilimited compatibility with existing infrastructuvasfurther from the
RESTCOAST average in terms of relevance and frequédby1.4 and 1,3espectively @ ¢ KS af I Of
AYGSANF SR FLIINZIFOKeéX YR aRSIEAYy3I o-CUART avadtageifarS O2
relevance (SD 0.7 and 0.5, respedly), and frequency (0.8 and 0.5, respectivelyfjhe difficulties to
management plariare also quite close to the RESDAST average (SD 0.7 for both relevance and frequency).
The closest barriertothe RESTh ! { ¢ | @SNI IS Aeim et SY KO ®YzLRIF NI 2 ya{ 5
relevance and frequency), it is the financial barrier that is more relevant and occurs more frequently from the

t Af20Q4a tbiethNeR with GéirdogiSfinancial barrier proposdt is also worth to highlight higher
dewations for other barriersn this Pilot that are less aligned withe RESTTOAST global trendsi dack of

physical room for restoration (e.g., beaches too narrow to restore dune systems, presence of anthropic
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infrastructure/activities) & | & Kvarl &6 fequbiddr ®is Pilot, but it is far from the global REST
COASTt KS al YS lack of ianslz®l pofickedl@éngaging conservation, management and restoration
of natural environmentg for the relevancgSD 1.6)Accordingly, this comparison showed six barriers at the
bottom of the table that also had lower relevance and frequency values than expected within the consortium
(seeTable49). Thismay require further discussion in the COREAT.

Table49

Ranking of the total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Nahal Dalia Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total barriers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevane according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they must deal
with them (from highest to lowest frequencyhé& table includes the REEDAST average of the relevance and frequency

of each of the barriersonsidering the data from the 9 pilot sites of the project as well as the standard deviation of the

bl KFf S5FfAlF tAf2CQOTavO®ANE FTNRBY UKS wo{c¢
| RELEXNCE of this FREQUENCY of thisy FREQUENCY of th
Barrier | Barrier . RELEVANCE of thi BARRIER at pilot sitt sb BARRIER across |BARRIER at pilot sitt Sb
type 1 e2 Barrier BARRIER atthe Naf =" peopopst | RELEVANG o sauration actions at|  (REsSTOAST | FREQUENG
P P Dalia pilot site RESTOAST actions RESTOAS]
average) the Nahal Dalia pilot sitq average)
Techplcal Gen_eral leflcultl_es related t_o management plans (§ 5 4.0 07 5 2.0 07
barriers | barriers [plans still to be defined, lack of consensus
Techrucal Fun.her Pgor sequencing and limited compatibij 5 30 14 5 31 13
barriers | barriers with existing infrastructure
Technical ProposedA shared definition of the image a sucq
- ) 5| 5
barriers | barriers [common to all stakeholders
Technical Proposed|Longterm ownership of the land (A lease fi 5 5
barriers | barriers the government for a specific purpose)
Lack of integrated approach (i
Goverr_1an| Gen_eral interdisciplinary and coordinated acti 5 4.0 0.7 5 3.9 0.8
e barriers| barriers
lamong stakeholders)
Goverr_1an| Gen_eral Dealing withsocioeconomic needs B 4.2 0.5 5 4.2 0.5
e barriers| barriers
[The implication of changing the land |
Governan{ Proposed(definition (from agriculture to other) d 5 5
e barriers| barriers pwnership and rights of the stakeholders
the territory
F'”af‘c'a' Gen_eral Lack of longerm economic support 5 4.6 0.3 5 4.6 0.3
barriers | barriers
Financial| Proposed|Lack of knowledge, experience and regulg
. - SN 5 5
barriers | barriers [support Carbon fixation
Lack ofphysical room for restoration (e.|
Techﬁlcal Gen_eral beaches too narrow to restore dune syste| 5 29 15 4 29 13
barriers | barriers |presence of anthrop|
infrastructure/activities)
Techmcal Gen.eral Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity 5 31 1.3 3 2.8 0.2
barriers | barriers
Techplcal Gen_eral Lack_ of data _and metrics for ecosys 5 43 05 3 37 05
barriers | barriers [services, ecological processes and functiol
. Physical context specific of the site (g
Techrucal Gen_eral terrain typology, watershed, hydrologi 5 45 0.4 3 3.8 0.5
barriers | barriers e
context, sand availability...)
Goverr_1an| Gen_eral Lack of convergence in stakeholders' inter( 5 3.9 0.8 3 4.2 0.9
e barriers| barriers
ey ceneral Lack of laws and policies engag
. ) conservation, management and restoratior| 5 2.8 1.6 3 29 0.1
e barriers| barriers .
natural environments
Goverrjann Gen.eral Limitations in coordinated decision making 5 34 1.1 2 3.6 11
e barriers| barriers
Technical General Mismatch between socioeconomic needs |
. A restoration works (e.g., interventio| 4 3.0 0.7 4 3.1 0.6
barriers | barriers X . .
loverlapping with bathing season)
Flnapmal Gen_eral Low peneﬁ&co_st ratios (or a lack otost| 2 4.2 0.2 2 3.9 01
barriers | barriers |penefit evaluation)
F|naf1(:|al Gen_eral Low SHORTERM returns from investments 4 3.9 0.1 4 3.4 0.4
barriers | barriers
Financial| General |y 1o and smaticale bias 4 38 02 4 3.9 01
barriers | barriers
Financial| ProposedDifficulty in defining the benefits for tk
. - 4 4
barriers | barriers [stakeholders
Financial| Proposed]Difficulty obtaining budgets for lorgerm| 2 4
barriers | barriers [maintenance
Negative social perception and pervas
Goverqann Gen_eral inertia (i.e., passive attitude of institutions g 3 3.4 0.3 3 3.4 0.3
e barriers| barriers
other stakeholders)
Goverqann Gen_eral Bureaucrauc_ issues ordelay_sm authorising 3 3.7 05 3 3.4 0.3
e barriers| barriers \work or receiving work permits
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Governan{ General [Lack of social engagement in restora]

. ) . 3] 3.3 0.2 2 3.3 0.9
e barriers| barriers [activities
FInanCIal Gen.eral Lack of economic  resources to invest 2 36 11 3 3.4 0.3
barriers | barriers [restoration actions
Goveman‘ Gen.eral Focus in short term policies 2 3.3 0.9 2 3.4 1.0
e barriers| barriers
Techrucal Gen.eral Delayed performance of restoration projeci 2 2.6 0.4 1 2.6 11
barriers | barriers
Limited engineering anécological experti
Tech_nlcal Gen_eral (e.g., t_:ur_rent marine |nfrastrqcture does | 1 28 13 1 31 15
barriers | barriers ftake biodiversity into account; preference
lgrey infrastructure than for NBS)
Technical General Difficulties with monitoring programs (e. 1 31 15 1 3.0 14

barriers | barriers [scarce accessibility to wetlands, islands, ef

Mismatch between protected species ecolf
land restoration works (e.g., interventid 1 2.6 1.1 1 1.9 0.6
loverlapping with bird nesting season)

Technical General
barriers | barriers

Technical Further [Insufficient restoration pace/scale w

barriers | barriers |uncertain benefits and tradeffs 1 31 15 1 3.6 18
F'”aT‘C"‘" Gen_eral Business plans bound tocal constraints 1 3.2 1.6 1 29 1.3
barriers | barriers

Technical Further |Acute degradation level and divergence 1 34 07 26

barriers | barriers farget state

Focusing on technical barriers, thergre represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph where the frequency is a function of relevance to have the distribution of barriers according to these
parametersto detect the barriers which are more important to address in thén&ldDalia pilotsite Figure

51). In the upper right quadrant, the technical barriers with the highest score were collected, which had the
greatest relevance for the Pilot and occur more frequently, which should be the priority technical barriers to
addres by the Pilot and the CORH ! ¢ ® ¢ R&FFAOHAL G &Sa NBfIFGSR (G2 Yl
definition of the image a success common to sthkeholdesé 3poodisequencing and limited compatibility

with existing infrastructuré = | ViR 2 ¥ @AS (i GMNPYOf tie dagdSvere the barriers identified as most

NEf S@Fyid YR FTNBIdSyi>s F2fft26SR o6& KAIKEe& FNBIdSy
YR (GKSYy o0& (KS aYAaYl G§OK 0Si ¢S Ihus, he gdevidugroedtibrey A O Y
important barriers (the ones that score the highest both on relevance and frequency) should be addressed
and reinforced in the Nahal Dalia COREAT to facilitate coastal restoration.

Relevance vs. frequency of the technical barriers at the Nahal Dalia Pilot site

A shared definition of the image a Difficulties related to
success common to all stakeholders management plans
5 [}
Poor sequencing and limited Long term ownership
compatibility with existing infrastructure of the land

Mismatch between

4 socioeconomicneeds & @ [ J
restoration Lack of physical room for restoration
3 [}

Lack of data and metrics for ESS & other
Mi h
|sm_atc petveen protec_ted Lack of data and metrics for BDV
species ecology & restoration
2 Difficulties with monitoring Physical context specific of the site
programs

Frequency of the barriers

Limited engineering & ecological

expertise
1 ® °
Delayed performance of
restoration projects
0
0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the barriers

Figure51. Relevance and frequency of the technical barriers at the Nahal Dalia pilot site. The frequency of the barriers
is a function of the relevance.
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Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical barriers of the Nahal Dalia pilot site with the governance
and financial ones were analysed considering the Pilot perspective and integrating the new barriers proposed
by the Pilot. Firstly, for eactf technical barriers identified by the Pilot, the connections with the governance
YR FAYLFYOALIfT O0FNNASNA 6SNBE RSGSNNYAYSR YR asSlI |
FYR aaidiNRy3a O2yySOiGAz2yaé¢ ¢ A KonnectiorfotBdprinBo/barries2they S O i
score was 0. Secondly, the scores of each type of connection (strong and weak) for each of the governance
and financial barriers were added and a summary of the total strong and e@aiections of each of the
technicalbarriers with each group of barriers (governance and financial) was compiled ébéeb0). Thus,

i K Bck af data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecological processes and functioms & 02y a A RS
technical barrier that scored highest in terraconnections to governance and financial barriers, followed

Of 2 a St aifficulies felkt&l toomanagement plarss = | shared Idefinition of the image a success
common to allstakeholdeg £

Table50
A summary of the total connectionstrong and weak) between each of the technical barriers and governance and
financial barriers in the Nahal Dalia pilot site.

Nahal Dalia Pilot

TECHNICAL BARRIERS
General barriers Further barriers Proposed barriers
Limited
ngineerin
and
ecologicall Difficulti Leakah Mismatch
expertise Lack of | es with A between A Physical
o .. physical Mismatch Poor
Type of (e.q. data and|monitori| Difficulties protected context _— A shared| Longterm
) ¥ room for . between i Insufficien{sequenc| .. .. .
connectiong current metrics ng | related to R species . .| specific of| N definition | ownership
between marine legka for  |programjmanagemg IDEIERE| (ESaEla ecologyandSOCIoeconoml the site Acute restoration| ngand of the | of the land
technical [infrastructy dEE ecosyste| s (e nt plans TG (SEEE restoration S &l (e.g., terrai degradation pace/scalg limited image a| (A lease
BARRIERYre does no &t my scaégé’ (e ; lans NG G D ENEY works (e. R t)l/glclylo level and with compai sucgess from the
and an b take metric e - ccossi stliﬁ.tg e restoratif restore duneinterventi.gr% works (e.g., wa?ersﬁza divergence| uncertain | bility e overnmen
overnar?cebiodiversity for Jecologica lity to | defined on SR, s interventionsh drologicq intarget | benefits | with to all i for a
gove . - BDV ' |projects| presence of] .| overlapping v 9 state and trade | existing o
or financial into processe{wetland| lack of © ~|overlapping . . context, . stakehold| specific
: anthropic . with bathing offs |infrastru
BARRIERY account; and s, |consensus| . with bird sand ers purpose)
. . infrastructure A season) P cture
preferencel functions| islands, Jactivities) nesting availability.
for grey etc.) season)
infrastructy
re than for
NBS)
STRON © 6 2 12 8 16 10 12 2 12 0 10 12 8 10 6
Governanc{ connections
barriers
WEA!( 7 9 4 6 2 5 4 9 4 10 5 4 6 5 7
connections
. . STRON © 0 2 12 4 6 2 2 2 0 0 0 8 0 12 4
Financial | connectiong
barriers
WEA!( 9 8 3 7 6 8 8 8 9 9 9 5 9 3 7
connectiong
Score of
STRONG
connectiong 6 4 24 12 22 12 14 4 12 0 10 20 8 22 10
between
barriers
Score of
WEAK
connectiong 16 17 7 13 8 13 12 17 13 19 14 9 15 8 14
between
barriers
Total score
of
connectiong 22 21 31 25 30 25 26 21 25 19 24 29 23 30 24
between
barriers

7.2.9.4 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling

As in the analysis of the barriers for coastal restoration, the section below aims to represent the results of the
enablers analysed in the Nahal Dalia in three main dimensions as well. The firshgag the results of a
gualitative analysis, concerning the convergence betwiberSHs and Pilot perspectives in identifyantptal

of 13 enablers proposed in the forms sent to boginoups Secondly, there is the representation of the results
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from the quantitative analysis in which the enablers have been prioritized according to the relevance and the
frequency determined by the Nahal Dalia Pilot. Finally, there is an analysis of the connections between the
technical barriers with the financial and govante ones.

Coincidences in the perspectives of the Pilot and the SHs: a qualitative analysis
This section provides insightful information on the degree of coincidence of the enablers idemtifiee
Nahal Dalia site, by integrating the SHs perceptions wittPila analysis (se€able51):

1 The Pilot and the SHs coincided in 13 of the enablers, which means full coincidence TbOR&84g
an aligned view on enablers could be a relevant factor to boost the practice of restoration in the area.
1 The enablers in which the most concurrence wasashgathered 75% (or more) of the SHs attention.
1 In addition, 62% (n=8) of the identified enablers are highly coincidence. It means the conjunction of
the Pilot with at least 50% of the SHs.
1 However, in 38% (n=5) of the enablers, the Pilot coincided withtlean 50% with the SHSs.

