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These notes seek to summarise Scientific Stakeholder discussions in London at a meeting at the Geological 
Society on the afternoon of 3 December 2013.   

They should be read in conjunction with other documents available on this website from the ‘downloads’ section 
including the record of other discussion sessions held that day/week but also, more especially: 

• The December 2013 Stakeholder Meetings Powerpoint Presentation 

• The INSITE Scope Framework pre-read document provided in advance of the meetings to stakeholder 
participants 

A collated list of all those who attended either this or other related meetings (in person or by telephone) as well as 
the full list of organisations invited to take part is also reproduced in the ‘downloads’. 

The notes have been circulated to stakeholders who took part for their verification and comments have been 
incorporated to improve the accuracy of the record of the event. 
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Introduction 

Opening the meeting, Dr Graham Shimmield introduced himself and invited all those present – from members of 
the Independent Scientific Advisory Board (ISAB) which he chairs and the INSITE Secretariat to external 
stakeholders – to summarise their own backgrounds and interests.   

At the start of all discussions, the Chair explained the objectives of the meeting, namely: 

Primary Objective: 

• To facilitate a scientific discussion around the proposed INSITE programme to inform ISAB members of areas 
or issues within the INSITE scope which are considered a priority by the wider stakeholder community. 

Other objectives: 

• To provide a briefing on the origins of the programme and its proposed execution plan. 

• To ensure organisations and individuals who may be key to delivering the programme’s objectives are aware of 
the forthcoming Request for Proposals (RfP).  

He then explained the importance of seeking the input of stakeholders at an early stage as well as the desire to 
raise awareness of the INSITE project. 

Discussions would be held on the basis of the Chatham House Rule, with open discussion recorded without 
attribution of external stakeholder comments. 

INSITE Project Director, Richard Heard, then gave an overview of the INSITE initiative with a short PowerPoint 
presentation (see ‘downloads’).  This covered the rationale for the project, phasing, funding expectations, 
governance and independent audit plans, and arrangements for the RfP for which the research objective is: 

 ‘To provide stakeholders with the independent scientific evidence base needed to better understand the influence 
of man-made structures on the ecosystem of the North Sea.’   

The RfP will consist of an initial call for pre-proposal summaries (a ‘pre-RfP’), following which a shortlist will be 
produced and invitations made through the main RfP to submit a full proposal.  Dr Shimmield explained that 
INSITE is a scientific programme designed to provide scientific knowledge for use across the wider community.  
While the research results would have relevance to decommissioning, its uses would not be restricted to this area. 
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Participant comments (unattributed) and questions made following the opening presentations are shown below, 
with INSITE responses shown in italics (‘…’ indicates change of INSITE spokesman):   

 

• I would suggest that the impact of fisheries vs. cumulative effects compared to other stressors means that the 
impact of fisheries should be included as a stressor.  The nature of fisheries and changes is a stressor, yes, but 
we are trying to keep the focus of the research on the structures themselves and their influence on the North 
Sea ecosystems both in terms of space and time.  Hence we have tried to identify a separation between i) 
fisheries and the ecosystem, and ii) man-made structures, fisheries and sea fish stocks.  Without this artificial 
line we would otherwise end up trying to address the whole ecology of the North Sea including climate change 
and acidification. 

• So the research is not explicitly on fisheries, but does cover the impact of man-made structures on fishing. 

• Is there any reason why Germany is not mentioned on the slides?  They were not deliberately excluded – they 
were just not mentioned explicitly here.   

• With respect to the project phases and the foundation phase, how does this fit with the review cycle for OSPAR 
Decision 98/3?  The next review of the Decision by OSPAR is in 2018.  Some sponsors have asked whether 
the outputs from the foundation phase would be part of the review.  It may or may not be, depending on the 
outputs, but that remains to be seen. 

• Are you looking for a 2024 completion for the survey phase?  2014 to 2017 is the initial foundation phase.  The 
survey phase is expected to run from 2019 to 2021. 

