ICES CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE

ICES CM 2005/A:01

Ref. Bureau

REPORT OF THE
CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE
(ConNC)

9-11 MAy 2005

ICES HEADQUARTERS, COPENHAGEN

International Council for the Exploration of the Sea
Conseil International pour I'Exploration de la Mer



International Council for the Exploration of the Sea

Conseil International pour I’Exploration de la Mer
H.C. Andersens Boulevard 44-46

DK-1553 Copenhagen V

Denmark

Telephone (+45) 33 38 67 00

Telefax (+45) 33 93 42 15

www.ices.dk

info@ices.dk

© 2005 International Council for the Exploration of the Sea



ICES Consultative Committee May 2005

Contents
R @ T o 1< o o Vo [P S T RU USSP 1
2 Adoption of agenda and timetable ... 1
3 Minutes of September 2004 MEETING .....c.cvvvieiieeierer e 1
4 Annual Science Conference 2005 — Aberdeen, Scotland ..., 1
4.1 MEEting arrangEMENLS .....cceeveieieriiriesie e eteseesee et e e e resreeneeseeeeneeseesresresnesrenneens 1
4.2 Schedule of SCIENLITIC SESSIONS .....c.civeiiirieiie et 2
4.3 Schedule of other meetings and aCtiVities.........ccoceveveieviiisie s 2
4.4  Planning for review (at ASC) of resolutions not currently available....................... 2
N I VT I TV o] 1o OO USSP 3
5 Annual Science Conference 2006 — Maastricht, The Netherlands .........c..cccccooevrnene. 3
5.1  Meeting arrangemMENTS ........ciiuiiiirieieierieese ettt et 3
5.2 Review of proposed Theme Sessions for 2006.........c.cooverernenerineneiesenee e 3
5.3 Invited lectures and other special eVents 2006 ............ccoerrereririeneiineneeseseeeens 4
6  Annual Science Conference 2007— Helsinki, finland ............ccccoovinviiiniinieniiinnn, 5
6.1  Meeting arrangEMENLS .....cveiveeereeriesie e ste e et et e e s e et sre e e e e e e resreeneene s 5
6.2 Review of proposed Theme SESSIONS .......ccccveiereieresese e 5
6.3 Invited lectures and other special BVENLS ........ccccceveiiiiie s 5
7 Review of plans for symposia, including YSC........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiee e 6
8 2005 FESOIULIONS. ....cueiuieieiteie ettt sttt sttt se e e st stesbesreeneeree e et nes 6
8.1 Review of resolutions currently available ... 6
8.2 Progress Review of Committees and Expert Groups 2004 (in relation to the
ICES ACHION PIANY ..ottt e 6
O ICES QUAIT PIOCESS ...vvevveveieiteeteeieesieseestestestestessaessesaesses e stessesseaseasaessessestessessessessesnsensenes 7
10 Review of ICES activities and Expert Group StruCture .........c.ccoevevevesesesesiesnennns 8
10.1 Review of activities UNder BSRP ... e 8
10.2 Review of activities under REGNS ...........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiscneseseese e 9
10.3 Review of activities under Advisory COMMILIEES ........ccereririierienere e 9
10.4 Review of activities under Science COMMILLEES..........coeereiieiiineie e 11
10.4.1 Role and effectiveness of Science COMMILEES ........coovvvvervirerivirienne, 11
10.4.2 Do we have the right Expert Group StruCture? ..........ccoceevvvveveiverieresnenns 11
10.4.3 How to make ICES Science more Visible? ..........ccccocvvvivivnvinenniienn 12
11 Consider working practises necessary to further integrate environmental

information into ICES fisheries advice (WGRED)........cccccooevevieviiviisinne e 14