Table51

Identified and unidentified enablers by the Pilot aBHdn the Nahal Dalia pilot site. The identified enablers are marked

in light blue and unidentified ones are in white. The coincidence between the Pilot and SHs is indicated by 1 (light blue)
while the high coincidence is indicated by 2 (dark blue). Numipee#&ns no coincidence enablers. The percentage of the
SHs that identified each enabler is indicated in the table.

Identified/unidentified enablers

Pilot Pilot + SHY
perspectivel R perspective
Stakeholders' perspective
Nahal SHL | oy gpp: | Naal SHS: | o) sHalNahal SHs '
.| Government .| Government] Nahal Pilot
Nahal Pilot Local companieg Research| Research Nahal
and N and + SHs
level N and professional N and and SHs (%[ .
public N public . . coincidence
y committees B education | education
admin. admin.
IJAdvanced forecasting models that support connect
N ; . 20% 1
restoration (e.g., sediment transport modelling)
Implementation and planning with a safe operay
X . . . 60%
physical space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, etc
TECHNICALncreased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
0/
ENABLERS|scioeconomic and climatic conditions) 20%
Proactive maintenance with performance indicators 80%
illingness to promote restoration among stakeholde] 80%

IThere are multdevel governance mechanis
(planification at a local level must contribute to natic| 40% 1
land international regulation)

Explicit accounting of coastal natural capital (biodive]

! 40% 1
land ecosystenservices)

GOVERNAN — )
ENABLERS[New policies towards decarbonised coastal proteg

0/
(e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastructure) 20% 1

New plans for transition in governance (promoi

0/
participation and sharing the benefits) 100%

IContinuedtraining for deeper stakeholder involvement| 60%

Increasing restoration funding 80%

FINANCIAL (Innovative valuecapture instruments and busing

ENABLERS|models 60%

Improved capacity to develop business models

0/
bankable plans 80%

147



D1.2: Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Aewvellfperspective

Highest coincidence
1 ¢KS KAIKSald O2AYyOARSYOS ¢ led plahs/for fraasftionIreg@Sridyidey O S
(promoting participation and sharing the benefésy ¢ KA OK 6+ a8 ARSYGATFTASR 0 &
sectors in agreement with the Pilot.
f hiKSNJ 2F (GKS KAIKSald O2AyOARSyOSa IINBP (KS GSC
ddzLIL2 NI O2yySOUNPRODEANBAY2NYGEYY FDSABIAGK LISNF?2
0 KS T Ayl y OrdcledsingSegtbrationSdiinggd R  a L YLINE OSR O LI OAde

Y2RSf&a IyR otyltofS LXIlIyaéd KIFI@S IFTGKSNBR Fy yUF

Proposed enablers
The proposed enablerare those remarked by the Pilot, which could not dassified into the established
categories of the Excel form. Those are:

Technical
- Galyl3asSySyid FyR YIFAyGaSylryO0S LINBrOSdasSa IINB 10
2LISNI GA2Y FY.R YIAYyUSylyOSé
- aLd Aa ySOSaal NEdesirdd éehahiliiation &cBohs atdao haail theldiScussienhs of the
LR2aAdGAz2ya 2F GKS &Gl 1SK2f RSNE NBIFNRAYy3I (KSYE
- aaz2RSfa Oly KSfLX 2yfeée.&adzneS00 (2 O2yONBGS 3Idzi
- A¢KSNB A& | LXFY F2NYFIylFI3IAy3d GKS 20SNI LI Ay @
- dal 3GSNItflylIF@Nl (KSBBL/ &a2aBS [ SYyySNDé
- 4l A3IK ol NBySaa FyR Y20AfATIGA2Y 2F 201t 02RA
- GtftlryyAy3a Ly yaSyid FNB I LINBNBIdA&GAGS F2NI |
- dal LJLAy3a ySS YR, 0KSYy a2t @Ay3a GKS bK

4

y

Financial
- 45SPSt2LIYSYyld 2%IK 0&PBAVAAASYZRSLLISNI GA2Yy FYyR Y
- alff 2F GKS 11020S Y2¢0Sa O02YLX SYSyid SIOK -20KSN®
GSNY YIAYOGSYylIyOSs F2NJ LINBASNIAY3I NBKFOGATAGFGAZ2
- ALYY2@0FGA0S Y2RSftfa yR G22fa FNB AYLERNIIydG F2N
stakeholders some of whom are business entities, for whom profit and return on investment are
AYLRNIFyOE

Relevance and frequency of the enablers fayastal restoration upscalinga quantitative analysis

In this section, the information shows quantitative differences between the prioritization of the enablers in
the Nahal Dalia Pilot. As a prioritization criterion, relevance gained importance oveefrey considering

this last variable as a function of the previous one.

Relevance of the enablers

The value of the relevance of the enablerasbetween 1 (no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the
Fyrfteairas GKS Syl of SNE a02NBR 0SiG6SSy n YR p 6S]|
650658y M FyR o 6SNB O2yaARSNBR &fSaa NBtSOIyd Sy

1 A total of 13 enablers were ajnosed and valued, including technical but also financial and
governance ones.

1 Atotal of 10 enablers (77%) of those diagnosed enabters highly relevant (valued between 4 and
5) while 3 enablers (23%) weless relevan{between 1 and 3).
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1 From the higly relevant enablerg}0% were technical, 30% were governance and 30% were financial
(Figure52).

Nahal Dalia highly relevant enablers

30%

40%

30%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure52. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial enablers in the Nahal Dalia pilot site.

Frequency of the enablers

The value of the frequency of the enablevas between 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler
Ffglea 200dNROD® Ly (GKS lylrfearas Sylof SNE aO2NBR
enablers scored between 1 and 3were cBhSINB R af Saa FNBIdzSyié o

From those highly relevant enablers {otal of 10 highly relevant enablers), 80% (n=8) were diagnosed as
highly frequent, facilitating the development of restoration in thahal Dalia Pilot. Those are the most
relevant and frequat:

- AWillingness to promote restoration amontpkeholderg &

- oNew plans for transition in governance (promoting participation and sharing the begeffts)

- OContinued training for deeper stakeholder involvemend

- dncreasing restoration fundigg ®

- dnnovative valuecapture instruments and business model®

- dmproved capacity to develop business models and bankableéléns

- OProactive maintenance with performance indicator®

- CGExplicit accounting of coastal natural capital (biodiversity and ecosystantasf @

- dmplementation and planning with a safe operating physical space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion,
etc.¥ &

- GAdvanced forecasting models that support connectivity restoration (e.g., sediment transport
modelling &

Relevance andrequency of the enablers

Considering the most relevant and frequent enablers in the Nahal Dalia Pilot (scored with a value of 5 in
NBf SOFryOS |yR FTNBIdzSyOeos (KS KA 3IKndlighess ihprée®k & o
restoration among sakeholderg = g KAt S i GKS 3 aedPNisHof OBsitidnIdSt A
governancé > | & ¢ Sdntinued téainitigKdd deéper stakeholder involvemefit> | yR i GKS

f SOSt indreasing feSoration fundidg> | a ¢St t I|-sdoring BnancidiiaBlsN3edabla K

52).

The following tableTable52) contains the list of all the enablers identified by the Nahal Dalia Pilot. Wiy
arranged from along the degree of relevance as well as how frequent the Pilot must deal with them. In
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addition, the relevance and frequency scores of the Nahal Dalia Pilot were compared with th€ BREST

average of each of thenablersto integratethe present Pilot within the global analysis of the 9 Pilots of the
RESTCOAST project. Considering the previous enablers above (scored with a value of 5 in relevance and
FNBIjdzSyOe o GKS ayS¢g LIilya F2N 0N YyaKOENRYIAUKE20S
FYR GKS AGAYLINROSR OF LI OAde G2 RS wReffi@ther frondzheARESTa & Y 2
COAST average for relevance (SD 1.6 and 1.7, respectively), and frequency (SD 1,8eapéctigely) than

the other enablers. @ G KS O2y (NI NEX GKAA tAf20Qa &dA02NB F2N
aldF1SK2ft RSNARé Aa -COAST acefagei(Vdth & SDivalue ©fk0$ fomrdidvance, and 1.0 for
frequency).It is also worth tahighlight higher deviations fortber enablers in this Pilot that are less aligned
withthe REST h'! { ¢ 3t 2 6 INew polibi&s yowaids detagbonised coastal protection (e.g., NBS vs.

Grey infrastructurey = | & & O2 WJAMR, but ifiis far fidmiihe §lob& BESDAST (SD7).

Table52

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified by the Nahal Dalia Pilot, including technical,
governance and financial ones. The total enablers are ordered according to their importance in the pilot site, first by their
relevane according to the Pilot (from highest to lowest relevance) and then, by the frequency with which they occur
(from highest to lowest frequencyThe table includes the REEDAST average of the relevance and frequency of each

of the enablers considering ¢hdata from the 9 pilot sites of the project as well as the standard deviation of the Nahal
5FfAl tAf200a -COAITMRrageNRY (KS wo{ ¢

RELEVANCE { FREQUENCY of tiFREQUENCY|
R.ELEVANCE 9this ENABLER 4 SD ENABLER acros{ this ENABLE
Enabler | Enabler this ENABLER ¢ . . N . . . SD FREQUE
oe 1 ype 2 Enabler the Nahal Dalia pilot sites RELEVANC]|restauration actiony at pilot sites RESTOAST]
P P ket (RESTOAST| RESTOAST at the Nahal Dalia] (RESTOAST
P average) pilot site average)
sl General illingness to promote restoration among stakehol 5 3.9 0.8 5 3.8 0.9
enablers |enablers
Governanc( GeneralNew plans for transition in governance (promoj
L . - 5 2.7 1.6 5 2.8 1.6
enablers |enablersparticipation and sharing the benefits)
Eaans) General IContinued training for deeper stakeholder involvem| B 3.2 1.3 B 2.3 1.9
enablers |enablers
IAEEE] GeneralIncreasing restoration funding 5 3.4 11 5 2.6 1.7
enablers |enablers
Financial | Generalllnnovative valuecapture instruments and busing 5 32 13 5 29 15
enablers |enablergmodels
Financial | Generallmproved capacity to develop business models 5 26 17 5 27 16
enablers |enablersbankable plans
TEEleE] GeneralProactivemaintenance with performance indicators 5 3.2 1.3 4 2.4 1.1
enablers |enablers
Governanc( General E)fpll_clt faccountlng of coas_tal natural cay 5 32 13 3 23 05
enablers |enablers|(biodiversity and ecosystem services)
Technical | Generallmplementation and planning with a safe operal
- . - . 4 2.9 0.8 4 2.6 1.0
enablers |enablersphysical space (i.e., safety from flooding, erosion, €|
Technical | GenerallAdvanced forecasting models that support connect]
. : " 4 4.0 0.0 2 34 1.0
enablers |enablergrestoration (e.g., sedimeritansport modelling)
Technical | Generallincreased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up
. X A ” 3 2.8 0.2 3 22 0.5
enablers |enablerssocioeconomic and climatic conditions)
e GeneralThere are multi-level governance mechanis|
(planification at a local level must contribute to natid 3 3.3 0.2 3 3.1 0.1
enablers |enablers . X f
land international regulation)
Governanc( GeneralNew policies towards decarbonised coastal proteq 1 34 17 1 27 12
enablers |enablers((e.g., NBS v&rey infrastructure) .

Focusing on technical enablers, thegrerepresented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter
graph where the frequency is a function of relevance to have the distribution of enablers according to these
parametergo detect the enablers which are priority to become an opportutitpromote coastal restoration
upscaling in the Nahal Dalia pikite igure53). Inthe upper right quadrant, the technical enablers with the
highest scoravereO2 f f SOUG SR® ¢ K SvillingBeSKto/promatet restBrytibntainéhgtdkeholders

had the greatest relevancand frequencywhich should be addressed in the Nahal Dalia CGRRH, together

with those enablers proposed by theHs to generate opportunities to facilitate coastal restoration. The
following most relevant techinal enablers, but which occur less frequently than the previous one, is the
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GLINBIF OGADS YIAY(OISYlIyOS 6AGK LISNF2NXYIFYyOS AyRAOI (2N,
FYR NBESOIyOS 68 (KS GAYLIESYSYGARUROFEDYR LI I yyAy3d
Relevance vs. frequency of the technical enablers at the Nahal Dalia Pilot site
Willingness to promote
restoration among stakeholders
5 [ ]
Proactive maintenance with

£ Implementation and planning with berfomance indicatots
% 4 a safe operating physical space o
g
L
£
-3 .
: Increased pace of restoration
e upscaling
S
o Advanced
E 2 forecasting models

1

0

0 1 2 3 4 5

Relevance of the enablers

Figure53. Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the Nahal Dalia pilditsitérequency of the enablers
is a function of the relevance.

Connections between technical and financial and governance barriers: a quantitative analysis.

In this section, the connections between the technical enablers of the Nahal Dalia pilot site with the
governance and financial ones were analysed considefiegPilot perspective and integrating the new
enablers proposed by the Pilot. Firstly, for each of technical enablers identified by the Pilot, the connections
GAGK GKS 3I208SNYIFyOS YR FAYLFYOALFf oO0F NNASNAR &#SNB |
6200FaArz2ylt O02yySOilA2y0 |yR aaidNRy3a 0O2yySOilAizyat
between two enablers, the score was 0. Secondly, a summary of the total strong and weak connections of
each of the technical enabler with each graafenablers (governance and financial) waspiled (sed able

530 ® wilkn§negs to promote restoration among stakeholdegfrs ¢ & O2y aARSNBR (GKS S
the highest scores of connections to governance and financial enablers, followetl @osiedpfementation

and planning with a safe operating physical spage., safety from flooding, erosion, et€.ffherefore, as

these are being amplified by other type of enablers, they could bring a good opportunity to promote and
facilitate the coasl restoration upscaling.
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Table53

A summary of the total connections (strong and weak) between each of the technical enablers of the Nahal Dalia pilot

site and governance and financial enablers.

