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In September 2012, the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) announced a
consultation process on proposals to merge the British Antarctic Survey and National
Oceanography Centre. It argued that there was a strong strategic case for the merger,
arising from scientific synergies between the organisations, a drive to maximise the social
and economic impact of scientific research output and a need to make the most cost-
effective use of marine and polar infrastructure. NERC was due to make its final decision
on merging these institutes in December 2012. However, in October 2012, it announced
that this decision would be brought forward, citing concerns about the effects of
uncertainty regarding the future of the organisations.

A number of serious concerns have been raised with us about the prospect of merging the
British Antarctic Survey and National Oceanography Centre, and the way in which the
consultation has been handled. We consider it important that these concerns are addressed
by NERC before any further action is taken. NERC has not properly consulted on whether
a merger is the best way to achieve its objectives for marine and polar science. It has not
provided an adequate evidence base to support its case for a merger, with the absence of
projected cost savings being particularly notable. In addition, NERC does not appear to
have given adequate consideration to the British Antarctic Survey’s geopolitical role when
drafting its consultation proposals. Nor has it demonstrated an awareness of UK political
commitments on protecting the environment, and polar regions in particular.

| We recognise that NERC is facing a number of financial challenges. However, it has not

made the case that merging the British Antarctic Survey and National Oceanography
Centre would help meet these challenges. NERC should consider whether its aims could be
achieved by means other than a merger. Future consultations should be carried out with
better engagement with scientists and other stakeholders.
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1 Introduction

Polar science

1. Polar science gives an insight to the working of key global mechanisms; polar regions
influence global sea level, the carbon cycle, and ocean circulation. Polar ecosystems and
marine biodiversity are also of significant ecological and economic importance." The
Southern Ocean in particular has a “disproportionately important” influence upon the
Earth system, as it connects the major ocean basins, links shallow and deep components of
overturning ocean circulation currents, and influences global biochemical cycles.’

2. Britain is a leading participant in polar science and Antarctic affairs. The size of the UK’s
scientific operation in Antarctica, and the number of peer-reviewed papers produced from
this operation, are second only to the USA." The majority of these papers were authored or
co-authored by the British Antarctic Survey.*

British Antarctic Survey and National Oceanography Centre

3. The British Antarctic Survey (BAS) is often described as a jewel in the crown of British
science.® For over 60 years it has been responsible for the majority of Britain’s scientific
research in and around the Antarctic® It counts amongst its research successes the
discovery of the Antarctic ozone hole,” the development of the Antarctic Treaty,” and
successful negotiation for a marine protected area in the Southern Ocean.” The Science
Minister described the British Antarctic Survey to us as a “national and international asset”
producing world class environmental science.' The British Antarctic Survey employs
approximately 400 staff and is based in Cambridge, UK. It operates three research stations
in the Antarctic (Rothera, Halley and Signy), two stations at South Georgia (King Edward
Point and Bird Island), five planes and two ice-strengthened ships."" The Natural
Environment Research Council (NERC) is the British Antarctic Survey’s parent body and
provides the majority of its funding.” The British Antarctic Survey has a flat cash
settlement from NERC through to 2015. However, NERC has “concerns that continuing
pressures on its funding and the impact of external factors such as the price of fuel, may

! hittpaihwana, antarctica.ac.uk/about_bawpublications/pspe. pdf

“ written evidence submitted by BAS, para 22 - M322

i written evidence submitted by BAS, para 11 - M522

4 wWritten evidence submitted by John Dudeney - M533

i see, for example, hup:umuw.Indzpendm.m_uhrnhmimafe:-cclusiw—british-p-nlar-remarch-in-nirsis~?52?ﬂ1-i.html
* httpoffwwnw. antarctica.ac.uk/about_basfour_organisation/who_we_are.php
T httpeffvewne. antarctica.ac ukfabowt_antarctica/geography/ozone.php

* Wiritten evidence submitted by BAS, para 12 - M322

¥ http:hwanw, antarctica.ac. uk/about_basnewsnews_story.phplid=1054

# Spp oral evidence transcript

" written evidence submitted by Bas - M322

' Though other funding is used from research grants and external contracts.
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cause problems for [the British Antarctic Survey] in maintaining the logistics it depends

upon to deliver its science™."

4. The National Oceanography Centre isa NERC-owned research centre. It was formed in
April 2010 by the merger of NERC-managed elements of research bodies in Liverpool and
Southampton." It undertakes research “to address the oceans’ influence, impacts and
potential to help address the big societal challenges of food and energy sectors, biodiversity
and climate change™."* A “significant” part of the National Oceanography Centre's income
comes from NERC’s national capability funding line, which has been “constrained” in
recent years."

Proposed merger

5. In June 2012, NERC announced that there “is a strong strategic case for the merger of
the British Antarctic Survey (BAS) and National Oceanography Centre (NOC)"."" It gave
the following reasons for this proposal:

« “Growing awareness of the scientific synergies between marine and polar science
and the opportunities to integrate these areas of science more closely to address the
most ambitious scientific questions;

«  The need for a long term vision for translating ocean and polar science into timely,
beneficial economic and social impact, given the critical role of these ‘frontier
environments’ in addressing the challenges of increasing pressures on natural
resources and rapid environmental change; and

» Recognition of the increasing costs of providing major marine and polar
infrastructure and of the need to plan and deliver this in the most cost-effective
way, particularly at a time of downward pressure on public finances.”'*

6. In September 2012, NERC launched a consultation entitled *BAS/NOC merger™." This
asked for views on a number of issues relating to a possible merger, with the intention that
NERC Council would consider a scientific and business case for a merger in December
2012.*" However, on 24 October, NERC announced that this decision would be brought
forward to 1 November. NERC cited concerns about the effects of uncertainty regarding
the future of the two organisations as the reason for the change.”!

' hittpofiwewnv.nerc. ac. ukipressireleases/ 201 204 -bas-funding. asp
" httpefinod. ac.uk/about-ushour-organisation

Y OWWritten evidence submitted by NOC, para 1 - MS18

" Written evidence submitted by NOC . para 28 - MS18

' BASINOC merger consultation decument, httpahwww, nerc.ac.uklabouticonsult/bas-noc-merger-consultation.pdf, para 1
[referred to hereafter as "Consultation document=)

"* Consultation document pl para 1, http:fwww.nere. ac.uklabouticonsult/bas-nec-merger-consultation. pdf
" Comjultation document, p1, title, hitpuvaew.nerc acuklabout/consult/bas-noc-merger-consuitation pdf
* Conjultation document p2 para 9, hitpulvew nerc.ac uklabout/consult/bas-noc-merger-consultation. pdf
! httptfwan nerc ac ukiaboutiworkiboardicouncilbas-noc. asp
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OQur inquiry

7. As part of our marine science inquiry we requested written evidence regarding NERC's
support for marine science in polar and non-polar regions. During the course of this
inquiry we received a number of written submissions regarding NERC's proposals to
merge the British Antarctic Survey and National Oceanography Centre. There were clear
concerns about these proposals and the manner in which the consultation process was
being carried out. Given these concerns, we felt NERC’s proposals should be subject to
parliamentary scrutiny. We therefore thought it important to take evidence on this issue
prior to NERC making its decision on the merger. As NERC will be making their decision
the day following our evidence session, we have undertaken to publish this report in time
for it to inform their deliberations. We await the decision on the merger with interest and
may return to this issue in the future.

8. On 31 October 2012 we heard evidence from Edmund Wallis, Chair, NERC; Professor
Duncan Wingham, Chief Executive, NERC; Professor Ed Hill, Interim Director of the
British Antarctic Survey and Director of the National Oceanography Centre; and Rt Hon
David Willetts MP, Minister of State for Universities and Science. We are grateful to those
who provided oral and written evidence.

9. In this report we consider some of the concerns that have been raised with us regarding
NERC'’s consultation process. We comment on the content of the consultation document
and raise questions about whether the strategic case for a merger has been made. We
highlight the absence of data relating to purported cost savings from the consultation. We
also comment on broader issues relating to potential geopolitical implications of changes
to the British Antarctic Survey and environmental considerations.
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2 NERC's consultation

The topic for consultation

10. In September 2012, NERC announced that it would carry out a “consultation on
proposals to merge BAS and NOC"* This announcement stated there was a strong
strategic case for merging the institutes. However, despite being described by NERC as a
consultation on the proposed merger, the consultation document did not request views on
whether a merger between the National Oceanography Centre and British Antarctic
Survey was appropriate or desirable, or what alternative measures could be taken to achieve
the desired strategic outcomes. Instead, the document indicated that “NERC is consulting
its staff and stakeholders to invite ideas on how to implement the intended changes™.* The
decision to merge appeared to have been taken in advance of the consultation. We have
been told that British Antarctic Survey staff did not regard this as proper engagement.”

11. Three key senior British Antarctic Survey staff, the Director, Deputy Director and Head
of Corporate Services, have recently left the organisation.” Subsequently, Professor Ed Hill
was appointed as interim Director of the British Antarctic Survey by the Chief Executive
and Chair of NERC, without an open competition for the post.™ NERC Chair, Edmund
Wallis, assured us that this was normal procedure for interim roles.”” Professor Hill is also
currently Director of the National Oceanography Centre. In addition to his appointment as
interim Director of the British Antarctic Survey, he was selected to lead the merger team
and prepare the business case for the merger.™

The strategic case

12. The three reasons given for the proposed merger are: increasing scientific synergy
between marine and polar science; translating scientific research into economic and social
impact; and improving the cost-eftectiveness of operations.”™ Whilst these are
commendable goals, no evidence was provided in the consultation document that a merger
would achieve them. In addition, NERC expanded these objectives later in the document,
to include:

» Focusing the UK scientific community on integrating research programmes;

+  Tackling the scientific problems of greatest global significance involving the oceans
and polar regions within the Earth system context;

M hittpufeoww.nerc.ac.uk/about/consultbas-noc.asp
* Consultation document para 2, httpoiiwww.nerc.ac. ukiabouticonsult/bas-noc-merger-consultation. pdf

#* Written evidence submitted by Dr Julian Huppert MP - M535 ; and written evidence submitted by BAS employes -
MS36

# Written evidence submitted by John Dudeney - M533

# Further written evidence submitted by NERC , para 14 - M516a

T See oral evidence transcript

* Further written evidence submitted by NERC , para 14 - M316a

** Consultation document para 1, httpaitwwenerc.ac ukfabouticonsultfbas-noc-merger-consultation pdf
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Translating scientific knowledge into societal impacts;

Stimulating the development and application of new observing technologies;
Securing efficiency savings;

Maximising resources available for science; and

Strengthening organisational resilience and operational flexibility.*

Later, in written evidence to the Committee, NERC outlined a third set of objectives for the

merger:

To provide a future pathway for NERC strategic polar science presently delivered
by the British Antarctic Survey that provided for the sustainability of the polar
science activity;

To integrate NERC strategic marine science presently delivered by the National
Oceanography Centre and British Antarctic Survey to allow for the most ambitious
scientific programs addressing the large-scale complex problems of ocean and
polar climate system;

To integrate NERC ship planning, operations and future procurement to provide
the most effective, combined strategic use of the NERC marine fleet, and to ensure
that future NERC ship provision seeks to optimise blue-water and polar
requirements in single ship purchases; and

To fully engage the wider HEI [Higher Education Institute] community in NERC
polar science at a strategic level and through increased interactions with the
university sector, and to provide transparent access to all NERC polar
infrastructure in a similar manner to that achieved for NERC marine
infrastructure.”

We have therefore seen three different perspectives on why NERC considers a merger
desirable and what the proposed new Centre would achieve. This gives the impression that
NERC’s thinking on what it hopes to achieve through the merger is still developing and is
not yet concluded.

Business case for the merger

13. One of the three “fundamental reasons” for NERC'’s decision to change the structures
supporting the British Antarctic Survey and National Oceanography Centre is “recognition
of the increasing costs of providing major marine and polar infrastructure and of the need
to plan and deliver this in the most cost-effective way, particularly at a time of downward
pressure on public finances.” NERC described the pressures on its funding arrangements
as follows:

* Consultation document para 15. hnp;.rw.nm.ac.ukfaboumomuwbas-nn:-mergff-{msultatlun.pdf

1 purther written evidence submitted by NERC , para 13 - M5163

1 Consultation document para 1, httpuiwww,nerc.ac.uk/abouticonsult/bas-noc-merger-consultation. pdf
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NERC has had to accommodate a 3% cash reduction in its resource budget,
amounting to an 11% real terms reduction by 2014/15. It also had its baseline capital
budget reduced by 50%.

14. The consultation document stated that:

Quantification of the expected costs and savings arising from the merger will form
part of the business case that will be presented to Council in December. The
numbers will depend on detailed assumptions which will be made, taking into
account comments on the consultation document. It would thus be premature to
pre-empt that process by offering figures at this stage.™

No detail or indication was given in the consultation document regarding the possible
costs or savings arising from the merger. It therefore appeared that NERC was consulting
on proposals for which one of the primary justifications was the need to reduce costs
without providing any indication of the extent to which the proposals would result in cost
reductions.” Indeed, NERC Council itself was not due to see a business case for the merger
until December.*

Managing research vessels

15. The British Antarctic Survey and National Oceanography Centre manage almost all of
NERC's large research infrastructure, for example research ships and polar research
stations. The British Antarctic Survey operates two ice-strengthened Royal Research Ships,
the RRS James Clark Ross and the RRS Ernest Shackleton.”” These provide logistics and
science support to the Survey's operations.® NOC operates two research vessels on behalf
of NERC, the RRS Discovery and RRS James Cook.™

16. As part of the consultation, NERC outlined concerns that “the cost of operating
NERC's research ships is rising as a proportion of its budget due to fuel, a shrinking
resource base etc” and stated that it was “investigating the most effective ways of utilising
and sharing these assets”.* Under its proposals:

NERC's four Royal Research Ships [...] would become a single fleet within the new
Centre with unified management of ship-related functions (e.g. marine operational
activities, marine HR, marine engineering, maintenance and ship fuel procurement).
The focus for ship management would be at Southampton. In order to operate

' Further written evidence submitted by NERC , para 2 - MS16a
* Consultation document para 5, hitpuffwaeny. nerc.ac. uklabouticonsult/bas-noc-mergar-consultation. pdf

* During oral evidence, Professor Hill stated that the merger would result in savings of E500k per annum, However, this
figure, and detail on how it was arrived, is not given in the consultation document,

¥ Written evidence submitted by Research Councils UK/NERC evidence, para 11 - MS16
T httpofiveenw antarctica, ac.ukfiving_and_workingfresearch_shipsfindex. php

™ The RRS James Clark Ross in particular has some of Britain's most advanced facilities for oceanographic research,
httpoffwosnv. antarctica.ac.ukfliving_and_working/research_shipaindex. php

" httpofinoc.ac.ukiresearch-at-seaiships
* Written evidence submitted by Research Councils UK/NERC evidence, para 43 - MS16
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NERC’s fleet in an effective and fully-integrated way it will be desirable to harmonise
marine staff and a variety of ship management processes and procedures over time."

17. NERC has carried out a number of reviews of its ship operations in recent years, most
recently in 2008/09 and 2011/12. These reviews have concluded that closer working
between research vessels was desirable, where possible, but that the highly integrated
nature of the British Antarctic Survey's operations in the Antarctic made the British
Antarctic Survey's management of the RRS James Clark Ross and RRS Ernest Shackleton
the most cost effective and efficient option.” The Marine Science Coordination
Committee’s Marine Research Vessels Group is due to publish a draft assessment of
research vessel operations in autumn 2012.** This is expected to conclude that significant
savings would only be achieved by reducing the number of vessels being operated. Changes
to management or collaboration would provide only modest savings.* Despite the cost of
ship operations being a key driver for NERC's desire to reorganise ship management, no
information was given in the consultation document regarding the expected savings to be
achieved from changing how the fleet is managed. The outcomes of previous reviews do
not suggest that there are significant savings to be made in this respect.

18. We also heard about potential difficulties associated with merging the British Antarctic
Survey’s polar ships with the rest of the fleet, given their specialist nature. In particular, we
heard that safe operation of the British Antarctic Survey’s ice-strengthened ships requires
different equipment and different skills from its crew, compared to other research vessels.”
Changing the management of the fleet could also have implications for the safety of
operations at sea, if the ability of staff to respond quickly to emergencies was diminished by
a more diffuse management structure, especially as the nature of these emergencies may be
unigue to polar environments.*

Geopolitical considerations

19. The British Antarctic Survey is at the forefront of Antarctic science. However, this is
not its only purpose. The Survey has a dual role in carrying out valuable scientific work
whilst also contributing to Britain's presence in the South Atlantic and Antarctic. It is
notable, for example, that the Science Minister’s recent trip to the Antarctic included a visit
to the Falkland Islands.” He restated the Government’'s commitment to Britain’s presence
in the South Atlantic and Antarctic during our evidence session with him, and stated that
this presence would not be altered by NERC’s proposals.”® The British Antarctic Survey
stated that its role included providing advice to the UK Government regarding the polar
regions and overseas territories in South Georgia, the South Sandwich Islands and British

it Consultation document paras 57-58, http:iiveanw. nere_ac.uklabouticonsult/bas-noc-merger-consultation. pdf

4 Mike Richardson written evidence

4 hetpuhaaw. defra.gov.ukimece/groups/marine-research-vessels-group!

4 Written evidence submitted by Mike Richardson - M532

% Written evidence submitted by Dr John Dudeney - M533

% \Written evidence submitted by Dr John Dudeney — M533; and written evidence submitted by Robert Culshaw - M534
i prpfheeeew. bis.gov.ulkinewsitopstories201 2Marfscience-of -antarctica

B Sap oral evidence transcript, NERC also stated this commitment.
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Antarctic Territory.” This geopolitical aspect to the British Antarctic Survey’s work is
notably absent from considerations in the consultation document, save for a brief note that
“the name British Antarctic Survey is internationally recognised”.” There are therefore
serious concerns regarding whether NERC has the competence to take decisions that
potentially have such geopolitically significant consequences. During oral evidence, the
Science Minister and NERC Chair conceded that there are lessons to be learned from how
the geopolitical aspect of this matter have been handled during the consultation.

Environmental concerns

20. NERC identified a number of economic opportunities that it hoped the new Centre
would be in a position to exploit. It identified the oceans and polar regions as “frontier
environments” where “there will be increasing economic activity in the coming decades—
not least because of increasing pressures on natural resources”.™ It also stated that a “key
objective” of the Centre would be to “establish itself as a hub for innovation to harness and
support growth of widely dispersed UK scientific and technological expertise to exploit
these opportunities™.” In NERC's long-term vision, the Centre would have a role in “de-
risking major investment decisions in hostile, unfamiliar environments”.*® The
Environmental Audit Committee raised questions with us regarding this commercial
focus. It highlighted the importance of advancing scientific research but cautioned that
“while such research might incidentally make it easier for those engaged in shipping,
fisheries and oil and gas extraction, NERC's research should not explicitly facilitate
commercial resource exploitation”.

# Written evidence submitted by BAS - MS22, para 10

¥ Consultation document para 26, http:ﬂ'hmm.rrer:..'n:.ukiahuuﬂmnsultfbas—nm-merger-mnwlla‘tion,pdl
* Consultation document para 18, httpufiwenw.nerc.ac uk/abouticonsult/bas-noc-merger-consultation. pdf
¥ Consultation document para 20, hitpoiweww.nercac.ukfabouticonsult/bas-noc-merger-consubtation poi
" Consultation document para 19, hitpehwww.nirc.ac.ukfabouticonsul t/bas-nog-merger consultation.pdi

* Correspondence from the Chair of the Environmental Audit Committee to the Chair of the Science & Technology
Committes, 26 October 2012 - M537
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3 Conclusion

21. Britain is a preeminent force in polar and particularly Antarctic science. Given the
success of our scientific output in this field and the geopolitical considerations involved in
operating in the Antarctic, any proposed change to the organisation of the British
Antarctic Survey must have a strong evidence base.

22. We recognise that there is challenge for NERC to save money. However, NERC has
committed to maintain its Antarctic activity at pre Spending Review 2010 levels.”® NERC
has argued that this merger would improve the financial management of the centres, and
savings appear to be a key driver for the merger.® Despite this, NERC has not presented
any information regarding the savings it believes could be made by a merger. We
welcomed the Ministers suggestion to establish a ring-fenced funding line for Antarctic
infrastructure and logistics. We will respond to his invite to consider this as part of our
marine science inquiry.

23. The consultation has been confused and lacks transparency. In addition, the
manner in which the consultation has been handled seems to have had a damaging
effect upon staff morale at the British Antarctic Survey.”” The consultation document
presented the decision to merge the British Antarctic Survey and National Oceanography
Centre as made; it did not present alternatives and does not request views on whether a
merger should proceed. The strategic case for the merger presents a number of desirable
goals; recognising scientific synergy, increasing research impact, reducing costs, but it does
not give any evidence that a merger between these two research centres will achieve these
goals, let alone whether a merger is the best way to achieve them. NERC has not provided
any meaningful evidence base for the proposals that have been put forward.

24. We have concerns that NERC has not taken seriously the loss of several senior staff
at the British Antarctic Survey. There are also questions about whether Professor Hill is
the most appropriate person to run the consultation and merger, given his role as Director
of the National Oceanography Centre and appointment by NERC's Chief Executive as
interim Director of the British Antarctic Survey. This could create an impression that the
consultation process lacks openness or objectivity.

25. Real concerns have been raised regarding both the content of NERC's consultation and
the way in which the consultation has been run. We consider that these concerns require
proper consideration by NERC. Given the strength of feeling against the merger, NERC
should reconsider whether these proposals are appropriate and seek to properly address
the concerns that have been raised by us and others responding to the consultation. We
recommend that before embarking on any merger, NERC considers whether its aims
might be achieved by other means. We also recommend that NERC should ensure that
future changes are conducted with better engagement with scientists, this Committee
and other stakeholders.

¥ Further written evidence submitted by NERC, para 6= M518a
% Consultation document para 15 and para 1, httpwww.nerc.ac.ukfabouticonsult/bas-noc-merger-consultation. pdf
£ Writhen evidence submitted by Dr Julian Huppert MP - M535
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Examination of Wimess

Wirness: Rt Hon David Willetts MP. Minister for Universities amd Science, gave evidence,

Q1 Chair: Minister, can | welcome you here o this
moming's session? Before we start, 1 need 1o put on
record a declaration of interest, inasmuch as my
daughter is employed on a NERC contract at the
Mational Oceanography Centre. That is on the record.
Can | thank you for agreeing o speak o us at such
shon notice? You will undersiand ihat the tming was
not entirely within our gifi. Can you explain to us
what you know about the MERC decision being
brought forward”

Mr Willetrs: Thank you very much, Chair. Perhaps |
may begin by also saying | am clear that the British
Antarctic Survey is a national and international asset.
It delivers world-class environmental science in both
polar regions and this country's strategic presence in
Antarctica and the South Atantic. It will not be closed
down, becanse we have a very sirong commitment (o
the dual mission,

When it comes o iming—again, | am grateful wo you,
Chair, for your flexibility in bringing forward this
hearing—the decision is for NERC council, but we all
had a concern that there was such a level of public
concern, which in tum could potentially be affecting
morale among stafl al BAS, thal. as the consultation
deadline had passed, there was a strong case for trying
o resolve the issue promptly. That 1s why the council
brought forward its meeting. With this Commitiee’s
flexibility in bringing forward its hearing, it will be
possible for the council when it meets omomow 1o
draw on points made during this Committee hearing
today. which is a very useful contribution o the
discussions it will have.

Q2 Chair: Can [ wke it from that you agree with us
that this matter, although quite rightly it is for the
NERC council, is of such public import that it is
legitimate  for this Commillee W examine the
evidence?

Mr Willents; It is absolutely legitimate for the
Commitee o do so. 1 am very aware of the Haldane
principle. Ultimately, the organisation of operational
matters within the UK is a matter for the council. |
am sure that this Commitee and its deliberations will
be taken very seriously by the council. There is a
Government interest as well, most erucially the dual
mandate because of the particular sensitivities of the
Antarctic and the fact that our presence there is a

scientific one and we have made a commitment (o
maintain our footprint in the South Antarctic.

Q3 Chair: We would go further and say there is a
parliamentary interest, which is why we were
concerned that we were not consulted abowt the
change of dates.

Mr Willetts: On that. there were operational issies.
People were just trying to move the decision forward
50 as 1o reduce the time of uncenainty, and, as | said.
I am grateful o the Committee for moving your
hearing forward.

Q4 Chair: If there were changes of senior
management structure, do you take the view that they
ought to take place through a process of open
competition?

Mr Willefis: There are Government guidelines, 1 am
not actually familiar with the detail. Clearly, senior
posts like the chief executive of NERC are publicly
advertised with rules on procedure. At what point they
become operational decisions within the organisation
1 am not totally clear, but clearly senior posts—
chaimman of the council and its chief executive—are
major posts that are advertised in accordance with
civil service rules.

Q5 Graham Stringer: Thiny years ago, just after the
Falklands war, | understand from visits to the British
Antarctic Survey that its funding was under threal
then, Margaret Thatcher put a stop to that for
geopolitical reasons. Isn't it the case that this decision
can’l be taken just on scientific economic grounds and
that the geopolitical considerations are one of the
larger issues?

Mr Willests: 1 would challenge your assumption that
this is about cuts in funding. This Committee has
rightly questioned me on the whole subject before. We
have gol a cash-protected, ring-fenced science budget,
Within that there is the NERC budget and within that
the BAS budger. The NERC is ultimately responsible
for delivering an efficient organisation that maximises
the amount of science it can get for that budget, but,
yes, this is a very unusual case in that there is strategic
significance in Britain maintaining its level of activity
in the South Atlantic and the Antarctic.

That is a Government commitment. NERC knows thai
it is part of its remit that it should deliver this. Under
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the dual mandate model it is also responsible for
delivening that presence. | have always made that clear
and MERC absolutely understands that s the
Government’s commitment. There was nothing in any
of the proposals in the consuliation document that
would have affected that commitment. [t was not in
any way going to change activitics down in the
Antarctic area; it was about what the organisation
should be between logistical support and other issues
in Combridge, Southampton and Liverpool.

Q6 Graham Stringer: Baroness Warsi savs that
Ministers have been deeply involved in this decision.
Dioes that include you?

Mr Willetts: This is where the Haldane principle
comes in. Certainly, NERC has kept me informed of
what it is doing. [ have been very frank with the
Commitee. The Government have a strategic
commitment W our presence in the Antarctic, which 1
am absolutely committed to sustaining. NERC
understands  that. There comes a point when
operational  matters  about  the  organisation  of
management and support vessels within the UK have
1o be a responsibility of NERC. That is why it will be
the council that will decide at its meeting tomomow
what to do in the light of the responses 1o its
consultation.

Q7 Graham Stringer: It is good to have you here
becouse wvou probably understand the Haldane
principle better than any other Minister. Are you
content that this is just about administration and not
interfering with the science in any way whatsoever?
Mr Willetrs: There is a scientific judgment here. |
report it to the Committee: 1 don’t claim any expertise
on il. There were two argumenis. There was a
managerial argument about whether or not you could
save money by merging some of the functions. The
science argument is that, partly as a result of climate
change, polar science and oceanographic science are
converging and these hitherto distinet organisations,
with slightly distinct groups of scientists, need w be
brought together. 1 don’t claim any competence in
assessing that, but that argument was put forward in
the consultation document. Some scientists have
endorsed it others challenge it

Q8 Stephen Metcalfe: You have made it very clear
that you value what is happening down in the South
Atlantic; it has great sciemtific and strategic value.
Bearing in mind that value, do you think the decision
aboutl the future should be made by NERC, or would
it be best made somewhere else outside NERC?

Mr Willetts: | trust NERC and its council to make that
decision. There are wider considerations—NERC is
absolutely aware of them—of which the most
imporiant is maintaining our presence in the Antarctic
and South Atlantic. When you get 1o operational
decisions, they are a matier for NERC council, but it
doesn’t operate in a vacuum, That was why there was
a consultation exercise and that is why we have this
Committee hearing, and | am sure it will ake account
of the views that have been expressed in the
consultation,

09 Stephen Metcalfe: But bearing in mind the
strategic imporance, if you don't like the outcome of
that decision, what mechanism do you have to make
surc thal our presence, given the geopolitical
imponance, is maintained?

Mr Willetts: On the sirategic presence, we have made
it absolutely clear to NERC that it has that obligation.
MERC completely understands that, It did not intend
that the consullation would throw that commitment
into any doubt. | have been disappointed that some of
the comment has assumed that there is a question
mark about that commitment. That commitment
stands. NERC understands it; the Government are
committed 1o it. Everything they do in this area has to
comply with that dual mandate, as it is ealled. | think
it is probably the only and certainly the most vivid
example of a kind of dual mandale within the entire
seience budget.

