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1 Welcome & introductions  
 
1.1 Incoming Chair Anne-Cécile Dragon (WWF) welcomed participants to the 

meeting of the Ecosystem Working Group (EWG). She noted the significance 
of the occasion – with the meeting representing the transition from Euan Dunn 
(BirdLife International) as EWG Chair to the commencement of her own 
tenure in the position.  
 

1.2 A tour de table was conducted, and apologies were given for: Emilie Reuchlin 
(WWF), Paul MacDonald (SFO) and Tamara Talevska (NSAC Executive 
Secretary), who were unable to attend the meeting. Anne-Cécile Dragon 
noted that some attendees will be joining the meeting later on Irene Kingma 
(North Sea Foundation) or remotely, these included: Thomas Rammelt 
(WWF), Kenn Skau Fischer (DFPO), Pim Visser (VisNed). 
 

1.3 The meeting would consider the Group’s forwards programme of work, but 
time was allocated to reflect on what can be learned from past work. Open 
discussion was encouraged.  
 

1.4 The agenda was adopted by all present, without amend.  
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2 Minutes of the previous meeting 
 

2.1 The minutes of the previous meeting were approved as a true and correct 
record of the meeting.   

 
3 Action points from the last meeting 

 
3.1 Anne-Cécile Dragon went through the action points from the previous 

meeting:  
 

1. The EWG was set to scrutinise the response from the European Commission 
on Port Reception Facilities advice, received in October 2018, and consider 
any necessary next steps. Euan Dunn stated that progress on this was 
unknown and would require an update from Pim Visser when he joined the 
meeting. Maris Stulgis (DG MARE) requested that the response be shared 
with DG MARE. Anne-Cécile Dragon agreed to check the response is on the 
NSAC website and share it with Stulgis.  
 

2. The EWG agreed to form a Focus Group to explore the Dogger Bank Natura 
2000 process and identify lessons to be learned. David Goldsborough 
(Aalborg University) would be invited to join the Focus Group. He noted that 
David had provided the MASPNOSE (Maritime Spatial Planning in the North 
Sea) report to the group. MASPNOSE was an EU-funded project aimed at 
facilitating cross-border cooperation among North Sea countries on 
ecosystem-based maritime spatial planning, using Dogger Bank as one of its 
two case studies. The final MASPNOSE report was in 2012: 
https://www.wur.nl/upload_mm/c/f/2/f25d7f9e-34fa-4c31-a5ab-
c79768d46f64_MASPNOSE%20D1.3.3%20final%20report.pdf. Euan Dunn 
noted that, subsequent to the intention to invite David Goldsborough to join 
the Focus Group, the consensus after further consideration in the group was 
that reflections and formal advice on the Dogger Bank process should be 
those of NSAC members alone, and that on this basis David and any others 
external to NSAC would not, after all, be invited to join the Focus Group.  
Euan noted also, however, that David had already provided NSAC with 
extensive analysis of the Dogger Bank process, and lessons learned from it, 
which would be extremely helpful to the Focus Group’s work.  
 

3. Notification of the formation of the above Focus Group and names of its 
members was to be circulated via email. This action had been completed. 
 

4. Another action had been to seek clarity from the Commission on advice 
required from the EWG on the recycling of fishing gear. This had been 
pursued in July 2019, when a FG on the subject was established. ToRs for 
the group had been drafted and circulated, with a second meeting set to take 
place on the 28th of November. The November meeting would be a drafting 
session, in which advice would be developed. Pascale Colson inquired about 
marine litter advice from the EWG, and Anne-Cécile Dragon noted that 
previous work in this area had been conducted – and could be shared – but 
that the FG on recycling fishing gear was focused on the issue of ‘circular 
design’ rather than litter. Anne-Cécile Dragon offered to share previous 
advice on marine litter and plastic pollution with DG MARE. 

https://www.wur.nl/upload_mm/c/f/2/f25d7f9e-34fa-4c31-a5ab-c79768d46f64_MASPNOSE%20D1.3.3%20final%20report.pdf
https://www.wur.nl/upload_mm/c/f/2/f25d7f9e-34fa-4c31-a5ab-c79768d46f64_MASPNOSE%20D1.3.3%20final%20report.pdf
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5. The EWG was to consider names for the Circularity of Fishing Gear Focus 

Group – Euan Dunn shared that this was complete and that everyone who 
was keen to join the FG had now joined.  
 

6. The EWG was tasked with writing a letter to the Commission on the use of 
the Prohibited Species List, in particular, linking the list to management issues 
and conservation actions for specific species. The letter was set to include a 
request for the Commission to look critically at the Community Plan of Action 
for Sharks, as it relates to the content of the List. It was confirmed that Irene 
Kingma would provide an update on this action upon arrival. 
 

7. The EWG was set to write to TenneT to formally request that the deadline for 
stakeholder input on the proposed North Sea Wind Hub development be 
extended to the end of 2019. Euan Dunn confirmed that this action was 
complete. 
 

8. A North Sea Foundation report on the impacts of offshore wind on nature was 
to be circulated to all EWG members. Not all members had received the 
report, so it was agreed that it would be recirculated. 
 

9. A representative from The Crown Estate was to be invited to future meeting to 
present on offshore wind development in English waters. Euan Dunn offered 
to facilitate this, noting that a date and time for the next meeting is required.  
 

10. The EWG was due to hold a meeting prior to the end of 2019, which was the 
day’s business at hand. As such, the action was marked as complete.  

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon asked whether members had anything to add and all actions 
were marked as complete. She then invited Euan Dunn to speak. 
 
