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ASSESSMENT OF THE MARINE CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS 
PROGRAMME (MCCIP) 
 
Introduction 
 
1. The MCCIP Phase II business plan includes a commitment to measure the 

success of the programme through an evaluation framework that considers the 
use of MCCIP products and the overall value of the partnership to direct 
beneficiaries and the wider user community.  The evaluation framework focuses 
on a set of interim outcomes that can be related to the immediate outputs of 
MCCIP activities.  Evidence from the MCCIP Evaluation Report 2011 has been 
used to make an initial assessment of the achievement of these interim outcomes 
and, thus, provide a measure of the success of the programme to-date.  A mid-
term review of the programme will take place in 2013. 

 
Achievement of interim outcomes 
   
2. Table A lists the six interim outcomes and outcome indicators in relation to direct 

and indirect beneficiaries and participants and assesses whether or not they have 
been achieved.  As shown, three of the interim outcomes appear to have 
been achieved, one has been partially achieved and two have not yet been 
achieved.   

 
3. In terms of direct beneficiaries, evidence has been provided to indicate that 

MCCIP products are highly rated by users and that they are having a positive 
influence on decision-making.  For example, 60% of survey respondents rated 
the 2010-11 Annual Report Card as ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’.  In terms of 
decision-making, MCCIP products have been used in Departmental and agency 
adaptation plans and at various fora.  Future use of case study material should 
provide additional evidence of their positive influence.  While data have been 
provided to show the wide range of uses of MCCIP products, no quantitative 
data are currently available to show an increase in the number of direct 
beneficiaries using MCCIP products and, thus, the interim outcome has only 
been partially achieved.  Future surveys of direct beneficiaries should provide 
quantitative data, as could uptake data on the MCCIP newsletter. 

 
4. In terms of indirect beneficiaries, the MCCIP approach on Annual Report 

Cards has been taken up by several other bodies such as Living With 
Environmental Change (LWEC), indicating that the interim outcome has been 
achieved.  However, it has not been possible to assess whether there has 
been an increase in the use of the MCCIP website and products by indirect 
beneficiaries compared to Phase I due to a problem with the tracking service on 
the website.  This now been rectified. 

 
5. Finally, in terms of participants, the interim outcome has not yet been 

achieved, but a survey of contributors to the next Special Report Card (May 
2012) is planned.   

 

Independent Evaluator Critical Assessment 



Summary 
 
6. Overall, the MCCIP appears to be making good progress towards 

achievement of the six interim outcomes.  Further evidence will be available 
for the mid-term review.   
 

Table A:  Assessment of Interim Outcomes. 
 Interim outcome Outcome indicators Assessment of interim 

outcome 
Interim 
outcome 
achieved? 

Direct 
beneficiaries 

Increasing number of 
direct beneficiaries use 
MCCIP products 

Quantitative data on use of 
MCCIP products 
 
 
 
 
 
Data on type of use of MCCIP 
products (e.g. source of 
information, support for policy 
development, referenced in 
publications, etc.) 

No quantitative data are 
available to show an 
increase in the number of 
direct beneficiaries using 
MCCIP products 
 
Extensive data are 
available to show the 
ways in which MCCIP 
products are used by 
direct beneficiaries  

Partially – 
however, 
full data is 
never likely 
to be 
obtained 

MCCIP products have 
positive influence on 
decision-making. 

Case studies describing how 
beneficiaries have used 
MCCIP products 

No case studies have 
been undertaken but the 
above data show that 
MCCIP products are 
having a positive 
influence on decision-
making 

Yes – but 
not through 
case 
studies 

MCCIP products are 
highly rated by users 

Satisfaction ratings; qualitative 
feedback  

Extensive user survey 
data  on recent Annual 
Report Cards and 
Special Topic Report 
Cards  demonstrate that 
they are highly rated1

Yes 

  
Indirect 
beneficiaries 

Increasing number of 
indirect beneficiaries 
access MCCIP 
products 

Quantitative data on use of 
MCCIP products; media 
coverage 

No reliable quantitative 
data are available on the 
number of indirect 
beneficiaries using the 
website between Jul 
2010 and Jan 2012 and 
so it is not possible to 
assess whether there has 
been an increase 
compared to Phase I  

Data not 
available 

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

Qualitative: examples of 
adoption of similar 
approaches, case studies 

Data are available to 
show the uptake of the 
MCCIP approach on 
Annual Report Cards by 
several indirect 
beneficiaries   

Yes 

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

Qualitative feedback from 
authors/ 
contributors 

No data are yet available 
but a survey of 
contributors to the next  
Special Report Card 
(May 2012) is planned  

No 

 
Dr Ann Davies 

In House Policy Resource 
13 February 2012 

                                                           
1 It should be noted that the number of respondents to each survey was relatively low. 
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MCCIP Evaluation Report 2011/12 

1 Introduction 
 
The Marine Climate Change Impacts Partnership (MCCIP) provides a co-ordinating framework within 
the UK and Ireland for the transfer of high-quality evidence and advice to policy advisors and 
decision-makers, helping public and private sector organisations plan for the challenges and 
opportunities resulting from climate change in the marine environment. 
 
The intended target audience of MCCIP is marine and coastal stakeholders including policy makers 
requiring marine climate change knowledge in an accessible format, enabling them to make 
informed decisions based upon quality assured science. 
 