ICES Consultative Committee May 2005

12 Strategies to deal with increased need for ecosystem scale advice (European Marine
S -1 10 Y USSP 15
13 Dialogue with Client COMMISSIONS. ......cuiiiuiiierieiseseise e 16
13.1 OSPAR Long-Term Work Programme for ICES............cccoveeeienenn v, 16
13.2 HELCOM Long-Term Work Programme for ICES ............ccccoceviviinivcievieieieiens 16
13.3 Input from MCAP-MICC ......cooiiiiieictiese e 16
14 Data ManagemMENT ISSUES .......ccuiueiuirieriesteeiesieeeeseestesteseesbe st sseeseeseesaeseesbesiessesseeneeeeseens 16
14.1 Report from BWGDDP ........ccocoiviiiiiiiiieise et 16
14.2  User survey for ICES data and data products............cccoevevereiincieiencneeneneiees 17
15 Update on Study Group on Publication Practices regarding Ethical Concerns on
the Use of Animals in Scientific Research (SGPPE) .........ccccocvivviviviienineeienese e 17
16 Nomination Of VICe-Chail ..o e 18
17 Update on MCAP and Bureau MEELINGS........cccocvevierieriereiesesieceeieseesie e e sresraenens 18
18  ANY OLNEE DUSINESS.....cuiiiiii ittt et bbb e e b e 19
1O ClOSE oottt ettt R Rt et e Re e Reeneere et e e e 20
ANNex 1: List Of PartiCiPantS .......cccooeieiiiiiiie e ne s 21
F AN g1 =3 A Ao T=1 o TS 24
Annex 3: ASC programme 2005........ccuiiiiee i 26
Annex 4: ICES Travel Financial SUPPOIT ........ccooiiiiiiinieeee e 31
Annex 5: Theme Sessions proposed for ASC 2006 ...........cccovrireriiineneeseneeseeesies 32
Annex 6: Revolving list of SYMPOSIA......ccccvcviiveieiire s 33
Annex 7: Symposium Publication schedule..........c..cccocoiiiiiiiiiiici e 37
Annex 8: Proposed guidelines for membership for all ICES Expert Groups.................. 38
Annex 9: Example ToRs for Expert Groups in support of WGRED...........c.cccccooviiennne. 39
Annex 10: Recommendations from WGRED (2005) report.........cccooevireriieneineneenens 41
Annex 11: User survey for ICES data and data products............cccccevvvierivnnniesnerienenens 43

Annex 12: Recommendations and ation liSt..........cccovviiiiiiiic e 48



ICES Consultative Committee May 2005

1 Opening
The meeting was opened at 10.00 hrs on 9 May 2005. The Chair welcomed the ConC mem-
bers, and suggested a presentation round of all members. A list of participants is attached.
(Annex 1). The General Secretary extended a welcome and an invitation for a dinner at the
ICES Secretariat. The Secretariat informed about a few housekeeping details.
2 Adoption of agenda and timetable
The agenda (Annex 2) was adopted with no comments.
3 Minutes of September 2004 meeting
The Chair identified several points from the ConC minutes of the 2004 September meeting
that needed to be followed up:
1) Parentages of WGs and SGs to be reviewed in the light of the change of the rule
on nomination of membership, and the need for a more explicit overall policy
should be discussed.
2) Existence of Science Committees (Document ConC 0505-13), why do they exist,
bottom-up driven science management?
3) Real-time oceanographic information to be used in the stock assessments
4) Quality assurance peer review and auditing of SG and WG reports by Science
Committees.
5) Identification of areas of low participation in Expert Groups and at the ASC, and
discuss strategies to address.
6) Vice-Chair of ConC to be discussed — and to be elected if needed.
The different items were allocated to the relevant agenda items of this meeting.
The minutes of the Consultative Committee meeting at the Annual Science Conference in
Vigo, September 2004, were then adopted.
4 Annual Science Conference 2005 - Aberdeen, Scotland
The Secretariat presented the meeting arrangements and programme for the first ‘standalone’
ASC, including the schedule of Scientific Theme Sessions and Science and Advisory Commit-
tee meetings.
4.1 Meeting arrangements

Document ConC0505-5 was presented by the ICES Secretariat. The conference has been ad-
vertised quite broadly, e.g., via Google. It was pointed out that 2005 will be the first year of
the new format for the Annual Science Conference, meaning that the Council will not meet
immediately after the conference. The Council will meet in October 2005 at ICES Headquar-
ters, Copenhagen.
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The Conference will be held at the Aberdeen Exhibition and Conference Center (AECC), situ-
ated a little outside (15 min) the city centre. There will be a shuttle bus service between down-
town hotels and the meeting venue. A time schedule for the shuttle service has not been fixed
yet.

Hotel booking can be made through the ICES website, but ICES has also made a list of the
hotels for participants to contact the places themselves. The Secretariat has set up a disclaimer
on the ICES website saying that “participants may be able to find lower room rates through
the Internet”. The registration fee includes a bus card and lunch. Information about the social
events is available on the conference website together with the tour programme.

The Opening Reception will be held on Tuesday 20 September at the AECC. The concept for
the Conference Dinner will be less formal and less expensive than in previous years. This was
much welcomed.

Although the conference centre equipment is very state-of-the-art, ICES will bring its own
server and laptops as audio visual support to theme sessions. There will be an Internet café.

Action: It was felt that the price for accessing the wireless system (6£ per hour or £39 per day)
was too expensive. The Secretariat will try to negotiate a better price.

Schedule of Scientific Sessions

The preliminary draft programme (Conc0505-4) was presented and discussed. The starting
point had been more than 490 papers and posters submitted, leaving us with a total number of
376 papers for oral presentations, each to be allotted at least 15 minutes, including discussion.

