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1. Introduction
EASAC has been awarded an IAP grant for a project on science and policy dialogue in Europe. The aim of the project is to strengthen the capacity of a European regional network, EASAC, and its member academies, in the processes of scientific support for policy making. The project plan is summarised at annex 1.

The focus within the project is on the individual member academies of EASAC and the relationships they have with their governments. However, it is expected that this will also improve the capacity of EASAC in its interactions with European levels of governance as its members become stronger.

The range of policy making within governments is broad and it was decided to use environmental policy as the principal frame for the project. This is an area of policy making that has placed particularly heavy demands on scientific communities and it is an area in which most EASAC member academies have significant experience.  

This report summarises the presentations, discussion and conclusions of the first workshop held in Berlin on 24-25 June 2010. Its aims were to review the preliminary results and consider the implications of the survey of EASAC members’ practices and experiences of providing scientific advice to government, to identify where further work may be needed, and to agree elements of best practice for inclusion in a final project report.

24 people attended the workshop, comprising mainly representatives of the academies, but also policy makers and advisors from other organisations. The agenda for the workshop is presented at annex 2 and the attendance at annex 3.
2. Keynote Presentations

2.1 Policy-Making in the EU: the need for scientific advice and how it is used

Presentation:  Strategic perspectives on EU environment policy and improving the knowledge base, Karen Fabri, European Commission DG Environment

Dr Fabri explained that she had fairly recently moved from DG Research, joining DG Environment as Chief Scientist in the Research and Innovation Unit. Her presentation – comprising two parts, on EU environment policy and on the science and policy interface – is available as an accompanying document to this record of the workshop. Key points and a summary of the ensuing discussion are given here.

2010 has seen the arrival of Commissioner Potocnik who has emphasised that environment policy should be based on solid scientific evidence. The mid-term review of the 6th Environment Action Plan has identified considerable progress in many areas, but concluded that the EU is not yet on the path to sustainable development and that the magnitude of some environmental challenges is increasing. Key milestones in the upcoming policy agenda include the 2010 ‘state of the environment’ report (due from the EEA in November), the final assessment of the 6th Environment Action Plan, and the EU 2020 strategy which will be concerned with developing a resource efficient low-carbon economy and stimulating green innovation, growth and jobs. There will be more emphasis on implementation of policies in member states, mainstreaming of environmental objectives into other EU policies, and smart regulation.

Environmental policies are becoming more holistic, resulting in new knowledge demands to characterise complex and uncertain systems. Also, environmental policy is entering a new phase with reflections on the next environmental action plan, providing opportunities to further develop the effectiveness of science-policy interfaces. The entire policy cycle must continue to rest on a firm, but continuously evolving, scientific base which is key to legitimising and gaining acceptance of policy interventions. The Commission’s 2002 communication on “Improving the knowledge base for better policies” continues to provide appropriate guidelines for the collection and use of expertise by the Commission, based on principles of high quality, openness and effectiveness.

Effectively embedding science in policy requires that policy developments should systematically identify gaps in knowledge, invest in mechanisms to provide timely access to scientific knowledge, and establish long-term relationships with ‘knowledge providers’. The thematic strategy on air quality is a good example of the way in which scientific evidence is collected and used for environmental policy initiatives.

While science is one of several factors considered in making public policy, it is a critical one because of its limiting or empowering effects on decisions. Challenges to the effective use of science to inform policy making include:

· The drivers of traditional research and policy-oriented research are different: new reward systems are needed;

· Policy-oriented research is required on shorter timescales (1-2 years) than traditional, curiosity-driven research (3-5+ years);

· Uncertainties need to be explained in ways that policy makers can understand;

· Policy-oriented research must compete for funds with basic research;

· Scientific and technology developments can generate unknown or disputed side-effects;

· Litigation around complex issues of science and technology requires access to sound science;

· Effective syntheses of current knowledge on particular policy issues are needed, reflecting a consensus among scientists;

· Science-policy issues need to be integrated into university and academic training;

· The dissemination, translation and exploitation of research results needs to be improved;

· The scientific literacy of policy makers and the policy literacy of scientists need to be increased; third party facilitators and translators have an important role;

· Data, research results and knowledge need to be made more accessible and useable; and

· A more open and structured dialogue between the environmental policy and science communities is needed.