The direct beneficiaries are: 

• MCCIP Partners, including Government, advisory and regulatory agencies 
• Other central and local government 
• Science community 
• Marine business sectors 
• Non-governmental organisations 
• Marine recreational users 
• Coastal communities 

 
Indirect beneficiaries include: 

• Overseas governments 
• International organisations 
• Media 
• Education bodies 
• General public 

 
MCCIP’s business plan includes a commitment to measure success through an evaluation 
framework, guided by an independent evaluator (Ann Davies, In House Policy Resource team).  The 
framework considers the use of MCCIP products and overall value of the partnership to members, 
other main beneficiaries and the wide user community. 

2 MCCIP aims, objective and outputs 
 
The aim of MCCIP is to provide a co-ordinating framework for the UK, so as to be able to transfer 
high quality evidence on marine climate change impacts, and guidance on adaptation and related 
advice, to policy advisors and decision-makers. 
 
The objectives for MCCIP are to: 

• Develop and maintain a coordinating framework for marine climate change partners in the 
UK and Ireland. 

• Build the knowledge base and consolidate evidence of marine climate change impacts, with 
emphasis on the spatial dimension where possible. 

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



 

 
 Page 6 of 34 
 

• Develop guidance and build upon best practice for adaptation tools and strategies available 
to stakeholders (e.g. ‘climate smart’ approaches). 

• Identify present shortcomings in UK marine climate science (i.e. what other science could be 
done / supported to help decision makers and UK marine industries). 

• Actively engage with partners and consult wider communities on requirements for climate 
change tools and information (e.g. marine scenarios of climate change). 

 
The key outputs from phase I were: 

• Annual Report Cards (ARC) for 2006; 2007-8 and 2010-11. 
• Special Topic Report Card: MCCIP Ecosystem Linkages Report (ELR) Card (2009).  

 
The key outputs from phase II will be: 

• Full report cards every 2 years (next one due 2013). 
• Special topic reports every other year (Fish, Fisheries and Aquaculture due for launch May 

8th 2012). 
• ‘Climate smart’ adaptation reports for identified communities of interest – initially the new 

approach will be piloted and then the update period considered. 
• Programme of engagement events – mainly through working with others but also through a 

MCCIP branded event each year (although it has since been agreed that MCCIP should look 
to ‘piggy-back’ on others workshops / meetings rather than host our own). 

• Advice and input to national and international state of the environment reporting. 
• Knowledge Gaps paper (to be published by end of March 2012). 

 
Ultimately, a successful MCCIP programme would result in UK and Irish marine users taking 
informed climate adaptation decisions, at all levels of government, in business and in society.  The 
final outcomes sought by MCCIP are: 

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

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

 
Whilst these final outcomes explain the purpose of MCCIP, it is recognised that there is a much 
broader range of policies and actions outside of MCCIP which together aim to have a similar effect 
and that it would be difficult to devise evaluation metrics that would separate out the influence of 
MCCIP from other influences. 

3 Use of MCCIP Products 

3.1 Report Cards 
MCCIP has produced the following Report Cards: 
 

• 2006 – Annual Report Card 
• 2007–2008 Annual Report Card 
• 2009 – Special Topic Report Card (Ecosystem Linkages) 
• 2010–11 Annual Report Card 

 

http://www.mccip.org.uk/ecosystem-linkages.aspx�
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Questionnaires were completed, using SurveyMonkey, for each report card.  Some analysis was 
undertaken previously of the first two Annual Report Cards (see Appendix 1), therefore, this report 
will show full results from the 2010-11 Annual Report Card and then compare them with selected 
results from the other report cards. 

3.1.1 2010-11 Annual Report Card 
 
Approximately 6000 hard copies of the report card were distributed.  It is also available as an online 
version on the MCCIP website where it can also be downloaded as a pdf document. 
 
People were asked via the report card itself and a mail shot to complete an electronic questionnaire. 
 
55 people accessed the survey, however only 30 of these completed all the questions.  Of the 55 
respondents, 89% were from the UK, 64% had seen previous Annual Report Cards and 90% of them 
had accessed the report card online (60% online only; 30% both online and hard copy).  This low 
response rate should be borne in mind when interpreting the results. 
 
The respondents were asked to classify their role from the options provide and the results can be 
seen in Table 1. 
 

Role Response % 

Communicator (communicating the 
messages in the ARC to others) 

25.5% 

Decision Maker (making policy-based 
decisions that factor in information in the 

ARC) 

7.3% 

End User (working in a sector that is 
affected by climate change impacts on the 

marine environment) 

23.6% 

Scientist (making use of the detailed 
science underlying the ARC for research 

purposes) 

23.6% 

General Public  12.7% 
Other 7.3% 

Table 1 Respondents to 2010/11 Annual Report Card Survey by role 

 
 
Design 
 

– based on 38 responses 

Overall structure - 87% rated the structure as very good (37%) or good (50%).  The remaining 13% 
scored it as average. 
 
Content – 84% thought that the content was good or very good based on clarity and relevance of 
the messages; range of topics covered and regional climate change impacts map. 
 
Length – 76% thought the report was about the right length.  The remaining responses were equally 
split between slightly too long and slightly too short. 
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Level of detail – 58% found the level of detail ‘about right’, 32% responded ‘slightly too little detail’ 
and the remaining responses fell into the ‘too much detail’ categories.  The response count by role 
can be seen in Table 2. 
 
