Inter-Agency Committee on Marine Science and Technology

Forty-fifth Plenary Meeting held on Thursday 25 January 2007 from 10.00 at Defra,
Eastbury House, London.

Present: Apologies:

Prof. Sir Howard Dalton, Defra (Chair) Liz Bentley, MOD (RAO)
Mike Bell, Met Office Paul Canham, UKHO

Beth Greenaway, Defra Robin Cook, FRS
Kevin O6Carrol I, DTI Theresa Crossley, DfT

Nick Holden, EA Nigel Heriz-Smith OST

John Holmes, ERFF John Lock, Defra

Bev Mackenzie, IMarEST Neil MacPherson, DfID
Stephen Malcolm, CEFAS Havard Prosser, Welsh Assembly
John Portmann, GOOSAG Coordinator Lesley Rickards, BODC

Lt Cdr. Mark Reed, MOD (DIJE) Matt Service, DARDNI
Andrew Tate, FCO Professor Graham Shimmield
Bill Turrell, FRS Vacant, EPSRC

Malcolm Vincent, INCC

Mike Webb, NERC

Independent Members:

Professor Peter Liss

lan Townend

Secretariat:

Trevor Guymer

1.0

1.1

Welcome and apologies
The Chairman welcomed John Holmes who was giving an invited presentation
under Item 2.

Forty-fourth Plenary Meeting held on 19 September 2006
The minutes were approved for display on the IACMST website.

Review of Actions:

Invitation to join Underwater Sound Forum

There had been a positive response and 19 had attended a successful first meeting.
Horizon Scanning

Chairman was due to meet Sir David King later in the day and would pass on the
implications then.

Clarification of status of UKMMAS

MAPC owns the UKMMAS. This is a senior cross government committee, which
reports to the ministers of each department and organization involved.

All other items had either been completed or would be addressed under
subsequent agenda items.



1.2 Matters arising

1.2.1 IACMST Retreat

Members had been asked at the previous meeting to consider the desirability of a
Retreat in 2007 and to suggest Horizon Scanning issues. It had been thought by
some that it was premature; however, there were several issues (UK Marine Bill,
EU Maritime Policy, the transition of GOOSAG into UKMMAS and the
implications for the data groups hosted by IACMST (including MDIP which
would reach the end of its agreed two-year period later in 2007), and the initiation
of MCCIP) which required more wide-ranging discussion than afforded by a
Plenary and might therefore benefit from a Retreat format. It was suggested that
individuals from the policy area should also be invited.

Action 1: Secretariat to investigate scope and logistics for a Retreat.

1.2.2 GMES
Several developments were reported by Mike Bell, following his presentation at
the previous meeting and his request for inputs. Although there had been no direct
responses, two meetings had taken place, which had been attended by several
IACMST members. The first, in December 2006, was focused on UK
coordination of inputs to the Marine Core Service (MCS). The second, in January
2007, was a Defra/BNSC Consultation Day on all three GMES Fast Track
Services (FTS), including MCS. It was expected that the first call under FP7
would include the GMES FTS and a consortium bid for MCS was being
developed of which NCOF was expected to be a partner. He emphasized that
discussions were at an early stage and some disagreements were slowing progress.

2.0 Marine Aspects Of Translating Science Into Policy

2.1  John Holmes, on secondment from the EA, had been commissioned to work on
this topic by ERFF. The context for the study was the drive for evidence-based
policy and it had begun with a baseline review. An important point to emerge was
the need to enhance the quality of interaction between scientists and policy
makers, given the differences in outlook of the two communities. Generally, the
science does not become engaged early enough in the process and policy people
often find it difficult to frame questions in the right way. There are several
tensions T scientists wish to maintain independence of viewpoint whilst being
sensitive to policy issues, the role of learned societies, ensuring continuity of the
research base, lack of incentives for researchers to bridge the gap to policy, e.g. in
the RAE approach. An issue of growing importance was how to communicate
uncertainty to policy makers.

The study had identified the role of o6tr
were not always able to access the information they needed and the research being
conducted in Research Council institutes was not finding its way through to them.
It was suggested that the translators could help through preparation of non-
technical summaries, providing links between policy makers and researchers and



2.2

3.0

3.1

3.2

assisting with access to the published literature, including PhD theses where
policy-relevant work might have been reported prior to appearing in the refereed
literature. Two particular issues had been identified in the marine sector: its
strongly international nature and the large number of stakeholders, some of which
represent competing interests. There was both opportunity for cutting-edge
science but also the potential for it to become highly politically charged.

Thanks were expressed by the Chairman to the presenter, noting the problems that
had been identified, and requesting any ideas on best ways to solve them. He
thought a workshop might be needed to address this. In discussion, it was
suggested that greater opportunity for short-term placements of post-docs would
be appropriate; it would help them gain an understanding of the issues at an early
stage in their career. It was also proposed that funding for interpreting research
outputs in terms of policy implications should be included within the science
projects themselves. However, as pointed out by the speaker, the policy questions
have a lifetime that often extends well beyond the duration of the project. It was

noted that within De f r a 6 dechriichl cundariesa n d

are written as part of the project. It was also suggested that there were some
parallels with the interface between the science and intelligence communities in
the defence realm and it might be possible to gain useful knowledge from this.
Finally, it was important to distinguish between interpretation and synthesis.
Experience was that the latter was often done very poorly and that it was also
difficult to obtain funding for it.

