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SUMMARY  
The TAPAS project - Tools for Assessment and Planning of Aquaculture Sustainability - aims 
to create cost-efficient management tools and practices for the European aquaculture sector 
to investigate the scope of fish and shellfish farming activity in a location, social interactions, 
potential environmental impacts and any future risks.  

This report describes the first stakeholder workshop, which was on an informative/ 
consultative level. The workshop consisted of two sessions. The first, a series of 
presentations introducing the TAPAS project to the participants and two further 
presentations about aquaculture licencing and “bottlenecks” followed by an introduction to 
ecosystems services and their interaction with aquaculture with respect to how the 
ecosystem services methodology fits into the TAPAS approach to sustainable development. 
Session two, was a break-out session. Workshop participants participated in group 
discussion and the subsequent findings were fed-back to the participants by rapporteurs 
from each group. 
 
Participants at the workshop had the opportunity to hear and discuss all ideas and concerns 
with regards to: 

1. Aquaculture policy, social carrying capacity of aquaculture 
2. EU licensing policies, regulations and bottlenecks for national or regional production 
3. Ecosystems services, and their trade-offs, provided and required by European 

Aquaculture 

In summary from the discussions; In relation to food security, there was no unanimous 
agreement. It was acknowledged that food security is more recognised on a global level 
rather than locally. The general consensus was that there was no clarity in relation to 
acceptable impacts of aquaculture. Opinion varied locally and by region. The balance 
between public perceptions, benefits of aquaculture and ecosystem impacts were the keys 
in structuring opinions. Overall the delegates agreed that timelines were not acceptable in 
their current form. Opinions offered highlighted the lack of a timeline rather than the length 
of the timeline to be the main concern. Licensing, finance and innovation were considered 
the main bottlenecks to development of aquaculture. The overall consensus of the group 
was that licensing was a huge bottleneck. Stakeholder engagement was recognised as a key 
component to the success of the project. The group found that ecosystem services, as a 
concept, are poorly understood both within the industry and by the general public. 
 
This report provides Deliverable 4.1, for the EU Horizon 2020 TAPAS project, but also makes 
a significant initial contribution into Deliverable 2.3, which is due for completion in February 
2017. 
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Rationale and Objectives 
The Tools for Assessment and Planning of Aquaculture Sustainability (TAPAS) project, aims to 
help consolidate the environmental sustainability of European Aquaculture by developing 
tools, approaches and frameworks to support member states in establishing an efficient 
regulatory framework, implementing strategic guidelines for the sustainable development of 
European Aquaculture and developing technology and a decision framework for sustainable 
growth. In order to achieve such objectives establishment and coordination of stakeholder 
groups is central to the project. 

An important task in TAPAS is to assess the combined environmental and social impacts of 
aquaculture, and by this identify the economic instruments, management tools and farm 
practices that will support and incentivize the sustainable development of European 
aquaculture. A key concept in the TAPAS approach to sustainable development is the 
concept of ecosystems services. To identify the ecosystems services provided by different 
segments of European Aquaculture and to develop tools for the quantification of these 
services is a stated goal in the project. Stakeholder engagement is vital for the assessment 
and valuation of ecosystems services. Only six months into the project our work has just 
started, but already at this early stage we want feedback on our approach and on how to 
ensure stakeholders engagement during the project. 

This stakeholder workshop was informative and partly consulting, and will feed into work 
carried out in TAPAS WP 2 (Requirements Analysis and Stakeholder Integration) and WP 4 
(Ecosystems Services and Societal Models). 
 
Workshop also offers the opportunity to build stakeholder partnerships. Throughout the 
project the inclusion of stakeholder feedback and information is crucial not only in the early 
stages of data collection but throughout the project to provide feedback on the various steps 
taken by consortium partners. For example central to task 2.6 stakeholder involvements will 
be key in development of TAPAS tools and testing of prototypes. Engagement with 
stakeholders in this early stage of the projects allows for the building of longstanding 
stakeholder partnerships which will be relied upon as the project develops. 