Answer 
Options 

Communicator Decision 
Maker 

End User  Scientist  General 
Public 

Not known 

Far too 
much detail 

0 0 0 1 0 0 

Slightly too 
much detail 

0 0 0 1 0 2 

About right 5 1 7 7 1 1 

Slightly too 
little detail 

5 2 3 1 1 0 

Far too little 
detail 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 2 Response by role to 2010/11 Annual Report Card survey regarding level of detail. 

 
Confidence ratings – 82% were clear on what the confidence rating meant and 84% found them 
useful. 
 
Science 
 

– based on 37 responses 

89% rated the science as above average (excellent – 13%; very good – 57%; good – 19%).  The split 
by role can be seen in Figure 1. 

 
 
Figure 1 Response, by role, on the quality of science in the 2010/11 Annual Report Card survey  

 
73% found the scientific language about right; the others found it ‘slightly’ too technical or simplistic 
as shown in Figure 2 which also shows the breakdown by role. 
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Figure 2 Response, by role, regarding the level of scientific language in the 2010/11 Annual Report Card survey 

 
81% were, to various degrees, satisfied that the views expressed in the 2010-11 Annual Report Card 
represent those of the wider scientific community.  Only one person, an ‘End User’ responded ‘not 
at all satisfied’.  The other respondents did not know.  
 

 
Use of card 

66% would use the report card as a first stop when looking for scientific advice on marine climate 
change impacts (based on 35 responses).  The reasons given for not using it as a first stop were 
mainly due to it not covering their area of interest (geographic or topic) or that they had access to 
other, more scientific (and peer reviewed) literature.  Communicators, Scientists and the General 
Public were likely to use the report card as their first stop but Decision Makers and End Users were 
split in a ratio of 2:1 as to whether they would use it or not (Figure 3).  However, this is based on 
very low response numbers. 
 
In terms of the usefulness of the information for their purposes, 87%, of the 30 responses, rated it 
above average.  67% thought that the report card would have a positive impact on their job but 20% 
were unsure. 
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Figure 3 Response, by role, in the 2010/11 Annual Report Card survey as to whether the report card would be used as a 

first stop when looking for scientific advice on marine climate change impacts 

 

 
Supporting documents 

53% of people had looked at the supporting documents with 62% of these finding them very / 
extremely useful and about the right length (69%).  Most people found the supporting documents to 
be pitched at the correct technical level. 
 

 
General 

Comments received about ‘what you like about the report card’ could be grouped into the range of 
topics covered and the clarity of information.  Examples included, “Gives an excellent overview of 
the most pertinent issues.  It simply collates a lot of information in one place with good references 
to sources” and “clear information that can be used for policy advice to non-specialists”. 
 
Dislikes included: 

• Use of colours (in particular around the use of orange for text which some people found 
difficult to read but also about the colours chosen for the confidence levels – “I’m not sure 
the range of colours used for the confidence immediately tells me what I am looking at”). 

• Concerns that the information could be misinterpreted due to its briefness. 
• Lack of links to further information and sources. 

 

 
Topics to be included in the next report card 

• Something about the science of connectivity in the marine environment. 
• The role of highly protected marine reserves. 
• Start adding economic costs of impacts. 
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• More on marine environment / sea bed degradation caused by human activity and impact of 
such. 

• A summary of impacts associated with offshore technologies. 
• Something on the global issues, since these relate to the local ones. 
• Phenology. 
• More on adaptation to climate change and fishing. 
• More information regarding which specific species are already being threatened / 

benefitting from marine climate changes. 
• Information about how each of the changes outlined interact with each other, e.g. how 

changes in wave climate will impact coastal erosion. 
 

 
Overall opinion of the report card 

60% rated it as very good / excellent and only 3% rated it as ‘poor’ (see Table 8).  
 

3.1.1.1 Comparison to earlier survey results 
 

 
Number of respondents 

Product Started Survey % Finished Survey 
ARC 2006 69 59% 
ARC 2007/8 126 47.6% 
ELR 2009 61 59% 
ARC 2010/11 55 54.5% 

Table 3 Percentage of respondents who completed the surveys for the four report cards 

It can be seen in Table 3 that on average 55% of people who start the survey complete it.  Figure 4 
shows that a majority of the drop is after the first few questions, which is generally when the 
questions about people’s opinions begin.  It will be important for future surveys to think about the 
order of questions.  It may also indicate that the number of questions was too high. 
 

 
Figure 4 Number of respondents to each question in the surveys for the Annual Report Cards for 2007/8 and 2010/11 

and the Ecosystems Linkages Special Topic Report Card. 
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Roles of respondents 

 ARC 2006 ARC 2007/8 ELR 2009 ARC 2010/11 

Communicator 11.6% 12.7% 26.2% 25.5% 
Decision Maker 47.7% 12.7% 11.5% 7.3% 

End User 21.6% 18.3% 9.8% 23.6% 
Scientist 1.4% 43.7% 42.6% 23.6% 

General Public 8.6% 4.8% 3.3% 12.7% 
Other 9.1% 7.9% 6.6% 7.3% 

Table 4 Split by role of respondents to the four report card surveys 

 
Location 

 ARC 2006 ARC 2007/8 ELR 2009 ARC 2011 
England 59.7% 57.9% 57.4% 65.5% 

Scotland 17.7% 19.0% 9.8% 10.9% 
Wales 6.5% 5.6% 6.6% 9.1% 

Northern Ireland 1.6% 3.2% 11.5% 1.8% 
British Crown 

Dependencies 
4.8% 0.8% 3.3% 1.8% 

Outside UK: Europe 1.6% 9.5% 6.6% 3.6% 
Outside UK: North 

America 
0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 3.6% 

Outside UK: 
Oceania 

4.8% 0.0% 1.6% 1.8% 

Outside UK: Other 3.2% 3.2% 3.3% 1.8% 
Table 5 Location of respondents to the four report card surveys 

The split of UK to Outside UK respondents has remained around 90%:10%.  However, the 
respondents within this broader split has changed; the percentage of respondents from Scotland 
and the British Crown Dependencies has decreased whilst those from Wales has increased; outside 
the UK, the respondents from North America has increased. 
 