Q10 Stephen Metealfe: If vou didn’t like the
decision, what mechanism would you have in place to
change it 1o protect the Government's strategic aims?
Mr Willetts: The Government ultimately have the
power 1o issue directions to a research council. That
exists: that is a power. 1 haven’t had any occasion to
use that power, and 1 do not envisage it will be
necessary.  NERC  understands  the  strategic
requirement that we have set them and is happy 1o
work within that framework, but with all research
councils that power exists, :

Q11 Stephen Metealle: So vou would not want to
see decisions like this moved anywhere ¢lse; vou are
yuite happy with NERC continuing to make decisions.
Mr Willetis: | have been reflecting on lessons from
this consultation exercise. It has brought home 1o me
the extreme sensitivity of our presence in the
Antarctic. | think that, wrongly, there was a fear that
the consultation on this particular proposal meant
there was a threat W0 our presence in the Antarctic, |
have been assured throughout that there isn't. Perhaps
it would help the Commiuee if | referred 10 one of
the things | have been looking at in the light of this
consultation, and 1 would be very interested in the
Committee’s views on this. | can’t pre-empt the next
spending review, but | do consider there is an
argument that NERC should have a discrete funding
line for Antarctic infrastructure and logistics from
within the ring-fenced science budget that would
ensure a visible UK commitment 1o maintaining the
Antarctic science and presence.

212 Graham Stringer: Is that a commitment or an
idea?

Mr Willents: We have not yet done it 1 will reflect on
it further. The Committee may have ideas on it. The
thought 1 share with the Committee, and 1 think it
would  help w0 deal with some of the
misunderstandings that have ansen in the past few
weeks and months, is that identifying specifically a
line within the NERC budget. as provided by us
within the science ring fence—a discrete funding line
for the Antarctic infrastructure and logistics—might
be a way of tckling some of these underlying
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concemns that come 1o the surface every time there is
a debate about any possible changes 1o BAS.

Q13 Pamela Nash: Minister, Baroness Warsi has
made it very clear that the Government are committed
o maintaining “their ships, aircrafi and base in the
Antarctic”. Does that leave mesearch and scientists
exposed o potential cuts?

Mr Willeris: As to the way in which NERC operates—
I don’t want 1o stray into things that are s
respansibility—it has a responsibility for maintaining
a presence. There is then a kind of  internal
competitive bidding process for science projects. My
understanding—it will probably be benter explained
by the experts from NERC—is that then you want to
conduct some particular science in the Amarctic. |
have had the great privilege of being down 1o see the
excellent science it does there. If you want o do a
particular investigation of some aspect of Antarctic
wildlife or a potential impact of climate change in the
Antarctic. you are one of a range of people bidding
for the science funding from within NERC 1o do your
project. Your project has to be judged against other
science projects. One of the reasons we have world-
class science is that that is how it is done, and that is
the way NERC does it.

Q14 Pamela Nash: | understand that, but is that pool
of money not going to shrink if there is a commitment
to maintain the same funding at the moment for the
infrastructure it has?

Mr Willetis: That is one of the challenges that NERC
faces, which it knows. That is why within that ring-
fenced science budget—I have discussed this with the
Committee before—every pound saved by improved
efficiency is an extra pound for science. To be fair 1o
NERC, however the consultation exercise has gone,
its original proposal was driven by a desine to look as
if it could save on overhead cost 5o as to liberate more
funding for science. That was the motivation behind
the proposals on which it has been consulting.

Q15 Pamela Nash: Bul potentially there could be
reduced funding for research in Antarctica.

Mr Willerrs: NERC has a given budget, Fact number
one is that, if it can make savings on efficiencies, it
liberates more money for science. Fact number two is
that a whole range of science proposals comes Lo
NERC, as to all research councils, and it awards
funding w what it judges as scientists—it is not for
me 1o judge—to be the best science project. I you
want to do some science anywhere in the world. you
have o stack up against altemative bids, but all that
is done within the framework of the commitment o
maintain our footprint levels of activity in the
Antarctic.

Q16 Pamela Nash: As far as | understand i, it is
not entirely clear how much is going o be saved by
efficiencies. so our job as a Committee is to look at
where that money is coming from. If that footprint is
10 be maintained, is there a potential that the National
Oceanography Centre is going 1o lose out as a result
of this merger?

Mr Willetts: | think that 15 a guestion better handled
by MERC. These are operational matters. As we know,
there are these three centres in Liverpool, Cambridge
and Southampion. The balance between them was one
of the issues in the consultation document. | Know
that very strong feclings have been revealed in the
consultation and NERC council will consider it. At
that point it really is a decision for the council and |
respect its role. [ don't think it would be right for me
o go any further into its specific decisions about the
balance between the functions in those different
locations.

QIT Sarah Newton: You mentioned that vou had the
opportunity 1o go and visit one of the bases in the
Antarctic. Would you share with the Committee some
of your experiences there and how they have been
useful to you in coming (o the paricular views that
you have expressed to us this moming?

Mr Willetts: It was an extraordinary privilege.
Especially as this year is the centenary of Scolt, and,
quite rightly, there has been a lot of interest in polar
science, it was a good year 10 make the visit—I should
emphasise with no extra flights laid on—using the air
bridge and the schedule within it for flights. At
Rothera | saw excellent science: 1 saw very strongly
committed individuals—people who were passionate
about what they did. For example, taking a sample of
an ice core going back 800,000 years enables us o
track changes in climate over hundreds of thousands
of years. Using British scientific expentise, the aim is
1o find the deepest. lowest land on the Antarctic 1o try
o find an ice core thai could go back a million years.
It iz quite extraordinary science.

I was very impressed by the dedication of the people
there. To be frank, | thought that the condition of some
of the buildings I saw there clearly needed investment
and refurbishment, and it is a challenge we face. It is
a capital issue, not a science ring-fenced issue, but it
is a challenge 1 am very aware of.

Q18 Sarah Newton: Do you think from whal you
saw there that this proposed merger would improve
things?

Mr Willetts: The proposed merger in the consuliation
document was not, as 1 understand it, intended o have
any effect cither way on the BAS presence down
there. It was really whether the different
oceanographic support vessel amangements and the
logistics supplied for oceanography and polar science
could be combined. It is absolutely crucial, whatever
the ouicome of NERC’s decision. that there be no
threat to that level of sciemtific activity in the
Antarctic. Let me stress again that | have greal
admiration for the work those scientists do and for the
work of BAS as a whole.

Q19 Sarah Newton: You mentioned that you saw
some of the infrastructure—the buildings—was a bit
old and tired and needed refurbishment. That is the
capital budget. You mentioned that that is somehow
separate from the ring-fenced science budget. Could
you elaborate a little on that?

Mr Willeits: The science budgel is to maintain current
activity. It brings together for the first time all the
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differemt budgets we have. both HEFCE quality
research funding and research council funding for
current activity. Ouiside thal, there is the need to
mainiain  science  capital. 'We inherited from  the
previous Government some big capital reductions and
have tried in successive budgets to provide for new
investment in science capital, and we have had some
success in that. We have well over £500 billion of
extra science capital, It is very complicated down in
the Antarctic because the planning cyele is unusually
long. You can only do building work in the Antarctic
summer, and you need io plan i a long time in
advance. There are some tricky technical issues, Some
of the more recent buildings in Rothera are built to
very high standards of insulation: some of the older
ones, 0 be honest, probably don’t meet the insulation
standards of a suburban semi in Croydon. Some of
them just don’t meet modern standards, You would
have 1o go there and see that. The Government cannot
make any commitments at all on this because of the
long time horizons involved, bul | undersiand the need
for some investment down there.

020 Chair: The guote about suburban semis could
come back and haunt you at the bi-election shorly.
Going back to two quite distinct but overlapping
areas, we all agree—I suspect everyone in this room
agrees—on the importance of maintaining the science
in Amarctica, but on the geopolitical side even the
name is a sensitive issue. 1 don’t know about you, but
I was lobbied at my party conference by the Falkland
Islands Council, who are very anxious about not
sending the wrong messages aboui British withdrawal
from the South Atlantic. Do youw regand that as an
imporiant issue’?

Mr Willerrs: 1 do regard it as an important issue, and
as part of my visit 1o the Antarctic in February | went
via the Falklands and had an opportunity of discussing
some of their interests in crealing an environmental
science centre there, which | strongly suppont. The
BAS name is an historic one; it is associated with
some excellent science discoveries—for example, the
hole in the ozone layer. It does have significance.

A lesson we can all learn from this consultation is
that, although NERC had no intention of affecting our
presence in the South Atlantic and the Amarctic and,
as 1 undersiand it, eroding the polar science done by
BAS, because it is such a highly sensitive issue these
concemns, however misplaced, have arisen again. It is
one of the reasons | am interested in the idea of a
distinct line within the NERC budgel. We need 1o
have some kind of rational discussion about
operational issues in the UK that doesn’t get caught
up with these issues that are incredibly emotionally
significant in terms of our forcign policy about our
commitment to the Antarctic, which is absolutely
clear and is as robust today as it ever has been.

Q21 Chair: Can | push you a little harder on the idea
of a line within the bedget? Our sister Commillee

DECC said that there is an argument about merging
Morth Pole and ocean work. There is an obvious
overlap. Equally, there is an overlap in the South
Atlantic. There are overlaps with other research
programmes  also funded by NERC and other
agencies. Isn't the simple reality that there aren’t any
clean boundarics one can draw here?

Mr Willetis: It is [ascinming. Following the debate
among the scientisis—I respect their views—there are
some people who say o me that Anfarciic science 1s
completely different from Arctic science. Indeed, one
of the issues has been the exient io which BAS and
its work in the Amtarctic should or should not be seen
as being in parallel with work done in the Arctic.
These are deep waters, and ai this point a science
Minister has to stand back and the scientists have to
advise.

Q22 Chair: You mentioned the work on the hole in
the ozone layer as an example. There are other
locations scattered all around the planet, both onshore
and at sea, working on atmospheric science,

Mr Willetis: You, Chair, have the advantage of being
briefed by your daughter, but 1 will bow o your
superior expertise on that point. 1 am sure you are
right.

Q23 Chair: Touché. Finally, when we develop this
discussion further in terms of the relationships
between the various providers of funding in the
science programme, do you think that this is opening
the discussion even further for a broader look at the
relationships between the various funding agencies?
Mr Willetts: On that 1 am quite conservative. As you
know, because the Select Commitlee has discussed
this, when | arrived as the Minister at the last election
I didn’t think it was a priority to reorganise things.
My view was that the structure we inherited of the
arrangements of the seven rescarch councils and the
TSE made a lot of sense. | wanted people 1o focus on
the real issues, science activity being sustained. rather
than what is often a displacement effort 1o reorganise
things. In the course of the last two and a half years |
have had every possible proposal, from the suggestion
that there should be one single research council with
everybody and evervthing merged together, 10 the
other extreme where people want lots of mini-research
councils with a narrow focus. 1 am comfonable with
what we inherited and have no desire o distract
people by a large reorgamisation, Thene is a trennial
review of the research councils under way and there
may b particular proposals there, but 1 am not aware
of any idea of reorganising them.,

Chair: Minister. we are extremely grateful 1o you for
coming at shor notice. We know you have a busy
diary. Thank you very much for attending.
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Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses; Professor Ed Hill, Intenm Director of the Brntish Antarctic Survey and Dircctor of National
Oceanography Centre, Edmund Wallis, Chairman of the NERC, and Professor Duncan Wingham. Chief

Executive of the NERC, gave evidence.

Q24 Chair: Good moming, gentlemen. Thank you
for atiending. For the record, could 1 invite you o
introduce yourselves?

FProfessor Hifl: | am Professor Ed Hill, interim
director of the British Antarctic Survey and executive
director of the National Oceanography Centre.
Edmind Wallis: | am Edmund Wallis, chairman of
the NERC council,

Professor Wingham: | am Duncan Wingham, chief
executive of NERC.

Q25 Chair: For the record, | restate my declaration
that you heard me make at the beginning of the earlier
session. OF the three drivers for the merger. which is
the key: scientific synergy. increased rescarch impact
or cost?

FProfessor Wingham: First of all. we welcome the
opporunity you have given us to provide you with
evidence before our council meeting. We appreciate
that you will wish us to feed this back before the
meeling  lomomow. We are grateful o you for
providing us with this opportunity o speak o your
Committee before the meeting tomormow,

You have to appreciate that the situation we are in is
one where there are two clear drivers. The first is the
increasing understanding over the last decade or more
of the way in which, partly dee to climate change and
partly because of the way the natural system works,
we are facing very large-scale and complex processes
in our climate system in both the north and south,
which are grand challenges for our science. Since we
wish 0 maintain our UK polar and marine science
and the levels of excellence it has enjoyed for many
years, it is appropriate for us to consider how we can
besi bring together our resources o altack problems
of that size.

Equally, in the written material 1 gave to the
Comminee late last week vou can see very clearly
that, on the one hand, we are under cost pressure from
the top and, over this CSR period, a reduction of the
order of 11% in real terms. At the same time, the cost
of this large-scale infrastructure is rising quite steeply.
Our estimate is that by the end of the CSR—we have
not altered it during the CSR programme—it will rise
by 7% at the bottom. It is very clear that we need to
think hard about how we bring to bear the marine
and polar skills that we have in our centres and, more
broadly. across our wide university community Lo Iry
1o make sure that we can keep our focus on these
large-scale problems,

To come to vour question directly, there is no question
that, if we say all of these things are imponant—
synergy, impact and, as David made clear, if we can
find them, cost savings that we must make in these
circumstances—synergy is undoubtedly the driving
thing that caused us to think this way.

Q26 Chair: That | understand. but | want to push
you on the cost issues. The oceanographic centre has

been through a redundancy exercise; pay and rations
are already managed centrally through ceniral services
arrangements, as | understand it, through the joim
research councils” activities. What are the savings tha
could be accrued, and where would they come from
in a merged organisation?

Frofessor Wingham: In principle, as 1o savings, if we
merge an organisation we can make it flatter and
provide one instead of two finance functions and one
HR function instead of two. There are some
opportunities for looking at the way in which our
ships are organised and the extent 1o which those can
be brought together. We estimate that through the
merger we might be able o realise savings of the
order of £500 k per year, That may not scem much 1o
you. except | would observe that we have been
secking, wherever we can, savings of £500 k per year
here and £300 k per year there. This is the situation
that we are in.

(027 Chair: None of that saving would be accrued
from cutting any further scientific effort at the coal
face.

Professor Wingham: No. Indeed, there are reductions
as you have referred to under the present spending
review, We cannot “not™ respond to the circumstances
we are in, and those are happening now; they an: not
simply located in BAS. We are looking across all our
centres. This is hardly something we welcome. We are
in a silation where we have 10 compress all of our
funding lines across the piste. We try 1o do this from
the point of view of science excellence, sustaining our
community and all of these considerations that are
normal in a research council, but these are happening
anyway as part of the settlement we have agreed with
all our centres and in effect are a choice through our
responsive mode lines: and these are unaffected by the
merger considerations.

Q28 Chair: You will appreciate, because a lot of it
has been in the public domain, that a massive amouni
of information has been sent to us by people very
closely associated particularly with the Antarctic
research programmes, both curremt and  former
employees of the system in its broadest sense, ranging
from the Foreign Office through o people who have
directly managed research programmes. We have been
told that the difficulty in closer scientific collaboration
is more about the award of NERC grants and how
they work than any institutional barriers between BAS
and NOC, Would you comment on that?

Professor Wingham: | would have o find ow the
exact date this occurred, but certainly five vears ago
WERC changed the way in which it was handling
some of the funding o its institutes and essentially
put it into a common pol under what we now call
research programmes, The purpose of working in that
way was to ensure that we brought wegether the skills
in all our centres and our HEIS in order to attack the
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big problems as we saw them and to bring together
the best skill in the country. | think everyone agrees
in the round that this has been very effective and has
achieved that ambition,

I would point to two very topical examples. One ol
the largest of these is our Arctic programme. This has
been enormously successful in bringing together all
kinds of expertise from all over our universities and
centres. Only yesterday [ visited CEH and had
explained 10 me how techniques with radio carbon
that CEH had been using for many years o understand
Scottish peat are now going o be employed in the
Arctic to understand how the entire Arctic tundra is
warming and what methane releases will occur. That
programme is already building widespread terrestrial
Arctic skill and expertise which previously—I know
this because 1 chaired the NERC polar strategy some
years ago—was not regarded as one of the strongest
pans of our polar porifolio.

Again, the programme in West Antarctica—the so-
called iSTAR programme—is bringing together our
BAS logistics and science and the marvellous efforts
of our universities oo in order o understand one of
the great big problems, which is how the ocean is
starting to cawse the West Antarctic ice sheel 1o
accelerate its slide into the ocean,

When you move your funding in that direction it is
necessary for the centres involved o respond 1o that
challenge. The change in funding was not done as a
step function; it was done over a penod of time i a
gradual ramp to allow the centres to adjust to the new
situation, build up new skills and train their staff in
this more competitive world.

If one looks across the piste, our centres have done
marvellously well in responding to this challenge.
CEH. which 1 suspect you will know went through
considerable change some years ago, at least in my
personal view is now one of the jewels in the NERC
crown. It is a truly excellent organisation, which has
responded enormously well to these changes. It is Tair
to say that BAS has not found stself able 1w respond
in quile such an agile way to this change in our
funding. MNone the less. council’s view is firm—
speaking personally, | agree with it—that it has been
such a successful way of funding in order 1o bring our
expertise together that we wouldn’t want to change
that. It has been very successful.

029 Chair: Goeing back 1w the volumes of
information sent to us as a result of the proposed
change. with hindsight. having seen some of the
information—as [ said. it has been largely in the
public domain—did you really seck the nghi kind of
detail before moving towards a decision?

FProfessor Wingham: We considered that we necded
to restabilise the situation for the CSR. We have made
very clear that the Antarctic infrastructure and owr
polar programmes are being sustained for this TSR,
s0 the whole context of what we are doing is about
looking at the way the costs of this infrastruciure are
rising and our budgels are going, looking 1o the future,
and saying, “How can we best organise ourselves in
the future™"

MERC council ook the decision in this TSR period
to sustain almost in real terms our large-scale

infrastructure. amd 1 think that was the cormect
decision. The weighting of judgment was not quite the
same, and 1 have laid that out in our evidence to the
Committee. Large-scale infrastructure is a long-term
investment for science, and it would be inappropriate
for us to try 1o change that radically over a single
CSR period, 50 responding in the way we did allows
everybody 10 understand  the case and adjust
accordingly.

We then looked at how we can best organise ourselves
to deal with these big challenges into the luture. As
David said, we consulied with BIS and the Minisier
and also with the FCO. We discussed in detail with
both Departments of State the appropriateness of our
proposals and whether or not they felt those were
sensible things to do but, more importantly, whether
they affected, as they saw it, these wider issues,

In retrospect, | have been surprised by the volume of
commeniary. A lot of il s related to the undoubied
tension between looking at things purely through a
frame of science excellence amd the wider national
inierest, and a considerable amouni of this s ted up
in a way that is not guite the way we see il. because
wit see il in rather more clear terms.

Q30 Stephen Metealfe: Could you expand a Iintle on
what the purpose of the consullation process itsell
wias? There is a perception, accurately or inaccurately,
that it was how the merger should take place rather
than the reasoning behind it

Professor  Wingham: If one embarks on a
consultation, first of all, it is important W have a
document. What are we consuliing on? Asking the
question whether one should do something isn't very
useful. What we wanted 1o be able 1o show o council
wirs what the views were il we wenl in that direction;
what the weaknesses and strengths of such a thing
were; whether we were correct in thinking, “Here's
the scientific achievement™; and whether we had Tully
understood the risks. We wanted to consuli. 1 think we
put out a document that was at the right level. We are
not consulting down in the detail; this is a strategic
judgment and decision. We wanted 1o do this ina way
that infermed the decision-making process and wasn't
something that was simply after what was in effect a
decision, In the round, this would be my answer 1o
YOUF question.

(31 Stephen Metcalfe: So how much weight will
you give 1o the consullation responses when making
your decision tomaormow?

Professor Wingham: We have brought together a
summary document of the main points that come
through from the consuliation. It probably won'i
surprise you that the major points aren’t that many.
For example, one point that comes through very
clearly is whether there are altemative methods o
achieve the same aim. There is a group of concerns
that relates much more o the wider national interest
than to the narrower science, and so on. We have
summarised those in what we consider o be a very
fair way, and we have asked Robent Allison, the VO
of Loughborough, 10 examine that process in some
detail and comment upon it. That summary of the
consultation has already been disinbuied o council
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members, as | am sure you would appreciate, together
with the commentary we have received from Roben
Allison. We will put that to council and say these are
the main issues and ensure that that is fed into its
deliberations tomorrow,

Q32 Stephen Metcalfer Md wou  give any
consideration to the fact that this Committee was also
interested inothis issue, because vou brought the
decizsion forward? Did that play any part in your
deliberations?

Chair: Putting it bluntly. we feel that you considered
Government bul not Parliament.

Professor Wingham: To answer your question quite
frankly. no, we didnt consider this inguiry in coming
i thai decision. We were focusing on what we felt
was a need because of the widespread public concern
and the effect that the press coverage, much of which
is highly misleading. was having on our staff. That
was the discussion we had with our council. Council
felt that in the circumstances it was only practical and
sensible to try to bring the matter to a close. given that
we had had a consultation and we were in a position to
condense it and report on it

I apologise to you that perhaps we didn’t make
enough effort to contact you amd work out an
arrangement. | think we would none the less have
done this. Perhaps we missed the step in not speaking
to you directly and seeing what might be a sensible
way forward, but it was not at all our intemtion o
imply that we don't regard your Commillee as
important. We are very happy to be here and are glad
that you gave us an opporunity to explain to you why
we have laken the steps that we can. Again, |
apologise 1o vou. It certainly wasn't our intention or
in any sense deliberate to usurp or perturb your
inquiry. We just felt this was a sensible thing to do in
the circumstances.,

Edmund Wallis: Tt was a misstep. which we regret.
We are pleased we are here; it wasn’t deliberate. It is
hugely beneficial for us to be here before we see the
council tomorrow. We apologise and we’ve learned.

Q33 Sarah Newton: We have heard a lot wday, quite
rightly, about focusing in on the science. but some
concerns have been raised by the Environmental Audit
Committee, another Committee of Parliament. Within
the consulation document there is a whole section
that refers o de-risking decisions for investors and
businesses. Their concern and mine is whether it is
really the role of NERC 1o facilitae the commercial
exploitation of polar environmenis,

Professor Hill: The consultation document sets oul
very clearly the understanding in relation 1o Antarctica
in particular around the exploitation of both living and
non-living resources. Living resources are  highly
regulated in terms of exploitation under the Antarctic
Treaty, and the exploitation of minerals is prohibited
under the treaty. That is very clear and it is stated in
the consultation document; there is a very clear and
absolute caveat specifically around Antarctica.

To step back 10 the more general issue. it is absolutely
appropriate for a rescarch council and research centres
to engage in the timely translation of basic science
into beneficial impact for socicty, whether that is for

public policy advice, regulation, human quality of life
or economic business benefit. NERC's royal charter is
absolutely clear on the subject that that is an
appropriate  thing for a research council 0 be
engaged in.

In talking about these statements. the consultation
document refers o extreme environments, which
mnclude the polar regions and the deep sea. All these
regions are becoming increasingly impacted, either
indirectly through climate change or increasingly
directly by human activity. These pose enormous
risks, These are environments that we are not familiar
with generally. Many of them are quite fragile in terms
of their ecosystems, so there are considerable risks in
operating in these environments, There are risks o
the environment, 1o those making investments in those
areas, o reputations and of a wider geopolitical nature
in all these areas. [t is absolutely appropriate that the
best seience is available in order to inform all of those
whi are concerned either with being directly engaged
in those activities or regulating them, both public
policy and industry.

In the 21st century these regions will come under
increasing pressure from human activity, and it is
absolutely right that the best science available is there
to inform the value judgments made by society,
political and legal judgments, as well as the wider
ethical issues. That is what it is about. I don’t think
there is any conflict with NERC’s charter or remil.
It is an entirely appropriate thing for science o be
involved with.

Q34 Sarah Newton: I think people will find the
clarification immensely reassuring that it is around the
subsequent  commercialisation of the scientific
endeavour rather than commercial business activities
in those regions. | think we would all wholeheartedly
agree on the fragility of the environment. Obviously,
the Amarctic is protected by these very rigorous
treaties. but the Arctic region isn't to the same extent.
Obviously, MERC's Arctic office is ever-more
important.  Will the funding for that office be
maintained as part of the changes, and where will this
fit into the overall budget?

Prafessor Hill: That is a very specific point. The
Arctic office is funded in the comext of the Arctic
programme more generally 1o be able 1o facilitate
access 10 the Arctic and the engagement of the
university communily in Arctic affairs. There is
sciemific input, for example, that goes into the Arctic
Council where the UK is an observer, so the Arclic
office is a bit of a cleanng house to facilitate tha
activily.

It is quite clear that the Arctic is of increasing
importance both sciemtifically and for the reasons |
explained. Indeed, some of these exploitation and risk
issues are much more prevalent in the Arctic, which
is not covered by the treaty at all. It is absolutely
imperative that we are able 1o engage in this.

In terms of polar sciences, an observation is that the
way in which Arclic science is delivered in the UK 15
guite different from the way it is delivered in the
Antarctic. The British Antarctic Survey has been a
clear point of focus for Antarctic scicnce, the low of
advice into government and for participation in the
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treaty. The science community delivering Arclic
research is langely university-based in the UK and in
a number of rescarch institutes. It is a dispersed and
somewhat fragmenied community that desperately
needs focus 1o be brought to it

One of the purposes of the Arctic office is 1o do that,
but it is absolutely a journey that we need to pursue
in bringing much more coherence into Arctic-related
science in the UK. This was one of the other
objectives  stated  around  the proposal in  the
consultation document as a way of drawing oul a
much more coherent framework for the delivery of
true polar science in both the Arctic and Antarctic,
and trying to bring some of the strengths in the
Antarctic into the Arctic.

Q35 Sarah Newton: You are describing the problem
really well and 1 think we would all agree with vou,
especially the importance of the Arctic and the need
for a more co-ordinated approach, but you didn’t
actually answer my question, If the proposals going
forward were adopted, would the funding for the
office continue?

Professor Winglam: The answer is that for this CSR
we have confirmed all of these fundings, Clearly, a
rescarch council cannot presume on another CSR
outcome, as indeed David, the Science Minister, said
earlier, but for the purposes of this CSR we are
sustaining all of these things in place and we are nol
attempling to change those fundings.

Profeszor Hill: With this answer, the purpose of what
| was trying to say is that the functions we are trying
o deliver here—greater coherence, co-ordination and
access to infrastructure in the Antarctic and Arctic—
is what we want (o develop and maintain.

36 Graham Stringer: Can | just follow up one of
your answers 10 Andrew’s question aboul the reasons
for the potential merger? You explained that there
were scientific arguments about putting together the
investigations of the Arctic and Amarctic, This
Committee has had a long-term interest in the British
Antarctic Survey. The last ime [ was there that point
was put and scientists discussed it. None of us who
are politicians are shrinking violets, but the argument
was preity intense and severe, so much so that it was
calmed down. There i1s an opposite argument, 1sn't
there, that the science al the two poles is differemt?
One is land-based and one is not, One can go on, How
much scientific representation did you have against
this merger?

Professor Wingham: First of all. bear im mind that
this is a consultation: no decision has been taken. My
own view, looking at the consultation, is that the
science  arguments  against don’t come  through
strongly. but | would observe that one of the key tasks
of a research council 15 to balance arguments for
continuing in one domain, bringing together domains,
understanding whether at any given point in time
atmospherie science needs more funding because of a
crucial issue, or whether this time we have to um our
attention to very dramatic developments in the
understanding of the core of the earth, or whatever the
balance happens to be.

As o the arguments that the Antarctic is termestrial
and the Arctic is an ocean, o some extent it depends
on what you include in the Arctic. Many people would
include the Greenland ice sheet and permafrost tundra,
which means there is a greal lerrestrial par o the
Arctic. The Amarctic is commonly used o describe
nod simply the continent but the great circumpolar
current that goes around the continent. But what we
really see now is the interaction with the cryosphens.
For example, in the Arctic we see that the ice is
melting away and the entire ocean circulation is
spinning up faster as a conseguence. In the south, we
see glacial movements causing an offload of ice. bul
we know that these ane being driven by spin-ofls from
the circumpolar corment coming up underneath the
sheet, melting it out and drawing it down.