 

Task objective 

Work Package Two (WP2) of the TAPAS project focuses on Requirements Analysis and 
Stakeholder Integration. The consortium partners of WP2 are tasked with developing a 
common methodology for data collection on policy, social carrying capacity of aquaculture 
and the regulatory implementation from the industry, regional and national authorities and 
stakeholders. This will support member states to establish a coherent and efficient 
regulatory framework aimed at sustainable growth. 

The WP2 partners have set out to collect data from a wide array of stakeholders to quantify 
the cause of variations in the licensing process, identify bottlenecks and recognise any 
regulatory and monitoring problems. Central to this collection of data is the complementary 
building of long standing stakeholder partnerships which help to build deeper insight and 
trust and give continuity of stakeholder input. 
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Task 2.2 consultative work aims to capture the current issues within the aquaculture sector 
in relation to licensing problems, industry bottlenecks and monitoring problems. A workshop 
offers a platform to capture this information. 

 

The key objective of Work Package Four (WP4), is to draft a general framework to assess the 
ecosystems services (ES) provided (and required) by European Aquaculture, the provisioning 
food being the most apparent. The provisioning services are also the most easily valued, 
since aquaculture commodities are traded in well established markets. However, 
aquaculture, particularly extractive aquaculture such as shellfish and macroalgae, also 
produce ES other than provisioning (e.g. nutrient removal, turbidity reduction, habitat 
provision and carbon sequestration) as these do not have ‘established markets’ they are far 
more difficult to quantify. There is no “one approach fits all” for the assessment of ES, and 
the approach taken will depend on issues such as type of political/management/regulatory 
decisions the ES assessment is intended to inform, data availability and scale.  

In this task we will build on recently developed frameworks and through a “fitness for 
purpose” literature review of existing tools and models suggest a suite of alternatives 
suitable for the main segments of European Aquaculture. This framework will be refined 
through expert and stakeholder workshops. Data and methods to assess the provision of 
marine and coastal ecosystem services are scarce compared to terrestrial systems. In this 
task we will also identify sources of data and suitable indicators. 

 

Introduction to stakeholder workshop 

Ecosystem Services can be defined as the benefits people obtain from ecosystems, our 
natural environment. Not all services are easily quantified and as a result not easily 
interpreted and understood, Stakeholder involvement therefore, is considered crucial in 
order to get meaningful assessment of ecosystems services. According to Cash et al. (2003), 
scientific information is likely to be effective in influencing social responses to the extent 
that the information that is perceived by stakeholders is credible, relevant and legitimate. 
Credibility involves the scientific adequacy of the technical evidence and arguments. The 
issue of relevance, deals with the significance of the assessment with respect to the needs of 
decision makers. Legitimacy reflects the perception that the production of information and 
technology has been respectful of stakeholders' divergent values and beliefs, unbiased in its 
conduct, and fair in its treatment of opposing views and interests (Cash et al. 2003). 
Stakeholder involvement refers to participation of interest groups (i.e. representatives of 
local communities, national or local government authorities, politicians, civil society 
organizations, trade associations and businesses).  
 
There are several levels and forms of stakeholder involvement. According to the BiodivERsa 
stakeholder handbook (Durham et al. 2014), at least four levels can be defined; (1) 
“information” (share information with passive stakeholders), (2) “consulting” (they are asked 
for opinions or information), (3) ” involvement” (they are engaged, and may also provide 
resources or data) and finally at the highest level (4) “collaboration” (fully active 
engagement is undertaken, stakeholders are effectively partners with the research team, 
driving the research direction, and/or contributing resources and perspective). The level of 
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stakeholder engagement is project dependent. The TAPAS project is still in a very early 
phase, and different levels of stakeholder engagements will be employed during the project. 
A stakeholder involvement plan is under development.  
 