Nahal Dalia Pilot

TECHNICAL ENABLERS

General enablers

Type of connections
between technical
ENABLERS and any

governance or financig
ENABLERS

Advancedorecasting
modelsthat support
connectivity restoratiol
(e.g., sediment
transport modelling)

Implementation and|
planning with a saf¢
operating physical
space (i.e., safety
from flooding,
erosion, etc.)

Increased pace of
restoration upscaling
(to keep up with
socioeconomic and
climatic conditions)

Proactive
maintenance
with
performance
indicators

Willingness to
promote
restoration
among
stakeholders

Governance
enablers

STRONG connection|

WEAK connections

Financial
enablers

STRONG connection|

WEAK connections

Score of STRONG
connections between
enablers

10

Score of WEAK
connections between
enablers

Total score of
connections between

enablers

10

12

10

11

13

7.2.9.5 Closing remarks
Governance was seen by all SHs as the main barrier category to coastal restoration in the Nahal
Dalia Pilot, while the mairpotential enabler category was governance as wédlhe Pilot highlighted

the complexity in creating economic value for the SHs in an area undergoing ecological restoration
At the Nahal Dalia pilot site, there washigh level of agreement between the pspectives of the

Pilot and the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers to restorati®egarding the

barriers, the coincidences between the perspectives of the Pilot and SHs were distributed among the

different types of the barriers. However,dhighest coincidence between the two groups was in the
32 @S NY I y Oew flahs for rréhditiondin governance (promoting participation and sharing

the benefitsg

barriers);a LJ2 2 NJ 4 S1j dzSy OAy 3
ownershLd 2 ¥
and functiong X~

2

g KA

g KA OK

g1l a

OK

gl a

v A 7 oA

- s A x

RSUSOUSR
categay had the greater coincidences between the perspectives of both groups.
Most of the highly relevant barriers were technical (41%n contrast to financial (32%) and
governanceg27%) barriers. In additp among the highly relevant barriers, 73% were diagnosed as
highly frequent always appearing while developing restoration in the Nahal Dalia Pilot
Considering the most relevant and frequent barriers in the Nahal Dalia Pilot, almost half of these
(45%) wee technical barriersThe barriers identified as most relevant and frequent by this Pilot were
the following:ddifficulties related to management plaris which was also detected by 80% of the SHs
and it had one of the highest score of connections to otheariers;oa shared definition of the image

a success common to all stakeholdér@t also had one of the highest score of connections to other

Iy R

KAIKE @

0 e

iKS

tAf2d FyR

0 dziwasth& a a

highestscoring technical barrign terms of connections to governance and financial barriers
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- The most relevant and frequent governance barriers in this PitS NB ack @ intégtated
approack O RSGSOUGSR 0@ iedirfy withspeioe2ofiomit KeSds { I Y plicétioR
of changing the land use definitiorifihe most relevant and frequent financial barriersweieK S a t I O1
oflongi SNY SO2y2YAO &dzLILI2NIié¢ FyR aftl Ol 2F 1y26¢tStH
FTAEFGAZ2YE D

- Most of the highly relevant enables were technical (40%)ollowed by 30% governance and 30%
financial. Among those highly relevant enabler80% were diagnosed as highly frequeriacilitating
the development of restoration in thidahal Dalia Pilot: K S (i S O K y Mwiihghess3o/promdteS NJ &
restoration among stakeholdes K I Rghéstike®vance and frequency for the Pilot aobtained
the highest score of connectionsith governance and financial enablers, these results being
O2yaraitsSyid oAiGK {(cKtBat 41 & QR S ISSNGALIERO (i &\ atnSigimeidal T G K S
and planning with a safe operating physical spdce ¢ I & G KS 2 (i doainedt&eyhighedt S NJ
scorein connections with other typgof enablers and was detected by 60% of the SHSs.

- At the governace and financial level, this pilot site has some relevant and frequent enablers that
should be strengthened to facilitate coastal restoration. Also, iwasth noting the governance
Sy I 6re® palicies towards decarbonised coastal protecti¢e.g., NBS vs. Grey infrastructuée)X
which was scored as not very relevant, unlike other RESAST Pilots. Reinforcing this enabler with
the experiences of other Pilots (in which it is a more relevant and frequent enabler) could be a valuable
opportunity to facilitate coastal restoration in this pilot site.
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7.3 Overall results in the RESTOAST project and discussion

731 YSeé ail 1 SK2f R6nNhaAners had BidadesOG A 9S &

This section explores the results of the form sent to local key SHs of each PRERCAT)From a global
RESTCOAST perspective, a total of 85takeholder organisations answered the fornThis is considereal

very good participation result, which brought genuine and largeale insightsnto the factors that can block

or facilitate he practice of coastal restoration. The types of SHs responding to the formdiverse (Figure

54). Public sector organizations predominated (38% of response®luding different levels of government,

from the most local to the regional or national level. It is worth to highlight the relevance of the participation
of public authorities in the discussion around barriers and enablers for the future of coastatateon
upscaling since many of them have competencies or are directly involved in planning and management
activities in the Pilot areas. Therefore, bringing them on board at an early stage of th&RBST project is

also remarkableThird sector orgaisations (NGOsand Research and educaticmtities were also widely
represented in our sample, with a range from 24% to 31%, respectivéijthin this groups there is also
heterogeneity in the characteristics of the organisations that joined these ersrdn the one hand, both
environmental organisations and research and education organisations, might be locally involved in projects
related to nature conservation that have to do with ecosystem management, dissemination, and public
participation. On theother hand, they are interesting players due to its background in the practice of coastal
restoration. This can be an advantage to put the focus in the most relevant issues, not only environmental but
also social, that may constraint future actions. Consely, the interaction within the project and the CORE
PLATS arises as a good opportunity to discuss with public authorities, researchers, and activists, among others,
at a high technical level, also disseminating the concepts that are on the coreREBHECOAST project itself

(as NBS, ESS, soft vs hard engineering, climate change adaptation, forecastiagfico and many more).
Finally, Local companies and professional committees were also part of the form as a small proportion of
the total participation (7%) However, it is worthwhile, as some of these committees represent the interests
of a sector or bring together several smaller organisations.

Global REST-COAST stakeholders participation

Government and

[NGOS)

17:31% ocal companies

Figure54 Df 20 f &GF 1 SK2f RSNBRQ LI NIAOALN GA2Yy AohduGtéddnti®a NY T2 |
pilot cases of the REEIOAST project (n=55).

At the current stage the project, it was considered essential to explore how comfortable SHs feel to discuss
about barriers and enablers in their respective cagely restoration platforms (COREATS). Thus, a specific

¢KAa UIdzNB Ay Ot dzRSa (GKS LI NbOALI a2y Ay (GKS o LIAE20 O 3
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question was included inthe formwi K | NI} y3S 2F [yagSNhR 3JI2Ay3I FNRY |
Ft206 2F AYTF2NNIGA2YE0 (G-RPLATIs ad dpendadin to\dideOds dbdubdoncdrs Snid G |
ARSI & | NRdzy R O2Thaialdrafje résitolitaindll (318) sheWa e good environment for
discussion in the CORBLATSvith some small differences among Pilots (SD 1.1).

Before going into detail in the analysis, a preliminary question was posed to capture the impressions of the
SHs on the main barrieategories(Figure55). Governance appeared indisputably as the top perceived
barrier category (74% of answers) in the overall RESTJAST projectollowed far behind by financial barriers
(17%). On the contrary, technical barriers (7%) were seen as a minor concemblocking the coastal
restoration practice.

Global REST-COAST main barrier category

7%

19%

74%
Technical = Governance Financial

Figure55.Df 26 f &GF {1 SK2f RSNBRQ LISNOSLIiA2Yy 2y GKS YIAYy o6F NNXS
cases of the REEIOAST project.

Another factor to consider was wheth8Hs felt that barriers have been a relevant factor that has hampered
coastal restoration efforts in the past in their pilot areasr notd ¢ KS NI y3IS 2F LRGSYydAl
FNRY M 0ab23Y L RBYHHOFSKEROFNNBESBHI YAINRES Ay GKS
NBald2NI G§A2y 06SAy3 KIFIYLSNBR o0& O0FNNASNBR Ay (KS LI &l
anaverage result of 4.@nd some small differences among Pilots (SD 0.9)

Accordinglygovernance was also perceived by almost half of the SHs (54%) as the main category of enabler
(Figure56). Unlike what was observed for the barriers, the weight of financial (28%) and technical (18%)
enablers was higher. Additionally, RESJAST SHs perceived enablers as a lower relevant factor (3.3 and SD
1.1) than barriers, when considering its potential to boost past coastal restoration efforts. Again, the range of
LR GSYGdGArt {1aQ FTYasSNR o6Syld TNBS KI&Rab2 NSE SR2 W@l N.
G2 p o0a,S5ax L ¥SSt 6S KIS aSSy NBaili2NI} A2y o0SAy3
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Global REST-COAST main enabler category

18%
28%

54%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure56.Df 26 f &0GF {1 SK2f RSNBQ LISNOSLIiA2y 2y GKS YIAYy Syl of
pilot cases of the REEIOAST project.

Ly lyeg OFasSsz {1aQ LISNOSLIAz2ya LRAyG (2 32 X&OAITI yOS
pilot areas However this result is aligned with the project frameworkwhich is based on a combination of
technical, financial and management innovations that can support a shift in governance and perception to
enhance social engagement to restoration (Sanehedllaet al.2022).

7.3.2 Barriers to coastal restoration upscaling

This section shows theverall barriers analysis in the RESDAST project in the three dimensions explored.
The first partcompilesthe global list of the barriers identified in thasalysisthat is, those were proposed by
the Pilots and SHs of each of the Pilot cases optbgect, which expanthe conceptual framework that was
the basisof D1.2. (SancheZrcillaet al. 2022). Secondly, results of the quantitative analysis are presented, in
which the barriers were prioritized according to the relevance and the frequencyrdieted by concerning

the convergence between theHsand Pilot perspectives for the overall project consortiditimally, in the last
part of the present section, thgraphical representation of relevance and frequency of technical, governance
and financiabarriers is analysed at a global project scale.

7.3.2.1 Global list of barriers in the RESTJOAST project

As a complement to the barriers present in the paper fi@amchezArcillaet al. 2022, the SHs group and Pilot
scientific teams of the nine pilot sites thfe project also had the opportunity to introduce new aspects that
hamper coastal restoration. An aggregated ver$iari the proposed barriers is presentddre (Tableb4).

This initial version of the proposed barriers includes some heterogeneity, cguasinonly genuine barriers

that may respond to local particularities but also slight differences with barriers that are also present in the
paper. A next step would be necessary to process this information and being able to distinguish relevant local
singularities from redundancies. To do so, a further iteration to discuss it within the local-BORE is
recommended.

2] RSGFAESR Fylfeara 2F (KS LINPLRASR oF NNASNE OFy
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Table54

Proposed technical, governance and financial barriers gathered in the different Pilots. For each Pilot, barriers proposed

by the scientific and technical team of the Pilot are distinguished from the ones suggested by key local SHs.

restoring biotic conditions.

