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 n FOREWORD-

WHy DOES BiODivERSA pROMOTE STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT iN RESEARcH pROjEcTS?

BiodivERsA is the network of national funding agen-
cies in Europe that aims to build a dynamic plat-
form for encouraging excellent and policy-relevant 
biodiversity research at a pan-European scale. 
Between 2008 and 2014, it launched five major 
calls for proposals on prioritised topics that corre-
spond to the most pressing strategic issues that 
biodiversity and ecosystem services currently face. 
BiodivERsA aims to launch annual calls in future.

BiodivERsA partners recognise that research on biodi-
versity and associated ecosystem services is not only 
an environmental issue, but as much an economic, 
political, food-security and energy-security one. Being 
a cross-cutting subject, biodiversity research needs to 
promote interdisciplinarity, integrate a range of actors, 
reach academic excellence, and have a clear soci-
etal impact. Biodiversity scientists have already been 
involved in the provision of knowledge to stakehold-
ers, including policy makers, adopting new ways of 
disseminating and explaining their findings. Still, for 
researchers it is not always clear how to effectively 
engage with stakeholders as exemplified by a recent 
statement from the principal investigator of one of the 
BiodivERsA-funded projects: “A key point for me is 
understanding who are the key persons to be involved 
in research and what is the best way of communicating 
research results while having an impact; which is the 
lever we need to activate in order to make our results 
be used and change the course for the foreseeable 
future”. 

In this context, BiodivERsA is promoting science-
society and science-policy interfacing along the whole 
research process, from inception onwards (Figure F1). 

BiodivERsA recognizes that it is particularly challeng-
ing for researchers to ensure academic excellence 
and societal impact at the same time. In particular, 
it appears that biodiversity scientists (probably as 
scientists from many other domains) are very strong in 
developing and using scientific frameworks and meth-
odologies, but often lack such clear frameworks and 

methodologies when engaging with stakeholders. A 
selection of frameworks and methodologies designed 
to ensure a balanced representation of relevant stake-
holders in research activities are available, but are 
often not applied in biodiversity research.

In this context, BiodivERsA has developed this best 
practice handbook on stakeholder engagement 
in research projects, providing practical guidance 
to researchers to better plan and engage with non-
academic stakeholders, including policy makers. The 
development of this handbook has been led by the 
Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC), one 
of the UK partners in BiodivERsA and an established 
authority in the field of stakeholder engagement prac-
tices. The objective of this BiodivERsA handbook is 
not to provide a detailed and prescriptive methodol-
ogy; the handbook provides a framework and selec-
tion of tools so that each research consortium can 
determine which types of stakeholder engagement are 
the most profitable for their research project. 

Making the engagement process more inclusive and 
enhancing the legitimacy and societal relevance of 
scientific research is considered a crucial aspect of 
BiodivERsA’s activities to reinforce the European 
research community in the field for reaching excel-
lence in terms of both academic outputs and societal 
relevance. We hope this handbook will further pave the 
way to knowledge provision and illuminate solutions 
for better protecting, managing and using biodiversity 
to tackle key environmental and societal challenges at 
the European level.

Xavier Le Roux 
FRB, BiodivERsA coordinator and CEO

Hilde Eggermont  
BELSPO, BiodivERsA WP5 leader

Helen Baker  
JNCC, leader of the Task for stakeholder  

engagement in BiodivERsA
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CO-DESIGN

DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS AND PROMOTION 
OF FUNDED PROJECT IMPACT

Results dissemination to stakeholders and policy 
makers 

-By the project leaders themselves
-By BiodivERsA through specific materials 

(e.g. policy briefs)

Evaluation of funded project outcomes and impacts 

Assessments of both academic excellence &
societal impact

Survey & monitoring of funded projects

Societal impacts assessment by the 
stakeholder advisory board

Transdisciplinarity
stakeholder 
engagement

Identification of topics for joint calls
& programmes alignment

Use of specific evaluation criteria (policy relevance; societal 
impact; stakeholder engagement)

Establishment of a common roadmap

Priorities and topics depend on societal 
challenges

Mapping

Involvement of funding agencies and ministries + 
stakeholder & scientific advisory boards
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Figure F1. Approach and methodology used to engage 
stakeholders and promote the science-policy and 
science-society dialogue in BiodivERsA throughout 
the research (development) process. While academic 
excellence is a major criterion for evaluating research 
to be supported in BiodivERsA, innovative approaches 
are used (from co-design of programmes to promotion 
of research results) to increase the societal impact of 
the funded research.
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› Background

› How does the Handbook work?

› What do we mean by engagement?

› What is a stakeholder?

› Why is stakeholder engagement beneficial?

› Challenges and limits to engagement

› Key points to consider for effective stakeholder engagement

› How BiodivERsA can help in stakeholder engagement

›› Case studies 

Benefits of stakeholder engagement

Barriers to successful engagement: Science to policy

Allow time for scoping and pilot studies

What will the outputs of the stakeholder engagement process be?

Introduction
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Part 1
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 n BACKGROUND-

The BiodivERsA Stakeholder Engagement Handbook 
has been created for researchers planning and carry-
ing out research projects on biodiversity and ecosys-
tem services, and may be a useful resource for the 
wider environmental science community. It is designed 
to assist research teams identify relevant stakeholders 
to engage with in order to enhance the impact of their 
work, and select appropriate methods of stakeholder 
engagement. It may also be useful for those evaluating 
applications to BiodivERsA research calls as context 
for the specific approaches taken by research teams. 

Biodiversity and ecosystems research can have wide 
ranging applications and benefits; it is a cross-cutting 
subject, which has economic, social and political 
impacts. Thus, to be effective and comprehensive 
biodiversity research needs to take a trans-disciplin-
ary approach and to involve a wide range of different 
researchers and scientists from different disciplines1, 
from ecologists to social scientists and economists, 
as well as other stakeholders, from engineers to policy 
makers, land-owners, businesses, NGOs, the media, 
and the general public. A trans-disciplinary approach 
has its own complications; those involved may well 
have different ways of approaching and undertaking 
the research, as well as differing views on the desired 
aims and outcomes of the research. The findings 
from research need to be communicated effectively2 

and acted upon, in order to bring about a change in 
attitudes and behaviour which ultimately may deliver 
better outcomes for biodiversity and society. However, 
the complex nature of biodiversity issues means that 
agreement on concepts and solutions from such a 
diverse range of stakeholders is rarely straightforward, 
and can be difficult to achieve.

BiodivERsA is a pan-European biodiversity research 
funding mechanism that generates new knowledge 
for the conservation and sustainable management 
of biodiversity. It follows that the main users of this 
research, and therefore critical stakeholder groups, 
include:

 ✶ policy makers

 ✶ research funders

 ✶  non-governmental organisations

  ✶  natural resource managers (practitioners), 
including businesses and industry.

However, policy and managerial decisions can also 
affect the public and so it may be important to consider 
a wider range of stakeholders in the research process.

Several previous studies have assessed stakeholder 
engagement in biodiversity research3-5, including 
approaches to social learning6, and some guidance 
is available, for example the SPIRAL Handbook on 
science-policy interfacing2, the UK programme ‘Living 
With Environmental Change’ knowledge-exchange 
guidelines7. These studies demonstrate that no single 
approach to stakeholder engagement can be applied 
to all projects and generally that the engagement 
carried out is considered to be ‘too little, too late’. 
Additionally, existing literature outlines the importance 
of managing the expectations of both the researchers 
and the stakeholders – not only regarding desirable 
outcomes of a project that result from the engagement 
activities, but also what stakeholders can realistically 
expect to achieve and/or receive from engaging with a 
project8,9. The existing literature provides a clear set of 
generally agreed engagement rules, which this Hand-
book follows.

In determining the approach to take, previous stud-
ies demonstrate that it is important to consider, at a 
minimum10:

 ✴ the aims and objectives of the engagement

 ✴  the expectations of the stakeholders regard-
ing the outcomes of the engagement

 ✴  the available resources (in particular time 
and money).

The Handbook aims to address these requirements, 
by providing a clear, simple guidance, which considers 
‘why’, ‘who’, ‘when’ and ‘how’ to engage, as well as 
guidance on planning engagement activities, manag-
ing conflict and monitoring outcomes.
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 n HOW DOES THE HANDBOOK WORK?-

The Handbook is designed to provide advice to 
researchers on how to plan or manage the way that 
they engage with stakeholders. Exactly which stake-
holders are engaged, how many there are, and the 
most successful methods of engagement, will depend 
on the type of research.  

The Handbook covers topics such as: identifying the 
benefits of engagement; identifying appropriate stake-
holders; when and how to work with stakeholders to 
inform the scope of research and share knowledge; 
and choosing the best techniques for engagement. 
It provides guidance on planning, carrying out, and 
following-up on stakeholder engagement. The Hand-
book should not be viewed as prescriptive; it provides 
suggestions to help users ensure that they:

 ✶  account for all factors necessary for 
conducting effective engagement, 

 ✶  consider what tools are available for engag-
ing stakeholders, and 

 ✶  communicate decisions and outcomes 
(within the project team, with funders, and 
with stakeholders).

The Handbook demonstrates that there is a wide 
range of stakeholder engagement methods and tools 
available, each with their own advantages and limita-
tions10. Additionally, it describes how different stake-
holders are likely to make differing contributions and 
require different levels of communication at each key 

stage of a project11. Not all stakeholders will need to 
be engaged all of the time, or in the same way so the 
degree of engagement is likely to vary throughout the 
project12, 13. 

The Handbook comprises seven main sections: 

 ✶  Defining the outcomes desired from the 
engagement (why)

 ✶  Identifying the stakeholders to be involved 
(who), including assessing, analysing, prior-
itising and understanding their motivations

 ✶  Identifying the best times to engage with 
stakeholders (when)

 ✶  Choosing the best methods for engagement 
(how), including information on the most 
frequently used approaches

 ✶ Planning the detail of the engagement

 ✶  Dealing with conflict in stakeholder engage-
ment

 ✶  Reviewing and assessing the process to 
demonstrate achievements and to identify 
lessons learned for informing future engage-
ment exercises. 

Whilst each of these sections can be used sepa-
rately, they can also be used in sequence to ensure 
a comprehensive and well-designed engagement 
process is developed. Case studies and templates, 
along with references for further reading, are provided. 

 n WHAT DO WE MEAN By ENGAGEMENT?-  

Engagement means the active involvement and 
participation of others in some aspect of a research 
project. Different levels of stakeholder engagement 
can be identified, depending on the ultimate aims 
of engagement activities and the project. Within the 
Handbook, four levels of engagement have been 
defined for simplicity. At the highest level, fully active 

engagement is undertaken, where stakeholders are 
effectively partners with the research team, driving the 
research direction, and/or contributing resources and 
perspective (defined as ‘collaboration’). At the lowest 
level, communication with more-passive stakeholders 
might be designed to simply share information about 
the project or deliver the outcomes to those whom it 
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may affect (defined as ‘inform’). Informing is typically a 
one-way flow of information, but is included as a form 
of engagement because it still requires the research 
team to communicate in a way that suits the stake-
holder. The middle levels of engagement are designed 
to meet the needs of stakeholders who are ‘consulted’ 
(e.g. they are asked for opinions or information); and 
those with whom ‘involvement’ occurs (e.g. they are 

more fully engaged, and may also provide resources 
or data). 

Individual projects may, and often do, engage stake-
holders at more than one level. Most research proj-
ects require at least the first level of engagement (i.e. 
‘inform’), but different levels are likely to be appropri-
ate for different projects and situations. Many projects 
will include a mix of all four levels of engagement.

 n WHAT IS A STAKEHOLDER?-

The Handbook uses the following definition of stakeholder14:

❝ A stakeholder is any person or group 

who influences or is influenced by the research ❞

This broad, inclusive definition covers anyone, or any 
group, directly or indirectly affected by a project, as 
well as those who may have interests in a project and/
or the ability to influence its outcome, either positively 
or negatively. A stakeholder does not have to be a 
direct user of, or directly affected by, project outcomes 
to be influenced by them.

It should be noted that there is a distinction between 
those undertaking or participating in research in a 
project, either other academics or non-academics as 
subjects of study, and those who are not. The scope 
of this Handbook is focussed on engaging with those 
individuals or groups who are not undertaking the 
research as part of a research team or are not them-
selves the subject of research. In other words, it is not 

a handbook of research methods in social science. 

Stakeholders are often broadly grouped, for example 
‘policy-makers’ might be identified as an important 
stakeholder group for a project, but there is likely to 
be much variation in the interests and motivations of 
different stakeholders in a grouping. Such variation 
might be affected by factors such as the geographical 
scale at which they make decisions or operate, and 
resource availability. For this reason, it is important to 
recognise that not all stakeholders in one broad group 
are likely to have the same interests and motivations, 
and so the engagement levels may vary for different 
individuals or organisations in a group.

 n WHy IS STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT BENEFICIAL?-

There are a number of reasons for undertaking stake-
holder engagement within research. These include: 
promoting links between science and society; gain-
ing access to additional information or resources, and 
improving the relevance or utility of the research to 
users and beneficiaries (see Table 1.1 for a summary). 
For example, by engaging with stakeholders, the 
research outcomes can become tailored more effec-

tively to local contexts, increasing the likelihood that 
outcomes are adopted and applied, and leading to 
beneficial impacts for all15-17. 

Additionally, engagement can lead to learning and 
empowerment. By engaging with researchers, stake-
holders can learn and assist in the generation of 



b
io

d
iv

e
r

s
a
 

   
s

ta
k

e
h

o
ld

e
r
 e

n
g

a
g

e
m

e
n

t
 h

a
n

d
b

o
o

k
  

13

new knowledge (e.g. social learning6; knowledge 
exchange7), and may be empowered to become 
involved in future research15,18,19.

Furthermore, by considering local knowledge in the 
research process, it becomes possible to anticipate 
and improve unexpected negative outcomes before 
they occur20-23. Well managed engagement can also 
facilitate learning and trust between participants17,24, 
and help mediate conflicts25.

Establishing the reason(s) for engagement is a criti-
cal first step to take before any engagement is under-
taken. Existing literature suggests that the benefits of 
engagement can far outweigh the risks, including those 
risks posed by lack of engagement26. If well planned, 
and adequately resourced, successful engagement 
can enrich research and deliver better knowledge, and 
thus better outcomes for biodiversity and society.

0 CASE STUDy
BENEfiTS Of STAKE-
HOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Experiences from the BiodivERsA FIREMAN 
project (see Appendix 1) illustrate well a range 
of benefits that stakeholder participation can 
bring. This project investigated the role of fire 
management in maintaining biodiversity in 
different European ecosystems and involved a 

high level of stakeholder participation to inform fire-vegetation models under climate 
change scenarios. The following benefits were described by a researcher from FIRE-
MAN:

 ✴  Researchers developed a deep understanding of practical fire manage-
ment issues by participating in stakeholder workshops across Europe 
where they discussed fire management directly with land managers from 
different countries. This informed the development of complex ecosystem 
models.

 ✴  Discussions with stakeholders diffused conflict between stakeholder groups 
with differing perspectives on fire management, resulting in constructive 
dialogue.

 ✴  Sharing experiences in fire management across borders: International 
meetings and a conference were held which brought together stakeholders 
from different European countries to discuss fire management research. 
The opportunities for managers to discuss fire management with others 
in contrasting ecosystems and in different countries were perceived 
to be extremely insightful and valuable for informing their own practice. 
One stakeholder reported that insights gained from their participation in 
international events had been integrated into practical forestry training 
programmes in Spain.

Fire management on a European heatland ecosystem, as part of the 
FIREMAN project. 
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 n CHALLENGES AND LIMITS TO ENGAGEMENT- 

Although there is strong evidence that effective 
engagement can bring many benefits to the research 
process, it is important to approach engagement criti-
cally, and be aware of some of the challenges and limi-
tations that may be faced. For example, engagement 
increases the costs to both the research project and 
the stakeholders in the short term, and might make the 
undertaking of the project more complicated; whereas 
the useful outcomes can be longer term or seem 
intangible and remote. Some scientists may see the 
involvement of stakeholders as a constraint instead of 
an opportunity27, and some stakeholders may lack the 
time to engage, or experience ‘stakeholder fatigue’, 
that is they begin to feel overloaded with engage-
ment activities, which negatively affects willingness to 

participate and lessens the quality of their input.

In addition, unbalanced engagement can lead to 
perverse or poor decisions if it inadvertently reinforces 
existing privileges, or where group dynamics discour-
age minority perspectives from being expressed11. 
Ethical considerations include intellectual property 
rights (IPR), which need to be discussed and agreed 
to ensure stakeholders are clear about the implica-
tions of their involvement, especially if they are data 
suppliers.
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n Stakeholder engagement – making it CREDIBLE, RELEVANT AND LEGITIMATE   
 
For research to be considered valid and valuable, it has been recognised that it should be under-
taken with credibility, relevance and legitimacy (sometimes referred to as ‘CRELE’)28,29,2,30. 
These three factors can be strengthened by appropriate engagement with stakeholders31. 
However, the same principles can be applied to the stakeholder engagement undertaken 
within that research – to give it more validity and impact it should incorporate the characteris-
tics of credibility, relevance and legitimacy.        

 
CREDIBILITY is the perceived quality and validity of the stakeholder engagement process 
and the people involved with the engagement30. To improve credibility, a stakeholder engage-
ment process should have clear objectives, use the most appropriate people and methods, but 
avoid exclusion of those with opposing views, and be transparent; the view that others have 
of the process is also important. Some continuity of those involved in stakeholder engage-
ment exercises is also considered important to ensure that knowledge and skills are built upon,  
and to maintain relationships and build trust.  

 
RELEVANCE refers to the usefulness of the engagement process and its outcomes – how closely 
it relates to stakeholders and researchers needs, and how responsive the process is to chang-
ing needs31. Adopting understandable language for different stakeholder groups; ensuring the 
timing of the engagement, and particularly the outcomes of the engagement, is appropriate; and 
being adaptable to changing circumstances can all enhance relevance. Relevance can also be 
improved through identification of key stakeholders in the planning stages of the process, and 
ensuring effective engagement and communication with them throughout. Relevance is key to 
motivating participation and ultimately having a real impact.      

 
LEGITIMACY is the perceived fairness and balance of the stakeholder engagement process, and is 
particularly important in cases where conflict may occur. A clearly stated, appropriate and agreed stake-
holder engagement process, along with appropriate methods, can help manage conflict and dissent, 
and therefore enhance legitimacy30. In addition, stakeholders need to feel satisfied that their interests 
have been taken into account appropriately. The inclusion of a balanced group of multiple stakehold-
ers can improve legitimacy, although care must be taken to ensure this legitimacy is not threatened if 
some of the stakeholders are viewed to be inappropriate by others in the group28. Employing unbiased 
facilitators to help run engagement activities can also help.      

 
Getting the CRELE balance   
Building these three factors into the stakeholder engagement process takes time, effort 
and resources, and it may not always be possible to enhance all aspects of CRELE. For 
example, making a link with policy makers may improve the relevance of the engage-
ment process and its desired outcomes for some stakeholders, but may be perceived by 
others as affecting the legitimacy of the process28.        
 
The most appropriate approach will be dependent on the individual project, and the desired 
outcomes of the engagement. However, early engagement is likely to make the engage-
ment process more credible and relevant; and finding the right mix of participants and ensur-
ing no groups have been excluded will enhance legitimacy and credibility.   
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There are examples of research projects in which 
stakeholder engagement failed to deliver intended 
outcomes, or led to unanticipated negative conse-
quences, but benefits were still accrued.

