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abstract

“Science meets Regions” (SMR) originated in
2016, in the wake of a series of high level “Sci-
ence meets Parliament” events organised by the
JRC. It was soon realised that a thriving science
for policy ecosystem at EU level requires an
equally solid evidence-informed framework at
local and regional level, where policies are actual-
ly implemented.

It was this gap that SMR set out to fill, through
a range of instruments (policy events, innovation
camps, studies and pairing schemes). The pres-
ent report draws some tentative conclusions and
looks at early impacts of the programme.

Overall, the SMR initiative reveals a strong de-
mand for regional science-policy exchange activi-

ties, with many organizers eager to address local
challenges by bringing stakeholders together. The
EU’s leadership, particularly through JRC’s finan-
cial and methodological support, was crucial and
highly valued. Most organizers reported positive
experiences, showing the initiative successfully
energized a cohort of organizations and advo-
cates. Innovation Camps were notably effective
in engaging diverse participants and encouraging
new methods. To enhance future impact, recom-
mendations include deeper government involve-
ment, better preparation phases, and targeted
regional support. These insights are essential for
shaping EU policies to strengthen science-policy
connections and promote regional development.



foreword

Science serves many purposes and comes in
many forms. From curiosity-driven, blue sky
research, with knowledge as an end in itself, to
applied research boosting innovation and ulti-
mately fuelling growth. But it is arguably also
the most powerful tool we have to ensure high
quality policymaking.

The Joint Research Centre champions this
approach by delivering science and data to
underpin EU policies. Their independent advice
greatly contributes to the quality of legislative
proposals and contributes to monitoring and
enforcing legislation already in place.

Policymaking does not begin and end in
Brussels, however. EU policies are ultimately im-

plemented on the ground, at local level, where a
solid underpinning is equally necessary. Hence, |
am very pleased that the JRC, in close collabora-
tion with the European Committee of the Regions
and through a Preparatory Action proposed by
the European Parliament, directly engaged with
regional authorities. Science meets Regions,
which has been a well-known and trusted brand
for years now, has made a clear impact, as this
report shows.

| wish to thank and congratulate both the JRC
and the Committee of the Regions for their collab-
orative effort in bringing this to life, in the interest
of cities and regions in all corners of Europe.



foreword

It is often said that regions and cities are per-
haps the most important actors to bring about
the fundamental and formidable societal trans-
formations that we need. | can only concur, and
stress that it is key for the Joint Research Centre
to engage with regions and cities directly, beyond
our role in the EU policymaking process.

Why? Because EU policies are implemented
on the ground, and local and regional authorities
are closest to citizens affected by them. These
authorities and the citizens they represent hold
a wealth of experiential knowledge that can and
should be taken into account for the design and
implementation of EU policies.

With programmes like Science meets Re-
gions, the JRC reaches out and offers support to
local and regional authorities across Europe, in
an effort to foster a culture of evidence-informed
policymaking. Indeed, solid evidence is needed
at all stages of the policy cycle, not least in the
implementation phase.

Since the very beginning in 2018, Science meets
Regions has brought together thousands of
policymakers, citizens, civil society organisa-
tions, businesses and, of course, scientists and
researchers that have shed light on the often
complex issues regions and cities are faced with.
Increasingly, the emphasis was put on the green
and digital transitions — among the most difficult
challenges of our time.

While the contribution of Science meets
Regions was modest, this report shows that early
signs of impact are already there, and that it has
helped to overcome barriers between scientists
and local policymakers — be it through trainings,
pairing schemes or innovation camps. | can only
express the hope that the recommendations
in this report will be taken up and that the pro-
gramme can continue to boost evidence-informed
policymaking at local and regional level in Europe.
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The Science meets Regions concept dates back
to 2016, and was created in the wake of the
annual Science meets Parliament event at the
European Parliament. It was felt that a thriving
science-for-policy ecosystem at EU level required
a solid approach at local levels of governance.
The overarching purpose of Science meets Re-
gions (SMR) has thus been to boost evidence-in-
formed policymaking at local and regional levels
by bringing together policy makers and scientists,
as well as businesses and citizens, to discuss
locally relevant policy problems.

