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1. Introduction
In December 2009 EASAC was 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 focus within the project has been 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.  

As part of this project, a workshop was held in Berlin on 24-25 June 2010, with 24 participants from 10 EASAC member bodies. At this first workshop, the preliminary results of a survey of EASAC members’ practices and experiences of providing scientific advice to government were reviewed. The workshop participants also considered the elements that might be a part of guidance on good practice.
A report of the workshop was prepared, circulated to workshop participants and to EASAC Member Academies. It was accepted by EASAC Council in June.  

Following the first workshop, a draft good practice guidance document was prepared and circulated within the EASAC network.

A second workshop was held in Brussels on 14 and 15 October, with the object of reviewing the draft good practice guidance, considering next steps in its dissemination and further work within the framework of the IAP project. There were 28 participants in the workshop from 15 EASAC member bodies. The IAP Senior Project Assistant, Joanna Lacey also attended.  
The Agenda for the Workshop is attached at Annex 1 a list of participants appears at Annex 2.
2. Keynote Presentations
2.1 Using scientific advice in policy developments in Europe

Dr Kerstin Niblaeus, Chair of Stockholm Environment Institute and former Director General of the Council of the European Union.

A firm supporter of EASAC and one of the people involved since its inception, Kirsten Niblaeus has been working at the interface between science and police-making at both national and European levels since the early days of her doctoral thesis when she found herself providing scientific advice to the Swedish Prime Minister at a time when the question of nuclear energy was a very hot topic in her native Sweden. She has lived in both worlds – scientific research and policy-making – and is convinced of the value of building bridges between them and maintaining effective dialogue.

Scientific input into policy has increased in importance over the years. Nowadays, priority setting work for environmental issues in Sweden is based on interviews with relevant people, and close dialogue is essential. Issues such as the ozone layer, sulphur dioxide emissions and, of course, climate change have relied on scientific input; the co-ordinated scientific dialogue which has taken place strengthened the case for these topics.

When considering how to approach the European environmental policy process and how to improve the dialogue with the science community, Dr Niblaeus had a number of recommendations based on her own vast experience of the European policy arena.

1. Scientists need to understand the legislative process, which is in fact very similar to national processes. Texts are negotiated at various levels and make their way through several stages from attaches, who study the texts very carefully, right up to Ministers who ultimately make the decisions to adopt these texts as policy. It is important for scientists to enter the process as early as possible in order to influence decisions. The best way is to communicate with national governments.

2. EASAC could use its network to bring the same message, e.g. through its reports, to each of the member governments. In addition to sending reports, Academies should also have a meeting to discuss them with the policy-maker. If this was done by a number of countries it could be very powerful.  In the case of e.g. EASAC’s work on carbon sequestration and storage, because member states had in some cases received different scientific advice (ranging from sceptical to positive), a co-ordinated approach would have strengthened the science input to the European Parliament.

3. There is a need to establish a dialogue with rapporteurs, who make proposals to their committees. National Academies could also play a role by contacting their national representatives.

4. To make science advice effective, the choice of topic and the timing are important. Policy-makers tend to be most interested when they are preparing an issue or negotiating it. Therefore, Academies need to be aware of the timetable of this process. EASAC could provide national Academies with the relevant timetables of important issues which are coming up.

5. It is also important to initiate issues. EASAC could play a role in horizon scanning. Academies could present ideas for missing legislation to the European Parliament or national government. When a member state has the presidency, informal council meetings are organised, and they can choose any topic. Sweden selected biodiversity as an issue which was presented directly to Ministers. These meetings could be strengthened by having European scientists present to brief the meeting. This approach needs a 2-year lead in to prepare for meetings which are arranged well in advance.

6. National contacts need to be high-level (ministerial) for dialogue to be effective. Officials may try to shield their ministers and may prefer to act as filters, so it can be difficult to get scientific messages heard without high-level contact. Direct contact is the best way to get them to understand the state of science with all its uncertainties. Leading scientists should be in contact with very senior European Ministers too. Again, there is a role here for EASAC: it represents the leading scientists in Europe, including some of the very best environmental scientists in the world.

7. It is important to understand policy-makers’ need to make decisions based on factors other than science. E.g. nuclear power – the debating climate 35 years ago was very different and many political parties have changing their positions on this issue, despite findings from science not having changed significantly from that time to the present.