The ensuing discussion considered the importance of the independence of the advice: an important factor is to ensure that objective and impartial scientific advice is clearly distinguished from ‘advice’ given by individuals and organisations that are campaigning on the issue. To be heard you need to be visible, but you must not be seen as a lobbyist. With regard to the level of integration at which requests for scientific advice are appropriately made, it can be helpful for scientific evidence to be integrated with social knowledge.
2.2 Science and Policy Dialogue: research findings
Presentation: Three modes of science-policy dialogue, Jason Chilvers, University of East Anglia, UK

Dr Chilvers’ presentation considered the changing conditions and contexts for science-policy interfaces, three modes of science-policy dialogue, and the implications for the quality and effectiveness of science-policy dialogues. It is available as an accompanying document to this record of the workshop, and summarised in the following paragraphs.

While science has traditionally played a dominant role in environmental policy, this is breaking down in the ‘risk society’ described by Ulrich Beck in which science is contested in the public sphere and there has been erosion of trust in science and institutions. Funtowicz and Ravetz have made a useful delineation of three types of problem solving strategy, distinguished according to the level of decision stakes and system uncertainties. Where both are high, ‘post-normal science’ applies, characterised by high levels of complexity, uncertainty and controversy, and in which traditional forms of quality assurance become insufficient.

In the first of the three modes of science-policy dialogue, ‘Science speaks truth to power’, science is considered to be objective, value-free and insulated from politics. The actors involved are scientists and other ‘experts’, and there is a clear demarcation between science and policy: communication is one-way after knowledge closure. Research excellence is the measure of quality as established by traditional peer review processes. This paradigm pervaded the UK radioactive waste disposal programme during the 1980s and 1990s, and was partly to blame for the ultimate failure of the programme at the public inquiry in 1997.

In the second mode, ‘Science-policy interaction’, science is seen as inseparable from spheres of politics and policy-making. The actors involved are scientists, policy makers and other professional users, and there is a two-way knowledge exchange with emphasis on the importance of intermediaries and boundary work. Mode 1 measures of quality are augmented by factors such as usefulness, relevance, timeliness and impact. The European platform for biodiversity research strategy provides a good example of this mode of interaction.

In the third mode, ‘Science-policy-society interface’, science is seen as a social as well as technical process: it is situated and uncertain. A wider group of actors are involved including policy makers and other users, stakeholder groups, and members of the public as well as scientists. Science-policy interaction comprises multi-way dialogues between scientists, policy makers and publics, and there is an emphasis on public engagement in all stages through deliberative and participatory processes. Social scientists play important roles as facilitators, mediators and translators. Additional measures of quality include openness, transparency, representativeness, inclusivity and learning. This mode has generally been followed by the UK’s Committee on Radioactive Waste Management set up in 2003 to review options for the management of radioactive wastes in the UK. Another, more recent example, is the current NERC / Royal Society ‘upstream’ public dialogue on geoengineering.

Effective science-policy dialogues in the modern context have the following characteristics:

· Iterative: science advice is an on-going process embedded in the wider policy cycle;

· Interactive: there is a dynamic interaction and exchange between science, policy and society;

· Communication: key roles are played by intermediaries, facilitators, and mediators as well as appropriately skilled scientists;

· Complexity: a diversity of methods and perspectives are used to probe complex systems;

· Uncertainty: all forms of uncertainty are recognised, communicated and openly debated;

· Transparency: underlying assumptions, subjectivities and framings are openly acknowledged and communicated;

· Inclusive: different types of knowledge are allowed and there is dialogue between different viewpoints; and

· Quality: scientific processes and outputs are critically assessed in light of users’ needs and other knowledges.

The ensuing discussion considered the issue of trust and how it can be developed between the science community, policy makers and stakeholders more generally. The role of the media was identified as important. Education of scientists to operate effectively in these more interactive environments was considered to be crucial.