In certain circumstances stakeholder engagement can 
occur in a situation of conflict, which must be handled 
carefully and sensitively. Many scientists are unused 

to working in situations where conflicts between 
individuals and goals are present, and may prefer to 
avoid it. However, in some areas of biodiversity study, 
conflict is to be expected and should be planned for in 
a positive, constructive way. Guidance on dealing with 
conflict is included in Part 7 of the Handbook. 

The majority of barriers to engagement can be over-
come with effective design and good facilitation17. 
Table 1.2 provides an overview of key challenges and 

limitations associated with stakeholder engagement, 
with a brief list of ways these could be avoided or 
overcome.

0 CASE STUDy
BARRiERS TO SUccESSfUL ENGAGEMENT: 
SciENcE TO pOLicy
A researcher in the BiodivERsA INVALUABLE project (Integrating valuations, markets 
and policies for Biodiversity and Ecosystem services; see Appendix 1) highlighted a 
common issue facing collaborations between researchers and policy makers. Policy 
makers tend to work on far shorter time-scales than researchers and require quick 
answers from researchers as policy develops. They look for quick solutions with 
a high level of certainty to aid decision-making. However, results emerging from 
research can be complex, uncertain and highly dependent on context, and often 
require refinement through further research projects on a longer time-scale. It is 
therefore important that expectations of policy makers are taken into account and 
are carefully managed from the beginning of a project, through explicit discussions of 
what policy makers require and expect from the engagement and research process. 
Researchers can then steer the research towards outcomes more relevant to policy 
where possible, or negotiate compromises with the stakeholders to ensure benefits 
for all parties. For example, it may be possible for the research team to provide 
literature-based assessments of present-day evidence to inform policy early in the 
research cycle, before empirical data has been collected. Members of the policy 
community often do not have access to this literature or the skills to critically evalu-
ate it. Therefore making initial literature reviews available in this way can be a way to 
provide useful outputs early, although it may be a significant investment for research-
ers.
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Table 1.2 

Ways of overcoming some of the challenges and limitations to stakeholder engagement

 

cHALLENGES AND LiMiTATiONS WAyS TO AvOiD OR OvERcOME 
(covered in more details in different parts of the Handbook)

Stakeholder fatigue32-34: may occur 
where many stakeholder engagement initia-
tives have taken place in the past, especially 
in circumstances where they did not lead to 
tangible outcomes for stakeholders. This may 
result in limited engagement with research.

Where possible, avoid working with communities suffering 
from stakeholder fatigue. Where this is not possible, ensure 
there will be tangible benefits for stakeholders from engaging 
with your research, and work with opinion leaders (who you 
may identify using stakeholder analysis) to persuade others 
that it is important to engage with the project.

BiaSed repreSentation of Stake-
holderS or key StakeholderS miSS-
ing35-37: this may lead to questions being 
raised over the legitimacy of outcomes by 
some stakeholders.

Conduct a systematic stakeholder analysis to identify and 
prioritise those who should be engaged. Consider who might 
have most influence, but do not neglect those stakeholders 
with significant interest in your research, who may be power-
less or marginalised.

power imBalanceS within Stake-
holder engagement activitieS16,17: 
may lead to dominance by particular individu-
als and agendas, at the expense of others, 
whose ideas are not heard, making them feel 
marginalised, and potentially leading to or 
exacerbating conflict. 

Carefully design stakeholder engagement activities with a 
professional facilitator, considering: parallel activities for 
groups in conflict or with significant differences in power; and 
facilitation methods that enable all participants to provide 
and comment on ideas (possibly anonymously). If there is no 
facilitation budget, undertake basic facilitation training for a 
member of the research team.

Short-term engagement7: stakeholder 
engagement often lasts only for the dura-
tion of funded projects, making it difficult to 
achieve impacts and deliver benefits expected 
by stakeholders.

Identify local organisations that might have a long-term pres-
ence in your study area and plan the legacy of your research 
with them from the outset, giving them sufficient ownership 
of the research to continue investing in outcomes long after 
the research has ended. Find ways to fund ongoing engage-
ment, even if very limited, to maintain relationships, and lay 
foundations for future research that could be funded.

unrealiStically high expectationS 
7,16: engagement can sometimes create unre-
alistically high expectations among stake-
holders who engage early in the research 
process, and discover their suggestions are 
not compatible with the scope of the research 
or are not funded.

Manage expectations carefully from the outset. If engaging 
with stakeholders during project development, make it clear 
if funding is uncertain; make sure you are engaging with those 
who have a strong interest in your research; identify which 
ideas the project team may be able to work with immediately, 
and update stakeholders as soon as possible with research 
plans to show which of their ideas have been integrated and 
why it was not possible to integrate all ideas.
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 n KEy POINTS TO CONSIDER FOR EFFECTIVE- 

WHy?
✴ Have clear aims for stakeholder engagement in your project, and set these aims from the outset.

✴ Identify the benefits for stakeholders who engage with you.

✴ Determine and understand the motivations of stakeholders to be involved in the research process.

HOW?
✴  Every engagement process is different and needs to be properly funded and managed by those with under-

standing (and ideally training) in stakeholder engagement.

✴ Adapt the process to suit the needs of both the researchers and stakeholders alike.

✴  Plan your engagement and make sure you engage early in the research process (as early as possible); include 
scoping studies where appropriate.

✴  Think about the timing of your research and its outputs, and consider whether it can inform any relevant external 
or policy processes.

WHO?
✴  Systematically identify those who are likely to hold an interest in the research, including those who have power 

to influence the uptake of the research findings.

✴  Be inclusive – do not exclude groups that are difficult to reach and ensure balanced participation of all relevant 
demographic groups.

WAyS TO SUccESSfUL ENGAGEMENT
✴ Engage in dialogue with stakeholders as equals and value their knowledge.

✴ Give stakeholders the opportunity to help plan their own engagement.

✴  Remember that not all stakeholders will have the same role or desire to be involved; not every stakeholder needs 
to be involved all of the time.

✴  Where it is considered appropriate give stakeholders power to influence the course of the research project; 
embed them where suitable in the project team (e.g. via stakeholder advisory panels).

✴  Use ‘knowledge brokers’ (who are connected to, and trusted by, different stakeholder groups) and experts in 
stakeholder engagement (including professional facilitators or science advocates) if project teams do not have 
the expertise or experience.

✴ Address ethical issues, including intellectual property rights (IPR).

✴ Manage expectations by being clear on what can or cannot change.

✴  Be prepared to be flexible and adaptable, tailoring research activities and communication of findings (e.g. policy 
processes or topical issues) as required

✴  Ensure communications can be easily understood by all stakeholders – do not use complex or technical language 

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT-
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unless this is asked for by the stakeholder. 

✴  Tailor engagement to the practical and cultural needs of stakeholders, bringing the project to where they are, at 
times of the day and year that are suitable for them; where deemed appropriate, consider selecting or splitting 
groups according to gender or age. 

✴ Do not forget to provide feedback to stakeholders as soon as possible/in a timely manner.

BEyOND THE pROjEcT’S LifE
✴ Think about the long-term impacts of the project, and the potential legacy.

✴  Assess the success of engagement throughout the research process, share good practice with peers, reflect on 
whether certain approaches need to be adapted, and assess the implications of any future practice.

0 CASE STUDy
ALLOW TiME fOR ScOpiNG AND 
piLOT STUDiES
Good planning is fundamental to the success of stakeholder engagement activities 
and maintaining the positive perceptions of the engagement experience for stake-
holders. Researchers of the BiodivERsA FORCE project (see Appendix 1) committed 
considerable resources to scoping activities within focal Caribbean communities that 
depend on the health of coral reefs for their livelihoods, before beginning stakeholder 
engagement. The subsequent stakeholder activities were perceived to be successful 
and this is partly attributable to the investment in the scoping work. The following 
measures were taken:

	 Avoiding potential stakeholder fatigue: stakeholders were informed of proj-
ect aims and asked if similar research had been conducted to avoid replication.

	 Refining methodologies: a pilot project was run in one area to ensure 
approaches and questions were well received and understood by stakeholders. 

	 Raising awareness: community meetings were widely publicised using flyers 
and spreading the word verbally to ensure that the communities were well informed 
of the aims of the research project.

	 Developing local contacts: researchers recruited local assistants who had a 
good knowledge of the local communities and local issues to assist with stakeholder 
engagement. Researchers who are viewed as ‘outsiders’ from another country may 
be viewed with distrust; developing relationships with local contacts who are known 
and trusted can be a good way of overcoming this.

Some of the details of local case studies (e.g. study sites) were jointly decided with 
stakeholders to ensure the research was of interest and relevant to them.
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 n HOW BIODIVERSA CAN HELP IN

n GENERAL INFORMATION AND ADVICE

Establishing best-practice approaches to engagement 
may require consultation with others who have been 
involved in similar processes. The BiodivERsA Secre-
tariat may be able to help research teams by provid-
ing information on how existing research projects have 
approached stakeholder engagement, contact details 
of stakeholder engagement experts from these proj-

ects, and information from other EU projects that may 
be relevant (e.g. the SPIRAL project handbook and 
briefings on engaging policy makers2,38). Key infor-
mation for applicants is posted on the BiodivERsA 
website [www.biodiversa.org]. In addition, information 
on professional media specialists might also be avail-
able. 

n INFORMATION FROM OTHER RESEARCHERS AND PROJECTS

The BiodivERsA Database [http://www.biodiversa.
org/database] provides a comprehensive ‘map’ of 
the current state of biodiversity research in Europe 
in order to improve the identification of existing gaps 
and future needs for new research programmes, 
new facilities, as well as to detect potential barriers 
for successful cooperation. It includes information 
on research projects on biodiversity that are funded 
through national programmes and details of research 
institutes and other organisations (including stake-

holders) involved, and researchers leading the proj-
ects. The database can help research teams to iden-
tify potential resources and network opportunities to 
further develop their research. In particular, it can help 
applicants finding relevant stakeholders to approach 
for a particular research project.

0 CASE STUDy
WHAT WiLL THE OUTpUTS Of THE 
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT pROcESS BE?
Deciding on the required outputs of the stakeholder process is an important part of 
the planning stage and allows researchers to manage the expectations of stakehold-
ers. It may be that outputs are decided before stakeholders are involved or there 
may be flexibility to decide on this in partnership with stakeholders based on their 
needs. In the BiodivERsA Ecocycles project, stakeholder members of the national 
consultative forum were asked in the first meeting at the beginning of the project 
what they wanted to gain from their participation. They expressed a wish to work 
towards a specific output that would be useful in informing the management of 
rodent outbreaks in the future and it was agreed that an adaptive management proto-
col would be co-developed during the project. This clear goal maintained the interest 
of stakeholders throughout the process. 

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT-
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› Scope and context

›› Case studies 

Identifying reasons to engage stakeholders

Reasons to engage stakeholders: European Beech 
Forest for the Future (BeFoFu)

Why engage with 
stakeholders
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 n WHy ENGAGE WITH STAKEHOLDERS-

❝ Define why you wish to undertake stakeholder engagement 
and what outcomes you wish to achieve. Begin outlining the 
scope of the engagement and its context at the outset of the 

project and continuously develop it. ❞

The first, and perhaps the most critical, step in the 
stakeholder engagement process is to identify why the 
engagement activity is necessary, what outcomes are 
aimed for, and the scope and context of the engage-
ment1. No stakeholder engagement strategy can be 
devised without considering the reasons for engage-
ment, and what is being sought from the process1-8. 
This initial step is defined as the ‘preliminary’ or ‘scop-
ing’ phase because the scope and extent of engage-
ment is defined at this point4,9.

Depending on the level of engagement sought, there 
may be more, or less, engagement with stakehold-
ers to identify the scope and context of engagement. 
In projects that are mainly operating in ‘inform’ and 
‘consult’ modes (Table 1.1), this information may be 
made available to potential stakeholders, in an appro-
priate format. The information provided needs to be 
clear about the aims of engagement and how it will 
help the project meet the needs of stakeholders, so 
they can make an informed choice about whether or 
not they want to become involved with the research. 
For projects engaging predominantly in the ‘involve’ 
and ‘collaborate’ modes, it is important to engage 
stakeholders in this initial scoping phase of the work. 
Engaging stakeholders as early as possible in the 
research programme can increase the likelihood that 
research meets the needs and priorities of stakehold-
ers, who are in consequence more likely to feel owner-
ship of research outcomes10,11. Potentially, researchers 
may need to negotiate the goals of the research with 
stakeholders, perhaps identifying new stakeholders if 
goals change. The negotiating may be done as part 
of a stakeholder analysis; for example Dougill et al.12 

and Prell et al.13 used an initial stakeholder analysis 
to identify key informants for scoping interviews in 
which they discussed and expanded the scope of the 
research, before revisiting their stakeholder analysis to 
include those with a stake in the revised scope of the 
research.

It is essential to have a definite purpose for stake-
holder engagement that should be used to drive the 
desired activities, outcomes and outputs. Outputs 
are the tangible products needed to achieve desired 
outcomes, such as reports, websites, newsletters, 
or data. For example, if the reasons for engaging 
stakeholders are primarily about pragmatic issues 
(concerned with facts or actual occurrences rather 
than testing scientific theories), there is likely to be 
a stronger focus on outcomes of the process (e.g. 
increased abundance of a particular species). On 
the other hand, if the purpose is primarily normative 
(seeking to establish a norm, setting a standard/defin-
ing methods of good practice), then there may be a 
stronger focus on the benefits of the process itself 
(e.g. increased learning and trust, and reduced levels 
of conflict). 

A well-crafted purpose for engagement will be 
focused, clearly defined, easily understood, with clear 
aims and objectives4,9. Some reasons for undertaking 
stakeholder engagement, and desired outcomes, are 
provided in Table 2.14,7,9,14,15:
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Table 2.1 

Reasons for stakeholder engagement

✴  Raise awareness of the research project.

✴  Gain trust and improve working relationships, form new partnerships, create new networks, 
galvanize external support, and provide a clearer understanding of the benefits of the research.

✴  Encourage a sense of ‘ownership’ of the project by those likely to benefit, be affected by, or inter-
ested in, research outcomes.

✴  Provide people with an opportunity for personal development through engagement activities.

✴  Explore issues, share ideas and best practice, generate ideas and identify and raise better aware-
ness of emerging issues. 

✴  Co-design projects with stakeholders that may assist with producing a clearer definition of desired 
outcomes. Taking a broad spectrum of ideas and thoughts on board enables the adoption of a 
more holistic approach to addressing potential problems, limitations or conflicts.

✴  Aid the development of a transparent decision-making process and ensure policy decisions can 
be based upon stakeholder views and enable decision-makers to consider societal ‘wants’ and 
‘needs’. This can help reduce conflict and overcome barriers between science, policy makers 
and society.

✴  Involve stakeholders to make it easier to obtain endorsement of, or agreement on, resulting deci-
sions from parties likely to either use or be affected by the results of the research.

✴  Gain access to resources or to obtain information data.

✴  Create new (or improved) communication channels, identify effective dissemination avenues and 
improve clarification of ‘common’ language.

✴  Provide equal rights and open access to scientific knowledge (‘democratizing science’).

✴  Enable researchers to identify cross-cutting issues and ascertain where research may be applied 
to other areas. It also improves the relevance, value and depth of the research and broadens the 
knowledge base, identifies knowledge gaps, addresses information needs and creates opportu-
nities to link research more directly to policy and practice.

✴  Leads to improved risk management.

Identifying and clarifying desired outcomes is an 
important part of the planning process and helps to 
ensure that the focus on achieving aims as the proj-
ect progresses is maintained4. In the early stages of 
a project, it is beneficial to consider the reasons for 
conducting engagement activities and the desired 
outcomes, aims and outputs. This information can 

also be of use in the final ‘review’ phase of the proj-
ect when it will be necessary to assess whether the 
desired outcomes have been achieved. The success 
criteria of the project can be defined from the original 
objectives defined during initial scoping activities.
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 n SCOPE AND CONTEXT-

In addition to establishing the purpose of the engage-
ment, and its desired outcomes, it is also important to 
determine the scope and extent of the engagement 
and its context. The ‘scope’ of stakeholder engage-
ment determines where the boundaries of engagement 
lie and assist in defining achievable outcomes from 
engagement activities. The scope considers what the 
objectives can realistically achieve, what impact it may 
have, and whether it will contribute anything to the 
project aims. If the proposed engagement presents 
no benefit to the project then stakeholder engage-

ment is likely not appropriate or necessary16. Scoping 
exercises help identify stakeholders who might wish 
to become involved and ascertain whether adequate 
resources are available to carry out engagement4. The 
costs, both in terms of time and resources, of stake-
holder engagement to both the project and the stake-
holder should not be underestimated at the scoping 
stage2,5. Furthermore, risks associated with undertak-
ing engagement need to be assessed and taken into 
consideration to ensure that they are managed effec-
tively.

The extent of the engagement may, to some degree, 
be driven by resource and time availability. Consider-
ing the potential cost and time requirement of engag-
ing early on in project lifecycle will ensure sufficient 
funds can be made available to enable engagement 
activities to be comprehensive, fit-for-purpose, and 
beneficial to all parties involved.

The scoping phase needs to consider the context 
of the engagement - the background to the subject 
being addressed by the engagement process. Every 
research project is unique and is shaped by the issues 
under consideration, the people involved, the pre-

history of the work, and relevant wider decision-making 
processes, amongst other factors. These issues may 
affect what can, and cannot, be done within the 
engagement process and are likely to dictate which 
activities it will be appropriate to adopt. Understanding 
the context also helps to ensure that the engagement 
process builds upon previous experience and incor-
porates lessons learnt, rather than simply duplicating 
previous efforts. Defining context also makes certain 
that the engagement is of relevance to the potential 
stakeholders5. 

Important points to consider when defining the scope of stakeholder engagement activities:
What can the engagement realistically achieve in the time available? What are the limitations and 
how can these be clearly set?
How are stakeholders to be involved - are they to be kept informed throughout the project lifecycle 
(see Figure 4.1), asked for their opinions, or involved fully in the decision making process? What 
impact will this have on the scope of planned activities?
What types of information will need to be gathered (quantitative versus qualitative) and how will this 
be collected and over what timescale?
What additional resources might be required to facilitate effective engagement (staff training, exter-
nal contractors, and trans-disciplinary collaboration)? What will be the cost of engaging (both finan-
cial and other resources [e.g. staff time, cost of external contractors, and cost of training for staff])?
What are the potential risks associated with stakeholder engagement activities at a particular scale? 
How are these best addressed?
How are the outcomes of the engagement going to be implemented? How and when will the 
outcomes be communicated back to the stakeholders?
How will the success of the engagement be measured?
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Important points when considering the background and context for engagement 
activities:
What similar projects have been undertaken previously? 
How successful were the projects and what were the key elements in achieving or failing 
the objectives? 
What stakeholders, or stakeholder groups, have been engaged in the past?
What is the historical context to the project?
What wider decision-making processes that may affect the project need to be considered?
Do existing networks exist, and, if so, how can these be utilised?
What is the relationship status with stakeholders or potential stakeholders?
Are there any relevant activities, events or communication channels that could be used to 
engage with stakeholders?

