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1. Introduction to the guidance

1.1. Many of the problems public policy seeks to address today are complex. They require considerable effort and resources of knowledge to understand them and to provide options for managing them. Scientific knowledge has a major role to play in informing policy decisions. This is widely recognised and there is a growing body of guidance on how science should be used in policy making (see Annex 1). 

1.2. Although policy making used to be considered a linear process of analysis and decision, it is increasingly seen as a cyclic process of the kind illustrated below.
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1.3 This illustration, based on the characterisation of a policy cycle presented in the UK Chief Scientific Advisor’s guidance on the use of science and engineering in policy making (see Annex 1), shows a series of successive stages in the policy cycle, together with the important initial step of agenda setting. Each of these stages may require scientific input. The provision of scientific advice to policy makers used to be thought of as a single event, for example the delivery of a working group report. But it is increasingly recognised that effective processes of advice require more frequent input and iteration throughout the cycle, giving rise to the term “science-policy dialogue”.

1.4 The processes of science and policy dialogue have themselves become a topic of research and this has provided useful insights. It has been helpful in identifying distinct modes of interaction which may be characterised by different ‘models’, three such models are described in Annex 2. They show progressively higher levels of interaction between a greater range of actors. The first of these models is characterised by a simple linear process in which advice prepared by experts is provided for policy makers. The second is characterised by an interactive exchange between expert and policy communities, and the third by engagement with public and other stakeholders in a wide ranging debate on the topic at issue. It is recognised, however, that, in practice, the mode used will depend on the cultural context and the particular topic for dialogue and that individual Academies may use different modes for different dialogue projects.   
1.5 Existing guidelines on the science advisory process have often been written by policy-making bodies for policy-makers. This document takes a different viewpoint. It is intended as a source of information for Academies and other scientific bodies about good practice in providing science-based advice to policy makers. The term “best practice” is deliberately avoided as this suggests that there is some singe ideal way of doing things. Rather it is recognised that there are many good ways and that different circumstances will require different approaches. In particular, the national context in which the science and policy dialogue is conducted, with its particular expectations and ways of working, will determine which elements of good practice are most appropriate and effective. 
1.6 Academies should adopt and adapt these guidelines in a way that best fits the particular context in which they operate. There may, for example, be limitations in the mandate of a particular Academy that limits how far these guidelines can be applied. There may also be constraints on Academies due to resources available to them and this may limit the scale of the processes involved in running a national-level dialogue.
1.7 Some Academies consider that local engagement with policy communities is most effective when it is linked to a regional initiative, in particular with EASAC activities. In these cases the form of the national level dialogue would be amended to build on, for example, EASAC reports or other outputs.

1.8 It is more difficult to conduct effective science-policy dialogue in some circumstances than others. A situation which is particularly challenging is when the policy issue is highly controversial and the stakes are high, and our understanding of the relevant natural and social systems is limited, i.e. the science is very uncertain. The principles and practices set out in these guidelines will still apply, but certain elements may need to be emphasised as indicated at appropriate points in the guidelines. It may well be necessary to engage effectively with a wide range of stakeholders (a model 3 approach as summarised above), to position the Academy’s involvement carefully, and to sustain dialogue over a prolonged period of time.
2. Guiding principles in Science-Policy Dialogue
2.1. The overarching aim of Science-Policy Dialogue is that advice is perceived to be salient, credible and legitimate - and that it is timely:
· Salient: the advice is considered relevant by policy makers, answering their key questions.
· Credible: the advice is accepted as scientifically sound and authoritative
· Legitimate: the process by which the advice is generated and communicated is perceived to be fair by concerned stakeholders.
· Timely: advice is of value if it is delivered to policy makers in time to support their decisions. 
(Adapted from Cash and Clark, Harvard University, November 2001 “From science to policy: assessing the assessment process” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=295570) 
2.2. Salience rests on an effective dialogue between the academies, policy-makers, and – where appropriate – other stakeholders, in order to arrive at a mutual understanding of how issues are ‘framed’ and the consequent identification of key questions. Salience of advice is helped by finding the most effective way of communicating the advice, which will depend on the policy makers’ needs, the nature of the issue, and the agreed ‘handover point’ between scientific advisers and policy makers.
2.3. To be credible, advice needs to be generated by scientists who are respected by their peers as being able to speak with authority in their areas of expertise, and who collectively cover the range of disciplines and scientific opinion relevant to the advice they are giving. They need to take a dispassionate and objective overview of the current state of knowledge on which they are advising, and must act independently of any vested interests in the policy issues under consideration.

