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BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR REVIEWERS 

Thank you for participating in the peer review of the methodological protocol developed by 
the selected Expert Working Group to answer the Eklipse request on assessing the state of 
knowledge on the "Cumulative impacts of offshore wind farm expansion: what are the 
consequences & solutions for achieving GES across European marine waters." 

The form has two main parts: a "general comments" part, and a "comments by section" part 
where you can provide more specific comments to each section of the protocol. Where 
possible, please provide page and line numbers so that we can ensure we match your 
comments to the text. 

Eklipse is a science-policy mechanism in the public interest. The lawful basis for processing 
your personal data under the EU's General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) will be a public 
task. Our privacy policy (http://eklipse.eu/privacy-policy/) contains further information on the 
purpose and lawful basis for processing your personal data. 

Please note the deadline for submitting comments is Monday 30th of September 2024. 

 

Thank you very much for your support!  
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ANSWERS FROM REVIEWERS 
(ON THE FORM) 

1. IS THE TEXT SELF-EXPLANATORY, FREE OF JARGON AND EASY TO FOLLOW? IF NOT, 
WHERE DO YOU SEE A NEED FOR LANGUAGE REVISION OR MORE CLARITY? PLEASE SPECIFY PAGE 
AND LINE NUMBERS IF POSSIBLE. 

Reviewer 1: There are some sections that need rephrasing due to sentences that have too many 
elements or unclear phrases. These include: P1 “Such analysis is critically needed considering 
the increase in challenging targets for renewable energy sources that need to be achieved 
by Member States in the coming years, a large percentage of which are likely to be 
offshore.” - this phrasing makes it sound like the member states are likely to be offshore not 
the RES. P1 “… disruption of feeding and breeding grounds of a number of species …” should 
be disruption of feeding and breeding activity or disruption within feeding and breeding 
grounds. This is also on P3. P3 “a qualitative analysis, based on a literature review, of the 
impacts - including cumulative impacts - of the planned expansion of offshore wind energy 
production on marine ecosystems, both pelagic and benthic.” unclear due to commas and 
hyphens. Rephrase for clarity P3 “identify and analyse knowledge gaps and mitigation 
strategies through a literature review.” This should be in past-tense since this is meant to be 
what the SSS will contain. P4 description of why the SR is used is not sufficient. The 
description given is unclear. P5 In eligibility criteria, this should state the set of inclusion 
criteria, not inclusion/exclusion criteria. Having both makes the list rather pointless. P5 
Eligibility criteria - Unclear if you are expecting all studies to report cumulative impacts. P5 
description of the screening strategy is not very clear. It initially sounds like the screeners 
are screening titles for relevance, rather than screening titles to remove clearly irrelevant 
papers. P9 inconsistency in the number of participants required for each thematic area. 
P8&10 “15 institutions identified” - I have not seen any mention of what these institutions are 
or how they are identified. There are also several typographical errors and formatting issues 
in Annexe 1 (e.g. D2 should say “non-native species, abunance,..”; D3 “deep-sea fish, shellfish, 
mortality”; D4 I am not sure what “Logilo_,” should be; D10 uses small semi-colons rather than 
commas and it should be “cloth, textile” rather than “cloth/textile” and “microlitter” not 
“microliter” 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. The document has now been thoroughly reviewed to 
address the comments raised above and ensure any typos or issues with grammar are 
addressed. (P4) A justification for using the scoping review was added to the document 
(section 3.2, stage 1, p.4).  (P5) To clarify the eligibility criteria, the defined set of inclusion 
and exclusion criteria was added to the document (see Table 2, p. 5-7). (P9) The list of 
institutions was identified during the scoping process (see Annexe 2, p. 27), which can be 
found in the document of work (https://eklipse.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/DoW_OWF-
request_v.5.pdf). Formatting issues were updated as far as your comments about the 
database. 

Reviewer 2: The text is easy to follow and understand. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 3: On the whole, yes. One point would be to be more consistent on GES: are these 
criteria (p.4) or descriptors (other pages) that is the original term? 

RESPONSE: Noted, revised the document throughout. Both descriptors and criteria are used for 
defining GES. Typically, for each descriptor, there are several criteria. The text on page 4 
and 5 was modified to clarify the sentence. 

Reviewer 4: yes, its easy to follow 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 
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Reviewer 5: There are some language problems: 

• page 1 l4f: “Such analysis is critically needed considering the increase in challenging targets 
for renewable energy sources that need to be achieved by Member States in the coming 
years, a large percentage of which are likely to be offshore.” 

1. unsubstantiated word “critical” should be deleted 

2. ambiguous reading of “challenging” as an adjective or gerund form 

3. Even if resolved, I don’t agree that there is an increase in targets, nor an increase in the 
challenging. 

4. of which has ambiguous relation, are the targets, the States or the sources (which is what is 
meant) offshore. 

RESPONSE: Noted, comments addressed within a wider proof reading and editing of the revised 
protocol document.  

Reviewer 6: Yes, the text is clear. Missing though is a clear definition of cumulative 
impact/effects. The study is not really looking at cumulative impact for it is only focusing on 
offshore wind energy. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. A definition for cumulative impacts has been included 
in the background section. Indeed, we focus on the repeated human activities relative to 
OWFs over time and space. 

