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i Executive summary 

The ICES Workshop on Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (WKSHOES) met online 22-24 June 
2021 with the objective to organize the background information needed for SCICOM and ACOM 
to develop a formal ICES Stakeholder Engagement Strategy.   

Stakeholder engagement has taken an increasingly important role in ICES. There was a strong 
consensus in the workshop that stakeholder engagement is essential to ICES’ work, as has been 
captured by the most recent ICES Strategic, Science, and Advisory Plans. The question is how to 
do it best. While WKSHOES recognized the essential nature of stakeholder engagement for ad-
dressing environmental challenges, understanding human impacts and values, the group dis-
cussed the valid concern that if stakeholder engagement is done incorrectly, it could compromise 
the perceived objectivity of ICES science and its independence. Workshop participants chal-
lenged the idea of objective or “pure” science, but also recognized the practical need to have 
ICES advice be transparent and science-based. Participants also understand that when providing 
advice, tradeoffs have to be made that are informed by the different weights that stakeholders 
place on various management objectives.   

A key question related to a potential stakeholder engagement strategy is “Who is a stakeholder?” 
This report discusses several definitions and roles. A central challenge for ICES is recognizing 
that the network of stakeholders is a subset of the people impacted by ICES science and advice. 
The Stakeholder Engagement Strategy should therefore primarily focus on ensuring that people 
who are part of the ICES network have clear roles and responsibilities and that ICES performs 
its work fairly and transparently. However, participants also recognize the need to increase op-
portunities for diverse resource users and citizens to have clear avenues to engage with the dif-
ferent aspects of the ICES network. Considering and promoting diversity and inclusion and 
avoiding implicit bias are crucial in this process. 

It is also essential to define clear goals for stakeholder engagement in general, and tangible ob-
jectives for each engagement activity in particular. Engagement objectives already formulated in 
various ICES documents are outlined in this report, as well as recommendations for guiding 
principles that provide the overarching frame of reference for engagement. 

This Report serves as the primary output from WKSHOES, and represents the knowledge and 
opinions of workshop participants. WKSHOES recommends that in order to both complete the 
development of the strategy and conduct successful stakeholder engagement about it, a suite of 
communication activities is needed that should best be coordinated from a central contact point 
within ICES. WKSHOES recommends that after ACOM and SCICOM draft the strategy and ob-
tain input from the ICES Council, a diversity of stakeholders should be invited to provide input 
on the WKSHOES report and the development of the Engagement Strategy. ICES should solicit 
input from stakeholders by early 2022 to agree on the contents of the Strategy and how it will be 
implemented. WKSHOES also recommends that a future Expert Group address the ongoing 
need to develop and communicate effective stakeholder engagement methods within the ICES 
network. 
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1 Introduction 

The Workshop on Stakeholder Engagement Strategy (WKSHOES) met to address ICES 'need to 
formalize its stakeholder engagement activities and develop a related strategy. As stakeholder 
interactions have become more a part of the ICES system, there are a number of processes that  
have evolved to support and monitor the involvement of stakeholders, with special attention 
given to the role of observers in the advisory process. 

ICES values the disciplines, perspectives and expertise brought to the network by member coun-
try institutions, partners, clients, and other stakeholders1, 2. Thus it is committed to working with 
stakeholders to achieve its mission and implement its plans. 

The concept of working with stakeholders is explored in the ICES Advisory Plan3, where some 
of the challenges and goals of stakeholder engagement are described. When considering the le-
gitimacy of advice, ICES notes that “potential tensions may arise as the transparency and the interac-
tion with stakeholders increase, in particular regarding the independence of the advice given”. Hence 
ICES commits itself to “work with stakeholders, and social scientists, to ensure a wider range of relevant 
scientific knowledge is incorporated into our advice consistent with the ecosystem approach” and to 
“[e]ngage stakeholders and advice recipients to develop current and future advice products”. 

Today the interactions between ICES and its stakeholders are many fold. As they have developed 
in an organic manner rather than in a planned process, however, there is a lack of a clear over-
view of the diversity, foci, stakeholders groups, and scientists involved in the current engage-
ment processes. Moreover, these processes - taking place both in the knowledge production (= 
science) and the advice process - reflect no clear objectives, and methods, procedures, rules or 
boundaries are unclear for some of the activities (e.g. engagement in Expert Groups). The Terms 
of Reference for WKSHOES aimed to request that the workshop provide an overview of current 
stakeholder engagement activities as well as lay the foundation for developing a formalised ICES 
Stakeholder Engagement Strategy. This report gives a brief overview of the history of stake-
holder engagement in ICES (Section 2); outlines envisioned stakeholder interaction goals, prin-
ciples and roles (Section 3); proposes a table of contents for the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 
(Section 4); highlights risks, gaps and opportunities in the stakeholder engagement process (Sec-
tion 5); suggests how to communicate stakeholder engagement within the ICES system (Section 
6); and presents WKSHOES’ overview of ongoing engagement activities in ICES (Section 7). Sec-
tion 8 discusses additional approaches to improve inclusion and engagement with stakeholders 
and in Section 9 the workshop experience is reflected upon. Section 10 summarizes WKHOES’ 
recommendations forward. As a whole, this report serves as a basis for ACOM and SCICOM to 
further develop the ICES Stakeholder Engagement Strategy.  

 

                                                           

1 This report draws liberally and at times directly upon the ICES Position Paper, Ballesteros and Dickey-Collas 2020.   

2 ICES. 2019. Science Plan. http://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.5469  

3 ICES. 2019. Advisory Plan. http://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.5468 

http://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.5469
http://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.5469
http://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.5468
http://doi.org/10.17895/ices.pub.5468
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1.1 Terms of References 

The WKSHOES Terms of Reference (TOR, Annex 3) describe the tasks for this workshop. 
WKSHOES examined stakeholder interactions across ICES expert groups, assessed the needs 
and opportunities, and developed elements for a strategy to formalize stakeholder involvement 
in ICES groups. Specifically, WKSHOES addressed the following elements of the TOR. 

a) Characterize potential ICES stakeholder interaction goals as well as the key elements of a 
stakeholder engagement strategy to achieve these goals, to be developed by 
ACOM/SCICOM following WKSHOES (Section 4.1). 

b) Further describe these key elements of the strategy, e.g. objectives, roles, principles, 
boundaries, monitoring, evaluation, etc.  

1.  Consider relevant stakeholder interaction documents including the framing docu-
ment developed by Ballesteros and Dickey-Collas (Section 4.2). Building on the Bal-
lesteros and Dickey-Collas framing document, summarize the approaches taken by 
other similar and relevant international organisations (Section 4.3). 
2.     Develop and propose a table of contents for a Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 
to be developed by ACOM/SCICOM (Section 4.1) that clearly links the potential ob-
jectives with guiding principles (Section 3). 
3. Discuss gaps, identify risks and opportunities that arise from the challenges identified 
(Section 5). 
4. Consider the best means to effectively and transparently communicate with the 
ICES community about stakeholder engagement to ensure trust in the process (Section 
6). 

 

c) Research and report current stakeholder activities taking place within ICES, to inform the 
deliberations of ACOM/SCICOM, especially with regards to monitoring and evaluating the 
impact of stakeholder engagement against the goals of a strategy (Section 7).  

 
1.   Prior to the workshop, survey ICES expert group chairs to characterize current 
stakeholder involvement, perceived barriers and challenges, and goals for improving 
stakeholder engagement (Section 7.1). 

2.     Summarize current stakeholder monitoring / tracking4 processes and consider alterna-
tives (Sections 7.2 - 7.4). 

3.  Discuss future social science training needs related to different stakeholder strategies 
(Section 7.5). 

d) Propose alternative approaches (with associated risks) to improve and secure further in-
clusion and engagement by ICES with stakeholders (Section 8), such   as   future   hybrid 
meetings.  
In addition to these ToR, this report sets the background for the Engagement Strategy by outlin-
ing a brief history of stakeholder engagement in ICES (Section 2), discussing who is a stakeholder 
in the ICES context, and current processes of engagement in the organisation. 

                                                           

4 Some participants felt like this term was problematic, so we have tried to avoid it in the WKSHOES report and its recommendations. 
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1.2 Workshop background and details 

Section 2 summarizes the history of stakeholder engagement in ICES.  WKSHOES was conceived 
in 2020 and the terms of reference, scope of the workshop, and participant needs were discussed 
by the workshop Chairs, the ACOM and SCICOM Chairs, and a diversity of stakeholder engage-
ment experts active in the ICES community. Below is a timeline of activities from recent months. 

• February 2021 - WKSHOES Resolution submitted to ACOM / SCICOM Forum for com-
ments; comments addressed; resolution accepted. 

• March - May 2021: preparations of workshop by Chairs in dialogue with ACOM and 
SCICOM Chairs 

• May 28 - June 11, 2021: ICES Expert Group Chairs online survey carried out (Survey 
questionnaire see Annex 4; survey result summary see Section 7.1)  

• June 22-24, 2021: WKSHOES takes place virtually (Final agenda see Annex 2) 
• June 25 - July 22, 2021: joint compilation of workshop report  
• July 31, 2021: final editing and submission of report by WKSHOES Chairs. 

ACOM and SCICOM will write the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy for approval by the ICES 
Council. 
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2 Brief history of stakeholder engagement in ICES 

The Process of Opening Up to Stakeholder Engagement 

Dickey-Collas & Ballesteros (2021) analyze the process in ICES of opening up to increased stake-
holder engagement from 1980 to 2020. The history of stakeholder engagement in ICES is, like the 
history of the organisation per se, characterised by institutional reforms and organisational learn-
ing. These reforms are further described in Dickey-Collas & Ballesteros (2021). The authors found 
that the opening-up of ICES for the involvement of stakeholders began in 1980 with the first 
Dialogue Meeting with fisheries management representatives. In 1982, the scope was broadened 
by engaging with fishing industry representatives. The meetings were considered useful as they 
increased mutual understanding and widened participation in discussions about ICES. In 1996, 
as a result of a crisis funding the advice system, ICES initiated the Working Group on Coopera-
tive Procedures (WGCOOP) with requesters of advice (clients). The funding issues were settled, 
but the working group persisted and morphed into the annual Meeting with ICES Client Com-
missions (MICC) in 2004. MICC included both requesters and also representatives of govern-
ments of ICES member countries. In 2012, MICC became known as the Meeting between ICES 
and Recipients of ICES Advice (MIRIA) and is now seen as a major tool in maintaining the rele-
vance and salience of ICES advice. 