 
Version of report card accessed 

 ARC 2006 ARC 2007/8 ELR 2009 ARC 2011 

Hard copy 14.5% 19.6% 14.6% 10.0% 
Online Version 45.5% 49.1% 66.7% 60.0% 

Both 40.0% 31.3% 18.8% 30.0% 
Table 6 Version of the report card seen by respondents to the four report card surveys 

The trend is for people to access the online version; however, as the survey was conducted 
electronically, it is likely that these figures were influenced by the ease of accessing the survey from 
the online version compared to having to access it later if viewing the hard copy. 
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Quality of the science 

 ARC 2006 ARC 2007/8 ELR 2009 ARC 2011 

Excellent 10.9% 5.7% 27.3% 13.5% 
Very Good 47.8% 48.3% 34.1% 56.8% 

Good 34.8% 32.2% 31.8% 18.9% 
Average 6.5% 11.5% 4.5% 5.4% 

Poor 0% 0% 2.3% 5.4% 
Very Poor 0% 1.1% 0% 0% 

Dreadful 0% 1.1% 0% 0% 
Table 7 Breakdown into categories of the responses to the 4 annual report card surveys on the quality of the science 

One of the aims of MCCIP is to provide ‘high quality evidence’.  Taking Excellent and Very Good to be 
‘high quality’, Figure 5 shows that the quality of science has been seen to increase over time, 
although the responses for ‘poor’ have also increased.  
 

 
Figure 5 Percentage of responses rating the Quality of Science as Very Good or Excellent 

 

 
Overall opinion of the report card 

 ARC 2006 ARC 2007/8 ELR 2009 ARC 2011 

Excellent 19 25.8 27 26.7 
Very Good 61.9 53.2 27 33.3 

Good 16.7 11.3 35.1 23.3 
Average 2.4 6.5 8.1 13.3 

Poor 0 1.6 2.7 3.3 
Very Poor 0 0 0 0 

Dreadful 0 1.6 0 0 
Table 8 Breakdown into categories of the responses about the overall opinion of the report card to the 4 annual report 
card surveys  

Taking Very Good and Excellent to indicate ‘High Quality Evidence’, it can be seen from Figure 6 that, 
in contrast to the quality of science, the overall opinion has declined over the four report cards. 
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Figure 6 Percentage of responses rating their Overall Opinion as Very Good or Excellent 

 

3.2 MCCIP website 
 
Data on MCCIP website usage, using Google Analytics, is only available for the period 27th September 
2007 to 15th July 2010.  A problem in using the tracking service means no reliable data are available 
after 15th July 2010.  This has now been rectified and data for 27th January 2012 onwards will be 
available. 
 
The data show that between 27th September 2007 and 15th July 2010 there were: 

• 43,123 visits 
• 34,893 unique visitors 
• 95,873 page views 
• 2.22 pages / visit 
• 1 min 31s average time on site 

 
Figure 7 shows the number of visits per day – the average number of visitors per day was 42.  It can 
be seen that the number of visits is steady with a few spikes – the most visits (293) were on 28th 
April 2009 which corresponds with the launch of the Ecosystems Linkages Report (this is the only 
major launch event captured in the time period covered below).  213 visits were made the following 
day.  The only other time more than 200 hits was recorded was on 15th Feb 2010 when briefing 
notes on UKCP09 marine and coastal projections were added and a mail shot sent out. 
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Figure 7 Number of visits each day to the MCCIP website for the period 27/9/2007 – 15/7/2010 

19% of visitors during this timeframe accessed the site more than once – there were approximately 
8230 return visits to the website.  It may be beneficial to run a short survey on the website looking at 
why people accessed it and if they found it to be useful. 
 
Visitors accessed the site from 168 countries on every continent apart from Antarctica.  The 
countries with over 200 visits can be seen in Table 9. 
 

Country/Territory Visits Pages/Visit Avg. 
Time on 

Site 

% New 
Visits 

United Kingdom 26,403 2.36 00:01:40 77.04% 
United States 5,520 1.6 00:00:48 92.99% 
Australia 1,083 2.26 00:01:26 81.99% 
Canada 930 1.69 00:00:59 89.35% 
India 663 2.25 00:01:30 92.46% 
Ireland 622 2.53 00:01:45 83.92% 
Germany 547 2.47 00:01:40 86.29% 
France 473 2.81 00:01:40 76.74% 
Netherlands 414 2.45 00:01:26 86.71% 
Spain 374 2.93 00:01:59 80.48% 
Brazil 358 1.32 00:00:20 26.26% 

Norway 268 2.28 00:01:36 83.21% 
Philippines 216 2.05 00:01:50 93.98% 
Italy 204 2.57 00:01:23 91.18% 
Sweden 204 2.06 00:01:11 84.31% 