4 Statement by previous EWG Chair, Euan Dunn 
 
4.1 Euan Dunn provided reflections on how the EWG has grown, the work done 

to date and the challenges that lie ahead. He gave a brief summary of the 
early history of the Group and its role within the NSAC.  

 
4.2  Euan Dunn noted the Group’s extensive work on wind farm developments 

since an initial engagement with Fore Wind (a consortium working on plans 
for wind arrays in the Dogger Bank area) in 2007. This extensive engagement 
– resulting in a change of design from curved arrays to straight arrays, 
facilitating potential access of mobile gears inside arrays, and thereby 
protecting fishing livelihoods – set the foundation for current, active back-and-
forth with another consortium, TenneT, and a larger project: The North Sea 
Wind Hub.  

 
 Euan Dunn stated that ‘it is well accepted that there is a need for a massive 

hike in renewable energy.’ Pim Visser highlighted the 450 GW of renewables 
capacity planned across the North Sea to meet targets outlined in the Paris 



Page 4 NSAC Supported by The 

European Commission 
 

 

 

Agreement. Dunn stated that this presents a formidable challenge not just for 
fishing, but for biodiversity.  

 
Euan Dunn noted that floating turbines offer solutions to some environmental 
challenges, particularly the impact of noise pollution on cetaceans, as floating 
turbines require limited pile driving. He referred to the presentation given to 
the EWG by Professor Tony Hawkins, a world expert on underwater noise, 
who shared that pile driving associated with turbines attached to the seabed 
is likely to have a high negative impact on harbour porpoise and minke whale 
populations. Dunn said that the central southern North Sea is a focus for wind 
development due to the presence of shallow sand banks. Drawing reference 
to The RSPB’s 2050 Energy Vision, Euan Dunn summarised that fixed wind 
developments rarely have low impact on wildlife and floating developments 
have greater potential to alleviate such conflict.  

 
Euan Dunn stated that wind developments should be as spatially explicit as 
possible, with balance between environmental, social and economic issues. 
He added that Marine Spatial Planning is ‘the bigger picture of wind farm 
development.’ Euan Dunn recalled the NSAC’s response to the East England 
Marine Plans in 2013 where the organisation had flagged significant concerns 
regarding the weakening of environmental language and the lack of 
consideration given to food security and fishing. Euan Dunn emphasised that 
North Sea wind farm development is one of the biggest challenges faced at 
present and the EWG will need to engage on the subject significantly over the 
next decade.  

 
He stated that cumulative and in-combination impacts of wind farm 
development need to be addressed together, and queried whether any 
Member States were effective in fully addressing the complexities of Marine 
Spatial Planning.  
 
He added that it was important that, for the profile and effectiveness of the 
EWG to be maintained, it should always seek to generate formal advice, 
rather than just discuss issues of concern, necessary as the latter is.  For 
example, it was clear from the work of the NSAC Dogger Bank Focus Group 
that in regard to fisheries management proposals for MPAs submitted to the 
Commission by Member States, Articles 11 and 18 of the CFP should be 
revised, and that the final NSAC advice on this should be presented to the 
Scheveningen Group, preferably in a face to face meeting.  

 
4.3 Anne-Cecile Dragon thanked Euan Dunn for his presentation and opened the 

floor to questions.  
 
4.4 Henrik Lund (DFPO) shared that the Danish fishing industry does a lot of work 

with wind energy developments in Denmark, and remarked that if all the plans 
that have been set out are seen to fruition, the North Sea will be ‘taken over’ 
by wind farm development. Lund sought clarification on what is best for birds 
when it comes to wind developments, and Euan Dunn highlighted that 
adequate space to forage offshore is important for these species.  

 

https://www.rspb.org.uk/globalassets/downloads/documents/conservation-projects/the-rspbs-2050-energy-vision---technical-report.pdf
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Henrik Lund noted that the shallow sand banks (favoured for static wind 
arrays and used as foraging areas for birds) are preferred for fishing grounds. 
He shared that some sort of coexistence is needed and that this can be done 
with windfarms and fishing, but not windfarms and birds. He stated ‘we cannot 
say that we don’t want it built, but we can work on the coexistence’ of wind 
developments and other activity. In Denmark and Germany, fishing within 
wind farms can’t be done (with the exception of static gear), unlike in the UK. 
He expressed concern about the scale of wind farm developments, and the 
extent to which they encroach on traditional fishing areas.  

 
4.5 Euan Dunn asked for comment on mobile gear within wind farm arrays. 

Henrik Lund stated that there is a cable law in Denmark, which states that 
fishing is not permitted within 200m of a cable. While wind park owners can 
allow fishing within the 200m region, compensation must be provided if fishing 
is not allowed. He stressed that fishers would prefer to fish than have 
compensation, and suggested that discussion on this should be held from the 
start of a proposal in order to allow appropriate measures to be taken during 
development, such as burying cables deeper. 

 
4.6 Dale Rodmell (NFFO) stated that there is an international law protecting 

cables from wilful/negligent damage, which leads to fishers avoiding them. He 
stated that there has been a recent change in advice in the UK – 
recommending that vessels stay 250m away from cables. He emphasised 
that this is an advisory – not a legal – requirement, that is now being raised 
with new wind farm applicants. He added that the cable industry would rather 
there was no fishing in the vicinity of cables.  
 
Rodmell commented that, generally, the WG have engaged well with wind 
development projects over the years. He emphasised that a co-design 
approach, rather than consultation, would be the best way forward, stating 
that ‘ultimately, we can make sure that better decisions are made together.’ 
 