Barriers
Technical Financial Governance
pilot 1. Limited COMBINED knowledge of 1. Available maipower at administrative
engineering and ecology/biology. level (technical and governance).
1. When things get tense, some
Wadden Sea Pilot 1. Renaturation should reduce costs in th (functlonal!y minded) partners tend to stic
SHs long term. to only their own task(s).
2. Search for a balance between social ar| 2. Finding solutions is highly complex. Th
private benefits versus costs. requirements of stakeholders vary widely |
There are no easy solutions.
. 1. Lack obudget for longterm restoration L Feellng_of grievance in the territory for
Pilot o opportunities lost in the past and that
project's assessment. - -
conditions future actions.
Ebro Delta Pilot 1. It would be a priority to define consensi
1. Most resources are there, but depend d betwger_1 governments and actors arl1c_1 to
. . . X N act within these areas of consensus; it hal
1. Lack of pilot actions to know which are| the state, which does not have a defined
SHs X . been too long ago no progress because q
most appropriate and effective consensus roadmap. - X
L . L political tactics and lack of agreements.
2. Lack of decision and political vision in t L e
. 2. Lack of clear policies and priorities in tl
middle and long term. .
middle/long term.
Pilot
. o .| 1. Excess of stakeholders making
1. Lobby of economic activities, communi o
5 . 7 . N N governancdlifficult and ad hoc and
Venice Lagoon Pilot e and regional administrations little . e X
SHs 1. Difficulties in governance due to the attention uncoordinated specific projects.
presence of many entities . 2. | believe that a barrier is also the lack q
2. Resources wasted and not used corred .
. knowledge of the territories on the part of
(greenwashing). L -
political decisiormakers.
Pilot 1. General long term economitegradation | 1. Economic backwardness generates a | 1. Governance barriers reflect general
of Vistula Lagoon. need for outside financing. economic backwardness of the region.
1. The artificial island was created as a si
effect of the investment project
Construction of a watevay between the
Ddzt ¥ 2F DRI Za1 | yR |1 Thelongerm process of approving
After the completion of the project, protection plans for Natura 2000 sites wa:
financial outlays will be necessary for the | and is a limitation. In the case study,
1. Restoration of biodiversity in our case | pro-nature development of the island, however, all actiities, ownership rights
Vistula Lagoon Pilot depends on the course of treediment stimulating succession, mowing or other | and responsibility for the island rest with
consolidation process on the island so thg activities, but these activities will noriger | the Maritime Office in Gdynia, and any
SHs ) . . P y
succession can enter and the ground be financed from investment funds, hencq restrictions will depend on the
stabilizes enough to become stable enouq possible limitations in the availability of effectiveness of cooperation with nature
for nesting by birds. funds. Earlier difficulties were related to | protection authorities, taking into account
limited funds for the development of a that the director of the maritne office is
draft protection plan for Natura 2000 sites| the supervisor of marine areas of the
in the Vistula Lagoon and its surroungs. | Natura 2000 network.
The implementation of these plans also
entails significant expenses for the
implementation of protective tasks.
Pilot
1. Restrictions on applying for projects, laf
Foros Bay Pil i i i i - .
oros Bay Pilot 1. Poor awareness among the general .Of a na_tlonal p_ollcy_ fo_s?ate_ coflnancmg, 1. Lack of coordination of the actions of th
SHs - X . inconsistency in prioritization in -
public and some business organizations ) h . various departments
planning/strategic documents with the reg
need for conservation.
Pilot
1. For the moment, the financial resource:
on the Pilote site in the Delta du Rhéne a
mainly linked to projects, and do not makg
it possible to hire people in the long term
Rhone Delta Pilot on substantive missions and who require
SHs 1. Waste of timeconvincing local users. be able to poject themselves further than
the schedule of a project. It would be
necessary to have guaranteed letegm
funding not specifically dedicated to
specific projects to be able to hire such
people.
Pilot
Sicily Pilot 1. Insensitivity to issues.
SHs 2. Lack of experimental experiences in
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1. Ecological restoration mostly relying on|
regional / national grants to local MPA, th,
do not rely on ROI to fund additional . . .
! ) R actions, and has no resources to get thes! L D'.SSOCI.a“m.] Of. the governance units
1. High spatial variation in local contexts additior;al fundings dealing with biodiversity and the ones
Pilot (flow velocities and directions, waves gs. dealing with issues that could be solved (;
Arcachon Bay Pilot KSAIKGazr aSRAYSyid 2. Stakeholders that might have the budg least partiallythrough ecosystem services
to support large scaleestoration actions -
for ESS production are not decisioraking provided by local ecosystems.
on the strategy for ecosystem manageme|
in the area.
SHs
1. A shared definition of the image a 1. Difficulty in defining the benefits for the o .
success common to all stakeholders. stak_eholders. - L 'I_'h_glmphcanon c.)f Changing the land u
Pilot 2. Longterm ownership of the land (A leas 2. DIffICL!hy obtaining budgets for long deflnmor? (from ellgnculture to other) on
from the goverment for a specific term maintenance. ) ) ownersh|p_and rights of the stakeholders
purpose) 3. Lackl of knowledge, experiencei and on the territory.
’ regulation support Carbon fixation.
1. Possession of the ground.
2. Difficulty defining the picture of succesy
¢ under-response to all the needs of the
relevantstakeholders.
3. Possession of the ground, difficulty in
defining what the picture of successgs
under-response to all the needs of the . .
relevant s‘;akeholders. We have embarke( L P'.Jb!'elt has not been defied who the
on the project, and the conversation has . . . public is. . U
not yet been built, there are no ageenents 1. Lack_ of specific economic resources in 2. Bureaucrac_g issues of_ property Via-vis
Nahal Dalia Pilot vet. the_dralnag_e _autho_nty (a_bl_llty to suppor_t the ILA, se_zcunty actl_wty in open spaces.
4. There is good experience in reaching projects), difficulty in defln!n_g the benefit. | 3. A sustainable prolect.must |nclgde
broad agreements in the area (a policy 2. Afte.lf the res_toratlon actlvle_s, the environmental, economic and social
SHs document for PV roofing in fish ponds anq rehab|_||tate_d site _mu_st be ma|nt§|r_19d, °°mP°r.‘e.ms- .
water reservoirs, adopted by a district especially if the site is open to visitors 4. PUb!IC involvement and supp(.)rt is
committee, done in cooperation with man] crowd management includes waste essential for the suces of rehabilitation in
entities in tyhe region). Statutory limitiams 1 disposal and regular maintenance. the ;hgn and long term..
¢ the coastal strip on the one hand is very 3. The currgnt bud_g_e_t focuses only on 5.1tis m_‘lportant not to ignore the needs
sensitive, on the other hand there is a lot | reconstruction activities. the public. . .
infrastructure. 6. A_planned user survey will address this|
5. Having multiple stakeholders in a barrier.
relatively small space makes it difficult to
agree.
6. Rehabilitation actions are sometimes
contrary to the needs of stakeholders.
7. Data on biodiversity and system servicq
is currently lacking.

7.3.2.2 Barriers: A quantitative analysis of its relevance and frequency

In this section theguantitative differences are shown between the priority barriers in RESAST project.

Same as the criterion adopted in the Pilot analysis, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering
this last variable as a function of the previous one. Tdlaevof the relevance of the barriers was between 1

(no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the analysis, the barriers scored between 4 and 5 were
O2yaARSNBR GKAIKE& NBftSOIYyd oF NNASNEE GKAF BNBBESNHEE !

1. Atotal of 28 barriers were identified and valued in the overall RESAST project, including
technical but also financial and governance ones.

2. A total of 7(25%)of the diagnosed barriers were highly relevant (valued between 4 and 5)
while 21 (75%) were less relevafitetween 13).

3. Going in deep to the highly relevant barrigistected the overall RESTOAST project, nearly
most were technical (43%), with 29% gavence and®9%financial barriersKigure57).
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Global REST-COAST highly relevant barriers

29

29%

Technical = Governance Financial

Figure57. Highly relevant technical, governance and financial barriers in the overal®RBSST project, summing up
the results obtained in the 9 pilot cases.

However, it is wortlconsideringhat at the overall RESTOAST project scale some other barriers scored
average close to the relevantereshold set in almost 4 over 5. Thus, 5 barribesirelevance values higher
than 35. Accordingly, the number of relevant barriers will be 12.

The value of the frequency of the barriers was between 1 (Pilots inEHEIROAST project never have to deal

with this barrier) and 5 (Pilots always must deal with this barrier). In the analysis, barriers scored between 4
YR p #SNB O2yaARSNBR GKAIKEE& FTNBIljdSSyié o6KAES (KS
frS lj dzS ¥ndoagthose highly relevant barriers (a total of 7 highly relevant barriers), 42% (n=3) were
diagnosed as highly frequent, always appearing while developing restoration in the Pilot sitéswever, if

GKS NI y3aS T2N a7F NB ljtaoyeinat sanded\dghe Stk 3.5(as dofdfarthg rlévance),
TE: O0yredoo 2F (GKS GNBtSOIHyGé oFNNASNB o6F G224t 27F
identification of this combination of relevance and frequency in thgeartersof the restoration barriers may

have relevant implications for the future of restoration activities, not only in the project pilot cases but also in

a broad senseThe followingare the relevant and frequent barrieet RESTTOAST scalevhere the highly

NEt SOIyd 2ySa oF @SN 3IS NBftSOlIyOS x n0O INB Ay o02fR

- Lack of longgerm economic support

- Physical context specific of the site (e.dgerrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand
availability...)

- Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecologicatessesand functions

- Dealing with socioeconomic needs

- Low benefitcost ratios (or a lack of codtenefit evaluation)

- Difficulties related to management plans (e.gplans still to be defined, lack of consensus)

- Lack of integrated approach (i.gnterdisciplinary and coordinated action among stakeholders)

- Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests

- Low SHORTERM retuns from investments

- Short term and smabcale bias

- Bureaucratic issues or delaysaathorizingthe work or receiving work permits

- Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actions

This brings an interesting consensus perspective to the analysis of the results a&f@&ST scale as those

barriers can be considered major constraints to coastal restoration upscaling in all PiloCeiteglering the
most relevant and frequent barnie in the overall RESTOAST project, thdack of longterm economic
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& dzLJLJvasIihe financial barrier that was most relevant and occurred more frequently in the overall
consortium (see Tabl&50 @ | R R A Bhiskal kdhtéx® gpecific of the site (e,gerrain typology,
watershed, hydrological context, sand availability£.)2Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services,
ecological processes and functiahs | PifRculties related to management plans (e,gplans still to be
defined, lack of consnsusf 6 SNB GKS Yz2ad NBfSOFyld FyR FTNBIdzSSyi
LIS NA LISmealing@@hsocioeconomic needs | MaBk oftintegrated approach (i.ginterdisciplinary

and coordinated action among stakeholde(s) ¢ SNB | £ afghelsy G KS (2L 2

The following table (Tab5) contains the complete list of all the barriers arranged from along the degree of
relevance as well as how frequent the Pilots must deal with them. In addition, the relevance and frequency
scores of the Pilots wercompared with the RESTOAST average of each of the barfferBhe table shows

that all barriers included in the exercise score at leasto¥er 5 for relevancé.he same is true for frequency,
where any barrier scored less thar®1Consequently, both observatioimsply that the conceptual framework
based on thavork of SancheArcillaet al.2022 is aligned with the meaningful topics for practitioners involved

in restoration projects in the REEDAST consortium. Further aspectthin this frameworkwere disclosed

in a qualitative and quantitative manner the present analysis

Arelatively low standard deviation in most of thap 6 relevant barriersvas observedwith SD values scoring

from 0.9 to 11. Three top relevant barriersere NS OdzZNNBy (i f @8 F2dzy R Ay Lackdf2 i aQ
long-term economic support J.acki of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecological processes and
functionsé 3Deafing with socioeconomic needs (iN&dfréquency SD between.® and 10. Focusing on

the frequency, other relevant barriemgeref Sda FNBIjdzSyidf e NBLR2NISR Ay GKS
d_ow benefitcost ratios (or alack ofcost SY STA i S @I .6)Hzl ditA R it pHcibic ofide site

(e.g. terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand availabilitg...) { .6 0 ¢ MaEKof idtegrated
approach (i.e. interdisciplinary and coordinated action among stakeholdérs) 6 p®  MDyffiBultias

related to management plans (e.g. plans still to be defined, lack of conserisus)o .8) However, they might

be frequent for some pilots (see previous section) and have potential negative effects when they occur (as
they are very relevant). It is also worth to hiigiit higher deviations for other barriers within the RESJAST

3t 20t  { DMaEkyoR &tdgratediappoach (i.einterdisciplinary and coordinated action among
stakeholders§ 0.6 6 MOWBHGRTERM returns from investmenés 0 { 5 ™ @ p thedechinika§ NB F 2 |
governance and financial barriers mentioned above are the barriers which should be established as priority to
be addressed in the project consortium.

If we focus on less relevant barriers, on the one haodhe technical aspectslated tothe practice of coastal
restoration were observedd KI i KIF @S 06SSy 2@SND2YS Mighatah bdweeri2 a4 G
protected species ecology and restoration works (e.g. interventions overlapping with bird nesting seasbn)
(DelayedLISNF 2 NX I yOS 2T NOERAZNGI SR2Fy ANZISSKMREE | yR SO2f
marine infrastructure does not take biodiversity into account; preference for grey infrastructure than for

b . {ZdLadk of physical room for restoration (e.geaches too narrow to restore dune systems, presence

of anthropic infrastructure/activitiesf ~ MNdaéch between socioeconomic needs and restoration works

(e.g. interventions overlapping with bathing seasan)> @A G K NBt S@I y BSandZ®.f dzS a
Accordingly, these barriergere also within the less frequent, with frequency values ranging froentd 31.

On the other hand, some of these barriers also have the highest SD values, meaning its relevance and
frequency is not homogeneous within the comsum and some Pilotsnay still deal with these issues.

I RRA ( A 2 yLack df Bvis and Kdliciesi engaging conservation, management and restoration of natural
environments wasperceived as the less relevant governance barrier inRESTCOASProject, whichthey

aregood news, probabligecauseof a variety of policies that already have been developed and implemented

in many countries to promote nature protection. However, as mentioned before for other technical barriers,

ZCAdzNIKSNJ) RSGIFAfa 2y GKS aLISOAUO O2YLI NR&az2Yy 2F tAtz2dGa OFy
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there wasa high relevance déation (SD B) meaning that for some Pilots the lack of nature protection

policies might still be a relevant fact.

Table55

Ranking of the total barriers for coastal restoration upscaling identified in the-RB8BT project, including technical,
govemnance and financial ones (categories are depicted in purple in barrier type 1). Barriers are ordered according to their
relevance, as the average of the 9 Pilots (from highest, depicted in dark green, to lowest relevance, light green). The same
color gradent is used to highlight the average frequency of the barriers. The table also shows the data from the 9 Pilots
of the project, as well as the standard deviation within the RESAST project. The last is depicted with a red gradient,

to emphasize higheraliations with dark red.

Barrier
type 1

Barrier
type 2

LIST OF BARRIER|

Ebro
Delta
Pilot

Rhon
Delta

Venicg
Lagool

Vistulaf
Lagool

Pilot

Pilot

Pilot

Forog
Bay
Pilot

Sicil
Pilot]

Naha|
Dalia)
Pilot

Arcact
Bay
Pilot

o Wadder
Sea
Pilot

Relevanc|
REST

COAST|

average

Desvest|

Relevanc|
REST

COAST|

FREQUENCY of this BARRIER at pilot sites

Ebro|
Deltg
Pilot

Rhon
Delta

Venicg
Lagool

Vistulg
Lagool

Pilot

Pilot

Pilot

Foro:
Bay
Pilot

Sicily
Pilot

Nahal
Dalia
Pilot

Arcachol
Bay
Pilot

Wadden

Sea
Pilot

Frequen
y REST]
COAST|
average

Desvest|
Frequen
y REST]
COAST]|

FINANCIAL

General

Lack of long term
economic support

4,6

10

4

4,6

10

TECHNICAL|

General

Physical context
specific of the site (e.(
terrain typology,
\watershed,
hydrological context,
sand availability...)