Table 9 Countries from where the MCCIP website were accessed over 200 times 

 
Although the average time spent on the site was 1 min 31 sec, 71% of visits lasted less than 10 
seconds.  Of the remaining visits, the majority lasted between 1 and 10 minutes.  Few people stayed 
on the site longer than 30 minutes (Figure 8). 
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Figure 8 Duration of visits to the MCCIP website 

The majority of people (73%) accessed the site via a search engine, mainly Google; 16% went directly 
to the website and 11% were referred from another website.  The top five keywords which resulted 
in visits to the MCCIP website were: 
 

1. MCCIP 
2. coastal geomorphology 
3. coastal erosion 
4. marine climate change impacts partnership 
5. coastal habitats 

 
while ‘MCCIP report card’ was 12th; ‘marine climate’ 19th and ‘marine climate change’ 26th. 
 
Over 500 different websites directed people to www.mccip.org.uk.  The top 10 can be seen in Table 
10: 
 

Source Visits 
en.wikipedia.org 235 
images.google.co.uk 224 
images.google.com 215 
pmel.noaa.gov 202 
defra.gov.uk 188 
nrdc.org 150 
actoncopenhagen.decc.gov.uk 149 
newsweaver.co.uk 133 
oceanacidification.wordpress.com 124 
oursouthwest.com 102 

Table 10 Top 10 websites which directed visitors to the MCCIP website 
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The Wikipedia page which directed people to the MCCIP website no longer has the link.  MCCIP now 
only receives 2 mentions on Wikipedia, so it is expected that the referral profile will change. 
 
Many visits started on pages other than the Welcome page.  This is to be expected considering that 
the majority of traffic accessed the site via search engines.  Once on the website the most visited 
pages related to the Report Cards. 

 
The data from the website usage shows that MCCIP is reaching people globally. 

3.3 MCCIP Newsletter 
Newsletters are sent out monthly, via e-mail, by the MCCIP Secretariat providing a summary of 
marine climate change news and events items which have been added to the MCCIP website.  The 
newsletter takes approximately half a day per month of staff time to source material, draft, send out 
and administer the mailing list and is used to help maintain MCCIP’s profile between high profile 
events, such as report card launches, as well as providing a mechanism for keeping people informed 
about marine climate change issues.  In January 2012 there were 1049 recipients.  The recipients 
have been placed into categories shown in Table 11: 
 
The remaining 146 recipients not covered in Table 11, were classified according to how they 
requested the newsletter: 104 receive the newsletter as the result of various mail shots and 42 as a 
direct request from the website.  Going forward, it would be beneficial to capture this information as 
well as classifying the recipients into type of beneficiary. 
 
Groups 1-3 can be classed as direct beneficiaries and group 4 as indirect beneficiaries.  A wide range 
of organisations, both national and international, is represented. 
 
It would be interesting to see whether the newsletter leads to an increase of visitors to the website 
and this can be looked at in the future. 
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Category Number of 
recipients 

Examples of organisations / individuals receiving the 
newsletter 

1. Communicators  
Media 6 Newspapers 

2. Decision Makers / policy advisors 
Steering Group Members 46  

UK Government and 
Devolved Administration 
Ministers, officials, civil 
service departments 

96 Defra; MMO; Welsh Government; Scottish Government; 
DOENI; Ministry of Defence; Department of Transport 

Governmental 
environmental delivery 
bodies 

123 MCCIP Partners; Broads Authority; Maritime & 
Coastguard Agency; SEPA; SeaFish 

Non-governmental policy 
advocates 

49 Wildlife Trusts; WWF; Whale & Dolphin Conservation 
Society; National Trust; RSPB; OSPAR Commission; 
Seawatch Foundation; Marine Conservation Society; 
IFAW; Fiends of the Earth; Earthwatch Institute 

Research Councils 9 NERC; LWEC; BBSRC 

3. End Users 
Regional and Local 
Government official 

32 County Councils; City Councils 

Maritime Industry 85 Shellfish associations; Trinity House; SeaFish; Scottish 
Fishermans Federation; National Farmers Union; Scottish 
Salmon Producers; Westminster Dredging; Institute of 
Civil Engineers 

Recreational industries 39 Sea Anglers Conservation Network; RNLI; Beach 
Managers Association 

NGOs 2 Shark Trust; SOS Oceanos (Brazil) 
Partnerships 72 Regional Climate Change partnerships; coastal 

partnerships 
Consultancies 77 Power companies; HR Wallingford; Coastnet; ABPMer; 

Royal Haskoning; EMU Ltd 
International 
Organisations 

21 IUCN, Danish Forest & Nature Agency; Norwegian 
Meteorological Institute; Government of Newfoundland 
& Labrador, Canada; Catalan Government; Government 
of India; Asian Marine Conservation Association 

4. Experts 
Universities 128 Generally students or lecturers from British universities 
Research Institutes 104 MCCIP Partners staff; British Geological Survey; CSIRO; 

Geological Survey of Greenland & Iceland; Institute of 
Marine Research Portugal; Natural History Museum; 
Plymouth Marine Laboratory (PML)  

UKCIP 5  
Government scientific 
specialists 

7 Defra 

Science specialists based 
in maritime industries 

2 Jacobs Engineering UK Ltd; Guernsey Climate Action 
Network 

Table 11 Recipients of the MCCIP Newsletter in January 2012 broken down to reflect the direct and indirect 
beneficiaries of MCCIP. 
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4 Influence of MCCIP and its products 
 
MCCIP products and members of the MCCIP steering group have contributed to decision making on 
numerous occasions (see Appendix 2) and highlights are outlined here. 
 