Euan Dunn thanked Rodmell and expressed agreement with all points raised.  

 
4.7 Anne-Cécile Dragon raised a question from Thomas Rammelt (WWF), who 

was participating remotely. She enquired whether the combined impacts of 
offshore wind developments would be considered across Member States. 
Kenneth Patterson (European Commission) stated that the Commission are 
working on this, but the staff responsible were not present at the EWG 
meeting.  

  
Irene Kingma suggested having a dedicated meeting on offshore wind 
developments next year. Anne-Cécile Dragon clarified that this is in the 
agenda and that it is one of the biggest issues for the group. She reiterated 
that, ‘with the Paris Agreement, we know that more wind farms will be 
developed in the North Sea,’ and asked members whether there is advice that 
the AC can draft in this regard.  

 
4.8 Kenneth Patterson stated that the impact of fishing on non-target species and 

sensitive habitats warranted further discussion and that ‘the Commission 
would like to see a strengthening of those initiatives.’ He shared that both 
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non-target species and sensitive habitats are becoming increasingly 
important, citing complaints regarding the catch of non-target species in the 
Baltic Sea and Bay of Biscay as examples. Patterson noted that technical and 
mechanical impacts on the seabed are also of concern to the Commission. 
Anne-Cécile Dragon agreed that these issues are important. 

 
Henrik Lund stated that every member is dealing with these issues and that, 
in Denmark, the protection of sensitive habitats is being taken into account in 
management. He highlighted that expert assessment of sensitive areas and 
habitats is needed.  

 
Dale Rodmell said that ‘more can be done to improve the incentives for 
impact reduction,’ and there are discussions regarding incentives for bycatch 
reduction as well as the reduction of impacts on sensitive habitats and 
species ongoing within the UK. He shared that the UK has a FG on bycatch 
reduction (chaired by Defra and including all the Devolved Authorities) and 
that this group is ‘well-placed to provide advice’ on the issue.  

 
Kenneth Patterson shared that an update on Technical Measures under 
Natura 2000 requires that Joint Recommendations (JRs) to the fishing 
industry are provided on a regional basis. Anne-Cécile Dragon said that the 
AC would be happy to look at advice concerning Technical Measures, with a 
specific focus on sensitive habitats and species. Patterson clarified that the 
Commission are looking for JRs from MS and that contact with the AC would 
be indirect. He added that the consultation procedure has not yet been 
discussed, but he wanted to make the AC aware of proceedings.  
 
Euan Dunn stated that one of the most important aspects of the Technical 
Measures Regulation is the strong requirement to minimise, and where 
possible eliminate, bycatch. He drew reference to a protected species plan 
covering cetaceans and seabirds in the UK, and suggested that it could be 
worth looking at what can be done to minimise/eliminate bycatch of harbour 
porpoise in the North Sea.  

 
4.9 Anne-Cécile Dragon asked whether it was realistic/feasible to create several 

focus groups. She directed the question to Euan Dunn, asking whether the 
AC has enough members for this or whether it would be better to finish what 
had already been started. Dunn recommended that the creation of a wind 
development FG should be deferred until after the consultation process for 
the North Sea Wind Power Hub has concluded.  

 
4.10  Irene Kingma shared that the North Sea Foundation are starting work on the 

impact of wind developments in the North Sea and have opened a position for 
an ecologist with specialisation in offshore wind. She stated that ‘it is 
important to highlight the ecological issues that should be considered’ in wind 
developments.  

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon asked how much time the AC has to provide information 
on the North Sea Wind Hub development. Maris Stulgis stated that the 
Commission are in contact with all relevant stakeholders and there is ongoing 
work on marine spatial planning – particularly the development of networks at 
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European and regional levels. He stated that one of the key priorities is the 
‘green deal’ – the European Biodiversity Strategy to 2020. He added that 
while plastic is a visible type of pollution, ‘destruction of coastal ecosystems is 
happening at an unprecedented rate and needs to be taken into account.’  

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon stated that it is her understanding these will be published 
soon, so there is not sufficient time to provide feedback on this through the 
AC.  

 
4.11  Irene Kingma highlighted that Euan Dunn’s presentation will be shared at a 

later point. She extended a special thanks to him for all the work he has done 
for the NSAC. Irene Kingma emphasised that he has been ‘invaluable’ and 
‘enabled the AC to blossom.' She expressed the need for a ‘proper goodbye’ 
and thanked him again for his tremendous work.  

 
Dunn responded, stating that it has been ‘a privilege to chair this group.’ He 
said that he will miss the people most of all and thanked all present for their 
work and support.  

 
5 Suggestions for potential advice topics 
 
5.1 Anne-Cécile Dragon summarised that while the EWG had not agreed on a 

timeline, there was agreement that two topics should be considered in the 
forwards programme of work – particularly, good practice examples for 
Technical Measures implementation and engagement on offshore wind farm 
development. A tour de table regarding interest in exploring these topics in 
greater detail was conducted: 

 

• Jasmine Vlietinck (Rederscentrale) expressed that wind developments are 
the primary concern. 

• Henrik Lund indicated that both are relevant and that national meetings on 
these subjects are already taking place in Denmark.  

• Kenny Coull (SFF) expressed interest in both. He highlighted SFF are 
working on Technical Measures at a local level. He highlighted that 
someone from SSF or SWFPA would be keen to participate in work on 
wind. 

• Dale Rodmell expressed interest in both.  

• Irene Kingma identified interest in both (noting that another member of the 
North Sea Foundation would be better suited for discussions on wind farm 
development). 