0 CASE STUDIES
iDENTifyiNG REASONS TO ENGAGE STAKE-
HOLDERS
The objectives of stakeholder engagement for a number of the case study projects 
(see Appendix 1 for details) is briefly summarised below in relation to the level of 
engagement sought by the researchers:

✴  Inform and consult: One of the objectives of the BiodivERsA INVALUABLE project 
was to inform policy makers about the use of market based instruments (MBIs) for 
the management of biodiversity and ecosystem services. Researchers engaged 
with stakeholders to produce policy-relevant documents to advise how MBIs 
could be better used to meet biodiversity conservation objectives. 

✴  Involve: The FP7 MOTIVE project researchers involved stakeholders in a variety 
of ways to integrate experience and knowledge from forestry management into 
adaptive models to analyse the impacts of climate- and land-use-change on Euro-
pean forests. The FP7 FORCE project worked with communities in four Caribbean 
countries to gather data on the factors influencing the health of coral reefs and their 
relationship with community livelihoods to inform management of reefs and more-
sustainable resource use. Findings were widely disseminated to communities and 
national stakeholders. In the FP5 BIOSCENE project, stakeholders with differing 
perspectives were involved with the development of a sustainability appraisal of 
scenarios for agriculture in mountain regions of Europe. Stakeholders were also 
involved in the development of scenarios to inform the design of fire management 
models in the BiodivERsA FIREMAN project. Participation was encouraged though 
international meetings and practical demonstration events. In the FP7 BESAFE 
project,  researchers are working with stakeholders in biodiversity conservation 
to gather information on the effectiveness of arguments used for advocating the 
protection of biodiversity at different scales of governance and in different contexts 
through case study projects. Early findings have been widely disseminated via 
policy briefs and a stakeholder panel has agreed to co-development of a web tool 
that will make findings accessible and relevant to policy makers and stakeholders 
lobbying for biodiversity protection. The framework for the BESAFE



project shown in Figure 1 shows how central stakeholders are in achieving the proj-
ect goals.

✴  Collaborate: The FP7 HighARCS project worked with local communities and key 
stakeholders to produce integrated action plans to address conservation, liveli-
hood and policy concerns in Asian communities by focusing on the conservation 
and sustainable development of highland aquatic resources. In the BiodivERsA 
CONNECT project, researchers collaborated with a government agency in the 
Netherlands to develop research questions and a protocol to produce findings that 
directly informed policy processes about land use and natural-resource protection 
in and around a freshwater lake. The BiodivERsA ECOCyCLES project collabo-
rated with stakeholders to develop rational approaches to addressing a conflict 
over the management of rodent outbreaks on agricultural land. This also high-
lighted research needs to develop evidence-based options, which led to further 
collaborative work after the project was completed. The FP7 HUNT project inves-
tigated the ecological, social, economic and cultural aspects of hunting to under-
stand the role of this activity in the sustainable management of biodiversity, and 
put in place National Consultative fora in each partner country whose remit was to 
inform the direction of the research programme and to ensure the relevance of the 
findings for policy and practice.
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Figure 1. The BESAFE project framework  
(source: Bugter, R. BESAFE project: http://www.besafe-project.net)
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0 CASE STUDy
REASONS TO ENGAGE STAKEHOLDERS: EUROpEAN BEEcH 
fORESTS fOR THE fUTURE (BEfOfU)
The BiodivERsA BeFoFu project evaluates the ecological and institutional background 
for Beech forest conservation and management in Europe, taking into account the 
additional challenges arising from global change. Besides various national and sub-
national activities at the European level, Beech forest conservation is predominantly 
addressed by the EU Natura 2000 network of protected areas. Across the EU, the 
implementation process of Natura 2000 has been impaired by conflicts and diverg-
ing stakeholder interests regarding forest management. The financing of Natura 2000 
protected areas, particularly on privately owned land, remains a crucial issue. 

WHy WAS STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT iMpORTANT?  
BeFoFu deals with a politically relevant and controversial topic – the implementation of 
Natura 2000 in Beech forests. The results of the research undertaken are of high interest 
for policy stakeholders. In the political science context, BeFoFu depends on the willing-
ness of stakeholders to share their knowledge with researchers. There is a mutual interest 
from stakeholders and policy makers to engage in a dialogue process to ensure divergent 
interests are taken into account when implementing policy and forest management to 
ensure Beech forests are effectively conserved at the local level

pERcEivED BENEfiTS Of STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT TO THE 
RESEARcH
The major benefits of the stakeholder engagement are:

✴  It provides a very good overview about the current ‘political environment’ the project is 
embedded in and how it can contribute to better knowledge that can be used to inform 
scientific research, policy decisions, account for local stakeholder interests and realise 
wider social benefits from European Beech forests.

✴  It offers an update about on-going policy processes related to Natura 2000 and forests.

✴ It identifies possible avenues for communicating project results.

WHAT HAS BEEN OR WiLL BE THE iMpAcT Of THE RESEARcH?
The long-term impact and legacy will be:

✴  A better understanding the likely effect of different (local) policies and management 
strategies on Beech forest biodiversity.

✴ Revealing the likely impacts of climate change.

✴ Greater knowledge on the effects of EU biodiversity policy at different levels.

✴  Contributing results to the discussion on the development of EU biodiversity policy 
beyond 2010.
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› Summary of the three stages of stakeholder identification

›› Case studies 

Identifying stakeholders

Assess and prioritise stakeholders 

Identifying stakeholders - Problems that may be encountered

Ecosystem service provision from coupled plant and microbial functional 
diversity in managed grasslands

How to identify 
stakeholders
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 n HOW TO IDENTIFy STAKEHOLDERS-

❝ Identify, 

categorise 

and understand 

relevant stakeholders ❞
 
Having established clear reasons for engagement, the 
next step in the stakeholder engagement process is 
to identify which stakeholders need to be engaged. 
Selection will depend upon the focus of research, its 
potential outcomes and impacts, available resources, 
the objectives of the engagement, as well as the will-
ingness or ability of the stakeholders to engage1. 

Evidence suggests that participant selection strongly 
determines the outcomes of an engagement 
process2-5. Therefore, it is important to ensure effec-
tive representation of relevant stakeholders, includ-
ing those with high levels of interest in the research 
who may have low levels of influence, in addition to 
strategic stakeholders with power, motivation and 
means to implement research outcomes3. There is 
evidence that demonstrates that effective representa-
tion can increase levels of learning and trust between 
participants and that unrepresentative or restrictive  

 
participant selection may lead to fewer positive social 
outcomes, and may even lead to increased conflict5. 

Stakeholder identification can be considered to have 
three stages3:

Stage 1: Identify all potential stakeholders and 
stakeholder groups. 

Stage 2: Assess and prioritise the stakeholders.

Stage 3: Develop an understanding of your stake-
holders.

 

The outcomes from this three stage process can then 
be considered by the project team in order to ascertain 
what level of engagement is required, the timing and 
role of the engagement, and ultimately which methods 
of engagement are to be adopted.

 n STAGE 1: WHO ARE yOUR STAKEHOLDERS?- 

In order to identify stakeholders it is necessary to 
consider all people, or groups, that are affected by, who 
can influence, or may have an interest in the research6. 
In this first stage it is important to be inclusive, identify 
all stakeholders, and consider not only what they may 
be able to contribute to the project but also what will 
motivate them to become involved (i.e. what they can 
gain from engaging). In some cases, very few or even 
no stakeholders may be identified6. Stakeholder iden-
tification may be done by the research team alone, or 
in collaboration with other colleagues, organisations 

and cross-sectoral stakeholders, to ensure key groups 
are not missed. Participation of stakeholders in the 
identification process itself can help define and refine 
the scope of the issues being considered, and provide 
more-comprehensive information about who might 
have a stake in those issues3. 

The stakeholder identification process should be reas-
sessed regularly throughout the project to ensure that 
no groups or individuals have been missed. This may 
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involve identifying new stakeholders that need to be 
engaged as the research progresses or as stakeholder 
needs and priorities change over the course of the 
research7. In the early stages of the project it could be 
beneficial to enter into dialogue with scientists work-
ing in other disciplines and/or groups or individuals 
who are likely to oppose the research, as this may 
help identify potential conflicts that could arise. It is 
important to ensure that groups or individuals that are 
considered to be potential sources of conflict are not 
left out of the engagement process simply because 
they have opposing views.  

It is useful to identify stakeholders in a systematic 
fashion, as far as possible, by considering all aspects 
of the project’s area of influence throughout the entire 
cycle. Broadly speaking there are two approaches to 
systematically identifying stakeholders: ‘ex-ante’ and 
‘ad-hoc’. Using both approaches, the initial identifi-
cation of stakeholders is often done using secondary 
data sources (e.g. census data, providing informa-
tion that could help categorise stakeholders by age, 
gender, religion or place of residence). Secondary data 
may be used to select participants to start mapping 
stakeholders more systematically8-10. Following the 
ad-hoc approach, the identification of stakeholders is 
typically an iterative process, eliciting feedback from 
new stakeholders as they are identified, who in turn 
identify other new stakeholders. Researchers may 
follow a ‘snowball sampling’ approach until no new 
stakeholders are identified3,10,11.

Alternatively, following the ex-ante approach, stake-
holders are identified in advance, in relation to likely 
stakeholder categories7,8,12. For example, it may be 
helpful to consider particular sectors or groups of 
relevance (e.g. public sector, private sector, voluntary 
groups, academics, researchers) or consider specific 
roles or functions of different actors (e.g. data users, 
funders, policy makers, local communities)13,14. It may 
be useful to categorise stakeholders like this from 
the outset if there is a need for stratifying a sample 
of stakeholders for conducting questionnaires or inter-
views later in the project. The categorisation can also 
be used as a checklist to help ensure that represen-
tatives are present from each main group at events 
associated with the research. This can be particularly 
useful if there are very limited resources for engaging 
with stakeholders, as only a small number of repre-
sentatives of each stakeholder group may need to be 

invited to events. The process of identifying stake-
holders may end here, or teams may wish to verify 
their categories with stakeholders (e.g. with one key 
stakeholder per category) to check for missing stake-
holders and further refine their categorisation9. 

Example categories include7,12: 

✴  Government departments, politicians, policy 
makers and advisers (local, national, international); 
other national or international policy makers or 
policy groups (e.g. European institutions, environ-
ment agencies)

✴ Non-governmental organisations (NGOs)

✴ Business and industry

✴ Local communities

✴ Landowners and managers

✴ Professional groups (e.g. vets, surveyors etc.)

✴  Scientists and researchers working in relevant 
disciplines; Scientists and researchers working 
across different disciplines

✴ Educators

✴ Students

✴ The media

✴ The general public

Other useful methods for identifying key stake-
holder could include15: 

✴  Brainstorming with other organisations that have 
been involved in similar activities or those working 
in similar locations

✴  Consulting with colleagues to share knowledge 
about who may have an interest in the research

✴  Developing a ‘mind map’ that can be used to iden-
tify suitable stakeholders; assessing secondary 
data (e.g. historical records, media articles)
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✴  Utilising government statistics and data (e.g. 
census information)

✴  Initiating self-selection by promoting the engage-
ment process and encouraging individuals with an 
interest to come forward

✴  Using ‘snowball sampling’ techniques, whereby 
one stakeholder identifies further stakeholders 
until no additional new stakeholders are identified

✴  Utilising existing lists of organisations in order to 
identify specific groups, networks and agencies 
who represent relevant elements of society

✴  Consulting with forums used by government and 
other organisation (e.g. local authorities, town 
councils, emergency services etc.).

0 CASE STUDIES
iDENTifyiNG STAKEHOLDERS
Pre-existing networks are hugely valuable for beginning the process of stakeholder 
identification for a project and these were an important starting point for all the case 
study projects (see Appendix 1 for details). If researchers are known and trusted 
within their field, stakeholders will view more favourably the opportunity to engage 
in a research project. The FP7 BESAFE project began by asking stakeholders who 
participated in a previous research project whether they would be interested in 
participating in BESAFE. Later on in the project, stakeholders were asked to suggest 
other suitable participants. The BiodivERsA INVALUABLE project also used former 
stakeholder partners as a platform to identify new stakeholders using a ‘snowball’ 
approach where individuals are identified by current contacts, who then identify 
further contacts until a sufficient group is selected or no further people are identified. 
For example, INVALUABLE researchers sought stakeholders from the French agency 
for Development (AFD) and the French ministry for Foreign affairs, and did so by 
consulting colleagues and stakeholder contacts from previous projects or meetings 
who were able to trace the most suitable individuals, and make introductions where 
necessary. 

The FP7 FORCE project included an in-depth study of livelihood and community 
dependence on coral reefs in multiple communities across four Caribbean countries. 
Prior to commencing fieldwork, a scoping phase was undertaken to identify commu-
nity boundaries and key stakeholders. Information was collected from stakeholders 
to determine the boundaries of the communities, and thus the area included for data 
collection. This process included asking people where they thought the boundar-
ies were, either on maps or by identifying physical demarcations, and discussing 
these until general consensus was reached amongst participants. The stakeholder 
identification stage was carefully planned and completed during the scoping phase 
prior to data collection, but this activity also continued throughout the fieldwork. 
One method to identify people for interview included using matrices to determine 
the range of people and livelihoods within each community (e.g. coral reef resource 
users, such as fishers and tour operators), as well as other groups of people in the 
community (e.g. business owners, farmers, civil servants, etc.). Where possible, indi-
viduals were identified before commencing fieldwork, based on prior knowledge and 
existing informants (e.g. people from local organisations known to the researchers). 
A snowball method was then used to build up a list of other individuals in the matrix 
that could be contacted for interview.



b
io

d
iv

e
r

s
a
 

   
s

ta
k

e
h

o
ld

e
r
 e

n
g

a
g

e
m

e
n

t
 h

a
n

d
b

o
o

k
  

39

It can be useful to tabulate information on stakehold-
ers14. Doing this enables researchers to order and 
group stakeholders (e.g. by sector or expertise) and 
ensures that researchers explicitly consider and cate-
gorise how the identified stakeholders would contrib-
ute to the project and why they might wish to become 

involved. Table 3.1 shows an example containing 
details of the types of potential stakeholders, reasons 
to involve them, and reasons why they might wish 
to engage with the project. Applicants should also 
explain why not engaging with some stakeholders 
when relevant.

Table 3.1 

Example of stakeholder identification, categorisation, reasons for engagement, and potential stakeholder 
benefits for engaging. A template of this matrix can be downloaded from http://www.biodiversa.org/577.

STAKEHOLDER CATEGORY (E.G. 
GOVERNMENT DEPT., 
GENERAL PUBLIC, 
NGO, POTENTIAL 
PARTNER)

REASONS TO 
INVOLVE THE 
STAKEHOLDER(S) 

WHY THE STAKEHOLDER MAY 
WANT TO BE INVOLVED

(BENEFITS)

Local authority Government policy 
maker

Strengthen science-
policy interface and 
ensure relevance of 
research outputs.

Opportunity to develop better 
policies based upon rigorous 
scientific knowledge. Better 
transparency of decisions made.

Local business Private sector busi-
nesses

Sharing technical 
expertise and poten-
tial contribution of 
resources to project.

Possibility of networking with 
potential new customers through 
the engagement process. 
Publicity and Corporate Social 
Responsibility opportunities. 
Improving efficiency and profit-
ability of operations.

Environmental 
charity

NGO Better access to 
available data, poten-
tial contribution of 
resources and exper-
tise to project.

Interest in using the new data 
produced. Increased local 
publicity through engagement. 
Opportunities for partnering in 
future projects.
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Important points to consider when identifying stakeholders:
Who is responsible for making decisions that might affect the research? 
Are there policies emerging or in existence that will benefit from or be affected by the research? If so 
who needs to be informed?
Which individuals are likely to be affected by the outputs of the research? Who, although not directly 
affected, may be interested in the results of the research?
Are there stakeholders that have been involved in similar projects on previous occasions (some of 
these may have been identified in Stage 1)? 
Which groups or individuals may be able to provide relevant information, equipment or resources? 
Who is likely to have a negative view of the research? 
Which stakeholders is it essential to involve? Who is it preferable to involve? Who needs to be 
consulted? Who needs to be informed? 
Which parties are likely to be the most influential? 
Who will be critical to the final delivery?

 n STAGE 2: ASSESS, ANALySE AND PRIORITISE- 

The first stage of the stakeholder identification process 
detailed above should generate a comprehensive list 
of all relevant stakeholders and stakeholder organ-
isations, along with an indication of the reasons for 
engagement. The second stage is to assess and anal-
yse stakeholders in order to prioritise them in relation 
to the necessity of engagement. Not every stakeholder 
or stakeholder group needs to be involved to the same 

degree, or at the same time and the same stakeholder 
may be of differing relevance at different stages of 
the research or when working with another group. By 
considering the relevance of the stakeholders to the 
project it is possible to establish which might be best 
to contribute and which will be affected, and therefore 
critical to involve13.

STAKEHOLDERS-
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0 CASE STUDy
ASSESS AND pRiORiTiSE STAKEHOLDERS
Identifying stakeholders often results in a complex list of people and organisations that research 
teams may never have capacity to engage fully with. Therefore, it is often necessary to priori-
tise specific individuals for engagement. In the FP7 MOTIVE project, which involved case studies 
across Europe, a guidance document was prepared to aid the identification of stakeholders who 
were categorised in three stages. The table below shows the template used in the project. The 
initial actions were: 

 ✴ Creating a list of stakeholders

 ✴ Identifying their interests and roles in relation to the project

 ✴ Prioritising them according to their importance to, and influence over, the project.

A set of guiding questions was used to establish the importance and influence of stakeholders, for 
example ‘how will stakeholders be affected by the project results?’ and ‘does the stakeholder have 
important connections to policy?’. Stakeholders were further classified according to the typology 
of who should be ‘involved’, ‘consulted’ and ‘informed’. 

One of the objectives of MOTIVE was the production of an Adaptive Forest Management Toolbox, 
and the stakeholder analysis was also used to identify potential end users, who were then catego-
rised according to the ways in which they might want to be involved in developing the Toolbox. 
This guidance allowed researchers in the different case studies to follow a project protocol without 
necessarily having had previous experience of stakeholder engagement.

Stakeholder 
(by sector)

Contact/ 
position

Roles and  
interests

Level of  
engagement

Importance 
Influence

e.g. Private sector

Stakeholder A Person A Owner/
manager Involved/consulted High

Stakeholder B Person B Consultant Informed Low

There are many ways of analysing or mapping stake-
holders; most involve further categorising stakehold-
ers in some way. The most commonly used approach 
is to categorise stakeholders in relation to their relative 
levels of interest and influence/relevance16-18. Figure 
3.1 plots stakeholder influence (i.e. whether they can 

make useful contributions and positively influence the 
research or block the research, and whether they will 
be affected by the outcomes), against the interest of 
the stakeholder in the project. 
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Stakeholders are plotted according to whether they 
have a high or low interest in, and high or low influ-
ence on, the project. The four boxes each represent a 
‘level’ of engagement, from the lowest level (‘inform’), 
through the middle levels (‘consult’, and ‘involve’) to 
the highest level (‘collaborate’):

✴ Stakeholders in the ‘collaborate’ box (high interest 
– high influence) are those with which it is likely to be 
most beneficial to engage. They may be able to supply 
relevant information, permissions and resources, or 
may be markedly impacted by the eventual outcomes. 