2.4. To be perceived as legitimate, the process of generating and communicating the advice needs to be transparent and open. Transparency requires that procedures and affiliations are clear, underpinning information and reports are made available, and the advice published. Openness means that the views and knowledge of a range of stakeholders are sought and appropriately inform the ‘framing’ of the issues and questions, and the development of the advice.
2.5. To have maximum impact within the decision making process, advice has to arrive in a timely fashion. This suggests that close cooperation between academies and policy-makers is desirable to agree schedules and achieve a close match to policy cycles. Recognising the time required in setting up advisory groups, Academies may wish to consider standing groups for areas of policy which are expected to generate opportunities for dialogue.
2.6. There is an underlying and constant need to build sustained, adaptive and trusting relationships between the parties engaged in the Science-Policy Dialogue. To build and sustain trust over time, science advisers need to deliver on their promises of independence, objectivity and authority. Policy makers need to take due account of the advice in arriving at policy decisions, not cherry-picking from the advice to support pre-established policy positions, and should explain how the advice has been used in arriving at the policy decision. 
3. Preparation for dialogue

3.1. Effective dialogue depends on preparation, and experience suggests that there are investments of a general and strategic kind, made over time, that make dialogue on specific issues more straightforward. In particular, there is value in developing a strategic plan for science-policy dialogue, which includes a clear-sighted assessment of the adequacy of expertise and supporting resources. The plan can usefully identify where preliminary steps need to be taken, for example where statutes or mission statements need revision to allow the kinds of dialogue envisaged, or where administrative structures need to be strengthened.  
3.2. At the most fundamental level, Academies can prepare by ensuring that their memberships include people with an interest in Science-Policy Dialogue and   appropriate skills. Selection processes vary greatly across the Academies of Europe, but there is commonly a set of explicit criteria to guide the search for candidates. In at least some cases, these include the capabilities of candidates to reach beyond their own scientific communities and engage in public debate. It is recognised that membership issues can be difficult for Academies and that election processes are not subject to direction. Nevertheless, Academies may wish to review selection criteria and consider how best to ensure that appointment processes achieve an appropriate proportion of people with interests and capabilities in Science-Policy Dialogue. 

3.3. In some cases, Academies have made willingness to participate in public debate a condition of membership. In the cases in question this has normally meant that members have been expected to give public talks or to take part in working groups. However, Academies could consider whether requirements on members could extend to engagement in science-policy dialogue through, for example, participation in policy related working groups.    

3.4. Effective work in providing policy advice requires considerable skill and although Academy members will be very expert in their own fields, they may benefit from training in the specific skills of Science-Policy Dialogue. This may be a helpful offering to new members and, by involving experienced members, a way of sharing and building experience.
3.5. Academies can also prepare by ensuring that they have ways of keeping up to date on key policy issues, for example by regularly inviting policy-makers to meet with Academy members.