8. There needs to be a demand from the policy side as well as pressure from science. This may mean short notice of a need for advice and it is difficult to produce a solid report in time. In such cases, Academies should make use of existing excellent work. For example, EASAC already has 2 groups which have produced good reports, which can serve to support new needs for information from science in these areas. EASAC could also facilitate a rapid round-table to discuss hot issues, where existing information is insufficient.

Dr. Niblaeus finished her presentation by drawing attention to some important issues coming up: the Common Agrigultural Policy (CAP), genetically modified organisms (GMOs), ecosystem services, fisheries policy, and the marine framework directive.  Where there are strong, and conflicting national interests in some of these topics, gathering regional scientist to present their advice might help policy-makers understand where science has a view that may be different from national views.

Responding to a question about how to get past officials, Dr Niblaeus suggested that Academies can invite ministers to visit in person. If you press them, ministers can have time, and can be open. It is necessary to get them at the right time when the issue is important to him/her. There is value in short-cutting the many layers between ministers and professors. A good example comes from Germany and the role played by Professor John Schellnhuber in advising Angela Merkel. However, there is certainly a perception that officials are not always happy about Academies because they cannot prevent direct contact. But some may be receptive and can be an appropriate route to set up a meeting with a minister.

In discussion the point was made that some Academies which are not self-sustaining are highly dependent on their Ministries of Education and other funding bodies. In these circumstances these Ministries should be encouraged to take an interest in their Academies.

The importance of personal contacts and trust was emphasised. This is the case in Norway where such personal contacts exist and make dialogue much easier.
2.2 Science-policy interactions in the water sector – some reflections on the role of science Academies
Philippe Quevauviller, DG Research

Dr Quevauviller’s presentation reflected on his experience of working at the science-water policy interface in both DG Research and DG Environment. Effective science advice to inform water policy, particularly with regard to integrated river basin management, rests on system understandings that integrate both multidisciplinary (natural, social and economic sciences) and multi-sectoral perspectives. Holistic solutions are needed based on multi-disciplinary and multi-sectoral dialogue with different actors. It is also important to anticipate policy needs for scientific evidence and advice, responding to identified policy milestones. Science is too often too late to influence policies.

Policy makers need ‘digested science’ which addresses the complexities: this is a key role for the Academies and for EASAC. The science and policy communities have different objectives (‘truth seeking’ v pragmatism), so early engagement is necessary to build strong foundations for the debate. Communication needs to be a two-way exchange of information: translators play a key role in enabling this two-way communication between policy makers and scientists. Academies are well placed to undertake this translational role. In communicating scientific advice key questions are: who is the audience; what do they need to know; how is it best presented; when do they need the information? Scientists should be rewarded for engagement with the policy process.

Science-policy briefs are an important mechanism for communication and should have a ‘cascade’ effect, starting from policy questions to which science contributes to bring responses from decision-makers, and providing technical/scientific recommendations with increased levels of detail for implementers. Briefs are an incentive to consider potentially interesting research outputs but they do not themselves ensure an appropriate transfer: there is a need for downscaling ‘relays’ and demonstration at operational levels (e.g. river basin levels). Usability of policy briefs is conditioned by proper communication and by language barriers.

Dr  Quevauviller concluded that ‘integrated knowledge’ requiring multi-disciplinary and multi-sectoral cooperation is a must to effectively support policies , an operational science-policy interface is essential to ensure proper synergies and take-up of scientific results by ‘users’, and specific research needs have to be identified. In all cases, the academies have a role. The strong “knowledge anchorage” of science academies should be better used and known by policy-makers and stakeholders 
In discussion it was suggested that academies need to consider how they can ‘professionalise’ their role in science: identifying excellent scientific communicators, translating science expertise, and conducting joint learning between science and policy makers. Academies should consider what societal questions they should be able to answer.

In communicating scientific advice it can be a difficult balance between scientific accuracy and clarity for lay people, and between emphasising what is known and what are the uncertainties. Another issue is the extent to which warnings are flagged when there is insufficient scientific knowledge. But it is not helpful for scientists to say that they cannot provide information because more funding is needed for more research to find answers.
2.3 Matching advice to policy cycles
Martin Porter, The Centre, Brussels.