NERCO6s Oceans 2025 Progr amme: Out c ome

Two papers had been circulated before the meeting - one outlining the 2025
programme as submitted, the other summarizing the funding decisions by NERC.
Mike Webb briefly presented the outcome. The proposal, which was the first time
a coordinated submission had been made by the marine centres, had been very
well received not only within the UK but was also being held up as a good
example in the international community. He drew particular attention to the
sustained observations theme, a topic in which IACMST had taken a strong
interest, which had 20-25% of the total effort (after the costs of national facilities
had been discounted).

The coordinated approach adopted had benefits to NERC; it offered coherency
and minimised overlaps. One of the original themes, environment and health, was
not fundable in its entirety but had been incorporated into other themes. It was
expected that a science coordinator would be appointed in April 2007 and that
each theme would also have a coordinator. £1M per year had been earmarked for
a Strategic Ocean Funding Initiative and of this some was anticipated to go into
marine bio-resources; a call was anticipated within the next month or so.



3.3

3.4

4.0

4.1

Further iteration of the programme details would result from interaction with
stakeholders. Related to Oceans 2025, but with its own funding, is the Rapid-
Watch directed research programme. A final decision was expected in Autumn
2007. If the project proved successful transition to an operational system from
2014 onwards was a possibility.

The Chairman opened the discussion by congratulating NERC on generating and
funding such a programme. Some concerns were expressed over the implications
t hat funding allocations had for i
was that this issue had indeed been considered by both the moderating panel
charged with the scientific assessment and by Council. A tension exists between
preserving scientific areas and the need for NERC to demonstrate agility in
responding to new opportunities. In answer to a question, stimulated by the
previous agenda item, on how Oceans 2025 related to policy he expected that
significant effort would be devoted to this issue and funding had been allocated

under OKnowledge Transferd and 0Sci

example, that there were opportunities for linking the research with the UK
Marine Monitoring and Assessment Strategy. Cefas looked forward to re-
engaging with NERC, having felt somewhat distanced from the process; it was
accepted that the pressures of producing this new type of proposal had reduced
the amount of time for stakeholder engagement. lan Townend pointed out that the
assessment of the proposal had been by peer review, reflecting its academic
status, and wished to know how the more strategic aspects were evaluated in a
balanced way. The answer given was that the sustained observations theme had

had different criteria applied and

resulted in greater-than-level funding for this part of the programme. NERC was
moving towards providing national capabilities and in the longer term, it was
thought different funding mechanisms would be needed.

IACMST Submission to Commons Science & Technology Committee
Inquiry

Il n response to a <call for written

marine and polar science, Secretary had prepared a draft IACMST response with
input from one or two members. Endorsement was needed, subject to any further
changes required by members, so that it could be submitted for the deadline of
following day. Chairman congratulated him on the draft and invited comments.
Several fairly minor suggestions were made and, in order to meet the tight
timetable, it was agreed that individuals would email them to the IACMST Office
within the next 24 hours, providing actual re-wording where possible. A caveat
would be included to indicate that owing to lack of time for full consultation
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4.2

5.0

5.1

5.2

5.3

across members, not all the opinions in the submission were necessarily held by
all departments.

A request had been made for an oral hearing as this would provide an opportunity
to elaborate the points made. It was thought unlikely that this would be before
March. Under the normal rules that apply to the Select Committees, the
submission could not be made publicly available until the oral hearings were
under way.

Action 2: Members to email agreed changes to Secretary. Secretary to submit
final version before end of 26 January.

GOOSAG Annual Report and plans for 2007

lan Townend, the GOOSAG chair, referred to the comprehensive written report
prepared by the Coordinator, John Portmann, and circulated ahead of the meeting.
He thanked John and the IACMST Secretary for their work during the year in
advancing GOOS matters. Rather than reiterating the report he restricted himself
to highlighting a few issues. Since 2002 GOOSAG had had its own funding,
provided through member subscriptions. This had enabled a number of important
activities to be completed, several resulting in publications and summarized in the
report. They included early work on the coordination of ocean modelling, which
had helped to influence the setting up of NCOF, and two reviews on UK marine
monitoring.

A major focus in the year had been on UKMMAS. Two member organizations
had withdrawn funding from GOOSAG and this, as well as other issues, had led
to the conclusion, endorsed by members, that it was not sensible to continue
GOOSAG as a separate entity. Much discussion had been given to how its
functions could be incorporated within UKMMAS. Absorbing it within any one
of the Tier 3 groups was not considered satisfactory so the recommendation was
for members to engage as appropriate in the UKMMAS structure; GOOSAG
would continue in the interim. It was recognized that the transition mechanism
was ad hocand it would be necessary to review progress at the May meeting of
GOOSAG. One outcome might be the termination of GOOSAG. To facilitate the
transition GOOSAG was proposi ng,
some of its funds available to second an individual from a member agency for a
short period to assist the UKMMAS Secretariat.