✴ Those in the ‘involve’ box are highly influential, 
but have little interest in the research or low capacity/
resources to engage. Because of this, they may have 
significant influence over the success of the project, 
but may be difficult to engage in the research process. 
As such, particular effort may be necessary to engage 
this group in the research and therefore effort should 
be made as early as possible in the research process. 

✴ Those in the ‘consult’ box have high interest but low 
influence and although by definition they are support-
ive of the research, they lack the capacity to signifi-
cantly help the project and deliver impact; however, 
they may become influential by forming alliances with 
other more influential stakeholders. These are often 
the marginal stakeholders that may also be consid-
ered ‘hard to reach’, and that might warrant special 
attention to secure their engagement and to empower 
them to engage as equals in the research process with 
more influential participants. The low level of influence 
held by this group is often used as a justification for 
excluding them from the research process. 

✴ Those in the ‘inform’ box are stakeholders who 
have little interest in or influence over research 
outcomes and it can be argued that when there are 
limited project resources there is less need to consider 
them in much detail or to engage with them.

 

Involve  
Keep these stakeholders adequately 
informed and maintain regular contact to 
ensure no major issues are arising. 

Collaborate  
These stakeholders are essential to the  
project and must be fully engaged with. Enlist 
their full help, create partnerships, galvanize 
support of the project, and make the greatest 
effort to keep them satisfied.

Inform 

Monitor these stakeholders and keep them 
adequately updated as and when required, 
tailoring communications to meet stake-
holder needs.

Consult  
Provide these stakeholders with enough infor-
mation and interaction to keep them updated 
and to address their concerns, but do not 
overwhelm them with too much information.

     LOW                                                                      HiGH

iN
fL

UE
Nc

E

iNTEREST

LOW

HiGH

Figure 3.1 Plotting stakeholder influence against interest. Stakeholders are 
assigned to a category according to their likely contribution and interest in 
the project. The boxes provide details of the levels of engagement. Figure 
has been adapted from work conducted by the National Health Service (UK)19 
and the University of Edinburgh7.
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Using this approach, it is then possible to better 
tailor levels of stakeholder engagement to different 
groups, for example:

✴  Inform – adequately update interested third parties 
with balanced and objective information to assist 
them in understanding the problem, identify-
ing alternatives, recognising opportunities and 
discovering potential solutions. Information must 
however, be tailored to stakeholder needs.

✴  Consult – obtain feedback from and provide 
adequate information to interested third parties 
on relevant aspects of the design, methodologies, 
analysis, alternatives, decision making, and desired 
outcomes of a project. Care should be taken not to 
overwhelm stakeholders with information outside 
of their area of interest.

✴  Involve – work directly with interested third parties 
throughout the project lifecycle (see Figure 4.1) 
to ensure that their concerns and aspirations are 
understood, considered and, where appropriate, 
incorporated into decision making.

✴  Collaborate – work in partnership with individu-
als, or groups, in relevant aspects of the deci-
sion making process, including the development 
of alternative methods and the identification of 
preferred solutions or outcomes to ensure these 
stakeholders remain fully satisfied.

Individual stakeholders or stakeholder groups may be 
plotted in relation to their relative influence and inter-
est in the research. Alternatively these or other vari-
ables may be represented using colours or circle/font 
size given to each stakeholder1. Figure 3.2 provides a 
hypothetical example in which five stakeholders are 
placed on an interest-influence matrix, with the size of 
circle around each stakeholder denoting their relative 
expertise. The choice of components to map depends 
on the research project, the stakeholders selected, 
and the desired aims of the engagement. Adopting 
this style of approach allows all three factors to be 
simultaneously considered and enables the relative 
benefit of engagement to be clearly displayed in rela-
tion to the size and placement of the circles.

Figure 3.2 Interest-influence matrix, with relative expertise 
reflected by the size of the circle surrounding the stakeholder (e.g. 
SH1 = Stakeholder 1).

Involve Collaborate 

Inform Consult

     LOW                                                                      HiGH

iN
fL

UE
Nc

E

iNTEREST

LOW

HiGH

SH1

SH5

SH2

SH3

SH4
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Although it is the most commonly used stakeholder 
mapping tool, interest-influence matrices have been 
criticised for being simplistic. For example, there are 
many other factors that might usefully inform the cate-
gorisation and prioritisation of stakeholders, such as 
the nature of their interest in the project or alliances 
or conflicts between stakeholders. For this reason, 

Reed et al.3 propose the use of ‘extendable matri-
ces’ that not only consider levels of interest and influ-
ence, but also attempt to characterize the nature of 
those interests and document reasons for the level of 
influence that is ascribed (e.g. considering whether a 
stakeholder holds more, or less, influence in different 
contexts or at different times). An example is given in 
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Stakeholders in 
Ecosystem

Local
UsersFarming

Private
Estate

Local 
Authority

Other 
Businesses

Utility
Companies Tour 

Operators Consultants Academics

NGO’s

Other 
Users

Other 
Users

Regular
Users

Regular
Users

Potential
Users

Wild Food
Collectors Mountain

Bikers

Horse Riders

Walking Clubs

Local Schools

Walkers

Fruit Orchards
Anglers

Fish Farming
Livestock
Farming

Crop Farming

Shooting
Club

National
Trust

County 
Council

Parish
Council

Borough
Council

Pubs / 
Restaurants

Bike Hire
Centre

Convenience
Store Water

Companies

Renewable
Energy

Companies
Coach / Train
Companies Hotels

B&B

Ecological 
Experts

Green
Infrastructure 

Experts

Independent
Experts

Students

University
Researchers

Public Health
NGO

Conservation
NGO

Artists

Canoeists

Recreational
Divers

Bird Watching
Community

Schools/ 
Universities

Day Trippers
from City

Potential
Users

Economic
Bene�ciaries

Landowners

Professional
Interests

Wider
Catchment

Users

Table 3.2. 

A number of visual tools may be used to help map 
stakeholders, for example constructing a mind-map 
(an example is given in Figure 3.3). The first step in 
developing a mind map is identifying the major groups 
of users that make up the centre of the map, and 

then progressing towards greater detail as you move 
towards the outer edges15. Alternatively, Chevalier and 
Buckles8 recommend placing stakeholders in a ‘‘rain-
bow diagram’ that classifies them according to the 
degree they can affect or be affected by the research 
(Figure 3.4).

Figure 3.3 Example of stakeholder mind map, adapted from 
Forestry Commission15.

Figure 3.4 Rainbow diagram for classifying stakeholders accord-
ing to the degree they can affect or be affected by a research proj-
ect8.



b
io

d
iv

e
r

s
a
 

   
s

ta
k

e
h

o
ld

e
r
 e

n
g

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 
h

a
n

d
b

o
o

k
  

46

When identifying stakeholders for inclusion it is impor-
tant to keep in mind whether this process will be 
open to stakeholder scrutiny. For example, if stake-
holders were to view mapping diagrams and tables 
it is important to consider how they may react to the 
assumptions being made about them and how this 
could impact working relationships. In cases where 
full transparency is needed it may be considered more 
appropriate to involve stakeholders in the mapping 
process and provide opportunity for them to assign 
themselves into the different groups. It may also be 
necessary to agree mutually acceptable terminologies 
and definitions for the four levels of engagement. 

 In order to consider a stakeholder’s interest in, or rele-
vance to, a project, the project team should always 
consider:

✴ What interest does the stakeholder have in the 
project?

✴ What influence can the stakeholder have on the 
project?

✴  How may the stakeholder be impacted or affected 
by the project?

✴  How beneficial would engagement of the stake-
holder be to the project and why?    

Using the previous tools to map and prioritise stake-
holders provides a clear first assessment of the types 
of stakeholders the project will need to engage with, 
and to what extent. However, it is also important to 
remember that different levels of engagement may 
be necessary with particular stakeholders at different 
times of the project. This is discussed further in Parts 
4 and 5 of this Handbook on timing and methods of 
engagement.

 n STAGE 3: UNDERSTAND yOUR STAKEHOLDERS-

Having begun to prioritise the relevant stakehold-
ers, it is helpful to obtain a greater understanding of 
their motivations, interests, expertise and capacity to 
engage when considering how and when to engage 
with them. The following has been adapted from work 
undertaken by University of Edinburgh7 and Account-
Ability20 and provides some key points the project 
team should consider when understanding relevant 
stakeholders: 

✴  Is there an existing relationship between the 
project and the stakeholders? Do relationships 
already exist between stakeholders?

✴  What knowledge do the different stakeholders 
possess that may be relevant to the project?

✴  What views are the stakeholders likely to hold 
about the project and its outcomes, will these 
views be positive or negative? Is there the 
potential for any conflict arising amongst stake-
holders or between stakeholders and the proj-
ect?

✴  What are the appropriate means of communica-
tion and will this need to be adapted in order to 
reach certain groups or individuals?

✴  Is there a willingness to engage; if not, why not, 
and how could this be overcome? Are there any 
barriers to participation and/or engagement 
(e.g. technical, physical, linguistic, geographi-
cal, political, time, information or knowledge)?

The type of information described above can be tabu-
lated; an example of how this could be approached is 
shown in Table 3.3. This builds on the extended inter-
est–influence matrix (Table 3.2) approach. Research-
ers may wish to combine these into a single matrix to 
save time. Such matrices can be extended to consider 
a range of factors that may help to categorise and 
engage effectively with stakeholders. For example: 
identifying any important relationships between stake-
holders (e.g. coalitions or conflicts); information about 
how best to approach and engage with different 
stakeholders; contact information; and an assessment 
of the potential impacts or effects the research may 
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have on the stakeholder1,7,19,21,22. 

Understanding relationships between stakeholders 
can be extremely useful in the process of engage-
ment. Whilst there is rarely time available to do so in 
depth, there are a range of methods available to do 
this should researchers wish to do so. These meth-
ods include those to analyse social networks, map 
stakeholder perceptions and values, and methods to 
assess and analyse conflicts between stakeholders 
(discussed further in Part 7 of this Handbook). These 
methods are generally employed once stakeholders 
have been categorised in order to understand how 
different stakeholder groups interact with one another, 
and to identify specific individuals or organisations 
that may play an important role in diffusing knowledge 
or practices within and between different groups of 
stakeholders. These methods help to clarify opportu-
nities and risks of engaging with certain stakeholders, 
identify the values and priorities of different groups 
and how this may influence engagement.

The completed table should provide a representative 
list of relevant stakeholders, and the levels of engage-
ment required. The stakeholders themselves could be 

consulted for their views (when appropriate) to ensure 
they agree with the details entered; this may also prove 
to be an effective method for establishing an open 
and transparent working relationship. The table used 
to understand stakeholders should be reviewed peri-
odically throughout the project cycle for a number of 
reasons, including: stakeholders may request greater 
involvement at different stages of the project to those 
originally identified by the project team; new stake-
holder groups may request involvement; a need may 
arise to engage over previously unforeseen subject 
matter or issues; there may be a shift in the direction 
of the research or the outcomes which needs to be 
communicated13.

This analysis process goes some way towards indi-
cating the varying levels of engagement required in 
the projects. The outcomes of the ‘identifying stake-
holders’ process can be used to consider the types of 
engagement required and/or the timing and role of the 
engagement process. By developing a sound under-
standing of the stakeholders, the appropriate stage(s) 
to engage, types of suitable engagement activities, 
and any potential barriers that exist which could inhibit 
engagement, become clearer. 
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 n SUMMARy OF THE THREE STAGES OF- 
STAKEHOLDER IDENTIFICATION-

0 CASE STUDy
iDENTifyiNG STAKEHOLDERS – pROBLEMS 
THAT MAy BE ENcOUNTERED
In practice, actually getting effective engagement with stakeholders can be challeng-
ing. There are numerous examples of ‘stakeholder fatigue’, and challenging power 
dynamics from biodiversity research. Doing a careful stakeholder analysis, following 
the three stages outlined in this Handbook, can help identify and motivate engagement 
from those stakeholders who are most relevant to the research. But this is not always 
a simple process. A researcher from the FP7 HUNT project highlighted the challenge 
of maintaining the involvement of stakeholders over the course of a research project, 
and explained how strategic stakeholder identification, where careful thought is given 
to which individuals from stakeholder organisations are invited, can help mitigate this. 

A National Consultative Forum (NCF) was set up in each of the research partner coun-
tries whose remit was to meet annually to contribute to research development and 
dissemination. There were frequently changes of representatives participating in the 
NCF, which presented a barrier to strengthening relationships and achieving a sense 
of common purpose among the groups. It was suggested that this was partly due to 
‘stakeholder fatigue’. To deal with this issue, researchers may need to balance the 
influence and expertise of stakeholders with their interest and commitment to the proj-
ect, during the stakeholder identification process.  

STAGE 1: WHO ARE yOUR STAKEHOLDERS? 

✴  Identify stakeholders with research team only or identify stakeholders in collaboration 
with a small number of cross-sectorial stakeholders.

✴  Use ex-ante (identifying stakeholders in predefined categories) or ad-hoc (identifying 
new stakeholders iteratively based on recommendations from existing stakeholders) 
approach to systematically indentify all relevant stakeholders.

✴ Re-assess who has a stake in your research regularly throughout the research cycle.

STAGE 2: ASSESS, ANALySE AND PRIORITISE STAKEHOLDERS

✴  Categorise stakeholders according to their interest and influence and decide if you 
should collaborate with, involve, consult or inform them. 

STAGE 3: UNDERSTAND yOUR STAKEHOLDERS

✴  Seek information about stakeholders' relationships with orther stakeholders, knowl-
edge and attitudes towards the research, willingness and capacity to engage and 
best ways of communicating with them. 
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0 CASE STUDy
EcOSySTEM SERvicE pROviSiON fROM cOUpLED pLANT 
AND MicROBiAL fUNcTiONAL DivERSiTy iN MANAGED GRASS-
LAND
Given increasing political and public concern for the environment, and result-
ing changes in legislation and policy, European agriculture is challenged to provide 
ecosystem services, such as carbon storage and protection of water quality, along 
with biodiversity conservation and maintenance of economically viable production. 
The BiodivERsA VITAL project studies mountain grasslands where abandonment of 
manuring, mowing and grazing, or conversely management intensification, has altered 
plant species and functional diversity, soil microbial activities and diversity, soil nitro-
gen transformation processes and soil fertility maintenance. These changes have the 
potential to fundamentally shift the ecosystem services that these agro-ecosystems 
can provide, and thereby the livelihood and development potential for local economies. 
Research conducted at three sites in the French Alps, Austria, and the UK, provides a 
representative range of management and natural conditions. 

HOW WERE STAKEHOLDERS iDENTifiED?
✴  Regional experts and local stakeholders for the ecosystem service assessment 

were selected by reputation or recommendations. 

✴  For scenario workshops held in Austria, farmers were selected based upon 
differing farm structure characteristics (full-time/ part-time, traditional/ modern, 
conventional/ alternative production etc.). 

✴  In France the scenario development involved a first stage with regional experts 
who represented different sectors and a second stage with eight local farmers 
from the Villar d’Arène municipality.

WHAT DiffERENT TypES Of STAKEHOLDERS WERE iDENTi-
fiED?
✴ Regional experts working for governmental institutions.

✴ Regional institutions. 

✴  NGOs that represent consumers of their sectors of activity (e.g. agriculture, nature 
conservation, tourism or rural development) and act as decision makers.

✴ Local beneficiaries who are consumers (e.g. farmers and inhabitants).

✴ Producers (e.g. farmers).

HOW MANy GROUp AND iNDiviDUAL  
STAKEHOLDERS WERE iNvOLvED?
✴  Regional experts: 22 (agricultural sector),  

23 (non-agricultural sector).

✴ Local beneficiaries: 35. 
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Role playing game with 
farmers from Villare 
d'Arêne (Hautes Alpes, 
France), VITAL project. 
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›  Mapping stakeholder roles to different stages of the  
project lifecycle

›› Case study 

When to engage

When to engage  
with stakeholders
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Part 4
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 n WHEN TO ENGAGE WITH STAKEHOLDERS-

❝ Assessing the most beneficial

times to engage with different stakeholders

and stakeholder groups, including ways to adapt

as the project develops ❞

Ways of identifying, mapping and deciding on levels of 
engagement with different stakeholders are covered in 
Part 3 of this Handbook. Methods for engagement are 
covered in Part 5. However, actual levels of engage-
ment are likely to vary at different times throughout 
the lifecycle of the project, depending on the possible 
and actual contributions of stakeholders at different 
times. Most stakeholders are likely to be involved at 
discrete times throughout the project, rather than all 
the time. Involvement of all stakeholders throughout 
the whole project, from inception to dissemination of 
final outcomes, would be costly in terms of time and 
resources, for both the project and the stakeholders. 

Although much can be done to adapt research outputs 
to feed into the events and issues of relevance to differ-
ent stakeholders, timing (whether good or bad) will 
always influence the extent to which research findings 
are likely to be perceived as relevant by stakeholders. 
Timing may also affect the way that knowledge from 
research is used in the decision-making process. For 
example, at certain times during research that is ulti-
mately to be used to formulate policy, new opportuni-
ties for policy-makers may emerge (e.g. feeding into 
election manifestos). At other times, research may 
help address specific challenges faced by decision-
makers (e.g. a pest or disease outbreak), and at other 
times, research may simply be used to justify or jeop-
ardize existing opinions or policy positions if research 
findings that are consistent with the decision arrive 
after the decision has been made1.

In order to maximise the benefits of stakeholder 
engagement, it is useful to consider the timing of the 
most-appropriate contributions that each stakeholder 

might make towards the project; the roles they might 
adopt; and when these are critical to the success and 
impact of the research. It is also useful to assess the 
possibility of temporary or complete disengagement, 
for whatever reasons, and how this can be managed 
and how it will impact on the outcomes of the project.

The desired contributions or roles that stakehold-
ers are expected to play can be assigned to various 
stages of the project, keeping in mind that roles may 
vary as the project progresses. For example, stake-
holders assisting in early development of the project 
will be involved at inception, whereas those involved 
with disseminating or using results will mainly be 
involved at a later stage. 

The research project lifecycle is represented in Figure 
4.1. This is a simplified view; in reality stages might 
have a different order, or overlap, and feedback loops 
might exist in which learning and modifications are 
a part of the research process. In addition, projects 
might continue beyond the initial funding period, either 
because of an additional phase of funding or if stake-
holder-led monitoring is undertaken. Longer term rela-
tionships with stakeholders might be an important 
requirement, especially if new projects in the same 
study area are possible, and this might also influence 
the level and timing of involvement of particular stake-
holders. 
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 n MAPPING STAKEHOLDER ROLES TO DIFFERENT STAGES- 

Once stakeholders are identified and their possible 
roles defined, the stage in the research cycle where 
these roles might be most beneficial can be identi-
fied. The impact of not gaining engagement with 
specific stakeholders can also be assessed, and the 
risks associated with loss of engagement and ways of 
managing this set out.

Table 4.1 summarizes the kinds of contributions or 
roles that stakeholders might make or take in each 
stage of a project.

Figure 4.1 Simplified diagram of a project lifecy-
cle. Stakeholders could be engaged at any or all of 
these stages depending on the type of project and 
desired roles, but the most important stages for 
stakeholder engagement are shown in bold.

OF THE PROJECT LIFECyCLE-

Concept
development

Knowledge 
exchange & data 

sharing

Development of 
communications

Interpretation of 
results

Training

Data 
analysis
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Table 4.1 

Definitions of possible stakeholder roles/contributions during the life cycle of a project (adapted from Jolib-
ert, 20112).