Reviewer 7: The protocol is clearly set out and easy to follow. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment 

Reviewer 8: Yes, but is seems limited in terms of possible impacts on pelagic species and 
specifically on the large migratory species. I.e.: on page 1, the underwater noise seems 
limited to the development and maintenance, while underwater noise and pulsing noises are 
extremely important elements to be considered during the normal exercise of a floating 
plant. The underwater noise can create large exclusion areas for many pelagic species 
(including the migratory ones) and possibly also for some benthic species. The effects on 
marine migratory courses is something to be considered in the spatial planning. These 
aspects are partly listed on page 3, but they are so important that they should be mentione 
also on page 1 and better described on page 3. The effects of electric fields potentially 
generated by underwater cables are not considered and they should be considered for the 
elesmobranchs. 

RESPONSE: Firstly, it was requested to focus only on fixed foundations; therefore, sources of 
underwater noise related to floating turbines are not included in this study. Underwater 
sound from all phases of fixed-foundation projects (construction, operation/maintenance) 
are included in the scoping review (table 2, p. 5 to 7).  

Reviewer 9: Reads well no need for changes. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 
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2. REGARDING THE INITIAL REQUEST MADE TO EKLIPSE ON THE “CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF 
OFFSHORE WIND FARM EXPANSION: WHAT ARE THE CONSEQUENCES & SOLUTIONS FOR ACHIEVING 
GES ACROSS EUROPEAN MARINE WATERS”, DO YOU AGREE WITH THE INTERPRETATION OF AND 
REFINEMENTS TO THE REQUEST AS WELL AS THE KNOWLEDGE SYNTHESIS FRAMEWORK? 

Reviewer 1: Yes. The exception being Objective b (P2) - the question posed “i.e. to what extent 
do individual stressors overlap in time and/or space” is not the same as assess the 
consequences or cumulative impacts. The question refers to the temporal and spatial 
overlap (i.e. likelihood of cumulative impacts) not the consequences or impacts of the 
overlap. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for the comment. There had been a lot of discussion about cumulative 
effects and how and where to discuss them. The definition of cumulative impacts has been 
concretised (background section, p. 1). The cumulative measures will neither be measured 
but how they were measured described. Moreover, it needs to be evaluated if the overlap 
is relevant for the GES in question (see Eligibility Criteria Table 2, p. 5 to 7). 

Reviewer 2: Yes, it is a logical and clear framework. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 3: On the whole, yes. My main remarks are the treatment of cumulative effects (see 
my remarks in the sequence) and the restriction to qualitative results/insights and apparently 
past results rather than forecasting/prediction tools. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. The focus is qualitative to avoid overlap with other 
work undertaken by EEA with a quantitative focus. That said, the short scientific summaries 
will pull together evidence based on the literature review and, coupled with inputs from the 
participatory workshop, will ultimately inform potential future cumulative impacts. 

Reviewer 4: yes 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 5: I do 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 6: The interpretation is along the line of the question, but to contribute to GES a full 
cumulative impact assessment is more helpful 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. It is unclear what is meant by ‘a full cumulative impact 
assessment’. Please note that the focus here is qualitative to avoid overlap with another work 
undertaken by the EEA with a quantitative focus. 

Reviewer 7: The interpretation focus mainly on the direct impacts of offshore wind on the GES. 
While this is a fair interpretation also considering the timeline and budget, it should be noted 
at least within the results discussion that the review is not including any dynamics/secondary 
impacts and changes to the GES caused by the changes in marine usage (e.g. different form 
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of fisheries, different level of marine traffic) caused by the installation of offshore wind. 
Hence, the method from my understanding is not reflecting a system approach with long-
term dynamics in this current form but will provide a review of short-term impacts of 
offshore wind on the GES. Although a limitation, considering timeline and budget, something 
which should be acknowledge at least in the reports. 

RESPONSE: This is indeed the case. The limitations of the study are identified in the version of 
the revised version of the Methods protocol (limitation section, p. 13-14). 

Reviewer 8: Yes, but it should be improved. Table 1 on page 4 does not include the RFMO (ICCAT, 
GFCM, etc.) and other international bodies (i.e. OSPAR, IOC, UNESCO, etc.); the same applies 
to the Search Strategy on page 5. It should be considered that only very few peer-review 
papers are available, almost exclusively in relation to fixed plants. Floating plants are very 
new and there are many strong interests behind, therefore published papers are extremely 
limited, if existing. Grey literature and scientific reports in international institutions are more 
useful in this case. 

RESPONSE: Agreed; however, the proponent was very clear on the fact that they wanted to 
discuss only fixed foundations and minimise any use of grey literature. Due to resource 
limitation we have excluded grey literature (p.13). 

Reviewer 9: fully agree 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

3. IS THE GLOBAL METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH LOGICAL, WELL-FORMULATED, AND 
APPROPRIATE? PLEASE CONSIDER THAT THIS KNOWLEDGE SYNTHESIS HAS A LIMITED BUDGET AND 
TIMETABLE (TO SEE THE TIMELINE, PLEASE GO TO PAGE 13). 

Reviewer 1: Yes, although the use of the literature review search terms needs clarification. 