 

Venue, participants  

The stakeholder workshop was carried out during the Aquaculture Europe (AE) meeting in 
Edinburgh, Scotland, 23rd September 2016. The workshop was targeted to a wide audience 
including representatives from aquaculture operators and organisations, regulators, policy 
makers and scientists. The workshop provided an opportunity for partners to engage with 
stakeholders about the TAPAS project and provide information for WP2 and WP4. The 
workshop was publicised through several means; The TAPAS website where participants 
could register directly (http://tapas-h2020.eu/ae2016-forum/), Advertisement by email to 
stakeholders known by partners, Advertisement on social media via Twitter and LinkedIn, 
Printed invites distributed from the University of Stirling and AquaBioTech booth the AE 
2016 tradeshow (samples of which can be found in Appendix I) and by approaching 
stakeholder booths at EA 2016 giving direct invites.  
 
A total of 33 attendees participated at the workshop. The participants list consisted of 
individuals from research institutions (both consortium members and other institutions), 
consultants companies, EU commission, aquaculture industry and UK governmental 
organizations.  
  
 

Program and implementation 

The workshop was designed to provide delegates with an opportunity to gain insight and 
contribute to the TAPAS project. When designing the programme, key objectives included: 

1. Dissemination- allowing for introduction and dissemination of project goals. 
2. Question and Answers- encouraging and accommodating questions and 

answers from those involved, boosting communication and discussion around 
the topic aquaculture. 

3. Involvement of stakeholders- ensuring involvement and participation by 
everybody present by providing a means of collecting data (this was achieved 
by forming groups within the breakout session). 

4. Collection of data- allowing time for communicating findings within groups to 
the wider audience to maximise sharing of information and collection of data. 

 

The workshop was divided into two sessions. The first consisted of three presentations, the 
second, a break out session allowed the workshop delegates to form smaller groups for a 
discussion segment. This session provided representatives from the aquaculture industry, 
scientists, strategic planners and regulators with an opportunity to engage with TAPAS 
partners and offer their opinion on their experience of current EU licensing policies; helping 
to develop a guideline for effective licensing processes to be adapted within EU states. 

http://tapas-h2020.eu/ae2016-forum/
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Session One: Presentations 

A presentation was given by each of the WP leaders to give information on the needs and 
outcomes, and why stakeholder engagement is important. After each, or at the end, there 
was an open Q & A session to gather feedback and suggestions from the stakeholders. 
Presentations were prepared to; introduce the TAPAS project, followed by a presentation on 
the legislation impacting aquaculture and a presentation on the ecosystems services 
provided by European aquaculture. All three presentations can be found in Appendix III. 

1. TAPAS: What it is and why it is useful to you?  
Presented by Trevor Telfer. 

2. Critical Review of Legislation and Practice and their impact on aquaculture 
development. 
Presented by Dave Jackson 

3. Ecosystem Services Provided by European Aquaculture. 
 Presented Trine Dale. 

 

 

Dr Dave Jackson introducing the concept of the 'Horrendogram', an array of current statutes and directives within the 

EU, giving protection to the marine environment (Boyles & Elliot 2014).  

 

Session Two: Break-out session 

The second session or ‘break-out’ session of the workshop was moderated by Dave Jackson 
and Trine Dale. Workshop delegates divided into random groups. There were three groups in 
total. The smaller groups allowed for an in depth analysis. This was achieved by inclusion of 
points from each of the group members with data on their individual sectors. 
To assist with coordination of these discussions, two TAPAS consortium members lead each 
group. Their purpose was to record findings, mediate discussions and act as rapporteurs. By 
delegating the role of rapporteur, it allowed for a more in depth analysis of the 
representative sectors but not excluding any participants as the information was able to be 
summarised and shared as a whole before close of the workshop.   
Participants were given a list of topics/questions that served as a framework for the break-
out group discussions. The topics were: 
 

1. Is aquaculture recognised as a contributor to food security? 
2. Is there clarity on acceptable impacts of aquaculture? 
3. What is an acceptable timeline for a decision making process? 
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4. What are the bottlenecks to developing aquaculture? 
5. How can TAPAS involve stakeholders?  
6. Are ecosystems services besides food provisioning known and recognized? 