45

11

38

14

TECHNICAL|

General

Lack of data and
metrics for ecosystem|
services, ecological
processes and
functions

43

0,9

3,7

0,9

GOVERNANC

General

Dealing with
socioeconomic needs

4,2

10

4,2

0,8

FINANCIAL

General

Low benefitcost ratios|
(or a lack of cost
benefit evaluation)

42

10

39

15

TECHNICAL|

General

Difficulties related to
management plans
(e.g. plans still to be
defined, lack of
consensus)

4,0

11

4,0

13

GOVERNANC|

General

Lack of integrated
approach (i.e.
interdisciplinary and
coordinated action
among stakeholders)

4,0

1,6

39

15

GOVERNANC

General

Lack of convergence |
stakeholders' interestg

3,9

0,9

4,2

0,8

FINANCIAL

General

Low SHORTERM
returns from
investments

39

15

34

16

FINANCIAL

General

Short term and small
scale bias

38

11

3,9

14

GOVERNANC

General

Bureaucratic issues of
delays in authorising
the work or receiving
\work permits

3,7

1,2

34

1,2

FINANCIAL

General

Lack of economic
resources to invest in
restoration actions

3,6

il

34

10

GOVERNANC|

General

Limitations in
coordinated decision
making

34

15

3,6

14

GOVERNANC|

General

Negative social
perception and
pervasive inertia (i.e.
passive actitude of
institutions and other
stakeholders)

34

0,9

34

11

TECHNICAL]

Further

Acute degradation
level and divergence i
target state

34

13

3,6

1,1

GOVERNANC

General

Focus in short term
policies

33

13

34

15

GOVERNANC

General

Lack of social
engagement in
restoration activities

33

13

33

kil

FINANCIAL

General

Business plans bound|
to local constraints

32

1,6

219]

iy

TECHNICAL|

Further

Insufficient restoration|
pace/scale with
uncertain benefits and
tradeoffs

31

13

3,6

11

TECHNICAL|

General

Difficulties with
monitoring programs
(e.g. scarce
accessibility to
\wetlands, islands, etc)

31

15

3,0

iy

TECHNICAL|

General

Lack of data and
metrics for biodiversity

31

15

2,8

10

TECHNICAL|

Further

Poor sequencing and
limited compatibility
with existing
infrastructure

3,0

15

31

16

TECHNICAL|

General

Mismatch between
socioeconomic needs
and restoration works
(e.g. interventions

3,0

1,6

31

2,0
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overlapping with
bathing season)

Lack of physical room|
for restoration (e.g.

beaches too narrow td
TECHNICAL| General restore dune systems. 4 1 2 2 3 4 5 1 4 2,9 15 2 1 1 1 3 4 4 1 3 2,2 1,3
presence of anthropic
infrastructure/activitie

)

Limited engineering
and ecological
expertise (e.g. current
marine infrastructure
TECHNICAL] General |does not take 4 1 4 2 5 4 1 1 3 2,8 1,6 5 1 5 1 5 5 1 2 3 3,1 89}
biodiversity into
account; preference f(
grey irfrastructure
than for NBS)

Lack of laws and
policies engaging
conservation,

GOVERNANC General 3 1 1 3 2 5 5 3 2 2,8 15 4 1 1 3 3 5 3 2 4 239 1.4

management and
restoration of natural
environments

TECHNICAL| Genera [DeYedperformancel |, | 5 | 53 5 | 3| 5 | o 2 26 11 |5 1| a| 25|21 2 1 26 | 17
of restoration projects
Mismatch between
protected species
ecology and

TECHNICAL| General restoration works (e.g 3 5 5 1 4 1 1 1 2 2,6 1,7 2 5 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 1,9 1,5

interventions
overlapping with bird
nesting season)

Barriers were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter graph. In this graph, the
frequency is a function of relevance, and the distribution of theriers was represented according to these
parameters to bring a complementary approach to barriers that should be prioritized in the coastal restoration
upscaling at a REEIAST project scale. In the upper right quadrant, barriers with the highest scemres
collected.For the technicdbarriers (Figur&8) 100f the 12 identified barriersrere depicted in the upper right

j dzt RN} yiG odzi gAdGK | O2yaAiRS Rhysical&ontBxk specifickitte Bitd (eg A U K A
terrain typology, watershed, hydrological context, sand availabilitye..FlLacki of data and metrics for
ecosystem services, ecological processes and functiemsl(i K Biffiaulties related to management plarts

were the technical barriers identified asost relevant and frequenat the RESTOAST project scal€his

were followed by other technical barriers that were more diluted in the aggregated analysis with the 3
OF GS3I2NRARSa 2 FAcute l[déghdatoNIevel atdkdozigencedin target state R jAdufficient
restoration pace/scale with uncertain benefits angade-offs¢ ~ Withih the relevant and relatively frequent
technical barriers. With a lower frequency, a group of 5 barremsdepicted around the intersection of the

score value 3 forelevance and frequengyespectively. Only two barriers fell in the lower right quadrant
oLack of physical room for restoration (e,goeaches too narrow to restore dune systems, presence of
anthropic infrastructure/activitiesf | MiBmatah between prdected species ecology and restoration

works (e.g, interventions overlapping with bird nesting seasof)® ! y& 06 NNA SNF farO2 NB R
relevance nor less than4 for frequency.
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Relevance vs. frequency of the TECHNICAL barriers at the REST-COAST project scale

Difficulties re:

Frequency of the barriers

Relevance of the barriers
Figure58. Relevance and frequency of the technibatriers at the RESTOAST project scale, integrating the results
obtained in the 9 pilot cases. The frequency of the barriers is a function of the relevance.

Since barriers are potentially interconnectedwiisrelevant to explore the trends that emerder the other

two categories included in theresent analysis. Fgovernance barriers, again a concentration of elements in

the upper right quadrant of thgraphic (Figur&9) was observedwith no barriers scoring on average less

than 28 over 5 for retvance and ® over 5 for frequency. This shows that governance barviersrelatively
O02YY2Yy FYR AYLRNIIFIYG Ay GKS LINF OGAOS 2F O21Faidlt NE
Onthetopofthatds S £ Ay 3a A lGK &2 Gire bs? iglevant abd frequénRgogernance

barrier, together with thedLack of integrated approach (i.g@nterdisciplinary and coordinated action among
stakeholdersy | y BLack & Sonvergence in stakeholders' interests® . dzNJvasdnOther rél@vant

factor that often limits restoration activities, having significdifferencesfor countriesandregions.

Relevance vs. frequency of the GOVERNANCE barriers at the REST-COAST project scale

Frequency of the barriers

Relevance of the barriers

Figure59. Relevance and frequency of the governance barriers at the-RBE®&BT project scale, integrating the results
obtained in the 9 pilot cases. The frequency of the barriers is a function of the relevance.
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Financial barriers alsscoredin the upper right quadrant of the graphiEigure60), with no barriers scoring

on average less thanBover 5 for relevance and2over 5 for frequency. Thit.ack of longterm economic

supporté wasleading the ranking of financial barriers, followediby Sow denefitcost ratios (or a lack of
costbenefitevduation)t = 062G K | & (KS Y2 &K SNBtenddE N ievant goRceptthab Ij dzS y
arisesretaledto the need for return®n restoration investments or short term and smatlale approache®
restoration projects that limitheir potential to have a positive impact.

Relevance vs. frequency of the FINANCIAL barriers at the REST-COAST project scale

Frequency of the barriers

Relevance of the barriers

Figure60. Relevance and frequency of the financial barriers at the REBAST project scale, integrating the results
obtained in the 9 pilot cases. The frequency of the basrisra function of the relevance.

7.3.3 Enablers to coastal restoration upscaling

This section shows the overall enablers analysis in the-RB8BT project in the three dimensions explored.
The first partcompilesthe global list of the identified enablers in tlanalysis, that is, those were proposed by

the Pilotsand SHs of each of the Pilot cases of the project, which exglamdonceptual framework that was

the basisof D1.2. (Sancheircillaet al. 2022). Seandly, results of the quantitative analysis are presented, in
which the enablers were prioritized according to the relevance and the frequency determined by concerning
the convergence between theHsand Pilot perspectives for the overall project consartidrinally, in the last

part of the present section, thgraphical representation of relevance and frequency of technical, governance
and financial enablers is analysed at a global project scale.

7.3.3.1 Global list of enablers in the REEIAST project

As done ér the barriers,SHs and Pilot scientific teams also had the opportunity to introduce new
complementary enablers to those present in the paper from Sanéhmeila et al. 2022. An aggregated
versior® of the proposed enablers is presentbdre (Tableés6). This initial version of the proposed enablers
includes some heterogeneity, covering not only genuine ones that may respond to local particularities but also
slight differences with others that are also present in ®&ncheArcillaet al. work A next sép would be
necessary to process this information and being able to distinguish relevant local singularities from
redundancies. To do so, a further iteration to discuss it within the local ®QRES is recommended.

Bl RSGFEASR Iyl f2aADI FTOSKF2ANRLIRAFSRKSY K aISONB O NB ¢
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Table56

Proposed technical, governe@ and financial enablers gathered in the different Pilots. For each Pilot, barriers proposed

by the scientific and technical team of the Pilot are distinguished from the ones suggested by key local SHs.

Enablers
Technical Financial Governance
Pilot
Wadden Sea Pilot 1. Through interventions in the area, therq
SHs . . X
will be future prospects and job retention.
L. The urgent r}eed for facmg anq _tackllng 1. International interest in investing in low| 1. Existance of project calls which eteb
. coastalrestoration, by growing willingness| R L l
Pilot NN . cost/effective policies and projects new governance models, based on
of social inertia in the territory and X - A .
; - N regarding coastal restoration. participation and cecreation approaches.
. international directives.
Ebro Delta Pilot - - —
1. Creation of the Climate Resilience Cen
SHs 1. New green deal european funds. (CRC).
2. Next generation (a lost opportunity??) | 2. The CRC can be a good place to find
consensus in decisiemaking.
Pilot
1. The funds are there but they are spent
badly.
Venice Lagoon Pilot 2. Funds linked to pecific projects.
SHs e h
3. There have been specific projects over
the years, but with the limit of being
extemporaneous.
1. Low population density may become ar
) asset for biodiversity restoration if outside|
Pilot " - .
financing is provided through coastal
authorities.
) . 1. Financing the construction of the island
Vistula Lagoon Pilot from investment funds. 1. Responsibility for the island lies in the
1. The very construction of the island and| 2. The use of the investment potential of | hands of the Office dealing with the
SHs the emergence of a potential habitat for | "Construction of the waterway..." to management of the coastal zone, so the
birds. combine the need to deposit spoil with thq case study is based on the most compete|
subsequent use of thesliand to support institution.
biodiversity.
1. Improvecknowledge on both structural
and functional relations that exist betweer|
different ecological units (e.g. seagrass
meadows, macroalgal meadows, coastal
wetlands, estuaries, watershezbastal
Pilot connectivity etc.) .
2. Improved knowledge on both structural
. andfunctional relation that exists within
Foros Bay Pilot socicecological systems.
3. Improved knowledge and advanced
modelling on application of NbS approche
in solving specific ecological problems.
1. Improved knowledge on technical
barriers thatprevent natural restoration;
SHs . N ;
improved knowledge and experience in
NbS solutions.
Pilot
Rhone Delta Pilot
SHs
T Pilot 1. Advocacy group actions (usually ONGg
Sicily Pilot Y group ( v
SHs
1. Master locatonditions and pressure to L In_novatlve model to value ecosystem
. ; services for local stakeholders and to
' Pilot enable key species settlement and s . :
Arcachon Bay Pilot e incitate restoration upscalling beyond the
resilience. . o . .
objectives of biodiversity restoration only.
SHs
Nahal Dalia Pilot Pilot
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SHs

1. Management and maintenance
processes are lacking. There are budgets|
for construction, not operation and
maintenance.

2. It is necessary, as stated, to state the
desired rehabilitation actions and to hear
the discussions of the positions of the
stakehotlers regarding them.

3. Models can help, only subject to
concrete guidelines.

4. There is a plan for managing the overlg
in the council.

5. Master Plan for the ICZM Coastal Area|
(Moshe Lenner).

6. High awareness and mobilization of log
bodies and resients to protect the coastal
environment (tar event in 2021).

7. Planning and consent are a prerequisity
for any planning of a rehabilitation
operation.

8. Mapping needs and then solving the
"how".

1. Development of a business modeit
the stage of operabn and maintenance.
2. All of the above moves complement ea|
other. Increasing funding sources is
important for longterm maintenance, for
preserving rehabilitation.

3. Innovative models and tools are
important for assessing economic
feasibility, as amicentive for stakeholders,|
some of whom are business entities, for
whom profit and return on investment are
important.

7.3.3.2 Enablers: A quantitative analysis of its relevance and frequency
In this section the quantitative differences are shown between the priority enabléne RESTCOAST project.
Same as the criterion adopted in the Pilot analysis, relevance gained importance over frequency, considering
this last variable as a function tfe previous oneThe value of the relevance of the enablerasbetween 1
(no importance) and 5 (absolutely relevant). In the analysis, the enablers scored between 4 and 5 were

O2yaAiARSNBR
Syl ot SNEE @

aKAIKE e

NBEt Sl yi

1 A total of13 enableravere identified and valued in the overall RESJAST project, including
technical but also financial and governance ones.
1 Only lenabler 8%)of those diagnosewashighly relevant (valued between 4 and 5) wHileenablers
(929%) were less relevant (between 1 and 3).
1 Going into in depth to the highly relevant enablers, it was observed that technical enablers were the
only ones (100%) considered highly relevant orrage within the 9 RESTOAST pilot cases.