By 2000, ICES was still relatively closed to stakeholder engagement but their involvement in 
science activities was gaining momentum. This was catalysed by concepts like post-normal sci-
ence. In 2002, the reform of the EU Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) formed the Regional Advi-
sory Councils (RACs), which were increased in number under the new name of Advisory Coun-
cils (ACs) in the CFP reform of 2014. The ACs are stakeholder platforms with representatives of 
the harvesting, processing and marketing industries, NGOs, consumer associations and other 
civil society organizations. They provide for institutionalised, inter-stakeholder dialogue as well 
as formal interaction directly with the European Commission. ICES initiated annual meetings 
with the RACs in 2006, and broadened these meetings to include representatives from non-EU 
member countries and official observers in 2015 (called MIACO). Relevant advice is also pre-
sented to each of the ACs by ICES scientists throughout the year and discussed with its members. 

In recent decades, ICES has worked with requesters, stakeholders and observers (see Section 3.3) 
to increase the number of opportunities for dialogue. It also used the serendipitous creation of 
the ACs as an opportunity to broaden such dialogue. Today, stakeholders are welcome in ad-
vancing knowledge where the merits of engagement are clear, when stakes are high, scientific 
knowledge uncertain, and interdisciplinary or transdisciplinary approaches are viewed as nec-
essary. ICES also has a tradition of cooperation between science and industry in areas including 
data collection, considering insights relevant for assessment groups, participatory modelling, 
qualitative research, and scoping exercises. Many perceived this opening as non-threatening to 
the integrity of ICES advice. In addition, a red line was set excluding stakeholders from the ad-
visory process: NGOs and industry were presumed as partly lobbyists, which could risk how 
clients and interested parties might consider the credibility of ICES because of concerns over its 
independence. In ICES, there is a tradition for scientists and managers to define themselves as 
non-stakeholders (universal and disinterested), with the goal of ensuring the neutrality of an 
advisory process based on facts and free of values and interest (Wilson, 2009: 129).  

A Separation between Science and Advice 

Since at least the 1950s, ICES has separated its science activities from its advisory activities. After 
a critique of the advice system as a “black box advice machine” and a number of internal reforms 
(see Dickey-Collas & Ballesteros (2021) for details), the ICES advisory process opened to 
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observers in 2008. An Observer Policy was created to regulate stakeholder engagement in the 
advice process5. According to this policy, the role of observers is a specific stakeholder role in 
the ICES system, as outlined in section 3.3.2 of this Report. Despite this opening, credibility is a 
core attribute for ICES. Hence, a last restriction currently remains with part of the advice process 
being closed to stakeholders (but open to requesters and academic observers). Certain working 
groups are classified as predominantly contributing to the provision of advice (ICES CM 2013 
Del-11.3) and only scientists nominated by member countries are allowed to participate in these 
groups. 

The current ICES mission and vision frame stakeholder engagement within the context of con-
tinuous improvement of the scientific basis for decision-making, while ensuring the coherence 
and reliability of policy-relevant science. 

                                                           

5 ICES Observer Policy (2013) - https://www.ices.dk/community/Documents/Observers/CM_2013_Del-11%203_Observer_rules.pdf  

https://www.ices.dk/community/Documents/Observers/CM_2013_Del-11%203_Observer_rules.pdf
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3 Stakeholder interaction goals, principles, and roles 

Despite the set of rules designed for stakeholder participation in the science and advisory pro-
cesses and the emphasis placed on working with stakeholders in the ICES Advisory Plan, ICES 
lacks a defined overall stakeholder engagement strategy. The concept of stakeholder has never 
been formally defined by ICES, the goals of engagement have not been described or monitored, 
and the roles and responsibilities of all different stakeholders have not been systematically con-
sidered (Dickey-Collas and Ballesteros, 2021). WKSHOES Terms of Reference a) calls on the 
workshop to ‘Characterize potential ICES stakeholder interaction goals as well as the key ele-
ments of a stakeholder engagement strategy to achieve these goals, to be developed by 
ACOM/SCICOM following WKSHOES.’ Here we discuss these goals in further detail. 

3.1 Goals of stakeholder engagement in ICES 

As noted in Ballesteros and Dickey-Collas (2020), the primary ICES goals of stakeholder engage-
ment are described in the Advisory Plan, namely to ensure the credibility, legitimacy and relevance 
of the ICES science and scientific advice. 

Goals for ensuring incorporation of a wider range of knowledge so that it is suited to future 
needs can also be drawn from the Advisory Plan: “ICES will work with stakeholders, and social 
scientists, to ensure a wider range of relevant scientific knowledge is incorporated into our advice con-
sistent with the ecosystem approach” (p. 8) and “[e]ngage stakeholders and advice recipients to develop 
current and future advice products” (p. 13). This engagement occurs with the goal of being “guided 
by their [the stakeholders’] feedback as [ICES] assimilate[s] new and a wider range of relevant scientific 
knowledge, especially on natural resource management, biodiversity and climate change” (ICES Advi-
sory Plan 2020: 13). Another goal is for ICES to do its best to assure the independence of its 
advice, as also stated in the Advisory Plan: "Develop a stronger base in scoping and stakeholder en-
gagement’ and to ‘investigate mechanisms and examples of assuring independence of advice in systems 
with increasing stakeholder participation” (p. 17). 

Moreover, a number of other activities in relation to stakeholder engagement are mentioned in 
the Advisory Plan without specifying concrete implementation: 

• “[A]lert managers and stakeholders to changes in the marine ecosystem and human ac-
tivities.” (p. 17) 

• “Develop a stronger base in scoping and stakeholder engagement.” (p. 17) 
• “Investigate mechanisms and examples of assuring independence of advice in systems 

with increasing stakeholder participation [...].” (p. 17) 
• The inclusion of “relevant social, cultural, economic and stakeholder information” into 

ICES’ science and advice (p. 13). 

3.2 ICES principles of stakeholder engagement 

The principles listed below, formulated here in a general manner, apply differently in different 
contexts. Two such key contexts are the knowledge production process (= science) within ICES 
on the one hand, and the advisory process on the other. The Principles are vehicles for achieving 
ICES’ mission and vision, and shape the foundation for the behaviours and reasoning used to 
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define major goals and objectives6, and the methods required to reach them. The principles 
should be sufficiently general that they remain unchanged even if goals and objectives are up-
dated; if conflicts among objectives arise, principles may support prioritizing and balancing 
them. The following principles are suggested by WKSHOES based on Ballesteros & Dickey-Col-
las (2020): 

1. Opportunities for stakeholder involvement are inclusive and proportional to the 
relevant issue.  

WKSHOES Statement: Stakeholder involvement can facilitate inclusivity and opportunity, but 
should not be assumed to  automatically do so. Rather, inclusivity and opportunity are prereq-
uisites for stakeholder engagement. There need to be guarantees that the engagement process is 
open to all appropriate stakeholders and that there are mechanisms to encourage their involve-
ment, and inclusivity should be carefully monitored. The Strategy should address how ICES en-
gages with stakeholders, how engagement is maintained, and if all relevant stakeholder groups 
are included. A regular assessment should ensure that inclusivity is consistently practised. In-
clusivity encompasses fairness and equity in participation processes, with the aim to overcome 
social cleavages of gender, age, occupation, and other stakeholder characteristics that may lead 
- or appear to lead - to a lack of openness, transparency, and inclusivity. 

2. Active stakeholder participation is consistent with the impartiality, independence 
and integrity of ICES. 

WKSHOES Statement: There is consensus among WKSHOES members that stakeholder engage-
ment is an essential element of ICES’ work. In their position paper, Ballesteros & Dickey-Collas 
(2020: 7) state that “[t]he discussion is no longer framed in terms of whether stakeholders should 
be engaged, but how, what for, and the benefits and threats that their involvement entails”. The 
members of WKSHOES agree that this is the case and note that all ICES activities require partic-
ipatory work to varying degrees.  

However, the point was raised that we tend to speak of stakeholder engagement as an inherently 
positive phenomenon, which is not necessarily the case if it occurs in an unfair, biased, or 
agenda-driven manner. It is therefore crucial to scrutinise where, how, and when engagement 
adds to a process and when it does not, and how to ensure fairness and openness for all stake-
holder groups. Conflicts of interest may exist and it will be important for ICES to recognize and 
acknowledge these potential conflicts. 

3. The roles, responsibilities and expectations of participation are transparent, and 
participants understand and respect their roles and that of others. 

WKSHOES Statement: The roles of participants must be transparent, and participants should 
understand and respect their roles and those of others. All stakeholders should share their ex-
pectations for the process and its outcomes as part of their commitment to establishing ways of 
working that are relevant to the issues, and that are mutually understood. Co-construction and 
co-responsibility of knowledge should be adopted as the default mode-of operation among 
groups. The engagement process strives to empower all stakeholders to share responsibility and 

                                                           

6 While goals and objectives are synonyms in common language,  in strategic planning and organizational management they are used to refer to  a different 

hierarchy and time-frame. Strategy is the determination of long-term goals and objectives (see Chandler, A.D., Jr. (1962)).  In the context of this report goals are 

the long-term high-level results that an organization aims to achieve and objectives are the near-term, concrete, measured steps towards these goals. 
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accountability for mutually agreed actions. A set of roles and related responsibilities of different 
stakeholder types in ICES are proposed by Ballesteros & Dickey-Collas (2020) and further dis-
cussion in Section 3.3 of this report. 

4.    ICES communication strategy is aligned with the engagement strategy. 

WKSHOES Statement: The ICES Stakeholder Engagement Policy will only be effective if it is 
effectively communicated to the ICES community and its diverse current and potential stake-
holders. As the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy is evaluated and revised by ICES over time, it 
will be essential to use the ICES communication team to communicate changes in emphasis in 
the Strategy and to focus outreach on groups that are not well represented in the ICES network. 

5.   Stakeholders’ participation is assessed, the engagement process is monitored, and 
constant organizational learning occurs. 

Regular monitoring, evaluation and adaptation of the engagement processes within ICES should 
ensure institutional learning and the continued improvement of ICES stakeholder engagement 
process.  The utility of stakeholder engagement processes should be monitored by ICES to aid 
continuous improvement (see Principle 4). In this context it needs to be clarified who would do 
such monitoring and if new institutional arrangements are needed (see also Section 7 of this re-
port). 

3.3 Definition and roles of ICES stakeholders 

Whereas the overall need for engaging with stakeholders is acknowledged, however, several 
important questions arise when it comes to defining who is a stakeholder in the ICES system and 
what their roles and responsibilities are. 

3.3.1 Who is a stakeholder 

Within ICES, the term ‘stakeholder’ is widely used. According to WGMARS, they are seen as 
providing guidance on areas of research or a source of data for scientific research (Clay & Ferretti 
2020). In other contexts, stakeholders were referred to as ‘knowledge holders’. In general, the 
term is used without further explanation. For example, the Science Plan notes that ICES should: 
“Identify, design and make use of opportunities for public participation in observation and ex-
ploration through citizen-science; and identify and make use of opportunities for marine indus-
tries and other stakeholders to contribute to research design, data gathering and interpretation”.  