2.3 Experience of science and policy dialogue in practice
Presentation: Experience of giving scientific advice to senior politicians, John Schellnhuber, Potsdam Institute for Climatology

John Schellnhuber is the Director of the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research and an advisor to the German Chancellor, Angela Merkel, on climate change and energy. He trained in mathematics and physics, and has become a globally-recognised expert on the science of climate change. He was the Research Director of the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research and a Professor of Theoretical Physics at Potsdam University. He is a member of the Leopoldina and of the United States Academy of Sciences. 

In introducing his presentation, Professor Schellnhuber noted that the aim of using scientific knowledge for the broad benefit of society was not new. President Lincoln, in establishing the US Academy of Sciences said that the finest minds should be applied to the most important issues. He took the view on science policy advice, which still holds today, that the Academy should act to bring together the best minds to advise the nation.

As a member of the US National Academy of Sciences, he has the opportunity, shared with other members, of direct discussion with the US government. The advice of the National Academy of Sciences, he said, is influential. For example, George W. Bush was highly critical of the IPCC and asked the Academy to review it. When the Academy’s review was positive, his criticism stopped and the political tide turned. This showed that the Academy mattered and was heard.

In Germany, a climate change committee provides strategic advice directly to government and this provided the opportunity for direct discussions with Chancellor Merkel. He accepted that there were challenges in providing sound, influential and successful advice to policy makers, both as a body (the Academy, for example) and as individuals. In particular, he said, the advisory process needed time for the development of mutual trust and had to be paced to suite the individuals concerned. He made the following points about the process:

· Excellence and competence are absolutely necessary conditions to legitimise advice giving.

· However, influential advice may not be the best: it could be biased, for example. So that it is necessary, but not sufficient to be influential. 

· You can only be influential if you can have the full attention of the policymakers: ideally, 30 minutes face-to-face in a ‘protected deliberation space’ in which you can talk freely. Otherwise, everything is protected by shields and it is hard to be frank. 

· The ideal adviser needs to be:

· competent: politicians turn to the best people;

· comprehensible: communication has to be clear (and you only get the one chance);

· discreet: you must not leak - the protected deliberation space works both ways;

· diligent: you need to be patient and try again and again - it may take years for the message to sink in;

· independent: you must not be seen to have vested interests - lobbyists are the daily bread-and-butter for politicians; and

· instinctive: you need to sense how you can move the debate forward and to make best use of serendipity- policymakers only take advice from those that they trust.

· It is important to respect the division of labour: do not try to do the job of the politicians/policy makers, and do not let them do your job. You need to be clear about your turf.

· For the academies, a key strength is their legitimacy: they represent the finest minds of society. Appropriate mechanisms are needed to enable them to provide advice to policy makers effectively. Membership is important as the quality of appointments is essential to retain the standing of the Academy.

· Dialogue between the science and policy communities should be structured. It needs to be organised to be transparent and effective, and to respect clearly separated roles. Clear rules are needed on the scientific and political inputs.

· The handling of uncertainty is important. It should not be underestimated but neither should it be overstated. A balanced statement about uncertainties adds to credibility. 

· Media exposure can help you to gain influence, but this can backfire and it is important not to become too close to the media and become captured by them.

· Networking is important, enabling exchange of ideas with colleagues elsewhere. There is great value in the academies working together. Also, conferences are helpful which bring together the science and policy communities.

· It is important also to think outside the box, and from time to time to come up with novel ideas.

· A quantified metric (for example that global warming should be limited to 2°C) can be more influential than a more qualitative statement.

· Fairness in the use of natural resources, for example, the atmosphere, is important and has to be factored into advice. 

In conclusion, Professor Schellnhuber said that many issues are now global, and there is strength in the fact that science is globalised (whereas political structures are not). There is great value therefore in academies internationalising their efforts.

In discussion, in response to questions, Professor Schellnhuber commented that retaining expertise in academies was a key requirement in ensuring their continuing effectiveness in advisory roles. He commended the “young academicians” approach to growing expertise. Trust, he said was essential, but counselled that it took time to build it. Patience was needed in developing effective dialogue with politicians and policy communities. 