CKS 2vie

KA3IKE e

Atizahc8dddretastinds nyoklels fthat dippioit donnéctivity restoration

Syl of SNEBRSHBRE St SYEO

(e.g. sediment transport modeling)with an average relevance of 4.0. Being less restrictive, a group of 9
enablers (69%) that scored in relevance higher than 3.0 was obgérved

The value of the frequency of the enablevas between 1 (this enabler never occurs) and 5 (this enabler
Ffglea 200dz2NEROVD LY
d02NBR
scored as highly frequent.

Syl of SN&

iKS
0S06SSY

FylrteaArasz Syl of SN&

M YR o

a02NBR

Consideringhe overallscale of theRESTCOAST project, enablers scoteder on average tharbarriers in

relevance and frequency. In general, there were difficulties for some teams in the project when cmgsider

g SNBE 0O2afipenddBrNS R

that potential enablers are present in their area to enhance restoration actions. Thus, the results on the
enablers could include a certain bias considering not only the enablers that have already been observed by

the Pilots. Also, factors that Pilatbjectively identified as potential enablers, but that are not usually observed

to occur with a direct cause, end.

The followingtable (Table57) contains the complete list of all the enablers arranged from the degree of
relevance as well as how frequenthe Pilots must deal with them. In addition, the relevance and frequency

2] 2yAARSNA Y3
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scores of the Pilots were compared with the RE®RST average of each of the enablers. According to that,
KA3IKE

GdKS

w

e

NBdvaéhieed forécastng ImodelS tNat support coectivity restoration (e.g.,
LX I OS

sediment transport modeling)

most of the cases.

Table57

NJ NEB f

REE

az2vys

tAf20a
Delta). This can highlight the potential of forecasting as a facilitator in other Pilots, from which lessons can be
learned. A higher variability was also seen in enablers frequency, with high values of standard deviation in

Ranking of the total enablers for coastal restoration upscaling identified in the®BAST project, includingchnical,

governance and financial ones (categories are depicted in purple in barrier type 1). Enablers are ordered according to
their relevance, as the average of the 9 Pilots (from highest, depicted in dark green, to lowest relevance, light green). The
same color gradient is used to highlight the average frequency of the enablers. The table also shows the data from the 9
Pilots of the project, as well as the standard deviation within the RESAST project. The last is depicted with a red

gradient, to enphasize higher deviations with dark red.

ENABLER
type 1

ENABLER|
type 2

LIST OF ENABLER

Rhong
Delta|
Pilot

Venice
Lagoon|

Pilot

Vistula
Lagoon|
Pilot

Forog

Bay| .

Pilot

Wadder

Sea
Pilot

Relevanc
REST

COAST

average

FREQUENCY of this ENABLER at pilot sites

Desvest

Relevanc|
REST

COAST

Ebro
Delta
Pilot

Rhon
Delta]
Pilot

Venice
Lagoon|
Pilot

Vistula
Lagoon|
Pilot

Nahal

Dalia
Pilot

Wadde!
Sea
Pilot

Frequenc:
REST

COAST

average

Desvest

Frequenc)
REST

COAST

TECHNICAL

GENERAL

[Advanced forecasting
models that support
connectivity restoratior|
(e.g. sediment transpo
modeling)

4,0

10

3.4

17

TECHNICAL

GENERAL

Willingness to promotel
restoration among
stakeholders

3,9

15

3,8

1,4

GOVERNANC

GENERAL

New policies towards
decarbonised coastal
protection (e.g. NBS v:
Grey infrastructure)

34

15

2,7

1,4

FINANCIAL

GENERAL

Increasing restoration
funding

3.4

15

2,6

1,3

GOVERNANC

GENERAL

There are multevel
governance
mechanisms
(planification at a local
level must contribute
national and
international
regulation)

33

13

31

15

FINANCIAL

GENERAL

Innovative value
capture instruments
and business models

32

1,8

239

1,6

TECHNICAL

GENERAL

Proactive maintenance
with performance
indicators

3.2

a7/

2,4

1,6

GOVERNANC

GENERAL

Explicit accounting of
coastal natural capital
(biodiversity and
ecosystem services)

32

13

2,3

13

GOVERNANC

GENERAL

Continued training for
deeper stakeholder
involvement

32

15

2,3

1,4

TECHNICAL

GENERAL

Implementation and
planning with a safe
operating physical
space (i.e. safety from
flooding, erosion, etc.)

219;

17

2,6

17

TECHNICAL

GENERAL

Increased pace of
restoration upscaling
(to keep up with
socioeconomic and
climatic conditions)

28

1,2

2,2

1,2

GOVERNANC

GENERAL

New plans for transitio|
in governance
(promoting
participation and
sharing the benefits)

2,7

1,4

2,8

12

FINANCIAL

GENERAL

Improved capacity to
develop business
models and bankable

plans

2,6

1,6

2,7

19

The enablers were represented according to their relevance and frequency by a scatter graph. In this graph,
frequency is a function of relevance, attte distribution of enablers was represented according to these
parameters to bring a complementary approach to enablers that should be prioritized in the coastal

restoration upscaling at a RESGDAST project scale. This is also a different perspectiveetpéores the
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gualitative implications of enablers. In the upper right quadrant, enablers with the highest scores were
collected.

For the technical enablerfigure6l) 2 ofthe 5 identified were depicted in the upper right quadrant but with

I O2yaARSNI o6f & RAAaLIS Mivanged foréchasiirfg ingdels tKak supportNaBnhedtivitg K S
restoration (e.g., sediment transport modeling) | yMRlingess to promote restorion among

a il 1 S K &dreRie MEhaical barriers identified as most relevant and frequent at the REZST project

level. This were followed by other two technical enablers that were less frequent and relevant depicted around
the intersection of the@ 2 lj dzr RNI yGasx FIl tf Ay 3 ProattisieSnaidtdhangeAvitrK A y 7
performance indicator§ I Iyhijteméntation and planning with a safe operating physical space (i.e., safety

from flooding, erosion, etc§ ® CA Y lrcreasedl patek & redration upscaling (to keep up with
socioeconomic and climatic conditions) ¢ & aSSy gAGK I £ 28SNI LIRGSYGALl f

Relevance vs. frequency of the TECHNICAL enablers at the REST-COAST project scale

Frequency of the enablers

Relevance of the enablers

Figure 61Relevance and frequency of the technical enablers at the REBST project scale, integrating the results
obtained in the 9 pilot cases. The frequency of the enablers is a function of the relevance.

Some of the aboveentioned technical enablersightbe considered together with governance and financial

to explore its potential to improve coastal restoration at a RE®RST project scale. In fact, governance
enablers were the most widely perceived by SHs in the Pilots as potential factors tothegshactice of

coastal restoration. For governance barriers, a concentration of elements closer to the centre of the graph
was observed, but still located in the upper right quadrdfig(re62)® Nedv policies towards decarbonised

coastal protection (e.g NBS vs. Grey infrastructure) | VhBre a@remulti-level governance mechanisms
(planification at a local level must contribute to national and international regulatién) ¢ SNB (G KS f ¢
enablers in terms of relevance and frequency. The last one washedsnost frequent enabler reported, that

also connects with some of the new trends in governance that should be explored in the framework of the
RESTCOAST project.
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Relevance vs. frequency of the GOVERNANCE enablers at the REST-COAST project scale

national and Ir

regulation)

New plans for transition in

nance (promoting @

partic

Continued training for

deeper stakeholder

Involvement

Frequency of the enablers

Relevance of the enablers
Figure62. Relevance and frequency of the governance enablers at the-RBBET project scale, integrating the results
obtained in the 9 pilot cases. The frequency of the enablers is a function of the relevance.

Finally, financial enablers also scored a little loimethe upper right quadrant of thgraphic (Figuré3), with

no enabler scoring on average less than 2.6 over 5 for relevance and 2.7 over 5 for frequirBycréasig
restoration fundingg 6 a &SSy & | NBfS@GFyd SylofSNIodzi Ada
practice of restoration by bringing higher economic inputs to the projects (with a potential to increase its
extension and impact), which is not something perceivedsual by restoration practitioners.

Relevance vs. frequency of the FINANCIAL enablers at the REST-COAST project scale

Frequency of the enablers

ﬁelevance of the enablers
Figure63. Relevance and frequency of the financial enablers at the REBST project scale, integrating the results
obtained in the 9 pilot cases. The frequency of the enablers is a function of the relevance.
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Other innovative formulas that are also on the focus of business models and economic value creation in the
RESTCOAST project do not take place very frequently but were still perceived with some relevance to act as
enablers.

8 Main findings and general recomendations

Deliverable 1.2 (D1.2) has the goal of identifying mainly technical barriers and enablers for coastal restoration
upscaling. This is an essential step within WP1 to pave the way to tackle management gaps in coastal
restoration, overcoming restoten barriers (technical, governance, and financial), as well as identifying and
fostering potential enablers. As a conclusion, it is consideredthigamain goal of this analysis was fulfilled,

since updated and exhaustive information was obtained, natlg qualitative but also quantitative, on the
relevance and frequency of technical, governance and financial barriers/enablers in the Pilot sites to
establish priorities and guidelines for hanedsn coastal restoration In this sense, this deliverable (D1.2)
makes available to the RESDAST project team, and also to the stakeholders and restoration practitioners

in generala comprehensive review of the barriers and enablers of coastal restoration that will encourage
future discussion and the coreation in COREPLATS becoming beyond an exhaustive compilation, a useful

tool for handson coastal restoration in the 9 pilot sites of the project and to drive the scaling up on a REST
COAST scale as wdHurthermore, the rewration barriers and enablers identified in this report also connect
RANBOGfe gAGK 20KSNJ 22N)] tFO1F3Sa 2F (KS LINRa2SOGx
F2NJ NBalw2NIGA2Yy dzLJaOFft Ay3E€X FyR 2t p Pectivedzdnd BRs (G KS
engagement. The potential raising awareness to local stakeholders about the relevance of considering barriers
and enablers for the future of coastal restoration (and which connects with WP6) cannot be underestimated
either.

The level ofengagement with all the activities carried out in this analysis is considered very Higit.only
internally, with a high level of implication from all 9 RESJAST Pilots in the project (Wadden Sea, Venice
Lagoon, Ebro Delta, Foros Bay, Nahal Dalia,dibelta, Vistula Lagoon, Arcachon Bay and Sicily Lagoon), that
answered on time representing 100% of participation. Also, the engagement of external SHs through the
methodological design of this deliverable was succesEfuls, from a global RESIOAST pspective, a total

of 55 SHs organisations participated in the present analysis for this Deliverable 1.2 through-ineoform.

This is considered a very good participation result, which brought genuine andslzalgeinsights into the
factors that carblock or facilitate the practice of coastal restoration. The effort made in this technical report
G2 O02ttS0O0 y20G 2yteée (GKS SELISNI ONRGSNARI 2y O2 adl f
of key local SHs from different sectors to eggrate the knowledge and interests of all parties involved in
coastal restoration is valuable to obtain a global picture that integrates the main technical limitations
(barriers), successful solutions (enablers) and good practices for coastal restorasealing This is the

first step for the cedesign and camplementation of hand®n coastal restoration between the different
parties in pilot sites and COREATS.

In terms of SHs participation, it is worth to highlight the relevance of the partioipaf public authorities in

the discussion around barriers and enablers for the future of coastal restoration upscaling since many of them
have competencies or are directly involved in planning and management activities in the Pilot areas.
Therefore, bmging them on board at an early stage of the RESRST project is also remarkable. Third sector
organisations (NGOs) and Research and education were also widely represented, and this is relevant, too. On
the one hand, both environmental organisations aedearch and education organisations, might be locally
involved in projects related to nature conservation that have to do with ecosystem management,
dissemination, and public participation. On the other hand, they are interesting players due to itsduamkgr

in the practice of coastal restoration. This can be an advantage to put the focus in the most relevant issues,
not only environmental but also social, that may constraint future actions. Finally, local companies and
professional committees took parf ¢his analysis as a small proportion of the total participation. However, it

is worthwhile, as some of these committees represent the interests of a sector or bring together several
smaller organisations. Consequently, the interaction within the projedtithe CORPLATS arises as a good
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opportunity to discuss with public authorities, researchers, and activists, among others, at a high technical
level, also disseminating the concepts that are on the core of the-RE&BT project itself (as NBS, ESS, soft
vs hard engineering, climate change adaptation, forecastingreation and many more). Accordingtiie

results obtained show that stakeholders feel a very good environment for discussion in the €RMRES

with some small differences among Pilots.

In addition, the results showed thade factg all COREPLATS were operating his positive result in terms of

the existence of CORELAT constitutes an essential basis for the current analysis on barriers and enablers.
Furthermore, most of the Pilots hahplicitly considered barriers and enablers to restoration projects in their
previous interactions with local SHs. Consequently, most of key local SHs were somewhat familiar with a
certain degree of discussion on barriers and enablers for coastal reswordiis is a direct positive effect of

the CORIPLATS that could have helped with the good participation results achieved in this analysis as well as
promoting a good environment for discussion.

SHs feel that barriers have been a relevant factor that has hampered coastal restoration efforts in the past in
their pilot areas. In additiorf, | &8 Q LISNOSLIJiA2ya LRAYy(d (2 3F20SNYyIl yOS |
the RESTCOAST pilot areasThis result is aligned with the project frameworkwhich is based on a
combination of technical, financial and management innovations that can support a shift in governance and
perception to enhance social engagement to restoration (Sanéheiflaet al.2022)

At the pilot level, in general, there was a high level of agreement between the perspectives of the Pilots and

the SHs regarding the identified barriers and enablers for coastal restoratitierefore, in most of the REST

COAST pilot sites, theresult 2 F GKS tAf20Qa Frylrfteara oSNB Oz2yairai
key to facilitate discussion in the CORIEATs of the different pilot sites, since they have close visions in terms

of barriers considered a priority to address because they become a strong impediment to coastal
restoration and enablers that could be a valuable opportunity to facilitate coastal restoration upscaling.