There has recently been growing interest in what has become known as Young Academies, encouraged, for example by IAP. These academies of young scientists are seen as a means of encouraging the development of skills in the kind of interdisciplinary working required in providing advice for policy-making. Academies might wish to consider how to encourage young scientists to engage in dialogue with policy-makers, including the formation of Young Academies. The development of outreach programmes to raise awareness of the importance of Science-Policy Dialogue amongst post-graduate science students and early-career scientists can play a significant role in shaping the capabilities of the scientific community as a whole. Academies may also wish to consider how they might engage students and young professionals in journalism and communications in these formative processes.
3.6. Dialogue processes need administrative support and Academies should consider this in developing their secretariat capability and capacity. The secretariat’s role may include ensuring that the Academy’s processes for science-policy dialogue are effectively implemented, including where appropriate, the adoption and adaption of these guidelines.
4. Choosing topics and engagement with policy cycles

4.1. For Academies, the initial choice of topic is important and so too is the way in which the Academy chooses to engage with policy makers over the policy cycle.

4.2. Choice of topic will be determined by:

· The interests of the Academy, often of groups or of individual members. In some cases Academies have established working groups or committees covering broad strategic areas of policy, e.g. energy or environment, and these working groups are charged with identifying topics for Science-Policy Dialogue.

· Interests of policy-makers, where, for example, a particular policy issue poses new questions beyond the experience of policy-makers, or where the issue is known to be difficult (examples of this include policy on climate change mitigation and on GMOs, Genetically Modified Organisms) either because there are conflicting interests or because there is intense (and often adverse) public opinion.

· Resources within, or available to, the Academy. Many topics of interest to policy-makers demand a wide range of knowledge and expertise, including in areas such as economics and the qualitative social sciences. It is possible that an Academy may not have all the relevant expertise within its membership. It is important that Academies are aware of this, take careful stock of the areas of competence within their memberships and build effective networks with other bodies that can be called upon to complement their “in house” expertise.

4.3. The potential there is for making a real difference to policy outcomes. Academies may wish to consider if the effort they make will result in some real progress. Having arrived at a choice of topic, Academies then have to consider how they might engage most effectively, given the stage the issue has reached in the policy cycle. There will be openings for engagement throughout the policy cycle but the nature of advice required and, in particular, the degree to which problems are “open” will change as the cycle moves from exploration of issues and options towards implementation and review.
4.4. At the early stages of the policy cycle, for example ‘define the issue’ and ‘understand the situation’ , policy-makers may be receptive to new perspectives and ideas, and the initiative may appropriately lie with the Academy to define the scope of its advice and to frame the questions. At later stages in the cycle, the needs of policy-makers for advice may become more prescribed as policy options are identified, decided upon, and implemented.

4.5. It may be that an issue is not yet on the policy agenda and the role of the Academy is to help it to be so. This is a part of the initial stage of agenda setting, where topics of public interest are recognised as matters requiring policy intervention. In this situation, consideration should be given to the ‘policy window’: will the time be ripe when the advice is ready, for the issue to be adopted by the policy community? This is also the stage to recognise limitations and to focus on areas where the necessary work to produce advice is achievable within the policy cycle and can be arranged to match it.
4.6. Effective engagement with the target policy community is an important preparation for the advisory process. An aim should be to build a relationship with the policy-makers, whereby they value the Academy’s input, and differentiate it from the substantial volumes of ‘advice’ of varying degrees of rigour, that they receive, particularly from interested parties and lobbyists for special interests, including industrial and commercial. Providing advice on a series of issues in a particular policy area over a period of time can be an effective way of developing such relationships.

4.7. Consideration should be given to the most appropriate person with whom to engage:

· Some issues cut-across the responsibilities of several departments: which will provide the best entry point, what use can be made of existing cross-department committees etc?

· In some situations it may be best to engage at a senior level (for example, on strategy or where an issue is not yet on the policy agenda), in others the ‘desk officers’ may be more appropriate contacts (for example, advice at a more detailed level to inform the identification of, and selection between, policy options).

· If policy makers are likely to be unreceptive to the Academy’s message, consideration should be given to other pressure/entry points, including the media.