 
5.2 Irene Kingma noted that it would be prudent to ensure that work on the 

Technical Measures Regulation did not overlap with work being done by the 
DWG. It was agreed that the DWG would be informed of the EWG’s workplan.   

 
5.3 Anne-Cécile Dragon stated that a summary of the workplan will be produced 

for discussion at the next meeting, from which ToRs for the focus groups will 
be drafted. 
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5.4 Irene Kingma asked for clarification on how the Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive (MSFD) will be incorporated in this programme of work. Anne-Cécile 
Dragon stated that the MSFD underpins most of the advice. She suggested 
that the 2020 deadline for Good Environmental Status in all EU waters, 
committed to by all MS in the MSFD, might be an opportunity to address what 
has/hasn’t been done by the AC to date. It was agreed that this would be put 
on the agenda for the next meeting.   

 
6 Update on Circular Design of Fishing Gear Focus Group 
 
6.1 Pim Visser joined the meeting remotely to provide an update on the FG. He 

highlighted that a plastics workshop will be held soon, and drew reference to 
an upcoming three-day OSPAR workshop on single used plastic and litter. 
Pim Visser emphasised the need to ‘truly align’ work on marine litter – which 
is currently separate from the progress on circular design of fishing gear. He 
highlighted that there will be work to develop a ‘new norm’ for gear design.  

 
6.2  Pim Visser stated that the AC should be starting ‘a technical group on 

fisheries normalisation.’ He said that a lot of plans were in motion, but none 
had been fully formed. He expressed hope that plans would evolve during the 
FG meeting on 28th November.  

 
6.3 Maris Stulgis (DG MARE) stated that the developments on circular fishing 

gear are ‘good developments’ and praised the collaborative efforts so far. He 
added that the workshop Pim Visser referenced will take place later in 2019/ 
early 2020 and a list of stakeholders to invite is being produced. He shared 
that different stakeholders will look at waste management during the 
workshop, with a focus on both fishing gear and ports in the short term. Maris 
Stulgis echoed Pim Visser’s statement that marine litter and circular gear 
issues should be brought together and emphasised that the topics are 
complimentary. 

 
6.4 Anne-Cécile Dragon wrapped up the discussion on the workplan, 

summarising that updates would be shared with Maris Stulgis soon, and that 
the discussion will be kept open for future topics to be brought forwards.  

 
7 Project proposal: ecosystem-based management of fisheries 
 
7.1 Anne-Cécile Dragon shared that Rosa Fernandez-Otero would be presenting 

on an upcoming research project that the AC could participate in. She stated 
that the invitation is ‘very timely,’ given that several ACs recently sent a letter 
stating that the capacity for ACs has been underused in research. She 
highlighted that research is very demanding in terms of time and asked 
members to consider whether the AC has capacity.  

 
7.2  Rosa Fernandez-Otero and Dr Francisco Saborido Rey (Spanish National 

Research Council, CSIC) joined the meeting remotely and Anne-Cécile 
Dragon invited them to present on the project, EMFASIS. Fernandez-Otero 
noted that CSIC was one of the institutes leading the proposal and thanked 
members for the opportunity to present. 
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7.3 Rosa Fernandez-Otero explained that the research proposal concerns 
ecosystem-based fisheries management, with a focus on stakeholder 
engagement and sustainability. She noted that there is a two-stage 
application procedure, with the first deadline being on 22nd January and the 
second in September 2020. Fernandez-Otero explained that the overall goal 
is ‘to make substantial progress towards systematic ecosystem-based 
fisheries management, and to provide both knowledge and tools’ for decision 
making.  
 

7.4 Anne-Cécile Dragon asked why the project was keen to work with the NSAC 
and inquired what case studies have already been planned for the North Sea.  

 
Rosa Fernandez-Otero stated that all organisations that have a role in 
fisheries management should have equal opportunity to participate in the 
project. She said that the aim of engagement with a wide range of 
stakeholders is to understand the common challenges for different 
stakeholder groups and how these can be addressed.  

 
7.5 Francisco Saborido Rey emphasised that the NSAC and others would be 

important in model development for the project, adding that key challenges 
can be identified through engagement with stakeholders and should be 
addressed in collaboration with them.  

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon asked for an example of the kinds of challenges 
addressed within the project and Francisco Saborido Rey noted that the 
project was seeking to cover areas not typically taken into account in 
management: including case studies relevant to market access, supply chain 
issues, and food safety. He stressed that the case studies are not specific to 
the North Sea – nor any other area in particular. Instead they are ‘challenges 
that need to be addressed’ to achieve effective EBFM across sea basins.  

 
7.6 Anne-Cécile Dragon asked whether other ACs had been contacted and 

whether the intention was for NSAC to work with other ACs on particular 
challenges. Fernandez-Otero confirmed that this would be true for one or 
more case studies, but the research team would like to know the NSAC’s 
priorities before proceeding. 

 
7.7 Euan Dunn asked whether the conceptual case studies had been defined, 

and noted that they were not outlined in the flyer that was circulated to 
members (Paper 7.1 EMFASIS_Proposal Outline). Fernandez-Otero 
explained that, at this stage, it is ‘delicate’ to share too much information 
about the design of the proposal. She highlighted a reluctance to distribute a 
lot of documents about what is being done in the project as it is at a 
competitive stage.  

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon confirmed that the NSAC has not yet been approached 
by other proposal consortia. She asked whether the case studies had been 
identified and, if not, whether the NSAC would be working to identify them.  