RESPONSE: The search strings have been added to the revised protocol (please see the new 
Annexe 1, p. 20-26) 

Reviewer 2: It is nice and clear. Maybe a small figure showing the flow of work. Especially the 
review and the inclusion/exclusion criteria. 

RESPONSE: A flowchart (or decision tree) indicating the screening strategy was added (Figure 2, 
p. 8). 

Reviewer 3: Given the restriction, I would say so. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 4: yes 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 5: It is, but see comments below 
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RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 6: The approach is logical but missing some details: unclear what is meant by 
management of complex cumulative impacts (stage 2, p. 11) in the criteria modelling of 
potential future impact risks are missed. In the workshop, any procedure for balancing the 
number of experts, stakeholders and policy makers is missed 

RESPONSE: Under the assumption that cumulative impacts are inherently complex processes, 
we have removed the word complex from that sentence. Regarding the total number of 
people, we have clarified that the goal is to secure at least 30-40 representatives. To 
facilitate balanced participation, descriptors will be grouped into five clusters, with each 
cluster represented by six participants (p. 12).   

Reviewer 7: The general approach (2-steps) is appropriate. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 8: Partly, it should be improved as mentioned above. Furthermore, limiting the eligibility 
criteria to papers in English (understandable as initial step) will necessarily exclude many 
domestic documents in other languages (i.e. governmental reports must be in the official 
language of the country and it is possible that important information is there). The data 
collection and analyses (page 6) should be improved, because some components are lacking 
or underestimated or scarcely qualified. I.E.: the proposed geographic location has a strange 
list, apparently focused on precise areas; it is difficult to explain why; D1 does not consider 
the migratory fish species and the crustaceans (why including cephalopods and not 
crustacean species?); D3 is unclear (what is the meaning of “studied commercial species”?); 
D11 the effects on migratory routes is maybe included here, but not necessarily; I would 
suggest to add a specific point on the underwater migratory routes for fish and marine 
mammals, because the point is extremely important also for the cascade consequence of 
any change (including commercial consequences and altered fishing opportunities for the 
commercial species). Furthermore, conflicting spatial plannings should be considered 
(i.e. interference with navigation, military activities -i.e. exclusion areas for submarines-, etc.); 
The impact of the works on the seafloor for the connection cables -sometimes very long 
and crossing delicate environments- is not mentioned. I see no mention about these issues. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. Answers provided per comment:  

• Regarding the initial point, grey literature was excluded (p. 13-14). Governmental 
documents would, therefore, fall under this category as they are not peer-reviewed 
publications. In addition, due to time constraints and limited resources, there was no 
scope for peer-reviewed publications in multiple languages, and this is noted as a 
limitation.  

• Regarding the geographic locations, this is in strict concordance with the listed regional 
sea in the MSFD (this also allowed us to control the volume of literature; without this 
geographical limitation, we would have had ca. 20,000 titles to screen).  

• Regarding the D1 descriptor, again, this is in strict concordance with the MSFD. 
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• Regarding D3, this sentence has been modified; we refer to studies covering 
commercial species (as listed by the MSFD). Also, any information on the consequences 
on commercial species will be included. Indeed, this is the objective of D3. 

• Regarding point D11: if relevant papers cover the impact of migratory species, this will 
be included.  

• Regarding connection cables, this will be included in relation to descriptor 6 on seabed 
integrity and D11 from the perspective of energetic fields.  

• Regarding the point of conflicting spatial planning, this is out of the current study’s 
scope.  
 

All points and eligibility criteria have been refined (table 2, p. 5-7) to address some of the 
comments raised.  

Reviewer 9: Agree 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  

4. IS THE COMBINATION OF METHODS PROPOSED APPROPRIATE AND JUSTIFIED? 

Reviewer 1: yes 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  

Reviewer 2: Yes, it is a nice method. Maybe you can consider semi-structured interviews with 
specific experts. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Due to time constraints, we have chosen a 
participatory workshop, which is equally a highly effective method, leveraging the collective 
intelligence of multiple external subject matter experts.    

Reviewer 3: I appreciate the two phases between literature summary and expertise elicitation 
based on this. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 4: yes 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 5: yes, it is 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: The combination of method is appropriate and justified. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 



REVIEW OF THE METHOD PROTOCOL 
OFFSHORE WIND FARMS REQUEST 

 
 

 

2024 | December  8 

Reviewer 8: Yes, but taking into account the previous comments. It is surely justified. The 
workshops are surely a good approach for improving the system. The problem to be 
considered is that the offshore wind plants and particularly the floating ones, are new in 
several areas and the companies proposing the projects are usually not providing all 
necessary information; furthermore, the government officers are often not aware of the full 
range of potential problems. For this reason, the approach to the protocol should be as 
comprehensive and clear as possible. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Floating OWF are not within the scope of the request 
form DG ENV and cannot be addressed. The revised methods protocol has been augmented 
with more details to make it coherent and clear (inclusion and exclusion criteria in Table 2, 
p. 5-7).  In addition, the workshop will group descriptors into five clusters to facilitate 
balanced participation (p. 11) 

Reviewer 9: it is 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

5. IS THERE AN UNDUE EMPHASIS ON ONE STEP/RESEARCH QUESTION? IF SO, HOW MIGHT IT 
BE OVERCOME? ON THE CONTRARY, SHOULD ONE STEP/RESEARCH QUESTION BE LOOKED INTO 
MORE? 