3. Current Experience of Science and Policy Dialogue in European Academies Science

3.1 Presentation: Results of a Survey of EASAC Member Academies, Gillian Petrokovsky, University of Oxford

Gillian Petrokovsky summarised preliminary findings from the IAP sponsored survey of the practices and experiences of EASAC member academies in providing advice to environmental policy making. Her presentation and the report of the survey are available as accompanying documents to this workshop report. Hence, only a brief summary is provided here.

The survey comprised a web-based questionnaire followed up by telephone interviews, and had attracted a very good response rate.  It confirmed the ambition of academies to engage in dialogue with policy communities, but showed that there is considerably more scope for more, and more effective, engagement. It provides much useful information to inform the discussions at the workshop.

The survey identified the range of approaches used by academies to identify topics on which they give advice to policy makers and the various ways in which advice is communicated.  Academies can engage with any of the stages of the policy cycle. Quality assurance often relies on the reputations of the academy members giving the advice, but some academies either have in place, or planning to develop, more formal quality assurance procedures.

The issues highlighted were the importance of choice of topics, of selecting appropriate kinds of outputs, and of processes for quality assurance and for substantiating claims of excellence.

The discussion considered the issue of measuring the impact of advice given by the academies. The point was made that the capacity of academies to provide advice depends, amongst other things, on the staff resources available within the academies to manage and support the advice giving process. As a response to the problem of resources, some academies have developed science centres specifically to provide advice.

3.2 Report of Breakout 1: Results of Survey

The aim of the first breakout group was to confirm the contents of the report on survey results and to consider what it says about the current state of dialogue within EASAC member academies

Breakout groups were asked to provide detailed responses to the survey results and to comment on how they met their expectations. They were also invited to expand on the points made in the survey and to suggest points that should be highlighted in the survey report.

Breakout group members reported that the survey was broadly in line with their expectations.  They agreed that there was a general desire to engage in the policy processes in the different EU member states but noted that there was wide diversity of relationships between governments and Academies and of approaches to advisory processes. The report should aim to capture this diversity and not to aim for a single message. Common features would emerge in any case. It would be important in any final report not to be too prescriptive but to suggest what might be done rather than what should be done.

As there were many bodies that had the aim of advising politicians and policy communities in scientific matters, it would be important to set out the particular offering of Academies. Possible reasons for turning to Academies for advice might be the guarantee of the highest quality of expertise available in the country, or the trust accorded to Academicians or confidence in the processes by which the advice was produced.

 It was noted that the choice of topic for science and policy dialogue was of considerable importance. Workshop participants reported greater appetite for dialogue where a particular issue had high scientific content and where there was particular need for trust and high quality in the advice given.

   On the question of initiating dialogue, it was reported as the experience of some at the workshop that there was little problem in engaging with Government on matters of interest to politicians, when they had taken the initiative. However, it proved considerably more difficult to engage with policy makers on matters considered of importance by the Academies.  This was reported to be the case even in small countries where otherwise relations between academies and policy communities were good. In some cases, it was reported that Government were disinterested in advice from Academies and one case it seemed that Government went out of its way to ignore the advice of the Academy when it was considered inconvenient. There was a suggestion that there should be more focus on the needs of policy communities, backed by more knowledge of requirements and the capability of academies to provide support. 

On the processes of developing advice within Academies, it was reported that it had proved easier to engage academicians in working groups where there were individuals with strong views. However, it was recognised that this could lead to idiosyncratic opinions which could skew the advice towards minority views. Where there were different views on a topic, it might be appropriate to represent the full range rather than to strive for an elusive consensus. In any case, where knowledge was imperfect it should be made clear and uncertainties should be presented with an assessment of the impacts these might have on the advice given. The processes of science themselves had to be better explained to policy makers: science remains a dynamic process with new information continually assimilated and in forming advice the human context has to be taken into account, so that there is unlikely to be a static set of advice which will be correct for all time. 

It was recognised that the timing of advice was crucial and that output had to be matched to the policy cycle for it to have relevance to policy makers.

Indirect means of initiating and supporting dialogue were described, including the use of well-advertised and attended public lectures on topics of immediate concern

The need for quality assurance was fully recognised but there were many different approaches described. In many cases the principal approach was through the selection process of individual academicians. This was seen as an essential step. In addition, some academies practice an internal peer review for individual items of work.