• How strict is the foundation phase vs. the survey phase?  We have been asked about this and wonder about 
the opportunities.  We want to get a sense of what data gathering already exists.  The foundation phase is also 
about understanding the scope of what is currently available and what else needs to be done.  In an ideal world 
we would do everything at once but we are not in that position. …It’s also worth noting that sponsors tend to 
like front end conceptual work. 

• In my experience long time scales can mean constraints for projects.  If you are leaving it until 2019 for the 
survey phase you could get stuck as it takes time to collect and analyse data, and identify gaps so it would be 
best to move on these early on to avoid floundering later.  I don’t want to give a sense of the phases being 
entirely separated.  A pragmatic approach is needed. 

• In terms of the scale of the project and what you are trying to capture in the Request for Proposals (RfP), will 
part of your requirements be for information on detailed research costs?  Yes, the pre-RfP call will seek a 4-5 
line note on budget expectations to help the Independent Scientific Advisory Board (ISAB) to judge 
appropriately the number of pre-proposals to accept on the shortlist.  There will be other criteria too to help to 
identify the best proposals to consider in more detail and will be fully outlined in the RfP. 

• Do you expect one large consortium or multiples of smaller bids?  We are keeping an open mind on this – we 
want the best science to be funded. 

• The suggestion has been made of collaboration as a way forward.  Is there a mechanism for this?  Yes, but 
only in a pre-determined mechanism so the audit can verify whether the ISAB has approached this properly.  
The uniqueness of this project is the clear separation between the research and the sponsors.  …This is a very 
different approach for industry and is part of the reason why it has taken several years to get to this point.  …I 
should also mention that the ISAB will be enlarged to be able to accommodate these requirements.   

• What will you do about existing work that is being undertaken?  Will you link up?  We might see where this 
could be drawn in.  There are some challenges on such an approach.   

• Germany has classic geographic disadvantages, stated in the Law of the Sea, because of the border with 
Denmark and the Netherlands – the ‘truncated triangle’.  The German economic zone is generally devoid of 
any oil and gas resources, so while they have a voice, they don’t have a direct voice about their own structures. 

• But they are certainly having to deal with other structures, like wind farms.   
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• Germany has a few plans for offshore developments.  Yes, although the focus of the research (to avoid other 
difficulties) is not the immediate coastal zone; beyond the 12-mile limit, research proposers can make the case 
for their inclusion if a value is perceived. 

• Who identifies the knowledge gaps for the RfP?  Some preliminary work has been done, but we also developed 
the hypotheses to help approach this.  The scoping framework won’t be published as a whole, but extracts will 
be made available.  It has been mentioned here as we do want a system-wide approach if possible.  We 
recognised though that the nine thematic areas are required as a basis for the RfP and that they are more 
insightful if couched as scientific hypotheses.  The guiding hypotheses are arranged as a sequence building to 
an overarching question. 

• I wonder whether human impact, politics, economics and laws should be considered in terms of their impacts?  
We will be restricting the focus to the ecology in relation to the man-made structures.  There may be good 
arguments for studying the human impacts but man-made structures are where the focus needs to be. 

• I mention the point about human influence since we are taking an ecocentric view, even though the 
anthropogenic impacts are at the heart of this.  It is perhaps a more philosophical point which we can discuss 
during the break. 

• I can’t see how you can disentangle the two.  Take the area of overfishing, for example.  We are not dealing 
with a pristine environment and any ecological findings will need to be considered in the context of other 
factors, particularly anthropogenic ones, and their cumulative effects. I recognise the need for pragmatism and 
a better understanding and prediction.  We aren’t starting with a pristine baseline though, but an ocean basin 
impacted by a range of activities.  But we need to build on the impact of man-made structures in the first 
instance. 

• Is this the case even though the interpretation of results will be affected by an understanding of anthropogenic 
impacts?  It may be semantic but it is important too.  …One of the inherent properties for some of us would be 
activity that leads to discharges and whether it is the presence of structures or the presence of discharges that 
counts.  Perhaps we haven’t thought enough about this to date – though I don’t want to widen the focus of the 
research from ‘man-made structures’ to ‘man’.  Nevertheless, how to delineate structures from activity needs 
more work. 