Reviewer 1: The steps appear balanced. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 2: No 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 3: I would say: more on cumulative impacts; more on identifying quantitative/prediction 
tools -if they exist - that could be useful for the policy 

RESPONSE: Do you mean you would put more emphasis on cumulative impacts and quantitative 
prediction? If so, cumulative impacts are addressed, as explained in the methods. Note that 
this is an understudied area. There will not be a quantitative prediction given that it is done 
by EEA, and Eklipse uses knowledge synthesis and participatory techniques (Eklipse 
methods for expert consultation). 

Reviewer 4: no 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 5: It is well-balanced 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 6: No 

https://eklipse.eu/wp-content/uploads/website_db/Methods/Method5_Expert_consultation.pdf
https://eklipse.eu/wp-content/uploads/website_db/Methods/Method5_Expert_consultation.pdf
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RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 7: From the protocol, it seems that the stakeholder engagement workshops are well 
thought through while it is not clear on how the literature scan is informing the workshops 
or aligned with the objectives of the project. For example, it is mentioned that the lifecycle 
of the offshore wind development and different types are considered but the literature 
review would not elicit this information further to assure that the evidence provided by the 
literature can be set in context. While there is a column for context, it does not specify 
further which information is captured here. I would assume that the design of the windfarm, 
the geographic location (seabed structure, close to reefs, depth, other windfarms in the 
area), management of the development (e.g. providing exemptions to fishers to continue 
fishing) and surrounding marine landscapes and environmental changes will determine the 
evidence provided. Neither is clarified how the experts want to handle the extremes cases 
(e.g. evidence for one category is only provided by 0-1 study, or one study provides most 
evidence for several categories). Some more information and details should be provided on 
the literature scan and how it will inform the workshops. While I understand that language can 
be a problem, I would assume that especially the grey literature will be published in the 
national languages (e.g. Dutch, German, Danish) and therefore might be missed. It should be 
at least discussed in the result section how this might bias the results and how experts seek 
to overcome this issue. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for these constructive remarks. Answers provided per comment:  

• Regarding the comment on lifecycle, here we will attempt to elucidate the impacts 
relating to different stages of a wind park's lifecycle in situ: installation, operation, and 
decommissioning (p.9) 

• Regarding the comment on context. We suggest coding information directly related to 
“Ecosystem type”, related to major biological zones (depth) and substrate type, by 
following the EUNIS level 2 Classification: A1—Intertidal rock and other hard substrates; 
A2—Intertidal sediment; A3—Subtidal rock and other hard substrates; A4—Circalittoral 
rock and other hard substrates; A5—Subtidal sediment; A6—Deep-sea habitats; A7—
Pelagic habitats; A8—Ice-associated marine habitats  + free space for others ecosystem 
types. and also adding “Specific ecosystem”, based on Campagne et al. 2023: e.g. Tidal 
marsh, Seagrass, Reef habitats, Kelp forests + free space for other specific ecosystem 
types (p.9) 

• Regarding disparity of evidence, e.g. one category is only provided by 0-1 study: if some 
information is unknown because it is not provided, we will code, as such: “Unknown”. This 
is common practice in literature reviews. If one study provides several categories, 
information will be entered as a unique entry (single line) in the Excel database. As stated 
in the protocol, this will require specific data entry IDs (e.g. name_et_al_2008_1, 
name_et_al_2008_2). 

• Regarding the comment on language bias, this is one of the trade-offs that are 
commonly made in non-exhaustive approaches like Scoping Reviews, this will be 
discussed in the limitation in a transparent way.  

• Regarding the comments on the linkage between the scoping review and the 
participatory workshops, we are using the workshop format to bring together experts 
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to discuss and augment the scoping review findings set within their own knowledge (p. 
11). The workshop will help fill in the gaps identified during the scoping review. 

Reviewer 8: AS mentioned before, the pelagic species, the migratory courses, the exclusion 
areas, the conflict of use (spatial planning), and the inclusion of the impacts of the cables and 
connections should be added. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for the comment: we will add if a species under study is pelagic, benthic, 
or other and if the species in question is migratory (p.4). Cables impacts may be retained 
corresponding to D6 and D11 (p. 10).  

Reviewer 9: one important research question, often overlooked, if at all, in the context of 
offshore infrastructural development: the potential organic enrichement/eutrophication 
effect caused by bioencrusters/fouling fauna and theri fecal pellet produced - what is the 
effect on basin scale? please pay much attention to this aspect of offshore windfarms as it 
appears poorly studied and mentioned. Also, what is the effect of electric fields on 
Elasmobranchii species? 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. It is noted. Eutrophication is one of the descriptors, 
and EMF is part of D11. If information/studies are provided on this topic, they will be recorded. 

6. ARE APPROPRIATE AND UP-TO-DATE SOURCES USED? DO YOU KNOW OF ANY ADDITIONAL 
SOURCES, EXAMPLES WE COULD USE AND WHERE (PLEASE BE AS PRECISE AS POSSIBLE)? 