By analysing the use of the term ‘stakeholder’ both on the ICES website and in Expert Group 
documents over recent decades, it can be concluded that the term ‘stakeholder’ experienced a 
very positive trend. Over time they have taken on more responsibilities and gained trust and 
increased involvement. An example of reference is the ICES Science Plan (2019) in which the 
importance of allowing stakeholders to contribute to a research design, data gathering, and in-
terpretation is stated.  

WK members agree that there needs to be a distinction between ICES as an institutional entity 
(i.e. an Intergovernmental organisation with a Bureau/Council) and the community of scientists 
who work within the ICES system. Whilst the institution is the initiator and owner of the En-
gagement Strategy proposed here, and not in itself considered to be a stakeholder, the broader 
science community should be viewed as stakeholders, albeit internal to the system governed by 
ICES. This differentiation is an important one as the misunderstanding might arise that scientists 
are not stakeholders. WKSHOES thus makes the following distinctions: i) ICES as the body that 
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has ownership and accountability for its stakeholder engagement strategy; ii) the community of 
scientists that may work independently, or under the umbrella of, the ICES system to collectively 
help deliver its overarching goals for marine science; iii) stakeholders who are not scientists but 
participate in the ICES system because its work is of direct relevance to their work or interests. 
Hence the operational definition suggested for the strategy is to consider stakeholders as those 
who affect or are affected by ICES, including the scientists operating within the ICES network. Stake-
holder groups currently engaged in ICES can be summarised in the following categories: the 
fishing and aquaculture industry/sector; environmental NGOs and associations; other NGOs 
and associations (including consumers associations); scientific organizations; international agen-
cies, government bodies, decision- makers, as well as fisheries and ecosystem managers (based 
on the Expert Group Chair survey results, see section 7.1). 

3.3.2 Roles of stakeholders 

Understanding the role stakeholders play at the science-policy interface is a critical element in 
designing the Strategy. Ballesteros and Dickey-Collas (2020) develop a conceptual typology that 
captures the dynamics of stakeholder interaction in ICES7. Whenever an individual or organiza-
tion engages with ICES, it plays one of the following four roles: Expert, Observer, Participant or 
Partner. An individual/organization may interact in multiple processes and play different roles. 
For example, a fisher can be an expert as a member of an expert group based on his/her 
knowledge and know-how, be an observer to the advisory process, be a participant in a work-
shop for a scoping exercise, and be a partner participating in the annual meeting of ICES, Advi-
sory Councils and other observers. Likewise, a scientist may take part in a scoping exercise or be 
a member of an expert group, or observe the advisory process on behalf of an NGO or industry 
organization. 

Stakeholder roles are defined by two attributes: the aim and the focus of the participatory process. 
Figure 1 represents the two-dimensional matrix and Figure 2 applies the conceptual typology  to 
ICES. 

 

Figure 1. Typology of stakeholder roles at the science-policy interface in ICES. 

 

                                                           

7 This is a summary of the approach developed. For details, please see Ballesteros and Dickey-Collas (2020).  
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Figure 2. Examples of current ICES’ participatory processes. 

The ICES system interacts with stakeholders with a focus on both content delivery and on pro-
cess. 

Content 

A focus on content delivery understands participation as a means to achieve an end. Hence, par-
ticipation focuses on what result is obtained -- a knowledge product or an advice output. 

Focusing on delivering results has clear rules to govern stakeholders’ participation. Stakeholders 
contribute to generating scientific evidence. If the interaction is to advance knowledge (science), 
the stakeholders involved, other than the Chair(s), are formally equal to other members in the 
group. If the interaction is to support policy (advice), the stakeholders’ role is to represent their 
own or their organization's interests and is limited to the status of observer. In the former (sci-
ence), participation criteria are discretionary and based on expertise; in the latter (advice) partic-
ipation is based on democratic principles of equal access to those with a stake in the decisions 
being made8. 

The operational rules are designed to ensure the accuracy and reliability of inputs and outputs. 
The dialogue enabled by stakeholder participation aims to be framed on facts and findings, plac-
ing the integrity of the process as a core value for the credibility of science and advice. 

Process 

A focus on process understands participation as a means in itself, with substantive benefits com-
ing from how participation occurs. In contrast to the formalized rules described above, the oper-
ational rules are designed to promote a free-flowing dialogue, albeit the flexibility is higher in 
the science than in the advice realm. In advice, there is a formal setting in terms of periodicity 
(multi-annual/annual basis) and participant profiles (e.g. advice requesters and observers). Flex-
ible stakeholder interaction has allowed ICES to push forward the explicit recognition of the 
importance of non-scientist input to the advice-development process (Wilson, 2009: 265).  

 

                                                           

8 Governmental, intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations, and individuals are 
eligible to be observers.  
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Description of Roles 

Participatory processes are used for advancing knowledge and for delivering scientific advice. 
Considering the use (the aim of science or advice) and focus (what or how) described above, four 
stakeholder roles have been defined. These are the four roles described in Ballesteros and Dickey-
Collas (2020), with some very minor modifications and elaborations by WKSHOES. 

Expert: a formal role that is part of a process that integrates experience-based and scientific 
knowledge to produce robust evidence. The process has clear rules for experts, who 
are selected on an individual basis according to their know-how and expertise at the 
discretion of the Chair or ICES member country. 

Knowledge is co-produced by scientists and stakeholders, both held accountable for the 
output. Ideally, this type of interaction deals with structured issues, where there is at least 
a partial agreement about the relevant knowledge required to address the issue. The trust 
required for the interaction is based on personal competence usually on an individual scale 
(interpersonal trust between the Chair and stakeholder). That trust enables effective 
knowledge production and favours knowledge exchange, collaboration, and learning. Sci-
entists have a responsibility to respect and consider the input of all expert group members, 
including those from non-traditional scientific backgrounds. 

Observer: a formal role allowing stakeholders to gain access to the advice process before it 
is delivered to decision-makers. It is designed to provide the best understanding of the 
facts and the associated uncertainty, giving stakeholders the chance to provide input 
and to observe how the advice is produced. Observers can be organizations or individ-
uals that are invited based on democratic and transparency principles. 

In ICES, Observation has extensive rules in terms of who can observe, how information is 
shared, how they deliberate, and how the input is integrated. This is the only role where 
ICES already has an explicit process to exclude those individuals that do not comply with 
the rules. Following accuracy and integrity criteria, observers may contribute to producing 
the scientific evidence that underpins scientific advice. Beyond the observance of the rules, 
stakeholders’ accountability is linked to their respective organizations and to the acceptance 
of equality among observers. In particular, the commitment of not using the insights gained 
by participating in the advisory drafting process to obtain commercial gains or advantages. 

Complete trust in the ICES outcomes does not have to be an entry barrier for stakeholders 
to be involved in this type of interaction; even in the absence of trust, they might be willing 
to do so for the sake of monitoring the system. Observation contributes to build competence-
based and process-based trust in the outputs delivered. If successfully implemented, this 
participatory process fosters credibility in science and advice, increasing the relevance of 
the output for the stakeholders. 

Participant: a flexible role where stakeholder involvement is designed to address a given 
research question or policy issue. Participants may be invited on an individual or repre-
sentative basis. This process is inherently flexible: it can be process and/or content based, 
used to gather insights, set preferences, explore communication tools or data formats, 
facilitate dialogue, or raise awareness, consensus building, or exchange knowledge. The 
interaction creates the space to apply participatory research or incipient transdiscipli-
nary efforts to deal with wicked problems and fill policy gaps (e.g. Arkema et al., 2006). 
The operational rules for participants entail open access and rather limited stakeholder 
accountability. These interactions may be related to gaining understanding (e.g. why 
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does this happen), to cope with a policy issue (e.g. a scoping exercise) or closely linked 
to decision-making (e.g. what are the implications of a policy choice). The closer to deci-
sion-making the stronger the stakeholders’ interests, but the scientific aim would make 
the interest lower than when delivering advice. Participant involvement may be based 
on interpersonal and/or organizational trust and triggered by interest, but it is essential 
that the doors to the ICES stakeholder engagement processes are wide open to all stake-
holders and the path to involvement is clear.. If successfully implemented, provides 
credibility and legitimacy of knowledge production while promoting learning. 

Partner: semi-structured or formal contractual role where interaction with stakeholders is 
designed to engage them in committed and continued relationships with the ICES sys-
tem. The operational rules allow narrowing the scope of the engagers to a given profile 
(e.g. advice requesters or observers). Unlike “Participants”, the interaction is recurrent 
and integrated into ICES planning. Engagement with partners facilitates deliberative 
dialogue for contested science and policy issues, ranging from corrections to advice 
after errors have occurred, quality control and quality assurance, to understanding and 
informing stakeholders’ strategies or policy objectives.  

Although there are different types of partners (e.g. a country signing a bilateral agreement 
or a stakeholder organization receiving advice), partners are equal in terms of the right to 
be involved and the capabilities to be considered (see also power dynamics below). 

Stakeholders need to trust ICES to fairly engage in these partnership roles. By doing so, process-
based trust is built for stakeholders to continue engaging and they will be willing to collaborate 
on common goals even in the face of specific disagreements. Engagement creates a sense of be-
longing and partnership that the participant role does not. If successfully implemented, it fosters 
legitimacy and relevance of the advice provision as well as willingness to invest in the improve-
ment of the system. 

Power dynamics 

Ideally, ICES stakeholder involvement is based on mutually beneficial cooperation. Power dy-
namics, however, are inherent to any participatory process and discussed openly. Understand-
ing how power dynamics shape the four stakeholder roles can increase inclusive engagement 
spaces. 

ICES uses stakeholders’ engagement to develop its operational activities (to produce knowledge 
and to deliver scientific advice) as well as to anticipate and define future actions and advance its 
own priorities. ICES priorities include gaining credibility, legitimacy, and relevance for the sci-
entific advice, providing a safe space for discussing socially controversial issues, and exploring 
choices or advocating for given topics (e.g. non-requested advice). 

ICES is in a dominant position of power for all stakeholder types except with some Partners. This 
power arises from controlling the agenda-setting, the resources, the acceptance and exclusion of 
participants, and the capacity to influence. Within this context, the level of influence stakeholders 
have in the process varies greatly, as we describe for each stakeholder role. 

Expert: the Chair of the working group holds a strong power position (and responsibility) 
supported by the ICES organizational structure. They control which stakeholders can 
be involved and are accountable for the implementation of the rules. Additionally, the 
scientists of the group have some control in favouring preconceived notions, and are 
able to exclude some voices or knowledge types. Stakeholders do participate, but they 
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are a small minority and their insights may  be more likely to be questioned or sus-
pected of bias due to potential (actual or perceived) conflicts of interest. 