All daily sessions are to start at 09.00, except for Thursday where the sessions will begin at
08.30. A visit by the EU Commissioner of Fisheries and Maritime Affairs to the ASC has been
proposed (to be confirmed).

The Secretariat will remind conveners that they are responsible to push people to provide the
manuscript for publication on the CD from the ASC. All conveners should try to confirm in
advance that someone will be present at the ASC to present each of the oral presentations.
This to try and avoid “no shows” and unoccupied slots in the schedule.

Schedule of other meetings and activities

A number of committees expressed the wish to have two time slots for their committee meet-
ings. Adjustments to the initial schedule were made and a schedule accommodating all the
desired features was developed during the meeting.

ConC recommends the 2005 ASC programme (Annex 3) to the Bureau for adoption.

Planning for review (at ASC) of resolutions not currently
available

The Chair strongly urged Committee chairs to review all ToRs for their groups prior to the
September meeting, so that during the ASC, ConC will only need to address the problems and
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significant changes/highlights. This way there will be no need for ConC to deal with routine
ToRs, and this will allow more time for discussion of any problematic ToRs.

The ACME Chair stressed the importance of coordination between Expert Groups in order to
establish joint Terms of Reference to improve cooperation. So far, this has not been very suc-
cessful. The only efficient way to ensure that Expert Groups work together is to have Science
Committee chairs pushing the process. Science Committee chairs should be better informed of
the “drivers’ in ICES. For instance, there is a need to be more vigilant as to the understanding
of the requests from our Client Commissions. These requests are expected to be available be-
fore the ConC September meeting for inclusion of ToRs as distributed by the Secretariat and
Advisory Committee chairs.

4.5 Travel support
Following a request for funding from a Canadian scientist to attend the 2005 ASC the question
was asked whether travel support should be limited to young scientists or should also be ex-
tended to others. A small subgroup was established to review comparable PICES princi-
ples/criteria for travel support. The group drafted a document on ICES Travel Financial Sup-
port which was approved. (Annex 4).

‘ ConC recommends these guidelines to the Bureau for adoption.

5 Annual Science Conference 2006 - Maastricht, The
Netherlands

5.1 Meeting arrangements
The meeting arrangements for the Annual Science Conference 2006, to be held in Maastricht,
The Netherlands, were summarised.
Maastricht is a very old city near the Belgian and German borders. Maastricht has enough
hotels in all categories, mostly within walking distance of the Maastricht Exposition and Con-
gress Centre (MECC) (www.mecc.nl), a modern conference centre often used by the EC.
A block booking of meeting rooms has been made from 17 to 26 September to cover all ASC
Business Sessions. The proposed dates for the Annual Science Conference are 19-23 Septem-
ber 2006.
There had been a suggestion to move the last two-day session of the ConC meeting to
IJmuiden, but this idea was unacceptable for practical reasons.

5.2 Review of proposed Theme Sessions for 2006

The General Secretary raised his concern about the increasing number of theme sessions in-
troduced at the ASC each year. ConC discussed how many parallel sessions were desirable
and agreed to keep the number of (up to) four parallel sessions.

ConC reviewed the proposed Theme Sessions and accepted a total of 16 themes; leaving a few
spaces open for new proposals during the 2005 Annual Science Conference. The sessions have
been classified into four main topics according to the four ICES main pillars of science. (An-
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nex 5). The Secretariat will in the future elaborate the list of proposed Theme Sessions to add
information on responsible Committee/Expert Group, Year of suggestion, Progress, etc.

ConC had a discussion regarding criteria for keeping, merging, and postponing Theme Ses-
sions. The Chair suggested that the FTC Chair should write down some criteria for ConC to
review at the September meeting. In summary the discussion touched on:

e Broad and open versus narrow and specific Theme Sessions — there is a need for
both. A theme-focused ASC was suggested, for instance in 2007 in Helsinki, on
the ecosystem approach in addition to themes related to the Baltic.

e More attention should be paid in ConC to the continuity of Theme Sessions in re-
lation to other ICES events, such as back-to-back meetings of Expert Groups and
ICES Symposia that would pick up results from Theme Sessions. ConC will fol-
low up on this during the September meeting.

e The most important aspect of the ASC is to have good communication. There
should be scope for finished work to be presented, but also for presenting and
discussing progress made in various fields.

e Some aspects of the previous practice of having Committee-centred Theme Ses-
sions are missed by member scientists. The motivation for having these ‘open’
Theme Sessions (e.g., LRC session in Belgium set up as a general biology ses-
sion) is to avoid important subject areas being overlooked that could be further
developed outside ICES. Another advantage is the synergy and cross-fertilisation
provided by more open topics.

e A suggestion was made by the Chair of the Publication Committee concerning
the practice of handling presentations at the ASC. During the first day of the ASC
or at the latest the day before the theme session, presenters should contact their
conveners to assure that people will turn up. If they fail to do so, the schedule of
presentations will be reshuffled. This way participation is better safeguarded and
last-minute hand-ins are precluded.