Reviewer 1:  no comment 

Reviewer 2: I would like a short introduction or figure to the MSFD descriptors and a link to the 
descriptors. 

RESPONSE: Nice suggestion. Thank you. Added a figure (Figure 1, p. 2). 

Reviewer 3: Unclear question since here we do not discuss the literature on the epxertise in 
detail. Could be related to the choice of kewyords but I am not an expert of this area so I 
have no precise opinion on these. 

RESPONSE: Assumed no action needed 

Reviewer 4: yes 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 5: I am not aware of any 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 6: no comment 
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Reviewer 7: The sources seems to be fine. While google scholar is highly discussed due adapting 
its selection to the user and would not allow repeatability. However, I understand that for the 
purpose of the project this is just one source to add to other existing and renowned sources. 

RESPONSE: It is true that Google scholar has its drawbacks. We focused on Web of Science core 
collection and Scopus. It is important, in light of time restrictions, to understand that we are 
not using grey literature (p. 6)  

Reviewer 8: https://www.iccat.int/Documents/CVSP/CV081_2024/n_4/CV08104092.pdf ; plus, the 
ICCAT data base for electronic tags can provide an overview of the most important 
migratory courses for the large pelagic species. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. This information will be considered. 

Reviewer 9: yes: EDEN2000 studies by the Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. However, this would constitute grey literature, and 
due to time limitations, we have withdrawn any grey literature searches in the scoping review.  

7. ANY FURTHER GENERAL COMMENTS: 

Reviewer 1: Booth et al. 2020 Frontiers in Marine Science may help you identify experts or search 
terms relevant to marine mammals. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for sharing this information. 

Reviewer 2: A more clear connection between the MSFD descriptors and how this will be 
included. Maybe an extra category in the literature review listing the used descriptors in 
other studies. I feel this part is a bit unclear. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Please check the description of the methodology in 
section stage 1 in the revised version of the methods protocol. 

Reviewer 3: No. Mostly specific comments 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: no comment 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: I am unclear on how conflicting evidence will be treated as well as if experts cannot 
agree on the impact of the OWF on one of the GES categories. Maybe something to allude 
a bit more on. 

RESPONSE: The EWG will be divided into GES-specific groups working collaboratively to screen 
and develop the analysis while closely monitoring the overall process. The EWG and the MEG 

https://www.iccat.int/Documents/CVSP/CV081_2024/n_4/CV08104092.pdf


REVIEW OF THE METHOD PROTOCOL 
OFFSHORE WIND FARMS REQUEST 

 
 

 

2024 | December  12 

will subsequently discuss any diverging evidence from reviewers’ teams and joint decisions 
will be made (method section, stage 1). 

Reviewer 8: The offshore wind farms are posing many new challenges because our understanding 
of the marine environment is limited, but also because the fundamental information about 
some impact components (i.e. underwater noise) is also very limited. The floating plants are 
posing additional problems to be considered. The potential impacts on the pelagic 
environment are usually scarcely considered, while they are extremely important in offshore 
areas. 

RESPONSE: Agreed. We have adapted the coding and synthesis procedure accordingly. As for 
floating wind farms, they will not be considered in this call. 

Reviewer 9: no comment 

8. ARE YOU INTERESTED IN THE FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF THE KNOWLEDGE SYNTHESIS? 

Reviewer 1: Yes, I am interested 

Reviewer 2: Yes, I am interested 

Reviewer 3: No, I am not interested 

Reviewer 4: Yes, I am interested 

Reviewer 5: Yes, I am interested 

Reviewer x6: Yes, I am interested 

Reviewer x7: Yes, I am interested 

Reviewer x8: Yes, I am interested 

Reviewer x9: Yes, I am interested 

9. WOULD YOU LIKE TO BE ACKNOWLEDGED AS A REVIEWER IN THE FINAL REPORT, AND 
HOW? 

Reviewer 1: Yes (i.e. Last name, First name AND affiliation) 

Reviewer 2: Yes (i.e. Last name, First name AND affiliation) 

Reviewer 3: Yes (i.e. Last name, First name AND affiliation) 

Reviewer 4: No, I prefer to be anonymous 

Reviewer 5: Yes (i.e. Last name, First name AND affiliation) 

Reviewer 6: No, I prefer to be anonymous 
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Reviewer 7: Yes, but WITHOUT my affiliation (i.e. only Last name and First name) 

Reviewer 8: Yes (i.e. Last name, First name AND affiliation) 

Reviewer 9: Yes (i.e. Last name, First name AND affiliation) 

10. BACKGROUND PAGE (1)  

Reviewer 1: no comment 

Reviewer 2: This part is nice and clear. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 3: before background on page 2: it seems that the version table is not up to date since 
the version of the document is 3, not 1 

methodological remark: it would have been better to number lines for ease of reference 

is the term criteria in “GES criteria” correct here as it seems to be referred to as GES 
descriptors in the rest of the text. 

Near the end of the page: description of the different on ecosystems seems misplaced here: 
first because this is a closed list; second because they are repeated in the section on 
relevance for biodiversity 2 pages below. 