4.8. Once an issue has been identified, dialogue with the policy-makers should aim to develop an understanding of how the policy makers ‘frame’ the issue, of their concerns, their timetable, and any assumptions or pre-conceived positions that may need to be challenged. It should also seek to generate an anticipation of, and appetite for, the advice.

4.9. Also at this stage, it is important to negotiate and agree upon the advisory process and where the roles of science advisor and policy maker begin and end (the ‘handover point’). Each should not try to do the job of the other. Their relative roles will depend on the specific context and stage in the policy cycle, and are a key determinant of the nature of the advice that is given, which might, for example:

· be limited to an overview of the science relevant to the policy issue;

· provide an interpretation of the implications of the science for the policy decision, possibly through a risk assessment;

· suggest policy options which emerge from the scientific analysis; or

· identify which policy options appear more likely to succeed (given specific policy aims), based on the scientific analysis.

5. Choosing forms of dialogue and outputs

5.1. Academies have a wide range of possible ways of preparing advice for policy-makers and of engaging in dialogue. The particular choice will depend on the context and the scale of the issues at stake. In particular, the choice should reflect such aspects of the topic as the public controversy it arouses and the degree to which the science itself is contested within expert communities.

5.2. Often the form of dialogue and the appropriate outputs will depend on whether the dialogue is a consequence of an Academy’s own initiative, on a topic that Academicians believe important for policy makers, or is a response to requests from a policy community for scientific advice. In the latter case, there may be an urgency that shapes the form of dialogue and makes the production of reports over long time scales, normally the output of choice for Academy initiatives, inappropriate.
5.3. If an Academy achieves a close and ongoing dialogue with policy-makers, it may draw on relatively informal groups brought together for the purpose.   However, for more substantial dialogue, working groups have become more usual. At their best, these have the virtue of rigorous process and excellent output, but they do require time to establish and to deliver findings. This factor may encourage their use more in the exploratory stages in the policy cycle and to monitoring and assessing outcomes rather than to the development stages where rapid turnaround may be needed in the dialogue. However, the development stages of policy are crucial and by virtue of having an active working group, an Academy will be able to access expertise in a timely manner for such responsive policy advice.
5.4. In many instances of policy development, policy makers require to develop their own skills and awareness of issues. For these instances workshops and seminars are an ideal way to bringing together policy and scientific communities. Academies with their convening power and reputation for excellence are well placed for this.

5.5. A known obstacle to close dialogue between science and policy communities is that both feel very exposed when they discuss matters of immediate and crucial interest in the full light of media and public interest, which may inhibit frank exchange of information and opinions. In order to encourage openness and the sharing of information, Chatham House, a leading UK think-tank, holds meetings under a rule that enables participants to speak without attribution. As an extension of this idea for promoting effective dialogue between scientists and policy makers, the Protected Deliberation Space offers the opportunity for airing difficult or contentious matters where it is safe both for scientists and policy makers to do so. These processes depend crucially on trust between communities but have great benefits for both - each being free to speak their mind to the other – and are of particular value for the challenging policy issues discussed at the end of Section 1.
5.6. There may also be a place for the use of personal contacts and for quiet diplomacy to provide guidance to policy communities, in particular where issues at stake are highly contentious. However, this may be considered a challenge to the openness of an advisory process and has to be a part of an overall strategy of engagement rather than a substitute for clear and publically given advice.
5.7. Written outputs should also be designed to meet the needs of their intended audiences. Short summaries, written for the non-specialist, are generally valuable to busy policy makers who need to assimilate key points in a short period of time. They are often a useful complement to more detailed reports that provide the underpinning evidence and analysis, and which may be of particular interest to desk officers responsible for policy analysis and development.