Mr Porter opened by saying that all of the policy issues that he has been involved in while working in Brussels have involved considerable science input. But there is scope for better interaction between science and policy makers which would improve policies.

The policy making process is cyclical, therefore it will keep going. Determining when and where to intervene is important. In some ways, all interactions will be agenda setting – feeding as they do into new discussions. However, a general rule for engagement is ‘the earlier the better’. 
It is helpful to plan strategically what areas to focus on, identifying issues which need scientific input and looking, for example, for overlaps with the broader EU agenda, e.g. Europe 2020 (a 10-year strategy proposed by the European Commission, which aims for greater coordination of national and European policy). Knowledge of the EU agenda is important, together with a working knowledge of different processes where scientific input is required. With major policy initiatives this is likely to be largely agenda setting. At another level, scientific committees need inputs: this is where detailed work is done, and the nature of engagement is different. It is necessary therefore to know how to make inputs at both the broad level and detailed level. Also, the timing of publishing of reports is crucial; otherwise you may miss the policy boat after a lot of effort. 
Science may inform the policy making process through both formal and informal processes. The media may play an influential role in informal processes. They will tend to be more interested at the publication stage of reports, and can help to ensure wide take-up and dissemination. It is useful to engage with journalists who work in Brussels and there is no need to wait until the final report is ready to be published. The media craves summary and simplicity, so you have to be able to summarise effectively the work of the academies, and to use good communicators to convey the top-level issues. This can be a difficult exercise. 
Academies should be aware that there are many actors in this area: other forms of ‘evidence’ will be put forward. It is a crowded, contested field. These actor organisations often have their own in-house scientists, all vying for attention and space. The academies’ standing should therefore not be taken for granted. A priority is to demonstrate that the academies’ evidence is of the highest quality, and there is a need to build recognition of this quality if it is not already well regarded. Academies should be self-conscious of the perception of scientists held by other people/actors/stakeholders in the field. Sometimes the organisation is larger than the evidence they present: judgements can be made on the basis of the esteem of the organisation, not the quality of the advice. 
At the early stages of agenda setting, the scientist’s voice is perhaps most powerful. Later in the process, the other types of evidence (economic, social) may play a more central role. However, it is often the case that rather than take an ‘evidence-based policy’ approach, the process may more realistically be described as ‘policy-based evidence’, i.e. evidence is used selectively to support a policy position adopted for other reasons. There have been many recent cases where the science has been contested. In these situations improving the way science is fed into the process can help. 
The appointment of the Chief Scientific Advisor to the Commission is still awaited. This leaves a gap in the provision of scientific advice to EU policy making, and it may be that the post will remain unfilled. This is an opportunity for EASAC and makes it all the more important for the academies to have an effective voice in Brussels. There are some very well informed politicians who do understand science and the work of the academies; they need to be engaged early in the process. When policy issues are already set in stone and framed, it can be too late to respond usefully. It is important therefore to work upstream with the European Parliament and at a national level.

Responding to questions, Martin Porter indicated that the role of personal contacts is very important. While bodies in the Commission and Parliament hold lists of contacts, the process by which people are asked to speak at hearings etc is flawed: the right people are not necessarily identified. This process works informally and it is necessary to find ways to influence it. Academies should take the initiative.

If reports conclude that there is a lack of clarity because of a range of views, then it is important to convey that. Scientists should not go beyond the limits of consensus nor the limits of certainty. The limits of the science need to be recognised by policy makers and the public.
2.4 Communicating risk and uncertainty: the role of science advice for policy
Professor Ortwin Renn, University of Stuttgart and DIALOGIK Institute

Professor Renn first discussed the policy making process: the process of making ‘collectively binding decisions’. Important questions relate to ‘inclusion’ (who is involved; what policy options, knowledge claims etc are considered; the scope and scale of the policy) and ‘closure’ (what counts as acceptable evidence; which arguments win; how decisions are made). Science (‘the expert system’) is one input to the policy decision making process alongside the economic, social and political systems.

Communicating risk and uncertainty to the policy making process requires that three characteristics of risk are addressed:

· complexity in assessing causal and temporal relationships;

· uncertainty arising from variation among individual targets, measurement and inferential errors, genuine stochastic relationships, and system boundaries and ignorance; and

· ambiguity in interpreting results.