There are very strong arguments that there is a greal
deal of common understanding o do with fuid
dynamics, the way water and ice interact and the way
that the atmosphere is bearng on both of these
systems. Those are quite strong arguments. NERC
council 15 a body that has on it some extremely
respected and broad scientists. One has W accept that
that is what the couneil is there for. It is to balance
these arguments across the scientific piste and make
Judgments about the relative balance between them,
This is where we are.

37 Graham Stringer: | just want o make 1t clear
that there were strong arguments. You have put the
pro case guite clearly and explicitly, but you accept
and you have listened to the arguments that don’t take
that point.

Professor Wingham: OF course one has to halance
the two.

038 Graham Stringer: Professor Hill, you have got
yoursell imto the most extraondinary position, haven't
you? You are the director of NOC; you are effectively
the current director of the British Antarctic Survey.
You have been running the consuliation. 1 understand
that you an: going to draft a repon. You were part of
the discussions, and 1 assume you will present the
repart or be part of the discussions when they take
place, 11 1 was 2 bookie, you must be a firm favourite
in take over the merged institution. Do you think it is
helpful 10 have one person who was previously
associated with one institution, however distinguished
the role. being in such a crucial position?

Professor Hill: There are a number of elements 1o
that, and | might ke differemt pans of them. Yes, |
am director of the Mational Oceanography Centre and
| am in an inernm role as direcior of the Brtish
Antarctic Survey, | am also a member of NERC's
executive board and a corporate director of NERC. |
am responsible  for wking  broader  views and
responsibility, and on a number of occasions 1 have
done broader work for NERC. The task fell to me as
interim director. You can ask the chiel executve why
he appointed me, but | certainly have some experience
in the managing of large, complex institutions, in
particular those with large research infrastructure,
which is a particular issue,

| have been able 1o draw ogether into the merger team
that 1 am chamng representatives from the British
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Antarctic Survey in senior leadership roles around the
main functions of the science, large research
infrastructure and support services, and their opposite
numbers from the National Oceanography Cenitre,
along with key directors from NERC's corporate
headguarters.

If 1 was the sole player in this, there might be some
cause for the concern that you raise, but there ane
checks and balances in the situation. For example, it
will be the council that makes the decision. The
council is informed by a whole range of evidence, and
they are people of independent minds and will not be
unduly influenced by me. In addition. the merger team
has been subject w periodic scruting of its work by
the chiel executive and a member of council whose
specific role was to challenge what we have done and
ask ws 1o look a various issues. That is what we
have done.

So 1 believe that my role has been very much a
facilitator to bring the mosl appropriale eams
ogether, get people to work together 1o think how
this proposal might work and develop some practical
conclusions o0 advise and inform a decision. That
decision will be made by council, which is an
independent body, and | am providing one stream of
advice.

3% Graham Stringer: | wasn't intending to impugn
your scientific reputation in any sense at all, nor was
I saying that you had a monopoly of the decisions,
but vou had got voursell into a unique position and a
controversial sitvation. Can you tell me exactly what
experience vou have had previously of running large
organisations?

Professor Hill: 1 run the National Oceanocgraphy
Centre, which | have done since 2005, and then with
the subseguent merger with the Proudman lab in
Liverpool. That is an organisation of about 500 staff,
with a budget of the order of £45 million 1o
£50 million a wear. It muns major research
infrastructure with global class research vessels in the
Mational Marine Equipment Pool. That is  an
organisation of similar scale in budget and staff as the
British Antarctic Survey; they are very comparable.

(40 Graham Stringer: With that  background,
would you accept that the staff of BAS might not
consider you Lo be impartial?

Professer Hill: There are perceptions from  all
guarters. no doubt. [ believe that | have a reputation
for being fair-minded and capable of making clear and
balanced judgments, and there are numbers who
would attest 1o other difficult situations 1 have been in
when the 1ssue might well have been seen o be one
where there was an opportunity for a biased view but
there was a very lair—and attested so—outcome. For
example. [ was responsible for  leading  the
prioritisation of the whole of the marine science
national capability funding budget for NERC between
2000 and 20011, That was a very wide process and il
was fair.

Professor Wingham: 1 don’t think the suggestion that
Ed got himsell inte a cerain position would be fair.
We needed o work with a situation where the
previous management of BAS had, for whatever ils

reasons, decided o leave. We—I actually—had to
make a decision as to what to do about that in the
intenm period. For me, it was entirely natural to wm
o the person in our organisation who we, together
with consultation with my chair and more widely, felt
was best equipped through expenience and track
record to handle this situation until we resolved the
outcome that we wished to see. We had complete
confidence in Ed o do that. We are very happy with
the way that has gone forward, so we just need to be
clear aboul that.'

041 Graham Stringer: Are you happy with the high
senior staff umover m BAS?

Professor Wingham: 1 don't sce how in  any
circumstances one could be happy with senior staff
wmaover. It 15 the case that three have chosen to
depart. 1t is clear that, if we go forward into the future,
perhaps without a merger, we need leadership in there
that responds to the modern challenges and the need
for this organization to work better with a wider cross-
section of people, and to up its game in bringing itself
into line with our other centres so that we are
confident that all of our centres have a sustainable and
positive future.

Q42 Graham Stringer: Mr Wallis, how many
directors of NERC institutes ane appointed without
extermal competition?

Edmund Wallis: All the jobs are advertised. In the
ones | have san in, the candidates come from a fairly
wide background.? One of the problems we are
wuching on here is that there are very few good
scientists, We are talking about the production and
development of high-quality science. That is what the
council’s remit is aboul, 20 we need good scientisis.
Often in these positions we need good managers.
There are few good scientists and few good managers,
and there are even fewer good managers of science.
Therefore, the field is not as wide as you would
probably think, unlike in the general business sense.

! The witness later clarified that, in this comment 1 attempred
0 summarise, 0 a sentence why the description tha
Professor Hill “got himself im0 a° position was nod a fair
one, However, this summary senlence does not make clear
that 1 first appointed Professor Hill as Interim Director in
Febwruary 2012, during a period when Professor Owens, the
previous Director, was on sick beavel/special leave. Professor
Owens had not left the organization ot that time and other
members of the BAS senior managenment leam remained in
post. | Later asked Professor Hill to continue as Interim
Director when Professor Owens left NERC. This clanfication
reinforces my view that the comment shoat Professor Hill is
i a fair one.

The witness later clanified that, NERC has almost imvarniably
appointed Dhreciors 1o its Research Centres through open
competition; there have been occasional instances whene a
Depury has siepped up inio the role and subsequently been
confirmed on the basis of their performance in it but these
have been very much the exception and the post of Diredior
BAS n par!'u:ular has gnerally  been  Filled 1I1mu[i:h
competition. There has never been any doube that the post of
Dircctor of the merged Cemtre—or of BAS as a NERC
Centre in its own right if the merger did not go ahead would
e appoimed through open competition,

Like most organizations, NERC does not appoint imterim
Directors through competition. The requirement for intenm
Directors resubis from a peed 10 immediate action: you do
ot Bave the scope to mount a competition and go through a
drywn oul process.
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This is quite a specialist arca. | can understand where
you are coming from, but when this was put o me
my view was—dare [ say?—that, in my opinion,
probably Ed was our best and most experienced
director,

043 Graham Stringer: S0 you appointed him
wilhoul competition.

Edmiund Wallis: Not 1o his job originally, but this is
an interim one. You wouldn't normally go oul 1o
competition for an interim director. 115 expensive and
takes a lot of time, and it's not going to last for very
long. If you were a bigger company you would have
an internal director dealing with the organisational
development of the company. We don’t have that; we
can't afford that, s0 we have 1o do more of these ad
hoc approaches to it, but it is the quality of the guy
that attracts me and the council.

Q44 Graham Stringer: It 15 a well understood
argument that the quality of a person is usually best
tested, particularly when there is a potential conflict
of interest, in open  competition.  You would
understand that.

Edmund Wallis: 1 do understand that, but | don’t think
it is appropriate for an inerim role, which is going Lo
be under the very close seruting of me, the CELD, the
council and, for that matter, everybody else. That is
why you are asking the question, isn't it?

45 Graham Stringer: I is indeed. We had some
questions earlier on about potential cost savings and
senior stafl wrnover. Professor Hill, can you explain
the basis of sending out the possible redundancy
notices 0 BAS stafl when you don’t know what the
savings are going (o be?

Professor Hill: Yes, and the straightforward answer
to this is that we are dealing with two separate and
unconnected issues, The programme of voluntary
redundancies and a call for volunteers for redundancy,
which went owt on 24 October this year to stafl in
the British Antarctic Survey, is a completely separate
matter from the question of merger or otherwise. It is
about the funding levels in this Comprehensive
Spending Review period, as the chiel executive has
already explained. This is a programme that is going
on across all of NERC's centres: it has been handled
in different ways,

(46 Graham Siringer: This is on the basis of
consistent cash and no increase for inflation.
Professor Hill: Yes, which stull means a real-terms
budget reduction. The National Oceanography Centre
has just been through a series of stalf losses, This is
happening in other NERC centres and this 15 what
is happening in the British Antarctic Survey, so il is
completely separaie from the discussions on the
merger. IF that was not happening this would sill be
taking place, so the merger discussion and decision is
altogether different from that. This is simply playing
out the budget reductions and reprioritisation of
science ihat 15 going on as a resuli of spending
reductions in this CSR period.

047 Graham Stringer: So it is nothing o do with
the merger: it is entirely to do with the cash limits
on budget.

Prafessor Hill: Yes,

Q48 Graham Stringer: You are able w put a very
precise cash figure on that
Professor Hill: Yes.

Q49 Graham Stringer: Can you tell us what it is?
Professor Hill: | can elaborate on that now. What we
are looking o save in the British Antarctic Survey by
the end of this CSR period is a £3 million cash
reduction. We have sought broadly to balance that—
it is about half and hall—between savings on the large
research infrasinicture and the science. The first
question | was asked when [ arrived at the British
Antarctic Survey was whether | was going 1o cut all
of the science because of the inflexibilities in the
infrastrecture—in olher words, whether all of the £3
million would come from science. That is obviously a
risk in an organisation like the British Antarctic
Survey.

| am very pleased to say that 1 was able o work with
the senior team of the British Amarctic Survey o
share those funding reductions in this CSR penod
broadly evenly between research infrastructure and
science. We have done that in research infrastructure
in ways that involve a small number of post
reductions—probably about five—and in a series of
pragmatic, sensible measures, cither for reducing costs
or increasing revenue  generation around rescarch
infrastructure in a wiy that has no material impact on
the level of presence or activity in Antarclica. W
have shared those proposals. Those are being
implemented now.

That leaves about £1.5 million 1o be saved in the
science arca, We ane going o make about £400,000
of savings through non-pay measures, leaving £1.1
million 10 be saved from stafl cost reductions, which
amount 1o something like 18 posts depending on the
salary level of the people who actually leave.

)50 Graham Siringer: Do you have a figure for the
savings from the merger?

Professor Hill: That was given carlicr. The savings
that would result from some of the direct issues—

(351 Graham Stringer: That is just a point about
BAS,

Professor Hill: No. The issue around the merger is
the total savings that you get from the new structure,
s0 you would save around senior management levels
and in a number of the back office functions: one HE
function instead of two: one finance funclion instead
of two. The savings across the board from replacing
two existing structures with a merged one, which
would seem sensible in o merged orgamisation, 15
about £500,000 a year in those Kinds of functions.
That is not to say going into a future CSR period that
you wiould not have created opporiunitics 1o manage
things differently where there would be potential
seope, but that all depends on what happens in future
C3Rs.
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)52 Graham Stringer: With all this exira work,
what work have you had o put on ene side from the
MNOC?

Professor Hill: First, | am blessed and very grateful
for a very fine semior management team in the NOC
whom [ am able o delegate to and who ake on a
number of responsibilitics. They have taken on a
number of delegated activities. For example, | am not
taking as close an interest as | would otherwise have
done in a major activity that NERC has mitiated
around the evaluation of the guality of science in
research centres. That has been much more highly
delegated than if 1 had remained at the NOC full time.
That iz one example of an area where | am puitting in
less effon than otherwise.

)53 Stephen Mosley: Professor Hill. in your answer
io Graham you mentioned the cost of the nesearch
infrastructure. When we went to the British Antarctic
Survey last year, we heard that the biggest cost in
ierms of the capital programme was the new ships,
and | imagine the operational costs of the ships would
also be large. As far as it goes across the whole of
MERC, | would have thoughi that, with the ships
being such a big cost, you would have done some
sort of review into how you can save costs. Have you
done that?

Prafessor Hill: Yes. NERC has done three reviews
around ships; in fact it has done more than that but 1
would be going into deep time. There was a review in
2000 around ship management. More recently, thene
was a review in 2009, Another review was staned in
2011, but it had a rather specific focus. | would say
its conclusions were rather overtaken by evenis, so
that is not really concluded.

The perenmial question that has arisen in some of
those reviews iz whether NERC should manage its
ships together as one fleet. It does seem rather sirange
o the outsider, and indecd many insiders in NERC,
that we have two research vessel operations of two
ships, which is a small number lor a fleet management
operation. within the same organisation and very little
read-across between them. The perennial question is
why NERC docsn’t have a single fleet instead of two
limes twao.

In 2000, the review highlighted that a number of
benefits could be accrued by bringing them together,
but it concluded at the time that there were a number
of difficulties. The very imporant integration of the
polar ships with the polar Antarctic infrastructure was
one; there were a number of management changes
going on in the blee water ship management at the
time and it was all considered a bit o difficult. so
the conclusion was not to do i,

In 2004, the issue was looked at again o see whether
something might be done, although there was another
flavour 1o that, in that the question whether the ship
management ought o be oultsourced 1o an outside
contractor was an element of it. Again, this was quite
a contentious issue. [ think the operators of the blue
water ships were quite open-minded about the idea of
oulsourcing ship provision.

In the British Antarctic Survey there were a number
of constraints, not least some of the geopolitical ones
we have been talking about, so the idea of merging

the flects as a precursor [0 OULSOUNCINE was nol seen
as a good idea, given the very different constraints
that applied 1o each other. Meveriheless, that review
did identify arcas where perhaps there ought to be
more synergies around the joint programming of the
ships and frying io have more harmomsation on
marine engincering, which then led to a subsequent
review about  whether we could harmomse
engineering and so forth.

This is an issue that has come up repeatedly. 1 would
characterise the conclusions of these generally as
recognising that there seem to be benefits, which are
somewhat hard o quantify, but there is also guite a
mmngfc]cnmnl of putting it into the wo-difficult-to-do
box, | would also remark that neither of those reviews
was conducted within the context of the present sets of
real constraints that we now understand the research
infrastructure is placing on the rest of the NERC
budget. so it was perhaps what you might describe as
a more relaxed environment and 1t was easier to pul
things in the wo-difficult-to-do box.

Q54 Stephen Mosley: Ultimately, those reviews
were done but they came up with a conclusion that is
niot exactly what you are doing at the moment.
Professor Hill: Yes.

Edmund Wallis: 1 wasn’t involved, but 1 did insist
that the last review was done. A lot of my experience
iz in the private sector. As Ed said, if a busingss
bhasically has four ships but splits them into two, with
one sel of crew on one sel of agreements and another
on another, despite it being the same trade union,
would we operate them in all Gime scales from
procurement to decommissioning? Would we get the
right balance of the ability o supply, do research and
ice-breaking in four ships this way? The private sector
CEO would come in one moming, maybe in a bad
emper because his wife had upset him. get the two in
together and say, “Put them together”. and within
three months it would have been done. [ am not saving
we should do that here. Probably we should but we
won't do it here. A differem sont of approach in a
different arca would have produced a different result,
but we are where we are.

Q55 Chair: Can | push you a little further on this?
When we visited the research councils we gently
skirted around the issue of whether their structure was
right and, given that they had merged pay and rations
and other central service issues, why not the rest? We
were given a very robust argument about why that
should not be the case, Surely, there is a parallel here
in terms of BAS and NOC. There musi be ways of
gaining efficiency savings from things like the ship
management programme that aren’t predicated on
merger. [sn't that correct?

Professor Wingham: That is right. Among other
things, I am the senior reponting officer on a team that
is looking at how we may integrate and merge across
the research councils to the extent that it is useful.
There is a strong view across RCUK chief executives
that each of these councils represents and understands
the detail of iis scientific community and we should
not alter that. Clearly, though, there is an increasing
understanding that councils already do work wgether,
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but they ought to be working together much mone
effectively in this domain.

Q56 Chair: We would agree.

Prafessor Wingham: | can give you an exact example.
Since | took over we have been moving teams of
people  together so that we work muoch  more
effectively with BBSRC, because, for example, in the
whole domain of food security, bringing the wo
councils closely together and looking and acting on
integrated research programmes is a very obvious
win-win. There 18 more we can do together, and |
think you will see us increasingly work in that way.

Q57 Chair: In the private sector there are complex
companies that cross lois of disciplines. 1 think of
companies like Unilever as an example, which have
wildly differemt  product  streams  and  research
programmes but imtegrate beautifully wogether withow
merging, changing and losing historic names. That's
right.

Frofessor Wingham: 1t is fair (o say.

(58 Stephen Mosley: Following on from that and
just leaping ahead a bit, it might be worthwhile asking
about the Marine Science Co-ordination Commiltee’s
review of all seven rescarch ships in wial. Have
NERC and BAS been involved in that process?
FProfessor Hill: Yes. NERC has been involved in the
Marine Science Co-ordination Commiiiee process. i
was this Select Committee some years ago that
recommended the creation of that committee. It also
noted in its report investigating the oceans that there
was an issue around lots of research ships in the UK
community and maybe something oughi io be done o
bring this wogether, so this is a response.

A task team was set up by the Marine Science
Co-ordinating  Committee, chaired by Marine
Scotland. It looked at seven vessels: the four NERC
research ships—two blue water ships and two polar
ships—and three ships that support fisheries and
environmental survey from Cefas, the Centre for
Environment, Fisheres and Aquaculture Science,
Marine Scotland and the Agn-Food and Biosciences
Institute of Nonhem Ireland. NERC was represented
on that committee by Mr Gernimt West, head of
Mational Marine Facilities Sea Systems based at the
National Oceanography Centre. A drafl outline repor
has been produced. It has not been finalised:; it is sll
in drafl form and won’t be published until the spring.
The British Amtarctic Survey had an opportunity o
comment on it and provide input 1o it, but there was
a single NERC representative,

| won't prejudge its conclusions, but there are some
obvious observations in it One iz that NERC's
research ships, which have a global and polar remit,
have a rather different functionality from the three
ather vessels that are dealing with UK coastal waters
and have a mission driven much more by state as
opposed 1o a science mission of the global research
vessels.  Consequently, the opportunities  for
integration and synergy beiween that functionality ane
a little more limited than one might have expected.
There are some  thoughts  there  about  how,
nevertheless, one might move towards a mone

co-ordinaied operation of the fleet and much more
sharing of the programme, seeing il you can move
scienee berween one ship and another, That might help
MERC with an issse raised by the report on
investigating the oceans about whether the UK science
community has enough access o coastal vessels, for
example, where the vessels we are talking about there
are coastal,

NERC has been very positively and actively engaged
in that report, but those are the issues around it | don’t
think it poses any particular threat 1o NERC or the
Brtish Antarctic Survey wessels in particular. Tt
presents opportunities, but, for the reasons 1 have
already elaborated, | don't think one will see any
dramatic outcomes as a result of that report in terms
of the way those ships are operated.

059 Stephen Mosley: Can | go back to the specifics
of what you are proposing? You are proposing
hasically to  have the ships  managed  from
Southampion. In order 0 ensure integration of the
polar operations and so on, would it not be best 1o
consider  having more in  Cambridge than in
Southampton?

Prnfrsmr Mifl: The proposal is o bring all the
research infrasiruciure, including bases, aircrafi and
ships. under a single uwnificd management, with the
focus on ship management of the four vessels being
at Southampron, with the rest of the polar continental
infrastructure being based in Cambridge, so there is a
clear Cambridge/Southampton  division of  labour
there.

It iz also importam w emphasise the  dilference
between what | refer o a5 strategic and operational
management. Let me explain what 1 mean. The issues
around the ships are really about where the budget is
held, how one plans flect maintenance and how the
Reet is deployed. Tor example. 1t is likely that in the
next CSR, if we need o save more money, we might
get inlo the area of thinking, as we already are,
whether we should do more chartering of the vesscls
or maybe even lay them up for periods of time. Then
there are questions as 10 which is the right ship 1o
charter for which period and how you shunt science
from this ship o thai, Therefore, it makes sense o
look at that in an integrated way. That is what 1 call
strategic level management: the annual planning of the
cycles, and so forth, That is the ship management
funciion ai Southampion.

Clearly, there is an operational issue around day-to-
day operations. There arce issues ansing from the ships
every day. In particular, Tor vessels working in polar
waters there are complex operational issues. 1§ a ship
gets stuck in ice for a period, you have to change the
plan and so forth. It affects the date of resupply of a
baze and so on. For that kind of operational day-to-
day decision making you need a very close interaction
between the polar ship and the rest of the polar
infrastructure. For that reason, the proposal is very
clear that you would need those kinds of operational
people based in Cambridge working very closely on a
day-to-day basis to ensure the safe and effective
operation of the ships, bul as for the sirlegic
management of the feet it seems appropriate that that



Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 13

31 October 2012  Professor Ed Hill, Edmund Wallis and Professor Duncan Wingham

function is focused at Southampion, where there is
considerable expertise in fleel managemeni.

Q60 Stephen Mosley: You are talking about the
safety and efficiency of operations, We have had a
number of submissions suggesting that merging the
fleet could cause problems in that respect. Have you
done any assessment of changes 1o safety procedures?
Professor Hill: Yes, bui there is an ultimaie backsiop
1o this that is very clear. The management of safety
issues in NERC. as with any organisation, has very
clear lines of accountability that go 0 the chief
execcuiive, who is  uliimaiely responsible.  The
proposed structure that we have been thinking about
as the basis for how the centre might work in this anea
in particular has absolutely unambiguous reporing
lines in that respect.

Ship safety management. though. is a very serious
business and 15 highly regulated. The International
Safety Management Code wvnder the International
Maritime Crrganisation—IMO—is regulated in the UK
by the Maritime and Coastguard Agency and so forth,
and it is subject o dgorous scrutiny and awdit. It
simply would not be possible o design a management
structure for an integrated feet without i firsi being
scrutinised by the MCA for compliance with the ISM
code, and we would be 1old in no uncenain terms if it
was non-complianl. There is an absolutely clear
backstop 1o the way in which both safety is managed
and the governance arrangements for it. It would
simply have o be compliant in those ways.

Q61 Pamela Nash: It is clear 10 us that the British
Antarctic Survey has not just a scientific research role
but it is also of strategic and political importance in
maimtaining a UK presence in the South Atlantic. Was
that taken into consideration when the decision o
mierge was laken?

Professor Wingham: The first observation | would
make is that whether or not we did this merger would
not  alter that situation. It doesn’t bear on it
particularly. The merged object would have the same
responsibilities as the unmerged object. We have made
very clear on more than one occasion that Tor this
CSR we are commilted 1o retaining this capability.
The merger does not aller the need o atend to this
wider national concern as well as the more focused
scientific ones.

Q62 Pamela Nash: Is that something you have
discussed with the Foreign Office?

Professor Wingham: Yes. Since | ook over we have
been having regular meetings with BIS and FCO
officials 1o discuss the general siwation and the
specifics. We have also been discussing with them this
merger proposal.

063 Pamela Mash: Is this going 10 be taken into
consideration in the naming of the new centre?

Prafessor Wingham: Yes. We have already stated that
we would not do anything to alter the use of the name
British Antarctic Survey in and around Antarctica. We
have stated that this is the case and agreed it with the
FCO. We have no interest in perturbing the historical

presence down there in size, naming convention or
anything clse,

(64 Pamela Nash: Just 1o be clear, the centre would
operate under a different name in that area from the
rest of the world.

Professor Wingharm: It may or may not, but n all
events the term British Amtarctic Survey would be
retained for all of the Antarctic infrastructure. the
supply, the hases and all the logistics around that
achvity.

(65 Pamela Nash: To be clear, you sad that you
had regular meetings with officials in the Foreign
Office. Have you had meelings with Ministers?
Professor Wingham: As David indicated, we have
ongoing discussions with the Minister for Science. |
have not myself discussed this with FCO Ministers.
In terms of interaction, that is something that those
officials then take up with their Ministers.

Q66 Pamela Nash: Has anyone from NERC met
with Forgign Office Ministers with regard to this
decision?

Edmund Wallis: No, and in a sense | don’t feel it is
necessary o do so. When Duncan ok over, the
change | made was one that said, “Duncan, | want you
10 be the interface with the Foreign Office from now
on.” He has done that. From all the feedback that |
have had from these meetings, 1 believe the
relationship is very good. 1 didn’t see any need to
interfere with it. OF course | do see David Willeus
quite frequently and we sensitively discuss things like
that, s0 1 gave him the same impression. Around
Christmasflanuary | wondered whether | should try 1o
see a Foreign Office Minister. but 1 didn’t feel it was
appropriate or that | had good reason wo: 1 didn’t think
it was necessary, so the answer is no. Nor has anybody
else seen a Foreign Office Minister. 1 am sure that if
they had wanted to see us or me they would have
done so,

67 Pamela Nash: Do you think that, on an issue
with such political significance on our presence in the
South Atlantic, a research council is qualified 10 make
that decision without input from Foreign Office
Ministers?

Edmund Wallis: It depends on what decision we are
making. Let Duncan talk about thal.

Professor Wingham: First of all, let’s be clear that we
are a research council and our parent Department is
BIS. We then repont in a formal way to our Scienge
Minister. It is inappropriate for someone in our
position to be approaching Ministers from other
Depariments. Indeed, that can lead to considerable
difficultics. So the appropriate thing is that we work
with our Minisiers; we work with Foreign Office
officials, and in a sense it is then for our Minister and
those officials reporting 1o their Ministers o decide
what is the appropriale interaction between the wider
Government Depaniments,

As | said before, there is a tension between this wider
national interest and other seientific matters in NERC,
This is not an unusual tension. There are tensions
between atmospheric science and the science of the
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core and between terrestrial ecology in Britain and
studying earthquakes in the Pacific ocean. There are
all sons of tensions, but this is of a paricular and
peculiar kind.

For reasons that | think are very clear to all of us. this
tension, which has lain latent, is becoming greater.
The reasons for it are very clear, They are 1o do with
the dropping of our headling budget and the rising
costs of this infrastructure. We have to acknowledge
that tension and find ways as we go into the fulure of
handling this in a way that is to the satisfaction of all
parties. There is no doubt in my mind that much of
the wider commentary about this merger is nod related
to much of the detail of the merger iself; it is o do
with the absolute recognition of that tension and,
depending on how people see it il generales a certain
concern about the way the future must evolve.

| must say. and here [ can only speak personally, that
| was wery encouraged to hear David earlier this
moming indicate that ong way out of this would be o
have a separate allocation to NERC, separate from the
rest of the NERC budget, which 1 remark is not a
unigue solution. There are precedents for handling this
kind of problem. My own view is that, il we move
forward into the next CSR in this way, we will be
able to defuse this in a way that Government can be
confident that the wider interest is sustained and, on
the other hand, we feel that we are in a position where
we can appropriately balance our science.

Q68 Pamela Nash: You have highlighted the
complexity of this issue, which again would lead me
to think that there should be work with the Foreign
Office at ministerial level when this decision is being
made. My understanding of a research council is that
it is a non-deparimental body, 50 as you get the
majority of your funding from BIS it would not be
inappropriate for you to approach Ministers from
other Departments when making a decision of this
magnitude,

Edmund Wallis: That is something we can take away
and think serously about. The mindset | was in at the
time was that by the time we had got—shall we call it
CSR1?—the present CSR set and out there, allocated,
people were operating 1o il When we said that we had
ne intention of changing the name in any way in the
South Atlantic, it meant that the name, the ships,
planes and bases didn’t change. It is those issues, |
believe, that the Foreign (Mfice is primarily concemed
about, Therefore, Duncan at his level as CEQ made it
viery clear 1o the Foreign Office that there would be
no change as a consequence of this decision. In my
mind, the click was, “We don’t need 1o see a Foreign
Office Minister.” I am sure there would be times when
we ought to do that, and we could and we would, but
that was why we didn't on this occasion.