MCCIP was commissioned to write the climate change chapter for Charting Progress 2 (CP2)
National /international reports 

2

 

 
published in July 2010.  In their Ministerial Foreword to CP2, ministers from the UK Government and 
the Devolved Administrations state that it “gives us the evidence for our seas, which we need to 
inform policy decisions on their future management”. 

The climate change section of Scotland’s Marine Atlas3

 

, published in 2011, used information from 
the 2010/11 MCCIP Annual Report Card.  The Atlas “is a key step in developing our first national 
marine plan, for all Scottish waters out to 200 nautical miles”. 

MCCIP influenced the design and outputs of the EU project CLAMER4

 

 (Climate Change in European 
Marine Ecosystem Research) which aimed to “raise the awareness of European citizens and society 
at large to the effects of climate change on the marine environment and their socio-economic 
consequences”. 

MCCIP was also commissioned to write the climate change assessment for the OSPAR Quality Status 
Report 20105

 

 which “provides policy makers and the wider public with a condensed overview of 
current knowledge on trends in pressures and impacts and the quality status of the North-East 
Atlantic and its Regions”. 

MCCIP was a co-author of the UK Climate Projections science report: Marine and coastal 
projections6

 

 in 2009 which provides climate information designed to help those needing to plan how 
they will adapt to a changing climate. 

MCCIP has provided answers to Parliamentary Questions on numerous occasions and submitted 
evidence to the parliamentary select committee enquiry into ‘investigating our oceans’. 

Parliamentary / Ministerial advice (UK & Devolved Administrations) 

 
All MCCIP Report Cards have had a ministerial launch. 
 
MCCIP outputs have also been used at the British Irish Council and the Northern Ireland Assembly 
Committee for the Environment Inquiry into Climate Change. 
 

Various adaptation plans, including those for Defra, the Environment Agency and Scotland’s marine 
sector action plan have used MCCIP outputs. 

Government Agency advice 

 
The UK Marine Science Strategy cited MCCIP as “an example of good practice which the Strategy will 
seek to support and encourage” in respect of regular, high quality assessments of current and future 

                                                           
2 http://chartingprogress.defra.gov.uk/chapter-6-climate-change-0 
3 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/marine/science/atlas/climatechange 
4 http://www.clamer.eu/ 
5 http://qsr2010.ospar.org/en/ch03.html 
6 http://ukclimateprojections.defra.gov.uk/content/view/825/500/ 

http://chartingprogress.defra.gov.uk/chapter-6-climate-change-0�
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/marine/science/atlas/climatechange�
http://www.clamer.eu/�
http://qsr2010.ospar.org/en/ch03.html�
http://ukclimateprojections.defra.gov.uk/content/view/825/500/�
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changes.  The Marine Science Co-ordination Committee is responsible for driving forward the policy 
and they have recently endorsed a knowledge gaps paper written by MCCIP. 
 

MCCIP is represented on various advisory panels and groups including: 
Advisory Panels / Groups 

• UKCP09 Steering Group and User Group. 
• National Centre for Ocean Forecasting (NCOF) Working Group on Shelf Seas Climate and 

Impacts. 
• Challenger Society Conference – member of organising committee for 2010 conference and 

chaired a session on science – policy interface. 
• Living with Environmental Change (LWEC) advisory panel for terrestrial climate change 

report card. 
• Cross-government arms length delivery group for the natural environment. 
• Development of the Natural Environment part of the National Adaptation Programme.  

 

• Shortlisted for 2010 Defra awards for best team in partnership. 
Miscellaneous 

• Shortlisted for the 2010 Civil service awards science delivery category. 
 

There was a lot of media interest in the 2007/8 Annual Report Card from overseas as well as the UK.  
Almost 100 articles appeared either in print or online media across the globe and there were a 
number of local and national TV and Radio interviews (including BBC Radio 4 and BBC News 24).  
Examples of the coverage can be seen in 

Media 

Figure 9.  Such comprehensive data was not collected for 
the 2010/11 Annual Report Card and is something which ought to be included for all report card 
launches / MCCIP events. 
 

 
Figure 9 Media coverage of 2007/8 Annual Report Card 

Raising the profile of UK marine climate change impacts
Media coverage of the 2007-2008 ARC launch
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A preliminary review, using Google Scholar, of papers / thesis / books and reports that refer to 
MCCIP was undertaken.  There were 50 citations in Journal articles, 9 in book chapters, 3 in 
dissertations/thesis and 27 in reports.  Nearly three-quarters of these are from 2010, 2011 and 2012 
and show that MCCIP products have been used in the US, Australia and China.  A full list can be 
found in Appendix 3. 

Citations 

5 MCCIP Method / Approach – use by indirect beneficiaries 
 
The approach taken by MCCIP for their Annual Report Card has been taken up by: 

• Marine climate change impacts and adaptation report card Australia 20097

• LWEC terrestrial climate change report card (in development). 
. 

• Ocean acidification: the facts [EPOCA]8

• CLAMER report card on perception of marine climate change risks amongst European 
citizens. 

.  