 
Francisco Saborido Rey said that a number of case studies had been 
identified. ‘Some of them are set to be addressed, others are under 
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discussion, and there is also the possibility to incorporate additional case 
studies proposed by the AC.’ He explained that the aim of the research is to 
use case studies that are not specific to a particular sea basin, but will impact 
several basins, including the North Sea in some way.  

 
7.8 Anne-Cécile Dragon asked what outcomes the research team expected from 

the NSAC and other partners, particularly whether they would expect the 
NSAC to be involved on a regular basis (attend workshops, draft advice etc.). 
She also queried what the gain for the NSAC would be (besides the reward of 
supporting science) and what deliverables were expected.  

 
Rosa Fernandez-Otero outlined two possibilities: 

 
1. Join as a partner and contribute to the project throughout its duration. 

This would include interacting with stakeholders that may be linked to 
the project.  

2. Join as an external stakeholder, present something later on in the 
project and participate in some of the workshops. In this case, there 
would be reduced capacity to influence project deliverables.  

 
On deliverables, Fernandez-Otero outlined the aim to develop new models 
that will help ‘integrate new facets into management,’ such as climate change 
scenarios, or a new ‘decision support context.’ She emphasised that the aim 
is to test new approaches to management. Anne-Cécile Dragon thanked her 
for the additional clarification.  

 
7.9 Irene Kingma raised that the NSAC could not contribute funds to the project. 

Rosa Fernandez-Otero stated that this was not a concern and that, if 
awarded, the project would be 100% funded.  

 
7.10 Dale Rodmell highlighted that the NSAC’s main interests are related to 

‘delivering actual policy and adding value to that process.’ With this in mind, 
he emphasised that it would be prudent to know more about the case studies 
in order to determine whether the project would be relevant to the NSAC. He 
drew on an example from earlier in the day, noting that the AC discussed 
gaps in the science behind the MSFD and the Technical Measures 
Regulation, and their implementation. Rodmell stated that a research project 
(like EMFASIS) could help address such gaps. He stressed that, without 
additional information on the project, it was unclear how participation in 
EMFASIS would help achieve NSAC’s goals.  

 
Building on this, Anne-Cécile Dragon stated that ‘there is a lot in the proposal 
that aligns with EWG and the work plan for the coming year.’ She noted that 
while the EWG is not in the position to determine what work the AC will take 
on, she would open a discussion with others in the NSAC through the Ex 
Com. She asked what the deadline was for a response from the AC and 
whether there would be an opportunity to provide case studies.  
 
Fernandez-Otero stated that ‘we are open to listening to suggestions and 
discussing them internally.’ On time, she requested that a response from the 
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NSAC is shared as soon as possible – and expressed a preference that the 
discussion take place before mid-December.  
 
It was agreed that Rosa Fernandez-Otero would share the presentation on 
the project and the AC would determine a response from NSAC by mid-
December. Fernandez-Otero thanked members for the opportunity to present 
and left the meeting.  

 
7.11 Anne-Cécile Dragon summarised that ‘there are mixed feelings in the room.’ 

She stated that ‘while the proposal is a work in progress, there is a significant 
lack of structure.’ She noted that she would not be able to provide much input 
on case studies at this time and opened the discussion to members. 

 
7.12 Euan Dunn explained that, without a clear understanding of the project’s 

focus, it would be very difficult to make a judgement regarding whether the 
NSAC should be involved. Dunn noted that the AC have reaped rewards from 
engaging with research projects in the past, citing GAP as an example. He 
shared that his ‘gut feeling with this is that we should – at most – be an 
external partner.’ He emphasised the need to have input from the Ex Com in 
order to proceed.  

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon stated that the Ex Com would be held on 21st Jan. Given 
the deadline for the project submission is 22nd January, Dunn cautioned that 
this was not likely to be feasible.  

 
7.13  Irene Kingma expressed several concerns about the project, particularly its 

limited relevance to the NSAC and the lack of understanding about how ACs 
operate. Dale Rodmell suggested that the AC should recommend case 
studies to the EMFASIS team and if they are not considered to be suitable, 
then the NSAC shouldn’t engage. Euan Dunn was in agreement, and 
suggested that the NSAC should put forward 2-3 case studies for 
consideration. 

 
7.14 Irene Kingma stated that, sometimes, engagement with research works well, 

citing Discardless as an example. She emphasised that this project worked 
well because there was effective engagement throughout. She cautioned that 
the research group may only be interested in working with the NSAC because 
it helps win funding, and that a commitment that research partners would 
attend NSAC meetings twice a year (to actively contribute to the AC), was 
needed to make the partnership worthwhile.  

 
7.15 Anne-Cécile Dragon highlighted the wider value in engaging with cross-

boundary projects, noting that it is important for ACs to participate when 
possible, ‘otherwise there will always be a gap between researchers and 
stakeholders.’ However, she cautioned that this proposal was ‘not ripe’ and it 
was unclear how it can support the NSAC’s workplan. It was agreed that the 
AC was unlikely to have the time to commit to being a full partner. 

 
8 Update on the Dogger Bank Focus Group 
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8.1 Thomas Rammelt joined the meeting remotely to provide an update on the 
Dogger Bank Focus Group. Anne-Cécile Dragon thanked him for joining.  

 
8.2 Thomas Rammelt shared that advice on the Dogger Bank Natura 2000 

process has been drafted, but ‘there is a need to conclude some issues.’ He 
highlighted that a discussion to resolve outstanding issues will be held in 
December. Rammelt provided a brief update on the content of the advice so 
far:  

 

• The first chapter provides background on Dogger Bank and the Natura 
2000 process. 