The latest Science meets Regions initiative,
running from 2021-2023, was delivered by the
European Commission’s Joint Research Centre
(JRC) in close collaboration with the Committee
of the Regions. It was initiated by the European
Parliament and financed by a Preparatory Action

“advancing evidence for policy at local and re-

!ll#$%ll&l()*(l+’)-%lll&/
The quadruple helix groups — Academia, Busi-
ness, Government, Civil Society - reflect the

broad stakeholders in a knowledge economy,
and were used as an engagement framework
for the Science meets Regions initiative.

gional level”)". It continued the core mission with

activities aiming to:
Adopt a clearer and strategic focus on topics of
relevance to regions and cities, which are in line
with the European Commission policy priorities.
Fill the gap in the EU instruments addressing
evidence-informed policymaking, which target
mainly the national authorities and do not fore-
see any networking initiative to share practices,
methods and instruments for Evidence Informed
Policy Making at local and regional levels.

Building on previous activities, the initiative has
three main strands of work:
Participatory policy events and innovation
camps in EU regions and cities.
Pairing schemes for scientists and policy mak-
ers, implemented by local and regional authori-
ties and/or research institutions.
A training course on evidence-informed policy-
making for local and regional policy makers.

This report evaluates the outcomes and initial
impacts of the overall initiative, as of Novem-
ber 2023. At this point, major components of
the initiative have been delivered including the
Events work strand, but other strands and legacy
impacts are still ongoing. As such, this report’s

1 Preparatory Actions are initiatives proposed by the European Parliament and funded by the EU to explore new ideas, test the feasibility of
proposed policies, or demonstrate the potential impact of specific actions before they can be fully integrated into EU programmes or policies.
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conclusions should be considered in the context
of any subsequent outputs and impacts generat-
ed by the initiative.

The evaluation draws on a range of evidence
sources, including Key Performance Indicator
reports, a bespoke survey of all Event organisers,
a focus group of a subset of Event organisers,
and external analysis of the initiative's Pairing
Schemes. Further details on these information
sources are in Annex 1.
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2.1
introduction

The Events workstream adopted a bottom-up ap-
proach, with two calls for expressions of interest.
The selected cities, regions and territories across
the EU who participated in the project took full
ownership of the topic and the process. Each
chose a pressing policy topic relevant to their
area with a particular focus on green transition,
digital transition or post-Covid recovery, with

01()233.4#5+.3)6#78)7(51.$.".89
:1#5)+/)51()233.4#5+.3)6#78&)7(51.$.".89; )

the JRC providing financial, methodological and
scientific support.

Each event owner was free to choose from
a variety of engagement models. These included
traditional models such as roundtables, panel
debates, lectures, webinars and workshops, or
an Innovation Camp model, or a combination of
several formats.

The Innovation Camp is an instrument for addressing societal challenges in a powerful and effective way.

It combines an entrepreneurial way of thinking with a concrete process for developing ideas and insights,

aiming to produce real-world impact. Participants from across countries and disciplines collaborate to iden-

tify breakthroughs; increasing our possibilities; open new thinking; going beyond the ordinary; and expand-
ing our insights into how to tackle societal issues. The 233.4#5+.3)6#7&)7(51.$..89 has been adopted

and promoted by the Committee of the Regions and JRC? to generate scalable societal innovations through

an entrepreneurial discovery process, a series of facilitated meetings and sets of design thinking methods.

! Rissola G., Kune H. and Martinez P, Innovation Camp Methodology Handbook: Realising the potential of the Entrepreneurial Discovery Process
for Territorial Innovation and Development, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2017, JRC102130, http://s3platform.jrc.
ec.europa.eu/documents/20182/198909/Innovation+Camp+Methodology+Handbook/3e201fe6-ff13-429d-8105-a09140eb1dd7
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During a three to five-day Camp, multidisciplinary groups develop new ideas and perspectives on re-
al-world challenges brought to the camp by cities, regions, business organisations, universities and NGOs.
The format supports self-organising groups working in creative, open environments. After the Camp,
prototypes of promising ideas are tested and improved at locations where the issues occur. This sup-
ports an open, co-creative innovation process in the real world. At the Camps, participants from diverse
backgrounds, countries and ages of each quadruple helix group work together in largely self-organising
clusters. The camp has a robust preparation and follow-up phase and has a working process based on five
stages:

A. Exploring the challenges.

B. Exploring the opportunities (deepen the understanding).
C. Generating & enriching ideas.

D. Prototyping promising ideas.

E. Thinking forward (Reflect, Renew, Present).

The lightly facilitated work process is designed to continuously reframe the issues, problems, and as-

sumptions relevant to a challenge. This leads to new perspectives — new lenses through which the issues
can be better understood and entrepreneurial ways of dealing with them. The prototyping period after the

Camp is an integral part of the process. Follow up work then takes place at diverse and relevant locations,
with direct stakeholder engagement.