Relevance and frequency of barriers observed in the results also point to the alignment of the cohceptua
framework based on the work from Sanch&zillaet al. 2022 with the meaningful topics for practitioners
involved in restoration projects in the REGDAST consortium. Further aspects within this framework have
been disclosed in a qualitative and quanti G A S Yl yYYSNJ Ay GKA& SESNDA&SO
perform better than enablers, in terms of reaching higher average relevances and frequencies at an overall
RESTCOAST project scale. Thus, enablers scored on average lower than bare&gdance and frequency.

In general, there were difficulties for some teams in the project when considering that potential facilitators
do take place in its area to enhance restoration actions. Thus, results on enablers might include a certain bias
consideing not only enablers that have already been observed by Pilots. Also, factors that are objectively
identified by Pilots as potentially relevant enablers, but that are not usually observed to occur with a direct
cause, end. This is something that shoutdcbnsidered at a project scale, to explore and share best practices
around enablers and promote them.

In addition, in this report, the relevance and frequency results of each Pilot were compared with the REST
COAST average of each of the barriers emablers to integrate the Pilots within the global analysis of the 9
Pilots of the RESTOAST projecthis was very useful to detect similarities and deviations between different
pilot sites of the project regarding their technical, governance and finahddarriers and enablers and
constitute the first step towards establishing a cooperative framework to address the barriers and enablers

to coastal restoration in the different RESTOAST Pilot©n the one hand, regarding the similarities, it is
recommended that the Pilots who share similar barriers or enablers to coastal restoration could work together
to share their knowledge and experiences to find synergies to address these barriers aadppEatunities.

On the other hand, considering the deviations with respect to other Pilots, it is proposed that the Pilots address
their barriers and facilitators by integrating the knowledge and experiences of the global0REASIT to
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integrate lessongearned in other Pilots in the restoration actions of each Pilot site as well as generate new
opportunities from enablers that are relevant and frequent in other Pilots.

As a complement to the barriers present in the work from Sangheillaet al. 2022, the SHs and Pilot
scientific teams also had the opportunity to introduce new barriers and enablers that they consider hinder
coastal restoration or that could be valuable opportunitie\ next step would be necessary to process this
information and be ble to distinguish relevant local singularities from redundancies. To do so, a further
iteration is recommended to discuss it within the local CORETS.

At the Pilot scale, a variety of key findings have also provided relevant information to begraited in the

next steps of the RESTOAST project. This report highlighted the fact that the analysis of barriers for each
Pilot site has been uniquelhis is because they faced diverse barriers due to their specific context and because
they are curreny in different stages of restoration, different timelines on their restoration plans and
differences in actual progress (shown in month 18). Hence, the barriers can vary greatly between Pilots since
not all of them are in the exact stage of restorationefidghmay be some barriers which are only encountered

in the initial stages of restoration (e.g., governance and bureaucratic barriers), while others may predominate
later in the restoration process. Thuis,would be advisable to assess all these barrieradaenablers
throughout different times in the RESTOAST project with the aim of understanding their links with the
actual restoration progress and timelines for each Pilot

Finally, as can be seen in the detailed analysis of each of the nine &iltite,abovementioned barriers and
enablers (technical, governance and financial) to coastal restoration are also interconnecidus
perspective has been widely explored from an individual Pilot perspective: the connections between the
technical barries/enablers of each pilot site with the governance and financial ones were analysed considering
the Pilot perspective and integrating the new enablers proposed by the Pilot. The results of this part of the
analysis were valuable to identify, on the one hand 1 KS L}2aaAoftS | YLX ATAOIGAZ2
technical barriers interconnected with other governance and financial barriers becoming a stronger
impediment to coastal restoration; and on the other hand, the enablers that are laanuified byother type

of enablers and they could be a good opportunity to promote and facilitate the coastal restoration upscaling.
The present analysis of the D1.2 results will require a further iteration within the Pilots GBRATS, to put

it in common and promote aliscussion around the similarities with the consortium and particularities of
each area.
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11 Annexes
Annex I. Surveys

Pre-diagnosis form for the RESTOAST Pilots

1. What's the name of your Pilot/ Fellow case in RESGAST?
0 Wadden Sea/Ems Dollard (NLD, DEU, DNK)

Ebro Delta (ESP)

Venice lagoon (ITA)

Sicily Med Island (ITA)

Rhone Delta (FRA)

Arcachon Bay (FRA)

VistulaLagoon (POL)

Nahal Dalia (ISR)

Foros Bay (BGR)

O OO O O O o0 o

2. Is your pilot CORBLAT already operating?

o Yes
o No
o Other

3. Have you already been discussing about barriers and enablers for coastal restoration projects in your CORE
PLAT?

o Yes
0 Not yet
o Other

4. Ifyou have answered YES to the previous question, please, could you write a brief paragraph about how
this discussion took place? (format, participants, achievements, etc.)

5. How comfortable do you feel with filling a request on barriers and enablere&stal restoration in your

pilot case with your own info (expert criteria) considering also some stakeholders' perspe¢@lesise a
value between 1 and 5)

M I b2i OSNB O2YF2NIlofSTE 6S R2yQiG KI@S | t20G 27
5= No problem, we know atithe situation and we can extrapolate our stakeholders perspectives about it.

6. We are considering the possibility of sending a form to key stakeholders in theRL@ARE to gather their
impressions about enablers/barriers for restoration upscalingoiar yilot. The form would remain open for
a couple of weeks. Do you think it would be feasible in your pilot? Would you be able to send the form link to
them?

0 Yes, please send a form!

0 Yes, although some SH may not answer

o [ SdqQa GFf 1 honoilfertheBHG2 RSOARS
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The form for local stakeholders of each RESDAST Pilot (COREAT)
Barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Stakeholders'
approach

Section 1

Thank you for joining this online questionnaire about barriers emablers for coastal restoratiampscaling

in your pilot area within the RE®IOAST project. As a stakeholder, your contribution is essential to us. It will
take you less than 10 min to fill in. The form will remain open until next Thursday March 1 6tidéihc

Additional info:
{1 Pilot hosts will help you with any issue related to the completion of this form. Please, if you
have any questions or queries, contact the person who sent you this form.
1 You should answer the survey considering ymarkground and experiences around the
region, rather than just considering the pilot you are involved with.
T All the information given in this survey will be treated anonymously.

INDIVIDUAL INFORMATION
We would like to collect some brief information about your organisation and the pilot case you belong to.
1.-If possible, write your organisation's name (NOT your personal info).
(open answer)
2.-To which category of stakeholde does your organisation belong?

1 Government
Local companies and economic associations
Research institutions and education
NGOs, the third sector, local community, etc.
Local media
Other

=A =4 =4 -4 A4

3.-In which sector is your activity developed?
1 Agriculture and farming
Fisheries
Tourism
Industry
Commerce
Consultancy
1 Others...
4 -In which pilot case (CORELAT) in the RESITOAST project are you involved as a stakeholder?
1 Wadden Sea/Ems Dollard (NLD, DEU, DNK)
Ebro Delta (ESP)
Venicelagoon (ITA)
Sicily Med Island (ITA)
Rhone Delta (FRA)
Arcachon Bay (FRA)
Vistula Lagoon (POL)
Nahal Dalia (ISR)
1 Foros Bay (BGR)
5.-At the present time, how comfortable do you feel to discuss about barriers / enablers in your case
study restorationplatform (COREPLAT)? (Choose a value between 1 and 5)

= =4 =4 -4 4

=A =4 -4 4 -4 -8 -4
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1 = Not so much...and this hinders the flow of information
5= Very much...| feel the COREAT is an open forum to discuss about concerns and ideas around coastal
restoration

Section 2

BARRIERS for coastal restoration upscaling

wSai2NIGA2y A& 2F0Sy fAYAGSR o0& GSOKyAOlItX FAYlFyYyO
not only at a local level but also in a broad sense, leading to a widespread implementation of large

OFtS AYUiSNBSylAzyad LYy GKAa aSOlAiAzy 2F (GKS T2N¥Y ¢
LIAE 20 | NBI @

6.-In your opinion, which is the main BARRIE&Regory to coastal restoration?
1 Technical
71 Financial
1 Governance
1 Others...

7.-In general, do you feel that BARRIERS have been a relevant factor that has hampered coastal
restoration efforts in the past in your pilot area? (Choose a value betweemd &)

1 = No, | don't feel barriers might have had a relevant role in the past

5 =Yes, | feel we have seen restoration being hampered by barriers in the past

8.-TECHNICAL BARRIER$o0astal restoration: In your opinion, which are the technicalibesrexisting in
your pilot area (select as many barriers as needed)?
1 Background barriers specific of the site (e.qg. terrain typology, watershed, hydrological
context, sand availability...)
T Limited engineering and ecological expertise (eugrent marine infrastructure does not
take biodiversity into account; poor knowledge on NBS)
1 Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity
Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services and functions
Difficulties with monitoring programs (e.g. scarce asigility to wetlands, islands, etc.)
Difficulties with management plans (e.g. plans still to be defined, lack of consensus)
Delayed performance of restoration projects
Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g. beaches too narrow to restore duners)ste
Mismatch between protected species ecology and restoration Works
Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restoration Works
Others...

=A =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 -4 -4

9.-TECHNICAL BARRIERS for coastal restoration: Would you like to elaborate a bit more about it? (please,
also use this space if more than one relevant barrier for your pilot area was missing in the last question)
(Open answer)

10.-FINANCIAL BARRIHEBScoastal restoration: In your opinion, which are the financial barriers existing in
your pilot area (selet as many barriers as needed).
f Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actions
Low benefitcost ratios
Low returns from investments
Short term and small scale bias
Business plans suited to local constraints
Lack of long terneconomic support
Others...

=A =4 -4 -4 -4 -4
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11-FINANCIAL BARRIERS for coastal restoration: Would you like to elaborate a bit more about it? (please,
also use this space if more than one relevant barrier for your pilot area was missing in the last question)
(Open answe)

12-GOVERNANCE BARRI®RE0astal restoration: In your opinion, which are the financial barriers existing
in your pilot area (select as many barriers as needed).
f Lack of integrated approach (i.e. interdisciplinary and coordinated action among
stalkeholders)
{ Limitations in coordinated decision making
f Lack of social engagement in restoration activities
1 Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e. passive attitude of institutions
and other stakeholders)
1 Focus in short term policies
1 Lack of convergence in stakeholders' interests
1 Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, management and restoration of
natural environments
1 Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising the work or receiving work permits
1 Dealing with socioeconomiteeds
 Others...

13-GOVERNANCE BARRIERS for coastal restoration: Would you like to elaborate a bit more about it?
(please, also use this space if more than one relevant barrier for your pilot area was missing in the last
guestion) (Open answer)

Section 3

Innovation may help to overcome current barriers to restoration up andsoaling. Again, this may happen
not only at a local level but also in a broad sense. In this section of the form we want you to focus on
enablers for coastal restoratiohy & 2 dzNJ LAt 204 | NBI ¢

14.-In your opinion, which is the main ENABLER category to coastal restoration?
1 Technical
] Financial
1 Governance
1 Others...

15-In general, do yodeel that ENABLERS have been a relevant factor that has boosted coastal restoration
efforts in the past in your pilot area? (Choose a value between 1 and 5)

1 = No, | don't feel any enabler might have had a relevant role in the past

5 =Yes, | feel we tia seen restoration being unblocked by some enablers in the past

16-TECHNICAL ENABLERS for coastal restoration: In your opinion, which are the technical enablers
existing in your pilot area (select as many as needed)?
1 Advanced forecasting modelsat support connectivity restoration
1 Implementation and planning with a safe operating physical space (i.e. safety from
flooding, erosion, etc.)
1 Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up with socioeconomic and climatic
conditions)
1 Proactive naintenance with performance indicators
f Willingness to promote restoration among stakeholders
1 Others...
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17-TECHNICAL ENABLERS for coastal restoration: Would you like to elaborate a bit more about it? (please,
also use this space if more than one rebawt enabler for your pilot area was missing in the last question)
(Open answer)

18.-FINANCIAL ENABLERS for coastal restoration: In your opinion, which are the financial enablers existing
in your pilot area (select as many as needed)?

1 Increasing restoration funding

71 Innovative valuecapture instruments and business models

1 Improved capacity to develop business models and bankable plans

1 Others...

19-FINANCIAL ENABLERS for coastal restoration: Would you like to elaboratenargitabout it? (please,
also use this space if more than one relevant enabler for your pilot area was missing in the last question)
(Open answer)

20-GOVERNANCE ENABLERS for coastal restoration: In your opinion, which finatioéal enablers
existingin your pilot area (select as many as needed).
1 There are multievel governance mechanisms
Explicit accounting of coastal natural capital
New policies towards decarbonised coastal protection
New plans for transition in governanca
Continued trainingdr deeper stakeholder involvement
Others...

=A =4 =4 -4 =4

21-GOVERNANCE ENABLERS for coastal restoration: Would you like to elaborate a bit more about it?
(please, also use this space if more than one relevant enabler for your pilot area was missing in the last
guestion) (Open answer)

22-THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME! If you have any suggestions concerning barriers or enablers

for coastal restoration, please write here below! (Open answer)
Annex II: Instruments to collect information from the nine Pilot sas
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A. Instrument to collect quantitative information about barriers and enablers to coastal restoration
upscaling at each Pilot site based on their own expert criteria

Dear REST-COAST colleagues,
the goal of this tool is to collect QUANTITATIVE information about barriers/enablers to coastal restoration upscalir
your pilot site, with emphasys technical aspectsPleasgo through all the 6 tabs of this Excel fjlélling in (grey cells) ¢
selecting the options from the dropdown list (blue cells). A Word document has also been sent, that you are invite
for providing a QUALITATIVE description of barriers/enablers at your pilot site: there, you will be able to explain s
the answers you will give in this spreadshéétank you for your timelh case of any questions please contact with Fer
Bertomeu (ferran.bertomeu@eurecat.org) and Laura Puértolas (Ipuertolas@albirem.com).