• The second chapter concerns the development of management 
measures and lessons learned from this multi-stakeholder process. 
Rammelt noted that the consultation procedure to define these 
measures was disrupted in 2013/4 and after a time of silence by MS, 
the procedure restarted. He highlighted that there was ‘a lot of faults in 
stakeholder consultations’ and the drafted advice explores the scientific 
evidence and background to this.  

• The advice also concerns improvements to Articles 11 and 18 of the 
CFP.  

• The advice includes legal recommendations for involvement of MS and 
the ACs (Rammelt said there are ‘still issues to resolve’ in this part of 
the advice).  

• The internal functioning of the NSAC and lessons learned are also 
covered in the advice, including the potential for NSAC to engage in 
similar co-management processes in future. 

 
8.3 Euan Dunn shared that the FG decided not to circulate the early draft as it is 

not ready yet. He highlighted that the Group is working on resolving the 
following: 

 
1. Recommendations for co-design. 
2. Recommendations for Articles 11 and 18 of the CFP. 
3. Alignment of the internal and external lessons learned.  

 
He added that it has been a successful FG and has worked well and thanked 
Rammelt for the presentation.  

 
8.4  Euan Dunn queried whether it was appropriate to have an external chair for 

the FG. Irene Kingma noted there is a precedent for external chairs and gave 
the Seabass FG as an example. She offered to support Dunn as an external 
chair for Dogger Bank, given his extensive work and expertise in this area. 
Members supported this proposition and Dunn agreed to continue chairing the 
Group. Anne-Cécile Dragon noted that this can be revisited in time, if needed.  

 
8.5 Anne-Cécile Dragon stated that the advice needs to be approved by the end 

of January and that it will be sent directly to the Scheveningen Group 
thereafter. Euan Dunn emphasised that ‘the sharp end is to amend Articles 11 
and 18 of the CFP’ and it would be appropriate to have a face-to-face 
discussion with the Scheveningen Group to garner support for this. Anne-
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Cécile Dragon suggested that it would also be beneficial meeting with DG 
MARE to discuss the advice in detail.  Thomas Rammelt clarified that the 
recommendations for Articles 11 and 18 of the CFP are not to amend the 
articles themselves, rather they are recommendations for Commission 
guidance on additional legislation (on top of the CFP). 

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon agreed to send an email to Kenn Skau Fischer regarding 
the approval of the FG advice and an action was assigned to Tamara 
Talevska to put it on the agenda for the next NSAC meeting with the 
Scheveningen Group. 

 
 
8.6 Euan Dunn shared that the secretariat is currently exploring dates for the 

Dogger Bank FG to meet and that Tamara Talevska will finalise these. Anne-
Cécile Dragon thanked Thomas Rammelt for his input.  

 
9 Protected and prohibited species 
 
9.1 Euan Dunn suggested that further consideration be given to protected 

species. Irene Kingma shared that letters on this subject were first sent to the 
Commission two years ago and that they would be sent again. She 
emphasised that, in order to pursue this workstream effectively, direction from 
the Commission was needed.   

 
9.2 Anne-Cécile Dragon inquired how the Prohibited Species List is correlated to 

any EU regulation. Kingma replied, stating that the only regulations the List is 
included in are the Convention on Regulated Species and the Technical 
Measures Regulation. She explained that there was ‘no clear link’ to the List 
in the legislation, as it has been included as an annex, with no further 
description or context. Kingma said that the legislation should detail the 
rationale behind having the Prohibited Species List, including criteria for what 
should be on the List and how species should be added/removed. Euan Dunn 
echoed Kingma’s point, stating that ‘the importance is still there, but the 
annex doesn’t contain sufficient context.’ 
 

9.3 Irene Kingma emphasised that the current legal basis for the List is ‘weak’ 
and suggested the that the context and rationale for the List should be 
outlined in the Technical Measures Regulation, Habitats Directive or CFP. 
Kingma noted that the NSAC have already flagged the need for this to be 
addressed with the Commission and offered to write a more recent letter to 
the Commission ahead of December Council for the use of the Prohibited 
Species List to be considered/re-evaluated.  

 
It was agreed that the letters on prohibited species would be sent to the 
Commission again with a short cover note saying the issue was flagged two 
years ago. Members agreed that the cover note would be drawn up by 
Kingma and sent to the Ex Com for feedback/approval. 

 
9.4  Kenny Coull queried what would be expected as a result of this action. In 

response, Kingma underscored a need to assess what can be done to 
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improve the use of this list and Anne-Cécile Dragon outlined the following 
rationale: 

 
1. The person that was once responsible for this work has now moved 

and refreshing the memory of the new person in post would be 
worthwhile. 

2. December Council will be busy and there is a need to highlight it 
earlier so that the issue is considered by the Commission. 

 
9.5 Pascale Colson shared that her unit received the letter. She stated that a 

discussion with the geographical unit had taken place and it had been agreed 
that there would not be a formal reply. Irene Kingma noted that she was 
aware of this, but stressed the List is seen as a valuable flexibility measure 
under the LO. As a result, she emphasised the need to check whether the List 
is fit for purpose, as there is no statement on it in any regulation.  

 
Pascale Colson queried what the next step would be. Kingma reiterated that 
there is a need to improve the clarity around use of this List and consider its 
future application. 