The General Secretary will be asked to announce this new procedure during the Opening Cere-
mony.

Invited lectures and other special events 2006

Only two Plenary Speakers have been scheduled for Aberdeen 2005, but no decision is taken
on future practice. If there is an opportunity to get a good speaker, it was suggested that we
should not restrict the number of plenary speakers. There had been disappointment last year
that some speakers did not address the themes they were supposed to address.

ConC agreed to ask Carlo Heip (Centre for Estuarine and Coastal Ecology, Netherlands) to
give the Open Lecture and to relate his talk to Theme Sessions 4, 5, and 6). (Head of Science
Programme).

Four names were suggested for Plenary Lectures:

e Sven Sundby, Norway - link to relation between climate, environment and im-
pact on the ecosystem (Chair of OCC) (relevant for Theme Sessions 3, 13, and
14);

e Mike Heath, FRS Aberdeen, Scotland, UK, link to ecosystem approach. (Chair of
LRC) (relevant to Theme Sessions 13 and 14);

e Kees Zwanenberg, The Netherlands. (Chairs of ACME/MCC);

e Lesley Richards, England, UK (BODC) (related to Theme sessions 6 and 10)
(Chair of ConC).
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Action: The persons given in brackets were asked to establish contact with the potential speakers
and inquire about willingness and availability. This slate of names is to be brought forward to the
Bureau for feedback, and formalised at the Annual Science Conference in Aberdeen.

Annual Science Conference 2007- Helsinki, finland

6.1

6.2

6.3

Meeting arrangements

Document Conc0505-6 was presented by the Secretariat.

Preliminary dates for the 2007 Annual Science Conference had just been received by fax from
Ero Aaro, Finland:

Whole period, including ASC and Business Sessions: Sunday 16 September to Tuesday 25
September. ASC: Tuesday 18 September to Saturday 22 September.

A preliminary reservation for the 2007 ASC has been made at the Marine Congress Center in
Helsinki, which was also the venue for the ICES History Symposium in 2000.

Review of proposed Theme Sessions

This will be dealt with during the ASC in Aberdeen, when final packages with names of con-
veners and complete justifications should be available. It was agreed to ask HELCOM to
sponsor a theme session in Helsinki. There is a need to have a session with emphasis on the
Baltic.

The Chair asked the ConC members to contact their Expert Group chairs and ask for proposals
for Theme Sessions in 2007. We should be clear in our guidelines as to what we want to at-
tract, i.e., 1) the Baltic Sea, and 2) the Ecosystem Approach should be central topics.

Invited lectures and other special events

This will be readdressed during the ASC in Aberdeen, when there is a more complete list of
possible Theme Sessions, so invited lecturers can be matched with the Scientific Program as it
develops.

The following speakers were proposed for the 2007:

e Ana Parma, Argentina (good speaker to bring in from outside the ICES commu-
nity, on stock assessment).

e  Fritz Koester, Denmark, (Baltic topics).
e Bengt Ove Jansson, Sweden (Baltic ecosystem research).

e Ragnar Elmgren, Stockholm University, Sweden (Baltic ecosystem research).
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Review of plans for symposia, including YSC

ConC reviewed the plans for symposia and noted that all symposia planned for 2006 and 2007
are well on track. Details are included in Annex 6. ConC discussed the problem of the high
number of symposia in 2007, causing a bottleneck for the publication in the ICES JMS in
2008 and 2009. In future, to avoid similar problems, a routine procedure should be set up in-
volving ConC, the Publications Committee, and the ICES Secretariat.

ConC discussed various solutions to prevent any reoccurrence of this bottleneck. As a result,
the Chair of the Publications Committee (PUB) will have PUB establish a procedure for the
evaluation of Symposia submissions and subsequent publication in the ICES Journal of Ma-
rine Science (JMS) and report back to ConC. On the last day of the meeting, the Chair of the
Publications Committee presented a schedule accommodating publication of all envisaged
ICES Symposia Proceedings (Annex 7). A key requirement is that the symposium on Fishing
Technology should be scheduled for publication in 2007; otherwise the schedule will not
work. The current turnaround time for symposia is approximately 11-15 months from the
meeting until final publication. This includes submission, review, assessment, revision and
final preparation of the manuscripts through the ICES Secretariat and the Publisher. Symposium or-
ganisers will be required to adhere strictly to the deadlines imposed by the tight schedule.