Project stage Stakeholder role or contribution

Before ✴  Help to define the project concept and project design/research strategy, including identi-
fying useful potential outcomes and common interests

✴ Identify other potential stakeholders and possible roles

✴ Help define the best governance approach for stakeholder engagement

✴  Identify possible scope of their own contributions, including motivation, and associated 
limitations

✴ Highlight possible risks and potential for conflicts to arise

✴ Advise on knowledge exchange requirements

Before and 
during

✴ Establish agreements on access to study sites

✴ Provision of resources – for example, equipment, funding, staff time

✴ Defining project plans, including stakeholder engagement planning

✴ Co-design and development of conflict resolution approaches, if relevant

✴ Networking and awareness raising with non-contributory stakeholders

During

✴ Assist with training of other stakeholder to enhance delivery or participation

✴ Data provision, including capturing new data (monitoring)

✴  Prediction and modelling – informing development of scenarios and models, or participa-
tion in data analysis

✴ Review project success, including stakeholder engagement approach

✴ Assist in defining and developing tools

✴ Conflict resolution, if relevant

During/ 
after

✴  Define, develop and help deliver knowledge exchange activities and publications

✴  Implementation of results – testing outputs of the research (e.g. tools, new methodologies, 
strategies)

✴ Advise on data exchange requirements

After

✴  Publicity, promotion, via channels such as websites, academic materials, research reports, 
newsletters, books, guidelines, social media and the general media (newspapers, radio 
and television) 

✴ Review project success, including stakeholder engagement approach

✴ Identify future information, tools and research needs

✴ Develop stakeholder-led monitoring and networking beyond life of funded project
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Not all of the roles identified in Table 4.1 will neces-
sarily be appropriate for every project, and other roles 
might be identified. In some instances more than one 
stakeholder may be identified to undertake some roles 
and in other situations an individual stakeholder or 
stakeholder group may well carry out multiple roles 
throughout the project cycle. 

It is important to work with stakeholders to assess and 
plan their contributions and sharing initial ideas using 
a draft plan, which allows a more systematic assess-
ment, can be helpful.

However, stakeholder interaction is an important 
consideration that can complicate the timing of 
engagement and the roles that some stakehold-
ers actually take. In some projects, especially those 
purposefully tackling controversial research, for exam-
ple related to wildlife management, it will be critical to 
build trust, and a broader range of engagement meth-
ods will be needed. For some tasks, separate meetings 
with single stakeholders or groups might be required 
to help develop relationships and avoid conflict, as 
well as bringing different stakeholders together to 
allow exchange of views. Timing of engagement might 
differ when dealing with stakeholders in conflict and 
more time and resources will be required.

0 CASE STUDIES
WHEN TO ENGAGE
pLAN EARLy ENGAGEMENT
Most researchers from the case studies recognised the value of engaging stakeholders 
as early in the project as possible. Researchers on the BiodivERsA FIREMAN project 
involved stakeholders at the proposal writing stage. This was viewed very positively 
by a stakeholder from the Peak District case study in England who felt that this early 
engagement gave the stakeholders a sense of ownership of the project, as they were 
able to influence the design of the research programme. 

Other projects indicated that they would have liked to have been able to have stake-
holder input at an early stage, but this was not possible due to limited time and funding 
during the proposal writing phase. It is advisable to carry out a pre-proposal scoping 
exercise to allow stakeholder input into project development where possible. Once the 
proposal is written, there can be limited flexibility to adapt the research programme to 
meet the requirements of stakeholders. 

This issue was encountered after the FP7 HUNT project received funding. Here, stake-
holders viewed the project as an opportunity to pursue certain avenues of interest to 
them, which could not always be accommodated within the constraints of the project. 
The expectations of stakeholders must be carefully and early managed to ensure they 
are aware of their role in the project and the extent to which they may influence the 
research.

ASSESS STAKEHOLDER ROLES
Researchers on the FP7 MOTIVE project decided what level of engagement would be 
appropriate for each stakeholder group based on their stakeholder analysis, which 
included understanding the interest and influence of stakeholders in the project and 
the type of role they may play in the research (see Part 3 of this Handbook). Engage-
ment was categorised according to three broad levels:

✴ Involve in design and implementation
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✴  Consult about key elements such as scenarios and indicators, or for data collection

✴ Inform about the project and its outputs.

Stakeholders were given a choice about their role in the engagement. Some stake-
holders had knowledge that was directly relevant to the proposed models for adap-
tive forest management and agreed to be involved in their development, while others 
preferred to be consulted during specific stages of development or informed later 
about the results of model runs. In this way stakeholders were engaged at different 
stages of the project making the process more efficient and targeted, reducing unnec-
essary burden on participants, thereby avoiding ‘stakeholder fatigue’. 

pLAN THE TiMiNG Of ENGAGEMENT THROUGHOUT THE 
RESEARcH pROjEcT
If the timing of research fits well with the interests and agendas of stakeholders, this 
makes successful engagement more likely. The timing of stakeholder engagement was 
critical for the BiodivERsA Ecocycles project. In the agro-steppe areas of Northern 
Spain, changes in agricultural land use have resulted in outbreaks of rodent popula-
tions that cause considerable crop damage and pose a threat to human health. 

The means of managing outbreaks was (and still is) a source of strong conflict among 
stakeholders and there was an urgent need for improved management strategies in 
the face of anticipated outbreaks. As the researchers were conducting investigations 
on the relationship of outbreaks with land use and climate at a time when this was an 
important issue for stakeholders, there was a high level of interest and participation. 
It was originally proposed that stakeholder meetings would take place annually, but in 
the first meeting, this was discussed with stakeholders and they expressed a prefer-
ence to hold them more frequently. The fact that there was flexibility within the project 
to accommodate this was beneficial for stakeholder–researcher relations. 

However, during the project lifecycle stakeholders had to take decisions on pest control 
strategies before researchers were able to provide results, this led to discouragement 
about the potential for using research in decision-making among certain stakeholders. 
This highlights the need to ensure stakeholder engagement is timed to coincide with 
the issue being addressed, as well as managing stakeholder expectations with regards 
to time-scale of delivery of results. 
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› Types of engagement method

› Practical methods notes

› Engagement skills

› Matching methods to levels of engagement

›› Case studies 

Understanding historical events

Methods for
engagement
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Part 5
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 n METHODS FOR ENGAGEMENT-

❝ Identify and develop the methods that will be used to 
engage with different stakeholders and stakeholder groups 

at different stages in the lifecycle of the project. ❞ 

The methods used for engagement depend upon 
objectives, the required level of engagement, the 
timing of when engagement activities are intended to 
take place, and the expected role of the stakeholder(s). 
Initial assessment with stakeholders of the desired 
outcomes from a project (see Part 2) can help iden-
tify which methods are most likely to deliver these 
outcomes and achieve the purpose identified for the 

engagement process1. All engagement methods have 
particular strengths and weaknesses; the key is to 
choose the right one(s) for the particular purpose and 
context. Methods should also be selected to meet 
the needs, capacity and expectations of the relevant 
stakeholders. More than one method is often desirable 
and several methods can be combined to achieve an 
aim. 

 n TyPES OF ENGAGEMENT METHOD-

Stakeholder engagement methods can be participa-
tory (two-way) or informative (one-way). Informative 
methods are considered for engagement as long as 
they meet the needs of stakeholders and are designed 
with those needs in mind; which usually means that 
they are co-defined and possibly co-designed with the 
stakeholders. There are many engagement methods 
being used by different projects and new methods are 
being continually developed. The methods described 
in this section include the ones most commonly used 
by environmental organisations and projects2. 

The key to success is to understand the broad range 
and types of methods being used, what they are being 
used for, and why one might be more suitable than 
another in a particular context and for a particular 
purpose2. A wide range of techniques are available 
to facilitate effective two-way engagement between 
researchers and stakeholders, finer details of these 
techniques are listed below but broadly speaking 
these can be categorised as:

✴  OPENING OUT techniques for opening up 
dialogue and gathering information with stakehold-
ers about issues linked to research. This collection 
of techniques is particularly useful during the initial 

phases of a research project, either during the 
development of initial research questions prior to 
writing a funding proposal, or in the early phases 
of a funded project, where the research goals and 
programme of work are being adapted to fit the 
needs and interests of stakeholders better.

✴  EXPLORING techniques that can help evaluate 
and analyse preliminary findings with stakehold-
ers. Given the length of most research projects, 
getting early feedback on preliminary findings can 
help keep stakeholders interested in the process 
and give them greater ownership over the eventual 
research outcomes. Feedback can also provide 
researchers with ideas about how to further refine 
their work, such as where assumptions are not 
clear or are questioned by stakeholders.

✴  DECIDING after issues have been opened up, 
explored, and analysed, it is often necessary to 
start closing down options and deciding upon 
actions based on research findings. There are a 
number of techniques that can engage researchers 
and stakeholders in decisions based on research 
findings, for example prioritising particularly inter-
esting or relevant findings for further research or 
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action.

✴  INTEGRATING techniques can be used for explor-
ing, analysing and deciding. These techniques can 
be used throughout the entire research process.

n OPENING OUT TECHNIQUES INCLUDE:

✴  BRAINSTORMING techniques can help rapidly 
identify initial ideas from a group. By getting partic-
ipants to think rapidly and express their ideas in 
short phrases, the technique encourages partici-
pants to suspend the normal criteria they would 
use to filter out ideas that may not appear imme-
diately relevant or acceptable. As such, many of 
the ideas may not be useable, but there may be 
a number of new and creative ideas that would 
not have been expressed otherwise, that can be 
further developed later. A useful guide to a range 
of brainstorming techniques can be found on the 
Mind Tools website: http://www.mindtools.com/
brainstm.html

✴  When using a METAPLAN, participants are given 
a fixed number of note papers (usually between 
two and five, depending on the size of the group; 
with fewer pieces of note paper being used in large 
groups), and asked to write one idea per piece of 
paper. Participants then take their note paper and 
place them on the wall, grouping identical, simi-
lar or linked ideas together. The facilitator then 
summarises each group, checks the participants 
are happy with the grouping (making changes 
where necessary) and finally circles and names 
each of the groups. Within ten minutes, it is usually 
possible for everyone to express their views and 
this provides a summary of the key issues that can 
be used to structure subsequent group activities.

✴  VENN DIAGRAMS can be used for a similar 
purpose as metaplans, helping participants identify 
key issues and overlaps or connections between 
the issues.

✴  There are a variety of ways to get participants to LIST 
ideas or information, for example via responses to 
requests for information on social media platforms 
or online discussion boards, or in group work by 
creating ‘stations’ around the room where partici-

pants can list information or ideas on a particular 
topic or issue. Stations may for example be based 
around themes that emerged from a brainstorm or 
metaplan (discussed above). These groups may be 
facilitated or allow participants to contribute to all 
stations as they see fit in their own time.

✴  In the CAROUSEL technique, participants are 
assigned to groups (with the same number of 
groups as there are stations) and given a fixed time 
to contribute to one station before being rotated to 
the next. If each group is given its own coloured 
pen, it is possible for participants to see which 
ideas were contributed by previous groups. When 
a group reaches a new station, they are given time 
to read the contributions of the previous group(s). 
They can then query or build upon previous contri-
butions, listing their own ideas beneath the ideas 
expressed by previous groups. As the activity 
continues, it becomes increasingly difficult for 
groups to add new points, so the time per station 
can be decreased. Once participants return to the 
station they started at, they can be requested to 
report on what other groups have added to their 
points. Although not fully comprehensive, this 
gives everyone a good idea of what has been 
contributed. For those who want a more complete 
picture, the notes can be left displayed walls to be 
viewed during subsequent breaks.

n EXPLORING TECHNIQUES THAT ENABLE 
STAKEHOLDERS TO EXPLORE AND CRITICALLy 
EVALUATE RESEARCH FINDINGS INCLUDE, FOR 
EXAMPLE: 

✴  CATEGORISATION techniques ask participants to 
sort or group ideas into themes, for example based 
on pre-set criteria or based on similarity. For exam-
ple, the grouping stage of a metaplan, or putting 
ideas on cards and asking participants to sort the 
cards into different piles based on their categorisa-
tion.

✴  MIND-MAPPING techniques (also known as 
concept mapping, spray diagrams, and spider 
diagrams) can quickly capture and link ideas with 
stakeholders. A useful guide to mind-mapping can 
be found on the Mind Tools websites: http://www.
mindtools.com/pages/article/newISS_01.htm
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✴  PROBLEM TREE ANALYSIS (also known as 
cause-effect mapping) is similar to mind-mapping. 
It is a simpler tool and therefore limited in the way 
it can be used. It may be useful in settings where 
the complexity of a mind-map may be considered 
intimidating for some participants, or where analy-
sis needs to be kept simple and brief. Rather than 
assessing how all issues are linked, problem tree 
analysis visualises links between the root causes 
and solutions to a problem. A simple picture of 
a tree is drawn, with the problem written on the 
tree trunk. Participants draw roots, writing the 
root causes of the problem along each root. Some 
root causes may lead to other root causes, so an 
element of linking may be done between roots, 
but this should not get too complex. At the top 
of the trunk, branches are drawn, along which 
potential solutions are written with links drawn 
from branches to other branches to show how one 
solution may be dependent upon another solution 
being first implemented. Additionally, circles of 
coloured paper (‘fruits’) can be used to represent 
anticipated impacts or outcomes of implementing 
solutions.

✴  SWOT ANALYSIS encourages people to think 
systematically about the strengths, weaknesses, 
opportunities and threats as they relate to the 
issues being researched. More information is avail-
able on the Mind Tools website: http://www.mind-
tools.com/pages/article/newTMC_05.htm 

✴  TIMELINES can be used to help structure discus-
sion in relation to historical, planned or hoped for 
future events, this is particularly relevant to issues 
that have a strong temporal dimension or for proj-
ect planning with stakeholders. There are various 
ways to construct timelines. For example, a time-
line may be drawn horizontally on paper starting 
from the present and marking specific years and/
or historic or known future events, to help partici-
pants orientate themselves along the timeline. 
Participants may then write comments at various 
points in the past or future.

n  CLOSING DOWN AND DECIDING TECHNIQUES 
INCLUDE:

✴  VOTING in most group settings can make it diffi-
cult to ensure anonymity during the voting process. 
This can lead to biased results and there is little 

room to explore reasons behind stakeholders 
voting preferences.

✴  RANKING can be used to place ideas in rank 
order. Getting consensus amongst participants for 
a particular ranking can be challenging, although 
the discussions that this exercise stimulates may 
prove to be revealing. It is also not possible to 
differentiate between options that are particularly 
popular or unpopular and this may be important in 
situations where only a limited number of ideas are 
considered viable. Additionally, ranking may imply 
that mid-ranked options are viable or somewhat 
preferred, where in reality they are not.

✴  PRIORITISATION differs from ranking by enabling 
participants to express the strength of their feeling 
towards a particular option. Prioritisation exercises 
identifies options that are considered to be partic-
ularly popular (or not) by participants, which may 
require further exploration. In prioritisation exer-
cises, participants are given some form of counter 
that they can assign to different options (e.g. stick-
ers, stones or crosses marked in pen). Participants 
are normally provided with a fixed number of coun-
ters (at minimum this should be the same number 
as the number of options) as this prevents certain 
participants assigning more counters than other 
participants to the options they prefer, thus biasing 
results. It is then possible to identify which ideas 
are preferred, and it is relatively quick to total the 
number of counters assigned to all options, and if 
desired, create a ranked list.

✴  MULTI-CRITERIA EVALUATION (also known as 
Multi-Criteria Analysis or Multi-Criteria Decision 
Modelling) is a decision-support tool for exploring 
issues and making decisions that involve multiple 
dimensions or criteria. It allows economic, social 
and environmental criteria, including competing 
priorities, to be systematically evaluated. Both 
quantitative and qualitative data can be incorpo-
rated to understand the relative value placed on 
different dimensions of decision options. Broadly, 
the process involves context or problem definition, 
representation of evaluation criteria and manage-
ment options, and evaluation. 
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There are many other stakeholder engagement tech-
niques that can be explored, including:

PROMOTING DIRECT/PRO-ACTIVE INTERAC-
TIONS:

✴ One-to-one meetings and interviews.

✴ Questionnaires and surveys.

✴  Knowledge exchange groups (including steer-
ing groups, advisory panels, multi-stakeholder 
forums).

✴ Informal contact.

✴  Workshops, focus groups and other types of meet-
ing, including social events. Stakeholder-led work-
shops or conferences focussed on relevant issues 
linked to the research.

✴ Talks or lectures.

✴  Practical demonstrations, including participatory 
events (e.g. training, games). Field or laboratory 
visits to facilitate shared dialogue and understand-
ing of study sites or research processes.

APPROACHES INVOLVING STAKEHOLDERS IN 
THE RESEARCH PROCESS:

✴  Citizen science approaches to monitoring (e.g. 
smart phone applications).

✴  Participatory mapping to enable researchers and 
participants to input data, map focal areas and 
integrate scientific and local knowledge.

✴  Participatory photography (photo surveying) to 
enable participants to monitor, communicate or 
discuss locations and issues of importance.

TOOLS TO INCREASE AWARENESS ON THE 
PROJECT AND ITS RESULTS:

✴  Websites (including blogs, online consultations, 
online games).

✴  Social media (including online discussion groups 
and forums).

✴  Posters (including brochures, leaflets or fact-
sheets). Videos. Newsletters and bulletins.

✴  Press releases (including Frequently Asked Ques-
tions).

GENERATING PRODUCTS USEFUL FOR STAKE-
HOLDERS:

✴ Guidelines for stakeholders.

✴ Databases.

✴ Popular publications.

✴  Stakeholder-specific publications (e.g. policy 
briefs).

✴  Use of professional storytellers and musicians 
to make research findings more accessible to all 
audiences and enable all stakeholders to under-
stand issues engage in discussions.
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0 CASE STUDIES
UNDERSTANDiNG HiSTORicAL EvENTS
Stakeholders will often have had a long involvement with the area and issues of interest to 
researchers. One way of gathering information about the current state of the environment and the 
drivers that have influenced local biodiversity is to discuss historical events with stakeholders. As 
well as revealing information that may not be published elsewhere or overlooked in a contempo-
rary study of an ecosystem, such a process may also help researchers understand the values and 
perspectives held by stakeholders and how these are connected to past events.

 This was one of a set of approaches taken by researchers on the FP7 FORCE project to gather 
information about the factors influencing the health of coral reefs in the Caribbean. Historical 
timelines were developed with stakeholders at both community and national level to capture key 
events and changes of importance. Timelines were created by asking people to write down the 
changes they had experienced or heard about, and then arranging the paper on a timeline wall, 
which encouraged people to move around and interact. These were then published in reports 
disseminated in the focal communities. A similar approach was used for both information gather-
ing and for diffusing inter-stakeholder conflict in the BiodivERsA FIREMAN project (see Part 7 of 
this Handbook).

EUROpEAN BEEcH fORESTS fOR THE fUTURE
In 2010, the BiodivERsA project Beech Forest for the Future (BeFoFu) started as an international 
collaboration between 5 universities and research institutes over Europe. The aim was to better 
understand the policy, socio-economic and ecological background and processes of beech forest 
conservation and management under the Natura 2000 network across Europe. The research team 
worked to ensure the project was highly relevant for forest and conservation policy makers, scien-
tists and practitioners, using different methods of engagement and contributions from stakehold-
ers:

✴  There was an initial round of ‘Delphi’ interviews (see practical methods notes below) that 
involved about 50 stakeholders. This was used to provide an insight into the politics of Natura 
2000 in Beech forests in several EU countries, contributed to the formulation of research ques-
tions, and identified stakeholder expectations of the BeFoFu project.