Actually, the paragraph starting by “the Planned developments” seems badly placed: these points 
are already treated earlier 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. The detailed answers to your comments are the 
following: 

• The mismatch between the version of the document shown in the table and the file 
name is due to internal revisions. This will be homogenised in the revised version of the 
method protocol.  

• Thanks; we will include the number of lines in the next processes. The revised version of 
the method protocol will not have a number of lines since it is the final version.  

• The term “GES criteria” was corrected in the background section (p. 1). 
• The description of ecosystems has been revised, and repetition has been removed.  
• The repetition in the paragraph mentioned has been removed. For more involvement, 

check the background section in the revised version of the method protocol.  

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: no comment 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 
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Reviewer 8: Fine, but it should be improved with my previous comments in order to be more 
comprehensive. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments. The whole background section has been revised to 
integrate the comments. For more involvement, check the background section in the 
revised version of the method protocol (p. 1).  

Reviewer 9: Cristal clear 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

11. OBJECTIVES (PAGES 2-3) 

Reviewer 1: no comment 

Reviewer 2: The objectives are relevant and clear. I am missing a bit more on the MSFD 
descriptors and how this is included? Maybe a figure. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. The reference to the MSFD descriptors has been 
added, as well as a figure relating the descriptors (Figure 1 page 2).  

Reviewer 3: point b: I think this point is not thorough enough: not only if they overlap in space 
and time but also how this accumulation impacts the 11 descriptors above 

near the end: why this restriction on qualitative results: what about more quantitative things, 
e.g. through modelling tools? Could at least be referred to if the asking body wants to go 
deeper. I guess, in the end, the Commission will prefer quantitative analyses with an idea of 
the magnitude of the effects. 

RESPONSE: The scope of this call is qualitative. The ongoing work of the EEA is already covering 
quantitative analysis of cumulative impacts of OWF. Therefore, this call is restricted to 
qualitative review to avoid overlap. 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: no comment 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: Page 2 is fine, while page 3 should consider the comments previously reported. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. Your previous comments have been addressed. 

Reviewer 9: why only fixed-foundation? floating will become big in the med context. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your question. The proponent was very clear on the fact that they 
wanted to discuss only fixed foundations.  

12. METHODOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK (PAGE 3) 

Reviewer 1: no comment 
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Reviewer 2: Very nice and clear. Maybe a figure with the workflow of the review and 
inclusion/exclusion criteria. Why is the cut off exactly at 2006? 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. A figure with the flow (figure 1) and a table (table 2) 
with the inclusion and exclusion criteria were included. The evidence before 2008 is 
considered since 2008 is the year in which the MSFD was published (the year 2006 was 
corrected since it was a typo)  

Reviewer 3: no comment 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: - page 3, “Great North Sea initiative” is mentioned but not explained 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. A footnote was added on page 3 to explain the 
initiative (Footnote 1, p. 1)  

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: Fine, but the first bullet point should include not only the cumulative impact related 
to a single project but also the cumulative impact of several projects together when they 
insist on the same area. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. A definition of cumulative impacts has been added to 
the background section of the method protocol (p. 1) 

Reviewer 9: pelagic, benthic and above-water surface. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. It has been added to the subsection called data 
collection and analysis (page 4). 

13. SELECTED METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH: SCOPING REVIEW FOR SHORT SCIENTIFIC 
SUMMARIES (SSS) (PAGES 4 - 6)  

Reviewer 1: Justification for the use of the scoping review is inadequate. Eligibility criteria need 
to be clarified (e.g. do all studies need to report cumulative impacts? Surely not). The 
screening strategy also needs clarification - in the current form, it requires a couple of reads 
to understand how the screening occurs. 

RESPONSE: The text was revised throughout to provide more clarity, and a detailed list of 
eligibility criteria was added (see Table 2, p. 5-7). 

Reviewer 2: no comment 

Reviewer 3: Table 1: Timing column: (i) what about scenarios & future? (ii) why 2006? (iiii) what 
does 2006 mean: year of publication? Year of data collection? 

Table 1: Findings column: the notion of cumulative impacts seems to have been lost here. Maybe 
also knowledge gaps but maybe this will be treated afterwards in the process. 

Eligibility criteria: speak of BACI approaches in the “if possible” sentence? 

Tools to work: why with Google tools? I thought some of the Europen governemnts were 
opposed to using these tools. 
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Data collection: the quality of the approach should be noted: BACI approach; experimental vs 
observatory approach; taking into account important covariates or not… This might strongly 
influence the credibility of the results 

Methods used to measure cumulative effects: this is unclear to me how these refer to cumulative 
impacts. they rather seem to refer to something as a causal structure of impact but not to 
multiple, concurrent impacts. This seems that conceptually the notion of cumulative effects 
is unclear in this document. 

Methods used to measure cumulative effects: also document the descriptor(s) above concerned 
by these cumulative effects. Indeed for me these cumulative effects will mostly be evaluated 
relative to a response (e.g. a descriptor) 

What about knowledge gaps & mitigation measures in this phase? 

RESPONSE: Thank you for the constructive comments. Answers provided per comment:   

• 2008 refers to the year of publication. This relates to the year of the ratification of the 
MSFD. We chose this arbitrary date to limit the volume of literature as the Scoping 
review is a non-exhaustive approach. 