Observers: have limited power to influence the process. ICES -namely the Council- sets the 
rules, controls the process and defines the observers’ policy. ACOM has the power to 
overrule the contributions from specific stakeholders, linked to the decision-making 
process of member country consensus required for the delivery of scientific advice. 
Among observers, the availability of resources enables their participation; it takes time, 
money and expertise to provide input to be considered for inclusion in the advice. In 
addition, highly specialized organizations representing sectors with consistent inter-
ests  may have an advantage over those defending broader or less concentrated  inter-
ests (both for industry and NGOs). 

Participants: the Chair(s), ACOM, and SCICOM have the power to define the research ques-
tions being addressed and the engagement mode with stakeholders (from consultation 
to co-production). They also control the method for selection of participants and means 
of interaction (from the location to the time allocated to each intervention). Stakehold-
ers' capability to influence the process is contingent on those factors; however, power 
asymmetries among different stakeholders may be aggravated by implicit bias in the 
process design. 

Partners: power distribution is more balanced between ICES and its partners, in general. 
Through contracts and agreements, ICES enters into a bilateral relationship to define 
interactions ,notwithstanding the inter-institutional power dynamics across ICES’ cli-
ents. The other interactions where stakeholders are partners (MIACO, MIRIA, and ad 
hoc events) explore how to improve the knowledge and scientific advice provision 
without being linked to an actual decision-making process. This implies openness and 
soft power mechanisms attributed to stakeholders (e.g. agenda setting or specific re-
quests). We discussed in WKSHOES how ICES may have more financial reliance on 
certain partners, although we did not reach any conclusions about the implications of 
this reliance. 

Stakeholders’ interest and willingness to influence the process is the common ground among 
them. Power asymmetries in the participatory processes place some stakeholders in an advanta-
geous position. Acknowledging the power dynamics that take place is critical for designing op-
erational rules to counterbalance them so it is important that power dynamics are mentioned in 
all ICES stakeholder documentation. 
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4 Elements of a stakeholder engagement strategy 

4.1 Key elements of the ICES Stakeholder Engagement 
Strategy 

Based on the information summarized above, the short table of contents proposed by Ballesteros 
& Dickey-Collas (2020), and the discussions about the table of contents on Day 2 of WKSHOES, 
the following draft content for the Strategy is suggested. Many details of these elements are dis-
cussed in this report and in Ballesteros & Dickey-Collas (2020). 

 

1. Purpose of the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 
1.1. Context  

1.1.1 Key activities of ICES that suggest the need for stakeholder engagement 
1.1.2 Independence and credibility with greater stakeholder engagement  

- How do structures and processes within the organization help balancing credibility, 
legitimacy and saliency? 

1.2. Who this document is intended for 
1.3 Definitions 

- Scientific integrity, etc. 
 

2. Principles of stakeholder engagement in ICES (see Section 3.2 of this report) 
 

3. Goals of Engagement 
3.1. Knowledge production  
3.2. Data gathering 
3.3. Participatory research 
3.4. Co-production 
3.5. Citizen science 
3.6. Innovative knowledge frameworks 
3.7. Policy Support (Developing advice products, Contribute with expert knowledge, 

Organisation performance) 
3.8 Build trust and shared understanding 
 

4. Risks / Challenges (see Section 5 of this report) 
 

5. Stakeholder Roles in ICES 
5.1. Who holds a stake and how do they demonstrate it? 
5.2. Identification and Affiliation of Stakeholders 

- Who within ICES identifies stakeholders, and how? 
- How do we provide the opportunity to join and contribute? 
- Procedures for actively reaching out and fostering engagement 
- Identification of who is missing in the process and steps to improve inclusion. 

5.3 The 4 ICES Stakeholder Roles (Described above) 
 

6. Stakeholder Responsibilities 
6. 1 Duties and responsibilities of the different stakeholder types  
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6.2 Role of stakeholder groups in the process (it is context dependent) 
6.3. “Stakeholder Agreement”for various stakeholder roles 

- Formal description of the process(es) 
- Decision-making procedures and Participation guidelines 
- Outputs to be delivered 
- Commitment to the process. 

6.4. Code of Conduct for participation 
 

7. The Practicalities of Engagement 
7.1. Specific meeting formats in ICES (in science & advice) and their objectives 
7.2. Avenues of participation in each format  
7.3. The participation process (from access to the system to final product ) 
7.4. Research ethics, data protection, informed consent 
7.5. Managing potential and perceived Conflicts of Interest 
7.6 Transparency and how it is ensured. 
 

8. Monitoring & Evaluation 
8.1. Maintaining and encouraging engagement 
8.2. Procedures for feedback loops to stakeholders  
8.3. Monitoring processes and criteria 

- Who monitors? Against which criteria? 
- Procedures for adaptation of the engagement process (--> organisational learning) 

8.4. Evaluation of engagement against the objectives  
- Were objectives of WG/WK met, and what role did stakeholders play in that? 
- Evaluation of the process by stakeholders. 

 
9. Link to communication strategy about stakeholder engagement 

9.1. New communication needs and documents (internal and external) 
- Who needs to know about the Strategy, and why?  

9.2 Specific actions for target audiences linked to engagement objectives 
9.2. Training needs for ICES related to Stakeholder Engagement 

 
10. Monitoring, reporting, and review of the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 

10.1. Annual reporting to SCICOM / ACOM on Stakeholder Engagement 

10.2. Revisit the ICES Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 3 years after implementation. 
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4.2 Related literature of stakeholder engagement strategy 
in ICES and beyond 

 

This section provides an overview of relevant literature relevant to this project. 

Literature and documents discussing stakeholder engagement within and beyond ICES. 

 
General Topic of Reference Citation  Content of Reference  

Directly concerning ICES  Ballesteros and Dickey-Collas, 2020 Position paper on ICES stakeholders 
engagement 

 Dickey-Collas and Ballesteros, 2020 ICES history of stakeholder engage-
ment 

 Dickey-Collas and Ballesteros, 2019 Editorial that provides an earlier dis-
cussion on the needs for ICES Stake-
holder Engagement 

 Dankel et al., 2016 Multiple roles of fishery scientists in 
the ICES community 

 Stange et al., 2012 ICES reform processes 

 Wilson 2009 (link) Evaluation of providing natural sci-
ence advice on fisheries management 
(book with chapter summaries) 

 WKDSG 2021 Standard and Guidelines for fisheries 
dependent data  

 WKSCINDI 2019 Workshop on science with industry in-
itiatives 

EAFM and engagement of stakehold-
ers in fisheries science and advice 

 

Mackinson et al., 2011 

Engaging of stakeholders in fisheries 
and marine research 

added value of stakeholders engage-
ment in knowledge production 

 Mackinson and Middleton, 2018 Transferable lessons on stakeholder 
engagement in EAFM 

 Ramirez-Monsalve et al., 2021 Advisory processes have not yet been 
adapted to substantially support 
EAFM 

 Macher et al., 2021 Recommendations towards transdis-
ciplinary decision support processes 
in fisheries  (reflective approach) 

 Macher et al., 2018 (a number of 
other references available to this 
topic including Malvarosa et al., 2020 
or Sampedro et al 2019) 

Participatory modelling for fisheries 
decision support 

 Ballesteros et al., 2018 How stakeholders  perceive fisheries 
advice framed within the EA as well as 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt46mxkb
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how they understand their role in the 
process. 

 Holm  et al., 2020 Collaborative Research in fisheries: 
Co-creating knowledge for fisheries 
governance in Europe. 

Other connected areas of research 
(sustainable science, transdisciplinary 
research, sociology of science, etc.) 

Cvitanovic et al., 2019 Strategies to manage the challenges 
and risks of participatory adaptation 
research- application to climate re-
search 

 Barreteau et al., 2010 Clarifying “Participation” in Participa-
tory Research to Prevent its Rejection 
for the Wrong Reasons- includes ty-
pology for participation  

 Lang et al., 2011 Transdisciplinary research in sustaina-
bility science: practice, principles, and 
challenges- includes a figure present-
ing the link between transdisciplinary 
research, societal and scientific prac-
tices  

 Hazard et al., 2019 A tool for reflecting on research 
stances to support sustainability tran-
sitions- including epistemological 
stances positivism vs interpretative 

 Gómez and Maynou, 2021 Participatory Action Research (PAR) 
to bring together stakeholders and re-
searchers in the co-creation of 
knowledge, identification of research 
problems, data collection, evaluation 
and co-design of management ac-
tions. 

Regarding benchmarking Smith et al., 1999 The Australian experience with SH in 
fisheries management may provide 
some useful ideas on the require-
ments for stakeholder engagement. 
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4.3 Stakeholder engagement strategies of similar science 
organizations 

A number of other science and natural resource policy organizations have stakeholder engage-
ment strategies that may be informative for the development of the ICES Stakeholder Engage-
ment Strategy. This section provides links to stakeholder engagement strategies of other sci-
ence-based organizations, which are intended as a reference for the elements of the ICES Stake-
holder Engagement Strategy detailed at the start of this section.   

UNEP Handbook for Stakeholder Engagement at UNEP (2015)9  

UNEP’s Handbook on Stakeholder Engagement outlines applied rules, mechanisms and prac-
tices for stakeholder engagement in UNEP’s work. It is divided in ten sections and could po-
tentially serve as a basis for structuring the ICES Stakeholder Engagement Strategy: 

1. The UN General Assembly and its organs 
○ Introduction of the organisation 
○ Governing structure 
○ Committees 

2. The UN’s engagement approach 
○ Statement of inclusivity 
○ 6 guiding principles 
○ Stakeholder categories and major groups 

3. Accreditation 
○ Process for stakeholders to be accredited as participants 

4. Participation in Agenda-Setting and Decision-Making Processes 
○ Two levels of participation: Agenda-setting and Decision-making 

5. Access to Information 
○ Access to information policy 
○ Use of modern technology to enhance engagement 

6. Major Groups and Stakeholders Body – Spaces and Roles 
○ Stakeholder Engagement Facilitation Committee + membership and election 
○ Stakeholder Engagement Code of Conduct 
○ Stakeholder Forum 
○ Regional Consultative Meetings 
○ Roles and selection of stakeholders 
○ Transparency and Accountability Policy  

7. Expert Input and Advice, and Partnerships for Implementation 
○ The ways of engagement for partnerships + indugenous peoples 

8. Funding for Stakeholder Engagement at UNEP 
9. Code of Conduct at Meetings Hosted by the UN 

○ Code of Conduct to prevent harassment, including sexual harassment 
○ Examples of harassment 

10. UNEP’s Civil Society Unit 

 

                                                           

9 This summary is based on the 2015 document,but the updated version of this document is now available here: https://wedocs.unep.org/20.500.11822/32831.  

http://wedocs.unep.org/handle/20.500.11822/7449
https://wedocs.unep.org/20.500.11822/32831
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UNESCO Comprehensive Partnership strategy 
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000370506/PDF/370506eng.pdf.multi.  The compre-
hensive partnership strategy is UNESCO’s overarching partnership strategy with its main part-
ners, networks and other key stakeholders. The 2019 version updates the 2013 version. 