• Not to have DECC involvement in discussions with the ISAB would be regrettable in terms of discharges; also 
in terms of not considering West of Shetland you could be isolating an area whose inclusion could help provide 
a real overview.  Setting precedents at this stage should be avoided at all costs.  On West of Shetland, there is 
a good scientific reason for not including the region, for instance the hydrography of the Atlantic margin, based 
around availability of data sets and other factors.  With regard to the point about DECC (who were invited to 
this meeting), the more we couch this in terms of implications for the regulatory framework, the closer we would 
need to be to them.  But what we are seeking here is greater knowledge of man-made structures and the 
science of their interaction with the environment. 

• Surely given that the structures are controlled by a regulatory framework this would require certain questions to 
be answered. 

• As I see it, we are using science to help us to answer questions to go forward and how you describe 
hypotheses is different from how they are worded.  The wording will be very important in setting down what you 
want.  Cumulative impacts, for example – no-one has got to the bottom of this issue yet, for example for 
protected sites and offshore.  We’d need to see this sort of thing so we can advise rather than rely solely on the 
results of just another scientific study, or we will be constrained. 

• I can see the point just made, but if led only by your questions then we could miss something important. 

• Perhaps you need more blue sky than you’re allowing for in the hypotheses. 

• Regarding OSPAR and decommissioning, there is a tie there already so couldn’t the research be linked to that?  
This could be an input to OSPAR but also to all sorts of other things.  The research isn’t decommissioning 
focused. 

• It is difficult to see what other things might be apart from decommissioning. 
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• Thinking about which scientific decision processes you might be trying to support with the scientific research, 
you are limiting yourselves to a small part.  Renewables account for a huge amount of square kilometres of 
hard substrate whereas decommissioning rules insist that these structures are taken out.  There is a question 
around the point of researching something that you are going to take out anyway. 

• What are the physical and chemical interactions of man-made structures are the sort of questions that come to 
my mind. 

• We aren’t at all keen on the idea of reef-building structures in a non-reef building area of the North Sea seabed. 

• We found the hypotheses quite refreshing.  We don’t have the basic science and this is helpful in informing the 
bigger picture as we think this is a really good way to begin.  It is valuable to hear the comments, too. 

• Do we want an artificial network?  There is nothing in law to support this.  Perhaps we should look at exploring 
sections of seabed that we haven’t explored before. 

• I am worried about hypothesis 4 and the danger of it meaning reefs have a higher value than soft sediments.  
Also, it dismisses vessel exclusion zones and protruding structures which could contribute to Marine Protected 
Areas.  I don’t want hypothesis 4 to exclude these. 

• Adding to the West of Shetland discussion, what about the Arctic and the ice edge where the impacts of 
offshore activities will be felt.  Are we considering these possibilities?  We are trying to walk the line between 
what is achievable in relevant locations and restricting the research to make a manageable science 
programme.  It is interesting that people are reading the hypotheses as statements of fact rather than as 
statements to be tested where uncertainties exist.  This morning we discussed the best ways of presenting the 
project to the public in order to avoid suggestion of any pre-determination which could lead to 
misunderstandings about the project, even though it would advance the science base to phrase as hypotheses 
as statements. 

• It might help if the hypotheses were reformulated to become questions. 

• This might work – with various provisos.  Some of the main players – DECC, FCO, IMO and OSPAR would 
have a much better understanding of the constraint as opposed to some of the stakeholders and the general 
public and it would have been good if they had been here.  In fact, three of these four organisations were 
invited today although were unable to be present. 

• I agree on the idea of reformulating the hypotheses.  Why not also think about changing the condition about the 
12-mile exclusion?  From a physical and temporal point of view the rate of change is quite different within this 
zone which experiences more extreme events.  The type of structures – breakwaters, coastal windfarms and so 
on – are quite different from structures further out.  We did explore this but the inclusion of coastal waters 
would have changed the whole scope of the programme and so it makes sense to exclude them. 

• I would say that there are arguments for their inclusion.  The built coastline should be excluded, I agree, but it is 
very important to include offshore renewable structures as you move forward not only because they will 
become increasingly important but because they already will affect colonisation of offshore structures through 
dispersal.  