The Head of Science Programme, in consultation with the Chair of the Publications Commit-
tee and Editor-in-chief (Andy Payne), will prepare a letter for the organisers of the various
Symposia to inform them of the planned publication schedule.

The Chair of Publications Committee noted that the current schedule imposes limitations on
ICES’ capability to accept sponsorship of new symposia which require publication in the JMS
prior to the end of 2010.

ConC noted that it was in the interest of ICES that all major ICES-sponsored symposia also be
published in ICES JMS

2005 resolutions

8.1

8.2

Review of resolutions currently available

ConC did not review the small number of draft resolutions currently available arising from
proposals prepared to this point by the Science Committee Expert Groups. ConC also dis-
cussed the phraseology for the terms of reference. Last year ConC agreed that resolutions need
to be result-oriented. Words like “discuss”, “continue to”, “review” are too vague, while “re-
port on” and “finalize” indicate a more active attitude. Science and Advisory Committee
chairs are to review their Expert Group ToRs and modify together with their Expert Group
chairs. This way, at the ASC we can focus on crosscutting issues, instead of spending time on

the wording.

Progress Review of Committees and Expert Groups 2004 (in
relation to the ICES Action Plan)

This item was closely linked to Agenda Item 9, under which ConC established that a Progress
Review was not feasible without the planned database.
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ICES audit process

ConC recalled previous decisions on plans for producing an Action Plan database to facilitate
the review process. The Head of Science Programme informed ConC about the restructuring
of the ICES Data Centre which had left no resources to be allocated to this task so far. The
Action Plan database had received lower priority due to more urgent issues related to client
commissions, for instance DOME and Intercatch. A programmer is about to be employed to
develop internal administrative databases. Interviews will take place at the end of May for
possible employment in July. ConC reiterated the point that the database is vital and indispen-
sable to create the required overview and to facilitate the review process. ConC will not be
able to carry out the Progress Review unless the database has been established. Due to the
complexity of the science and advisory structure of ICES, the database is essential if ConC is
to be able to track progress against the Action Plan.

Peer Review of Expert Group reports / Improved Executive Summary

In addition to the Action Plan review process, the Chair suggested that improved peer review
should be implemented for the Science Committees. The Head of Science Programme pointed
to the fact that ConC has a consultative function for the Secretariat. It is the advisory commit-
tee for the ICES Science and since the ICES Science is produced in the Expert Groups, it
should in the first instance be reviewed by a group designated by the Committee chairs. The
Secretariat is mostly charged with checking and safeguarding the formal consistency while the
scientific quality can only be spot checked due to the sheer abundance of reports and the
sometimes very specialized topics. It may be sufficient to review a few selected reports in de-
tail every year in a way that completes the review for all groups within the Chair’s term. The
results of the review are to be communicated back to the Expert Group by the Committee
chair.

Reviewers should be appointed by Science Committee chairs and they should report back to
the Committee and the Expert Group chair. Ideally one of the reviewers should present a re-
sume of the report at the ASC, and the Expert Group chair should respond.

The points/review criteria previously decided by ConC in 1999 should be used again:

1. Were the Terms of Reference properly addressed and completed?
2. Isthe report clear and understandable?

3. Isthe science quality adequate?

4. Are the conclusions well supported and acceptable?

5. Linkages to other topics, or work elsewhere in ICES?

6. Is the work suitable for an ICES publication?

7. How should the work be continued?

8. Other points to note or query?

9. Was attendance adequate?

10. Was the range of expertise appropriate or adequate?

However, there was still some doubt among the Committee Chairs whether this review proce-
dure is feasible with the current level of Committee participation by members and Expert
Group chairs. It is often the case that Expert Group chairs are not able to attend the ASC or to
delegate to an informed deputy. This makes it difficult to discuss the work of the group sensi-
bly or to provide useful feedback to the Expert Group. ConC agreed that in general it should
be a principle of taking on the role of an Expert Group chair that the individual should, if at all
possible, attend the committee session at the ASC to present and discuss the report. It was considered
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that it would be useful to have an annual meeting of all Expert Group Chairs similar to the one held
under the ACFM.

ConC decided that the Ten Review Points should be a point for discussion in the autumn. With
reference to 2004 ConC minutes, BCC was especially asked to do a pilot project using the ten
review points (as guidelines for the review), and report back to ConC. All the other Committee
Chairs also agreed to carry out the review process and report back to ConC in September.

ConC appealed to the Bureau and the Delegates for support with a view to ensuring that Ex-
pert Group Chairs are funded to participate in the ASC, because the Annual Science Confer-
ence is a forum for exchanging experience and opinions between Expert Group Chairs, within
and between Committees.