✴  Social science empirical research was conducted and stakeholders were viewed as the most 
important data source. More than 200 stakeholders were involved in the several case studies 
that were reviewed by the project team.

✴  A Stakeholder Advisory Board was established that enabled stakeholders to comment on proj-
ect progress and results. The outputs of the Advisory Board were used to inform the design 
of the stakeholder engagement activities. The Advisory Board was made up of stakeholders 
from the European Commission, European Forest Owners association and a European Envi-
ronmental NGO.

✴  A second round of ‘Delphi’ interviews was conducted with about 50 stakeholders. Stakehold-
ers received information on project results and were provided with the opportunity to comment 
on possible policy relevant conclusions.

✴  A stakeholder workshop was held and stakeholders from about 10 EU countries evaluated 
project results and helped jointly develop possible conclusions for policy making.
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 n PRACTICAL METHODS NOTES-

A collection of practice notes on a selection of most 
frequently used methods are available to download 
from the BiodivERsA website. The practice notes 
contain guidance on how to conduct the following 
stakeholder engagement activities:

✴ Interviewing stakeholders 

✴ Organising stakeholder workshops

✴ Participatory mapping

✴ Writing a policy brief

✴ Scenario analysis

✴ Co-developing research outputs with stakeholders

✴ Making and commissioning videos

✴ Delphi method

✴  Enabling stakeholders to monitor research 
outcomes and generate data

✴ Social media

✴ Multi-criteria decision analysis

✴ Facilitating workshops.

 n ENGAGEMENT SKILLS-

Research consortia frequently do not include profes-
sionals with experience in engagement practice or 
non-scientific communications. This can act as a 
limitation to the effectiveness of engagement activi-
ties so it is worth considering training for consortium 
members or using professionals who can support 
effective engagement; such as workshop facilitators, 
councillors, brokers, communicators, artists, positive 
actors, etc. Effective facilitation is key to a project that 
involves in-depth engagement. However, professional 
facilitation can be expensive, ranging from around 800 
to 4000 Euros for a small event, up to 10,000 Euros for 
a full day event with over 100 participants. Prices vary 
with the expertise and reputation of the facilitator, as 
well as the amount of time necessary to prepare for an 
event. Such costs need to be factored into projects at 
an early stage. In many cases the budget for profes-
sional facilitation is not available, so it may be neces-

sary to include someone with facilitation expertise into 
the research team, or ensure that facilitation training is 
carried out early in the project. Early consideration of 
engagement is necessary for estimating the need for 
specific training or professional support, allowing for 
any likely costs to be included in project applications.

Working with other practitioners in order to share 
expertise and costs of stakeholder engagement activ-
ities is worth considering. This might mean working 
with other research teams interested in a common 
theme or securing contributions from stakeholders 
with the relevant expertise. The BiodivERsA Secretar-
iat, the BiodivERsA partners and other resources, like 
the BiodivERsA Database, may provide useful infor-
mation on opportunities to work with other research 
teams or on suitable professionals with experience.
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 n MATCHING METHODS TO LEVELS OF ENGAGEMENT-

Different levels of engagement are defined in Part 3 
of this Handbook. Level of engagement will vary from 
one stakeholder to another and throughout the project 
lifecycle as stakeholder roles change. 

In order to illustrate different levels of involvement, 
methods have been colour-coded as follows:

Inform: most basic level of engagement

Consult: specific questions are asked, but not full-
discussion or interaction

Involve: more opportunity for discussion, but not 
involved in decision making

Collaborate: full involvement, often including deci-
sion making.

Methods of engagement can be considered in terms 
of the level of engagement they are most appropriate 
for. For example, stakeholder specific publications 
on a website or newsletter are most likely to be used 
to Inform, and a workshop could be used to engage 
at Involve or Collaborate levels. Examples of some 
methods and their most appropriate levels of engage-
ment are provided in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1 

Examples of methods and their associated levels of engagement 

Inform Consult Involve Collaborate
Website ** ** * *

Social media ** ** * *

Lectures ** * * *

Multi-stakeholder forums * ** *

One-to-one meetings and 
interviews * ** *

Town Hall meeting * ** *

Workshops * ** **

Questionnaires/surveys ** * *

Practical demonstrations ** **

Steering group **

** most appropriate level of engagement for a particular method. 
* other levels for which the method is also relevant.

Once stakeholders have been identified, overall levels 
of engagement have been established, and the roles 
that the stakeholders are to play have been deter-

mined, the appropriate methods and their timing can 
be selected.
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Table 5.2 provides an example of how methods can 
be selected for a project based on the level of engage-
ment required. Most projects will involve various levels 
of engagement and more than one method for each 

level of engagement required. Each stakeholder does 
not have to be engaged in every activity at the level of 
engagement they are associated with. 

Table 5.2 

Examples of stakeholders and methods, based on appropriate levels of engagement3 

Level of engage-
ment Inform Consult Involve Collaborate

Method of 
engagement Website Newsletters Questionnaire Work-

shop
One-to-one 
meeting

Steering 
Group

Stakeholders 

Govt advisors x x x x

Landowners x x x x

Local Business x x x

Media x x x

 n REFERENCES-
1  REVIT. 2007. Working Towards more Effective and Sustainable Brownfield Revitalisation Policies: Stakeholder Engagement – A Tool-

kit. Torfaen County Borough Council, Torfaen, 38 pp. Available from: http://www.revit-nweurope.org/selfguidingtrail/27_Stakeholder_
engagement_a_toolkit-2.pdf [Accessed 11 April 2014].

2  INVOLVE. 2005. People and Participation: How to put citizens at the heart of decision-making. 61 pp. Available from: http://www.
involve.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/People-and-Participation.pdf [Accessed 31 March 2014].

3  FORESTRy COMMISSION. 2011. Public Engagement in Forestry: a toolbox for public engagement in forest and woodland planning. 
Forestry Commission, Edinburgh. Available from: http://www.forestry.gov.uk/toolbox [Accessed 31 March 2014].
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› The engagement planning table

› Practicalities, feasibility and implementation

› The engagement table: share, adapt and update

›› Case studies 

Plan how the stakeholder engagement fits within external agendas and policy 
processes

Think about the expertise within the research team and plan accordingly

Be aware of local culture and custom

Be prepared to adapt

Planning the detail
of the engagement
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› The engagement planning table

› Practicalities, feasibility and implementation

› The engagement table: share, adapt and update

Part 6
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 n PLANNING THE DETAIL OF THE ENGAGEMENT-

❝ To elaborate the engagement plan 

and define the activities ❞

Following Parts 1 to 5, you will have identified the 
stakeholders, assessed the level of engagement, 
suggested appropriate methods for engagement, and 
proposed the role each stakeholder will play. Note 
that the role, or roles, that the stakeholder will play 
will partly determine when the engagement is likely to 
occur. 

It is now time to start effectively planning the engage-
ment process, and to consider the full list of activities 
you intend to carry out1. At this stage, it is important to 
take the following into consideration:

✴  Target your activities – it may be better to do less, 
but to do it more effectively.

✴  Estimate likely costs (time and money) accurately, 
and be realistic (don’t underestimate).

✴  Think about what expertise you have and plan 

accordingly. Do you need to involve/employ exter-
nal experts, and if so, do you have the funds?

✴  Where choices have to be made, use high impact/
low cost methods and activities, and if necessary 
concentrate on the most important and influential 
stakeholders. 

✴  Try to make use of other pre-existing approaches 
or activities where available and appropriate.

✴  Time your research, or some of its outputs, where 
appropriate, to enable it to inform any relevant 
external or policy processes.

✴  Take into account possible unexpected outcomes 
(positive or negative).

0 CASE STUDy
pLAN HOW THE STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
fiTS WiTHiN EXTERNAL AGENDAS AND pOLicy 
pROcESSES
To increase the relevance of engagement activities for stakeholders and the likelihood 
of the results having an impact, it is necessary to understand the wider context in which 
the project fits. Understanding for example, the current policy context and how the 
results will contribute to an evidence base that informs decision making will increase 
the interest of stakeholders in the project. Results from a Dutch case study part of the 
BiodivERsA CONNECT project provided an analysis of the social values held by the 
general public for changes in and around a freshwater lake. A government-agency 
partner in the project communicated the findings for inclusion in a public consultation 
about local planning and also used them to inform larger government programmes 
about water resources and ecosystem services. 
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0 CASE STUDIES
THiNK ABOUT THE EXpERTiSE WiTHiN THE 
RESEARcH TEAM AND pLAN AccORDiNGLy
Projects that have interdisciplinary research teams including social scientists are often 
better equipped to design effective stakeholder engagement processes. Depending on 
the extent and nature of the stakeholder engagement to be done, it may be worthwhile 
including people with good facilitation experience on the research team to oversee the 
engagement process. For example, if there is a high level of conflict to be negotiated 
during engagement, a professional facilitator may help achieve the best results and 
avoid negative outcomes. 

Researchers on the FP7 MOTIVE project (see Appendix 1) successfully engaged stake-
holders in the production of models for adaptive forest management by working from 
stakeholder engagement guidelines produced by an experienced social scientist as 
part of a dedicated work package on ‘stakeholder interactions and decision making’. 
Each of the ten partner countries carried out stakeholder analyses and wrote engage-
ment plans based on the guidelines, without necessarily having a great deal of prior 
experience in stakeholder engagement. The engagement aspects of the project were 
monitored by the social scientist, who ensured that a broadly consistent approach was 
maintained across countries. 

Researchers from the FP7 HighARCS project, where there were several case study 
communities in different Asian countries, recommended that a researcher that is work-
ing with stakeholders in multiple sites should plan regular shorter visits rather than 
spending a single longer spell on site. This ensured that potential problems could 
be identified early and that the researcher could be present for all key phases of the 
research.

 n THE ENGAGEMENT PLANNING TABLE

For the purposes of this Handbook, we have devel-
oped a ‘matrix’ (Table 6.1), which enables the 
researcher to bring together information on the role(s) 
the stakeholder will play, the timing of when engage-
ment activities take place, the method of engagement, 
and the level of engagement to be adopted. Note that 
stakeholders may, and often will, have multiple roles to 
play throughout a project. 

It is important to recognise that the level of engage-
ment depends partly on the method of engagement 
being adopted as well as the stakeholder involved and 
not every engagement activity needs to be at the level 
of engagement identified for a particular stakeholder. 
In some instances engagement may be more frequent 
and conducted at a different level, particularly as the 

role a stakeholder may play can vary throughout the 
lifetime of the project. For example, a stakeholder may 
fall into the ‘involve’ category, but this level of engage-
ment may only be necessary in the early stages of the 
projects, whereas later on the same stakeholder may 
only need to be involved with activities that ‘inform’.

It is important to ensure that the methods being 
adopted are realistic and appropriate for delivering 
the desired outcomes, and that the proposed timing 
has been accepted by those who are planned to be 
involved2,3. It should also be remembered that the 
location, timing, number of meetings, and methods 
employed can all have a great impact on the overall 
results and outcomes.
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Table 6.1.

Example of a matrix that can be used when planning activities for different levels of engagement. A template 
of this matrix can be downloaded from http://www.biodiversa.org/577. 

Notes: Project timescale (top row) indicates the most likely stage at which each method would be applied. However, this is 
only a guide, as the timing may vary depending on the project. The methods can be colour-coded according to the ‘level’ of 
engagement outlined in Parts 1 and 3 (Inform – most basic level of engagement; Consult – specific questions are asked but not 
full discussion or interaction; Involve – more opportunity for discussion; Collaborate – involved to some extent in full decision 
making).
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 n PRACTICALITIES, FEASIBILITy AND IMPLEMENTATION-

Before developing the matrix further, or sharing with 
stakeholders, it is important to consider the practicali-
ties of the engagement being proposed to establish if 
the plan is feasible. This should also involve a consid-
eration of the costs of the engagement, in terms of 
both time and money, and will allow the researcher to 
identify any constraints.

The following questions can help with considering 
practicalities:

✴  Are the timeframes for each activity realistic, includ-
ing preparation and reviewing and analysis?

✴  Who will be responsible for the engagement – are 
different people to be responsible for different 
parts of it?

✴  How much staff time will be required? Is this time 
available? What will it cost?

✴  What are the costs of using external expertise (if 
desired/required)? What are the administrative 
costs, including hiring venues, making phone calls, 
provision of documents, etc.?

✴  Are stakeholders to be reimbursed for their time? 
Are their expenses to be covered? Are there other 
costs associated with communication and publish-
ing information, including recording and providing 
feedback to stakeholders?

✴  How might the local culture or customs affect or 
restrict the engagement process? What contin-
gencies need to be included in case engagement 
needs to change during the process, and what 
might different options mean to overall time-scales 
and costs?

The responses to these questions may result in the 
need to update the engagement table.

0 CASE STUDy
BE AWARE Of LOcAL cULTURE AND cUSTOM
This is an important consideration for any stakeholder engagement conducted in 
countries where the researchers might be unfamiliar with some aspects of the culture. 
In many countries for example, separate discussions must be held for men and women 
of a community where it is not customary for women to speak in the presence of 
men. Focus groups in the FP7 HighARCS project (see Appendix 1) were differentiated 
based on gender and age, to bring as many interests as possible into the research, as 
in the communities studied it tended to be men or older people that would dominate  
discussions.  

Boys (aged 9-15) in Viet-
nam take part in a focus 
group in the HighARCS 
project to discuss their 
involvement in family live-
lihoods. ©
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 n THE ENGAGEMENT TABLE: SHARE, ADAPT AND UPDATE-

Once the practicalities have been considered, and the 
matrix has been revised where appropriate, it should 
be shared with stakeholders and funders, to provide 
them with some clarity over what will be undertaken, 
and when. Stakeholders may also have different views 
on their availability or have particular demands and 
constraints. For example, stakeholders may:

✴  Request that the engagement they undertake is on 
a one-to-one basis rather than in a group situation. 
Prefer not to interact with other particular stake-
holder groups.

✴  Have difficulty travelling to, or reaching the loca-
tion where the engagement is expected to take 
place, and therefore prefer to engage by a different 
method, perhaps remotely.

✴ Be unable to engage at the time proposed.

✴  May suggest that a different level, or method, of 
engagement is more appropriate. 

The matrix should remain a flexible and adaptable 
document, which can be amended and updated as 
and when required.

0 CASE STUDy
BE AWARE Of LOcAL cULTURE AND cUSTOM
An awareness of different cultures was of direct relevance in the FP7 BESAFE project. 
One of the aims of this project was to evaluate the effectiveness of different arguments 
for biodiversity protection across a range of European geographical areas, conserva-
tion contexts and different social groups. In the first stakeholder meeting for BESAFE, 
the stakeholders themselves emphasised that different approaches and vocabulary 
would be required for different stakeholder groups to understand their argumentation 
processes. For example, in one case study about the management of Bialowieza forest 
in Poland, there was conflict between environmentalists, foresters and local residents 
over the proposed expansion of Bialowieza National Park, where different groups used 
different arguments and multiple governance levels were involved. Approaches for 
engaging with each group were thus designed with an understanding of how culture 
influences arguments around biodiversity.

Bialowieza 
forest -  
BESAFE case 
study area. ©
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0 CASE STUDy
BE pREpARED TO ADApT
When planning stakeholder engagement activities, it is advisable to remain flexible 
in what engagement methods are used to ensure they remain fit for purpose as the 
project evolves. The FP7 HighARCS project used a range of approaches such as the 
‘Delphi method’ (see practical methods notes in Part 5), focus groups and partic-
ipatory ranking, to work towards the formulation of integrated action plans for the 
management of aquatic resources in three Asian countries. Researchers adapted their 
engagement approach as they learnt more about the situation in each case study area 
in terms of the local planning processes underway and the alliances and competition 
between groups of stakeholders. A range of methods was needed to gain a good 
understanding of the stakeholder dynamics in each area.

Another example of being adaptive from the HighARCS project was the ongoing evalu-
ation of the representation of stakeholder interests. For example, in one case it was 
felt that the conservation of biodiversity interest was not adequately represented, 
and efforts were made to bring new stakeholders into the processes. It is important 
to build flexibility into the research project so stakeholder engagement plans can be  
reviewed and improved.  
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› Conflicts with and between stakeholders: types and causes

› Stakeholder perspectives on conflict

› Analysing conflict

› Conflict management tools

› Constructing a conflict timeline

›› Case studies 

Managing conflict 

Managing  
stakeholder 
conflict
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Part 7
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 n MANAGING STAKEHOLDER CONFLICT-

❝ Identify the types of conflict that can arise, 

the different levels of conflict and their root causes.

 Understand how conflicts can be analysed in order to guide 
actions needed to find long-term resolution. ❞

It is likely that at some time biodiversity research 
teams will experience some level of conflict. Conflict 
does not have to be negative; it is simply a part of 
everyday interactions1. It can occur between individu-
als, between groups of individuals and between organ-
isations. A conflict can be defined as a process that 
begins when an individual or group(s) (representing a 
particular party) feels negatively affected by another 
party. Conflict arises anytime when the actions of one 
party obstruct or, in some way, make the performance 
or another party less efficient1.

The level or type of conflict may vary depending on 
factors such as legal systems, political and institutional 
frameworks, economies, societal structures, cultural 
values, historic events, environmental conditions, 
and knowledge. Conflicts may involve two parties or 
multiple parties and may arise as a result of multiple 
factors. Because organisations act through individu-
als, conflict can stem from key actors within the organ-
isation, and is often due to differing perceptions on an 
issue which they are unable to agree upon1. 

The initial perception of conflict is often that it will 
result in negative consequences for a project, but this 
is not necessarily the case. Conflict should be viewed 

as both functional and dysfunctional. A functional 
conflict, when managed well, can lead to new ways of 
thinking, innovative solutions and enhanced impact of 
research2. Dysfunctional conflict arises when conflict-
ing opinions or needs result in negative discourse 
between stakeholders, often causing relationships or 
dialogue to break down. 

A project team may find that it has to analyse and 
manage conflict by using techniques to reduce or 
resolve it3,4. When conflict is likely to be an issue for 
a research project, then having the right skills or train-
ing in the team or planning the involvement of profes-
sional councillors/brokers will be important.

The first step to reducing or solving conflicts is to 
explain them as a problem that needs to be resolved. 
The fundamental difference being that, unlike a conflict, 
there should be less hostility between parties that are 
working together to solve a problem. For effective 
problem solving it is imperative that each party feels 
they are contributing to the solution, rather than being 
a part of a problem1.  

 n CONFLICTS WITH AND BETWEEN STAKEHOLDERS: TyPES

 
One of the simplest conflict classification systems has 
been put forward by Gordon5 and distinguishes intra-
personal conflicts (within the individual), inter-per

 
sonal (between individuals), intra-group (conflict within 
a restricted group), intra-organisational (within an 
organisation), inter-group (between different groups) 

AND CAUSES-
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and inter-organisational (between organisations).

Conflicts can also be categorised in respect of their 
typology1:

✴ Open conflicts, where it is everyone’s knowledge.

✴  Hidden conflicts, where it is only known by certain 
people.