FProfessor Winglam: 1 didn’t quite hear whether you
were questioning what [ said or agreeing with me
because the acoustics in the room aren’t marvellous.
We are, as you say. a non-depanimental body and we
work in the first instance with our Science Minister.
Particularly in an area of some tension it would be
very unwise, and not conducive to good working
together between Depanments, if at our level we
interacied with Minisiers separately. It is much more

effective for us to work with senior people in the
Foreign Office. one down from their Minister. We then
report that through our processes, and, in an entirely
proper way, the Ministers concerned can choose (o
have ther conversation, and then it comes back down
to us, | think that 15 the nght way to do this. The
danger if you go another way is the growth of
confusions in vanous parls of Government, and that
really isn’t helplul.

69 Pamela Nash: Before | hand back to the Chair,
we will agree o disagree—
Ediccad Wallis: Okay, that's fine.

Q70 Pamela Nash:—because, for me, the advanmage
of being a non-departmental hody is that you interact
wilth other Departments.

Edrmund Wallis: We will think very carcfully abouwt
what vou say, | promise.

Chair: Just before we close whal has been a wide-
ranging discussion, are there any other poinis you
would want us (o consider in drafling our repon?
Ciraham has one guick gquestion.

Q71 Graham Stringer: Mine is not the same as the
Chair’s question but it comes from the same
background. Hawving listened w0 you—you have
answered our guestions as directly as you could this
morning—Irom the way the consultation and process
has been structured, | have not heard the authentic
voice of the British Antarctic Survey. I you don't
think that’s fair, 1 would like you w tell me why
before we wrile our report.

Prefessor Wingham: My question would be: who is
the authentic vaice of the British Antarctic Survey™? It
would be guite wrong o imagine that the only
mechanism of communication between the chief
executive of NERC and our employees in Cambridge
is a consultation process. These ane our employees
quite directly: we talk to them all the time. We have
mone than one mechanism of doing so. 1 myself
visited BAS both prior 1o the consultation and
afterwards and talked directly 1o staff, 1 have talked
directly to the staff as a whole: | have talked (o
scientists in groups and o operations people in
groups. It is cenainly the case that the sl of British
Antarctic Survey are nod well represented in many of
the statements in the press. Their view is much more
nuanced. They are much more ready 10 realise that
change is upon us; il is necessary 1o think about ways
in which they can work with us to create a more
sustainable future.

We have 1o isolate our stafl and what they think and
our communications with them, which in my view is
an entirely proper and sensible process, from a great
deal of the voice in the media. which is guite a
different voice, 1 would say.

Edmund Wallis: Mr Miller. to conclede from our
paint of view, it has been hugely helpful w come here.
We have listened very carcfully and leamed some
lessons, and we will take those away. The imporiant
reassurance that we give vou is that the CSR 1 round
is in place. That means that everything in the South
Adlantic will stay exactly as it is until CSR2,
whenever that becomes operational.
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Written evidence

Written evidence submitted by the Research Councils UK

1. Research Councils UK is a strategic parinership set up to champion research supported by the seven UK
Research Councils. RCUK was established in 2002 10 enable the Councils to work together more effectively
to enhance the overall impact and effectiveness of their research, training and innovation activities, contributing
to the Government’s objectives for science and innovation.'

2. This evidence is submiiied by RCUK and represenis tis independeni views. It does not include, or
necessarily reflect the views of the Knowledge and Innovation Group in the Depanment for Business,
Innovation and Skills (BIS). The submission is made on behalf of the following Council:

MNatral Environment Rescarch Council (NERC)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

. Developing undersianding in marine and polar sciences 1s crtical in underpinning economic growth and
addressing the big societal challenges of global environmental change; food, resource and energy security and
supply: pressure on natural resources and the prediction and response 0 hazards (environmenial, geological
and human), NERC is addressing all of these issues and examples are provided throughout the ext and in
Appendix 2,

4. Good progress has been made towards the greater coordination required o meet these challenges and
MNERC and the research community are playing an active part, for example by helping o set the direction of
the UK marine science strategy and developing new collaborative programmes. Although there is some scope
for improvement, as highlighted in the wxi, the Manne Science Co-ordination Commitee (MSCC) is also
maoving in the right direction with regards 1o improved coordination and strategic oversight. NERC will also
continue to build on its current strong and effective international collaborations.

5. Funding for marine science, in both polar and non-polar regions, remains a key pan of the overall NERC
portfolio. NERC's support for marnine science will continue as a fundamental part of the new NERC strategy,
sccking to deliver scientific excellence and impact in a challenging economic climate and (o address the big
societal challenges.

Q1 Since 2007 has there been improved strategic oversight and coordination of marine science?
Covernment framework

6. Yes. Recommendations were quickly acted upon across the public sector marine science community after
“Investigating the Oceans”. The Marine Science Coordination Committee (MSCC) (formed in 2008, with
Ministerial oversight), and its working groups provide a forum for senior public sector scientisis, policy makers
and programme managers, from a broad range of government-funded organisations. This enables more
integrated planning of research activities and helps 1o identify cross cutting interests and arcas where there ane
gaps in observations and funding, NERC has been an active member of MSCC from the outsel and contributes
staff resource 1o the secretariat.

7. The publication of the UK Marine Science Strategy in February 2010, following consultation with the
community, gave a clear indication of the direction government wished manine science o follow, identifying
priority research areas, and a framework for joined up actions.

8. Many of the Government initiatives focus on UK waters, but there are many marine issues that
significantly affect the UK that oceur outside UK waters and even EU waters {eg food security and sea level
rise). The Marine Act (2009) explicitly mentions UK Overseas Territories, and new Overseas Territories Bill
address some of the wider marine issues, but there needs 1o be greater focus on marine issues from a global

perspective.

NERC and science community developments

9. NERC has also responded dircctly to the call for increased strategic oversight and coordination. The
NERC “(Oceans 2025" programme (2007-12), of value £125 million facilitated more proactive, joined-up
approach o funding and planning marine science activities across the then seven, NERC funded centres. This
sell-organisation, complemented by wider interaction with the community through the Strategic Ocean Funding
Initiative was successful in forging long term partnerships both of research collaborations and for the delivery
of underpinning science infrastrociure.

10. NERC’s 2010 sector level review of National Capability® enabled NERC 1o assess its portfolio of long
term investments in marine science and infrastructure. Moreover in 200100 NERC brought together the NERC

bowewwrcuk g ik,
National Capability is provided by NERC through suppon of environmental survey and manitoring; shared services and facilities;
skills and expertise; research infrastructure and knowledge exchange.
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managed components of the National Oceanography Centre, Southampton with the Proudman Oceanographic
Laboratory in Liverpool to form a single NERC marine centre, the National Oceanography Centre (NOC),
NERC tasked the Executive Director of the NOC, Professor Ed Hill, with delivering the marine science element
of the NC review. NOC took on a leadership role for the wider NERC funded marine science community®
and is discharging this responsibility through formal interactions with its Delivery Pariners® and through the
establishment of the NOC Association.*

11, Im June 2002 NERC announced that it is considering a merger of the scientific and logistics management
of marine and polar science delivered through its National Oceanography Centre (NOC) and British Antarctic
Survey (BAS) and launched a wide consuliation in September 2012, NERC Council will consider a detailed
scientific and business case for the merger—heing prepared by Professor Ed Hill (Director, NOC and interim
Director, BAS)}—in December 2002,

12, Through the potential merger, NERC aims o better exploit the many scientific and operational synergies
between marine and polar science, increasing excellence and impact in these areas, whilst retaining current and
planned activity in Antarctica and South Georgia. More integrated management of increasingly expensive major
research infrastruciure, especially the three NERC-owned rescarch ships and a leased supply vessel. may
achieve further savings through improved international parinership and cost saving opporunities.

Extemal drivers for oversight and coordination

13. The Marine Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD) and its requirement for EU Member States to achieve
“Good Environmental Status™ by 2020 is forcing eollaboration across the public and private marine science
seclor, as il is orgamised on a “Regional Seas” basis, and encouraging much better coordination with
neighbouring marine States, The NERC's marine science community contributed to the delivery of “Charting
Progress 2" by Defra in 20010, which will form the basis of the initial assessment of UK waters for the Marine
Strategy Framework Directive (MSFD). In addition, recent NERC/DEFRA co-funded and co-designed research
programmes on UK shelfl sea biogeochemistry, ocean acidification, marine ecosystems and the use of marine
AUV and glider technology will deliver science outputs that will influence future assessments for the MSFD.

14. NERC and its centres are dircetly engaged in several developments at European level contributing (o
greater coordination at Member State levels:

—  the Commission’s development of an integrated Maritime Policy,

— the development in 2008 of “A Euvropean Strategy for Marine and Maritime Research: a
coherent European Research Area framework in support of a sustainable use of oceans and
seas” and the implementation of actions therein,

— the development of cross cutling marine actions in the European Commission Framework
programme (FP7) such as ERANETS,

—  the development of a new Joint Programming Action initiative—with Oceans and Seas as one
of its 10 opics—which aims 10 provide strategic alignment of research at European level.
NERC, along with Defra, is leading the UK contribution to the development of JP1 Oceans

()2 Whar progress has been made in delivering the 2016 Marine Science Strategy?

15. The UK Marine Science Strategy identified three high level science priorities at cross-Government level.
NERC’s strategic contribution to these priorities includes a range of established and forthcoming programmes
and projects:

Understanding how the marine ecosystem functions

16. NERC's forthcoming research programme, “Marine Food Webs and their Impacts on Ecosystem
Services” (2012=17. £6 million) co-funded by Defra, aims to improve our understanding of marine ecosystems
and the consequences for marine biodiversity of on-going environmental change, such as impacts by fisheries
on ecosystem structure, cutrophication, pollution, climate change and growing human consumption and
pressures. The outcomes of the programme, which will have a focus on the North East Atlantic and on UK/
European waters, will provide important tools for exploring the impact of environmental change on manne
ecosystems and testing potential management solutions.

17. NERC research is also contributing to an improved understanding of the sustained delivery of
biologically based marine ecosystem services, for example through development of a framework for greater
collaborative working in marine ecosystem modelling, building ecosystem components into physical ocean
models and developing the capability to model varying levels of ecosystem complexity.

Effectively fulfilling the manne component of recommendation § of “investigating the Coeans™,

4 Those other centres delivering manne NC on behall of NERC.

¥ The Mational Oceanography Centre Association is currently comprised of the National Ocesnography Centre, its Delivery
Partners: British Antarctic Survey, Plymouth Marine Laboratory, Scottish Manine Instiute, Sea Mammal Rescarch Unit, Britich
Geological Survey. Marine Biological Association. Sir Alister Hardy Foundation for Ocean Science. and 29 UK universities

* warw jpi-oceans.cuf
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Responding to climate change and its interaction with the marine environment

18. Several NERC funded research programmes address the interactions of climate change and the marine
environment, for example the Arcric Research Progromme (2001-15, £15 million), Ocean Acidification
(2000514, £12 million) and RAPID-WATCH (2007-14, £15 million). Funiher detail on these programmes is
provided at Appendix 2. Additionally, NERC's National Centre for Earth Observation (NCECQ) uses a range of
satellite data to quantify the impact of climate change and natural varability on both the physical properics
of the ocean and on the ocean’s carbon cyvele.

Sustaining and increasing ecosystem benefits

19, MNERC, in collaboration with Defra, have funded the Marine Renewable Energy Research Programme
(2010-14, £2.4 million) to predict the cumulative environmental interactions of the scaling-up of “wet™ marine
renewable energy arrayvs (wave and tidal) with the overall aim of understanding the environmental bencfits and
risks on the quality of marine bioresources and biophysical dynamics of open coasts. This will contribute o
the evidence base to predict the environmental implications of future marine renewable energy options and o
the research capacity o deliver decision suppont abouwt the hiophysical properties of coastal and marine
environments 1o promote renewables development with enhanced environmental benefits,

20. More generally the need to identify the impact of its research outputs and engage in mechanisms (o
ensure that these are fed into policy making is inherent in NERC's investments. There is still much work 1o be
done however to ensure the planning and integration of scientific evidence and socio economic assessment 18
fully encapsulated in the formation of policy aimed at optimising ecosystem benefits,

Q3 How effective have the Marine Science Co-ordination Committee (MSCC) and Marine Managemenr
Chrpanisation been, and whar improvemenis conld be made *

The Manne Science Co-ordination Committee {MSCC)

21. The MSCC has brought wogether senior representatives of the marine science commissioning and funding
community under the dircction of a Mimistenial Manne Science Group. i has much greater authority, visibility
and secretariat resource compared to that of the predecessor, the Inter-Agency Committee on Marine Science
and Technology (IACMST).

22. By working closely with the marine science community the MSCC has achieved stronger collaboration
in provision of manne manned and astonomous platforms, some progress in the alignment of science activities
(particularly NERC/DEFRA) and has highlighted issues around the funding of sustained observations—though
addressing these still require much work, The UK Integrated Marine Observation Network (LUK_IMON) has
been established to initiate a national approach (o marine observation activities.

23. NERC is fully engaged with the MSCC, including provision of seccretariat support via the Mational
Oceanography Centre and NERC representation on all MSCC working groups. Participation in MSCC has
significantly improved NERC’s direct engagement with the other key funders such as Defra and Marine
Scotland.

Scope for funher improvement

24. The MSCC is not yet Tully representative of the entire marine science funding community and private
seclor representation is not as strong as it was on the former IACMST. Whilst the Marine Industry Liaison
Group (MILG) goes some way 1o addressing this need. its impact has vet to be fully realised.

25. Notwithstanding paragraph 24, the large size of the present MSCC and the fact that it meets only twice
a year may be a barrier o effectiveness; a focus on the core funding organisations for marine activities could
be helpful. An “MSCC Executive Group” involving the major funders and meeting morne frequently might
speed up decision making. The direct participation at the outset of influential departmental representatives in
the MESCC meetings is welcomed and should be maintained.

26. MSCC is firmly seen as part of Defra by some observers. with the website placed within the Defra
domain’ whereas the JACMST had its own domain® which was neutral, conveyed authority. and was ahle
to be rapidly reconfigured without the constraints of departmental processes.

Marine Management Crzanisation (MMO)

27. NERC and its centres are in a strong position (0 work alongside MMO w0 meet their research and
envirpnmental data needs, In terms of collaboration between NERC and the MMO, NERC's British
Oceanographic Data Centre” is well placed to provide input 1o the MMO, alongside the Marine Environmental
Data Information Network (MEDIN)' and the MSCC’s coordination mechanism and portal for data from

! www.defragov.ukimsee
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Government. Another link is that MMO is represented on the advisory board for the NERC-funded Marine
Environmental Mapping Programme (MAREMAP'') (See Appendix 2).

28. A more strategic engagement between NERC and MMO at the appropnate level might be helpful and
NERC welcomes Dr Mel Austen’s appointment from the Plymouth Marine Laboratory as the MMO's first
chief science advisor. However, it is early days to judge the amount of pull-through of NERC science that
contributes directly to the effectiveness of the MMO.

Q4 Has the selection of proposed Marine Conservarion Zones (MCZs) been based on robust scientific
evidence? How well has the sciemtific evidence been balanced with socio-economic considerations and
communicated o affected coasial communiies?

29. Although NERC has not plaved a direct role in the selection of Manne Conservation Zones adjacent 1o
the UK coastline, it has provided significant levels of underpinning scientific data and evidence for decision
making through sustained long term observations and British Oceanographic Data Centre resources,'? the
training of scientists and the provision of National Capability assels such as the British Ocean Sediment Core
Research Facility (BOSCORF)."' Additionally the forthcoming NERC-Defra marine ecosystem programme
will lnok at the impact of manine conservation #ones,

30, Internationally, NERC scientists have contributed 1o decision making on Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)
around the Antarctic Peninsula and Southern Ocean islands (BAS) and to the designation of the British Indian
Ocean Temitory (BIOT) as an MPA, The UK's designation of these large MPAs adds significantly to the
proportion of the global ocean which is under some form of protection, though resources for enforcement are
very limited.

Q35 How effectively does the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) support marine science in polar
and non-polar regions ?

31. The oceans are the least understood pant of our planet, yet they move 90% of the heat around the Earth;
they are a major sink for carbon dioxide, they provide much of the food for humans: they are an enormous
reservoar of non-living resources and the majority of all goods are transported by ships across the oceans.

32. Recognising the importance of the marine environment. NERC has invested heavily in science research,
the maintenance of existing assets and the provision of new assets 1o address the critical issues in ocean science
and to develop a significant level of expertise that is now being used 1o support the UK economy.

31. NERC has invested significantly in ocean research, some of the funding in responsive mode and some
in directed, integrated programmes—ofien with co-funding from Government departments and/or international
pariners, NERC's strategic programmes continue 1o make major contributions 1o understanding how the ocean
work and links to the other parts of the Earth system—the atmosphere, land, seafloor and cryosphere. The
research is carried out in a range of instituies, including NERC's wholly owned centres. and ower 25
universities. Further detail of research funded by NERC is provided at Appendix 2.

Financial trends

34. The summary of NERC's marine science expenditure 2007-08 to 2011-12 (Appendix A) shows an
upward trend both in cash terms and, using the Government’s GDP deflator, in real terms between 2007-08
and 2011-12. Expenditure has increased (excluding exceptional items) in real terms by around £12 million
over this period, recognising the integral role of marine science as set oul above.

Collaboration

35. In addition 1o the key scientific drivers for increased collaboration and coondination across the marine
seience community, a more collaborative approach is significant in ensuring that NERC's increased invesiment
achieves optimum impact,

36. NERC has formed close collaborative partnerships since 2007 with marine groups across the UK and
overseas. Before 2007, NERC had only one collaborative programme, “LINK Aquaculture”, with DEFRA and
SEERAD worth £5 million (1996-2004). Since 2007, there has been a step change in the number of
collaborative programmes with eight marine science research programmes being co-designed and co-delivered
with partners that include Delra, DECC, the Environment Agency and Met Office Hadley Centre. The total
budget for these joint programmes is ca. £60 million and further details are provided at Appendix 2.

Impact of NERC's marine science

37. Evidence of NERC’s impact in marine science, in both polar and non-polar regions, can be identified
for each of its core activities, which are listed in further dewil st Appendix 2.

T waw maremap, ac ukfindex ml
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NERC sirategic and responsive mode research

3%. The Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) identified that melting ice is the largest
uncertainty in predicting future sea level rise. NERC's British Antarctic Survey (BAS) scientists have produced
the most accurate, comprehensive picture of the rapidly thinning glaciers along the coastlines of both the
Antarctic and Greenland ice sheets. The findings are an important step forward in the quest 10 make mone
accurate predictions for future sea level rise.

19. NERC-supported scientists in UK Higher Education Institwtions and BAS played a leading role in
identifying the oceanic cause of the mass losses from the Antarctic continent. NERC is now embarking on its
£7.4 million Ice Sheet Stability programme that includes a detailed investigation of how ocean walter is giving
ris¢ o melting at the base of the grounded ice, and how the ice-sheet responds, 1o improve predictions of ice-
sheet Toss over the next 200 years.

40. In response to the increasing rapidity of change in the Arctic atmosphere, sea ice and ocean, NERC has
invested heavily in the remote-sensing satellite Cryosa-2 and the application of resulis from NERC's National
Centre for Earth Observation (NCEC) which have received widespread media coverage. The Arctic programmi:
is NERC's largest single research programme and includes detailed investigations of the sources of fresh water
in the Arctic and their implications for Arctic circulation.

41. As a result of NERC's RAPID programme (2000-08), in collaboration with the USA. Norway and
Metherlands, and RAPID-WATCH (2007=14) in collaboration with USA. Germany & Canada, there is now
(for the first time) an understanding of the variability of the Atlantic Overuming Circulation, and its influence
on moderating European climate.

42. Research funded by NERC provided cniical evidence o the Northern Fisheries Cooperative in Belize
that led 1o a ban in 2009 on catching Caribbean parrotfish. These animals help maintain coral reel’ ccosystems
that are vital to the livelihood of local ishermen. This is one illustration of the intemational impact of NERC's
responsive mode research.

Provision of national capability

43, The cost of operating NERC's research ships is rising as a proportion of its budget due 1o fuel, a
shrinking resource base eic. However, NERC is investigating the most effective ways of utilising and sharing
these assets and continues (o invest significantly in autonomous equipment which complemenis the
measurements made from ships very effectively.

44, Ag a consequence of NERC's long term investment (see further details on the Marine Autonomous and
Robotic Systems Facility at Appendix 2). Autonomous Underwater Vehicles (AUVS) are now an integral pan
of international marine science, with NERC-funded scientists and engineers. leading the way in their innovative
use, For example, due to new hardware and sofltware designed by NERC's National Oceanography Cenire
(NOC). the latest AUV—Autosub Long Range—combines AUV and glider technology 1o operate at a unigue
combination of 6000m depth, a range of 6000km and an endurance of up 1o six months. revolutionising data
gathering from the oceans,

45. PRIMER is a sofiware package developed out of NERC funded research at the Plymouth Marine
Laboratory and operated through a spin-out company PRIMER-E. [t enables users to perform complex analysis
of environmental datasels and has been used 1o inform the Environmental Impact Assessments of offshone
wind farms. PRIMER is one of the leading industry standard packages for marine community and biodiversity
research. Before PRIMER. it was not possible to analyse such complex data sets, so the effects of many marine
activities were unknown.

46. Between 2007 and 2011, NERC funded 334 studentships that were classificd as =50% marine, across a
range of universities and institutes across the UK, representing an investment of ca. £28 million (based on
approximate cost of £70,000 per studentship). Technical support staff, specialist engineers and other essential
marine stall are trained by NERC and deployed as a resource used by the entire marine science community.

Activity underpinning knowledge exchange and policy formulation

47. The NERC Marine Renewable Energy Knowledge Exchange Programme (MRE KEP) was launched in
April 2011, with a £1.5 million budget. 1o build stronger working links between the academic, public and
private sectors and support them in delivering a sustainable future for marine renewable energy, The MRE
KEP is working in parinership with the Offshore Renewable Rescarch Steering Group (ORRSG) a cross
department group managed by the Marine Management Organisation and involving Defra, DECC and The
Crown Estate among others.

Mational and international representation and coordination

48. A UK Arctic Office, hosted at BAS offices in Cambridge, was set up 1o coordinate UK research in the
Arctic for NERC. In particular, it coordinates the logistical and polar infrastruciure needed 1w make Arctic
research possible. The Arctic Office services the agreement on polar research and logistical cooperation signed
in December 2008 between the governments of Canada and UK. This includes sharing ships, aircraft and
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research stations in both the Arctic and Antarctic to increase science cooperation, which paves the way for a
greater understanding of the rapidly changing Polar regions. A similar agreement was signed with Norway in
2011 The recent report from the International Polar Year illustrates how intemational cooperation is necessary
1o address the effect of climate change on vulnerable polar regions.

49, The NERC funded International and Strategic Partnerships Office at NOC provides a focus for national
and international representation, knowledge exchange and community coordination in marine science.™

Q6 How well are the current and potential impacts of global warming on the oceans (for evample
femperarire changes and acidification) being monitored and addressed by Government and others?

50. As indicated in the opening remarks, there is enormous potential in the oceans and NERC recognises
the on-going imponance of understanding current and potential impacts on them.

51. Many of the challenges in understanding the oceans are so large thal they cannot be addressed by a
single nation. Therefore, inlemational coordination is essential. There have been some intemational effons over
the last few decades but even greater effont is reguired in the future. The Belmont Forum was established in
2010 1o strengihen engagement between the research funding agencies and to improve coordination of carly
phase engagement on significant science issues. This should lead 1o improve co-design, co-alignment. and co-
funding of major research programmes.

52, The UK is very successful in engagement in EU initiatives. The developing Horizon 2020 programme
provided the UK with an opportunity to shape the research agenda more effectively.

53, The UK government has been consistent in supporting marine scientific research in the oceans over
many decades and the system for gathering observations we have today is the result of a long evolution towards
an increasingly effective international Global Ocean Observation System (GOOS), and the evolving southern
hemisphere equivalent SOOS. This is now largely based on a new generation of autonomous platforms and
sensors such as the Argo network. ocean remole sensing satellites and robots such as NERC's pioneering
Autosub series.

54, NERC is a key source of scientific advice to the Government and has made significant progress on
monitoring and addressing the current and potential impacis of global warming on the oceans. There are some
excellent long term monitoring sites operated by NERC in both hemispheres but the ocean is still massively
undersampled—and less well sampled as a function of depth. NERC has addressed some of the outstanding
arcas with its strategic research investments cg the UK Ocean Acidification programme, bul there is a
considerable amount still to be done.

55. Further detail regarding NERC's engagement with and contribution 1o Government regarding impacts
on the oceans is provided at Appendix 3. Through current and planned programmes. (detailed st Appendix 2)
MNERC intends to tackle some of the on-going issues by:

— providing a greater understanding of the implications of ocean acidification;

—  monitoring the risk to the UK and Nonhern Burope of any major changes in the ocean
circulation of the North Atlantic (RAPID-WATCH);

— improving our capability to predict changes in the Arctic and understand feedback on the global
Earth System: and

— developing a better understanding of shelf-sea biogeochemistry: ice sheet stability and the
complex processes that go on al the edge of the continental shelf: which have impacts on
climate, ecosystems and biodiversity.

56. NERC has invested heavily in infrastructure to ensure effective monitoring but with the increasing cost
of ihe asset base, NERC faces some real challenges—secking to do more with less. This will require new
approaches and perspectives, underpinned by discovery-led science (the need for motivational and curiosity
driven science) together with advances in autonomous and remote sensing technologies. Notwithstanding these
challenges, the ability to observe and predict as the world changes remains critical. NERC will continue to
work towards effective cooperation and optimal use of existing resources and expertise at national and
international scales to ensure the UK remains at the world-leading level in these fields.

Sepiember 2042
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APPENDIX 1
HIGH LEVEL FINANCIAL OVERVIEW
MARINE SCIENCE EXPENDITURE—O7/08 T 11/12

Expenditure heading £im £m £im £ £m £m
2007408 2008419 20054900 201wt 2011412 Total

I. Ship Operations expenditure 12.83 15.15 14,77 1548 16.46 T4.68

(see 1)

2. Marine centres’ expenditure 28.14 26.08 24.82 27122 23.96 130,22

(see 2)

1. Marine research programmes’ 574 .86 9.8 I1.65 13.76 5011

expenditure (see 3)

4. Responsive mode expenditure 9.07 14,82 14.27 19,64 18.78 76.57

5, Exceptional ifems 0.97 1.14 7.39 11.49 36497 57.96

expenditure

Total { 142+3+d+5)(see 4) 56.75 G7.05 T0.33 B5.48 10593 389,54

GDP Deflator 91.092 93568 94,975 97.672 (K}

Total Spend at 1112 prices 62,3 T1.7 74.1 87.5 1099 405.5

{incl. Exceptional Items

expenditune

Total Spend at 11/12 prices 1.2 704 Hh. 3 75.7 73.0 3467

(excl. Exceptional Items

expenditure)

L. Includes NOC ship operations expenditure en the Discoery and the James Cook, Excludes BAS ship
aperations expenditure on the James Clark Ross and Shackleton, which supoerts NERC logistic and research
activities in Amtartica and so cannot be allocated as solely marine science expenditure.

2. Includes expenditure at the NERC Marine Centres (NOC, PML, SAMS, MBA, and SAHFOS) on National
Capability (NC) and QCEANS-2023 Research Programme (RP) activites, Excludes the marince component of
the BAS, BGS and NCEQ expenditure on their NC and RP programmnies.

3. Includes all nrarine research programmes (eg UK-Ocean Acidification, Marine Renewables, Coastal
Sediment Systems). Evcledes multi-science areas research programines (eg Artic, lee Sheets, Technology Proof
af Concepi)

4. This is only the “rtotal” of the marine expendinere that can be easily identified. Given the exclusions ar 1.,
2. and 3., NERCS actual marine science expenditure total will be significantly figher

APPENDIX 2
FURTHER DETAIL REGARDING NERC'S MARINE SCIENCE ACTIVITIES
Research Programnes and Responsive Mode funding

I. NERC has formed close collaborative partnerships since 2007 with marine groups across the UK and
overseas. Before 2007, NERC had only one collaborative programme, “"LINK Aquaculiure”, with DEFRA and
SEERAD worth £5 million (1996-2004). Since 2007, there has been a step change in the number of
collaborative programmes with eight marine science research programmes being co-designed and co-delivered
with partners that include Defra. DECC, the Environment Agency and Met Office Hadley Centre. The wotal
budger for these joint programmes is ca. £60 million. Programmes include the £12 million UK Ocean
acidification programme, (NERC/Defra/DECC), the £11.5 million Shell Sea biogeochemistry programme
(NERC/Defra), the £3.9 million Coastal Sediment Systems programme (NERC/Delra/EA ), £15 million RAPID-
WATCH research programme (NERC/Met Office) and the £2.4 million Marine Renewables Research
Programme (NERC/Defra). Further details on all of these programmes are on NERC's website, 'S

2. Other community collaborations include the National Centre for Ocean Forecasting (NCOF)'® with the
Met Office, NEMO ocean model'” with the Met Office, MAREMAP marine mapping partnership'™® (NOC,
BGS, SAMS and others) and strong links with marine pariners in the European Union.