Several ways to improve the Expert Group reports were discussed: An executive summary is
very helpful, but it should also include important highlights of the meeting. For instance, ob-
served anomalies and other phenomena that may be of relevance to other groups or disci-
plines. The important message should be flagged and extracted to a few very simple lines. It
has to be considered that many Expert Groups under the Science Programme are also re-
viewed by Advisory Committees. So the message should be clear and easily recognizable for
communication to others. The proposed format for the new executive summary layout is pre-
sented below.

Guidelines for Improved Executive Summary to go in the Chairman’s Handbook

Each Expert Group should produce at the very start of their report a bullet point list of highlights related to a
wider audience:

e  Major anomalies or changes to the state of the ecosystem;

e Important new methodologies and findings;

e  Emergent issues, challenges and problems.
With page/chapter references and other expert groups that should be notified.

In addition, there should be a summary of the Terms of Reference. This summary should indicate whether the
ToR has been met, and if not, why, and how the Expert Group suggest to solve that problem. This summary
should just be a few sentences following the format of the “Action Plan Progress Review”, and if necessary,
refer to sections in the report where the question has been addressed in detail.

10

Review of ICES activities and Expert Group structure

10.1

Review of activities under BSRP

The Head of Science Programme reported on the most recent development and implementa-
tion of the Baltic Sea Regional Project’s (BSRP) Component 1 ‘Large Marine Ecosystem Ac-
tivities’. As a spin-off of the BSRP, the BONUS (BONUS for the Baltic Sea Science — Net-
work of Funding Agencies) project had developed to increase the scope and to make use of
the new instruments for research projects that had been forwarded by the EU Commission.
The BONUS project may now be a candidate to qualify for the most recent Article 169 (of
European Treaty) initiative of the Commission. The Article 169 programme goes far beyond
purely coordinating projects and will aim at integrating research plans and initiatives. ICES is
involved in this development and will also safeguard appropriate participation of the BCC
Chair.

ConC noted the information given by the Head of Science Programme.




10.2

10.3

ICES Consultative Committee May 2005

Review of activities under REGNS

The REGNS Integrated Proof of concept workshop was held simultaneously with ConC. The
latest developments were presented to ConC by the REGNS Chair; Andy Kenny, UK. This
was the third meeting of REGNS. REGNS has sufficient data to go ahead. Deliberations will
be presented at the ASC2005. A full assessment carried out for September 2006.

The REGNS Chair reported on the background and results of the current REGNS workshop.
He addressed the question “Why was there a need for the REGNS process?” REGNS is seen
as complementary to WGRED but focussing more on the procedural aspects of integrated ad-
vice. The May 2005 workshop investigated the feasibility of using data from a broad range of
disciplines for integrated assessments. The background was the implementation of the Ecosys-
tem Approach for effective marine management with the overall objective to create a link be-
tween science and advice to underpin adaptive management as recognized in ICES Strategic
Action Plan. Specifically, REGNS has the following objectives:

e To look at ways in which the existing ICES structure (data centre & working
groups) can input into the periodic production of regional 1A - (organisational).

e To deliver a pilot Integrated Assessment (not advice) of the North Sea Ecosystem
by 2006 - (the product/workshop).

Nineteen Expert Groups had been given common ToR to address in 2004 and 2005 and to
start preparations to summarise data for the period 2000-2004, and any trends over recent
decades, and to compile data and present at the scale of ICES rectangle for the North Sea and
submit to REGNS web site. Fifteen responses have been received. Data included plankton and
primary production data, oceanography, fish landings and fish assessment output, spanning
time periods between 1948 and 2004. Work done so far comprised compilation and synthesis
of the material from working groups, identification of parameters for the ecosystem overview,
production of summary material and description of temporal trends in data. The workshop was
successful, for instance, in displaying patterns such as the 1977-1988 regime shift in the North
Sea. In conclusion, the proof-of-concept is likely to be confirmed. Next will be the review of
the initial draft integrated assessment at the 2005 ASC which will be achieved during the
REGNS intersessional work.

The question was raised concerning the comparability of the assessments produced by
REGNS to the ones used currently for the fisheries advice. Will there be a common language?
The current REGNS process is clearly data-driven and results governed by the information
available. The product will be an ecosystem health overview which then may be specified
according to the available scales of regionalization. The primary client for these products will
be ICES to begin with. The exchange of information, especially the feedback to and from the
contributing expert groups will result in continuously or stepwise refined advisory products. It
will be crucial to translate these to be usable by environmental and fisheries managers.

The report was much appreciated and ConC expressed a positive view about the REGNS
process and progress.