✴  Latent conflicts, when the conflict arises when 
something occurs that changes the status quo.

In addition, conflicts can also be defined as6:

✴  Well defined, if they have clearly defined boundar-
ies and constraints with clear solutions to the prob-
lem.

✴  Fuzzy or ill defined, if they have unclear objec-
tives, variables are unquantifiable, values held by 
the parties involved are not clearly defined, and it 
is difficult to envisage a feasible solution.

The causes of conflicts are numerous; Moura and 
Teixeira1 broadly define the main causes of conflict:

✴  Cognitive conflicts result from differing assess-
ments of data or facts that result in involved parties 
reaching different conclusions. Insufficient data 
and facts may have been made available, and such 
conflicts can often be resolved through additional 
clarification of facts, or further studies to obtain 
more reliable data.

✴  Conflicts of objectives or interests often apply to 
benefits sharing, resource allocation or re-distribu-
tion, and financing costs. These conflicts are often 
solved through conflict management techniques.

✴  Normative conflicts result from a divergence of 
views about values, types of behaviour and norms. 
Root causes of these conflicts are usually ethical or 
moral principles that are not negotiable. 

✴  Conflicts of relationships stem from the person-
ality or behaviour of stakeholder representatives 
and can often be resolved through negotiation or 
mediation via a third party.

✴  Conflicts over objectives, needs or interest arise 
when one party believes that their interests, needs 
or objectives are at odds with those held by other 
parties.

✴  Conflicts over processes occur when parties 
adopt different approaches to address the same 
problem.

✴  Structural conflicts often arise due to the way 
in which society is structured in terms of cultural, 
social, legal and economic arrangements, and the 
relative position and power of stakeholders within 
the social structure. 

Conflicts are dynamic in nature and may arise in one 
stage of the project and evolve to the next. In general, 
there are five stages to every conflict: initiation, esca-
lation, controlled maintenance, abatement, and finally 
resolution or termination1,7. 

 n STAKEHOLDER PERSPECTIVES ON CONFLICT-

In order to understand reasons why certain stakehold-
ers may become embroiled in conflict it is important to 
understand their views. This type of information may 
be gathered through interviews or workshops, perhaps 
coupled with questionnaires. Poolman et al.2 suggest 
that careful design of questions, including assessment 
of strength of feelings, can reveal:

✴  Levels of interest in the project and individual goals 
or aspirations from the project;

✴  Current perceptions of how policies affect indi-
vidual stakeholders and what they would prefer to 
happen in the future;
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✴ How stakeholders may view potential issues or 
areas of conflict;

✴ Why particular views are held (reasons for percep-
tions);

✴ Different roles stakeholders envisage for them-
selves within a project or activity;

✴ Interactions and power relations among stakehold-
ers, and an understanding of how they operate;

✴  The type of data, information, and knowledge that 
stakeholders possess, or can gather, which is of 
interest to the project team; and

✴ The degree to which stakeholder views and ideals 
are compatible or divergent. 

The identified stakeholder interests can be catego-
rised depending upon their perceptions of the project 
and perceived goals (see Table 7.1). A stakeholder that 
can be categorised as ‘dedicated’ is likely to defend 
their interests, goals and perceptions. Stakeholders 
that are deemed ‘critical’ are those who are likely to 
have the power or means to facilitate or hinder the 
projects objectives. Developing this type of matrix 
makes it possible to ascertain potential stakeholder 
reactions to a project. In some cases it may be neces-
sary to adjust the objectives of the project in order to 
accommodate stakeholder goals and perceptions2.

Table 7.1 

Matrix for categorising stakeholders into ‘High Dedication’ and ‘Lower Dedication’ (adapted from Poolman 
et al.2). A template of this matrix can be downloaded from http://www.biodiversa.org/577  

HiGH DEDicATiON TO pROjEcT 
GOALS LOWER DEDicATiON

critical to  
project success Non-critical critical Non-critical

Similar 
perceptions 
on use of  

project results

Stakeholders most 
likely to participate 
and become part-

ners.

Stakeholders most 
likely to participate 
and may possibly 
become partners.

Valuable potential 
partners who are 

difficult to engage.

Stakeholders that 
do not need to 

become involved.

Opposite 
perceptions

Potential blockers of 
certain changes.

Potential critics of 
certain changes.

Potential ‘blockers’ 
who will not become 
immediately active.

Stakeholders who 
do not require 
initial attention.
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 n ANALySING CONFLICT-

Whether conflicts are resolvable will depend on the 
type of conflict that exists and the factors that are 
feeding the conflict. It is important to assess stake-
holder activity and interactivity to identify where differ-
ences between stakeholders exists and detect where 
conflict could potentially arise2. 

The FAO8 state that conflict analysis is an essential 
element of a project as it helps to:

✴ Clarify and prioritise the issues to be addressed.

✴ Ascertain the impacts of the conflict.

✴  Identify root causes and contributing factors of 
conflict, which can help determine effective actions 
for resolution.

✴  Determine stakeholder motivations and incentives. 
Gauge the nature of relationships amongst stake-
holders and their willingness and ability to interact.

✴  Collect existing information about the conflict and 
decide what further information is required.

✴  Assess the ability of existing institutions to manage 
conflict.

✴  Establish rapport with stakeholders; and help 
develop problem solving and analytical skills of 
stakeholders to address existing and future conflict.

n SUMMARISED PROCESS FOR ASSESSING CONFLICT

There are numerous questions that can be posed to discover the types of conflict that exist, 
which stakeholders are involved, and what are the best opportunities to resolve the conflict. 
The following questions could help in analysis of conflict (adapted from Poolman et al. 2).

Identifying the conflict:

✴ What conflict(s) currently exist?

✴ What conflicts may arise in the future?

✴ What are the possible reasons for the conflict?

Once the conflict has been identified:

✴ How did the conflict arise?

o What issues or interests are of significant concern?

o For how long has the conflict been going on? 

✴ Is there sufficient information available about the issues (why/why not)?

✴ Who is involved with the conflict?

o What are their interests in the conflict?

o What kind of power do the different actors have?
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There is no single set of rules of procedures for 
analysing conflict, but generally speaking conflict 
analysis should8: 

✴  Collect and understand a broad range of views 
regarding the sources of conflict.

✴  Separate opinion from fact, as balancing emotions 
and reason is a vital element of resolving conflicts. 
It is not because facts are more important than 
perceptions or emotions, but because stakehold-
ers deal with each in a different way.

✴  Examine the wider context (e.g. social, economic, 
and political).

✴  Be reviewed and refined throughout the entire 
process.

✴  Be undertaken in a participatory manner, as 
exchanges of information will enable stakeholders 
to focus upon the problems that are causing the 
conflict.

Keep in mind that the amount of information required 
in conflict analysis is highly case-specific. It is often 
assumed that the more information gathered the 
better. However, not all information will be useful so 
it is important to identify what is worth knowing and 
what will constitute a sufficient amount of accurate 
and reliable information to support resolution. 

Conflicts are often complex, and attempting to 
manage them as isolated events may not be effective 
if the conflict is influenced by wider issues. Building 
consensus among stakeholders is dependent upon 
engaging all involved parties; therefore it is critical to 
correctly identify relevant stakeholders. Getting indi-
viduals or groups to resolve differences may be difficult 
if the parties do not recognise the need to manage or 
settle a conflict. It is also vital to find out whether there 
are parties that would benefit from conflict and would 
therefore resist efforts aimed at resolving differences. 
When addressing conflict it is important to consider 
strategies that have already been applied, what were 
the results, should the same strategy be applied 
again8. Should an assessment of previously applied 

o What are the historical relationships between conflicting parties?

o Are the groups able to work together?

	 Why/why not?

	 How might it be possible to get groups to collaborate?  

Possibilities for resolving or reducing conflict:

✴ What kind of agreements could be tolerated by conflicting parties?

✴ Can conflict be resolved within the group without external assistance?

✴ Will parties from outside the conflicting groups be tolerated?

o How could an outside party become involved in conflict resolution?

o Who would be a suitable outside party?

✴ How will resolutions be made sustainable?

o Would a written agreement be sufficient?

o What has been considered binding in previous conflict resolutions?

o What happens if agreements are not honoured?

o Are there other optional solutions available?
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strategies reveal that these activities yielded unfavour-
able outcomes, or outcomes that are deemed not to fit 

with the desired objectives, then a new approach will 
need to be adopted. 

 n CONFLICT MANAGEMENT TOOLS- 

Three tools, which can be adapted for specific uses, 
are presented in Appendix 1 based on the FAO nego-
tiation and mediation techniques for natural resource 
management8. They can be used in two different ways: 
as a way of structuring thoughts and defining ques-
tions; or as aids for facilitating discussions or group 
sessions with stakeholders.

It is important to keep in mind that using particular 
tools in certain situations could create, or worsen, 
conflict and it may be more appropriate to apply tools 
with different groups of stakeholders separately. 

 n CONSTRUCTING A CONFLICT TIMELINE-

In some instances it may be helpful for the project 
team to construct a conflict timeline in order to better 
understand the historical events that took place lead-

ing up to the conflict. This may also help clarify the 
situation and how it arose. 

n PRACTICAL WAyS TO DEVELOP A CONFLICT TIMELINE

✴  Invite the stakeholder group to begin narrating the story of how the conflict has devel-
oped, going back to the earliest point that the group is able to remember.

✴  As the group narrates the story a member of the team should begin structuring the flow of 
information and setting out the sequence of events and noting down the various conflicts.

✴  The project team should then request the information be verified to ensure all details of 
the narrative have been fully understood and recorded correctly.

✴  Based upon the information obtained via the narrative write down the different conflicts 
under separate headings.

✴  Under each heading insert a column for dates and a column for events.

✴  Ask participants to identify the events that lead to the conflict and the dates they occurred. 

✴  Repeat this process and gather relevant details for all of the events that took place either 
post or prior to those events that have been disclosed via the initial narrative (it does not 
matter if they are listed in chronological order at this stage).

✴  Once participants feel they have disclosed all events, verify the information and dates.
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In order to effectively deal with conflict it is impera-
tive that projects conduct clear and relevant science 
and ensure that when the team is communicating with 
stakeholders, the cost, time, risks and uncertainty 
are considered and dealt with appropriately, and that 
stakeholder expectations are taken into account and 
managed accordingly9. It is important to remember 
that conflicts are between people, and the issues may 
need to be viewed from a social science perspective.  
The project team must fully appreciate the dynam-
ics of the conflict and decide whether it is appropri-
ate to become involved in conflict resolution activities 
or not, if engaging is deemed appropriate the team 
must decide the role they wish to play (e.g. information 
provider, mediator)9.  

When managing conflict, the project team must keep 
in mind that scientists may be viewed as stakehold-
ers and, in some instances, possessing certain biases.  
Therefore, the project team must be able to appreci-

ate and consider a wide variety of views and interests, 
maintain objectivity, and remain patient when seeking 
to achieve conflict resolution9.

Two-way engagement, or maintaining a dialogue, is 
key for the management of conflict, in order to discuss 
and negotiate a resolution10. In particular, an engage-
ment process that involves conflict must have trans-
parency at its core11 making it clear the positions of the 
stakeholders (including the researchers), their goals12, 
available evidence and uncertainties10. Engagement 
processes must be designed to include all relevant 
stakeholders in a way that they can discuss issues 
on equal footing and make decisions based on good 
information. Such processes will have to pay particu-
lar attention to the hierarchy of power of stakehold-
ers and the way group interactions or dynamics are 
managed.

✴  When participants are happy with the time line, initiate a group discussion. you may 
consider using the following types of questions:

o What has been learned through the exercise?

o Which events have had the most impact on the conflict and why?

o How have events impacted upon relationships between stakeholders?

o Why have some parties behaved in a certain way?

o What were the interests, issues or needs of the parties affected by these 
events?
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0 CASE STUDy
MANAGiNG cONfLicT 
MEASURES TO REDUcE cONfLicT
Experiences from case studies indicate that relatively simple measures can be taken 
to reduce conflict. Creating an atmosphere of trust is fundamental and ensuring that 
all participants feel they have the opportunity to contribute their views reduces tension, 
allowing discussion and negotiation to begin from a positive starting point.

The BiodivERsA Ecocycles project (see Appendix 1) conducted research on the factors 
influencing rodent outbreaks in different European sites including an agricultural land 
in Northern Spain. Outbreaks result in crop damage and pose a risk to human health, 
and there was an established conflict between stakeholders about how outbreaks 
should be managed, due to use of poisons by farmers having a detrimental effect on 
biodiversity. The project was successful in turning confrontations into a more rational 
approach to management through sustained dialogue and information provision that 
culminated in the agreement of a management protocol (although it should be noted 
that there has been a re-emergence of conflict over this issue at the time of publica-
tion). The following elements contributed to the success of the project:

✴ At the first meeting each stakeholder was given an allocated time to state their posi-
tion on the subject. The notes were then circulated to the stakeholders for comment 
after the meeting, therefore the formulation of the problem was shared.

✴ The researchers were very open and transparent about the evidence they had and 
where there were uncertainties and knowledge gaps. Stakeholder relations were 
improved when the problem was presented and discussed as a shared one to be 
solved by contributions from all parties.

✴ The researcher facilitating the discussions within the national consultative forum was 
not known to the stakeholders prior to the project and was viewed as an ‘outsider’ 
to the conflict, which was helpful for diffusing inter-stakeholder tensions.

Vole outbreaks can cause considerable damage to agricultural land, as shown in the image on the right.
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0 CASE STUDIES
MANAGiNG cONfLicT 
cREATiNG TRUST
A case study within the FP7 HUNT project researched the driving forces of bush meat 
consumption in Africa, where there is conflict between conservation objectives and 
local livelihood priorities. Researchers who engaged local communities in research 
about this sensitive issue emphasised the importance of building trust and transpar-
ency. In this case, it was necessary to work alongside local people who acted as facili-
tators. These individuals were trusted, well known by communities and viewed as rela-
tively neutral which helped create trust towards the research amongst communities. 
Without local connections, there is a danger that researchers can be viewed as being 
part of a government or conservation agenda and treated with mistrust, especially if 
there is a language barrier. 

ALLOW vOicES TO BE HEARD
In the FP5 BIOSCENE project, stakeholders with very divergent and often strong views 
on issues about sustainable development, farming and countryside management in 
mountain areas were sought to participate in a series of workshops focusing on the 
development and sustainability appraisal of future scenarios. Semi-structured inter-
views were held to allow stakeholders to fully express their views prior to the scenario 
workshops.

cOMpLEX METHODS cAN EXAcERBATE pROBLEMS
A stakeholder on the HUNT project Scotland case study expressed the value of simply 
bringing stakeholders together in a non-threatening atmosphere to talk about the 
issues underlying conflicts surrounding game management during the national consul-
tative forums that guided the research and during international conferences. Discus-
sion of common challenges between countries was viewed as a constructive experi-
ence. However, there was also a warning about the use of certain research methods 
to address complex issues, such as deer management and competing land uses in 
upland Scotland. The researchers used scenario analysis and multi-criteria analysis 
(see method guide in Part 5 of this Handbook) to explore these issues and it was felt 
by some stakeholders that these methods were overly complex and academic and 
failed to lead to improved understanding of the issues, or find a route towards conflict 
resolution, for the stakeholders.

Grouse shooting, 
one of the upland 
hunting activities 
investigated in the 
HUNT project. ©
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› Benefits of evaluation

› What to evaluate?

› When to evaluate?

› Stages of evaluation

›› Case studies 

Evaluation of the engagement process

Post project monitoring

Monitoring and 
evaluating the 
engagement
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Part 8
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 n MONITORING AND EVALUATING THE ENGAGEMENT-

❝ Monitor and review the engagement throughout  
the process, and evaluate both the outcomes and 

 the process of the engagement to consider  
whether or not it has been successful.❞

 
Assessing the effectiveness of the engagement under-
taken and learning from the experience for the future 
is very important1. For example, evaluation might be 
used to provide evidence of value for money to the 
research funders2, evidence of value for the research 
process and research outputs, or it could be used 
to demonstrate to stakeholders how their participa-
tion has been used. Therefore, some form of moni-
toring and evaluation is a necessary important part of 
the engagement process and should be considered 
from the outset, in the planning stages3. Time should 
also be taken throughout the engagement process to 
reflect on what has (or perhaps has not) proven effec-
tive.

Rather like the whole engagement process, there is 
no single, or simple, way, of evaluating stakeholder 
engagement. The purpose of the evaluation can 
help determine the evaluation design – in the same 
way as the purpose of the engagement determines 
the project design and methods of engagement1. 
Ideally, indicators for evaluation should be agreed with 
stakeholders (especially in projects with high levels 
of engagement or in projects with conflict) reflecting 
recognizable, achievable, describable, tangible, and 
relevant results4,5. The approach taken to evaluation 
of engagement largely depends on whether it is the 
effectiveness of the engagement process that is to be 
evaluated or the outcomes and impact of engagement 
process. It is therefore important to consider how the 
results of the evaluation are to be used and applied6. 
Broadly speaking, there are two types of evaluation1:

✴  Summative evaluation tends to be used 
where there is a need for accountability, for  
example for audit purposes, or to demonstrate to 
stakeholders how their contributions to the engage 
 
ment process have been adopted. Therefore, 
data will need to be collected to demonstrate that 
specific targets have been met and a range of 
statistical methods may need to be employed to 
undertake this. This data collection may have to 
be undertaken at a later stage, as some outcomes 
may take some time to achieve7. Summative 
approaches, however, can have limited capacity 
to understand the often fluid and dynamic nature 
of engagement, because they focus more on the 
outcomes rather than the processes that led to 
them5).

✴  Formative evaluation may be designed to enable 
researchers and stakeholders to learn from the 
engagement process, so they can do better 
engagement in future research. Formative evalu-
ation may be embedded in activities throughout 
the research cycle (e.g. Bowen and Martens8,9), 
enabling projects to adapt to feedback to enhance 
engagement during the course of the research10-12. 
Formative evaluation may be participatory, using 
more qualitative methods, such as interviews, 
focus groups and observation, to describe and 
illustrate why and how the engagement process 
did, or did not, work.
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 n BENEFITS OF EVALUATION-

There are a number of benefits to evaluating engage-
ment2, which include:

✴  If evaluation is done from the very start of the proj-
ect it can help with planning engagement. It helps 
researchers focus on what needs to be achieved, 
how to go about achieving objectives, and how to 
measure success. Therefore, evaluation can help 
in defining aims and outcomes more clearly.

✴  Evaluation throughout the process provides an 
opportunity to reflect on the adopted approach 
and to make changes and improvements where 
necessary.

✴  Evaluation provides evidence, which can be used 
to prove the value and benefits of the activity, and 

to provide a record of achievements. It can also 
demonstrate value for money.

✴  Evaluation can be used to demonstrate to stake-
holders where their participation has contributed to 
the project.

✴    Evaluation allows you to consider what has worked 
well and can therefore be used to help inform future 
engagement activities. 

If evaluation is undertaken well it can improve the 
engagement process and will enable the project team 
to understand more about the impact of the project13,14. 

 n WHAT TO EVALUATE?-

The evaluation process often considers three 
areas2,13,15:

1.  The success of the engagement. For example, 
have the aims and objectives of the engage-
ment process been met?

2.  The process of engagement. Were the meth-
ods selected appropriate? Were the costs 
reasonable? What worked well and less well, 
and why? What lessons could be learned for 
future engagement processes? 