5.8. There may be cases, especially where the advice is needed urgently, where the most effective form of output is through personal communication. This could be achieved, for example, by providing briefing or through workshops where issues can be explored directly between communities.
6. Managing openness: confidentiality and the requirement for transparency.
6.1. Openness means that the advisory process has actively taken account of all the relevant evidence and has been seen to do so. This might entail, for example, an open and public call for evidence and a willingness to listen to a wide range of different views on a particular topic. It also means that the dialogue has to be conducted in language that is clear to the non-expert. Openness of the process is considered essential for building confidence about the effectiveness of dialogue in other expert communities and the public.

6.2. Transparency means that the working practices of preparing advice for dialogue are clear and that any private interests of the participants are declared. 
6.3. This is an area of admitted difficulty. For effective dialogue, which builds trust, openness and transparency should be considered the norm, however, this may conflict with the occasional need for confidentiality and a pragmatic balance needs to be struck. The practice to date has been to treat this on a case by case basis and it is an area for further development in these guidelines.
6.4. Existing guidelines for the use of scientific advice in policy (see Annex 1) suggest that where there are concerns about confidentiality, or where there are overriding concerns, for example about national security, this should be explained and kept under review. Early publication and clear explanations in such cases are considered essential to retaining trust in the process.
6.5. Another reason for adopting a policy of open and transparent process is to ensure that problems of bias are addressed. It may be very difficult to ensure that advice is completely unbiased but the declaration of interests and clarity of expression make it clear how the advice is formed and which parties are involved.  
7.  Engagement with the public and stakeholders

7.1. Consistent with the guiding principle of openness discussed above, and unless an urgent need for advice prevents it, an opportunity should generally be provided for stakeholders in an issue, including – where appropriate - the interested public, to make an input to dialogue. The three models of science and policy dialogue, described in Annex 2, are characterised by different levels of engagement with the public and other stakeholders.  Each model has its place but there is a general trend toward higher levels of engagement with greater ranges of stakeholders. This can be valuable in ensuring that the ‘framing’ and scoping of the issue takes appropriate account of different perspectives, and so that relevant knowledge and evidence is captured. If effectively conducted, such engagement can also help to generate ownership and acceptance of the advice. The overall aim should be to enable the development of more robust advice and hence more effective policies.
7.2. There are, however, instances of dialogue where the first model may be more applicable, where, for example, the matter is very urgent or where the question is narrowly technical. In such cases, extended engagement may not be appropriate. Similarly, where a fuller engagement is ideally required, the practical limitations of resources available may limit the dialogue to the second model.

7.3. There are also inherent tensions in some wider forms of dialogue. For example, the engagement of some stakeholders with vested interests might compromise the impartiality of the advice or give it a bias. In some cases, policy communities will be less able to engage in an open and frank dialogue in the presence of publics or media.  

7.4. However, for each model where a level of wider engagement is envisaged there are approaches that have proved to support effective dialogue between the actors involved and these are described below. 
7.5. An open call for inputs and evidence on an Academy’s website may elicit a limited response, and consideration should be given to a more proactive approach to stimulate inputs. The value of doing so generally increases with the level of contestation of the policy issue and of the uncertainty in system understanding. A highly contested policy issue may reflect radically different framings and views on what matters by different groups. High levels of uncertainty, characteristic of the complex systems which are often the subject of policy interventions, may mean that other kinds of knowledge, for example local and contextual, may appropriately complement that of the scientific community.

7.6. However, if it is decided that the net should be cast wide, for example by engaging the general public, the time, effort and resource requirements may be substantial. Consideration should be given to whether the Academy or the policy body is better placed and resourced to carry out the desired engagement. Another route is to identify organisations, for example industry bodies and NGOs, which can provide a representative synthesis of the views and knowledge of these broader groups.

8. Consensus or plurality in conclusions?
8.1. A consensus view from an Academy can be an influential input to the policy process, and hence efforts should be made to resolve disagreements that may well arise during the development of advice. If well conducted, the associated discussion can help to clarify views and develop new insights, but rests on the willingness of working group members to shift their positions on the basis of well reasoned arguments from others, including from other disciplines.