Review of activities under Advisory Committees
Open Recruitment

Based on the ASC 2004 minutes, the Chair recalled the issue to be readdressed by ConC on
open recruitment for Expert Groups reporting to the Advisory Committees. The context was
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that membership of Expert Groups reporting to a Science Committee is now open, whereas
those reporting to an Advisory Committee are restricted to Delegates’ nomination. Currently,
some Expert Groups with Advisory Committee parentage are being transferred to Science
Committee parentage to allow open recruitment. This development is not perceived as desir-
able by ConC.

The following points were made in discussion:

e In general, the motivation for including external experts is to provide expertise
lacking in the Expert Groups. We should proceed with a pilot project under the
Advisory Committees to build on experience.

e Expert Group chairs have the option of contacting the relevant Delegate and ask
for a person to be nominated.

e ICES has been accused of being a closed community. If opened, we would avoid
these perceptions.

e Recruitment should be partly by direct appointment, partly by invitation by chair.
However, anyone invited to participate should have a valuable contribution, either
expertise or data or both. The primary goal is to improve, where necessary the
expertise and creditability of the Expert Groups.

Overall, there was a positive attitude in ConC towards further opening of recruitment. ConC
recalled the earlier decisions made by the Council. In 2002 the Council (agenda item 17)
agreed to “open ICES Expert Groups to relevant stakeholder representatives who can contrib-
ute to the work of those groups. Procedures will be developed over the next year which will
ensure the independence and credibility of ICES activity”. In 2003 the Council (agenda item
11) Delegates expressed a preference to move away from the idea of inviting stakeholders to
the working sessions of Expert Groups. This view was influenced by the concern expressed by
the client Fishery Commissions. In 2004 under the discussion of the report from ConC, the
Delegates agreed to open up the possibility to have open membership in Expert Groups estab-
lished under the Science Committees. The present recommendation from ConC is to have
open membership also in Expert Groups established under Advisory Committees, but not as
open as the 2002 decision made by the Council.

ConC recommends the guidelines for open recruitment in all ICES Expert Groups as outlined
in Annex 8 for adoption by the Bureau.

Term of office for Committee chairs

This item was brought forward by the Chair based on earlier discussions with the Advisory
Committee chairs. It was suggested to prolong the actual term of office for Committee chairs
from three to four years. The point was made that a three-year period is too short for chairs to
become fully operative. A four-year period is preferable — both for Advisory and Science
Committee chairs — in order to respond to the changing world. Furthermore, it was stated that
this would be consistent with the ICES staff policy for Professional Secretaries.

ConC proposed the Bureau to prolong the term of office for Committee chairs from three to
four years.
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Review of activities under Science Committees

10.4.1 Role and effectiveness of Science Committees

Do the Science Committees serve indispensable functions or is there another way of reviewing
and guiding the work of the Expert Groups? It depends on the chairs to make the committees
work effectively. The more active chairs may obtain more activity in their committees and
facilitate more communication and exchange, thus better serving implementation of the
ecosystem approach? The General Secretary pointed out that the main pillars of ICES are the
science and the science-based advise. Consequently, there is no advice without good science
and having pure science without feeding it into the advice would not be sustainable. Thus,
leading-edge science is fundamental to ICES.

It was pointed out during the discussion that the work going on at the Expert Group level is
not a problem, except for a few groups that still meet because of pure tradition or perhaps
there are simply more groups than needed. That can be easily solved by the group itself or the
Committee Chair. The problem is at the level of the Science Committees which have trans-
formed into pure administrative units while the science is going on in the Expert Groups only.

Lack of participation of Committee members and Expert Group chairs at the ASC is a recur-
rent issue of major concern as seen again at the 2004 ASC. Two proposals emerged: 1) Re-
form the committee structure and task the Expert Group chairs with the oversight task. 2) Re-
place the elected Science Committee chairs by Science Committee Coordinators selected by
the Council. Coordinators would work thematically with 5-8 Expert Group chairs and report
to ConC.

It was agreed that discussion of the role of Science Committees should be broad and involve
the Expert Groups and their chairs. At the ASC in Aberdeen it will be announced at the Open-
ing Session that there will be a discussion of the structure of ICES Expert Groups and Com-
mittees, and ASC participants should be encouraged to take part in the process. It would be
desirable to have annual meetings of the Expert Group chairs but this would increase their
workload as well as add some additional financial burden to ICES. One solution would be to
have an extra day at the ASC for Expert Groups chairs to meet and discuss scientific prob-
lems.

10.4.2 Do we have the right Expert Group structure?

The Chair pointed out that this should be viewed in the context of a still ongoing re-structuring
and reforming of the Secretariat and the ICES advisory process. ICES is changing, has moved
into a new building, will see more integration of environmental data into the advice, but we
still have the old Committee/Expert Group structure.