• In theory you could say that North Sea structures do not represent an ecologically important component – 
changing the emphasis of the hypothesis by a reverse framing. 

• On the 12-mile zone would you want to look at the interaction with reefs at the coastal zone between structures 
themselves?  We are asked about the impact on natural reefs quite often. 

• The hypotheses read like ‘null’ hypotheses.  We shouldn’t be asking questions like ‘do…’ but ‘to what extent 
do…’ to get to the heart of the matter of what the important differences are and establish the extent of these. 

• Listening to all this, we may have to consider better definition of the project objectives rather than the scientific 
objectives.  …I would say no to the inclusion of the coastal ecosystem as while there is a link – and there is 
probably a link between the two – the man-made infrastructures inshore would widen the whole scope way 
beyond what we have the funding for.  The 12 mile borderline could feed in but the focal point is the hard 
bottom community – shipwrecks, platforms and so on and I would be reluctant to include a coastal ecology 
study. 
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• I don’t think you should define coastal waters as going out to 12 miles.  Mobile predators have no boundary at 
the 12-mile dividing line and interact with structures both within and beyond the 12-mile zone.  You can’t deal 
with hypothesis 4 unless you deal with this. 

• There are different definitions of the coastal zone which makes the 12-mile limit even more arbitrary. 

• A depth limit rather than coastal limit might resolve this. 

• No - the depth clause was dropped by UNCLOS in the 1960s. 

• If a really interesting proposition came in for, say, 10 miles out shouldn’t the project take it into consideration?  
We would have to take a pragmatic approach, yes. 

• If the coastal zone is excluded that excludes the effects of fish farms and a holistic approach to all this.  
Aquaculture does have a place but the question is how do we define a holistic and workable programme?  We 
can’t incorporate absolutely everything.  Similarly, eutrophication is excluded.  Hence the focus is on man-
made structures and the need for flexibility while recognising that the built coastline is not what we mean by 
man-made structures.  …It is important to remember that this is the foundation phase but the outcome could 
give rise to opportunities to explore other aspects more fully.  In the first phase, however, we have to restrict 
our focus for manageability reasons. 

 

Following a short break, the meeting reconvened.  The Chair noted that the discussion to come needed to focus on 
the ecosystem-based approach and how to define this, stakeholder engagement going forward, data availability 
and ownership, how the foundation phase might lead onto later phases of the programme and the scientific 
community’s likely response to the RfP. 

He raised the subject of availability of data and what is being done and/or what is known about, and the 
accessibility of such data now as well as the data that the INSITE project will generate.  The points raised, with 
ISAB member responses in italics, appear below. 

 

• Image data availability for offshore platforms would be helpful.  In the Netherlands there is hardly any such 
information available.  There are lots of data on shipwrecks though and this could be really useful for modelling 
platform effects.  Also windfarms.  ROV records might be another possibility – the ISAB has been asking 
questions about geo-referencing and systematic analysis; also on qualitative issues and ways of accessing the 
data. 

• Geo-referencing and inspection of platforms could provide useful data – and there is one project about to start 
with an operator in the Netherlands to look at this. 

• The type of data collection varies considerably from operator to operator, in my experience.  Some will release 
information and others will be more selective.  The goal of collection is usually inspection to review any 
potential damage to a structure, rather than being designed for scientific study.  Water type and depth can also 
affect clarity and visibility.  Some structures are easier to characterise than others with respect to ecosystems.  
Certainly there is very extensive potential data from operator sources which could be helpful for classification 
purposes, though data storage will vary between companies. 

• There are a number of databases that could be useful. For example, the Joint Cetacean Protocol database for 
Marine Mammals and the European Seabirds at Sea database for Birds, both administered by JNCC.  Data for 
both go back to the 1970s although there is rarely a continuous dataset for any single region and there have 
been major changes both in the distribution of effort and in some species. For seals, we rely largely upon 
satellite or GPS tracking of individuals for their distribution at sea. Relatively small sample sizes and low survey 
effort in space and time can create problems in interpreting distribution changes. There is no analysis to my 
knowledge specifically around oil and gas structure to assess the role they play in determining marine mammal 
or bird distributions, but this would be fairly straightforward to do.  For marine mammals more than seabirds 
there are lots of different data holders and different access issues, but there is certainly scope to utilise these. 
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• Offshore renewables data collection may be available for sharing.  The RSPB ‘FAME’ tracking project is 
following individuals of a number of seabird species from select colonies using GPS devices and will in time 
yield useful data, though I’m not sure what they have available now. 