On the question of independence, there was general agreement that it was helpful to be free of influence, from government, industry or other stakeholder in providing advice to policy makers. However, it was recognised that there examples of government funding of academies or of formal responsibilities of academies to provide data that might compromise full independence. 

In plenary discussion the following points were made

· On best practice, we have to be careful about saying “one way of going about dialogue”, there may be differences between regions and  local practices.

· In particular we have to take the lead from policy communities that may vary considerably in their needs across the Union.

· Quality issues are very important. Excellence in science matters and so does the number of experts. However, good practice should reflect differences where they occur.

· Dialogue is recognised as important but resource problems remain for some academies. It is not clear where the resources would be found if independence is to be guaranteed.

· Framing of questions in an iterative manner is needed as politicians and policy communities do not always have their problems well formulated.

· The key strengths of Academies should be in horizon scanning (long-range foresight).

· There can be challenges in hitting policy windows in a timely manner.

Overall, the USP of Academies is around independence, taking an holistic view, the identification of gaps in knowledge and excellence.
· To draw out examples of best practice, we need to know not only what people are doing, but also the context in which they are doing it – what works well in one place, may not work well elsewhere: capture variation.

· Understanding what sort of advice clients want is important:

· advice aggregated at a very high level, for example, may not be what is wanted

· how much of society’s ‘voice’ should Academies include? (example – in the Commission - do they want a ‘purer’ voice of science amid the plethora of other voices giving advice, which can include society’s needs, etc.?)

· Different actors should be brought in at different stages in the policy cycle to provide different (science) inputs.

· Understand the motivation of Academies to do policy work – the importance of recognising that these are social institutions containing people who are personally motivated to engage in the political process.

3.3 Breakout 2: Identifying Best Practice

The second breakout session was aimed at elaborating the description of “best practice”, taking points from presentations from keynote speakers, the challenge session and discussions of survey results. The two breakout groups considered whether the concept of ‘best practice’ is helpful, the features of best practice and how they are influenced by context, and the constraints arising in Academy-government interactions.

Best practice was, overall, considered to be a useful concept, but it will vary according to the aims and context of advice giving. It may be more helpful to think in terms of a range of good practices, chosen according to the circumstances. For example, good practice will differ according to where engagement is occurring within the policy cycle, and on whether advice has been requested by government or is being offered at the instigation of the Academy.

An important factor is the motivation behind the advice giving, both at the level of the Academy (where it will depend on the Academy’s core values) and of the individuals providing the advice (for who profile and esteem are important factors). The framing of issues is also an important consideration: a framing that is perceived to be inappropriate may result in reluctance to engage.

Elements of good practice include:

· The responsibilities of both advice givers, and politicians / policy-makers receiving the advice, should be made clear.

· Working group members should be given an initial briefing.

· Advice giving should be recognised as a different role to that normally undertaken by research scientists, and a clear distinction made between advice giving and lobbying.

· Advice should give an appropriate level of detail: if too aggregated, the value of the dialogue may be diluted. For example, the Commission has its own processes for consultation and synthesis and may therefore value fairly raw inputs.

· While consultation can be an important aspect of the process of developing advice, care must be taken to ensure that it is not biased by lobby groups.

· The treatment of risk, and consideration of risk management issues, needs to be grounded in society through appropriate methods of public engagement.

· For the JRC, aspects of good practice include: quality (peer review), traceability, competence, trust, timeliness, and discretion.

· The communication of the advice should be tailored to the audience.

· Feedback from clients of advice should be sought in order to drive a learning cycle. A key measure is the impact that the advice has.

There was concern that younger Academy members should be engaged in working groups. In part, this derives from the need to refresh and maintain expertise. The induction of young scientists should include training in advice giving.

Giving advice costs money and the funding of Academies can be an issue: reliance on government funding can make it difficult to be independent. Some Academies can be both advice givers and research funders, in which case it may be appropriate to separate the two functions within the Academy.