This issue had been previously raised in MCAP and the Bureau meetings and they agreed that
it would be a healthy exercise to review the existing structure. If we agree the structure we
have is fine, we do not have to do anything. If change is needed, the ideas should be brought
up in the committees during the ASC2005 and the work continued in ConC. This is likely to
be a three-year process.

The view was expressed that we should be cautious about repairing something that was not
broken. There may be some Expert Groups that have become redundant, or that do not attract
sufficient participation, and these could be closed down. Such issues should be addressed by
the Science and Advisory Committees.
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The Chair suggested that maybe we should focus more on Study Groups with a short lifetime.
This would lead to a more dynamic system. In addition, short-term tasks can be dealt with in
workshops. Ad hoc advise is becoming increasingly popular — short-term requests come in
more frequently. All Expert Groups with variable life-span are pre-scheduled at the time of
formation. This would lead to increased flexibility. Some meet for one week only while others
may meet over a ten-year period. Firm timetables may be set for delivery of products. Groups
that are involved in monitoring should not have a short life though.

The Chair urged the Committee Chairs to set enough time aside to discuss a potential new
structure of the ICES Expert Group and Committee structure. ConC will make a suggestion
based on the feedback from committees which will be taken to the Delegates. It was felt that
more commitment is needed by the Delegates to allow for an active involvement of experts,
especially the Expert Group chairs at the ASC.

Together with the Secretariat, the Chair will draft a discussion paper that will be sent to ConC
before the end of May. Based on this letter, Committee chairs will write to their Committee
members and Expert Group chairs to inform them about the review process. The review proc-
ess will be the main agenda item for the ConC meeting at the ASC in September 2005.

10.4.3 How to make ICES Science more visible?

ConC agrees this is a valid question that needs more attention. We should try to make ICES
more and more easily perceivable to a wider community. The PUB Chair (with his committee)
was asked to go through the ICES products and report back with suggestions on how to make
ICES more visible. Target groups are other scientists as well as the non-scientific community
such as administrators and decision-makers.

Discussion on ASC proceedings

ConC agreed that the pdf format for abstracts and papers is fine, once available on the web. It
should be made more obvious on the web site that a pdf copy of a paper is available. The
ASC is still the major event for presentation of new scientific achievements, new ideas and
new avenues of transdisciplinary cooperation. So the pdf is the right vehicle to multiply the
news in the scientific community. What is more, a “CM publication” is still a prominent
milestone in one’s CV.

For the wider public, however, we might need a brochure, where we flag the stories/highlights
of ICES work. Good examples of successful products are the “German” QSR and the ICES
Newsletter.

ICES has been trying to move towards an entirely paperless ASC, including the publication of
the Annual Report. Only approx. 300 copies are being produced. If parts of it or the entire
Annual Report could be published electronically resources can be saved and used elsewhere.
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Should Theme Sessions be published in a separate volume?

The Chair of the Publication Committee pointed out that the quality of Theme Sessions and
reports may be highly variable. Theme Session reports should also pull out more highlights
and focus on the actual achievements rather than listing individual papers. It would be
preferable to have a one—two page summary in the front, highlighting the main results. Last
year’s feedback on a request for attractive graphs in the Committee and Theme Session
Reports was rather slow and limited: Good quality illustrations are highly desirable to make
the Annual Report more attractive! The Committee Chairs should work on providing a much
better guide to Theme Session conveners.

Some, but not all, conveners have a discussion period at the end of their session. Perhaps
rather than having a rapporteur, noting down all the talks, we should ask/demand short precis’
from the presenters. Then change the role of the rapporteur to a provocateur who logs
questions and issues raised during presentations and pushes these back to the audience at the
end. The report would then encompass these comments and a synthesis from the chair, plus
the precis’ from the authors.

ICES involvement in Research Programmes

The SEMIEA (“Supporting European Marine Integrated Ecosystem Assessment”) project was
the first ICES initiative to potentially qualify for EU funding under the “Global Change in
Ecosystems” call. The proposal was developed in order to support the REGNS process.
Unfortunately, the significance and scope of the project went unnoticed by the reviewers and
the proposal was turned down, but will be resubmitted. It was the first attempt of ICES to
work with DG-RESEARCH. Resubmission was recommended when EC officials learnt more
about the REGNS process.

The decision process on what ideas or initiatives qualify for ICES to be involved in
facilitating, developing and submitting a proposal should be linked to ConC. ConC, and
especially relevant Cttee. Chairs, should be informed of interesting projects with potential
ICES involvement but this communication should also work vice versa, i.e. the Science
Programme to be informed about research initiatives in the ICES community. ConC thought
that involvement in Research Programmes should be determined in accordance with the
Strategic Plan.

The Head of Scie