3. The new Arctic Research Programme aims to “improve our capability o predict changes in the Arctic,
particularly over timescales of months to decades, including regional impacts and the potential for feedbacks
on the global Earth System ™,

4. Looking to the future, NERC anticipates that approximately 25% (ie ca. £19 million) of the availahle
NERC funding for rescarch programmes will be awarded in the next 12-24 months on marine science grants
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in programmes, such as Shell Sea Biogeochemistry (NERC funds: £9.6 million), Marine Ecosystems (£5.5
million), and Autonomous Underwater Vehicles Technology programme (£1 million).

5. Marine Science Grant Awards—In the period 2007 to mid-2012, NERC funded 793 grants containing
maring science, which equates to £153,667,156 being awarded on marine science research in this period; this
is inclusive of all awards in responsive mode and research programmes and eguates to approximately 26% of
all MERC awards for marine science.

6. Polar Marine Science Grant Awards—Of the 793 grants containing marine science, 37% of the awarded
grants included some polar related marine sciénce—this was made up of 167 grants that contained an element
of polar related marine science (ie <50%) and 129 grants that contained a significant proportion (ie 250%) of
polar marine science. The funding for these 129 grants amounts to £33, 196,551,

7. OF the 129 grants that contained a significant proportion of polar marine science, 44% were focussed on
the polar north (with funding of £10,521,981 awarded) and 56% focussed on the polar south (with funding of
£22,674.569 awarded).

8. NERC funding for marine polar south grants has been made largely through responsive mode granis.
Some of our largest investments include: DIMES: Diapyenal and Isopyenal Mixing Experiment in the Southem
Ocean—£3, 780,208 (For marine component); Chemosynthetically-driven ecosystems south of the Polar Front:
biogeography and ecology—£2,660,640 (for marine component); The role of krill grazing in Southern Ocean
nutrient cycles—E£528,506 (for marine component) and Gliders: Excellent New Tools for Observing the Ocean
(GENTOO—£1,070,531 (for marine component),

Nariona! Capabiliry

0, Since 1965, NERC has evolved wo provide the current core national capability services of ships. aircrafi,
computing facilities, highly skilled staff. Antarctic bases, research laboratories and national facilities and data
centres that enable the UK 1o maintain its global leadership in ocean and polar sciences.

10. NERC has streamlined its asset base in recent years and focused activity on its wholly-owned National
Oceanography Centre (NOC—Southampton and Liverpool) and the delivery partners at Plvmouth Marine
Laboratory, the Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS) and the Sea Mammal Research Unit at 5t
Andrews (SMRLU). the Marine Biological Association (MBA) and the Sir Alister Hardy Foundation for Ocean
Science (SAHFOS), There is also a significant maring capability at the British Geological Survey, and at the
British Antarctic Survey.

11. NERC operates the fleet of Royal Research Ships for open-water and polar operations, currently
comprising of three ships that are owned by NERC—RRS Discovery (1962), RRS James Cook (2006), RRS
James Clark Ross (1990), and one leased vessel RRS Ernest Shackleton.

12, 20012 marks the S0h year of service for RRS Discovery, and a replacement ship, also to be named
Discovery, is currently under construction in Spain, due for delivery in August 2013, This represents a £735
million Government commitment 1o the future of marine science.

13. NERC ships provide the backbone of ocean-going capability for UK marine science institutions and
universities. Formal barer agreements between NERC and international research ship operators also help to
meel the community's requirements for access 1o ships of various sizes and capabilities and wider geographical
coverage that would otherwise be possible with the existing fleet.

14. Marine Autonomous and Robotic Systems (MARS) facility—NERC has invested in a key area of future
ocean technology since the late 1980s—autonomous underwater vehicles.' As a consequence of that long-
term investment AUVs are now an integral part of international marine science, with NERC-funded scientists
and engineers leading the way in innovative use of autonomous systems and sensors,

15. NERC operates the Mational Marine Equipment Pool, the British Oceanographic Data Centre. British
Ccean Sediment Core Research Facility, specialist laboratory equipment and highly skilled and specialised
marine scientific staff.

16. Since 2008 NERC has also led the development of a highly innovative parinership with the CSIC
(Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientfficas, Spain) to enhance marine seismic capabilities through the
development of a world class trans-national capability for marine geophysics through a joint pool of UK-
Spanish geophysics equipment and a trans-national team that can deploy from UK, Spanish and barter vessels.
Similar initiatives are now being considered in respect of remotely operated vehicles,

APPENDIX 3

FURTHER DETAIL ON MONITORING AND ADDRESSING IMPACTS ON THE OCEANS

1. NERC engages closely with the Government departments most concerned with climate change and the
marine environment {especially DECC and DEFRA) through regular bilaterals at Chiel Scientist level. The
increasing co-design of research programmes and exchanges of stalf between the Council and departments also

" o ac ukiresearch-ar-seafnmissmars
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helps ensure that NERC science outcomes can be fed directly into the policy making process. NERC is a
member of LWEC.

2. MERC scientists were among the first 1o recognise and alent the world to the threal posed by ocean
acidification. NERC has built upon that early start to become the world leaders in ocean acidification research,
with a £12 million five-year collaborative programme jointly funded by NERC, Defra and DECC™

The overall aim of the programme 15 0 provide a greater understanding of the implications of ocean
acidification and its risks 10 ocean biogeochemistry, biodiversity and the whole earth system.

3. MERC also recognised the risk to the UK and Norhern Europe of any major changes in the ocean
circulation of the North Atlantic, and has funded the RAPID-WATCH programme?®’ to follow the original
RAPID programme and maintain an understanding of changes in the thermohaline circulation of the Atlantic
through regular monitoring and an armay of science moorings across the Atlantic at 26 degrees North,

4, NERC is beginning 1o develop a betier understanding of the complex processes that go on at the edge of
the continental shelf, which have impacts on climate, ecosystems and biodiversity through a new £4.5 million
Shelf Edge programme.**

5. In order 10 better understand shelf-sea biogeochemistry there is a five year, £10.5 million programme
funded by NERC and Defra **

6. A new Arctic Rescarch Programme will see £15 million available over five years, (o improve our
capability to predict changes in the Arctic, particularly over months 1o decades and understand feedback on
the global Earth System.™

7. Understanding ice sheet stability has huge implications for future climate and sea level and is being
funded in a five year (2011-16) £7.4 million programme.*®

5. Ciher imponant marine parameters that impact on the UK and our neighbours include sea level rise and
storm surges and NERC still has world-leading expentise in these areas, largely through the work of the
Permanent Service for Mean Sea Level® and National Sea Level and Tidal Facility®™ s Liverpool.

9. Satellites are essential for gathering ocean and ice data all year round and the UK has a good record of
leadership in satellite oceanography. For example, Cryosat®™ has since 2010 added to our understanding of
maring and polar processes.

Written evidence submitted by Natural Environment Research Council (NERC)
THE PROPOSED MERGER OF NOC AND BAS
BACKGROUND

. NERC UK marine and polar sciences are intemationally excellent. One source of this UK sirength is the
strategic science of the NERC owned National Oceanography Centre (MOC) British Antarctic Survey (BAS),
and a second is the NERC supported work of the UK Universities, and other NERC Centres, particularly the
Plymouth Marine Laboratory (PML) and Scottish Association for Marine Science (SAMS) and the National
Centre for Earth Observation (NCED). Ouistanding discoveries by UK scientists include the discovery of the
ozone hole by BAS scientists and the draw-down of the Pine Island and Thwaites drainage basins in West
Antarctica by UK Universities. Scientists from NERC Centres and UK Universities have played leading roles
in obtaining the first ever measurements of the strength and variability of the Aulantic overiurning circulation;
in making fundamental discoveries in ocean acidification and iron fenilisation; in analysing the EPICA ice
core that showed the close BOD,000 year connection between climate and CO5; delivering synoplic views of
Arctic ice volume from the CryoSa satellite: and exploring the sub-glacial Lake Ellsworth.

2. NERC is committed to maintaining the UK's leading position in marine and polar science, and the presemt
CSR settlement recognises the importance of NERC science to the UK economy, policy development and its
quality of life through providing a ring-fenced level-cash resource budget to the UK research base. Monetheless,
NERC has had 1o accommodate a 3% cash reduction in its resource budget. amounting to an 1% real terms
reduction by 20014-15. It also had its baseline capital budget reduced by 505,

3. In preparation for the last CSR settlement, NERC undenook a science prioritisation across ils entine
science domain, which informed, following the announcement of the NERC allocation, its spending plans for
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this CSR period 1o 2014-15. These plans have been given definite form through allocations for the entire CSR
period 1o NERC Responsive Mode grants. directed Research Programmes and National Capability funding.

4. In the case of the NERC wholly-owned Centres (British Geological Survey (BGS). Centre for Ecology
and Hydrology (CEH). Mational Oceanography Centre (NOC) and British Antarctic Survey (BAS)) these
spending plans have been given definite form in Centre Activity and Resource Plans (CARFs). These are the
agreed basis for Centre income and expenditure for the CSR penod. The CARPS take inio accouni the National
Capability and competitively-won NERC income, and other external income (from, for example, other
Ciovernment Depariments, the Evropean Union, and the private sector), and set this against the Centre’s planned
expenditure, including, particularly, staffing levels,

5. As pan of its overall business planning, NERC will reduce staff costs at its Centres by around 8%, parily
through losing posts and partly through refreshing its skills base, including replacing higher paid siaff. The
distribution of these reductions is not uniform across the Centres: in part this reflects the confidence with which
specific Centre Directors expect 1o offset a reduced NERC NC funding through increased compelitively-won
or external income, and in pant reflects the impact of increased-logistical costs,

6. The manne sector, whose science prioritisation was widely consulted, placed highest priority on retaining
the two “bluc-water” ships (the RRS Discovery and RSS James Cook). In the case of the polar sector, and
following consuliations with stakeholder Depariments, priofity was given to maintaining the Antarctic bases,
their supply, and levels of activity,. NERC has stated consistently and publically that it will maintain its
Antarctic activity at pre-CSR levels throughout the CSR period. The cost of these large-scale infrastructures is
rising constderably faster than the headline rate of inflation. dnven substantially by the cost of manne gas oil
{which haz increased by a factor of six since 2000). NERC estimates that by 2014-5 the cost of its large-scale
infrastructure will have increased by £7 million over the CSR period, which is comparable and additional o
the £ 9 million reduction in its otal resource budget.

7. NERC has recognised that to contain the implications of these priorities in proportion o the pre-CSR
budget division would result in a damaging reduction of the scientific capability of NOC and BAS, NERC has
spread some of the cost associated with maintaining these priorities across its responsive mode and research
programme lines. Nonetheless, mindful of its responsibilities under its Charter and the Haldane Principle,
NERC"s business planning has resulted in NOC and BAS making larger science staffing reductions than in its
other Centres.

8. NERC has committed to the budget allocations for the CSR period to NOC and BAS set out in the CARP
documents, which have also been made available o all NERC staff. NERC has no plans to change these
allocations, Contrary 10 some reports in the media, NERC also has no plans to close its offices in Cambridge
or o move significant numbers of staff between Cambridge and Southampton,

9. NERC is not able to speculate on the outcome of a future CSR settlement. However, in line with normal
business planning, NERC is in a continuous dialogue with BIS and other stakeholder Departments as to the
implications of possible future setlements,

Tue MErGER PROPOSAL

10, At its May meeting, Council discussed how best to ensure that the UK sustains its leading role in polar
and marine science. It recognised that a number of present “grand challenges™ of marine and polar science are
problems of great scale and complexity, and. in the Antarctic and Arctic, involve complex and poorly
understoed interactions between the ocean and the eryosphere. Examples inclede the sites. volume and
variability of Southern Ocean ventilation, the deflation of the West Antarctic ice sheet resulting from warm
water incursions from the Antarctic Circumpolar Current, and the increasingly spin-up of the Arctic Ocean
resulting from sea ice retreat with its consequent implications for North Atlantic freshwater fluxes. Council
was of the view that these scientific challenges. in the circumstances of a diminished scientific resource,
demanded an integrated approach to its marine and polar strategic science, and to making the most effective
and efficient use of its marine fleet.

1. At its May meeting, Council considered the business model of the scientific activity ot British Antarctic
Survey and noted a significant and increasing gap between its income in comparison with its present scientific
complement. A cause of this income deficit, which has been apparent for some time, is that BAS is not
recovering sufficient income from NERC research programme (RP) funding and has not build a porifolio of
external income sources as have other NERC Centres. (The planned BAS competitively won income in
201415 is 22% of its total funding, in comparison with 36% for NOC, 59% for CEH and 57% for BGS.)

12. This situation is in part a reflection of the fact that RP is tensioned across all NERC science, and does
not provide the same opportunity for Antarctic science as did earlier “core strategic™ funding. Whilst funding
models can and do change and it would be possible for NERC Council 1o reconsider the balance between
research programme funding and National Capability funding, to do so as a way of solving a problem which
is specific to Antarctic science would run counter to Council’s objective of supporting the highest quality,
highest priority science.
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13. At its May meeting, Council therefore asked its Executive 1o examing a detailed science amd business
case for the merger of BAS and NOC for consideration at its meeting of December 2012, with a view o
achieving four objectives:

—  To provide a future pathway for NERC strategic polar science presently delivered by BAS that
provided for the sustainability of the polar science activity.

—  To integrate NERC strategic marine science presently delivered by NOC and BAS 1o allow for
the most ambitious scientific programs addressing the large-scale complex problems of ocean
and polar climate system.

— To integrate NERC ship planning. operations and fulure procurement to provide the most
effective, combined strategic use of the NERC marine Aeet. and to ensure that future NERC
ship provizion seeks o optimise blue-water and polar requirements in single ship purchases.

— To fully engage the wider HEl community in NERC polar science at a strategic level and
through increased interactions with the university sector, and to provide transparent access (o all
NERC polar infrastructure in a similar manner to that achieved for NERC marine infrastructure,

The case for the merger in pursuit of these objectives was ably summansed by Lord Willis® address to the
House of Lords on 18 October 20122

14, The Chief Executive established a BAS/NOC Merger Team of senior BAS, NOC and Swindon Office
stall that developed outline proposals in July and August 2002 and on this basis prepared a docament for
consuliation which was published on 11 September 20012, The Merger Team was led by Professor Ed Hill,
Interim Director of BAS. (Appointments 1o interim or acling Director roles within NERC's wholly owned
Research Centres are made by the NERC Chiel Executive, in consuliation with the Chairman of NERC Council.
In the case of BAS, the appointment of an Interim Director in February 2002 was notified o BIS and to the
FCO in advance of any announcement, recogmizing their particular interest in the role.) The consultation period
closed on 10 Ogtober 2002, In addition wo a consolidated report on the outcome of the consultation, the Merger
Team also generated a final report of emergent findings. One outcome of the consultation was the need for
NERC 1o consider whether ils objectives may be achieved through means other than merger. Therefore the
NERC Executive has examined alternatives to the merger. The consultation outcome, the Merger Team final
report, and the benefits and nsks of aliernative means will be provided 10 Council on which 1o base their
decision.

15, The announcement of the consulation and the comtents of the consuliation document have occasioned
widespread comment in the press. Much of this commentary has been confused and in a number of cases
misleading as 1w Council’s purpose and intention. In consequence, it was agreed in a Council teleconference
on 19 October that, with the consultation completed and the final report of the merger team available to inform
a decision, it was in the interesis of NERC 1o reach a decision rapidly and end this speculation. NERC Council
will meet on the | NMovember wo reach a decision on this matter.

16. A particular issue that has featured in press coverage is the extent 10 which the views expressed in the
consultation will be fairly represented o Council. The NERC Chief Executive has asked Prof. Robert Allison,
¥ice Chancellor and President of Loughborough University, o provide independent assurance of the faimess
of this representation, His findings will be tabled at the Council mecting,

17. As soon as possible after the Council meeting, NERC will prepare an announcement of the outcome of
the mecting, including a consideration of the responses 1o the consultation and how Council took account of
these responses, As pant of this, Council will decide whether the consolidated summary, Prof. Allison’s
commentary andfor some other communications should also made public. (NERCs earlier written evidence 1o
this inquiry refers 1o a “business case™ corrently being prepared by Ed Hill for (then planned) December
Council meeting. We have been requested in this submission to comment on whether this case will be made
public. This document is that referred to above as the “final repon” of the Merger Team and its publication
will also be the subject of Council’s decision on the communication of the outcome. )

Cretober 2002

Written evidence submitted by the National Oceanography Centre

1. The National Oceanography Centre (NOC) is a wholly NERC owned centre undertaking research to
address the oceans’ influence, impacts and potential to help address the hig societal challenges of food and
energy sectors, biodiversity and climate change. Research prioritics include the oceans’ role in climate, sea
level change. ocean acidification, and the changing Arctic Ocean. NOC underpins the UK marine science base
long-term through the provision of infrastructure and long-term research capability, enabling the UK
community to deliver world-leading science, as well as supporting national strategic needs.

“ HL Deb, 18 October 2012, Cols 1612-1618 [Lords Chamber)
“ hirpitwewsynerc. ac ukbouticonsulibas-noc. asp
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DECLARATION OF INTERESTS

2. NOC hosted the secretaniat of the former Inter Agency Committee on Marine Science and Technology
(IACMST). Professor Ed Hill, Executive Director NOC is the NERC representative o the Marine Science
Coordination Committee (MSCC) and NOC provides a small stall resource, NERC funded, as a contribution
o the Secretarial. NOC staff have contributed 1o the development of the evidence submitted both by the
Government (MSCC) and by NERC.

QL. Since 2007 has there been improved strategic oversight and coordination of marine science !
Crovermment framework

3. There has undoubtedly been an improvement in the strategic oversight and ceordination of UK marine
science since 2007, This can be atributed o a combination of factors, including the creation of the MSCC,
the impacts of new UK and Euwropean legislation, and financial constraims that have led directly o self-
organisation and closer collaboration between members of the manne scieniific research community.

4. The establishment of the cross-departmental Marine Science Coordination Committee in 2008 has
provided a “reinvigorated” and high-level Government forum for exchange of information and for strategic
planning. The National Oceanography Centre has been actively engaged in MSCC from the outset. The
Executive Director NOC represents NERC st MSCC and provides leadership for the NERC-funded research
community and from within its Intermational and Strategic Parinership Office™ (ISPO) NOC provides a modest
staff contribution, NERC funded. to the Defra-led Secretarial comprising secretariat support and access to
scientific expertise. This is built on the long-standing NERC/NOC provision of the secretariat to the former
Inter-Agency Committee on Marine Science & Technology (IACMST). NOC staff members were instrumental
in the development of the UK Marine Science Strategy, published February 2010, and participate actively in
the various MSCC working groups.

Marine science community developments

5. Whilst the focus of the MSCC membership is on the key public-sector funders of marine science in the
UK the marine science community has also taken steps o improve coordination and engagement, driven by
the need to address big science problems which are not capable of being realised by one organisation alone.
Collaboration is also driven by funding schemes at national and international level which have cross-community
or cross border collaboration as a prerequisite.

6. NOC led the coordinated development and delivery of the Oceans 2025% programme 2007-2012, the
first time that the, then seven, NERC-funded marine centres had been pro-active in developing a joined-up
approach to bidding and cooperating at programme level. Wider community engagement was achieved through
the external Programme Advisory Board and through grants, studentships and community workshops funded
via the Strategic Ocean Funding Initiative (SOFI). Scientific highlights and impacts are given on the Oceans
2025 websile and these demonstrate the benefits of proactive collaboration in programme planning and
exXecution.

7. In April 2010, the Matural Environment Research Council (NERC) announced the formation of the
National Oceanography Centre (NOC) by bringing together the NERC-owned Proudman Oceanographic
Laboratory in Liverpool and NERC-managed activity at the National Oceanography Centre, Southampton into
a single institution. NOC also established a network of “delivery partners™" and this mechanism enabled a
coordinated response to NERC's national capability prioritisation exercise,

8. As is reported in the MERC response, in June 2012 NERC announced that is it is curmently considering
the merger of NOC with the British Antarctic Survey.

9. The creation of the NOC in 2010 spawned a wider association of Universities and research institutions—
the “NOC Association™—that provides a strong voice o the NERC, to Government and intemationally on
issues affecting marine science and its delivery. Owver 25 UK based Universities and centres are represented,
typically at level of Head of Depaniment.

1. The NOC Association collectively developed a NERC marine sector research strategy, published in
December 20011, “Semting Course ™ sets oul a broad view of the priorties for marine science and national
capahility within the context of the NERC and UK Marine Science Strategies. The Association is now gathering
evidence to demonstrate the impact of marine science and is scoping the community in terms of its strengths,
facilities and training capabilitics—work within the academic community that complemenis the information
gathering done at cross government departmental level under MSCC,

Y Fonmed 2006 a1 MOC. Initially called NOCs Mational Marine Coordination Office, the name was changed in 20011 10 avoid
confusing with the growing recognition of the MSCC brand.

2 See wwwocenns 2025 org

' Plymowth Marine Laboratory; Marine Biological Association; Sir Alister Hardy Foundation for Ocean Science: Scoitish
Aszociation for Marine Science, Scottish Marine Institute; Sea Mammal Research Unit: British Antarctic Survey; British
Geological Survey

H hitpinoe. ac.uk/newslaunch-vision-satement -uk -man ne-science
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11. At European level NOC has driven forward the increased coordination and strategic oversight of marnine
science. Through participation in the European Science Foundation Marine Board NOC was instrumental in
the development of community wide Declarations (Aberdeen 2007, Ostend 2010)™ which have influenced the
European Framework Programmes, the European Commission’s Marine and Maritime Rescarch Strategy and
implementation of European Marine and Mantime policies. Further long-term coordination is anticipated
through the new “Joint Programming Initiative”™ mechanism where JPI Oceans and Seas can offer a high level
process for strategic planning and coordination at Member State level. NERC, with Ministerial agreement. was
a founding participant and now leads for the UK, along with Defra, as the second UK departmental
representative. The MSCC provides a channel for cross-departimental engagement.

12. At the level of research programmes and projects there is also increased international cooperation. For
example NOC and its UK panners are leading discussions on the marine component of the International Carbon
Observing system (ICOS). A Euwropean project led by NOC will coordinate deep ocean observation
infrastructure and programmes such as RAPID-Wave, in parinership with counterparts in Germany, the USA,
Canada and others are driving the research infrastruciure and research that is monitoring changes in the
circulation of the Atlantic Ocean.

13. Mew legislation has also been a major driver for improved strategic oversight and coordination of marine
scientific activities. The Marine and Coastal Access Act (2008) and Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 encouraged
closer links between marine science delivery organisations. and the Evropean Marine Strategy Framework
Directive's target of achieving “Good Environmental Stams ™ by 2020 is already pulling together the effons of
Defra, NERC, INCC, Marine Scotland, WAG and other players. building upon the work achieved by the
community with “Charting Progress 27 in 2010,

Q2. Whar progress has been made in delivering the 2010 Marine Science Strategy?
14, Specific progress is reponted in detail in the written evidence submitted by the Defra and by NERC.

15. The strategy is long-term and progress is still in carly stages. For example the MSCC with NERC and
UKMMAS support has instigated the UK-IMON (Integrated Marine Observation Network)'® initiative (led
by Cefas but with wide represemation, including NOC, on a steering group) that will account for the majority
of observations on UK shelf seas. NERC and the Environmental Research Funders Forum® contribuied io
the MSCC's Long-Term Sustained Observations working group, including helping to develop a decision
suppon ool for identifying priorities in science funding.

16. The MSCC has built upon the successful Underwater Sound Forum staned by the TACMST, including
merging its work with that of the Military Underwater Sound Forum. This is an example of direct and
productive collaboration between scientists, government, the armed services, and NGOs, NERC has also
initiated work with MSCC on starting an Operational Oceanography Forum, o be launched in al a meeting at
NOC in January 2013.

17. NOC s represented in the MSCC Communications Working Group, in the International Subgroup and
in the Manne Industries Liaison Group and is engaged i discussion of science alignment and on provision of
research vessels.

3. How effective have the Marine Science Co-ordination Commitiee (MSCC) and Marine Management
Crganization been and whar improvements could be mde ?

The Marine Science Co-ordination Commiliee

18. The MSCC has provided a forum within which the funders of UK public-sector manne science are able
to work together. The fact that MSCC is overscen by a Ministerial Marine Science Group lends it an authority,
which the predecessor IACMST lacked. Imponantly from a scientilic perspective this coordination mechanism
is operating across the devolved administrations.

19, The presence of senior marine scientisis on MSCC working groups has helped ensure that MSCC is
informed by sound scientific advice. However it will be vital to ensure that the carly levels of commitment
and engagement by departments are maintained. Some observers believe that industry, NGOs, Leamned Societies
and Academia lack representation in the current MSCC structure, The NOC Association is playing a role to
fill a gap in terms of direct engagement with the marine science academic community, and the secretarats are
in close contact. Though it is early days more might be done 1o ensure that the actions of the MSCC are visible
10 the wider community.

20. Whilst there are advantages to having a large MSCC representing all funding depaniments, the size of
the commitiee and gap between meetings slows decision-making. Perhaps a smaller Executive sub-group could
be formed which meets more frequently in order to move things along at a sharper pace.

2 Ostend Declaration 2000: hup:/fwww.eurocean 201 0.ewideclartion

Aberdeen Declaration 2007: hiipffec. curopaewresearchieny ironment/pdfaberdeen_declaration. pdf
. piwww westemsheliobsery mory. orghulk -imegrated-manine-observing -network -uk imon-iniiative
T hopefiwww.ertl onguk
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21. Some MSCC strategies are proving hard o deliver within the resources available. For example, of the 9
objectives listed under the Communications Strategy only 3 can be supported in the short term. MSCC needs
the resources and operational freedom to be able to work with others such as academia, research centres,
NGO's and professional bodies to fully deliver their objectives. In cenain siluations the MSCC secretarial
appears o have been hampered by having to operate within the Defra framework, for example the long delay
in establishing a website.

Marine Management Organisation

22. NOC does not have any specific comments on the effectiveness of the MMO in respect of ils core remit
{licensing), MOC staff have been working with MMO and CEFAS 1o refine the licensing procedures for
undertaking marine scientific measurements, but in general there have been comparatively few interactions 1o
date with the MMO.

23, NERC and its centres (NOC and others) are in a strong position o work alongside MMO 1o meet
their research and environmental data needs. The NERC-funded Marine Environmental Mapping Programme
(MAREMAP)™ aims 1o achieve common, national objectives in seafloor and shallow geological mapping
addressing themes such as habitatl mapping. Quaternary science, coastal and shelf sediment dynamics and the
assessment of human impacts and geohazards in the marine environment. The MM has & seat on the advisory
board for MAREMAFP.

24. The British Oceanographic Data Centre™ provides a key data source for the MMO, and the Marine
Environmental Data Information Network™ is developing links with the MMO,

Q4. Has the selection of proposed Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) been based on robust scientific
evidence ! How well has the sciemtific evidence been balanced with socio-economic considerations amnd
communicated to affected coastal communities?

25, NOC is not in a position 1o answer these questions; indeed the second may be premature,

26, Much information exists already: strengthening the mechanisms of pull-through between the academic
community and the MMO could be beneficial, particularly as the MMO's budget to commission new evidence
is very resiricted.

Q5. How effectively does the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC) support marine science in
podar and non-pelar regions?

27. NERC has provided detailed information on its manne science spend in its retum, NOC welcomes the
commitment o the replacement of RRS Discovery, and investmenis in autonomous underwater and remoiely
operated vehicles that will be of major benefit to the UK marine science community through the “Marine
Autonomous and Robotic Systems” facility (MARS).!

28. NOC is a NERC-owned Centre that operates within the constrained funding environment of the outcome
of the comprehensive spending review. NERC Council policy has been to increase funding for its Research
Programmes {RP) (thematic), to maintain the Responsive Mode (RM) elements of funding and 1o decrease the
percentage of its investment in National Capability (NC) funding.

20, In 2000-11 NERC's Mational Capability prioritisation exercise provided an opportunity for NOC to
engage with NERC and the community to prioritise NC funding against funding scenarios. The necessary culs
for marine science are not disproportionate to those experienced for other areas of the NERC NC portfolio (of
order 20% over the four year CSR period). The high cost of major infrastructure, eg ships, was a key driver
of the scenarios in the manne science anea.