8.2. However, the quest for consensus should not be at the expense of overriding legitimate minority views, or compromising on wording which is too generalised and woolly to be helpful to policy makers. In these situations it is better to be clear on what is agreed upon, and where disagreements remain. A clear account of where disagreements lie within the scientific community can be a valuable input to policy makers, particularly if accompanied by an evaluation of their implications for the policy decision and proposals for how they may be resolved.

8.3. Whether adopting a consensus approach or not, it will aid the process of generating ownership and acceptance of advice if Academies have clear procedures for weighing the evidence they gather and the views which are discussed. The details of weighting will inevitably vary on a case by case basis, but a framework protocol would be a useful tool in the development of advice for evidence-based policy

9.  Handling uncertainty and risk
9.1. A realistic appraisal should be made, and account given, of scientific uncertainties and their consequences for the risks associated with the policy decision.

9.2. The wording of the advice should tread an appropriate line between under- and over-emphasising uncertainties and their consequences.

9.3. Limitations to the evaluation of uncertainties and impacts on risks should be expressed so that an informed view can be taken by policy makers of what may lie outside of the advisers’ field of view.

10. Forming working groups
10.1. Individual members of working groups should be appointed on the basis of their relevant expertise. Given the Academies’ distinctive contribution as representing the best of European scientists, working group members’ authority and excellence in their area of expertise should be recognised by their peers. They need to appreciate the role of science adviser as providers of an objective overview of the current status of the science relevant to a particular issue, rather than to promote a particular view, and be committed to acting independently of any interests in the issue.

10.2. Having relevant knowledge means that some level of ‘interest’ in the issue is almost inevitable, but these should be made explicit upfront by working group members making declarations of interests. A judgement needs to be taken at the most senior levels of the Academy on the point at which an interest could compromise the perceived integrity of the advice.

10.3. Taken together, the working group needs to be constituted to include the range of viewpoints necessary to support the scope of the advice to be given, including the necessary range of disciplines, a sufficient geographical coverage, and an appropriate mix of people who are closely involved in research directed at the issue and others who are at arms’ length and able to provide a broader perspective.

10.4. It may be necessary to make appointments to working groups of scientists who are not members of the Academy. While this is entirely appropriate to ensure the necessary coverage of the working group membership, care should be taken in selecting individuals: the reputation of the Academy rests on the quality and integrity of the working group as a whole.

10.5. The chair of a working group plays a crucial role and recruiting someone suitable is very important. An appropriate, early appointment can be helpful in attracting high calibre scientists to join the working group. Essential qualities are credible expertise, team leadership abilities and good judgement linked to the ability to take a detached view of evidence. He/she  is responsible for:

· the working group’s operation and its outputs, including their quality and timeliness;

· ensuring that the opinions of all working group members are heard and duly taken into account;

· enabling differences of opinion to be explored and resolved as appropriate;

· in conjunction with the secretariat, establishing a clear audit trail showing how the working group arrived at its advice; and

· representing the working group as appropriate in external interactions, including supporting the dissemination and uptake of the advice.
11. Maintaining quality
11.1. As a general principle, advice should be subject to peer review. This should ideally cover:

· The degree to which the advice addresses the questions of policy makers and can be used in policy making. Although this seems obvious, it is often found that advice offered does not match requirements and that it proves difficult to apply in practice. 

· A review of the scientific quality of the work.

· A review of the completeness of the analysis (for example, does it cover the full range of opinion).

11.2. Where peer review is not possible, for example, if there are overriding concerns about confidentiality or national security or where time does not permit, documenting the steps taken internally to address the above three points will in itself be a useful quality control measure in the context of providing advice for evidence-based policy.

11.3. Although Academies may contain the most respected scientists, it is unlikely that they will have immediate access to all the information relevant to specific policy issues. Open calls for inputs and evidence, as discussed above, may help to remedy this potential quality problem. Academies should also give some thought as to how they might obtain relevant high quality information in other languages. There may be scope here for using networks of Academies within Europe when calls for evidence are issued. 