UN Sustainable Development Goals. Stakeholders Strategy for the 2030 Agenda  

UN Institutional support for engagement was stated in the Brisbane Declaration on Community 
Engagement (2005). Stakeholder engagement is considered central for the implementation of the 
2030 Agenda: “Connecting and integrating diverse perspectives through effective engagement 
is the foundation of inclusive and sustainable policies and plans” (UN, 2020). In fact, Sustainable 
Development Goals 16 (responsive, inclusive, participatory and representative decision-making 
at all levels) and 17 (strengthen the means of implementation and revitalize the global partner-
ship for sustainable development) explicitly address participation10.  

Two elements of the UN Stakeholder Strategy are of particular interest for the ICES strategy:  the 
identification of “best practices” (linked to principles) and the Framework for Planning and As-
sessing qualitative engagement. Best practices include: long-term, regular and continuous; open, 
transparent and clear; systematic, well planned and structured; high quality and aiming for 
higher levels of engagement; well organized and with equitable access to needed resources; em-
powering stakeholders, especially vulnerable groups, for effective participation; encouraging 
contributions to implementation and stakeholders accountability; mindful of the need to follow 
up; inclusive of and strengthening the voice of the most vulnerable groups; having a clear link 
to the 2030 agenda national review process.   

The Framework for Planning and Assessing qualitative engagement comprises four dimensions 
and a set of indicators. Engagement must be purposeful (clearly articulated objectives, method-
ologies, dedicated resources and feedback);  inclusive (promoting stakeholders mapping, analy-
sis and the use of methods that enable integrating multiple perspectives and create safe spaces 
for participation); transformative (using methodologies that enable collaborate across groups 
and economic, social and environmental dimensions); proactive (assimilating engagement plan-
ning into processes of implementation and delivery, making timely and accessible information 
available and by prioritising stakeholders preferences with respect to mediums of participation 
(UN, 2020). 

Below are other links to other prominent Stakeholder Engagement Strategies that WKSHOES 
identified but did not summarize or discuss in detail. 

● IPBES Stakeholders strategy (n/d). https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/downloads/Deci-
sion_IPBES_3_4_EN_0.pdf 

IPBES views stakeholder engagement as an important element for its relevance, effectiveness, 
credibility and success. A participatory process started in 2013 including stakeholders’ input (314 
submissions received in response to 1,500 invitations), a physical workshop, facilitating organi-
zations (IUCN and ICSU), online public consultation and several drafts. The design of the strat-
egy faced contentious issues: the operational structure, eligibility criteria and whether govern-
ments should be considered stakeholders.  The Strategy was finally approved in 2015. 

The IPBES stakeholder strategy is implemented by the IPBES Secretariat, working under the su-
pervision of the Bureau and the Plenary and in collaboration with the Multidisciplinary Expert 
                                                           

10 Goals 5.5 , 6b and 11.3 also address participation. 

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000370506/PDF/370506eng.pdf.multi
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000370506/PDF/370506eng.pdf.multi
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000370506/PDF/370506eng.pdf.multi
https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/downloads/Decision_IPBES_3_4_EN_0.pdf
https://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/downloads/Decision_IPBES_3_4_EN_0.pdf
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Panel. Stakeholders are defined as individual scientists and knowledge holders as well as insti-
tutions, organizations and groups working in the field of biodiversity and ecosystems services 
that can: (a) Contribute to the activities of the work programme through their experience, exper-
tise, knowledge, data, information and capacity-building experience;  (b) Use or benefit from the 
outcomes of the work programme; (c) Encourage and support the participation of scientists and 
knowledge holders in the work of the Platform. 

Two categories of stakeholders have been identified: contributors (scientists, knowledge holders, 
practitioners and others) and end users (policymakers and others). It should be noted that stake-
holders are not entitled to observer status unless they are admitted as such according to the rules 
of procedure. 

The strategy explores the incentives and disincentives for engagement, as well as the associated 
risks (conflict of interest or dissent among stakeholders, inability to engage owing to lack of 
funding, participation fatigue, unmet expectations, unequal levels of engagement among stake-
holders). Several authors have analysed the development of the IPBES strategy and its out-
comes (see e.g. Oubenal et al., 2017; Esguerra et al., 2017).  

● IPCC Communications Handbook (January 2018) https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/up-
loads/2017/08/Climate-Outreach-IPCC-communications-handbook.pdf   

● FAO Strategy for Partnerships with the Private Sector 
http://www.fao.org/3/mg311e/mg311e.pdf 

● Various NOAA engagement documents  
○ Social Science Tools for Coastal Programs Introduction to Stakeholder Partici-

pation (2015). https://coast.noaa.gov/data/digitalcoast/pdf/stakeholder-partici-
pation.pdf 

○  Developing the capacity to assess policy priorities - engagement with stake-
holders and managers (Lovewell et al., 2012). https://www.integratedecosys-
temassessment.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-12/2.Engage-
ment%20CCIEA%202012.pdf 

https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2017/08/Climate-Outreach-IPCC-communications-handbook.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2017/08/Climate-Outreach-IPCC-communications-handbook.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/mg311e/mg311e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/mg311e/mg311e.pdf
http://www.fao.org/3/mg311e/mg311e.pdf
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/digitalcoast/pdf/stakeholder-participation.pdf
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/digitalcoast/pdf/stakeholder-participation.pdf
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/digitalcoast/pdf/stakeholder-participation.pdf
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/digitalcoast/pdf/stakeholder-participation.pdf
https://coast.noaa.gov/data/digitalcoast/pdf/stakeholder-participation.pdf
https://www.integratedecosystemassessment.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-12/2.Engagement%20CCIEA%202012.pdf
https://www.integratedecosystemassessment.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-12/2.Engagement%20CCIEA%202012.pdf
https://www.integratedecosystemassessment.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-12/2.Engagement%20CCIEA%202012.pdf
https://www.integratedecosystemassessment.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-12/2.Engagement%20CCIEA%202012.pdf
https://www.integratedecosystemassessment.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018-12/2.Engagement%20CCIEA%202012.pdf
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5 Gaps, risks and opportunities 

This section focuses on the gaps, risks, and opportunities related to the proposed content of the 
ICES Stakeholder Engagement Strategy. 

5.1 Gaps 

ICES is an ever-evolving organization so most or all aspects of its stakeholder engagement pro-
cess will continue to improve. See sections 7.2 - 7.4 on engagement monitoring, which will be 
critical to ensuring that the engagement process evolves.. Several important gaps were recog-
nized: 

• There are stakeholders and stakeholder groups that are currently not sufficiently en-
gaged in ICES, although they are affected by or affect the core areas of ICES’ activities. 
Finding, contacting and engaging these stakeholders is a challenge that should be ap-
proached strategically and with greater emphasis in the near future. 

• A strategy is needed not only on how to identify, contact and engage stakeholders, but 
also on how to maintain this engagement. Stakeholders need to receive feedback that 
their input is valued and considered when given. 

• A reflection process among scientists involved in specific engagements is needed to con-
sider the roles they occupy in the engagement process, the power dynamics at play, and 
the value that is given to scientific (scientists’) versus experiential (stakeholders’) 
knowledge. For example, a fisher might provide input on why they are moving their 
vessel into a different area, that could have implications for interpretation on the health 
of a stock and potentially quota setting. It will be important that scientists examine avail-
able data where possible to ensure that the fisher’s experience is supported by available 
data.   

• During WKSHOES, there was discussion about the value of an organisational entity con-
cerned with issues around stakeholder engagement (e.g. contact point for participation 
requests, process questions from ICES scientists engaging with stakeholders). Currently 
most of such activities occur in a decentralised manner. Stakeholder engagement in ICES 
overall could benefit from a central “one-stop shop” that caters to questions from both 
stakeholders and ‘engagers’ on the side of ICES so that identifying opportunities for 
stakeholders to engage in diverse ICES groups is as straightforward as possible. 

5.2 Risks 

The risks of not engaging with stakeholders are seen by WKSHOES participants as being greater 
than the risks of engagement. However, an effective stakeholder engagement process is essential 
to minimizing several types of risks. Type of risks of stakeholder engagement that were dis-
cussed in WKSHOES include: 

• Unfair access to the process.  
• Use of the process to advance some stakeholders’ own interests in a manner that could 

compromise other stakeholders. 
• Failure to make it attractive for stakeholders to engage in the ICES process in cases where 

they would add significant value to the network. 
• Failure to maintain engagement over time, even though engagement was initiated suc-

cessfully. 
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• Tokenistic engagement.  
• More transparency in relation to stakeholder engagement also bears the risk of more ten-

sions around the independence of ICES advice (see also ICES Advisory Plan 2020: 8). 
• Stakeholder engagement takes time; it will be important to consider resource allocation 

to other Secretariat activities when considering how much and where to pursue addi-
tional stakeholder engagement.   

The strategy should include a robust framework for risk assessment, building on the ones al-
ready tested at international level.  Figure 3 below is one portrayal of the risks faced by both 
stakeholders and organizations from engagement.  This comes from Figure 9 from the AA1000 
AccountAbility Stakeholder Engagement Standard (AccountAbility 2015). 

 

Figure 3: Identification of Potential Engagement Risks (Accountability 2015). 

5.3 Opportunities 

Marine science has embraced stakeholder engagement because there is an awareness of the value 
of diverse types of knowledge that can be integrated into the scientific process, despite possible 
challenges in doing so (Raymond et al., 2010; Röckmann et al., 2012; Said & Trouillet 2020; 
Sampedro et al., 2016; Strange et al., 2015). There remains, however, the need to reinforce and 
diversify interactions between knowledge production and use in decision making. The im-
portance of engaging managers and end users as stakeholders also needs to be recognised. 

ICES has been traditionally most focused on science and advice related to fisheries management. 
The creation of Ecosystem Overviews, the great expansion of aquaculture-related activities, and 
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the expansion of science related to Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management and Ecosystem Based 
Management have made ICES work relevant to a much larger group of Stakeholders. Similarly, 
ICES new activities in the Arctic have created many new stakeholders, including the residents of 
remote and diverse indigenous communities. If ICES can effectively continue to engage with 
these “new” Stakeholder groups, its scientific and policy contributions will expand greatly. 
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6 Communicating with the ICES community about 
stakeholder engagement 

As important as developing transparent and effective rules of ICES Stakeholder Engagement is 
clearly communicating the key messages related to Engagement within and beyond the ICES 
Network.  WKSHOES recommends the development of a suite of communication materials that 
are freely available for both ICES scientists who seek to engage with stakeholders and for stake-
holders who would like to get involved with ICES. The workshop members suggest the follow-
ing focus topics for communication activities and materials: 

Coordination of Communications messages with the Strategy 

• Close cooperation between the ICES Communications Team and those responsible for the Stake-
holder Strategy is needed in order to tailor consistent, targeted and clear messaging around the 
Strategy and the various facets of stakeholder engagement in ICES. 