6 Future evaluation 
 

As this first phase is a pilot, it will be particularly important to get feedback on whether the outputs 
met the sectors requirements, how easy they were to interpret, how much the sector felt engaged 
with the process and how useful the sector felt that the product will be to them. 

Climate Smart Working 

 

Monitoring of the uptake / impact of this paper should take place.  The knowledge gaps paper is 
being used to frame a NERC ‘SOFI’ workshop on knowledge gaps in marine climate change research 
in the shelf seas and we could follow up with participants for feedback on its usefulness.  We will 
also need to follow up with the MSCC to see what use they are making of the paper.  

Knowledge Gaps Paper 

 

More feedback on report cards is required, in particular on how they have been used.   
Report Cards 

The response rate to surveys has been low and ways to improve this should be investigated.  This 
could include sending out some hard copies of the questionnaire with the report cards, or, as many 
of the report cards are sent out in a batch to contacts within organisations to distribute, it may be 
worth sending these people a questionnaire, or follow up by telephone, to find out from them how 
the report cards are used within their organisation.  The newsletter should be used as a prompt to 
get people to complete the online survey. 
 
Follow-up telephone interviews with policy advisers/decision makers asking them: (i) what use they 
have made of it (and other products); (ii) how it has influenced decision-making (case studies); and 
(iii) how to increase uptake by that group (content or dissemination, etc.).  These same questions 
could be put to the private sector / NGOs (British Energy/RSPB). 
 
It may be worth including an option on the electronic questionnaires for people to leave contact 
details for us to contact them to conduct follow-up interviews. 
 

                                                           
7 http://www.oceanclimatechange.org.au/ 
8 http://www.epoca-project.eu/ 

http://www.oceanclimatechange.org.au/�
http://www.epoca-project.eu/�
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Contributors – Interviews should take place with the contributors to the Special Topic Report Card, 
(due to be launched in May 2012) to find out how they have found the process.  One of the 
contributors has also contributed to previous report cards and they should be asked to compare 
previous experiences. 
 
Uptake of the report card in the media should be monitored in a structured way, including noting 
any major events which may have affected the coverage. 
 

The data from the website on its usage should be analysed, in particular when products are launched 
or the newsletter is sent out, to see any increase and where the activity shortly after the launches 
are from (both geographically and referrals from other websites).  This will help to see how far the 
report cards are reaching.  It may be worth running a survey on the website asking people who have 
used the website what they thought of it/the products and who they are in terms of their role (as 
used in the report card surveys).  

Website 

 

Monitoring of the recipients should continue as this is good evidence of the wide range of people 
receiving MCCIP products; however, information on how people get on to the mailing list (e.g. direct 
request; mail shot; attendance at CSW event) should also be gathered.  Going forward it should be 
possible to see if there is an increase in the use of the website which corresponds to the newsletter 
being sent out.  This would give an indication of whether the newsletter is helping to keep up the 
profile of MCCIP between report cards.  It may be worth running a short survey of newsletter 
recipients to see whether the content of the newsletter is appropriate and whether it is found to be 
of use.   

Newsletter 
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Appendix 1 Previous Annual Report Card surveys 
 

ARC 2007-2008

Survey questionnaire results

 
 
 

Sample
• 800+ initial invites (scientists and decision makers)

– MCCIP News Subscribers (broad range of stakeholders).

– ARC launch invitees (inc. UK and devolved administration ministers, NGOs,
UK and devolved administration government officials, regional CC co-
ordinators, industry, heads of SG organisations).

– Scientific community (inc. contributors / NERC centres / relevant university
department heads / heads of scientific organisations contributing to the
ARC).

• Bob Earll mailshot (4500 members) 
– Broad cross-sectoral representation with interest in aquatic environment

• 122 entered survey, 60 completed it fully

• 45% scientists (mostly marine) and 55% non-scientists
(policy / NGOs / science communicators / other stakeholders)
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Overall opinion, content and design
• Overall opinion - 80% very good / excellent (no change)

• Length - 69% about right (+3)
- 20% too short, 10% too long

• Design – 80%+ good / very good (similar to 2006)
(structure, impact, colours, front page and key messages)

• Content – 85%+ good / very good (similar to 2006)

(clarity of messages (>90%), relevance and range of topics)

• Level of detail – 54% about right (-1) / 40% slightly too
little (+3)

Numbers in brackets show comparison to 2006 score  
 

Use of card

• 63% said that the report card would have a positive
impact on their day job (no change)

• 71% would use report card as a first stop when
looking for scientific advice on marine climate change
impacts (+6)

• 80% rated the ‘usefulness of the information for their 
purposes overall’ as either very good or excellent.