• The FAME project has been tagging birds from around half a dozen breeding colonies between Shetland and 
Bempton but there are gaps; it doesn’t cover the whole of the North Sea. 

• We need local and wider data and operator data will be key.  They should be willing to share it given that they 
already have a funding commitment to the project.  The industry is not quite as organised as one might expect.  
We will be looking at what systems and protocols need to be established to enable sharing and storage of data.  
Also the issue of quality.  Mainly, however, the question is ‘what data is available’ and whether it is of value in a 
scientific sense.  We need to understand what data we are looking for and how it would be used, what 
protection it would have and how it would be accessed, as well as how it should be collected.  The priority is to 
get the project up and running.  Data issues will follow, and won’t be easy to resolve. 

• Defra-funded data are publicly available but it has been a long time since the International Benthic Survey was 
done – perhaps ten years – and it is time it was redone, for example through ICES.  It does need proper 
coordinated effort.  This is a challenge to the ISAB.  Should we be ring-fencing funds from the sponsors to get 
the data issue under control as it is so fundamental to success?  

• We need existing data to be in a workable format.  I’m not sure where the data lies, or the regulatory controls 
which may apply.  The actual surveyors might be better at archiving than operators, too.  Collate information 
into a map-based system is vital, though it would be tricky for pipelines given variations in diameter, whether 
they are buried, covered in mattresses, made of steel, composite or reinforced with concrete.  All these things 
could interact with the environment.  Maps to put them into a spatial context would be invaluable.  Hypothesis 1 
would be a massive step forward if we could collect the information.  A type of ‘North Sea Collective Heriot 
Watt’ type initiative could be really good as a starting point. 

• Sometimes maps can be poor – they are of variable reliability. 

• Where and when are you going to address the issue of baselines within the INSITE programme?  What is the 
reference point?  The scientific community who bid will be aware of the baseline definition.  We aren’t seeking a 
return to a pre-condition or achieving particular baseline status.  In a geochemical sense it is the rate of change 
that is important.  We need the scientific community to define its terms.  Our objective isn’t to return to a state 
or achieve a particular state, but to identify the impacts.  …10,000 years ago, or in 1000 years’ time, the 
situation would have been or will be very different to now.  The rate of change is the important factor because 
of the rate of change of hard structures in the North Sea.  The INSITE research isn’t about returning to or 
achieving a particular state, but about the identification of the rate and the type of change. 

• The outcome of the impact assessment will depend on the reference period, for example if it is relating to the 
impact of fisheries around man-made structures.  We mustn’t be misled by semantics:  ‘impact’ is ‘absolute’ as 
in environmental impact assessment, while the subtlety of ‘influence’ is in the understanding of how man-made 
structures influence the ecosystem. 

• Cumulative negative impacts on the ecosystem adding to a threshold are beyond the scope of this programme.  
Are we going beyond this to incorporate risk assessment at threshold levels?  It is not an impact assessment 
procedure or a risk assessment, but a look at the current state of knowledge and how this can be used in future 
to predict the influence of man-made structures. 

• Data may not be available when and in the form we want it, but I support more access to information in a 
mapped form.  It may not be the job of INSITE to pursue this but if you keep chipping away at it, operators in 
UK Oil and Gas could follow a protocol when undertaking surveys and might then be more prepared to gather 
data which would be useful for other purposes.  We may need to work this in to help move this forward. 

• Different structures have been introduced into the sea at different times so will have reached different stages of 
colonisation. So there may be difficulties in interpreting results given those different baselines. 

• Coming back to baselines and end objectives, these include regional objectives and seabed quality. 