• Training to disseminate and enable appropriation of Code of Conduct of all partners and to teach 
methods for engagement. The code of conduct exists but some WKSHOES participants felt that 
they are not disseminated enough. 

Clear entry to the ICES system 

• A manual or website that clarifies who can gain access to which parts of the ICES system, how and 
whom to contact to do so, and what the process of participation then looks like (e.g. as website 
and/or PDF manual). 

• It is important that the system is not so formal that it is too onerous to informally engage. 

Feedback 

• Mechanisms should be developed that make it easy for stakeholders to provide feedback about 
their experiences of engaging with ICES. These will add to the current ones (e.g. dialogues at 
MIRIA and MIACO) and would avoid overlapping or additional formal efforts.. 

• Moreover, those leading the participatory processes (in the following: ‘engagers’) should be aware 
of how (and to whom) to give feedback about the engagement process in their Expert Group, to 
find answers for their questions, and resources for improving their skills of engaging with stake-
holders. 

• Examples for feedback forms for ‘engagers’ are proposed in Section 7.2.2 of this report.  

Easy understanding of stakeholder roles 

• Communication documents with figures for both ICES scientists and stakeholders to explain the 
different roles one can take as a stakeholder as well as the rights and responsibilities that go with 
them (e.g. as a website and/or PDF manual). 

Engagement Guidelines for ‘Engagers’ 

• In order to equip ICES engagers with a set of  useful resources and guidelines, WKSHOES suggests 
to develop a Stakeholder Engagement Toolbox/Manual that assists them’ in all steps of the way 
from identifying relevant stakeholders and contacting them to planning the engagement process, 
finding suitable methods for workshops and analysis, and for integrating of different kinds of 
knowledge (scientific/experiential). 

• One good example for such a toolkit is the Stakeholder Engagement Toolkit by the Victoria State 
Government (2018). It includes worksheets for engagers to fill out prior and post an engagement 
activity, consider risks and challenges, and evaluate the process. It is for download here: 
https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/stakeholder-engagement-and-public-participation-
framework-and-toolkit 

https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/stakeholder-engagement-and-public-participation-framework-and-toolkit
https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/stakeholder-engagement-and-public-participation-framework-and-toolkit
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7 Stakeholder interaction activities within ICES 

7.1 Survey of ICES Expert Group Chairs 

7.1.1 Survey process summary 

From 31 May 2021 to 14 June 2021, a survey was conducted to help understand the experience of 
ICES expert groups chairs with stakeholders. The survey focused on how representatives of ex-
ternal organizations contribute to the ICES network, particularly the involvement of parties who 
are not scientific researchers. (i.e., representatives of NGOs, government or international agen-
cies, Fishing or Aquaculture Associations, or companies or industry groups). Respondents were 
asked to provide their view on the participants of the work group / workshop they lead and if 
they chaired multiple expert groups to describe the experience with the one group with the most 
significant amount of stakeholder interaction. 

The survey had 21 total questions divided in two possible paths depending on the respondents’ 
experience with stakeholder engagement. The questions were a combination of open response, 
yes/no responses, and multiple-choice responses. In total, 35 chairs provided full responses. An-
other 17 provided incomplete responses and thus were not considered in the final results except 
for the free text questions. 

7.1.2 Key results 

Below is a summary of the key results of the Expert Groups survey. The results point out to 
current practices, perceived risks and potential challenges that have been used to inform the 
recommendations of the WKSHOES. For more details and the full range of statistics and graphs, 
please contact Vera Köpsel (vera.koepsel@uni-hamburg.de). 

• Of the survey participants giving complete responses, 33 described workshops and 2 
working groups. 

• Eight respondents had no experience with any stakeholders within their EG (path 2) and 
27 had limited to extensive experience (path 1). 

 

Figure 4: Survey participants’ level of experience with stakeholder engagement. Source: survey data. 
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Expert Groups with Experience with SE (Path 1; 27 respondents) 

• The more frequently engaged stakeholders were government representatives followed 
by eNGOs, industry, policy makers, environmental managers and lastly fishers/aquacul-
ture farmers. 

• Nine respondents said they invite stakeholders to every EG meeting, 7 for the majority 
of occasions, 7 only for some meetings, and 4 never invite them. 

• The most common method of engagement is joint in-person workshops (21), followed by 
informal conversations outside EG (10). All other methods scored less than 3 responses. 

The main purpose expressed for Stakeholder Engagement was to gather insight and experiential 
knowledge to complement scientific data, followed by (in order) identify research needs for EG, 
address research questions raised by stakeholders, inform SH about EG results and research, co-
develop the research project, discuss EG results and receive approval for EG research results (see 
Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5: Purposes of engaging with stakeholders in ICES EGs. Source: survey data. 

• Twelve EG Chairs rate the level of SH engagement as good, 14 think stakeholders should 
participate more (amount or diversity) and no one thinks stakeholders should participate 
less (in amount or diversity). 

• No EG chair considers that SHs make the EGs scientific work more difficult, but 11 con-
sider that it is nice to have but not necessary. Fourteen consider it important and 10 es-
sential to the EGs goals (see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6: Perceived usefulness of stakeholder engagement for EG work. Source: survey data. 

Expert Groups with no Stakeholder Engagement Experience (Path 2; 8 respondents) 

• The main reason to not engage stakeholders  was that they do not have formal access to 
the EG (4), no need for stakeholders input (1) or stakeholders are not interested in the EG 
(1). No one answered that there were concerns about a conflict of interest. Other (3) an-
swers (open field) where that “opportunity had not arisen”, “SH not identified”, “not yet 
a chance to contact stakeholders”. 

• One respondent presented the following obstacle when considering whether to engage 
stakeholders: Sensitive data in which stakeholders would “complicate that and stifle dis-
cussion” and “missing guidelines for how to define who is the "stakeholder" and how to 
engage” with them. 

 Open questions to all respondents (35) 

• Respondents provided several methods that, in their experience, work well or stake-
holder engagement within their EG. Some of the most common ones were: openness, 
understanding of the stakeholders needs and difficulties, in-person communication, 
long-term relationships. 

• Respondents also provided practices that, in their experience, do not work well for stake-
holder engagement within their EG. Some of the most common ones were: technical dis-
cussions, lack of respect, blast emails, lack of personal communication, EG setting itself 
as authority, unclear structure/objectives during meetings. 

• A variety of challenges were mentioned when it came to engaging with different stake-
holder groups. Figure 7 shows what challenges were mentioned in relation to which 
stakeholder group. 
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Figure 7: Challenges mentioned in relation to different stakeholders. Source: survey results. 

• EGs provided interesting insight on what they “think are ‘musts’ to include [in the ICES 
Stakeholder Engagement Strategy]” and are replicated in a resumed form here: 

o Assessment expert group meeting participation should be restricted so there is no 
doubt about scientific integrity. 

o Must have equal support and space for all groups (large or small, rich or poor) 
o  Stakeholder engagement information must be published in the end product 
o  Respect is key to success. 
o  Guidelines on how to scope for stakeholders (WG on stakeholder engagement meth-

ods) 
o  What they have to gain/offer from participating 
o  Specify where they can engage and where they cannot 
o  Ways to address Stakeholder fatigue 
o  Language for engagement 
o  Specify expected outcomes 
o  Clarity on how/why particular groups are being engaged 
o  Open communication even for difficult subjects 
o  Rules about where can/should contribute 
o  Clear definition of what and who 
o  Early engagement 
o  Feedback loop and continuous development 
o  Openness with conditions (i.e. contribute to reports and meetings) 
o  Identify who within ICES identifies and contact stakeholders 
o  Identify within ICES which areas are too close to “lobbyists” 
o  Best practices for stakeholder engagement for different meetings 
o ICES credibility will be influenced by how groups perceive its impartiality and how 

it truly engages stakeholders. 
o Those funded by stakeholders could be allowed to participate in closed “science 

meetings”. 
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7.2 Monitoring, stakeholder engagement processes and 
activities 

7.2.1 Current stakeholder monitoring processes 

Current stakeholder engagement practices in ICES do not allow for monitoring and evaluation 
of its performance. While basic information may be available (who participates and when) even 
that is not gathered in a systematic way, precluding the assessment and improvement of partic-
ipatory processes.  

Nowadays, the 4 Types of Stakeholders are monitored as followed: 

• Experts.  Expert group members are tracked by the Secretariat and published on the ICES 
website associated with the expert group. The website notes the member’s country and 
whether the members are of three types:  ‘Chair’, ‘Chair invited’ or ‘Member.’ No organ-
izational affiliation is noted on the website, although this is often reported in the expert 
group report. 

• Observers. Due to the formalised nature of the observer role, ICES tracks and publishes 
a list on its website of all ICES observers. There is also an Observer communication forum 
and a central observer contract at the ICES Secretariat. 

• Participants. Tracking of participants is the least systematic. This is not entirely surpris-
ing, given the flexible nature of the stakeholder role. 

• Partners. The cooperative agreements with partners are published on the ICES website 
(link). 

To ensure organisational learning, however, ICES should regularly monitor and evaluate the 
roles and procedures around stakeholder engagement and consider reforms to the system in 
light of developing international best practice. As part of the drive for a quality assured process, 
ICES will have to report where engagement occurs in the system. 

7.2.2 Suggestions for monitoring of stakeholder engagement 

Ongoing input from ICES groups and scientists will be required to reflect on the evolving stake-
holder engagement across ICES. This input, to track the extent of stakeholder involvement in 
addition to the utility of their involvement, is important but should be made as simple as possible 
to reduce the burden on Expert Groups and their Chairs. As such, a part of this suggested re-
porting would involve as simple and concise a form as possible with checkboxes and easy input. 
During the monitoring and of engagement and participation, distinctions among the categories 
of actors/stakeholders engaged should be made: 

- in each of the 4 roles identified in Ballesteros and Dickey Collas 2020 and described 
above (expert, participant, observer, partner); 

- in the different areas of activities covered by ICES as part of the process of production 
and dissemination of knowledge and advice (e.g., method development, data collection, 
data analysis, results interpretation and limits, advice, communication, research strat-
egy). 

Categorisation of actors should rely on an appropriate typology of actors concerned or poten-
tially impacted by the activities of ICES. This could rely on the following categorization devel-
oped from the list of ICES Observers (to be reviewed and adapted): 

• Fishing Industry/ Fishing Sector and other businesses and their representatives 
• Environmental NGOs and associations 

https://www.ices.dk/Join-us/Pages/List-of-ICES-observers.aspx
https://www.ices.dk/about-ICES/global-cooperation/Pages/Cooperation-agreements.aspx
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• Other NGOs and associations (including consumer associations and trade groups) 
• Scientific Organizations 
• International Agencies, decision-makers, managers. 