Beth Greenaway was invited to comment on behalf of the UKMMAS Secretariat.
She pointed out that | ACMST was I
a member of MAPC (Trevor Guymer) and GOOSAG was a member of MARG
(Jon Turton). Of the three Tier 3 groups Healthy and Biologically Diverse Seas
Evidence Group (HBDSEG) seemed to the one which GOOSAG had most to
contribute to, though she accepted there may turn out to be some activities which
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6.0

6.1

6.2

7.0
7.1

fitted less well into its remit. The chair of HBDSEG had been given the UK
GOOS Strategic Plan published in July 2006. After brief discussion, approval for
the secondment was given by Plenary.

Action 3: Trevor Guymer/Beth Greenaway to make the necessary
arrangements for secondment from GOOSAG to assist UKMMAS.

MEDAG Annual Report and plans for 2007

The Chair of MEDAG, Peter Liss, also assumed that the circulated report could
be taken as read and chose to focus on a few key points. A review of MEDAG
had been completed at the beginning of the year and recommendations were being
implemented. A report arising from the workshop on photographs and videos had
been published in the IACMST series and its recommendations were being taken
forward. The UK Moored Current Meter Dataset had been made available on
DVD. As with GOOSAG, there had been much discussion over how MEDAG
linked with UKMMAS and, in that context, ensuring that the relationship with
MDIP was effective. In line with the Review recommendations a five-year
forward look had been prepared. This had highlighted a potential funding problem
after the first year when higher overheads would have to be levied as part of the
cost of providing the MED Coordinators.

The main issue raised in discussion of the report was the likely implication of the
EU INSPIRE Directive for MEDAG and more widely across Government.

Action 4: Peter Liss to obtain further information from Lesley Rickards on
the implications of the INSPIRE Directive.

AOB

Chairman reported that at a recent meeting with the independents he had
discussed the future structure of Plenary meetings and the model evolved by the
Global Environmental Change Committee was proposed for consideration. They
conducted most of their work through sub-groups meeting two or three times year
which then reported to an annual meeting of the full committee. One concern
raised during discussion was the resource implications, e.g. on the level of support
needed by the IACMST Secretariat. Although there was a desire to avoid extra
meetings the value of having well-focused, time-limited meetings had been
demonstrated by the underwater sound and marine life working group/forum. The
value of having a combination of having both short plenaries and longer (biennial)
retreats to address different types of issue was also mentioned. Chairman
concluded that we should continue with present arrangements in the short-term
but think further about alternatives.

Action 5: Members to consider changes to the structure and pattern of
TACMST meetings.



7.2  On behalf of members, Secretary congratulated Chairman on his recent
knighthood.

8.0 Date of next meeting
8.1  The date of the next meeting is 10.00, Thursday 24 May 2007, Nobel House.

IACMST Forty-Fifth Plenary Meeting Action List

Action Action Agenda Action by
No. Item

1 Investigate scope and logistics for a 1. Secretariat
Retreat

2 E-mail agreed changes to IACMST 4. IACMST Plenary
Submission to Commons Science & membership
Technology  Committee Inquiry to
Secretary for collation and submission.
Submit final version before end of 26™ Secretary
January.

3 Arrange for secondment from GOOSAG 5. Secretary/Beth
to assist UKMMAS. Greenaway

4 Obtain further information from Lesley 6. Peter Liss
Rickards on the implications of the
INSPIRE Directive.

5 Consider changes to the structure and 8. IACMST Plenary
pattern of IACMST meetings. membership




List of Abbreviations

BNSC
BODC
Cefas
DARDNI
Defra
DfID

DT

DTI

EA
EPSRC
ERFF
FCO

FP

FRS

FTS
GMES
GOOSAG
HBDSEG
IACMST
IMarEST
MAPC
MARG
MCCIP
MCS
MDIP
MEDAG
MOD
NCOF
NERC
OSl1

RAE
UKHO
UKMMAS

British National Space Centre

British Oceanographic Data Centre

Centre for Environment, Fisheries & Aquaculture Science
Department of Agriculture and Rural Development Northern Ireland
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
Department for International Development

Department for Transport

Department of Trade and Industry

Environment Agency

Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council
Environment Research Funders Forum

Foreign & Commonwealth Office

Framework Programme

Fisheries Research Services

Fast Track Services

Global Monitoring for Environment and Security

Global Ocean Observing System Action Group

Healthy & Biologically Diverse Seas Evidence group
Inter-Agency Committee on Marine Science and Technology
Institute of Marine Engineering, Science and Technology
Marine Assessment Policy Committee

Marine Assessment and Reporting Group

Marine Climate Change Impacts Partnership

Marine Core Services

Marine Data Information Partnership

Marine Environment Data Action Group

Ministry of Defence

National Centre for Ocean Forecasting

Natural Environment Research Council

Office of Science and Innovation

Research Assessment Exercise

United Kingdom Hydrographic Office

United Kingdom Marine Monitoring and Assessment Strategy