3.  What impact has the process had (on the 
stakeholders and also on the research)? Have 
there been any unexpected outcomes? 

As well as considering the impacts, the outcomes 
and the process, it is also important to consider if the 
engagement fulfilled the aims of the stakeholders16,17, 
and to take into account their views on the engage-
ment process and its outcomes.

 n WHEN TO EVALUATE?-

Evaluation needs to be considered in the planning 
stages and the final process needs to consider all 
aspects of the engagement process, from planning, 
through to undertaking the engagement and consider-

ing the outcomes. An evaluation table can be drawn 
up to consider the evaluation process at different 
stages (see Table 8.1).

1

2

3
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Table 8.1 

A simple stakeholder engagement evaluation table (available to download from the BiodivERsA website)

WHAT DO YOU WANT TO 
KNOW? 

WHAT EVALUATION METHODS 
WILL YOU USE?

HOW WILL THE EVALUATION 
BE CONDUCTED? 

PLANNING 
PROCESS 

ENGAGEMENT 

BENEFITS/ 
OUTCOMES

 n STAGES OF EVALUATION-

n STAGE 1: FROM THE OUTSET

Evaluation plays an important role right from the start 
of a project. By considering the process of evaluation 
early on you can ensure that the evaluation is based 
upon the aims and desired outcomes of the project 
and the engagement process16,18. It may be that by 
considering evaluation at the outset your outcomes 
become more refined, making them more measure-

able and achievable1,13,15. 

In addition, it may be necessary to collect some 
baseline data before the engagement begins in order 
to have data to compare against. This is particularly 
important if you want to see if there is a change in the 
state of affairs following the engagement13,19.

n STAGE 2: THROUGHOUT THE PROCESS – ON-GOING EVALUATION 

Engagement activities should be monitored and 
reviewed throughout the process to ensure the 
engagement is fit for purpose, and to enable changes 
to be made where appropriate or necessary20. This 
is particularly important if any aspects of the project 
or engagement process have changed – perhaps 
because of the outcomes of some engagement activi-
ties. If changes need to be made, it is necessary to 
understand why things are working, or not13.

Methods such as attendance forms, feedback forms 
or evaluation discussions can be used to help identify 
where improvements might need to be made to the 
process as you undertake the engagement. Establish-
ing whether the engagement is going as planned 

needs to include all those involved in the process,  
including the stakeholders17. This monitoring process 
may be particularly useful when first engaging diffi-
cult-to-reach or new stakeholders and may be of 
particular use when things are not going as planned 
or expected15. 

It is also important to maintain contact and to give 
feedback to stakeholders when not engaging with 
them, especially in projects which have long time-
scales. This enables the stakeholder to continue to 
feel involved in the process, and helps to keep them 
informed and updated19. Participation of stakeholders 
in the engagement process may also enhance owner-
ship and responsibility for the process of engagement, 
facilitating further discussions that can improve the 
final project impact and build social relationships5.
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n STAGE 3: FINAL EVALUATION

The final evaluation should consider not only whether 
the engagement has fulfilled its aims and objectives, 
but also whether the process of engagement was 
appropriate and fit for purpose. In addition, it is impor-
tant to ensure that stakeholders are able to identify 
where their input through the engagement process has 
been employed. It is both good practice and common 
courtesy to follow up with the stakeholders who were 
involved, to advise them of the outcomes and any 
proposed next steps1,21. This feedback might include 
information on what has happened to their input, and 

what difference it has made.

An important factor to consider in the evaluation of 
engagement processes is that it may sometimes 
take a long time before the outcomes are achieved, 
perhaps some time after the culmination of the proj-
ect. Therefore the conclusions about the success of a 
particular engagement exercise may need to be revis-
ited at a later date.

n EVALUATING THE PROCESS

In evaluating the process, it is necessary to consider 
whether16,17:

✴  Levels of participation were considered appropri-
ate for the stakeholders;

✴ Methods were appropriate, and successful;

✴ Costs were reasonable.

The following questions can help refine evaluation of 
the process15:

✴  What methods can be used to determine the effec-
tiveness of the engagement?

✴  Will/should stakeholders be involved in the assess-
ment?

✴  Are there other stakeholders that might be appro-
priate for the assessment process?

✴  What value are stakeholders likely to place on the 
assessment?

There are many methods for capturing information 
on the effectiveness of engagement, from assess-
ment of willingness to engage, to feedback forms, to 
interviews or meetings designed specifically to test 
perceptions. In some projects it might be worthwhile 
including a range of formal methods to ensure that the 
outcomes can be adequately analysed. For example, 
projects with potential for conflict might require more 
opportunities for assessment and evaluation. 

0 CASE STUDy
EvALUATiON Of THE ENGAGEMENT pROcESS
In the FP7 MOTIVE project, researchers were asked by the project evaluation commit-
tee whether and how the stakeholder engagement had increased the likelihood of 
stakeholders using the adaptive forestry models produced in the project. Thus, an 
evaluation of stakeholder engagement was carried out in each case study country with 
questions under the following themes to allow researchers to reflect on the process. 
The evaluation was done late in the project and the researcher emphasised that greater 
benefit would have been gained from asking such questions early and throughout the 
project. 

✴  Level of engagement and representation (e.g. has the level of participation and 
commitment of stakeholders changed throughout the project?) 
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n EVALUATING THE OUTCOMES

When evaluating the outcomes and impact of the 
engagement process it is important to consider the 
aims and objectives of the engagement and to develop 
indicators and measures that can be used to evaluate 

and demonstrate outcomes. An evaluation table can 
be used to help consider the information required1,13.

GOALS/ PURPOSE POSSIBLE INDICATORS HOW TO OBTAIN DATA IMPORTANT ASSUMPTIONS
To better inform 
stakeholders and 
the general public

Increased understanding 
and awareness

Questionnaires and 
interviews with partici-
pants before and after 
the process

That both the awareness, 
and willingness to engage, 
are as a result of the engage-
ment activity, rather than any 
other factors

Willingness to participate 
in the future

Questionnaires and 
interviews after the 
process, and follow-up 
interviews at a later 
date

✴  Engagement aims and methods (e.g. was the role of stakeholders clearly defined 
and a common purpose for the project agreed and understood?)

✴  Uptake and use of project outputs (e.g. do we know where/when/how the models 
or tools, or their outputs, will be used by stakeholders?)

✴  Learning and collaboration (e.g. has engagement allowed stakeholders to better 
understand the perspectives of others, or helped with consensus-building?)

  ✴  Influence and decision making (e.g. how will use, uptake, value to the sector (i.e. 
fulfilling a business need), ‘fitness for purpose’, usability, etc., be monitored?)

Table 8.2 

Example of a table for evaluating outcomes (adapted from Warburton et al.1). A template for of this table can 
be downloaded from http://www.biodiversa.org/577 

Different research teams may use slightly different 
tables (e.g. RCUK13) in this stage of evaluation; these 
are all equally valid in helping develop the thinking 

required to evaluate the outcomes of the engage-
ment13. 
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0 CASE STUDy
pOST pROjEcT MONiTORiNG
Where a specific output or tool is produced by a project for future use by stakehold-
ers it is important to put in place mechanisms to monitor its use beyond the end of 
the research project. The FP7 HighARCS project produced integrated action plans for 
each case study area and has monitored their implementation since the end of the 
project. Certain aspects have successfully been taken forward while others have not. 
In poor communities with few resources, such as those in HighARCS, it is necessary 
to secure continuing support for implementation from higher level institutions. Find-
ing means of securing the legacy of biodiversity research should be a consideration 
throughout the life of projects.  

Stakeholders from a fishing village in China with resources used to promote 
participation in the protection of local fisheries in the HighARCS project. 

©
 P

ro
fe

ss
or

 S
hi

m
m

in
g

 n REFERENCES-
1  WARBURTON, D., WILSON, R. and RAINBOW, E. Undated. Making a Difference: A guide to evaluating public participation in central 

government. INVOLVE. Available from: http://www.involve.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/Making-a-Difference-.pdf [Accessed 
29 November 2013]. 

2  DUNCAN, S. and SPICER, S. 2010. The Engaging Researcher. Careers Research and Advisory Centre (CRAC) Limited. Available 
from: http://old.certh.gr/libfiles/pdf/MOBIL-110-ENGAGING-RESEARCHER-by-DUNCAN-PP-20-Y-2010.pdf [Accessed 29 Novem-
ber 2013].

3  FISH, R., BURGESS, J., CHILVERS, J., FOOTITT, A., HAINES-yOUNG, R., RUSSEL, D. and WINTER, D.M. 2011. Participatory and 
Deliberative Techniques to Embed an Ecosystems Approach into Decision Making: An introductory guide. (Defra Project Code: 
NR0124), 107 pp. Available from: https://ueaeprints.uea.ac.uk/38121/ [Accessed 31 March 2014].

4  DIXON, J. and SINDALL, C. 1994. Applying Logics of Challenge to the Evaluation of Community Development in Health Promotion. 
Health Promotion International, 9 (4), 297–309. Available from: http://heapro.oxfordjournals.org/content/9/4/297.short [Accessed 9 
June 2014].

5  FAZEy, I., EVERLy, A.C., REED, M.R., STRINGER, L.C., KRUIJSEN, J.H.J., WHITE, P.C.L., NEWSHAW, A., LIN, J., CORTAZZI, M., 



b
io

d
iv

e
r

s
a
 

   
s

ta
k

e
h

o
ld

e
r
 e

n
g

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 
h

a
n

d
b

o
o

k
  

98

PHILLIPSON, J., BLACKSTOCK, K.L., ENTWISTLE, N., SHEATE, W.R., ARMSTRONG, F., BLACKMORE, C., FAZEy, J.A., INGRAM, 
J., GREGSON, J., LOWE, P., MORTON, S. and TREVITT, C. in press. Knowledge Exchange: a review and research agenda for 
environmental management. Environmental Conservation. Available from: http://www.esrc.ac.uk/my-esrc/grants/RES-240-25-0012/
outputs/Download/8bd5e33f-6803-4fa4-88f4-681f41c30331 [Accessed 23 March 2014]. 

6  ACCOUNTABILITy, UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMME, and STAKEHOLDER RESEARCH ASSOCIATES. 2005. The 
Stakeholder Engagement Manual: Volume 2: The Practitioner’s Handbook on Stakeholder Engagement. Beacon Press, Boston, 156 
pp. Available from: http://www.accountability.org/images/content/2/0/208.pdf [Accessed 11 April 2014].   

7  MCWILLIAM, C.L., COLEMAN, S., MELITO, C., SWEETLAND, D., SAIDAK, J., SMIT, J., THOMPSON, T. and MILAK, G. 2003. Build-
ing Empowering Partnerships for Interprofessional Care. Journal of Interprofessional Care, 17 (4), 363–375.

8  BOWEN, S. and MARTENS, P.J. 2006. A Model for Collaborative Evaluation of University–Community Partnerships. Journal of Epide-
miology and Community Health, 60, 902–7. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2566062/ [Accessed 23 
March 2014].  

9  BOWEN, S. and MARTENS, P.J. 2005. The Need to Know Team. Demystifying Knowledge Translation. Learning from the Community. 
Journal of Health Research and Policy, 10(4), 203–11. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16259686 [Accessed 23 
March 2014].  

10  SALAFSKy, N., MARGOLUIS, R. and REDFORD, K.H. 2001. Adaptive Management: a tool for conservation practitioners. Biodiversity 
Support Program, Washington DC. Available from: http://www.fosonline.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2010/06/AdaptiveMan-
agementTool.pdf [Accessed 23 March 2014].  

11  ALLAN, C. and STANKEy, G.H. 2009. Adaptive Environmental Management: A practitioners Guide. CSIRO Publishing, Collingwood, 
Australia.

12  ROUX, D.J., STIRZAKER, R.J., BREEN, C.M., LEFROY, E.C. and CRESSWELL, H.P. 2010. Framework for participative reflection on 
the accomplishment of transdisciplinary research programs. Environmental Science & Policy, 13, 733–741. Available from: http://
www.researchgate.net/publication/251677741_Framework_for_participative_reflection_on_the_accomplishment_of_transdisci-
plinary_research_programs [Accessed 9 June 2014].

13  RESEARCH COUNCILS UK (RCUK). 2011. Evaluation: Practical Guidelines. A Guide for Evaluating Public Engagement Activities. 
RCUK. Available from: http://www.rcuk.ac.uk/RCUK-prod/assets/documents/publications/evaluationguide.pdf [Accessed 31 March 
2014].

14  LIVING WITH ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGE (LWEC). 2012. LWEC Knowledge Exchange Guidelines. Available from: http://www.lwec.
org.uk/ke-guidelines [Accessed 29 November 2013].

15  FORESTRy COMMISSION. 2011. Public Engagement in Forestry: a toolbox for public engagement in forest and woodland planning. 
Forestry Commission, Edinburgh. Available from: http://www.forestry.gov.uk/toolbox [Accessed 5 April 2013].

16  INVOLVE. 2005. People and Participation: How to put citizens at the heart of decision-making. 61 pp. Available from: http://www.
involve.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/People-and-Participation.pdf [Accessed 31 March 2014].

17  REVIT. 2007. Working Towards more Effective and Sustainable Brownfield Revitalisation Policies: Stakeholder Engagement – A Tool-
kit. Torfaen County Borough Council, Torfaen, 38 pp. Available from: http://www.revit-nweurope.org/selfguidingtrail/27_Stakeholder_
engagement_a_toolkit-2.pdf [Accessed 11 April 2014].

18  ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH COUNCILS (ESRC). Undated. Impact toolkit. Available from: http://www.esrc.ac.uk/funding-
and-guidance/impact-toolkit/ [Accessed 29 November 2013].

19  GARDNER, J., DOWD, A.-M., MASON, C. and ASHWORTH, P. 2009. A Framework for Stakeholder Engagement on Climate Adapta-
tion. CSIRO Climate Adaptation Flagship Working Paper, No. 3, 32 pp. Available from: http://csiro.au/~/Media/CSIROau/Flagships/
Climate%20Adaptation/CAF_WorkingPaper03_pdf%20Standard.pdf [Accessed 6 December 2013].  

20  LARSON, S. and WILLIAMS, L.J. 2009. Monitoring the success of stakeholder engagement: Literature review. In MEASHAM, T.G. 
and BRAKE, L. (Eds), People, Communities and Economies of the Lake Eyre Basin, DKCRC Research Report 45. Desert Knowledge 
Cooperative Research Centre, Alice Springs, Australia, 251–298. Available from: http://www.nintione.com.au/resource/DKCRC-
Report-45_Ch7_Monitoring-the-success-of-stakeholder-engagement-Literature-review_Larson-and-Williams.pdf [Accessed 23 
March 2014].

21  INTERNATIONAL FINANCE CORPORATION (IFC). 2007. Stakeholder Engagement: A good practice handbook for companies doing 
business in emerging markets. 201 pp. Available from: http://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc_external_corpo-
rate_site/ifc+sustainability/publications/publications_handbook_stakeholderengagement__wci__1319577185063 [Accessed 11 
March 2014].



99



b
io

d
iv

e
r

s
a
 

   
s

ta
k

e
h

o
ld

e
r
 e

n
g

a
g

e
m

e
n

t 
h

a
n

d
b

o
o

k
  

100

n AIMS

The aims of the stakeholder engagement case stud-
ies are to provide illustrative examples of stakeholder 
engagement in practice in biodiversity research and to 

draw on the methods used in these studies to design 
a set of guides about best-practice methods. 

n METHODS

Ten case study projects were used from a list of eigh-
teen selected projects that conducted biodiversity 
research with varying levels of stakeholder engage-
ment (see Table A1.1 for details). Short-listed proj-
ects were identified by looking at project databases 
of a range of funding organisations. These were 
BiodivERsA, Darwin, Defra, DIVERSITAS, EU FP7, 
and LIFE+. The final ten were all funded by EU FP7, 
BiodivERsA and one from EU FP5 (BIOSCENE) which 
was identified later in the project as a more-suitable 
case study than one of those originally selected. We 
focussed on projects that had either recently been 
completed or that were ongoing so that researchers 
and stakeholders would have fresh recollections of 
their engagement experiences. 

The final case studies were selected to capture a 
range of project contexts which we determined by 
reading project websites and reports. We attempted 
to capture a range of the following characteristics to 
understand how stakeholder engagement works in 
different biodiversity research contexts:

✴  Geographic: case studies in Europe and in the 
developing world.

✴  Socio-economic: case studies cover a range of 
socio-economic conditions.

✴  Spatial scale: case studies carried out stakeholder 
engagement over different spatial scales from local 
communities to national and international level.

✴  Conflict: The issues being researched were influ-
enced by different levels of conflict.

We interviewed a researcher from each of the ten case 
study projects. We also interviewed four stakehold-
ers from three of the projects: FIREMAN, CONNECT 
and HUNT to give us their perceptions of the ways in 
which they were engaged with biodiversity research. 
One of the FIREMAN stakeholders had experience of 
working on a range of biodiversity research projects 
and provided additional insights from other projects 
to elaborate on the effectiveness of certain methods.

We carried out semi-structured telephone interviews 
using the following questions:

Interviews with researchers 

 ✴  What were the purposes of stakeholder engage-
ment in this project?

✴  What methods did you use for 1) selecting stake-
holders, 2) engaging stakeholders? 

appendix 1
Approach used to develop case studies to 
demonstrate the different stages in stake-

holder engagement in biodiversity research
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✴  What methods were successful/unsuccessful and 
what were the reasons for this? What was done to 
overcome these difficulties?

✴  How did you decide when to involve stakeholders?

✴  Were there areas of conflict in the project and how 
were stakeholder engagement methods used to 
overcome these?

✴  What was the overall impact of stakeholder engage-
ment and how did you assess this? Were the aims 
and objectives met?

✴  What would you have done differently to improve 
outcomes?

Interviews with stakeholders

✴  Why did you get involved with the project?

✴ At what stage were you involved in the project?

✴  What methods of stakeholder engagement did you 
experience and how successful/unsuccessful were 
these? What was done to overcome these difficul-
ties?

✴  Were there areas of conflict in the project and how 
well did stakeholder engagement overcome this?

✴  What was the overall impact of stakeholder 
engagement?

✴  Did stakeholder engagement have effects that 
lasted beyond the life of the project (or do you think 
it will if the project is still ongoing)?

✴  What do you think should have been done differ-
ently to improve outcomes?

Interviews were recorded and then transcribed by a 
professional transcription service. A content analy-
sis was used to analyse the transcripts. Material was 
collated in such a way as to reflect the structure of 
the BiodivERsA draft Handbook and thus provide 
evidence for the different aspects of stakeholder 
engagement covered. Similarly, information was gath-
ered to evaluate the use of a range of engagement 
methods commonly applied in the case study proj-
ects. A summary of the general topics and methods 
discussed with researchers and stakeholders from 
each project is shown in Table A1.2. Research teams 
were given the opportunity to provide comments on 
the case study feature boxes in the text, which have 
been edited accordingly. 

The methods guides were designed based on the 
commonly discussed methods in the case study 
interviews and project documents. Certain methods 
that were not discussed by case study research-
ers and stakeholders are also included as guides to 
ensure that the Handbook presents a diverse range 
of approaches to stakeholder engagement. The inter-
views were limited in length and could not cover the 
entire scope of the case study research projects or 
methods used so we could not include researcher and 
stakeholder perspectives on them all.
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