The proportion of each category could thus be analysed in each of the 4 Stakeholder roles. 

A synthesis table to be filled in by stakeholders attending meetings and expert groups could be 
developed to help tracking engagement along the different processes in ICES. Below is a table 
with draft content: 

 Fishing In-
dustry/ 
Fishing Sec-
tor 

 

Environmental 
NGOs and associa-
tions 

Other NGOs 
and associa-
tions and trade 
groups  

Scientific Organi-
zations 

International 
Agencies, Deci-
sion- makers, 
managers 

Who participated?      

Role (one choice)      

Expert      

Observer      

Participant      

Partner      

Types of contribution 
(several choices) 

     

Attendance to be in-
formed or to observe 

     

Question co-construc-
tion 

     

Provide data, 
knowledge 

     

Analyses of data      

Development of 
method 

     

Interpretation of results 
and limits 

     

Contribution to Advice      

Position note      

Dissemination, commu-
nication 

     

Contribution to define 
research strategy 

     

other      
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Satisfaction with partic-
ipation (low, medium, 
high) 

     

Any other comment      

 

Where it is possible, it is also important to identify and monitor stakeholders that did not or 
could not participate. Who is missing from the process and how they could potentially be en-
gaged in the future should be addressed. This can be a process that takes place during the plan-
ning stage of working groups as well as a reflection after working groups have taken place. 

In addition to the form for group participants above, a mechanism should also be in place to 
allow stakeholders to provide reflection on their involvement within ICES.  This may help to 
provide insight on how they feel participation went and if they got their desired benefits from 
participating, as well as again addressing issues that might cause barriers to participation. 

Beyond descriptive monitoring, criteria of performance and achievement should be defined in 
the Strategy. Monitoring and evaluation of outputs and outcomes entails systematic data gath-
ering. An analytical framework needs to be developed, linking ICES principles for engagement 
with goals, criteria and performance indicators. Similar frameworks have been designed by the 
UN and other international organizations (see for instance UNDP-UNDESA, 2021). 

7.3 Future social science training needs related to stake-
holder engagement 

As mentioned in the Executive Summary and elaborated in the TOR,  WKSHOES did not address 
how we should train members of the ICES community on stakeholder engagement.  Participants 
discussed this topic briefly, however, and we agreed this is an ongoing need. In the development 
of the WKSHOES TOR, there was discussion as to whether to also discuss Training Needs for 
the ICES community related to the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy. The Chairs agreed with 
the ACOM Chair that this was beyond the scope of WKSHOES, but this will be an important 
need to address as the ICES Stakeholder Engagement Strategy is implemented.   

In addition to the communications needs for ICES discussed in this report, there is a need to help 
all participants in the system understand the needs for input from different groups.  Outreach 
such as the U.S. “Council 101” documents11 provide stakeholders with confidence that they un-
derstand the system and their importance in it, which improves quality, quantity, and diversity 
of stakeholder participation. Providing opportunities for stakeholders to improve their presen-
tation and participation skills for different types of groups and meetings can also be effective. 

                                                           

11 The U.S Fishery Management Councils have customized websites and handouts that summarize the Council bodies and processes.  See for example 

https://www.pcouncil.org/fact-sheet-council-meetings-101/ . 

https://www.pcouncil.org/fact-sheet-council-meetings-101/
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8 Alternative approaches to improve inclusion and 
engagement 

WKSHOES TOR d) asks the workshop participants to “Propose alternative approaches (with 
associated risks) to improve and secure further inclusion and engagement by ICES with stake-
holders, such as future hybrid meetings.”  

WKSHOES did not extensively discuss the impact of hybrid meetings, other than to note that it 
reduced the cost of engaging.  We did not draw any conclusions about whether the hybrid format 
would make certain types of stakeholders less likely to verbally express their needs or prefer-
ences.  

Potential activities to improve stakeholder inclusion and engagement include: 

• Communicate about how the strategy will be developed together with stakeholders. 

○ When and with whom? Will there be co-development of the Strategy? 
○ How will it be agreed? Will there be consultation on draft(s) prior to final pub-

lication? 
○ What options are there and the pro’s and cons of them. 

• Develop targeted outreach designed to make specific user groups more aware of poten-
tial stakeholder interaction opportunities.   

• Evaluate current stakeholder engagement and outreach to various user groups and ex-
plicitly address diversity and inclusion. This engagement could be a workshop, but if so 
ICES should ensure that  those unable to attend workshops have an opportunity to add 
their voice.  

• Develop training for facilitators of engagement and for stakeholders.  
• Create settings to share lessons learnt and stances regarding knowledge. co-production 

- research stances regarding knowledge production should be defined and we should 
disseminate/discuss a “thinking” framework (epistemological) and not only analytical 
framework to foster transdisciplinary research. 

• Consider whether a Stakeholder Committee or similar body within ICES would be useful 
and feasible for fostering and maintaining successful stakeholder engagement. 

  

A Stakeholder Engagement Toolkit for ‘Engagers’ 

More tools for supporting Stakeholder Engagement will improve the engagement process.  One  
useful document to support engagement activities can be found in the Stakeholder Engagement 
Toolkit by the Victoria State Government (2018)12. This toolkit is directed at ‘engagers’, i.e. scien-
tists who initiate engagement with stakeholders, to support them throughout the process from 
identifying relevant stakeholders to planning concrete engagement activities and evaluating 
those afterwards. It contains worksheets to fill out prior to starting an engagement process and 
divides this process into tangible steps. As the survey conducted by WKSHOES among Expert 
Groups indicates that many scientists feel inadequately informed and/or trained when it comes 
to best practice of engaging with stakeholders, a toolkit for engagers could provide useful guid-
ance.  

                                                           

12 The Victoria State Government’s toolkit is available here: https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/stakeholder-engagement-and-public-participation-

framework-and-toolkit  

https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/stakeholder-engagement-and-public-participation-framework-and-toolkit
https://www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/publications/stakeholder-engagement-and-public-participation-framework-and-toolkit
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Another set of stakeholder engagement tools comes from the GAP project, which worked to con-
nect “Science, stakeholders, and policy”. The project produced a ‘Methodological Toolbox’ 
which is described by the project as: “Our ‘methodological toolbox’ is a kit of useful tools, tips 
and hints  to help researchers design a truly collaborative research project. The toolbox has been 
built to be as accessible as possible and can be used by anyone, from scientists to policy-makers 
to fishermen, interested in finding out more about  participatory research processes.”13 

                                                           

13  The website for the Methodological Toolbox can be found here: http://gap2.eu/methodological-toolbox/.  

http://gap2.eu/methodological-toolbox/
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9 Discussion 

9.1 Summary of topics addressed 

From the perspective of the WKSHOES participants, WKSHOES was an effective discussion of 
the TOR and the issues needed. The workshop was conducted over three days online for 3-4 
hours each day. The discussions were reflective and constructive, and the workshop was char-
acterised by an open and ambitious undertone. In addition to being experts in the subject matter, 
many of the participants are experienced in the scope of ICES workshops, so were able to touch 
on large overarching issues but then return in a timely and effective manner to addressing the 
details of the TOR. That said, the workshop would have certainly benefited greatly from informal 
in-person conversations and more time to discuss various topics. 

A variety of topics around stakeholder engagement in ICES was addressed during WKSHOES. 
Participants discussed broader issues such as the overall benefits and challenges of opening sci-
ence up for non-academic actors and the question of what is scientific integrity, but also got into 
the details of engagement such as different specific stakeholder roles and the communications 
needs related to each role. This report represents the essence of these discussions, leading toSec-
tion 4.1 with the suggested Table of Contents for the Strategy.  

Although discussions were constructive and touched upon many topics, much more time would 
have been effectively spent discussing the larger questions underlying stakeholder engagement 
in ICES. In order to address questions like these, and also to deepen the discussion about the 
practicalities of stakeholder engagement in ICES, WKSHOES proposes to form an Expert Group 
(either one or more additional workshops or a working group) around these topics as well as 
taking the several additional concrete next steps outlined below. 

9.2 Co-developing this strategy together with stakeholders 

As expressed throughout this report in regards to ICES actions in general, WKSHOES partici-
pants believe that Stakeholders should be consulted in areas that impact them, and the develop-
ment of this Strategy is no different.   

How will Stakeholders provide input? – Consultation on draft(s) prior to final publication? 

WKSHOES did not include stakeholders except scientists who have extensive experience with 
stakeholder interaction and/or ICES stakeholder engagement. We received significant interest 
from several stakeholder groups who asked to be involved. After input from ACOM/SCICOM 
and the ICES Councilit will be essential to seek feedback from a diversity of stakeholders with 
the ability to significantly edit, change, and improve the proposed elements for an ICES Stake-
holder Engagement Strategy. 

Part of the process for developing the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy should be to communi-
cate this clearly: what, when, who, and how stakeholders can provide input. 

When and with whom? Co-development 

Before the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy is finalised, a feedback event with key ICES stake-
holders should be held. The aim of this event will be to discuss the contents of the Strategy with 
stakeholders and collect their views on gaps and needed edits. Considering the envisioned time-
line of Strategy development, WKSHOES recommends that ICES hold such an event in early 
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2022. Diverse stakeholders should be specifically invited and the meeting should be announced 
across the ICES Community. Other means for providing input should be offered to stakeholders 
who are not able to attend. 

9.3 Additional questions and topics that arose during 
WKSHOES 

A number of questions came up during WKSHOES. With additional time some of these ques-
tions could have been addressed within the scope of the workshop,  but we did not extensively 
discuss them or reach any conclusions. We offer them here for consideration during the devel-
opment of the Strategy and beyond. 

• What precisely is the role of Council members with clear ties to specific countries? (the 
answer to this question might require institutional analysis) 

• How can we identify stakeholders? Who is the legitimate entity to identify them? There 
could be two purposes to identify and engage stakeholders. An epistemological purpose 
and a political one – the legitimacy purpose. 

• How can we minimize implicit bias that may lead us to disproportionately involve stake-
holders who are similar to us as experts? 

• What is scientific integrity and how can/should it be protected?  
• How to best integrate the knowledge contributed by stakeholders with the scientific data 

produced in ICES? How to recognise and reconcile divergent viewpoints, interests and 
agendas? 

• How do we handle stakeholder involvement by parties with commercial interests?  
• One area of discussion in WKSHOES was how stakeholders with commercial interests 

should manage their interests.  The current message conveyed to industry stakeholders 
is that they should not use any knowledge to their commercial advantage.  Concerns 
about this approach were raised in the workshop, namely that 1) this is not verifiable, 
and 2) it asks the participants to act counter to their specific interests.  An alternative is 
to have a more transparent process.   