3. NC is a significant pant of NOC's income and hence NOC has taken action to meet the future income
projections. NOC approached this in Spring 2012 by undenaking a voluntary redundancy exercise within its
Dircctorate of Science and Technology (DST). The outcome is that some 35 science staff from this group
{approx 25%) will have left by the end of March 2013. In this process NOC has maintained discipline spread
and is well placed to operate successfully in an environment in which at least 50% of our funding will be won
competitively. The supporting Engineering services are being reviewed and the Business Support Services will
be restructured in 2013, The opportunity will also be taken to achieve efficiencies as a result of the proposed
merger with BAS.

11. A number of new multi-funded rescarch programmes have been developed to succeed the Oceans 2025
mechanism, and NOC staff compete successfully in open competition Tor such funds on the basis of scientific
excellence. However the experience of the NOC research community was that marine biodiversity was not
adequately captured in the early thematic programmes, and together with some delays in commissioning. this

= hopofewowmaremap ac.ubdindex. himl
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resulted in a significant dip in bidding opportunities over the last iwo years. The programmes mentioned in the
NERC evidence, now coming on stream, should help alleviate this situation.

Training the next gencration

32. NERC supports development of the next generation of marine researchers. At Southampton the graduate
school operates jointly across the NOC/University of Southampton site with total PhD students now numbering
=>190). Posigraduate students have access 1o the Centre’s comprehensive armay of culting-edge equipment and
facilities, an extensive level of resource that is not available in standard university environments.

Research to support UK Growth and Sustainability
33. Some examples of NOC research to support UK growth and sustainability are given in Appendix 1.

Q6 How well are the current and potential impacts of global warming on the aceans (for example
temperature changes and acidification) being monitored and addressed by Government and others?

34, With funding from government via NERC and other departments, NOC scientists are at the forefront of
research into the current and potential impacts of global warming on the oceans, and have played leading roles
in understanding ocean acidification and change in the oceanic ecosystem. Although the underlying physics
and chemistry is increasingly well undersiood. much remains 1o be discovered, there are major gaps in the
understanding of complex biological systems, and there are likely 1o be climate *surprises”. The monitoring of
impacts of global warming is a long-lerm activily réquiring multi-disciplinary study and close cooperation with
international partners—the ocean does not respect human geopolitical boundaries.

35, Current impacts. NOC scientists contribute (o the annual reports produeed by the Marine Climate Change
Impacts Partnership*® which illustrate the current state of knowledge of impacts on the seas around the UK.
The next full report in 2013 will cover over 30 marine and coastal topics, and a Knowledge Gaps report was
published earlier in 2012, The Defra-led “Charnting Progress” series (most recently CP2 in 2010) pulls together
the efforts of many in the marine science communily Lo identify current impacis of both natral and
anthropogenic change, including climate. and forms the basis of the initial State of the UK Seas assessment
for the Marine Strategy Framework Directive.

36. Observational monitoring is not yet as joined up as it could be; UK-IMON (with MSCC oversight)
should help, and the field of operational oceanography is siill in its early stages. NOC is a pariner in the
National Centre for Ocean Forecasting, pan-suppornied by the EU GMES MyOcean project,*® which provides
products based on assimilation of observations into forecast models. Defra has recently funded measurements
of marine pCOpH. NOC's major contribution to the Norh Atlantic moorings array used by the RAPID family
of research programmes has substantially improved our understanding of the circulation of the North Atdantic
ocean and the possibility of rapid changes in climate thai could be caused by changes in circulation,

37. Potential impacts. Research continues across the UK marine science community 1o address potential
impacts of climate change including ocean acidification, and NOC is a major contributor o those programmes.
Scientists are beginning 1o be able o understand change at a moch finer scale than before, and o make regional
and decadal-scale predictions, There are still gaps in fundamental knowledge of the responses of biological
systems in particular, made more complicated because anthropogenic impacts from fishing affect natural
kiodiversity so strongly that climate induced variations are harder to discern. We don’t yet know how the loss
of Arctic sea ice is affecting climate at regional scale. leading 1o uncertainties over the evolution of the
UK's elimate,

38, In collaboration with the Met Office NOC contributes strongly 1o fuure UK climate scenano
construction, the joint ocean modelling programme, joint coasts ecean modelling, and collaborative work on
the NEMO project. Together these models are becoming more accurate al predicting future climate. and are
enabling scientists (o understand how much of present day observed change is cavsed by human activities.

39. NOC scientists support the IPCC process in developing a UK/Intemnational consensus and mitigation
strategies for global climate change, and provide the intemational coordination for the World Climate Research
Programme on Climate Variability and Predictability.

Seprember 2012

APPENDIX 1
EXAMPLES OF RESEARCH SUPPORTING UK GROWTH AND SUSTAINABILITY:

1. The research undertaken by NOC is contnbuting 10 Economic Growth & Societal Need. NERC-funded
research and knowledge exchange at NOC is underpinning the growth of the nascent UK marine renewahle
industry: and new technology for satellite oceanography is supporting the growth of the UK space indusiry.
Novel AUV and sensor technologies for seafloor and sub-seafloor imaging offers security applications for rapid

¥ i
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environmental assessment as well as new technologies that can support the growth of marine scientific/survey
industries and the high-tech blue growth economy. Providing the critical flow of data applications direct 1o
marked 15 supporting coastal engineering, the leisure industries, and the growing field of marine spatial planning.

2. Oceanographic modelling is supporting the Met. Office’s production of better weeklyfseasonal climate
services forecasting for agriculture/horticulture industries and flood warning for civil defence and the prediction
of regional and global climate change assessments is informing Defra/DECC mitigation strategies. Better
knowledge of probabilities of marine-sourced natural hazards (eg. sea-level rise, storm surge. tsunami) is used
1o make more efficient policy interventions or infrastructure investments (eg, Thames Barrier).

1. Seafloor hiologyfgeology research will enable beiter policy outcomes for manne zone management,
including marine protected areas, International Seabed Authority, UN General Assembly etc. Science capacity
within the international Census of Marine Life project has underpinned UK position and implementation on
various LN conventions on biodiversity/fenvironmenial protection,

4. Scientific evidence has been wsed o substantiate the UK's submission to the UN for an extended
continental shelf where the UK will have sovercign rights over seafloor and sub-seafloor resources. Building
science capacity in deep geophysics and rock physics, and seafloor observatories is enabling an expansion of
deep-water/frontier oilfgas exploration and better imaging and extraction utilization of existing hydrocarbon
reservoirs as well as a better understanding of the risk to the global seafloor cable network from continental
marginfdeep-ocean trbidite Aows,

Wrilten evidence submitted by the British Antarctic Survey
SUMMARY

The purpose of this submission it complements that of RCUK (NERC) by providing more detail particularly
conceming the importance of the polar oceans in the controlling the global climate system, the impacts on sea
level rise, and sustainable fishing in the southern ocean and the opportunities in the Arctic.

THE IMPoRTANCE OF THE PoLaR MarINE ENVIRONMENTS
1. The polar regions are changing are remote bul what happens there affects us all.

2. The Southern Ocean is of global importance. It regulates the temperature of all the world’s oceans and
hence the climate system and contains the largest unexploited marine protein resource in the world. It is also
the largest oceanic “sink”. for greenhouse gases such carbon dioxide. It has fragile ecosystems and exceptional
hiological diversity that is unique. The Southern Ocean has the largest under-cxploited marine resource left on
the planet, but its exploitation is increasing very rapidly from a low base, with the Norwegians and the Chinese
being pro-active

1. The Arctic is equally imponant. For example, about 25% of the oil and gas left on the planet is thought
to lie under the Arctic Seas, the Northern Sea Route offers opportunities for faster, cheaper transit between
Europe and the Far East but there are risks in exploiting these opportunitics—see the recent report on the
Arctic by the Environmental Audit Committee, for example.

4. The Arctic, and the Antarctic Peninsula are the regions in each hemisphere that are warming faster than
any other on Earth, and the impacts are significant. For example the melting ice caps especially Greenland and
the Wesi Antarctic ice sheets are now contributing significantly 1o sea level rise. Sea level is rising about four
times faster than 100 years ago. The concentrations of krill around South Georgia appear o have fallen by an
order of magnitude in the last three decades. There in increasing evidence that the recent cold winters in the
UK are related to the disappearing sea ice in the Arctic,

THE BRITISH ANTARCTIC SURVEY

5. British Antarctic Survey (BAS) is a component of the Natural Environment Research Council (NERC).
This submission complements that of RCUK (NERC), and provides additional information on a few topics.

6. BAS supports stations in the Antarctic and South Georgia, five planes and two ice-strengthened ships.
From a marine perspective, Rothera station (67° S; 68° W) has sophisticated marne laboratory facilities
incorporating a cold water marine agquarium and a diving facility. The RRS James Clark Ross has advanced
geophysical and oceanographic research capability. In addition to Antarctic research and logistics activities,
she spends ~65 days per annum carrying out marine research in the Arctic. These assets are used o support
the research of BAS, and the UK Universities.

7. The current BAS science research strategy is called Polar Science for Planet Earth (PSPE)L*! PSPE
concentrates on key guestions of global or fundamental importance that can be best answered by research in
both polar regions. This inter-disciplinary strategy involves major research activity on the Southern Ocean—
both physical and biological elements in understanding the polar oceans, and the marine ecosystems. In addition

H hpwww antarctica, ac uktabout_basipublications/pspe. pdf




Ev 32 Science and Technology Committee: Evidence

the RRS James Clark Ross is extensively used for studies of the ineraction of the ocean with the ice shelves,
both from a moden day and a paleo perspective, and for marine geophysical survey.

8. In the Arctic. BAS operates NERC's research station on Svalbard, and the NERC" Arctic Office, the main
objectives of which are to support UK Arctic researchers in establishing international collaborations and access
to polar infrastructure operated by other nations, and to represent the UK in international Arctic science forums.

9. BAS is also responsible for coordinating and developing NERC's £15 million Arctic Research Programme,
2011-2015, aimed at understanding key current scientific uncertainties in the Arctic. BAS is also responsible
for ensuring the Programme achieves impact through knowledge exchange

10. An imporiant component of the works of BAS is to provide advice 1o Government concerning the polar
regions but with a particular focus on three UK Overseas Territories. South Georgia, the South Sandwich
Islands and British Antarctic Territory, sustainable management of the South Ocean fisheries. and about the
Arclic.

11. BAS, in conjunction with the wider UK research community. cooperates with international partners and
programmes o tackle pressing scientific problems. The size of the UK scientific operation in Antarclica is
second only to the USA and the scientific outputs are the most highly cited of any nation operating in
Antarctica. In the Morth, the Arctic im countrics dominate the science agenda but with the Arctic Office
continuing to be more effective, and with NERC's Arclic Research Programme, the UK is playing a more
leading role in many of the influential science committees and programmes such as the International Arclic
Science Committee (IASC), and the Svalbard Integrated Observing System (S108), and through NERC™s Arctic
Research Programme,

12. BAS has a strong record of delivering scientific inputs 1o Government policy. These include:

—  Amarctic Treaty including a recent development Marne Protected Areas in the Southem Ocean,

—  Commission for the Conservation for Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR ) —the first
international organisation 1o adopt an ccosystem framewaork for fisheries management providing
a model for fisheries management now being adopted in many other fisheries.

—  Management of the fisheries in waters surrounding the South Atlantic Overseas Territories
(South Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands).

—  Agreement on Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP}—parnt of the Convention on
Migratory Species (CMS).

—  Wider policy areas such as the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and ozone.

1. Since 2007 has there been improved siraregic oversight and coordinaiion of marine science?

13. Mo comment

(2. What progress has been made in delivering the 2000 Marine Science Strategy?

14. The focus of the Marine Science Strategy is essentially local to the UK and hence international walers
and Overseas Territories are not included. However, the Overseas Territory Bill recently presented to Parliament
does include important statements concerning the maring environment.

Q3. How effective have the Marine Science Co-ordination Commiitee (MSCC) and Marine Management
Crganisation been and what improvemenis could be made?

15. No comment

Q4. Has the selection of proposed Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) been based on robust scientific
evidence? How well has the scientific evidence been balanced with socio-economic considerations and
communicated to affected coastal communities?

16, The Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in British Antaretic Territory and around South Georgia both were
heavily influenced by scientific evidence. The fundamental objectives of the MPAS are o
— prodect rare or vulnerable benthic and pelagic habitats;
— protect areas of ccosystem impontance:
— protect trophically important pelagic prey species:
— protect areas important for key life cycle stages and processes for commercially important
species;
—  promote recovery of the marine ecosystem following historical harvesting: and
—  maximise ecosystem robusiness and resilience o climate vanability and change.

17. There is still additional scientific evidence required 1o determine more robustly il the scale size of these
MPAs is well matched to the size at which these ecosystems operate.
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Q5. How effectively does the Natwral Environment Research Council (NERC) support marine science in
pedar and non-polar regions ?

18. RCUK (NERC) has provided detailed information on its marine science spend in its return including
that of BAS.

19. About one third of BAS's core science funding from NERC is spent on marine-related science with
significant additional income come from NERC's rescarch programme and responsive mode grants, the EU
and =ome other funding organisations.

20. BAS co-supervises about 20 PhD smdents in marine science, many of whom ar: supporied by NERC.
The students have access to a vibrant inter-disciplinary research environment ofien progressing to further
research positions both in the UK and abroad.

Q6. How well are the current and potential impacts of global warming on the oceans (for example
temperatre changes and acidification) being monitored and addressed by Government and others?

21. In this section, examples are given of the progress made in understanding the manne environment in the
polar regions and what steps are required o improve predictions and hence the better guantification of the
impacts of warming.

The Southern Ocean

22. The Southern Ocean is disproponionately imponant in influencing the Eanth system. It connects the
major ocean basins, links the shallow and deep limbs of the ovenuming circulation, and exens great influence
on global hiogeochemical and carbon cycles. The Southern Ocean is rapidly changing now, with potentially
global impacts. These changes include a warming, freshening. and acidification. with concordant changes in
the distribution of marine organisms and feedbacks on the global carbon cycle.

23, Via NERC's core funding of BAS and through NERC's responsive mode funding, critical advances have
heen made in understanding how the Southem Ocean and the Arctic influence the global system. Recent
research has made significant progress in determining the sensitivity of the Southern Ocean overumning Lo
changes in climatic forcing is one of the biggest unknowns in global environmental science today. This research
has also identified the key locations and processes by which anthropogenic carbon is stored in the deep ocean.

24. The ocean abyss is not immune from climate change. The vast majority of the seabed of the World
Ocean is venlilated by waters that form around Antarctica. These waters are warming significantly, most
notably in the Atlantic and with particular relevance o the UK, This warming is important scientifically and
for society, since it impacts on the rate of global sea level nise, benthic biodiversity, and so. BAS has clarfied
the causes of the warming of these abyssal walers in the Atlantic. hence improving predictability of future
change. It has also progressed understanding of the concurrent freshening of these waters, highlighting their
sensitivity to abrupt changes close to the Antarctic continent.

25. There is much effort globally in attempting predictions of future climate, and key to improving these is
assessing the performance of cument-generation climate models. BAS scientists have undertaken much work
in benchmarking the performance of the latest IPCC-class models in the polar regions, with information being
published and made available for the current Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) assessment.

26. The combination of these observational and modelling studies has highlighted the need 1o have higher
resolution climate and Earth system models. which could then include some of the key processes curmently
missing from the present generation of models,

27. Data coverage in the Southern Ovean remains the sparsest globally, inhibiting our ability to detect,
interpret, predict such changes and to robustly test the models. This need has led 1o the design and
implementation of a Southem Ocean Observing System (SOO0S), sponsored by the Scientific Committee on
Antarctic Research (SCAR) and the Scientific Committee on Oceanic Research (SCOR), and endorsed by the
Pannership for Observation of the Global Oceans (POGO) and the World Climate Research Programme
(WCRP). It addresses six overarching challenges of high scientific and societal relevance:

—  The role of the Southern Ocean in the planct’s heat and freshwater balance,

—  The stability of the Southern Ocean overturming circulation.

— The role of the ocean in the stability of the Antarctic ice sheet and its contribution to sea-
level rise.

—  The future and consequences of Southern Ocean carbon uptake.

—  The future of Antarctic sea ice.

—  The impacts of global change on Southern Ocean ecosysiems.

2%, SO0 is a global community effort with BAS playing a major role in developing the strategy and now
taking the lead in driving its implementation. SOOS is already the primary system for tracking climate change
in the Southern Ocean, and deriving information on its causes and consequences, including acidification and
ecosystems response. As implementation progresses, the efficacy of the system will increase, enabling further
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critical insight to be obtained. The data will be used to drive and constrain the next generation of predictive
maodels, which is key to improving their performance. S0O0S is a key arca for NERC 10 continue Lo invest,
especially given the UK's overseas interests and polar capabilities,

Southern ocean fisheries

29, Antarctic krill potentially offers one of the few remaining major under-exploited sources of marine
protein, MNew extraction technologies and new markets mean that it is highly probable that the krill fishery will
expand rapidly in the near future. Although the catch by the commercial fishery for Antarctic krill is currently
restricted and in global terms is tiny, if appropriate management procedures can be agreed internationally, the
total allowable carch could increase 1o 5.6 million tonnes, equivalent o approximately 7% of the global fishery
landings currently reported by Food and Agriculture Organisation.

30, BAS scientists have played major roles in developing the present fisheries management system, but there
are many challenges including the impact of increasing ocean lemperature, ogean acidity and of harvesting—
all factors known 1o drive ecosyvstem change. There is an imperative o maintain both the long tenm moniloring
projects in the South West Atlantic, and for cutting edge science to determine the impacts of the multiple
stresses on the ecosystem, and thus be able to have accurate predictions and thus sustainable management of
this fishery of rapidly growing importance.

31, Currently the structure and functioning of polar ocean ecosystems is poorly understood and quantified
in most regions of the Antarctic (and indeed Arctic). To provide circum-polar perspective on these topics
requires intermational coordination and BAS scientists are playing a leading role the development of
understanding impacts of climate change in Southern Ocean ecosystems through the international programme,
Integrating Climate and Ecosystem Dynamics (ICED) which is sponsored through the international
organisations IGBP and SCOR, and supporied by the EU consortium EUR-Oceans. ICED results are
demonstrating the need for further regional investigations o then integrate to the circumpolar scale.

Sea level rise

32. Sea-level is currently rising at a litle more than 3 mmfyr, and the cumulative rise over coming decades
te centuries will likely be sufficient to alter the frequency of flooding in most of the vulnerable coastlines
around the world, requining substantial investment, and relocation of populations from some ancas,

33. The Antarctic and Greenland ice sheets were identified in the last assessment by the IPCC as the largest
unceriainty in sea-level rise projections for the next 100-200 years. BAS research is aimed at reducing ihe
uncertainties in sea-level rise through understanding the critical processes of ice-sheet change, the development
of numerical models that can simulate those processes, and collection of a wide varety of data that show
current and past changes in the ice sheet that are wsed o robusily test the models. The reseanch 15 suppored
by NERC through both core funding and responsive mode grants,

34. BAS leads a major EU-funded programme ice2sea®® which involves 24 institutional pariners from (UK
and overseas) and which will provide projections of the contributions of glaciers and polar ice sheets o sea-
level nise for the next 100<200 years,

35 NERC's £7 million directed programme iISTAR, which is coordinated by BAS on behalf of and involves
participants from around 12 UK HELs, focuses on the Antarctic glaciers in the Amundsen Sea Embayment,
that together account for =104% of global sea-level rise. The programme involves a coordinated series of over-
spow and ship-borne activities that seek to understand the present and future role of oceans in driving ice-
sheet change.

The Arctic

36. NERC has funded a £15 million research programme with the fundamental aim 1o improve the UK's
ability to predict changes in the Arctic. panticularly over timesecales of months o decades. and 10 determine
the impacts on the Earth system. There are four main objectives:

—  Understanding and anributing the current rapid changes in the Arctic.

— Quantifying processes leading to Arctic methane and carbon dioxide release.

— Reducing uncertainty in Arctic climate and associated regional biogeochemistry predictions.
—  Assessing the likely risks of submarine hazards associaled with rapid Arctic climate change.

The five year programme, being coordinated by BAS, started in 2011. The major field elements will be in
summer 2003 and 2014,

37. NERC has also funded an Arctic Office, located in BAS. lis principal aim is 1o coordinate more effective
UK science in the Arctic. The Office is also beginning 1o act as a knowledge base for UK business on topics

45

wwwice2sen ey



Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 35

such as environmental issues associated with exploitation of energy, and transport between Europe and the Far
East through northemn sea routes. The market potential in these areas is significant.

Seprember 2012

Written evidence submitted by Dr. Mike Richardson, CMG
BASNOC PROPOSED MERGER (AND A FoRTHCOMING INTERESTING WEEK 1IN AnTARCTIC POLITICS)

You may have seen the article on the proposed BAS/NOC merger in today’s on-line copy of the Independent
of Sunday by Paul Bignell.* In that there is mention of NERC coming forward with altermative options. This
is interesting, for up to now there have only been two options on the table—the merger, or the status quo, And
NERC Chairman. Chief Executive and Council have all made it abundantly clear that they are not prepared to
countenance the later.

My concemn remains that NERC in putting forward an aliermative(s) will seck 1o promote a plan that would
still see the BAS polar ships merged into one fleet operated by NERC. Superficially, this might scem attractive.
But there is no financial, operational or management justification for doing so (1 have commented separately,
see the attachment, on the ship-merger issue in the light of the draft report from the MSCC). The potential
danger of going down any such course of action is that, | fear, within a relatively short time, NERC will then
seek to reduce their Meet number o three ships by cutting one of the polar vessels. (As the MCSS Report
rightly indicates, cutting a government research vessel is the only way to save significant costs). But, as the
MCSS report also wams, such action would leave the UK unable to meet its existing commilmenis to science,
and thus this option is dismissed by them. Importantly, in relation o the UK's Antarctic programme and
presence, any reduction in BAS' vessel capacity would have a very significant impact on the UK's polar
science, safe operations, and foolprint in Antarctica. [t would almost certainly mean the closure of the newly
opened Halley V1 Research Station.

1 would urge that the Sclect Committee asks to see the allemative options now being considered by NERC,
| would further urge that the Select Committee instructs NERC to now go away, work up such altemative
options in detail, with full justifications (including costings) and re-submil them for scrutiny by the science
community and Select Committee before any decisions are taken on the future of BAS.

It would be most unforiunate it the issue was now o move forward based on an option, or options, that
have been very hastily, and with no transparency, put wgether (in desperation) in Swindon in the face of the
overwhelming opposition to the curment proposal. That epposition has stemmed from hundreds of eminent and
respected scientists, polar experts and politicians as well as the several thousand members of the public who
have so far signed a petition against the proposed merger.

I believe that all along the main reasons behind the proposed merger have stemmed from power politics in
Swindton rather than being underpinned by an objective and rational attempt at either enhancing the UK’s polar
and marine science delivery. or saving significant costs to the tax payer.

Finally, 1 would make the point that one unfortunate by-product from this whole episode is that, even if the
merger does not now proceed, the existing NERC—BAS relationship. if carmied forward. is unlikely to work
{or at least to work in harmony). A great deal of trust and respect has been squandered by the way that NERC
has handled this whole affair.

In consequence, the Select Committee might wish to consider recommending to Government that it explores
a new and better way to manage the UK's prestigions polar research institute (BAS) before even greater
damage is done to it

NERC Proposep MERGER OF BAS anp NOC

Further to my covering correspondence there are two other matters that | would wish to bring to your
attention:
—  The benefits (or otherwise) of merging NERC ship operations; and
—  The intervention made by NERC Chairman Mr Ed Wallis in the Palace of Westminster on
23 October.

(1) Proposed ship-imerger

In my submission to NERC on the proposed BAS/NOC merger, a copy of which is before the Sclect
Committee, | made reference to the several previous reviews of NERC/BAS ship operations undertaken in the
past decade. All such reviews had concluded that the status quo (ie non merger) was the most appropriate and
cost-effective way forward.

4 hpaiwww. independent. co,ulkfnews/science/british-antarctic-surve y-saved-as-merger-plan-is-scuppensd-8229:861 _himl



Ev 36 Science and Technology Committee: Evidence

NERC's latest proposition on merging the BAS and NOC ship operations is apparently based on enhanced
efficiency and cost- savings (though these assertions are not then based on any given facts. financial figures or
a business case in NERC's Consultation Document promoting the merger).

The rationale for vessel-merger necds to be set against the wider picture presented in the (as yet) draft report
from the Marine Science Co-ordination Commitiee (MSCC) on “UK Marnine Research Vessels—An assessment
and proposals for improved co-ordination™

The MSCC (under Defra) examined the issue of research vessel opermtion in response (o the House of
Commons Science and Technology Select Committee’s recommendation (in its 2007 repont Investigating the
Oceans), of increased eo-ordination of government research vessels,

It is pertinent to note that although BAS is responsible for the management of two of the UK's seven large-
scale ocean and global class of marine research vessels, they were not invited to panicipate in the MSCC
group. Rather NOC, on behall of NERC did so. The inference of this is that the proposed NERC merger of
BAS and NOC is, at least regarding vessel management. already a reality.

Key findings of the MSCC repont are thal:
—  Significant cost savings (to the wne of £millions) are only possible by rationalising the existing
fleet, ie by reducing it by one (or more) vessels. But the MSCC repont then notes that doing so
“would currently result in non-delivery of the existing programme, in an environment of
increasing Government demands and so is not thought 1o be practical or desirable™.

— The only other options that provide any savings (and they are very modest) is either:
(i) the status quo with increased collaboration (status quo plus), o
(i) integrated fleet management.

The MSCC have caleulated that either of the above two options would only yield minimal savings (across
the whole UK 7 vessel Neet) of £50,000 pa.

Since BAS already implements (i) there seems little or no vinue in adopting (ii). There would be no extra
savings to be had. Funthermore, since the management of BAS' ship operations, as demonsirated by previous
MNERC ship reviews, is considered (o be more efficient, with better science delivery, than those of NOC then
any merger (of the son proposed by NERC) would be perverse and illogical.

(ii) NERC Chairman’s fntervention

Al an Antarctic Reception in the Palace of Westminster on 23 October, hosted by Mr Neil Carmichael MP
for supporters and stakeholders involved with the Antarctic Bill, Mr Ed Wallis (Chairman of NERC) . without
invitation. made an imprompiu speech.

Mr. Wallis" presentation was variably misleading. disingenvous, ermoneous and indeed “economical with the
truth”. Some examples include:

Stalf Redundancies

Mr Wallis emphatically denied that there were any plans o sack people at BAS, and that NERC was nol
o dusting off the P45 of a lot of other people ... “Mone of this is true” he stated.

The day after he spoke around 40 staff in BAS were notified that they were at risk of being made redundant,
with a minimum of 18 scientists and five suppont staff to leave Cambridze by March 2013, Some of those
individuals are shorly to go to the Antarctic for the coming austral season.

The role of BAS

Mr Wallis indicaved thar

“We also have a philosophical problem with BAS in that though we say it is great, NERC is there 1o
support top quality science and yet so often when you get involved in BAS you see more of a logistics
organisation or a mapping organisation. But it is nol a mapping organisation. It doesn’t even do survey™

The Chairman of NERC appears to have a very poor grasp of what BAS acwally does do. and how its
functions are inlimately inter-linked. BAS™ predominant and priority focus is unguestionably top quality polar
science, But to deliver that in the hostile and remote conditions of Antarctica then good supporting operations
and logistics are vital. Running polar research stations with modem scientific laboratories, plus ships and
atrcraft with state-of-the an scientific instrumentation does not come cheap. But they are vital, Accordingly a
significani proportion of BAS® budgei has io be devoted o such logistics and large rescarch infrastructure,

BAS does indeed do survey, and in doing so utilises sophisticated digital aerial mapping and satellite remote
sensing technigues which have delivered very important resulis. (For example, BAS scientists have shown that
glaciers on the Antarctic Peninsula are shrinking rapidly as a result of climate change. They have mapped 244
glaciers on the Peninsula and found that nearly 90% had retreated significantly in the past 50 years. The results
were published in the prestigious journal “Science™ in 2005).



Science and Technology Committee: Evidence Ev 37

Operating in Antarctica both on the science and logistics fronts without accurate surveying and mapping
would be a nonsense. Bul BAS achieves this with an excellent. award-winning mapping unit which “punches
well above its weight™,

A great strength of BAS, mimored by very few other national Antarctic programmes, is that all of s
operations in Cambridge are “under one roof”—science. engineering, logistics and administration. It is this
aspect of BAS that is looked on with considerable admiration and envy by many other national Antarctic
operaiors.