• There was an experiment with one Dutch/German operator’s platform in a soft bottom community and we 
would use this data in our own proposal. 
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• Will there be a guidance document for the RfP?  Yes. 

 

The Chair then invited comments on the foundation phase and whether there were any more thoughts on this in 
terms of timescale, scope, goals etc. with reference to construction of a base that would give a higher probability of 
achieving the later phases.  

 

• There needs to be an identification of what is out there first in terms of available information, and gaps in our 
knowledge and understanding. 

• One of the benefits of a staged approach is that you can split the project up to move forward sensibly within the 
conceptual framework. 

• And also to identify constraints that may exist and need addressing.  Building relations with operators and 
stakeholders would be a key objective.  Everyone working together on these kinds of issues will be enormously 
important, rather than relying only on the few who are running the actual research programme. 

 

The Chair then asked whether there were any concerns about using an ecosystem hypothesis to move forward, 
and about managing expectations and stakeholder engagement. 

 

• Who are the main stakeholders?  The current group comprises those who have attended sessions today and 
those were invited but could not come.  Details will be published on the website in due course. 

• The Sound and Marine Life Joint Industry Project was good at engaging the scientific community, but not so  
much in engaging the public or industry at large. These were two big deficiencies in my view.  The information 
provided and language used needs to be very targeted for the different stakeholder groups. 

• We do have the website which we intend to keep live and topical in line with our stakeholder strategy, but it 
would be interesting to hear views on the mechanisms that might be effective in terms of dialogue. 

• You should consider making use of NGOs to reach out to the public since they often have large memberships 
or outreach programmes along with the experience for how best to utilise these. 

• The Marine Spatial Planning for Offshore Conservation Interests consultation was very challenging in terms of 
engagement.  The potential for decommissioning opportunities to result from the project could be underpinned 
by the public.  For example, ‘are you aware of the contribution you’ll be making to decommissioning in terms of 
reducing the taxpayers’ liability’ by going down certain routes.  My concern is that public engagement is critical 
and you’ve got to get it right.  Roadshows to coastal areas, consequences and overlaps with other existing 
users could be useful.  There is a really wide divergence in views amongst communities and responses.  I 
spoke to some people in Shetland who struggled to get people onto their Marine Spatial Planning Board.  
There is a real financial element, though, which you could build on. 

• I would like to suggest that LiNSI could help here.  Scientific questions loom large.  Power politics have 
precedents here.  I would caution you against getting involved in a big campaign.  It is different from using 
scientific knowledge and process.   

• LiNSI did a lot of fact finding and this could be shared with you, as well as having information on non-scientific 
concerns that could have an impact on your issues. 

• The cost of decommissioning to the taxpayer may have an impact at some stage, but we have to put the 
science absolutely first here.  All sides of the picture need to be looked at.  We haven’t asked today what we 
want our North Sea to look like, or placed this in the context of a bigger view of where OSPAR goes in the 
future.  Yes, this is a science-led initiative which should not be advocacy led.  We need to establish the picture 
using science. 
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The Chair then invited all external stakeholders to give their reflections on the meeting, asking specifically for 
mention of whether anything was missing or comments on the way the issues were covered as a means of 
calibrating his own thoughts in a collective way and to help with the report back.  This would also help with the 
potential for smaller discussion groups which may take place. 

 

• I have a much clearer idea of what you are looking for at the moment.  There is a lot to think about and the 
session has been interesting and useful. 

• I feel the same – I now understand much better what the INSITE project is about than before attending the 
meeting.  The ecosystem approach is not my area of expertise but I will feed back to colleagues.  It has been 
very useful to be here.  On the importance of stakeholder engagement, this is increasingly recognised in our 
organisation and we have a person internally who works specifically on this, so I will tell her about this project 
as she may have some useful ideas on how to achieve success with this. 

• It is an interesting programme and there is an opportunity to do something really ‘blue sky’.  I would say that the 
devil is in the detail and all discussion defining boundaries and in terms of writing up the proposals is up to us 
to develop as we see most fit. 

• It has been a very useful day and good to see how you are trying to progress the project in a scientific and 
independent way.  The big challenge is the meshing of the science with the societal consequences and added 
value that this can achieve. 