• In the TOR for WKSHOES, we discussed ‘goals and objectives’, although they are actu-
ally synonyms in daily communication.  We aimed to treat them here as synonyms, but 
because we talk about different timeframes and actions related to our broader principles 
and goals, we at times used ‘objectives’ to refer to tangible steps related to broader goals. 
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10 WKSHOES recommendations going forwards 

Throughout this WKSHOES report and in the Executive Summary are a number of recommen-
dations from the workshop participants to ICES.  Here we summarize the recommendations. 

The participants of WKSHOES recommend that: 

• In order to both complete the development of the ICES Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 
and conduct successful stakeholder engagement about the Strategy, a suite of communi-
cation activities is needed that should best be coordinated from a central contact point 
within ICES.  

• After ACOM/SCICOM draft the Strategy and obtain input from the ICES Council, a di-
versity of stakeholders should be invited to comment on the WKSHOES report and sub-
sequently ICES should hold an event with stakeholders in early 2022 to agree on the con-
tents of the strategy and how it will be implemented. 

• A future Expert Group should address the ongoing need to teach stakeholder engage-
ment methods within the ICES network. 

•  
• ICES takes a number of Communications actions to effectively implement the Strategy. 

○ Create an easily accessible Stakeholder Contact Point for all types of stakehold-
ers to call, email, or ask questions. There is currently an Observer Forum and a 
supporting officer in place who is a central point of contact for observers and 
this could be a basis for other interactions. 

○ Produce and maintain a manual for how different groups can enter into the ICES 
system as a stakeholder, with specific information on different formats of meet-
ings/forums, and how to join them (if possible). 

○ One-page summary document for potential stakeholders that describes different 
types of Stakeholder roles. 

○ Feedback forms / web links for stakeholders to give feedback about all ICES ex-
periences. 

○ Feedback/monitoring form for scientists and other ICES network engagers. 
○ Engagement Guidelines for ICES scientists. 
○ Illustrative examples of the output/outcome from stakeholder interactions. 
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Annex 2: Resolution 

WKSHOES - Workshop on Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 

 

2020/WK/IEASG04 Workshop on StakeHOlder Engagement Strategy (WKSHOES), 
chaired by Alan Haynie, USA, and Vera Köpsel, Germany, will meet online 22-24 June 2021. 
WKSHOES will examine stakeholder interactions across ICES expert groups, assess needs and 
opportunities, and develop elements for a strategy to formalize stakeholder involvement in ICES 
groups.  Specifically, WKSHOES will: 

a) Characterize potential ICES stakeholder interaction goals as well as the key elements 
of a stakeholder engagement strategy to achieve these goals, to be developed by 
ACOM/SCICOM following WKSHOES. (Science Plan codes: 3.6) 

b) Further describe these key elements of the strategy, e.g. objectives, roles, principles, 
boundaries, monitoring, evaluation, etc. (Science Plan codes: 3.6) 

1. Consider relevant stakeholder interaction documents including the framing doc-
ument developed by Ballesteros and Dickey-Collas. Building on the Ballesteros 
and Dickey-Collas framing document, summarize the approaches taken by other 
similar and relevant international organisations. 

2. Develop and propose a table of contents for a Stakeholder Engagement Strategy 
to be developed by ACOM/SCICOM that clearly links the potential objectives 
with guiding principles. 

3. Discuss gaps, identify risks and opportunities that arise from the challenges 
identified. 

4. Consider the best means to effectively and transparently communicate with the 
ICES community about stakeholder engagement to ensure trust in the process. 

c) Research and report current stakeholder activities taking place within ICES, to inform 
the deliberations of ACOM/SCICOM, especially with regards to monitoring and eval-
uating the impact of stakeholder engagement against the goals of a strategy. (Science 
Plan codes: 3.6) 

1. Prior to the workshop, survey ICES expert group chairs to characterize current 
stakeholder involvement, perceived barriers and challenges, and goals for im-
proving stakeholder engagement. 

2. Summarize current stakeholder monitoring / tracking processes and consider al-
ternatives.  

3. Discuss future social science training needs related to different stakeholder strat-
egies. 

d) Propose alternative approaches (with associated risks) to improve and secure further 
inclusion and engagement by ICES with stakeholders, such as future hybrid meet-
ings. (Science Plan codes: 3.6) 
 

ICES WKSHOES will report to the attention of ACOM / SCICOM by 31 July 2021. 

 

 

https://ices.dk/about-ICES/Documents/Resolutions/Science_plan_codes.pdf
https://ices.dk/about-ICES/Documents/Resolutions/Science_plan_codes.pdf
https://ices.dk/about-ICES/Documents/Resolutions/Science_plan_codes.pdf
https://ices.dk/about-ICES/Documents/Resolutions/Science_plan_codes.pdf
https://ices.dk/about-ICES/Documents/Resolutions/Science_plan_codes.pdf
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Supporting information 

Priority High; this WK is essential for clarifying the role of stakeholders in ICES. The WK will pro-
duce the context for ACOM/SCICOM to create a stakeholder engagement policy that will 
guide stakeholder interaction in diverse ICES expert groups and workshops.   

Resource requirements Assistance of the Secretariat in maintaining and exchanging information and requirements 
and data to potential participants.  Technical assistance scheduling and running an online 
workshop. 

Participants Various experts across ICES groups with knowledge and expertise of stakeholder participa-
tion in ICES and beyond.   

Secretariat facilities SharePoint site, secretariat support for reporting. Assistance with online workshop func-
tioning and online meetings prior to the workshop and operation of the online workshop. 

Financial No financial implications. 

Linkages to ACOM 
and groups under 
ACOM 

All ACOM/SCICOM groups will be impacted by this workshop. 

Linkages to other com-
mittees or groups 

ACOM, SCICOM, WGSOCIAL, WGMARS, WGECON, WGBESEO, Others. 

Linkages to other or-
ganizations 

All current and potential future stakeholders.  
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Annex 3: Final workshop agenda 

ICES Workshop on StakeHOlder Engagement Strategy (WKSHOES) - Agenda  

22-24 June 2021, starting at 15:00 CET, 9:00 EDT, 6:00 Pacific time 

Chairs: Alan Haynie (USA) and Vera Köpsel (Germany) 

 

Goals 
● See TOR for detailed Goals 
● Write report based on discussion to inform SCICOM/ACOM Strategy to inform 

SCICOM/ACOM Strategy 

Rules of workshop participation 
● Please read background material (will be emailed late week before workshop and in-

cluded in Sharepoint Background Documents). 
● Understand the scope of the workshop - it’s about the Strategy, not planning all future 

stakeholder-related activities. 
● We appreciate that you may not be available during the entire workshop. However, every 

absence reduces the efficiency of the workshop. Therefore, participants should please 
be available throughout the workshop as much as possible. 

● Please complete the limited “homework” and contribute to prepare for the following day 
and enable Report completion by 25 June. 

Relevant links 
● WKSHOES Website link  
● WKSHOES Sharepoint site 
● Resolution / TOR link 
● Stakeholder Engagement Survey. Survey is closed but available here: link 

 

Agenda  

Day 1: Goals of Meeting, Background and Introductions 

Tuesday 22 June 15:00 - 19:00 Central European Time 

15:00-15:45 

Workshop introduction by Chairs 

● Purpose of workshop 
○ Why do we need stakeholder engagement? Challenges and benefits. 
○ Desired output - an effective report that allows ACOM and SCICOM to develop 

a formal strategy. 
○ At the end, we will summarize consensus points but we will also note non-con-

sensus issues / feelings if there are any. 
● What would an effective stakeholder engagement strategy look like? What are the main 

elements? 
● Planned workshop process  
● Post-WKSHOES actions 

Introduction of participants + name 1-2 key expertise(s) everyone brings to WKSHOES 

Interactive Session - 3 questions to break the ice + group photo 

 

 

https://www.ices.dk/about-ICES/Documents/Resolutions/Science%20EG%20ToRs/IEASG/2021/WKSHOES_Resolution%202021.pdf
https://www.ices.dk/community/groups/Pages/WKSHOES.aspx
https://community.ices.dk/ExpertGroups/WKSHOES/SitePages/HomePage.aspx
https://www.ices.dk/about-ICES/Documents/Resolutions/Science%20EG%20ToRs/IEASG/2021/WKSHOES_Resolution%202021.pdf
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1QfActY6oPP_LhZbDSvUr0qBf-2ynsT8xoOIlvUR51F8/edit?usp=sharing
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15:45 - 16:45 

Background of stakeholders in ICES (Overview of Paper by Marta Ballesteros / Mark Dickey-
Collas) 

16:45 - 17:05 

Other ICES - Specific input 

● Survey Presentation + Discussion (Vera) 
● Participants: Other experiences with engagement in ICES and beyond 

BREAK (10min) 

 

17:15 - 17:30 

Breakout groups: Split into small groups  

● Get to know each other and process info 
● Discussion: What bias(es) and resources do each of us bring to the virtual table / to this 

workshop? What stake do I hold when it comes to stakeholder engagement in ICES? 

 

17:30-17:45 

Discussion of “bias” breakout group results 

 

17:45-18:30 

● Mark/Marta introduce the “boxes”or recommended elements that they suggest for the 
Strategy 

● Homework explained by Alan & Vera: 
○ Which “boxes” should the strategy cover? 

 

18:30-19:00 + 

● Happy Hour Around the World! 

 

Day 2: Identifying and Clarifying Issues  

Wednesday, Online 23 June 15:00 - 18:00 Central European Time 

 

15:00 - 15:15 

● Summarize Day 1 

15:15 - 16:15 

● Discuss Principles for Stakeholder Engagement  
● Discuss the boxes and people’s ideas about them 
● Finalize Boxes 

5 minute break 

 

16:20 - 17:00 

Breakout groups: Bullets to boxes (--> using Padlet/MURAL?) 

● Take proposed/agreed-upon boxes (maybe 2 per group even) and fill them with life  
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● Each group to determine a “leader” who presents in plenary and later leads the work on 
these boxed for the Report 

BREAK (10min) 

 

17:10 - 17:50 

● Plenary to present/discuss outcomes of Breakout Groups 
● Identify Challenges/Gaps/Opportunities in the Bullets (interactive method?) 

 

17:50 - 18:00 

● Brief discussion of the past day 
● Homework: add any missing bullets to boxes 

 

Day 3: Completing the Strategy Background Document,  

Online 24 June 15:00 - 19:00 Central European Time 

15:00 - 15:30 

● Summarize Day 2 progress and current status 
● Revise outline of Planned strategy 

 

15:30-17:00 

● Divide work into sections and work on those sections, lead by the “Boxes” leaders 
● Take breaks as needed 

 

17:00-18:00 

● Combine into Draft Strategy Support Document 
○ Discuss key points and determine if there is a consensus or not 
○ Write draft report during week 
○ Start with Template pre-populated ahead of meeting  

 

Day 4 - As necessary, complete the workshop report. 

Participants complete report assignments and Chairs edit report. 
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Annex 4: ICES Expert Group Chairs survey – 
questionnaire 
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