 
10. Fishing-Restricted Areas, an update from the European Commission 
 
10.1 Anne-Cecile Dragon asked whether the Commission had views about which 

topics the NSAC could provide further advice on. Laurence Cordier shared 
that advice on fishing-restricted areas would be valuable. She stated that this 
is something that the Commission has proposed to change – particularly 
changes to the way that fishing-restricted areas should be controlled. 

 
10.2  Cordier explained that there would be two key changes:  
 

1. Reform the legal definition of fishing-restricted areas (Article 4, Paragraph 
4 of the Control Regulation) to make it much wider, as it is currently 
‘extremely restrictive.’ She emphasised that a change in the definition 
would not affect the ability of MS to develop national rules to control 
restricted areas. 

2. Changes to Article 15 of the Control Regulation, which describes the roles 
and responsibilities of MS bodies and regulators. This would be amended 
to be broader in scope. The Commission is seeking to clarify the role of 
MS in the Article, and revisit aspects that concern controlling entry, transit 
and exit from fishing-restricted areas.  

 
Cordier shared that these rules will be in an implementing or delegate act.  

 
10.3 The Commission would be auditing the way that MS operate their fisheries 

marine centres (FMC) and vessel monitoring systems (VMS). Cordier outlined 
that an alarm for when vessels enter a restricted area is under consideration. 
The proposal is to also include tracking for vessels below 12m. She noted that 
part of the reform of the Control Regulation is to include smaller vessels, 
explaining that as fishing-restricted areas are closer to the shore, they are 
relevant to smaller vessels, but ‘the lack of enforced tracking [for these 
vessels] makes it hard to control.’  
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10.4 The NSAC has already drafted advice on the revision of the Control 

Regulation. Anne-Cécile Dragon stated that the NSAC is unlikely to draft 
further advice unless the revised version is significantly different. Laurence 
Cordier stated that consideration of whether wind farms should be considered 
as fishing-restricted areas is relevant to the ongoing discussions within the 
EWG. She noted that if wind farms are considered to be fishing-restricted 
areas, then ‘the definition should cover any place you are not allowed to fish.’ 

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon asked for the Commission’s view on this, given that 
fishing activity within wind farms is permitted for some MS. Cordier indicated 
including wind farms as fishing-restricted areas ‘would be relevant from a 
control perspective.’  

 
10.5 Antony Viera (CNPMEM) underscored that restricted fishing is not associated 

with environmental issues alone. Laurence Cordier shared that the definition 
was drafted it in broad terms to make sure it covered everything that the 
Commission wanted to cover and proffered that a more restrictive definition 
might be the solution.  

 
10.6 Antony Viera queried whether the containment areas that are asked for by 

fishers (in France) would constitute as fishing-restricted areas. Laurence 
Cordier confirmed that such areas would come under the definition, explaining 
that containment areas would either be a temporarily or permanently 
restricted/prohibited area, so would require special control measures from 
MS.  

 
10.7 Anne-Cécile Dragon summarised that there is nothing specific on MPAs in the 

Control Regulation, only on fishing-restricted areas. She noted that important 
habitats do not have specific control measures. 

 
Laurence Cordier agreed with the summary and added further detail about 
MS responsibilities: under Article 5 of the Control Regulation, ‘MS must take 
measures to enforce the CFP.’ She emphasised that, even if it is not 
specified, rules should be respected by operators, adding that there is a wide 
range of remote electronic monitoring tools available to facilitate this. Cordier 
highlighted that if the scope of the definition is extended, the amount of work 
for control authorities also will increase.  

 
10.8 Henrik Lund asked whether it is possible to protect marine areas under the 

MSFD and the Habitats Directive. Laurence Cordier explained that it would be 
a slow process. She outlined that the report from European Parliament is 
scheduled for the summer of 2020. She added that, when negotiations 
between the Commission and Parliament are complete, there will be a period 
2 years to apply changes (create tools etc.). Cordier underscored that the 
Commission is ‘working for the future’ and the text itself is quite ambitious. 

 
Pascale Colson stated that, in addition, MS also have the possibility to submit 
JRs to the Commission and drew reference to guidelines on how to do this, 
which were produced by the Commission last year.  
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10.9 Henrik Lund asked how vessels under 12m will be monitored without funding 
for fishers. Laurence Cordier stated that a workshop was held on this and 
offered to share the existing tools with members. She explained that there 
was a derogation for the small scale-fleet: monitoring tools for small-scale 
fisheries would be covered under the new EMFF rules – even for mandatory 
requirements. She added that the rules were now more flexible and 
technology-neutral so that vessels below 12m would not be reliant on 
expensive satellite tech (instead using mobile phones for geolocation etc.). 
Laurence Cordier said that the rules are stricter for larger vessels, as they 
have to stream the data and answer enforcement authorities when called.  

 
Pascale Colson added that in the next EMFF, ‘anything is possible, as long as 
it is not forbidden.’ She stressed that it will be up to MS governments to state 
the rules, not the Commission.  

 
10.10  Anne-Cécile Dragon thanked Laurence Cordier for joining the meeting.  
 
11 AOB and close of meeting 
 
11.1 Henrik Lund drew the discussion back to wind farms and identified that there 

were many opportunities to learn from other MS – particularly regarding the 
restrictions they have for fisheries and why. He noted that it is quite 
straightforward to get data from the UK, but not for other countries and it 
would be worth sharing knowledge.  

 
Anne-Cécile Dragon replied, saying that EMODNET have a map of wind farm 
restrictions and while it is not always up to date, it provides a useful reference. 
She added that there is unlikely to be a document detailing Marine Spatial 
Planning until 2021.  