It would seem that this hang-up by NERC over the term “survey™ is one of the principal drivers for a name
change for BAS . And even on that aspect Mr. Wallis appears to indicate that the deal is done—not being
proposed. He states “..and that is why we are changing the name....”

Commercial Opportunitics

Mr Walhis drew a comparison between BAS and another NERC institute, the Centre for Ecology and
Hydrology (CEH) inferring that BAS should adopt the same working model for raising finance through external
commercial consultancy work. But whilst CEH has considerable opportunities for exploiling commercial
opporunifies with privaie companies in the UK, BAS in contrast has very limited options in the Antarctic or
Arctic. Al present, and through until 2048 all exploratonfexploitation of minerals in Antarctica is prohibited
whilst in the Arctic where the UK has very limited sovercign rights access to commercial opportunities is
highly restricted. Mr Wallis® contention that “This [ie the commercial application of science] 1s the way 1o go
forward™ is misguided as far as BAS™ sphere of operation is concerned.

Consultation Exercise

According to NERC a total of 370 submissions were sent in response to its Consultation Document on the
proposed BAS/INOC merger. Some of those submissions were very detailed in their analysis of the issupes. All
submissions were, | understand, to be objectively evaluated by an independent reviewer (Professor Robent
Allison, the Vice-Chancellor of Loughborough University) who would repon his findings w NERC Council.

It was therefore extraordinary that ahead of that review the Chairman of NERC should publicly indicate in
the way that he did that “._._alot. of the 2 1/4 inches of consultation documents are hype—hot air”

For those who had taken considerable time and effort to contribute in good faith to the NERC Consultation
exercise, including many stalf members of both BAS and NOC, such a comment was disingenuous in the
extreme,

With MNERC having brought its critical Council meeting to decide on the merger forward by over a month,
it is not clear whether the Allison review is complete, and if so. whether its findings will be available 1o the
Select Committee or the Council meetings this week.

Financing

Mr Wallis also made reference to discussions between NERC and the FCO regarding possible dual funding
lines for BAS in the future. Given that | understand that the exchanges between the two parties on this issue
have to date been shrouded in secrecy, il is indeed surprising to hear the Chairman of NERC expounding on
this issue to a public audience. There are those in Government [ suspect who might wish that he had not
done so.

Staff relationships

Lastly Mr Wallis ended his speech by saying ..... “and the thing that encourages me a greal deal is that when
you go out and talk to the staff, the stafl are very close to what we want to do™

Mr Wallis® lasi visit to Antarctica was in January 2008, He has not visited BAS, Cambridge for more than
A yoar

His comment demonstrates a total lack of understanding and appreciation of stafl attitudes towards the
proposed merger. BAS staff en masse made it abundantly clear 1o NERC Council Members Professors Andy
Waison and Mike Lockwood, and to the BAS interim Director, Professor Ed Hill at a siafl meeting on 4
October that they were very sirongly opposed to the proposed merger with NOC.

Dctaler 2002

APPENDIX 1
RESPONSE TO THE NERC CONSULTATION DOCUMENT

Dr. Mike Richardson . CMG (former Head of the FCO's Polar Regions Unit (1992-2007) with involvement
in successive NERC-related polar commitiees, viz: Review Panel on the Antarctic Funding Initiative (AFI),
Science and Management Strategy Review of BAS, the BAS Review Group, and the NERC Polar Sciences
Commitlee,
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SUMMARY

The argumentation set out in the Consuliation Document is inherently Aawed:

— Iuis very apparent from the whole tenor of the document and the leading nature of the headings
of the template for responses that a decision in principle on a merger between BAS and NOC
has already been taken by NERC Council. In consequence, what is being addressed in the
Consultation Docoment is little more than the implementation mechanisms of a merger rather
than addressing the wider guestion as o whether a merger should ake place, or not:

— It presupposes that BAS" status is comparable 1o that of any of the other (ie UK-based)
institutions  for which NERC is responsible. By doing so it misjudges the geopolitical
implications of the proposed merger and especially the name-change. and the perception of the
merger by the wider international community and other sovercign States (notably Argentina);

— It fails 1o provide any financial evidence of cost-savings from the merger. Where is the Business
Plan? Indeed, the denial of any financial details o recipients of this “consultation’ is litthe short
of breathtaking arrogance:

—  There are numerous asseriions throughout the document that are not backed up by fact. (For a
national scientific organisation that ought to have its decision-making based on logic, facts and
data, the absence of quantitative evidence to justify the various assertions is unacceptable);

—  The case for the merger leading to enhanced science output is poorly arnticulated—and again
based on assertion, not evidence. BAS® science delivery. in terms of peer-reviewed papers per
£, has for many years been the most productive of any national Antarctic programme. There is
no evidential justification provided in the paper that a merger would further strengthen this
position. Indeed, one could equally well argue the opposite case cg that cenain elements of
BAS® current world-class science such as Upper Aimospheric Physics would be casi adnifi, and
thus weakened under the merger plans.

As requesied comments on the vanous sections have been sel oul below,

However, before dealing with detail, 1 believe it pertinent to address a series of much wider issues
surrounding the governance of BAS; in particular whether a decision on the proposed merger ought to be taken
wholly by NERC, | believe that it should not,

Rather, given the political nature of BAS® role, 1 would contend that Government (eg at the level of Cabinet
Office, or above) should now step in and take responsibility for this exercise. Accordingly, and given that any
responses to NERC are effectively wo a body that appears less than objective on this issue, 1 have copied my
submission, with covering comespondence, more widely within Government and Parliament (eg to relevant
Select Committees), and elsewhere

PoLmical aMD GOVERNANCE BACKGROUND

BAS, as with any organisation, must be subject 1o periodic review 1o determine and enhance its efficacy.
However, the notion that NERC alone (as is suggested by paras 9, 27 and 44) should be the sole arbiter of
decisions, the implications of which go well beyond its remit as a Rescarch Council, s fundamentally flawed.
NERC has no expertise (nor should it have) on the complex geopolitics of the polar regions (panticularly those
relating 1o the Antarchic),

BAS has never been in the mould of a “standard” UK-based research institute, The Survey’s predecessor
(the Falklands [slands Dependencies” Survey—FIDS) was bom in the 1940s out of a political imperative—1o
achieve a critical UK presence in the Antarctic Peninsula area. Subseguently, despite the fact that science
output from BAS has achieved global acclaim, the political element of its remit is as imponant as ever because
the UK’s territorial claim to the British Antarctic Termitory remains extani,

BAS/FIDS has never found an ideal home within the UK governmental establishment. Rather, it has
oscillated between political oversight (provided by the former Colonial Office up o 1967), and science
oversight {through NERC) since. Neither mechanism has proved effective in taking account of the dual roles
of BAS o provide: (a) scientific excellence in polar science, and (b) ensure the UK's presence within the
Antarctic/sub-Antarctic 15 adequately maintained. This is why the BAS Review Group was instigated in the
19805 afier the Falklands® conflict. through the Cabinet Office, by the then Prime Minister. [1s role was in par
o mediate on such matters at high level as well as o provide objective Government oversight of BAS linances.
But over the past year meetings of the Group have, it would appear, been cancelled by BIS, and the Group has
not met at all during 201 2.

Changes that affect BAS® status (such as the proposed merger, and the loss of the Survey's dedicated
Director), or which remove or downgrade BAS™ world-famous name and brand (ie the proposed name-change)
will undoubtedly have significant reverberations across the intemational polar community, Concemns are already
rife within that community of a perceived weakening of the UK Government's commitment 10 Antarctica that
would be brought about by the NERC proposals (and here crucially, perception lies in the eve of the beholder,
not with the drafters of a NERC document).
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Whilst the UK has sought to separate out its interests and termitories in the SW Atlantic and the Amarctic
through the creation of legally and constitutionally discrete Overseas Territories (the Falkland Islands, South
Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands, and the British Antarctic Territory) this is not so for Argentina, lis
view has always been that such territories constitute an integral part of greater metropolitan Argentina, A
weakening (or perceived weakening) by the UK in any one aspect of its presence in the region will almost
certainly be construed in Buenos Aires as a lessening of HMG's commitment in the region more generally,
and may well encourage Argentina to increase in influence in the region.

That is a dangerous slope on which the UK ought not to proceed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

If the review of the proposed merger between BAS and NOC (with all its adverse implications) is 1o continue
(and it is a very big if), then | recommend that:

— The process be transferred from the direct responsibility of NERC 1o a wider independent
authority in Government (the obvious candidate being the Cabinet Office), and that due weight
is given in any decision-making to other relevant Government Departments (most notably the
FCO, but also the MoD, DECC as well as BIS/INERC).

Furthermore that:

— In the medium to longer- term, the BAS Review Group must be reconvened o provide the
proper oversight of BAS and the Group should be chaired by Cabinet Office (rather than as has
been the case previously by the parent depantment of MERC ie BIS), and

— The funding and management model for BAS should be crtically reassessed o ensure that
appropriate weight is given both to the geopolitical element (providing the UK's major and
vear-round presence in the Antarctic/sub-Antarctic), as well as to a world-class polar science
Programime,

Such an arrangement might well suggest that the logical “home” for BAS is not necessarily embedded
within NERC,

The isswe that the Consultation Document addresses is of considerable importance. It deals with the future
of two well established and internationally respected national research institutes and their many hundreds of
staff. That the consultation paper is deficient in many key areas, and lacks guantitative evidence undermines
its credibility. It raises serious questions as to (a) why this process has reached the stage that it has, and (b}
the judgement of senior officials within NERC and its Council.

In essence, | believe that the Consultation Process, as cumrently constituted, should be terminated.

DETalLED COMMENTS
Section I. Vision and Mission of the Centre (paras. 10-13)

The inference of para. 10 appears o be that the oceans and polar regions will become a focus for resources’
exploitation (see also my comments in Section 3 ).

The whole thrust of this section is of a done dealfa fait accompli on the merger. No effort has been made by
NERC 10 determine whether there is any wider suppon for the concept of a merger. In consequence the whole
document addresses lile more than implementation of a process rather than providing an argued case on
the principle.

The last bullet point of para. 13 does not require a merger for its delivery. BAS has for many years been
providing very effectively the very leadership and participation that is nceded by the UK in the Antarctic
Treaty System. What is apparent is that with a watered-down senior executive team in what would remain of
BAS and no dedicated institute Director {as set out in Section 5), the UK’s leadership in bodies such as SCAR
(the Scientific Commitice on Antarctic Research), IASC (the International Arctic Science Committee) and
COMMNAP (the Council of Managers of National Antarciic Programmes (as well as the annual meetings of the
Antarctic Treaty Parties and the Antarctic Fisheries Commission (CCAMLR) ) will be diminished significantly.

Section. 2. Aims and Objectives of the Merger
Para. 14 appears o be the nub of NERC's aspiration for the merged institute. But the statement here
presupposes that the international scientific competitiveness of the UK in marine and polar science is:
(a) currently to be found wanting. and
ib) can be enhanced by the proposed merger.

Neither case is substantiated by this document.

1 cannot comment on the competitiveness of NOC. BAS, on the other hand, has repeatedly emerged as the
most cost-effective of all national Antarctic operators in terms of science output per cost. Just how that
competitiveness could be enhanced further through a merger is not addressed in the Consultation Document.
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There are a number of comments made relating to cost- savings. The need for science delivery in the most
cost-cllective way is one of the three key rationales for this proposed merger between BAS and NOC (para. 1)

Furthermore, a principal objective of the proposed merger of the two institutes (para. 15) is given as “secering
efficiency savings'” (presumably meaning ultimately financial savings). Against this background it is
inconceivable that NERC believes it ¢redible 1o circulate a Consultation Document that Tails o provide
stakeholders (including presumably those within Government) of any scale of those savings—or indeed whether
any at all would emerge from this proposed merger exercise. Paras 51-53 (the section on financial implications)
says nothing meaningful, whilst para. 5 in a document of this nature is linle more than a travesty.

MERC is acting way beyond its remit in indicating, as it does, in the chapeay to para. 15 tha the objectives
of merging BAS and NOC are being taken from * a UK perspective . Such a perspective can surely only be
taken by HMG isell. This iz particularly the case when it comes to the more politicised implications that
would inevitably stem from the proposed merger ic issues affecting the UK’s presence in the SW Atlantic
and Antarctic.

SEcnoN 3 Scienmac, Economic anp SoCiETAL IMpact OpporTUNIMES (WHATEVER THOSE LasT THREE
Worns MEan) (Paras 16- 21)

The proposition that the scientific community will work more effectively together (para. 17) ie produce more,
and higher guality science simply by being shoe-horned into a restructured institute 15 an unfounded assertion.
Where is the evidence o back this up? Synergy and co-operation across institutes and between scientists ane
commonplace. They will continue to be so, ymespective as o wheiher this merger proceeds or nod.

Clearly, there are clements of BAS/INOC science that have commonality; these are largely related 1o marine
biclogy and oceanography, But there is also a substantive mismatch between the breadth of the current science
agendas of the two institutes.

An approximate estimate would suggest that a significant proportion of BAS' science programme, perhaps
as much as 23rds, lies outwith thai commonality—and 15 thus not mimored by NOC, This raises the question,
unanswered by the Consultation Document, as 1o whether. and if so how, the majority of BAS science will be
even catered for (never mind enhanced) under the merger scenario.

It could be counter- construed that most BAS science will be side-lined and wltimately discontinued under a
unified institute. Indeed, there is more than a hint of this in the Consuliation Document’s Fig. 1| (Pg. 7). This
schematically sets out the “Science” foreseen of the integrated instituwte. This listing fails w include whole
swathes of science® actively undertaken at present by BAS, but not by NOC, Whether this omission is
accidental or dehberate is not clear, I the former, it reinforces a view aboui the compeience of the Consuliation
Daocument; if the latter it sugzests that indeed BAS® science programme will be cut. This would inevitably
have a knock- on effect on the level of the UK’s presence in the Antarctic/sub- Antarclic.

*Upper atmospheric and space physicsfionosphencs
— Terrestrial ecology.
—  Evolutionary biology.
— Sustainable fisheries.
—  Space weather,

The inference of para. 18 is that there will be opportunities for science linked 1o “increasing coonomic
activity in the oceans and polar regions (particularly the Arctic) in the coming decades™. This may be true of
the deep ocean in relation to eg precions and semi-precious metals (eg manganese), and bioprospecting, The
Arctic in contrast, insofar as its lands and maritime spaces fall almost exclusively within the sovereign
jurisdictions of the Arctic States, will probably provide very limited access and opporunities. Within the
Antarctic Treaty Arca (south of 6008) mineral resource activities (node not just extraction, as stated) are
prohibited. This means that even research that has a commercial connotation is prohibited, and will remain so
until 2048 unless there is a consensus amongst Antarctic Treaty Parties (o 1ift the ban, or a 3/4s majority of
Parties after thay date,

It could be perceived that the ice-strengthened vessels of NERC, with Dynamic Positioning Systems (DPS)
are particularly well suited 1o exploil commercial charter opportunities in eg the Arctic as is cummently the case
for the RRS Ernest Shackleton in the Morth Sea. However, the economic atiraction of such charers would be
offset by the fact that they would divert NERC vessels away from their primary 1ask of providing specialised
platforms for scientific research.

Most research related to economic activity associated with eg oil and gas exploration and exploitation tends
o remain within the preserve of commercial companies (a) because the costs of technologies involved are
considerable and thus often way above the budgets of academic institutes, or (h) due o commercial sensitivities.

Again, this significamly constrains the opportunitics which para. 18 infers.
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Section 4. Name of the new Centre (paras. 22-27)
Since 1 zee no meril in the proposed merger, the issue of a name- change is somewhat academic.

Both BAS and NOC already have considerable intermnational recognition in their own right. The notion that
such recognition would in any way be enhanced by a name- change is no more than conjecture. The reverse,
particularly in relation to BAS, is almost cenainly the case.

BAS' name is. as stated in para. 26, “intemationally recognised” (and highly respected). It should not be
lost or watered-down by some generic, less than eye-catching. but probably very expensive. rebranding, ie
“The NERC Centre for Marine and Polar Science”™—a title that has all the hallmarks of nomenclare invented
by Committee. The international polar community (at diplomatic and governmental level) has never even
heard of NERC; nor has it any appreciation of the Council’s functions. NERC, as an entity, simply has no
hrand appeal.

The proposition (para. 26) thal under any merger the “physical infrastructure” of BAS might retain the BAS
branding, but not the organisation itself, is little more than a fudge if other proposed changes such as the loss
of a dedicated BAS Director are implemented. Any loss or diminution of the BAS branding is more than
merely a presentational matter. It is a matter of substance when it comes to the perception (as it surely will in
Buenos Aires) that the UK's commitment to the Antarctic and sub-Antarctic is weakening,

Section 5. Governance and Management. (paras, 28—353)

It is telling that in a document that fails 1o set out evidence-based reasoning for this proposed merger 26 of
the 59 paras. of this paper are devoted to little more than process. Even then parts of this Section are siating
no more than the obviows (paras 28 and 29).

More worrying is that one gets the impression that elements of this section are deliberately opague. or even
devious. For example:

—  para. 36 provides the figures for the current operating budgets of BAS and NOC, but not what
the budget would be under a unified structure; and

— In a similar, though converse manner, figures are provided of the stall complement after merger,
but not what the existing complements of BAS and NOC are. (NB i this interpretation is nol
correct, then para. 36 and its table infer that there will be no staff redundancies—and therefore
no cosl- savings from this element of the merger).

Therefore, whichever way one looks at these figures they verge on the useless, since no comparisons pre
and post merger can be made.

Section 6. Large Research Infrastructure {paras. 54-59)

There may be merit in amalgamating NERC vessel management into a single unit {and fleet). If so, any
benefit of daing 5o is not set out in the Consultation Document. A cost-benefit and management analysis should
have been provided (if necessary as an annex to the document) to back-up the case.

Numerous reviews of the efficiency of NERC and/or BAS ship operations have been conducted over recent
years. These have included reviews conducted externally eg the King Review of 1999-2000 or internally by
eg senior NERC officials (the Read Review of 2003). Further reviews were undertaken by MERC in 2008-09
and 2011-12. Each of those reviews of NERC ship operations was comprehensive in its assessment ,
examining:

—  harmonisation of activities, staffing levels, costs, possible savings etc. elc,

Whilst successive NERC ship reviews have recommended closer working arrangements amongst the NERC
fAeet vessels (1o the extent possible), each has also concluded that because of the highly integrated nature of
the overall BAS operation in Antarctica the most effective (and cost-effective) way of managing the RRS
James Clarke Ross and RRS Ernest Shackleton was directly through BAS. Indeed, the 2003 review even
concluded that the Director BAS should take on the role of NERC “Director of Research Ships™.

Against this backdrop of a series of in-depth vessel reviews, all of which came to a similar conclusion, it is
curious that the Consultation Document should now arrive at a diametrically opposite position -but one based,
it would seem, on no detailed assessment. Or, if such an assessment has been undertaken then the resulis of it
are not being relayed transparently to the audience of the Consultation Document. It would be interesting to
know what parameters have altered in the intervening time to overturn the previous prevailing views.

On the political front there is a potential pit-fall in bringing all NERC vessels into one fleet, under one new
institute name. Al present, two of NERC's vessels are flagged to the UK-register; two to the Falklands Islands’
register. The ships on the latter are prohibited from access to Latin America ports (with the exception of limited
access 1o Chile) as a gesture of solidarity with Argentina.

It is not implausible that this denial of access could be extended 1o any vessel which is perceived by those
Latin American States as having a linkage, however tenuous, to the Falklands. IF this were o happen to the
RRS Discovery and RRS James Cook because they were seen now as also being “polar” in nature and by
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implication associated with the Falklands, then it would significantly curtail NERC ship operations in the South
Adlantic, and their access to South American pors.

Presumahly that possibility (and risk) has been fully explored, and factored in?

Written evidence submitied by Dr John Richard Dudeney OBE
SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS

I. The NERC has not made an adequate case that a proposed merger of the British Antarctic Survey (BAS)
and the National Oceanographic Centre (NOC) would be in the best interests of UK science, allow the saving
of substantial costs or maintain HMG's foreign policy objectives in the South Atlantic and Antarctica. The
merger should not proceed.

2, The UK would not be bewter served in the provision of marine researchflogistic capability by bringing
ogether the two BAS ships and the two ships operated on behalf of NOC under a single management and
operational arrangement. Unless the overall number of ships is reduced there will be no cost savings, bul there
will be a significant loss of operational efficiency. especially for the Antarctic, bul no increase in ship time
availability for research.

3. A wider consultation should now be undenaken to determine whether the policy requirements of HMG
would be better served by placing BAS, its funding and its assets, under a new management and oversight
regime independent of the NERC.

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR CONCLUSION |

This evidence concerns the NERC Consultation Document.*” My detailed response to this consultation has
already been provided 1o the Committee so | will not repeat that detail bere.

The consultation process that NERC has undertaken for the proposed merger is confused and fundamentally
flawed. It appears that a paper concerning the merger was first pul to NERC Couneil by the Chiel Executive
in May 2012. Council seems to have agreed to consider the proposal further and 10 have asked the NERC
executive to prepare a detailed scientific and business case Tor consideration at ils December meeting. As part
of this process, Council asked that the NERC excoutive consult staff and wider stakeholders on how best o
implement the proposed changes. The first public announcement by NERC that it was considering a merger
“of the scientific and logistics management of marine and polar science”™ delivered by NOC and BAS was via
a NERC press release dated 7 June 20012, The Consultation document does not ask for views on whether the
merger should take place.

The decision that the merger should proceed appears to have been taken withow any proper analysis of other
options and without any stafll work having been carried 1o determine whether there is a sound scientific or
business case. All that the consullation appears 1o have been seeking is a discession of the modalities of the
merger. In the process of forcing ahead with the merger, three key BAS senior stalf—Director, Deputy Director
and Head of Corporate Services—depanied from BAS, leaving it effectively leaderless.

As regards the stralegic scientific case, what is contained in the consultation document is just a list of
motherhood assertions with no supporting justification, and those assertions are attempting to address a problem
that does not, in my view, exisl. Many of the areas of possible joint research for the new Cenire are already
being undeniaken through normal science collaborations. It is telling that there scems o have been no
consultation with BAS or NOC science leaders over the scientific advaniages of ithe merger before this
document was prepared. The UK science community is world beating. it does not need 1o be shepherded or
coerced into cross-disciplinary, cross institute or international collaborations where there is good science o be
done. It is not organisational boundaries in genceral that hinder such collaborative science, bul the behaviour of
grant funding bodies when confronted with multi-disciplinary grant applications.

There is no doubt that there is synergy between some aspects of marine science and some aspeets of polar
science. But this is not a reason 1o merge instilutes—such synergy eould just as well be argued for atmospheric
science, geological science, (or even space science in the case of BAS) or a whole list of other science
disciplines. So. given the existing diversity of BAS science, it could be argued that the merger is as likely o
close down the breadih of collaborations by focussing on just two areas. It would be better to let the two
independent organisations (BAS and NOC) follow their ideas to the best science across whatever disciplinary
or institutional boundaries are the most appropriate.

It seems 1o me that had this consultation document been put to an NERC research grant commitlee or 1o a
Parliamentary Committee as a Green Paper for evaluation it would have been laughed out of coun.

The United Kingdom is currently pre-eminent amongst the international community in Antarctic science and
political affairs, That this is so, and has been so for at least two decades, is very well demonstrated by
Dudeney & Walton (2012) Leadership in politics and science within the Antarctic Treaty Polar Research 31
DOI: 10,3402/ polarv3110.11075 (available as a background paper for the committee), and by Dastidar (2007)

# NERC Consubation Document available at: hiip:fwww.nerc.ac ukfabout/consul bas-noc.asp .
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Naticnal and instinetional productiviey. and collaboration in Antarctic science: an analvsis of 25 vears of
Jouwrnal publicarons ((F980-2004) Polar Research 2602); Dastidar, PG & Persson, O (2005) Mapping the global
structure of Antarctic research. Current Science 89, 1552-1554; and Dastidar, PG & Ramachandran,S (2008)
Intellectual strictire of Antarctic science: a 25 vear analvsis, Scientometrics, DOD: 1001007511 1920071947 -
x. Given the Government’s recent reaffirmation of the importance it attaches o its policy aims for the South
Atlantic and Antarctica. any proposal for a change in the status of BAS must be judged by whether it will
maintain (and even enhance) this international success, and there must be measurable indicators of success that
demonsirate this 1s the case. No indicators for success are suggesied in the consultation paper. Talk of scientific
synergies between polar and ocean science is misleading unless HMG's requirements are met, because the
imperative for British presence in Antarctica at the current scale is political and territonal {erucially the UK is
a claimant Nation), and not scientific, even though the science is of outstanding international guality. This
fundamental fact seems not to have been grasped by the NERC,

The reason that BAS is such a highly efficient, cost-effective, and above all very safe, organisation is because
of the wholly integrated operation run under a single highly experienced management/leadership team in
Cambridge. The culture of BAS is unigue within the Research Councils with siaff at all levels and all types of
skillltrade (from space scientists o plumbers) coming together 1o deliver complex outcomes safely and
effectively in a hostile, remote and objectively dangerous environment. One of the most important aspects of
this “can-do™ culiure is high morale and motivation, and that morale comes from being proud 1o work for
BAS. Creating high morale and effectively channelling that into consistently impressive performances lakes
vears of high quality leadership but it can be lost overnight by inept management. NERC does not appear to
grasp the realities of operating in such a hostile environment or the sort of inspirational leadership required to
create and sustain a successful operation. It is noteworthy that the consultation document does not address the
highly important issue of the damaging effect the merger will have on staff motivation and morale. The merger
process has already led 1o the lowest morale that 1 have seen in BAS throughout my career there, and if spirit
de corps is lost then those staff that can, will, opt to leave BAS. The merger will destroy the invaluable and
widely admired integrated approach. reduce cost effectiveness, blur lines of command and control, and as a
result put at serious risk the outstanding safety record of BAS.

The BAS should be maintained as a separate integrated polar research and logistics operation under the
direction of a fulllime director and a strong internal management team. There is no case for moving away from
this provided HMG wishes to maintain the current UK strategic presence in the South Atlantic and Antarctica.

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR CONCLUSION 2

At a superficial level, there might appear to be a strong economic case for the BAS ships (RRS James Clark
Ross and RRS Ernest Shackleron) and the NOC ships (RRS James Cook and RRS Discovery) o operale as a
single integrated NERC fleet. Indeed, if the primary requirement is to make major infrastructure savings through
a future reduction of the number of ships. then this would be easier 10 accomplish under unified management.
It might also be argued that merger could release more ship time 1o meet research or operational needs. It is
therefore not surprising that the possibility of an integrated fleet has been looked at by NERC on numerous
occasions, with three NERC major ship reviews in the past decade and a further mini-review in 2011. However,
no study has found that a merger made operational or financial sense.

The primary role of the two BAS vessels has to be the safe, effective and timely suppon of the Antarctic
operation. This requires very capable vessels and a particular set of seafarer’s skills (such as ice navigation,
small boat operations, unsupported cargo operations etc), marmied with considerable general polar expertise and
a high degree of independent tactical decision making by ships” Masters and senior officers that is not needed
in the NOC operation, as well as close integration into the rest of the BAS Antarctic field programme. !n
general the BAS ships officers and crews stay with the organization as a career and build up enormous skill
and experience, as well as maintaining a very high morale and a much admired can-do attitude (the later is
evident in the consistently high praise they receive from external science teams using the vessels), and an
outstanding safety record. Because of the nature of the Antarctic operation BAS crew operate on a four month
duty cycle, whereas for NOC the cycle is two months, Each crew changeover for the BAS fleet costs on
average around £50,000. But the BAS ship operation is otherwise breathtakingly cost effective, Wi.'h unl:.-'_ 5
FTE shore-side staff involved in the management of the fleet. Full harmonization of the two flects will require
an expensive standardization of staff terms and conditions (BAS crews are on significantly poorer terms and
conditions than are their contemporaries in the NOC fleet)—just the increase in the number of crew changeovers
required per year for the BAS vessels would raise costs by as much as an extra £300,000 to £350.000. Hence
it seems very unlikely that merging the current fleet would save any money whatever.

There is also a significant political issue that NERC has not addressed. The NOC vessels are registered on
the UK shipping register, but the BAS vessels are registered in the Falkland Islands. It would be a very
significant political signal to Argentina about the UK commitment to its policy in the South Atlantic for the
ship registrations 1o be moved 1o the UK.