A particular challenge is posed by systemic risks characterized by high levels of complexity, second order uncertainties, high interpretative and normative uncertainty, and open system boundaries. Key problems arising include the limits of quantification, the plurality of risk assessment results and uncertainty characterisation, the possibility of system breakdown, and the potential for high social mobilisation. 
Objectives of risk communication include making people able to understand risks, helping people be aware of risks and taking protective action, assisting risk management agencies to generate and sustain trust, and assisting risk managers in involving stakeholders in the risk management process. Effective risk communication is becoming more important because health and safety are top concerns of people in industrialised countries and they are demanding more information and transparency of decisions that affect their welfare. At the same time, trust in traditional decision makers is low and has been replaced by demands for participation.

For the particular case of communicating risk to policy makers, the three characteristics of risk pose particular problems:

· complexity defies public wisdom and intuition;

· uncertainty disappoints public expectations for certainty in the sciences, contradicts deterministic world views, and can decrease the legitimacy of scientists and policy makers; and

· ambiguity leaves the impression of arbitrariness.

In this context, dealing effectively with complexity requires the characterisation of robust systematic knowledge, interdisciplinary expert input, and an emphasis on methodology, peer review and impartiality. Dealing with uncertainty requires discernment between what is known and what is uncertain, identifying options that enhance resilience, and an emphasis on finding the right balance between innovation and precaution. Effective approaches to ambiguity require the inclusion of public values and aspirations, a focus on normative reasoning, and an emphasis on fairness. 

It is important also to integrate across the three levels of complexity, uncertainty and ambiguity through parallel discourse activities, transdisciplinary approaches and linking of different types of knowledge and values. As the dominant risk characteristic moves from complexity to uncertainty to ambiguity a wider group of actors should be involved including affected stakeholders and civil society.

There are five major conditions for success of policy advice:

· consensus among experts on the limits of ‘legitimate’ cognitive knowledge, distinguishing between the absurd, possible, probable and (almost) certain;

· the ability to analytically separate cognitive, interpretative, evaluative and normative knowledge claims;

· the ability to connect to political decision making processes in respect of timing, framing and the type and style of argumentation;

· the legitimisation for external input from stakeholders and affected individuals; and

· the ability to communicate results to relevant policy makers and/or the public.

Professor Renn concluded that science provides systematic knowledge claims and methods to judge the validity of claims, but faces problems when dealing with complexity, uncertainty, and ambiguity. Public input is therefore needed for understanding concerns, including experiential and local knowledge, and providing guidelines to resolve ambiguity and to handle uncertainty. Discourse activities are needed in respect of complexity (to develop consensus on causal and temporal trends), uncertainty (to enhance resilience and flexibility), and ambiguity (to enable the integration of the values and preferences of affected publics).
In the ensuing discussion the point was made that Academies will need to operate outside of their comfort zone in dealing with values and qualitative methods. While Academies have an obligation to society to select problems that have impact on society, they may be asked for opinions which they are not best equipped to answer: they should say no to situations where they are being used as a platform for politicians. It may be that it is more appropriate for individual scientists to make statements and be part of the public debate: not all messages need come through the Academies.

Academies are seen as honest brokers, and also have an arbitration function – not as science courts – but to weigh society’s needs. They have different recipes for integrative synthesis from different viewpoints.
3. Review of the Draft Good Practice Guidance
John Holmes introduced the document. It was, he said prepared by the EASAC Secretariat on the basis of discussion at the first workshop and drew on the Survey and sources within the relevant literature. It was designed to reflect the key aspects of science and policy dialogue; the way it was implemented in the different Academies would depend on the specific circumstances in which they found themselves.
The document, he said, was designed to highlight good practice, recognising that there was no single “best” way of doing things. It was envisaged that Academies would adopt and adapt according to their national context. It would be revised following the review at the workshop and would remain subject to periodic review subsequently.

The overarching aim of science and policy dialogue is to ensure that advice is perceived to be salient, credible and legitimate and that it is timely. In particular, salience means that the advice is considered relevant by policy makers and answers the key questions they have. The draft guidance captures these ideas as a set of guiding principles. It follows that it is necessary to build relationships between policy and science communities that are adaptive, trusting and sustained.
In preparation for providing advice, Dr Holmes said, Academies would wish to ensure that their memberships included people with an interest in science and policy dialogue. It might, for example consider this as a requirement for some of the membership. They might also wish to support members through professional development in the skills required, including communication.