Pilot name

Country

Name of your organization

How relevant is this BARRIER/ENABLER a{How frequent is this BARRIER/ENABLER across
your pilot site?Please choose from the restauration actions at your pilot sitePlease choose
dropdown list a value between 1 (= no from the dropdown list a value between 1 (= we nev|
importance) and 5 (=absolutely relevant) have to deal with this barrier/enabler) and 5 (= we
always have to deal with this barrier/enabler)
Limited engineering and ecological expertise (e.g. current marine infrastructul
does not take biodiversity into account; preference for grey infrastructure thal
NBS)
M Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity
3 Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem services, ecological processes and
%) s functions
o = Difficulties with monitoring programs (e.qg. scarce accessibility to wetlands, isl|
E § etc.)
x é Difficulties related to management plans (e.g. plans still to be defined, lack of
n: 7] consensus)
< 5 Delayed performance of r projects
foa) b Lack of physical room for restoration (e.g. beaches too narrow to restore dun
§ systems, presence of anthropic infrastructure/activities)
&' EE /Acute degradation level and divergence in target state
o Insufficient restoration pace/scale with uncertain benefits
e and tradeoffs
=z Poor sequencing and limited compatibility with existing
T infrastructure
O ) Mismatch between protected species ecology and restoration works (e.g.
L ) interventions overlapping with bird nesting season)
= § Mismatch between socioeconomic needs and restoration works (e.g. interve
5 overlapping with bathing season)
g Physical context specific of the site (e.g. terrain typology, watershed, hydrolo
context, sand availability...)
g 2
£2 Please, enter missing BARRIERS in this grey rows (15-19) of column C |
zg 4‘@5 much as required) to complete the list for your pilot I
w ) /Advanced forecasting models that support connectivity restoration (e.g. sedi
- 5 £ |transport modeling)
2 "; Implementation and planning with a safe operating physical space (i.e. safety
= % flooding, erosion, etc.)
] Increased pace of restoration upscaling (to keep up with socioeconomic and
L w.g  |climatic conditions)
- ® _ |Proactive with performance indicators
o ::
9 -g § \Willingness to promote restoration among stakeholders
Z @
5 .
5]
| =3
= Lo 4‘P\ease, enter missing ENABLERS in this grey rows (25-29) of column|
C (as much as required) to complete the list for your pilot [
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How relevant is this BARRIER/ENABLER ajHow frequent is this BARRIER/ENABLER across
your pilot site?Please choose from the restauration actions at your pilot sitePlease choose
dropdown list a value between 1 (= no from the dropdown list a value between 1 (= we nev|
importance) and 5 (=absolutely relevant) have to deal with this barrier/enabler) and 5 (= we
always have to deal with this barrier/enabler)
° Lack of integrated approach (i.e. interdisciplinary and coordinated actid
3 among stakeholders)
g Limitations in coordinated decision making
2 = Lack of social engagement in restoration activities
w £ Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e. passive actitude d
g 5 institutions and other stakeholders)
5 2 Focus in short term policies
w g Lack of covergence in stakeholders' interests
g = Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, management and
é g restoration of natural environments
= '; Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising the work or receiving work
5 [ permits
o) Dealing with socioeconomic needs
=0
2e
55 Please, enter missing BARRIERS in this grey rows (11-15) of column C |
[ (as much as required) to complete the list for your pilot [
° There are multi-level governance mechanisms (planification at a local |
= must contribute to national and international regulation)
%) s Explicit accounting of coastal natural capital (biodiversity and ecosyste|
4 S :
w ® o |services)
@ g 2 |New policies towards decarbonised coastal protection (e.g. NBS vs. Gr
§ *; g infrastructure)
m o = New plans for transition in governance (promoting participation and sh
(z) g the benefits)
< &
E Continued training for deeper stakeholder involvement
o D
3 3
o =1
©
5
5 Please, enter missing ENABLERS in this grey rows (21-25) of colum]
£ C (as much as required) to complete the list for your pilot I
5
[
How relevant is this BARRIER/ENABLER a{How frequent is this BARRIER/ENABLER across
your pilot site?Please choose from the restauration actions at your pilot sitePlease choose
dropdown list a value between 1 (= no from the dropdown list a value between 1 (= we nev|
importance) and 5 (=absolutely relevant) have to deal with this barrier/enabler) and 5 (= we
always have to deal with this barrier/enabler)
Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actions
@ g Low benefit-cost ratios (or a lack of cost-benefit evaluation)
5 E, E Low SHORT-TERM returns from investments
g '?E) E Short term and small scale bias
<] " -
5 o | Business plans bound to local constraints
= "
< Lack of long term economic support
3}
b4 o
< 2
= £
T = Please, enter missing BARRIERS in this grey rows (8-12) of column C (a}
5 much as required) to complete the list for your pilot
£
5
w
e . . .
£ 3 |Increasing restoration funding
%] e
o )
w o= . . .
ﬁ o Innovative value-capture instruments and business models
< ‘s
=4 5 S
"_"" g Improved capacity to develop business models and bankable plans
<
o 4
=4 o Please, enter missing ENABLERS in this grey rows (16-20) of columr|
< 2 C (as much as required) to complete the list for your pilot |
T [
9]
£
5
T
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TECHNICAL BARRIERS

Barriers from scientific literature

Other barriers

Further barriers

Please indicate which are, according to your expert's criterion, the techr
BARRIERS that connect with any governance or financial BARRVBR&al]
choose an answer from the dropdown list available in any cell from the

In case no connections are recognized between two barriers, do not seld

possibilities:
1_Weak: Occasional connection
2_Strong: Frequent connection

answers.

infrastructure does not take biodiversity
Lack of data and metrics for biodiversity|
Lack of data and metrics for ecosystem

services, ecological processes and

functions
Difficulties related to management plan:

(e.0. plans still to be defined, lack of

scarce accessibility to wetlands, islands|
consensus)

Difficulties with monitoring programs (e
etc)

Limited engineering and ecological
expertise (e.g. current marine

and restoration works (e.g. interventions

overlapping with bathing season)
terrain typology, watershed, hydrologica

Physical context specific of the site (e.g.
context, sand availabiliy...)

Poor sequencing and limited compatibil|
Mismatch between socioeconomic need

[Acute degradation level and divergence|
lwith existing infrastructure

target state
Insufficient restoration pace/scale with

Delayed performance of restoration
Lack of physical room for restoration (e.
beaches too narrow to restore dune
systems, presence of anthropic
uncertain benefits and tradeoffs
Mismatch between protected species
ecology and restoration works (e.g
interventions overlapping with bird

projects

Please, enter
AGAIN here the
missing BARRIER|
in this grey rows
to complete the
list for your pilot

o |Lackofintegrated approach (i.e. interdisciplinary and coordinated acti
5 |among
€ [Limiations in decision making
‘g E ] Lack of social in restoration activities
w £ [Negative social perception and pervasive inertia (i.e. passive actitude
x g i and other
3 % [Focus in short term policies
w £ [Lackof in interests
] £ [Lack of laws and policies engaging conservation, management and
= g of natural
& £ [Bureaucratic issues or delays in authorising the Work or receiving work
> o [permits
3 Dealing with needs
[Please, enter AGAIN here the |
58 |ieeig BARRIERS ms |
Tt | arey rows to compiete the st |
z8 for your pilot
o Lack of economic resources to invest in restoration actions
” £ |Low benefit-cost ratios (or a lack of cost-benefit evaluation)
o
& 2 S |Low SHORT-TERM returns from investments
z £s
e % £ [shortterm and small scale bias
2
< £ |Business plans bound to local constraints
o @
ES Lack of long term economic support T
z IAGAIN here the
53 BARRIERS i
£ rey rows 10
5 !
B ool
TECHNICAL ENABLERS
o Other
Enablers from scientific literature enablers Further enablers
[Sa=t © O =+ o
S5 ES SE 3 2
o £ © 2 ® 5 £ <
8 (€% _|d= |$ 5
- . . - £ & T o~ |2c kS 2
Please indicate which are, according to your expert's criterion, the techr) v &, 2s 8 | S aQ ©
. . . o) H —_ O = i=}
ENABLERS that connect with any governance or financial ENABYBRY S & £ (2 < ~ |8 E £ %
: " P O c® (E8§|8cwm |24, oG Please, enter AGAIN|
can choose an answer from the dropdown list available inany cellfom € 55 (8 §.2 |5 S & g 2 b here the missing
TWO possibilities: °FBE |o & el822 |58 ) ENABLERS in this
1_Weak: Occasional connection "@ 285|885 |53 g 53T 5g Sf,zg.‘;f“h‘; list for
2_Strong: Frequent connection g2 g 5§25 |3 o |E= g your pilot
. . 2 = T o
In case no connections are recognized between two enablers, do not sel¢ S § S |8 < S S £ g -
=T |E o= B ]
answers. 3 3 g 2 22 o 4
o2 E= =1 k= 5
g c 2 = S o 2
> o g 8 g 2 o
8 |Eg |g¢ |&
° There are multi-level governance mechanisms (planification at a local |
s must contribute to national and international regulation)
K} Explicit accounting of coastal natural capital (biodiversity and ecosyste
(53 .
1) @ o |services)
5 g % New policies towards decarbonised coastal protection (e.g. NBS vs. Gr
= < & |infrastructure)
‘2’: & = |New plans for transition in governance (promoting participation and sh
=] ..
w S the benefits)
w f=4
O w . . .
b4 Continued training for deeper stakeholder involvement
<
Z
o » Please, enter
> o AGAIN here the
8 o missing ENABLER!
< in this grey rows to
@ complete the list
[ i ilot
g or your pilof
5
s
Q . . N
£ 5 |Increasing restoration funding
%) =R
i o2 _ ) ]
c’n‘ © & |Innovative value-capture instruments and business models
=]
< <
z c c
w w @ X .
)} 3 |Improved capacity to develop business models ar|Please, enter
< AGAIN here the
o @ missing ENABLERY
= o in this grey rows to
<Z( % complete the list
I c for your pilot
o 5 your p!
@
S
S
s
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B. Template document to provide qualitativeaformation on the particularities of each Pilot case and the
context-specific information about barriers and enablers in each Pilot region

Technical report on barriers (D 1.2) info collector from pilots

Please, provide the followingnformation and return this document to Albirem & Eurecat teams
(Ipuertolas@albirem.comand ferran.beromeu@eurecat.orly This information will be used to complete
deliverable D1.2Technical report on barriers and enablers for coastal restoration upscaling: Alewvelti
perspectivaalong with the information introduced ithe Excel sheet and your CORE ! ¢ {1 S& &Gl 1 S
inputs in the Google form.

GENERAL INFO
1.-Please, name your pilot

2 .-Is there any territorial or regional casuistic that we should be aware at analyzing the context of barriers
and enablers inyour pilot case?

We would like you to share any updated information as a complement to the preliminary questionnaire sent
by Ivan Céceres from UPC to the pilots last March 2022.

APPROACHING BARRIERS AND ENABLERS

3.-In your opinion, which is the mai BARRIER category to coastal restoration (Technical, Governance or
Financial)? Why?

4.-In general, do you feel that BARRIERS have been a relevant factor that has hampered coastal restoration
efforts in the past in your pilot area? Why?

5.-Also, do you feel that ENABLERS have been a relevant factor that has boosted coastal restoration efforts
in the past in your pilot area? Why?

EXPLORING KEY FACTS ABOUT BARRIERS AND ENABLERS

6.-In general, which role may TECHNICAL BARRIERS péstdcation upscaling in your CORELAT?

We would like you to elaborate a bit about this, to summarize the detailed information that you might have
LINE GARSR Ay &aKSSiG ydzYoSNIw 2F (GKS 9EOSt FAt{S anyce

7 .-In general, which role mafECHNICAL ENABLERS play to restoration upscaling challenges in your CORE
PLAT?

We would like you to elaborate a bit about this, to summarize the detailed information that you might have
LIN2E BARSR Ay aKSSG ydzYoSNIH 2F GKS 9EOSt FTAE{S anyc

8.-Do you want to add something about GOVERNANCE or FINANCIAL BARRIERS/ENABLERS as a complemer
to the info in the excel sheet?

We would like you to elaborate a bit about this, to summarize the detailed information that you might have
provided insheetio SNJ o FyR n 2F (KS 9EOSt FTAtS doyD2@SNYyI
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9.-In your opinion, how does the framework on barriers and enablers from the reference paper in D1.2.
(SanchezArcilla et al. 2022) match with the casuistic in your area/CGREAT?

E.g. Do you feel the framework works in general to explain barriers and enablers in your pilot case? Have you
perceived relevant singularities in your area that were not in the paper?

10-Have you perceived synergies between different BARRIERFEARBLERS in your area that you would
like to elaborate in broad sense?
9d3ad , 2dz RAIFIIy24S GKIG @2dz2NJ LIAE 20 2FGSy adNyzZa3at Sa
LINEP2SOGa¢ IyR AGa Ay SO20yK2 YIAKS NBAAY2ldyNIRS-af (1621 NANACESN
Would like to discuss about this?
KEY STAKEHOLDERS IN THE GOOGLE FORM
o{9/¢Lhb ¢h .9 !'b{29w95 hb/9 ,h}] w9/ L9%+9 ¢19 9} w9
FORM SENT TO STAKEHOLDERS)
11-How doyou contextualize the response of the stakeholders which have answered the Google Form in
your pilot case?
E.g: Are the organisationthat have answered the questionnaithe most representative ones? Are the
ones you expected to answer? Are they hguany casuistic that you would like us to be aware of?

12.-Other relevant information.
Please indicate here any information that might be taken into account about the barriers/enablers to
upscale coastal restoration in your pilot area.
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