 
 

Summary of break-out group discussions 

Groups discussed policy, social carrying capacity of aquaculture, and regulatory 
implementation from the industry, regional and national authorities and other stakeholders. 
Through discussion the group identified relevant EU licensing policies, regulations and 
bottlenecks for national or regional production. In relation to ES, groups discussed possible 
frameworks for the assessment of ecosystems services (ES) provided from European 
aquaculture and the possible trade-offs that exists between aquaculture provisioning 
services and other ecosystem services. 

 

 

A flow-through of the workshop methodology on the day. This was to allow for maximum use of time and opportunity to 

gather data whilst incorporating stakeholder feedback and engagement. 

 

The key points from each of the discussions were reported back to the workshop delegates. 

The proceeding remarks represent the stakeholders’ point of view and the plenary summary 

is presented below in the topical format which guided the discussions. 

•Presentations by speakers 
introducing the project in 
session one of the workshop

•Particpants break into 
small groups in session 
two of the workshop

•Groups discuss 
points raised in 
presentations an 
summarize findings

•Rapporteurs for 
each group 
relayed their 
findings to the 
workshop 
delegates to close 
the day
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1. Is aquaculture recognised as a contributor to food security?  

 The issue of food security is not perceived as a big European issue as long as food is 
available in the shop (even though Europe is currently a net importer of fish and 
agricultural food products and this is increasing) 

 In Europe there are alternative sources of protein. Salmon, for example, is considered a 
luxury product rather than a necessity or main protein provider. So food security is more 
relevant at the global scale rather than national. 

 Looking at the “big picture”, people do appreciate that aquaculture will contribute to 
food security globally. 

 In Spain there is increased consumption of fish, people prefer cultured fish because of 
better control over production processes and feed usage. Therefore it is considered 
safer than wild caught fish 

 In Norway, the agricultural sector does not count fish as contributing to national self-
sufficiency in provision of food – of course this is not accepted by the aquaculture sector  

 In Ireland there is an anti-aquaculture attitude from the angling community. 

 Should also consider social and economic security. Aquaculture provides jobs and 
income in rural areas where other opportunities are limited.  

  
In relation to food security, there was no unanimous agreement. It was acknowledged that 
food security is more recognised on a global level rather than locally. 
 

2. Is there clarity on acceptable impacts? 

 It depends on where you are and who you are. 

 A location issue: Some municipalities are more positive regarding the impacts of 
aquaculture, some is less positive. But there is no clarity. 

 There is a trade-off between impacts and societal benefits. Communities reliant on 
aquaculture for jobs may be likely to accept more “impacts” than others. 

 The public conception of the status and trends with regard to the impact of aquaculture 
is not really known, because media tend to highlight negative news and events, not 
trends.  

 Objections by local inhabitants.  In particular owners of holiday homes and local 
fishermen are very influential and shaping “acceptable impacts”. 

 All stakeholders have different opinions. 

 Farmers have to go through the same impact assessment process for every single site, 
even those in very similar locations.  

 An alternative approach has been used by the onshore wind sector, who acknowledges 
there will be impacts and they provide money to the local community as a form of 
compensation to account for that impact. However, that introduces other issues as to 
how much an impact is worth etc. and who can benefit from it. 

 For agriculture there is nothing comparable – much easier to expand and start up new 
businesses 
 

The general consensus was that there was no clarity in relation to acceptable impacts of 
aquaculture. Opinion varied locally and by region. The balance between public perceptions, 
benefits of aquaculture and ecosystem impacts were the keys in structuring opinions. 
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3. What is an acceptable timeline for a decision making process? 