The network of Academies can be an important factor in enabling influence, and EASAC offers an opportunity to influence for Academies whose government is not willing to hear them. Academies should share examples of good practice.

In plenary discussion the following points were made:

· The context for dialogue very important in determining how it is best done.
· Ideally, advice and funding need to be separated.

· It is sometimes found useful to have an EASAC level study to re-import.

· It is sometimes difficult for academicians to be heard, so may need support externally for the process, for example from a well-placed champion of the dialogue.

· Dialogue also includes public and media dimensions.

· Evaluation is essential to assess impacts and to produce ideas on improving processes.

· Local communities can insist that policy communities/governments hear from academies and invite impartial advice (examples of this from some participants).
3.4 Breakout 3: Gaps in Analysis, Immediate Action Points and elements of a Final Report
The aim of the third breakout group was to identify gaps in analysis, areas for action in improving quality of dialogue and to suggest some key elements for the final report

Gaps in Analysis
The key gaps in analysis in the current survey identified were as follows:
· Policy communities were not surveyed and could usefully add information on the requirements of the dialogue from a users viewpoint.

· At present, it was noted that the survey was of the Academy seen from the point of view of officers and their professional staff. There would be value in finding out more about the views of the membership in the broad. The survey could usefully go deeper into academies with a survey of Fellowships. In particular, it would be interesting to learn more about the motivations of Academies and their Fellowships. Academies from outside the EU (NAS, IAC, for example) were not surveyed but would have interesting perspectives. They may move the survey away from too much self analysis and provide comments on the EU academies as seen from an external viewpoint

· It was also noted that views of other stakeholders, from example in industry, were not taken and that it might be helpful to hear these, currently absent, voices.

· The whole policy cycle perspective needs to be considered to include, for example, horizon scanning and monitoring.

· The survey does not cover learning cycles around science/policy dialogue and it would be very interesting to have more information on how Academies assess their experience and assimilate in into revised practices. 

· It was suggested that results should be checked with external Academies to get their views on ‘our’ views.

Key areas for Further Development
The third breakout groups also considered the areas that might helpfully be developed, either by individual academies or in a further stage of work on processes of science and policy dialogue. The ideas put forward included the following:
· It was noted that there was considerable scope for improving networking and developing communities of practice in science and policy dialogue. This would help academies to develop capacity and capability for work in the policy arena, In particular, more should be done by academies on assessing the impacts of dialogue and the next stage of work could usefully focus on assessment practices. There was considerable interest in sharing information on the evaluation methods used by academies and in a further stage of the work, quality measures and evaluation mechanisms could developed for science policy practice.

· In a new stage of the work it would be useful to improve understanding of policy cycles and associated forms of  interventions by academies.

· There was clearly a regional dimension to the work and, although it had not been possible to highlight this in the current work, it could usefully be done in future.

· The interface role of Academies in international forums was mentioned as an area for further examination. Many academies are highly active internationally and it would be interesting to see how these international interactions worked their way into policy development.

· There was scope for further development in a new stage of work on the tools and methods of dialogue and on the potential of moving beyond reports, for example by development of a “Protected Deliberation Space”. A move towards greater use of seminars as ‘protected deliberation spaces’ for science/policy engagement was noted.

· It would be useful to collect the agendas for advice giving of the individual academies and to share them through EASAC. This may help to identify priorities and hot topics.

· EASAC has a role in ideas transmission between the national level academies on the one hand and global networks on the other. EASAC advice can have more traction in some governments than from their own academies.

· An early warning system for policy priorities and advice needs in the EU is clearly required and it was noted that there were opportunities for making better use of the upcoming presidency to see how such a system could be developed.

· Linked to a system for identifying needs for policy support from science communities, a map of stakeholder engagement could usefully be developed in a further stage of the work

In conclusion on this topic, it was suggested that discussions between Academy desk officers will be helpful in following up on developments.
To be included in final report
The third breakout groups made the following suggestions for elements to be included in the final report to IAP:
· An assessment of the level of support from academicians for science and policy dialogue should be included. A clear differentiation should be made between the Academy and its academicians, who are independent of the Academy. It would be useful to capture the context and role of each of the different academies and to display it in graphical form, if possible. A template might usefully be developed by the Central Secretariat. ALLEA offered to provide relevant information on the academies.