Clearly, topics chosen would reflect the interests of the Academy, but would also respond to the needs of policy makers and be within the resources and competence of the Academy and its networks of expertise.

Dr Holmes said that, in drafting the guidance, the Secretariat had taken note of the importance attached by policy makers to the link between advice and the policy cycle. Academies would clearly wish to be aware of the policy window in which advice would be welcome and might make a difference.

The guidance also captured lessons from experience of past dialogue, in particular the importance of good handling of risk and uncertainty, of choice of outputs and of recruitment of experts and working groups.

Finally, the guidance drew together comments on maintaining quality, including through peer review and evaluation.

Workshop participants reviewed the document in four breakout groups. There was agreement across the groups that the draft is well on the way to being a very useful document to the Academies, providing practical advice on how to conduct science-policy dialogue, and it already covers most of the key issues. It could helpfully be augmented by a summary which highlights key points in simple language, and which could be translated into the national languages of the Academies. It was suggested that in revising the report we might usefully include some case studies providing examples of successful dialogue, and some good graphics.
The following suggestions arose in several of the breakout groups for further emphasis in the revised report:
· Further emphasise the different realities faced by Academies across Europe and the need to adapt the approach taken to account for local factors and cultural environments. It is possible to be successful in different ways according to the circumstances. A particular point is that for some Academies, a voice at a European level through EASAC is of great value in complementing their activities at a national level.
· Say more about the circumstances in which it is appropriate to engage with the public and how this can be effectively achieved, possibly with reference to the three models of science-policy dialogue presented at the first workshop. But reflect also on the possible tension between incorporating and presenting stakeholder and scientific views. Also consider the role of the media, for example using people with a high media profile to raise public awareness and hence influence policy indirectly.

· Discuss how very difficult issues should be addressed where the stakes are high and the science is not yet resolved.

· More could usefully be said about dealing with conflicting or possibly biased advice, and about conflicts of interest.

· Reflect on the value of Academies producing a strategic plan for science-policy dialogue and on the possible need to revise mission statements.
Particular points where the guidelines could usefully be elaborated were identified by individual breakout groups as follows:

· Dealing with the need for rapid response from policy makers

· The value of personal connections and quiet diplomacy

· Membership issues to be treated with caution

· The roles of, and requirements on, secretariat support

· Achieving an appropriate balance between proactive and reactive advice giving

· Following up on advice and evaluation

· How the options for engagement change as the policy cycle advances

· Handover points vs. more continual interaction

· How to connect with parliamentarians.

4. Reports of Breakout Groups: Key Issues: Questions Selected by Workshop Participants

At the end of the first day workshop participants were asked to identify the specific topics they would like to work on during the second day. A list of possibilities was generated which was narrowed to four through a voting procedure:
· Selecting Topics for Dialogue

· Dissemination of Science Advice: Reports, Workshop and other Media

· Engagements with Publics and Media: Communication and Dialogue

· Accounting for Different Contexts: Adapting to Local Conditions.

Each of the workshop participants was able to discuss two of the topics in the sequential breakout groups on the second morning. The outputs from the individual breakout groups are summarised in the following sub-sections.

4.1 Selecting Topics for Dialogue
· Where possible, a systematic and strategic approach should be used. Important questions to ask are: is the problem real; can science contribute to a solution; is there a role for the Academy?
· Academies should provide a neutral platform for selecting topics, potentially needing to balance polarised views.

· Scientists in Academies are appropriate people to identify topics and upcoming challenges, but they should be aware of public opinion when deciding which topics are important.
· While maintaining their independence, Academies should engage formally and informally with policy makers and politicians at appropriate points to establish priorities.

· For greatest impact, topics should fit with European (and global) agendas requiring strategic links to be established.

· Different approaches should be taken according to the scale and urgency of the issue.

· The strengths of the Academy are an important consideration.
· Multi-sectoral and multidisciplinary perspectives should be included in discussions of hot topics.

· In considering follow-on studies, a balance needs to be struck between continuity of experience and potentially declining enthusiasm of working group members.