• There is a huge opportunity to assess impacts and cumulative effects on a scale not seen before, but on 
scoping there is still some work to be done, for example, on what ‘influence’ means.  Also, the LiNSI initiative 
could potentially add value as on the value of oil and gas structures both in terms of ecosystem effects and as 
a possible trade off mechanism for realising a North Sea Fund.  Research undertaken by LiNSI could be 
shared as alignment with what is already available will be useful. 

• I would be lying if I said I was either disappointed or excited by today.  When you’ve done as many of this type 
of meeting as I have such a response is normal.  But everyone here has spoken and people have really worked 
very hard together today and this group’s dynamics can be a positive thing if you can keep the stakeholder 
engagement going.   Skype, emails, invitations to respond will all be useful.  Thank you for the opportunity to be 
here. 

• I share some of the comments.  The scope of the framework is good.  I’m still not clear on the scope of 
hypothesis 4.  I agree with the comment about stakeholder engagement – the public will always see things 
through the prism of NGOs and the media.  Fishing is the elephant in the room for me and the potential of 
headlines such as ‘oil field closure to open up new fishing grounds’. 

• It has been really good to have mixed scientists and other stakeholders here in one room.  It is good to use the 
discussion in a new way and to hear about other initiatives.  It has been a very useful stakeholder meeting and 
we have touched on the essence of the science. 

• I agree – it has been useful to meet others and hear their views.  We must now wait and see what happens 
next. 

• There is a place for the regulator at meetings such as these. 

• I feel much better informed about the project than before.  Whether the research interest is benthic organisms, 
fish, seabirds, marine mammals or whatever, will affect the approach used to understand the role that artificial 
structures play in the North Sea marine environment. The challenge will be to incorporate value for a range of 
perspectives, and not just to limit the research to one specific subject area. I will be interested to hear about 
this morning’s session and whether their perspectives differed much from ours. 

• It has been an interesting day.  I agree with the concern on the system boundaries.  I also question whether the 
four hypotheses provide the right basis for going forward.  This could be worth another look. 

• It has been a useful meeting and I would like to be involved in stakeholder discussions to see linkages. 
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• I enjoyed this afternoon as I wanted to learn about the plans.  I like the hypotheses but it has taken a long time 
to get here.  Engaging the scientific community is different from engaging the public.  I would also say that it is 
keeping fishing out that helps fishing and Marine Protected Zones.  Structures do provide habitats but if you are 
more focused on sandy habitats is someone looking at the effects of introducing substrate? 

• I agree that it has been an entirely positive afternoon.  It has been open, transparent and genuine but the proof 
will be in the pudding.  Missing things include whether man-made structures include ships (as mobile 
structures) and the integration of mobile and sessile infrastructure to form stepping stones which could also be 
important.  Also, it is a scientific project and there have been various layers of engagement; it could be helpful 
to keep track on what other parts of the scientific community to keep track of potential opportunities.  Finally, on 
the role of the ISAB and the process of sifting proposals, this will be key to ultimate success.  One wrong move 
could cause the rejection of a whole set of opportunities so it is important to pay attention to the composition of 
the ISAB and presence on the frontline. 

 

The Chair commented that a strength of the ISAB from the start had been its representation and that commitment 
to this would continue with any additional appointments.  He invited other members of the ISAB to comment and 
the response was as follows: 

 

• I have a question to stakeholders:  £3.6m over three years is not a vast amount of money.  Do you think we 
may be vastly oversubscribed by the number of proposals, or not?  This is a question on your own interest in 
taking part. 

• I think you will be vastly oversubscribed and may have to tighten something in your approach to deal with this. 

• In terms of ‘good’ proposals I’m not sure there will be that many. 

• If you get to a situation where you are oversubscribed is there an order of priority for enabling a comprehensive 
project? 

• I have found it very interesting to hear stakeholder views and discussion.  In spite of using the same 
presentations and agenda, there has been a great deal this afternoon to add to this morning’s session. 

 

The Chair then closed the meeting, thanked those who had attended for their participation and reiterated that follow 
up and regular reports on progress would be made. 