 Lack of timelines for decision making is problematic. The group were asked, how long 
the licensing process took, answers varied from 6-12 months to indefinite. When asked, 
‘what you think would be a realistic but acceptable timeline’, the group answered, 
‘should be 4-6 months, similar to planning on land’.  

 One concern was that either time lines or a tracking system should be instigated to 
identify hold ups when applying/renewing or dealing with licensing. 

 Stakeholders felt that a reluctance or inability a make decision by regulators delayed the 
process. 

 Gap between the industry and research was identified.  

 The environmental impact statement (EIS) is not considered impartial as the license 
applicant pays to get this done rather EISs should be carried out by an independent 
organisation. 

Overall the delegates agreed that timelines were not acceptable in their current form. 
Opinions offered highlighted the lack of a timeline rather than the length of the timeline to 
be the main concern. 

4.  What are the bottlenecks to developing aquaculture? 

 Licenses are too lengthy and costly to apply for. Licenses are too short once granted. 
Need of a more simple process for renewals and amendments, renewal are just as 
complicated and expensive as initial application. Lack of support for licensing and 
administration. 

 The number of agencies involved in the licensing process and the perception of this as a 
bottleneck was highlighted by group members. Recent EU research found that, agencies 
interacting with process varied from 2-12 per state across Europe. They also found, no 
correlation between time and agencies. The perception off a bottleneck in this instance 
was reflected by how well coordinated the bodies are rather than the number of bodies 
involved. 

 Agencies have a lack of knowledge to make decisions, lack of responsibility and lack of 
decision makers. 

 Balancing act, if licenses are too easily granted it throws off the balance and has 
negative effects for environment and directly the economy. 

 Legacy licenses can hinder planning and development in some areas, sometimes 
hindering modern spatial planning initiatives. 

 Taxation is enormous coupled with start-up costs. No motivation to take up a job in the 
industry. Like farming there should be grants available and incentives. 

 Licensing issues and high costs of finance put people off aquaculture as a choice of 
industry and employment. This is hindering growth and development and not in keeping 
with current blue growth strategy. 

 Unwillingness to adapt to new technologies and innovate to new strategies. 

 Prejudice of consumers towards aquaculture produce and the perceptions of these 
produces hinder markets. 

Licensing, finance and innovation were considered the main bottlenecks to development of 
aquaculture. The overall consensus of the group was that licensing was a huge bottleneck. 
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5. How can TAPAS involve stakeholders? 

 Workshops are useful for bringing together lots of different stakeholders. However, 
workshops can be expensive, and many stakeholders will not have funds to attend. 

 It is important to recognise a range of stakeholders encompassing producers, regulators, 
NGOs and researchers throughout the entirety of the project. 

 It is important to collaborate with other EU projects to avoid overlap and maximise 
productivity. 

 Talk to suppliers. Get them involved in the project as they are key to public perception.  
 
Stakeholder engagement was recognised as a key component to the success of the project.  
 

6. Are ecosystems services, besides food provisioning, known and recognized? 

 People do not understand the benefits from aquaculture. 

 Emphasis has been on impacts rather than benefits. Lots of research projects focusing 
on the negative aspects of the industry but the same effort should also be made to 
establish the ecosystem services provided by aquaculture.  

 Look across the sector at different production methods. Evidence from the USA that 
IMTA is beneficial.  

 Comparisons with ES for land based farming products, how do aquaculture compare 
 
The group found that ecosystem services, as a concept, are poorly understood both within 
the industry and by the general public. 
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Appendix I  
 

Invitation to workshop presented on TAPAS web page.  
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Leaflet distributed throughout the venue at the Aquaculture Europe 2016 conference. 
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Appendix II 
 

Workshop programme. 
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Appendix III 

Presentations as part of session one introducing TAPAS. 

 
TAPAS: What it is and why it is useful to you? Presented by Trevor Telfer. 
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Critical Review of Legislation and Practice and their impact on aquaculture development, 
presented by Dave Jackson. 
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Ecosystem Services Provided by European Aquaculture, presented by Trine Dale. 
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