Numbers in brackets show comparison to 2006 score
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Science, confidence and supporting docs

• Scientific language - 77% about right (-8) / 16% too simplistic (+12)

• Quality of science - 87% good / very good / excellent (-6)
- 55% very good / excellent (-2)

• Confidence - 81% said confidence ratings useful (+1)  
- 83% clear what confidence ratings mean (+19)

- in 2007-2008 – 82% scientists / 83% non-scientists  
- in 2006 - 44% scientists / 84% non-scientists

• Supporting docs - 72% very / extremely useful (-4), right level 79%
(+2) and right length 79% (+12)

» - for ‘right level’ even split between too simple / too 
technical

Numbers in brackets show comparison to 2006 score  
 

Future report cards
very important / important

Total Scientist Non-
Scientist

Regional impacts*

Knowledge gaps section

88 (-)

88 (-3)

Updates on themes covered in the first report card 86 (+9)

Headline messages on the front page 79 (+14)

Hot topics (topics which currently have a high profile) 64 (+3)

A more developed confidence rating system 64 (-4)

Numbers in brackets show comparison to 2006 score

Most important issues (coastal – sea level rise, erosion / storms / ecosystem impacts / ocean acidification)

* Scored very highly in the ‘very important’ category @ 55%

Open responses to ‘anything else you would like to see in future cards’ show no clear pattern, most say no  

81 (-9)

91 (-)

88 (+14)

81 (+16)

69 (+4)

78 (+4)

94 (+9)

85 (-)

85 (+5)

77 (+12)

59 (+4)

50 (-10)
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Other forms of communication
that would be useful to you

• Website – 57%
• Workshops / conferences (impacts) – 58%
• Newsletter - 45%
• Workshops / conferences (adaptation) – 40%
• Focus on a special topic – 30%
• Other – 15%

• How frequently should the report card be updated –
– 62% every year (64% science vs 59% non science)
– 32% every 2 years (32% science vs 31% non-science)
– 7% every five years or less (4% science vs 9% non science)

 
 

Conclusions
• ARC 2007-08 well received - retain structure, design and content.

• More respondents rated the card ‘too simplistic’ compared to 2006 –
consider in future MCCIP products. Care must be taken though not to
compromise on clarity of messages which got very high ratings.

• Confidence assessments – are now better understood, especially
amongst the scientists. A more developed confidence rating system for
future cards was the least sought after change amongst non-scientists.

• Supporting documents – maintain structured approach and overall
length.

• For future ARCs…
– Regional impacts
– Knowledge gaps
– Updates on previous themes
– Headline messages
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Appendix 2 Activities undertaken on behalf of MCCIP 
 
Advisory Panels / Groups 

- UKCP09 Steering Group; UKCP09 User Group; UKCP09 named reviewers. 
- Secretariat on organising committee for 2010 challenger society conference and convened 

and chaired a session on science – policy interface.   
- MCCIP secretariat sits on LWEC advisory panel for terrestrial climate change report card and 

also provides the sole marine representative contributing to the LWEC climate challenge 
strategic framework. 

- MCCIP on advisory committee for the European Environment Agency for their 2012 report 
on climate change impacts, vulnerability and adaptation to climate change in Europe. 

- MCCIP sits on the cross-government ‘arms-length’ delivery group for the natural 
environment. 

- NCOF role – contributing to the NCOF Working Group on Shelf Seas Climate and Impacts. 
 
National /international reports 

- Commissioned to write climate change chapter for charting progress 2. 
- Commissioned to write the climate change assessment for the OSPAR quality status report 

2010. 
- Commissioned to co-author the UKCP09 marine and coastal projections report. 
- Contributed to ESF marine board position paper on marine climate change in Europe. 
- Evidence base from MCCIP report cards heavily cited in the CCRA and key role of MCCIP in 

facilitating transfer of evidence for the marine sector highlighted in the report. 
- Scotland’s Marine Atlas – climate change section used MCCIP information. 
- National Ecosystem assessment- cited MCCIP outputs in the Marine chapter. 
- Influence on EU projects- ‘Clamer’ Climate Change in European Marine Ecosystem Research, 

MCCIP influenced the design and output of this project. MCCIP outputs (ARC and Special 
topic) cited and diagrams used.  

- Input to WWF-SAHFOS Impacts of the Ocean on Climate Workshop - Reid, P.C, et al (2009) 
The impacts of the Oceans on Climate Change, Advances in Marine Biology, 56, 1-150. ISBN 
9780123749604 doi:10.1016/S0065-2881(09)56001-4. 

 
Parliamentary / Ministerial advice (UK & Devolved Administrations) 

- Submitted evidence to parliamentary select committee enquiry into ‘investigating our 
oceans’. 

- Ministerial launch for all MCCIP report cards to date. 
- British Irish Council – minuted debate on MCCIP outputs. 
- Answers to Parliamentary Questions-HC Deb, 13 December 2006, c1065W; HC Deb, 6 

December 2006, c621-622W, 5 February 2007, c426W, HC Deb, 10 December 2009, 
cWA144-145HC Deb, 23 November 2010, c178W; Scottish Parliament Question S3W-35497) 

- Northern Ireland Assembly - Committee For The Environment Inquiry into Climate Change 
NIA 24/09/10R (Committee for Environment) MCCIP documents taken. 

 
Government Agency advice 

- Written into the Defra adaptation action plan. 
- Written into Scotland’s marine sector action plan [under Scotland’s climate change 

adaptation network]. 
- Partnering with the EA to help deliver the marine environment part of their new UK 

adaptation function, including providing input into the National Adaptation Programme. 
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- Evidence from MCCIP report cards used to develop the EA marine adaptation plan. 
- Continued support of MCCIP written into the SNH adaptation action plan. 
- Highlighted as example of good practice in UK marine science strategy. 

 
Others 

- MCCIP knowledge gaps paper formally submitted to [and subsequently endorsed by] the 
MSCC and used to frame NERC SOFI workshop on knowledge gaps on marine climate change 
in the UK shelf seas. 

- Shortlisted for 2010 Defra awards for best team in partnership. 
- Shortlisted for the 2010 Civil service awards: science delivery category. 
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