• Adding a study type would be a good addition. We suggest Study types: 1) 
Observational, 2) Experimental Study design: Control-Impact (CI) (reference site or site 
comparison), Before-After (BA) (temporal comparison), After only (multiple points in 
time), Before-After-Control-Impact (BACI), or No comparator (p. 11).  

• Thank you for your comment, but due to the accessibility of Google tools, we decided 
to use it. 

• No critical appraisal will be undertaken, but we can discuss the importance of covariates 
as a limitation. 

• Regarding cumulative effects, we have noted in the methods protocol a more 
explanatory text on how the term is considered. The SSS will rather describe findings 
than measure the cumulative impacts of OWFs (p. 1). 

• Mitigation measures will not be included in the SSS, given that the scope and criteria 
established for the scoping review are limited to single and/or cumulative impacts from 
OWF on the marine environment (specifically linked to MSDF Descriptors for GES). 

• Knowledge gaps after the scoping review will be identified and addressed through 
participatory approaches and support of external expertise on the topic (Stage 2 of 
the Methods protocol, p. 11).   

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: - page 4 l.3 “current” knowledge gaps are simply knowledge gaps. 

• page 4 No need to mention the time constraints for not doing a full SR. It is evident from 
context and timelines. 

• page 4 “academic and grey” Academic can be grey literature, look for better wording, 
maybe “peer-reviewed and grey” 

• page 4 You introduce ‘pressure’ (I assume in a DPSIR framework) without mentioning your 
framework for ‘pressure’. 

• page 4 Add full spelling of PerSPEcTiF, i.e. Perspective, Setting, Phennomenon, 
Environment, Timing, Finding 
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• page 4 Table 1 Academic -> peer-review, use OWF acronym, do not reintroduce GES full 
spelling (and if not, use consistent capitalization for GES), add Descriptor numbers to the 
items in Findings column 

• page 5 Literature review on Scopus: consider to use new AI companion features in this 
search strategy 

• page 5 How do you make Google Scholar objective, i.e. clean browser, incognito mode? 

• page 5 Eligibility criteria: English. Relevant government and state reports on OWF may 
be available in other languages than English, and is to be expected in all coastal European 
languages, e.g. DK, ES, FR, IT, GR … 

 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comments; we have amended the text to improve its 
readability and clarify terms.  

• The terms academic and grey were changed. Grey literature will not be retrieved, and 
only the databases of WOSCC and Scopus will be used (Google Scholar is now 
excluded). The term “Academic” was changed to “peer-reviewed scientific literature”. 
The eligibility criteria were updated in Table 2 (p. 5-7), and only documents in English 
will be retrieved to ensure the group's accessibility. Screening and analysis will be 
conducted collaboratively and cross-checked by experts. 

• PerSPEcTiF is an acronym see Booth et al. 2019. However, Table 1 on Key question 
components now includes the different categories considered in the full spelling of the 
acronym (p. 8 of the Methods protocol). 

• Regarding the comment on the DSPIR framework, we have modified the methods 
protocol and the approach to be used by the nature of the call.   

• Language bias will be treated in the discussion. This is a mandatory trade-off. 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: The method should be improved using the comments provided before. One of the 
problem is caused by the contents ARTICLE 8 OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION DECISION 
ON GES 2017/848. It should be made clear somewhere that these contents are biased by a 
limited approach made by the experts who wrote the text, because they did not considered 
many important components for the offshore plants (migratory couses, large pelagics 
including tuna species, etc.). These contents are not sufficient for all impacts of offshore 
plants, being them more adeguate for inshore plants! This is a very serious limit of the 
existing regulation and should be pointed out. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for the remark. We are aware that the MSFD has its downfalls and 
imperfections. This is discussed in the limitations section of the methods protocol (p. 13) but 
will be discussed in more detail in the final report.  

Reviewer 9: clear and to the point 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment  
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14. SELECTED METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH: PARTICIPATORY WORKSHOPS USING 
EXTERNAL EXPERTS (PAGES 7 - 8) 

Reviewer 1: No comments apart from the uncertainty in how/where/why/when the 15 institutes 
identified were identified, etc. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. The link to the list of 15 institutes previously identified 
in the scoping phase was added to Annexe 2 (p. 27).  

Reviewer 2: Consider conducting semi-structured interviews with experts. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We choose to have a workshop to enable group 
discussion on the scoping review findings. Semi-structured interviews are useful techniques, 
but given our resources, we feel the added value of small group-managed discussions is the 
best strategy.  

Reviewer 3: no comment 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: no comment 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: Fine to me 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  

Reviewer 9: happy to take part in the workshop - I have extensively contributed to OWF 
development environ. research 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment and for your willingness to participate in the workshop.  

15. ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE METHODS PROTOCOL. HAVE ALL THE NECESSARY 
ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS BEEN IDENTIFIED FROM THE PROPOSED METHODS AND ARE THE 
RESPONSES IN LINE WITH ESTABLISHED GOOD PRACTICE. WOULD YOU BE HAPPY TO GRANT 
ETHICAL APPROVAL (PAGES 9 - 12) 

Reviewer 1: no comment 

Reviewer 2: No 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. 