· It is important to have champions for the topics chosen.

· In choosing topics, consideration should be given to how the uptake and impact of the resultant advice will be measured.

4.2 Dissemination of Science Advice: Reports, Workshop and other Media
· At the outset, the definition of the audience for a particular communication would ensure that messages were well-targeted.

· It was accepted that simply sending out reports would not be sufficient to ensure effective dissemination; follow up and checking to ensure that reports had reached the right people would also be required. (It was noted that there was a role for National Academies for the dissemination of EASAC reports as they would be more aware of the best recipients for EASAC reports in their countries)

· Personal contacts were considered important; as Academicians usually have wide networks, they should be used

· It was recognised that the roles of National Academies varied widely across the EASAC membership, with some Academies having far closer relations with policy makers and legislators than other Academies, and consequently having an easier task in reaching them. 

· The language question was considered a highly important one. It would be far preferable if reports could be made available in languages used by policy communities and legislators. It was recognised that there were significant challenges in achieving this and more thought needed to be given to the matter of translation, possible using automatic translators available as web tools.
4.3 Engagements with Publics and Media: Communication and Dialogue

· Challenges are seen in engaging with the media in many countries where there is a “yellow press” interested in scandals/controversy and “bad news” and where public interest is low.

· Press engagement tends to be successful where there are regular contacts and the Academy has good relations with individual journalists.

· There is a need to build media interaction into dialogue at the outset, which helps to avoid accusations of secrecy.

· However, it is necessary to balance risks: ‘toxic’ media can severely disrupt the process; there may be good reasons not to engage with hostile journalists and reporters.

· Academies need to take active steps to support members in engaging with the media or public: training in the use of simple language, development of empathy with lay public, understanding the questions, etc.

· Public engagements have been tried, formally, through Citizens’ Juries, for example, or informally thorough consultations, but challenges persist in knowing how to feed results into the dialogue process.

· Public engagement is seen as helpful as a means of setting the scene, raising issues and getting them into the policy debate

· This topic needs to be built into strategies of engagement and should be highlighted in the Guidance.

4.4 Accounting for Different Contexts: Adapting to Local Conditions

· While success should look broadly similar across countries / governments – for example, the aim is the best possible advice to government – the specific issues and cultural/organisational contexts will be different for each Academy. The Guidance should therefore not be prescriptive, should emphasise general principles, and should recognise that there is more than one ideal situation. It should also more strongly emphasise in the Introduction the different issues and questions faced by academies.

· Key differences include how close an Academy is to government, its role in funding research on behalf of government, different roles in East and West Europe, and having a large or small staff. 

· The report should be about what Academies should be aiming for, not just a description of the status quo. It should therefore introduce the idea of stages of maturity: Academies should be aiming to take the next step, not to jump straight to the end point. A role of EASAC and the Guidelines is to support the progress of Academies up the curve of science advice giving.
· A particular issue is that different countries and governments have different understandings of the role of science in society and are more, or less, receptive to receiving advice from the Academies. A potential role for the Academies, and these guidelines, is to strengthen the role of science in policy making at a national level. The Guidelines might usefully say something about how Academies can help make governments more receptive to science advice.
· In some countries Academies have a formal role to advise government, in others there is no entitlement to be heard. However, the ambition of an Academy is more important than its formal mandate from government. A potential role is to constitute a science advisory board for government.
· A role for Academies is to act as knowledge brokers / mediators between the science and policy communities, and with citizens. This includes making connections: knowing where expertise is and how to link to it.

· Discuss the value of working at two levels: EASAC in Brussels, and individual academies in their countries. Also, reflect on the value of inputs to EASAC from the national academies working in different geographical contexts.

· Include boxes which give examples of working effectively in different contexts.

· Discuss the issue of academies working in different languages and potentially having a role to translate advice into their national language.

· Reflect on the value of being able to draw in scientists from outside Europe.

5. Implementation of the Guidance

Workshop participants considered the means by which the Good Practice Guidance., once finalised, could be implemented in National Academies. Factors that would make implementation more straight forward were:

· Adoption by EASAC Council 

· The recognitions that the Guidance was a living document and would be amended in the light of experience

· The recognition that the Guidance would not be applied uniformly across EASAC Member Academies, but application would depend on the circumstances of individual Academies  
It was suggested that the implementation of guidelines, based on the Good Practice Guidance adapted to local conditions, might form a useful opportunity for EASAC member Academies to signal their interest in dialogue with policy communities. The incorporation of a commitment to work to such guidelines, into mission statements might also help in setting out the terms for engagement between science and policy communities.