The BAS ships are, of course, also very highly successful platforms for science—particularly the RRS James
Clark Ross, a world class research platform and the UK's only fully ice-strengthened research vessel. However,
it is unlikely that the merger would release any extra ship time for science. JCR already spends almost all of
the year at sea—normally she spends around seven months on her Antarctic deployment and the northemn
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summer on science cruises in the Arctic on behalf of the wider UK scientific community. The RES Ernest
Shackleron, on the other hand, is mostly used for Antarctic logistics suppon during the avstral summer, though
she also carries oul some oceanographic research. But she also already spends most of the year at sea because
during the boreal summer she eams BAS significant commercial revenue, mostly through carrying out an
offshore oil support role in the North Sea but also increasingly for charter work around the Falkland Islands
and Souih Georgia. Hence in neither case 1s there any spare ship time.

The case for merging the shipping fleet does not stand up © close scrutiny.

HMG has recently specificd the size of the footprint that it wishes 10 see maintained within the Amarctic
and South Atlantic (primarily South Georgia in the case of BAS). This footprint cannot safely be maintained
with only one ship. Hence the real issue for HMG is the affordability of ships. The NOC fleet is modern (with
the imminent replacement of Discovery by a new blue water research vessel next year). The JCR however is
now 22 years old whilst the ES 17 years old. To maintain the footprint these vessels will necd refivreplacement
soon, Meither of the NOC ships could safely operate in the Weddell, Bellingshausen, or Amundsen Seas or the
high Arctic, as they are not sufficiently ice-strengthened, and neither do they have any capability for the
delivery of fuel, supplies or equipment o the Antarctic bases. So they could not provide back-up 1o the BAS
fleet. The real question that HMG should be addressing is not the irrelevance of a2 NERC fleet merger, but
rather how to ensure that the UK has two capable ships 1o safely and cost-effectively fulfill policy reguirements
in the South Atlantic and Antarctica while still providing the UK with world class marine research platforms
for work in both polar regions.

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE FOR CONCLUSION 3

The predecessor of the British Amarctic Survey was bom through a secret Cabinet decision taken on 28
January 1943 to establish a permanent presence by Britain in Antarctica to preserve our territorial claim in the
face of Argentine territorial ambitions (see Dudency & Walon, 2011, Fram Scoria 1o “Operarion Tabarin °;
developing British poficy for Anfarctica . Polar Record, CIO dop: 10,100 78003224741 10005). From the ouisei
the primary day 1o day activity of the ficld tcams was o conduct an integrated programime of scientific nescarch
and survey. This approach has set the scene for the UK's approach w Antarctica which continues until today—
a dual mission of presence and expert advice for policy reasons, and science using the opporiunily for access
to carmry out a first rate programme of science crucial w the wellbeing of humankind. From the outset in 1943
until 1967 the UK Antarctic programme was under the auspices of the Colonial Office. In the 1960s, with the
signing of the Antarctic Treaty, some in Government Telt that the rerritorial imperative would naturally wither
away, leaving science as the prime driver. The Colomal Office was looking for a new home for the BAS and
finally it was transferred with a dowry of £1 million to the Nedgling NERC in 1967, As the passage of time
has revealed, the political imperative, Tar from fading away, remains an overriding issue, As a consequence,
neither NERC nor BAS have felt comfortable in each other’s company. 1t is not really appropriate for a
Research Council o be involved in making decisions that significantly impact on HMG's foreign policy
objectives in the South Atlantic and Amarctica, and it is not appropriate for there 10 be conflict or confusion
over what is and what is not “Science Vole™ money, or what science programmes BAS pursues. For BAS, (and
here | speak from long and difficult experience), it is not accepable 1w be dealing day w day with one master
who is not at all comfortable with the dual mission of BAS, especially when there is another master waiting
in the wings who can {and has in the past) stepped in 0 require action in ways thal make the NERC/BAS
relationship more difficult. Add to this unfonunate state of alTairs the fact that NERC has never grasped the
true nature and reguirements for safely operating in Antarctica {as evidenced by the consultation), and the
question must be raised as to whether NERC remains the most appropriate home for the BAS,

Given that NERC has embarked on this consultation on the future of BAS, why not do the job properly by
considering all options, from the “do-nothing” option, to placement of BAS, its funding and assets ouside
NERC, {perhaps, either as an agency linked to an appropriate government departiment, or hived off as a free-
standing research institute linked o Cambridge University, bul with a clear objective 1o deliver the dual
mission), | recommend that a fundamental review should now be carried out o look at all options for the
future of BAS. It would not be proper for this 1o be conducted by the NERC and therefore the appropriate lead
organisation would probably be the Cabinet Office.

SELECTED RELEVANT EXPERIENCE

Career as rescarch scientist, base commander, research leader, division head within the British Antarctic
Survey spanning 1966 to 1998, including two Antarctic winters and more than 20 summer seasons in
Antarctica.

Deputy Director of British Antarctic Survey (1998 1o 2006)

UK delegate to the Council of Managers of National Antarctic Programmes (COMMAP) (1998-2005)
Member of UK delegation 1o the Antarctic Treaty (1999—2005)

Chiel Rapporienr to the XXIX Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting, Edinburgh. June 2006

UK Delegate to the Forum of Arctic Research Operators (FARO) (1999-2005)
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Chicfl Officer of the Solar Terrestrial & Astronomy Research Working Group of SCAR (1992-1994)
Chair of the International Review Panel for the Finnish Antarctic Programme 2006

Past Chair of the IAGA Joint Working Group on Antarctic Research

Past Member Royal Society UK National Antarctic Commitles

A Director and member of the management board of Antarctic Science Lid
October 2002

Written evidence submitted by Robert Culshaw
BackGrOUND

1. From January 2006 until July 2002 1 was Deputy Director of the British Antarctic Survey (BAS), with
responsibility for all its operations (including maring) and for its safety in the Antarctic and South Atlantic.

2. Prior to that, I served in the FCO, where my last post was Director for the Americas and the UK Overseas
Territories (including associated waters).

PurpisE

3. | wish 1o convinee the Commitice that merging BAS with the National Oceanography Centre (NOC) in
Southampton, or managing the two BAS ships from Southampton, would expose British nationals in the British
Antarctic Territory and the adjacent maritime region (including South Georgia) to greater nsk. It would also
pave the way to weakening the British presence in this sirategically imporiant area. It would not save money
or increase efficiency,

EvineEnce

(a) Safery

L-Ill

4. 1 anach at Appendix A my input to the NERC consultation on its BAS-NOC merger proposal.® Having
had personal experience of directing the BAS response Lo crises in the Antarctic and South Atlantic, 1 am sure
that to involve managers in a different UK location with little or no knowledge of the Antarctic would weaken
the UK’s ability to promote safety and save lives in the region. The paramount need for safety must drive the
organisational decision. That means continuing o give the BAS Director in Cambridge complete authority
over all the BAS physical assets in the Antarctic, as has been the case for several decades. The integrated
nature of BAS polar and South Atlantic operations {including close collaboration with the Royal Navy) has
proved its value and should not be dismpted.

(b) UK presence

5. The Matural Environment Research Council (NERC) wok decisions in Spring 2011 to close the Signy
Island research station in the Antarclic and dispose of one polar ship (the Emest Shackleton). They were
prevented from doing either in this Comprehensive Spending Review period, but the merger now being
proposed is designed 10 make reductions of that kind in the UK presence easier and less visible afier April
2015. Since a significant part of that presence is maritime, and linked to the delivery of UK polar marine
science, | think this is a proper subject for the Commitiee (o consider.

(¢) Finance and ¢fficiency
6, MERC's own consuliation document demonstrales no financial savings from the proposed BAS-NOC
MErger.

7. NERC has in the past decade conducted three internal Reviews of its ship management. The most recent
reported in Spring 2012, 1 recommend that the Committee should ask to see those Reviews. They all conclude
that no significant financial savings or efficiencies would result from a single management, and they recommend
that BAS should continue 1o have responsibility for the two polar ships.

8. 1 would be glad to amplify this evidence, orally or in writing, if that would assist the Commitice.
Cerober 20002

= Not printed,
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Written evidence from Dr Julian Huppert, Member of Parliament for Cambridge

I have the great prvilege of representing BAS, and am familiar with the excellent work that it does. 1 have
visited it and spoken o people about their activitics both before and since being elected there, 1 hope the
committes are already fully aware of the essential role it plays in doing fundamental science, and in critical
environmental research.

[ am extremely concerned about the proposals that are being made by NERC. It is already extremely elear
that these proposals are damaging the reputation of BAS. locally and internationally, and is having very
damaging effects on morale there, especially when coupled with the recemtly announced redundancy program.

I have been struck by the depth of resistance shown o this since the consullation was announced. nol just
among those directly affected at BAS (where there is extremely strong concern), but also among companics,
MGOs and private individuals around Cambridge. A surprisingly large number of these have approached me
unprompred o express their concem if the BAS presence, focus and brand were 1o be diluted.

While 1 understand the benefits of closer working between NOC and BAS, and between BAS and the
University of Cambridge (which is underway in any case), | have now reached the firm conclusion that these
proposals are a mistake, and run the risk of causing significant damage 10 the UK's guality of research and
international reputation in this area. | am not persuaded that the case made by NERC so far is strong enough
o 2o ahead with this proposal,

It seems particularly shortsighted to push ahead with these proposals in the vear of the Centenary of Scoit's
death. and when because of the passage of the Amarctica Bill through Parliament, there will be especial
Parliamentary scrutiny of this issue.

I have responded formally 1o the NERC consultation, and hope that they will look at the weight of opinion
and abandon their proposals.

Thal consultation paper was very thin, and almost completely lacking in evidence for the proposed changes.
| would expect more background and evidence for a RC consuliation.

It was also lacking in vision and aims. For example, no reference was made (o the fact thar BAS works with
a huge range of NGOs, especially in the conservation arca. A focus on “human well-being, the national intenest
and the UK economy™ neglects entirely a critical pant of the purpose of these activities. The NGO community
is concerned—one represeniative told me the changes would be “a huge loss™.

Cambridge is the home (among many other things) o the Cambridge Conservation Initiative. which includes
organisations such as Birdlife Inernational. Fauna & Flora International, UNEP World Conservation
Maonitoring Centre and The International Union for Conservation of Nature; key international panners for this
work. The downgrading of BAS that would result from these proposals would harm these links. rather than
furthering them as the document suggests is the aim.

With regard to the ships merger, there have been | believe four studies in the past of this issee. In 1999 they
concluded “That the BAS fleet continue 10 be managed as an integral component of the whole BAS operation
as at present.” In 2003 they wanted o ensure NMERC “retains the current integrated natwre of BAS ship
operations™. In 2000 a recommendation was “Existing ship-related organisational structures and govemance
arrangements within NOCS and BAS should remain as currently”. The 2011-12 study has yel 1o report. As
against this there is nothing [ have seen 1o support the merger.

Given the harms to British science and reputation that would occur, | hope that the Select Commitiee will
make it clear o NERC that they should abandon the proposals for a merger.

Octofer 2002

Written evidence submitted by a BAS employee

We have three overriding concerns about the way the BAS-NOC merger proposal has been governcd by
senior management al NERC, in particular the Interim Director of BAS (Prof Ed Hill) and the Chiel Executive
of NERC (Prof Duncan Wingham). These are:

I. Staff at BAS were given conflicting messages, which could be constnsed as misleading, about the [uiure
of BAS throughout the past nine months, Evidence of this, based on oral and writien communications o siaff,
15 provided below,

2. Stafl at BAS are of the view that the consultation did not comply with best practice:

(1) although a concern about the lack of independent assessment of the consultation responseswas
raised by BAS siaff at a meeiing on 11 Sepiember. it ook umil 24 October for NERC 1w
announce the appointment of an independent assessor,

(ii) many decisions were announced in the consultation document but no scientific or financial
evidence was provided 1o support those decisions: and
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(iii} it was made clear that the consultation was not about whether the institutes would merge but
instead about how they should merge,

Evidence of cach of these points, based on oral and written communications to stafl, is provided below,

3. Stafl a1 BAS have not had an independent leadership representing their interests during this period. Since
Janvary 2012, the BAS Director has left and been replaced by the NERC Chiefl Executive with an Interim
Director who is also the Director of the very institute (NOC) with which there is a proposal to merge, The
Interim Director has never visited Antarctica and since he started has only been in the BAS Cambridge building
for an average of five days per month! The lack of leadership was further impacted as the Deputy Director and
the Head of Corporate Services felt obliged to leave BAS during this time and were not replaced. !

These concerns were expressed by staff o two members of NERC Council when they visited BAS on 4
October, an audio recording is available.

Mote: all quoies are supporied by audio recordings, emails or ivped notes, which can be made available.

|. Evidence thar staff have been given conflicted messagesfhave been misled: Will BAS retain its idenrity or
not?

20 March Duncan Wingham presentation to all staff: “There isn't a future in a single integrated institute
[across all of NERC]. | don’t think it makes much sense. There is considerable diversity in the NERC centres
and there is sirength in diversity. And [ think we need as much 1o recognise the strengths of thal diversity as any
weaknesses it has. 5o just a message 10 you: certainly the future will be more evolutionary than revolutionary.”

7 June MERC news item on public website: “NERC is considering a merger of the scientific and logistics
management of marine and polar science delivered through its Mational Oceanography Centre (NOC) and
British Antarctic Survey (BAS). A marine and polar headguarniers would deliver a single management function
whilst retaining the identity of the existing centres as component parts.”

7 June Duncan Wingham Q&A to all stall: “NERC Council were firmly of the view that we should retain
the present brands of NOC and BAS. But if you move to having a single shared management function, whal
do you call the shared management Tunction? Does it have an identity? How does its identity relate 1o these
two existing identities? There is no clear answer 1o that question today. But there is a firm view that we should
retain the two existing identities. NOC has made a lot of effort 1o make the NOC brand successful in the
marine domain. BAS itself has a very clearly understood brand and the brand extends beyond science and flags
a group of activities in the South Atlantic which government is also interested in. We regard these things as
fixed points.”

7 June NERC FAQs: “BAS and NOC are strong brands that will be retained.”

27 June Ed Hill email to all stafl; “Stakeholders have been informed that the identity of the two centres
would be retained.”

31 Jul Ed Hill email 1o all staff: 1 recognize that we have used a range of terminology o describe this
merger. No doubt this has added to confusion about what is being envisaged. To be clear, therefore, the proposal
is to combine the management of the science, logistics/infrastructure and support/administration functions of
BAS and NOC. This would bring ahout a [ull merger of the two organisations (o ¢reate a single new centre
with its own identity. All staff would then work within this centre.”

11 Sep Consultation document: “The effect of merging NOC and BAS would be o create a single new
MERC Rescarch Centre [the NERC Centre for Marine and Polar Science] encompassing marine and polar
sciences with a single scientific vision, a single Executive Dircctor and a single integrated management team. ..
NERC considers that it would make sense 1o develop a new Centre identity that will subsume ihe BAS and
NOC brands.”

2 Oct Media statement by NERC: “There are no plans to close BAS or 1o close the BAS offices in
Cambridge.”

10 Oct Duncan Wingham meeting with science leaders at BAS: “BAS is an identity and a budget and a
place... Reputations can be overstated. My real concern is the identity of a name [BAS] with a geographic
footprint and that is a problem with the business plan. So | want to signal that change. | would Ix. happy if
there could be found a way out of this such that then the name is imelevant... The name 1s not important
to me. The merger splits the BAS identity, purpose, etc. This cannot be achieved by simply changing the
funding structure.”

2. Evinence THE Consurtanion Din Not Comery Wite BeEsT PRACTICE

(i) Will there be independent assessment of the consultation responses?

11 September Ed Hill Q&A to all stafl: “The communications team in Swindon is leading [the assessment
of the consultation responses]. They will be farming out the answers to the merger team to deal with around
particular areas. [We don’t have an expent outside impartial group examining the results], it is being done by
NERC. | can see that [one could give it 1o an outside organisation] but what one would get is a statistical
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analysis and summaries, but we need people who are going to be involved in making the case and planning
the merger to understand what is being said and what is being meant.”

(i) Why is there no of financial or scientific evidence for the proposed merger in the consultation document?

4 October BEd Hill Q& A o all siaff; “This is a poim of confusion. The simple moter is that the financial
and business case at present does not exist, That's why you can’t see it. The merger team has been tasked by
the Council on the basis of this strafegic judgement that this is worth explonng, o develop a scientific and
business case. We are in the process of developing the scientific and business case. Can | give you the numbers
today? No because they do not exist, but they will exist to give to the Council.”

(iii) f5 the consuliation about whether BAS and NOC will merger or has that already been decided?

7 June Duncan Wingham talk to all staff; “It signals an intent of Council to go that way [merge NOC and
BAS]... unless it iums out as a resuli of detailed planning or the consuliation process thai there ane very sirong
arguments that it is an inappropriate way 1o go... This is the intention, this is the plan... even though there
remains considerable uncertainty about the detl™

7 June Duncan Wingham talk o all staff: “Some words on what consultation means... it is very imponant
in bringing together detailed plans that one provides every opportunity for people (o raise concems. .. 5o that
to the extent that the planners regard this as desirable or necessary those concerns can be folded into the plan...
It is in that way | understand ‘consultation® and it is what Council mean when they say they wish the plan to
be consulied... Would Council change its mind? Yes... On the one hand it is not a ‘done deal’, but on the
other hand it isn't a consultation on the ‘if". We are not asking people whether they think this will be a good
idea or not.”

11 Jul Ed Hill email to all stafl: *“The strategic case for merger is already considered (o be very convincing
and therefore the focus of the consulation will be on obaining views on how best o achieve the combined
management of marne and polar science, not whether to do this.”

11 Sep Consultation document: “Consequently, NERC is consulting ns stafl and stakeholders o imvite wdeas
on how o implement the mended changes 1o achieve the strategic ohjectives.”

Oetoler 2002

Correspondence from the Chair of the Environmental Audit Committee to the Chair of the Science &
Technology Commitiee

| understand that your Science & Technology Commitiee is planning soon (o take oral evidence on the
proposed merger of the British Antarctic Survey (BAS) and National Oceanography Cenire, 10 create a new
(yet 1o be named) “Centre”. The consuliation document™ on the merger, published by the Natral Environment
Research Council (NERC), includes proposals for the research objectives of a combined organisation,

The Environmental Audit Committee has a number of major concemns about the merger and its possible
conseguences, in the light of our recent inguiry on the Arctic. Our repon, Protecting the Arctie, was published
last month,™ and we are awaiting the Government Response. We would be grateful if your committee were
dble to take our concerns—discussed below—inte account in the course of your inguiry.

There will inevitably be issues about the shape and scale of fulure research in the Antarctic if a menger
proceeds. There will also be issues about the scale of any synergics between marine and polar research, and
whether a merger would or would not benefit those synergies (our inguiry identified the links between climaie
changes in the Arctic and drivers operating at lower ocean latitudes such as the Atlantic’s thermo-haline
circulation). These may be issues that your committee would look ar. The purpose of this leter, however, is 1o
highlight two areas of concern that flow directly from our Arctic inguiry—the need to protect existing NERC
commitments for Arctic-specific research, and the dangers of a dispropontionate focus on removing risk for
natural resource commercial exploitation in the region,

The NEED FOrR ArcTiC-FocuseEnp RESEARCH

In our Protecting the Arctic report we established that the UK's Arctic research is very well regarded. not
least because of its willingness to consider the read-across between Antarctic and Arctic science, and we
highlighted the imponance of an active UK scientific community working in the Arctic which gives the UK a
direct presence on Arctic issues.*’ We identified the value of further research on potential climate “tipping
poinis™, such as the melting ice-cap and methane emissions from Mrozen ground and seabeds:™ which present
enormous risks of dangerous climate change on a global scale.

* BASNOC Merger Consufration Documenr, Natural Environment research Council
' Proveciing the Arcric, Second Repon of Session 2012-13, HC 17)

AU HC 171, para 147

52 HC 171, para 148
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BAS operates NERC's research station on Svalbard in the Arctic. We ook oral™ and written evidence™
from NERC during our inguiry. They explained their objectives for their £15 million Arctic research programme
for 2011-2015.*° BAS's Head of Arctic Office told us that that rate of expenditure was about five times what
it was a decade ago.™ It would focus on “improvling] our capability 1w predict changes in the Arciic.
particularly over timescales of months o decades. including regional impacts and the potential for feedbacks
on the global Earth System”, and NERC identificd specific underpinning research objectives.®” That £15
million Arctic research programme is vitally important and should not be put at risk following any merger.
Indeed, there is significant scope for further research, including on Arctic ecosystems which the BAS Head ol
Arctic Office considered would be a sensible future development.®™ The then FCO Minister for Arctic matters
highlighted to us the scope for further Arctic research, on “black carbon™, pollutanis and biodiversity, which
could increase the UK’s influence in the region.®™

It is not completely clear from NERC's consultation document, however, whether a merger might at some
stage pul such Arctic research programmes at risk. The document speaks of a need w deal with “growing
international scientific competition and more constrained funding resources™ ™' An aim, it seems, is “securing
efficiency savings by combining similar activities and creating a single management structure™."' It notes that
consolidation of some corporate services functions of the two organisations would be “essential™.* but also
that an objective is “strengthening ... operational flexibility to plan, operate and secure efficiencies across all
areas of the new Centre’s mission in the context of the constrained resources” [our emphasis added].™
Worryingly, the document provides no information on expected financial savings from the merger, arguing that
it would be premature to offer figures at this consultation stage.™ That leaves us with a concern that savings
would extend beyond administrative overbeads into frontline research itsell.

The minister for universitics and science told the House on 23 October that “any changes would have no
effect on the UK™s commitment Lo scientific excellence in Antarctica nor on the existing footprint of scientific
bases and research ships in the South Atlantic”™.® Although in response to a question on the Antarctic, that
leaves open a question on the position of Arctic research. And there is of course a concern that it would be
possible that Arctic (and indeed Antarctic) rescarch could be squeezed by NERC later on, whether the merger
proceeded or nol,

Risks oF A RESEARCH STRATEGY AIMED aT DE-RisKING DEVELOPMENT OF THE ARCTIC

Our Protecting the Arctic report highlighted the profound environmental and climate change nsks from ail
and gas extraction in the Arctic, and recommended that there should be a moratorium on drilling until certain
risk-reduction conditions were satisfied,™ and that the Government should seek 0 wse ils position as an
observer state on the Arctic Council to bring such a moratorium about.”’

It is extremely concerning, therefore, o see in the consultation document:

“The oceans and the polar regions (particularly the Arctic) are ‘frontier’ environments where, of
necessity, there will be increasing economic activity in the coming decades—not least because of
increasing pressures on natural resources,”™™®

“A long term vision is needed”, among other things, “to equip UK business and UK investors with
the edge needed for de-risking major investment decisions in hostile, unfamiliar environments.™”
[our emphasis added)

The merged Centre would seek o “maximise pull-through of science to commercial and operational
use’.™ [our emphasis added]
In similar vein, during our inguiry NERC told us:

“At present there is some disconnect between industry and the science base in the UK. The key
issues are that the Arctic environment is very poorly understood, long term data series are very
sparse and it is highly likely that there will be surprises and tipping points (abrupt irreversible

5 HC 171, By 62-67

3 HC 171, Ev 159

= HC 171, para 148 and Ev 159

% HC 171, Q 264

T HC 171, Bv 159 (parxs 3-5)

* HC 171.Q 259

* HC 171, para 149

0 BASNOC Merger Consultation Docwmeny, para 14
B BASNOU Merger Consultation Docwmeny, para 15
5 BASNOC Menger Consultation Dociwment, para 40
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changes in the environment). The NERC Arctic Rescarch Progamme, which aims (o improve
capabilities for predicting changes in the Arctic, as well as understanding the implications of Arctic
climate change for policy-makers, is an excellent start but much more monitoring and rescarch is
required to reduce the levels of uncertainty and fence risk. Much of the necessary rescarch can and
should be done through intemational collaboration but this still requires the UK to invest in the
relevant programmes.™”' [our emphasis added)

Research in the Arctic is essential 1o allow a better understanding of the environmental and climate change
risks and to identify how such risks might be mitigated. While such research might incidentally make it casier
for those engaged in shipping, fsheries and oil and gas extraction. NERC's research should not explicitly
facilitate commercial resource exploitation. Whether or not a merger proceeds, the Government should ensure
that NERC's objectives (and BAS's objectives or any new Centre’s objectives) should not be directed towards
“de-risking” the exploitation of natural resources in the Arctic (or indeed, for that matter, the exploitation of
the oceans),

In view of the issues raised here, and in the absence 50 far of a compelling case for the organisational
rationalisation, 1 consider that the merger should not proceed,

| am copying this letter to the minister, Bt Hon David Willetts MP, and to the chair of the NERC Council,
Edmund Wallis.

26 October 2012

Correspondence from the Chair of the Committee to the Chiel Executive (Mficer, Natural Environmeni
Research Council, and Chair of the Natural Environment Research Council

It was with some concern that | received the news this evening that NERC had decided 1o bring forward its
meeting 1o consider the merger of the British Antarctic Survey and the National Oceanography Centre. 1 know
that there are real concerns over the proposed merger from some eminent scientists and that the feelings of the
scientists concerned are overwhelmingly opposed to the merger,

I fieli that the significant amount of information received by the Comminee from those opposed (o the merger
warranted a public hearing of the isswes. | was therefore understandably disappointed al your change in
timetable which would mean that the decision was made weeks in advance of the planned Committee meeting,

To enable both the needs of NERC and those of my Commitiee to be met, | would like you to provide my
Committee with the promised written evidence by the end of this week and for you 0 come o the Select
Committee next week. This would enable the proper public scrutiny of menzer of these institutions (o ake
place and for my Committee to be able to inform any decision NERC may take on the matier.

24 Getober 2002

Correspondence lrom the Executive Director, National Oceanography Centre to the Chair of the
Commillee

Thank you for the opporunity to meet with the Science & Technology Committee yesterday to give evidence
on the subject of the proposed BAS/NOC merger. | personally feli that | was given a fair hearing and grateful
for your chairmanship in that regard. 1 will not comment on the published report in this leter.

However, | have to say that | was disappointed with the last sentence of the guote in your name relating 1o
the merger.

“Given the world-renowned and respected brand of the British Antarctic Swrvey it showld requine
the strongest possible case to be made 1o merge it into a science institution that does not have the
Same iconic status.”

I appreciate the general thrust of the point you are trying to make as the brand and identity is are important
issues and emerge strongly from the consuliation. However, whilst it is true that the NOC brand is not as
established at the BAS brand, 1 believe many staff in the NOC would justifiably feel upset, i not insulted, by
this remark. It is wide open o be misconstrued as meaning that in your view NOC (as a science institution
without the same iconic status as BAS) means an institwtion whose science quality or imporance is of lower
status. | am sure you did not mean this, especially given vour knowledge of the work of the NOC—bat this is
how it comes across.

If there is anything you can do to help rectify any unintended connotations of the quote—especially il it
were picked up in the media, | would very much appreciate i,

I November 2012

LHC 171, Ev 159 (para 17)
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Correspondence from the Chair to the Director, National Oceanography Centre
Thank you for your letter regarding the evidence session and the subsequent press release.

I am sure that you understand that my comments were in no way intended to cast any aspersions on the
Mational Oceanography Centre. The quote was carefully worded and [ am certain that you understand the
difference between a guality institution and an iconic one. | know that the highly educated people at NOC
would also see that distinction. The statement clearly does not contrast BAS and NOC but instead BAS with
whatever NERC institute title that may have resulted from a merger. That title would be unlikely to have the
iconic status of either NOC or BAS.

However, | would hope that vou can pass on to your staff at NOC that the whole of my commiliee recognises
the gquality of the work they undertake

The Committee’s marine science inguiry will be in full swing by the end of this month and 1 am sure that
many of the broader science issues can be more fully explored there free from the sensitive issue of mergers.

I Newember 2002

Further correspondence from the Chair to the Chiel Executive Officer, Natural Environment Research
Council

On behalfl of my Committee 1 would like to thank you for taking the time o come before the Commitiee
and answer gquestions on the subject of the proposed merger between British Antarctic Survey and the National
Oceanography Centre.

I hope that the report was useful in informing the deliberations of the NERC Council on 1 November and
in coming to the decision not to merge the two institutions. | would like 1o invite you to respond to the
Committee’s report and recommendations. 1 would hope that while you focus on the recommendations in the
report that you also respond to some of the other concerns expressed within the text. I believe that everything
within the conclusion chapter is worthy of consideration and response.

In addition, when you have looked at the transcripts of the evidence session we would like you to clarify
particular points that the oral evidence left potentially uncertain.

The Committee would like to better understand the sequence of events by which Professor Hill was
appointed, particularly why he was a better choice than the Deputy Director who was in post at that time. We
would also like to have some clarity on the plans to appoint a Director to NERC who will be able 1o engage
the willingness to develop and grow communicated 1o us by Professor Hill and ensure a futre for BAS as
prestigious as its past.

2 Nowvember 2002
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