 
11.2 Kenny Coull highlighted that, generally speaking, the consultation and 

discussion around wind farm developments and fishing access has been 
limited. He noted that it is ‘unlikely that mobile gear will be able fish’ in wind 
parks. Henrik Lund stated that Danish fishers were informed that they could 
access waters.  

 
11.3 Members discussed access examples from different countries: Anne-Cécile 

Dragon noted that, in Germany, all wind farms are closed to fishing activity, 
and Antony Viera shared that, in Belgium, there are restriction’s per wind farm 
rather than a national approach. Dale Rodmell said that, in the UK, it is much 
the same, and it is up to individual vessels to fish within arrays. 

  
 Euan Dunn interjected, asking whether it would be helpful to have an audit of 

all the ground rules regarding fishing access in wind farms across Member 
States. Rodmell agreed, noting that there is a lot of country-specific 
knowledge around the table. Anne-Cécile Dragon suggested that something 
should be circulated with members to help them share knowledge on this. It 
was agreed that this would be put on the task list for upcoming wind farm FG 
(within the draft ToRs).  

 

https://www.emodnet.eu/portals
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11.4 Pascale Colson suggested members look at the wind farm recommendation 
provided by the NWWAC and offered to circulate it with the group.  

 
11.5 Anne-Cécile Dragon suggested that the next meeting should be held around 

the Executive Committee meeting in Berlin (21st January). Irene Kingma 
shared that it would be beneficial to have a half day EWG meeting and use 
the other half day for a FG or DWG meeting. It was agreed that a Doodle poll 
would be circulated with options around the ExCom and later in the year.  

 
11.6  Anne-Cécile Dragon closed the meeting with a final thanks to Euan Dunn. 
 
12.  Actions 
 

ACTIONS RESPONSIBLE 

1. The previous meeting listed the following action: The EWG 

will scrutinise the response submitted to the Group from 

the Commission on Port Reception Facilities advice, 

received in October 2018, and consider any necessary 

next steps. This response will be put on the website (if not 

already present), and the letter shared with DG MARE 

(3.1.1). 

Anne-Cécile 

Dragon  

Secretariat 

2. Share previous advice on marine litter and plastic pollution 

with the DG MARE unit responsible for biodiversity 

(Pascale Colson’s unit), (3.1.4). 

Anne-Cécile 

Dragon  

Secretariat 

3. The North Sea Foundation report on impacts of offshore 

wind on nature is to be (re)circulated to all EWG members 

(3.1.8). 

Anne-Cécile 

Dragon  

Secretariat 

4. Inform the DWG that EWG will be working on the Technical 

Measures Regulation in order to avoid duplication of effort 

(5.2).  

Anne-Cécile 

Dragon  

Secretariat 

5. Create a summary of what the workplan for a wind farm 

focus group would look like, for discussion at the next 

meeting. There is an opportunity to gather country-specific 

knowledge on wind farm regulation and rules about fishing 

access. This will be added to the proposed workplan (5.3, 

11.3). 

Anne-Cécile 

Dragon  

Secretariat 

6. Circulate the wind farm workplan ahead of the next 

meeting and it on the agenda with the intention that the 

discussion will focus on drafting ToRs within the meeting 

(5.3). 

Secretariat 
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7. Add a discussion of the MSFD to the next meeting’s 

agenda. The discussion should focus on what the EWG 

could do (and has done) to provide advice in this area 

(5.4). 

Secretariat 

8. Share the presentation on the EMFASIS project with the 

EWG (7.10).  

Rosa Fernández-

Otero 

9. Coordinate a response from NSAC regarding if/how the AC 

wishes to be involved in the EMFASIS project by mid-

December (7.10). 

Anne-Cécile 

Dragon  

 

10. Contact Tamara Talevska and Ken Skau Fischer to enable 

the following item to be put on the agenda for the next 

Scheveningen Group meeting: discuss the proposed 

amendments to Articles 11 and 18 of the CFP (8.5). 

Anne-Cécile 

Dragon  

 

11. Finalise a date for the next meeting of the Dogger Bank 

Focus Group 8.6). 

Secretariat 

12. Resend the EWG letters concerning protected species to 

the Commission, with a cover paragraph bringing the topic, 

and its relevance, to attention (9.3).  

Irene Kingma 

13. Share guidelines (for how Member States can provide joint 

recommendations) to the EWG (10.8). 

Pascale Colson 

14. Share information on existing vessel monitoring tools with 

the EWG (10.9). 

Laurence Cordier 

15. Circulate the wind farm recommendation provided to the 

Commission by NWWAC (11.4).  

Pascale Colson 

16. Circulate a poll for potential dates for the next meeting, 

which includes dates close to the ExCom and options later 

in the year. Set a date for the next EWG meeting (11.5). 

Secretariat 

 
13.  Attendance 
 

LAST NAME FIRST NAME ORGANISATION 

Cordier Laurence European Commission 

Coull Kenny Scottish Fishermen's Federation 

Dragon Anne-Cecile WWF 

Emam Wasseem European Parliament - PECH Committee 

Lund Henrik DFPO 
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Macdonald Paul Scottish Fishermen's Organisation 

Mynott Sara Mindfully Wired Communications 

Patterson Kenneth European Commission 

Reuchlin Emilie WWF 

Rodmell Dale NFFO 

Stulgis Maris European Commission, DG MARE 

Viera Antony CNPMEM 

Visser Pim VisNed 

Vlietinck Jasmine NSAC 

Dunn Euan BirdLife 

Kingma Irene Dutch Elasmobranch Society 

Fernandez Otero Rosa CETMAR 

 