A regular review of implementation at EASAC Council, annually, say, was suggested as a means of monitoring and encouraging the uptake and development of the Guidance
Incentives for implementation were also discussed, with the idea that an annual prize for science and policy dialogue, awarded to the most effective advice provided over a year, might also encourage adoption of guidelines nationally. 

6 Conclusions and Next steps for the project
It was concluded that the workshop had made a thorough review of the draft Good Practice Guidance. A further draft would be produced, taking account of comments from the Workshop participants.
A summary of Brussels workshop would be prepared and distributed to participants and EASAC Steering Panels. A final draft, taking account of comments would be presented to EASAC Council for approval prior to presentation to IAP.  
EASAC Council would be encouraged to consider next steps for the project at its December 2010 meeting in Warsaw.
Annex 1 Draft Agenda for the Second EASAC Science-Policy-Dialogue Study Workshop: Royal Belgian Academy of Science, Brussels

Thursday 14 October
	Time
	Item
	Comments

	10.30 – 11.00
	Registration: Coffee available
	

	11.00 – 11.15
	Welcome, update on the project and introduction to the second workshop
	John Murlis / John Holmes

	11.15 – 12.15
	Setting the Scene: Using scientific advice in policy development in Europe 
	Kerstin Niblaeus, Chair, Stockholm Environment Institute 
Philippe Quevauviller, European Commission - DG Research

	12.15 – 12.45
	Introduction to Draft Guidance on Good Practice
	JM/JH

	12.45 – 13.45
	Lunch
	

	13.45 – 14.30
	Discussion of Draft Guidance on Good Practice:

· What agree/disagree with?

· What missing?

· What needs further emphasis/elaboration?

· What are key implementation challenges?
	4 breakout groups - John Murlis, John Holmes, Christiane Diehl and Gill Petrokofsky to facilitate

	14.30 – 15.00
	Plenary feedback from breakout groups
	JM/JH

	15.00 – 15.30
	Providing Effective Advice I:

Matching Advice to Policy Cycles
	Martin Porter,  The Centre (PR Agency), Brussels 

	15.30 – 16.00
	Coffee
	

	16.00 – 17.15
	Providing Effective Advice II:

Communicating risk and uncertainty in advice to policy makers
	Ortwin Renn, Professor of  Environmental Sociology and Technology Assessment, University of Stuttgart

	17.15 – 18.00
	Identification of issues to be worked on in breakout groups during the following morning:  Which are the key implementation challenges we want to discuss further?
	Participant identifying a long list of issues and voting for the issues identified. 4 winning issues to be discussed in 4 groups, each group considering 2 issues

	19.00 – 21.30
	Workshop dinner
	


Friday 15 October

	9.00 – 9.10
	Introduction to the subsequent work sessions
	

	9.10 – 9.55
	First breakout session to discuss identified implementation challenges:

· What would constitute ‘success’ for your academy?

· What could stop you succeeding?

· How can you overcome the barriers?
	4 Breakout groups constituted according to individual preferences. 

	10.00 – 10.45
	Second breakout session to discuss identified implementation challenges
	As for first

	10.45 – 11.00
	Brief Plenary Feedback
	To inform others of 2-3 key points.

	11.00 – 11.30
	Coffee & biscuits
	

	11.30 – 12.15
	Consideration (individually and in small discussion groups) of key action points that individuals are taking away from the workshop:

· What needs to change in their academies?

· How are they going to make that change happen?
· How can a network of academies / EASAC help?
	Individual reflection followed by small groups to compare and discuss.

	12.15 – 12.45
	Plenary discussion of how academies can help each other to make progress on science-policy dialogue, and how the network of EASAC can help
	

	12.45 – 13.15
	Next concrete steps for the project, including reflection on outline of IAP report
	

	13.15 – 14.00
	Lunch
	

	ca. 14.00 – 15.30 
	Open Coffee and “Post-Workshop Chat” for those wanting to stay a bit longer
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