11.4. It is recognised that the quality of advice rests on the competence of the advisors and it is suggested that Academies consider a system of performance reviews for Academy members involved in advisory work, working group members, for example. These would normally be done, in the case of working groups between the Chair and individual working group members.

11.5. Similarly, a process of monitoring and evaluation of advice given would enable Academies to follow up on advisory work, monitoring the ways it is used in policy making process and assessing its impact on outcomes. This might be done, for example, through following up with policy communities to establish how immediately useful the advice was in informing policy and with stakeholders to assess impacts.

11.6. Handling special interests poses a particular problem in the context of quality management. Individuals and groups with special interests may provide valuable information for advisory processes, for example by responding to a call for evidence, but there is a danger that this information may be biased towards the interests represented. The principal means of handling this is to ensure that the source of information is clear and that there is transparency about the way it is incorporated into the advice provided by adopting clear procedures for weighing evidence and views, as discussed above.

12. Next steps: reviewing and updating this document
12.1. This document is the first version of guidance for Academies in the processes of science-policy dialogue and it is expected that it will be subject to review and revision over an extended period as we learn from practice. 
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Annex 2: Models of Science-Policy Dialogue

In studies of science ad policy dialogue in practice, three distinct modes of interaction between science and policy communities have been identified.

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 is considered to provide 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.

Boxes for Science and Policy Dialogue Best Practice Guidelines

Drawn from the survey report and workshop discussions to illustrate some of the issues covered in the guidelines. To be placed in text at (chapter/paragraph)

Placing requirements on Academy members (paragraph 3.3)

The Royal Spanish Academy explicitly requires its members to give public lectures on topics of current interest. These have proved to be popular occasions and to draw in audiences from across society. Academy members, even where they had initial reservations, have said that they find these public lectures stimulating and a good way of raising the profile of their subjects. This can in turn raise the profile of subjects in the wider public debate on policy and has played a part in initiating science and policy dialogue with Government.    
On bringing together scientists and policy makers to discuss policy issues (paragraph 4.6)

The Royal Society’s PolicyLabs bring together policymakers and scientists to discuss hot topics where science has an important bearing on policy (http://royalsociety.org/Influencing-Policy-Events/ ). Following a number of guest speakers the floor opens for a lively discussion. Each monthly event is followed by an informal drinks reception where attendees are invited to continue the debate.

Initiation of topics (Chapter 4)

The balance between policy makers and Academies as initiators of topics for advice varies between countries. For example, in France around half of the topics arise from requests from Government, the other half originate in the Academy. In Germany and Sweden it is more usual for the Academies to initiate the topics, whereas in Norway the Academy generally reacts to questions from Government.

Academy processes for deciding on topics (paragraph 4.2)

In some Academies, for example in Hungary and the Netherlands, there are formal procedures for selecting topics. They typically involve specialist divisions, boards or standing committees feeding proposals into the senior decision making body in the Academy. However, in many Academies, for example in Belgium and Lithuania, there are opportunities for individual Academy members to initiate topics.

Forms of Output: Policy Forums (paragraph 5.8)

The Royal Swedish Academy has recently experimented with policy forums as a means of science and policy dialogue. On the topic of biodiversity, policy makers and scientists were invited to hold open discussions where remarks could not be attributed to individual participants. This led to a free exchange of views and information and was considered by both groups of participants to have been very useful.    

Peer review (paragraph 11.1)

The Royal Society uses review panels, typically comprising five or six people, to ensure the credibility of reports published in its name. Reviewers can be external if the appropriate expertise lies outside the Academy, but the majority of the panel must be Fellows of the Royal Society. They are asked to consider whether the report meets the terms of reference, and the evidence and arguments presented in the report are sound and support the conclusions. The Council of the Royal Society then considers the review panel comments prior to giving approval for the publication of a report.
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