Reviewer 3: Point 12 seems to be related to data management, not to data analysis. Actually, the 
methods of data analysis are not defined in the document. This is lacking 

RESPONSE: Data analysis, as you rightly point out, is a core component of the method. For the 
scoping review (Figure 2, p. 8), we have a section on data collection and analysis, which, in 
conjunction with our inclusion and exclusion criteria, gives sufficient detail on how the data 
will be analysed. For the participatory workshop, we have included some extra material to 
state how we will use a thematic contents analysis supported by screenshots of virtual 
outputs captured during the workshop and, if possible, through recordings (p. 11-12). 
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Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: • page 9 Google Docs is an efficient method for participatory writing. I suggest 
that all documents are made available to all participants at all times with differential access 
methods (comment/edit), and a clear document governance scheme. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We will consider your suggestion.  

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: I think the ethical considerations are adequate. There should be some problems 
when using stakeholders from the industry, certainly having a conflict of interest but, at the 
same time, they can potentially provide the most useful data or source of basic information 
(often very difficult to find). 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment 

Reviewer 9: it seems fine, though I am not in the position to do so. This requires prior consultation 
with my hierarchy. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment 

16. TIMELINE (PAGE 13)  

Reviewer 1: no comment 

Reviewer 2: I think the timeline is a bit short. I would be a bit concerned if you can make the 
literature review in time. 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. This is why methodological shortcuts have been made 
with the choice of a scoping review and one participatory workshop.  

Reviewer 3: no comment 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: Feasible 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: It seems logical and feasible 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  

Reviewer 9: milestone 3 should be finalised by January so as to shift the whole timeline one month 
in advance 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  
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17. REFERENCES (PAGES 14)  

Reviewer 1: no comment 

Reviewer 2: no comment 

Reviewer 3: no comment 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: no comment 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: I would suggest to improve the current list with some papers on offshore wind farms 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  

Reviewer 9: fine 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment.  

18. ANNEXE I: KEYWORDS FOR SR BASED ON DESCRIPTORS OF GES AS STATED IN THE 
ARTICLE 8 OF EUROPEAN COMMISSION DECISION ON GES 2017/848 DOCUMENT (PAGES 15-16) 

Reviewer 1: It is very unclear how the search terms will be used. Only the Context keywords 
includes quotation marks. Many of the proposed search terms (e.g. “wading bird species”) 
seem like they will have a list associated with them otherwise they will not attract many 
search hits. Another is the use of e.g. “large tuna” - is “tuna” adequate or only “large tuna”, 
etc. Typically, birds feeding at sea are referred to as “seabirds”. “Seals” would not capture 
sea lions. Unfortunately, most marine mammal studies refer to the species specifically, not 
taxonomic grouping. The list also excludes cephalopods (squid, octopus, cuttlefish) and other 
molluscs (sea snails, sea slugs, etc), echinoderms (sea urchins, starfish, etc.), cnidaria (jellyfish, 
corals), porifera (sponges), and plants are excluded across all criteria. 

The use of search terms needs to be clearly indicated (i.e. are the search terms just groupings 
to be elaborated on further, or are these the actual search terms?). 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. We now present the exact search strings used in the 
final searches in Annexe 1. The terms added to the search strings were derived from the 
criteria for the descriptors, as stated in Article 8.  

Reviewer 2: no comment 

Reviewer 3: no comment 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: no comment 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 
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Reviewer 8: This is a part of the problem because the contents are not sufficient for the offshore 
wind farms, and they are biased by a “coastal, benthic and air” vision. They can be used under 
the condition to improve them (adding further points). 

RESPONSE: Thank you. Yes, this aligns with the limitations of the framework itself. This can be 
discussed.  

Reviewer 9: in the section D6 - Seabed integrity, please add: smothering, sealing, fragmentation, 
re-suspension 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment. The terms added to the search strings were derived 
from the criteria for the descriptors, as stated in Article 8 (Annexe 1, p. 20-26).  

19. HOW DID YOU GET TO KNOW ABOUT THIS CALL FOR REVIEW? 

Reviewer 1: Colleague 

Reviewer 2: Colleague 

Reviewer 3: Bioagora project 

Reviewer 4: Email from Eklipse 

Reviewer 5: Email from Eklipse 

Reviewer 6: Colleague 

Reviewer 7: Email from Eklipse 

Reviewer 8: Email from Eklipse 

Reviewer 9: personal contact via LinkedIn 

20. ANY OTHER COMMENTS? 

Reviewer 1: no comment 

Reviewer 2: no comment 

Reviewer 3: no comment 

Reviewer 4: no comment 

Reviewer 5: no comment 

Reviewer 6: no comment 

Reviewer 7: no comment 

Reviewer 8: This is an important step forward and, at the same time, a very useful opportunity 
for improving the current system 

Bibliography:https://iucn-csg.org/update-threats-to-taiwanese-white-dolphins-from-offshore-
windfarms/ 

RESPONSE: Thank you for your comment 

https://iucn-csg.org/update-threats-to-taiwanese-white-dolphins-from-offshore-windfarms/
https://iucn-csg.org/update-threats-to-taiwanese-white-dolphins-from-offshore-windfarms/
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Reviewer 9: no comment 
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