· There should be an analysis of gaps in capacity, capability and tools.

· The scope for inter-Academy collaboration should be highlighted.

· There should be a discussion of the purpose of dialogue and motivations for it.

· There should be a level of self analysis – how we work.

· Impact assessment (individual and collectively) should be included.

· There needed to be some material on dealing with lobbies and resisting capture by special interest groups.
· Report needs to highlight key issues of gaining traction with policy communities.

· The diversity of purpose across academies should be highlighted and discussed. 

6 Conclusions and Next steps for the project
It was concluded that the workshop had made a thorough review of the survey and, in the context provided by the keynote presentations had advised how the material should be presented in a final report to IAP. The workshop also highlighted elements of good practice for the draft guidance. 
It was agreed that it would be helpful to develop a database area in the EASAC website to allow European Academicians to engage directly with others, leaving EASAC to look at over-arching themes.

The next steps are to develop a record of the workshop, and the draft guidance for presentation to the second workshop in October.

A summary of Berlin workshop would be prepared and distributed. 
Annex 1 Project Plan

The project plan contains the following steps
· Focal points have been identified within each EASAC Member Academy 

· A survey has been made of EASAC Member Academies, in order to establish their current ambitions, practices and experiences. The survey was done in two stages, an on line questionnaire and a follow up by telephone interview

· A preliminary report of survey results was made to EASAC Council June 2010

· A first Workshop (June 24 and 25 in Berlin) to:

· review the results of the survey;
· consider implications;
· identify where further work may be needed; and
· agree elements for a draft final report, including best practice guidance

· A Second Workshop to be held on 14 and 15 October in Brussels to:

· review the draft report and the best practice guidance;

· decide on conclusions; and

· Agree next steps.

· A Draft Final Report for IAP will be presented to EASAC Council December 2010 for approval and for agreement on next steps.

· The Final Report will be delivered to IAP following EASAC Council

Annex 2 Draft Agenda for EASAC Science-Policy-Dialogue Study Workshop
Leopoldina Office, Reinhardtstrasse 12-14, 1117 Berlin

24-25 June 2010 
Day 1
	Time
	Item
	Comments

	10.30 – 11.00
	Registration: Coffee available
	

	11.00 – 11.15
	Introduction to study and workshop: John Murlis / John Holmes
	

	11.15 – 11.45
	Keynote presentation 1: Policy making in the EU – the need for scientific advice and how it is used
	Karen Fabri, Chief Scientist Research and Innovation,  DG Environment, European Commission

	11.45 – 12.15
	Keynote presentation 2: What constitutes a good quality advisory process
	Jason Chilvers, Lecturer, School of Environmental Studies, University of East Anglia, UK

	12.15 – 12.45
	Presentation of the report synthesising the findings of the questionnaire and interviews: Gill Petrokofsky
	

	12.45 – 14.00
	Lunch
	

	14.00 – 15.30
	Breakout groups to consider the synthesis report: what is it telling us about the current state-of-play, what are the challenges for the academies in providing scientific advice?
	3 or 4 breakout groups depending on overall numbers. John Murlis, John Holmes and Gill Petrokofsky to facilitate

	15.30 – 16.15
	Plenary feedback
	

	16.15 – 16.45
	Coffee
	

	16.45 – 18.00
	Challenge presentation and discussion
	Panel

	19.00 – 21.30
	Workshop dinner
	


Day 2

	9.00 – 9.30
	Presentation on experience of giving scientific advice
	John Schellnhuber, Director of the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research (PIK) 

	9.30 – 10.30
	Breakout groups to identify and describe ‘best practice’
	

	10.30 – 11.00
	Plenary feedback
	

	11.00 – 11.30
	Coffee
	

	11.30 – 12.15
	Breakout groups: Gap analysis: what needs to be done better?
	

	12.15 – 12.45
	Plenary feedback
	

	12.45 – 13.00
	Next steps for the Project
Second Workshop: Brussels, 14 and 15 October 2010
	

	13.00 – 14.00
	Lunch
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