17



2.2

motivations and experiences

Many of the event organisers were motivated to
participate in the Science meets Regions initiative
for similar reasons. All organisers were motivat-
ed by the opportunity to “bring stakeholders to-
gether around a regional challenge”, with almost
two-thirds citing this as their main motivation for

engaging with the scheme. For just over a quarter

of organisers, the main motivation was “contrib-
uting to addressing a regional challenge”.

Across the whole cohort of organisers, the
balance of motivations tended to lean towards
inputs and process rationales (e.g. convening
stakeholders) over outcomes (e.g. addressing
a challenge), suggesting a demand among the
community to establish the foundations for a
stronger science-policy dialogue in order to then
move towards outcomes.

In the Focus Group, participating organisers
described their vision for the ideal relationship
between science and policy. These aspirations
focussed on:

Sustained and increasingly harmonised con-
nections, underpinned by a shared vision,
objectives, language and methods.

Flexibility to develop the relationship according
to local needs.

Developing awareness and relevant skills
across all quadruple helix groups.

18

Embracing effective engagement models, in-
cluding co-creation and experimentation.

When organisers reflected on their experience
post-event, almost 90% expressed a positive
sentiment with half indicating it was excellent
/ successful, or that they were very happy /
pleased / satisfied.
Organisers cited numerous positive out-
comes from their experience, including:
Opportunities to meet stakeholders with differ-
ent backgrounds and knowledge, from across
the quadruple helix groups.
A chance to convene different groups, gen-
erate and strengthen collaborations, and
demonstrate the importance of cross-stake-
holder cooperation.
The broader generation of ideas and common
understanding around an important challenge
in their region.
Mobilising the energy of stakeholders and di-
recting this towards a common cause, with the
ability to then attract public and media atten-
tion to an important challenge in their region.



2.3

models of participation

Across the cohort of 25 organisers, a variety of
models of engagement were deployed. A major-
ity (over two-thirds) of events involved an Inno-
vation Camp in some form, either as the primary
engagement model or in combination with other
formats. This indicates a willingness among the
cohort to embrace new or unfamiliar methodol-
ogies and demonstrates the ability of the SMR
initiative to encourage experimentation with
innovative methods.

No. of participants

8
7
6
5
4
3
p
1
0

Innovation Combination of
camp formats including
innovation camp

It should be noted that the cohort was a balanced
mix of first-time and more experienced organ-
isers of these types of events. Even for those
who had previously organised similar events, the
vast majority had organised fewer than five. With
this mix of experience, the cohort may have ben-
efitted from greater opportunities to network and
share best practice among the group.

Combination of Roundtable / Lecture /
formats not including panel debate webinar
innovation camp

Figure 1. What type of event(s) did your entity organise? (survey data, n=25) - see annex 1
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2.4

challenges experienced

The initiative was designed to support organisers
to trial new methodologies and pursue ambitious
outcomes. This naturally creates challenges, with
organisers citing three broad categories of barri-

er: communication, culture and capacity.

Communication

Among the survey responses, communication
with stakeholders was the most common chal-

Budgeting

Identifying

suitable
speakers

Involvement of
challenge owners

lenge cited by organisers during the preparatory
stage, followed by “Involvement of challenge
owners”. It should be noted that there were no
strong correlations between the type of challenge
experienced, and whether the organisers had
previous experience of hosting similar events —
suggesting that this was not simply down to a
learning curve for first-time organisers.

Communication of
project ambitions and
goals to all relevant
stakeholders

Figure 2. Most challenging aspect of the preparatory phase (survey data, n=25) - see annex 1
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This engagement challenge continued into the
delivery phase of the event, with 56% of organ-
isers saying they struggled with “communica-
tion of the event” and “reaching and motivating
potential attendees”. This was by far the most
cited challenge among the broad range of op-
tions given.

Among the quadruple helix groups — Aca-
demia, Business, Government, Civil Society — the

Involved in
preparation

4°ademia

Civil Society group proved hardest to engage
overall. Business engagement was mixed, with a
substantial number of organisers finding it hard
to engage this group. Engagement with Govern-
ment was bi-modal — most organisers either
found it easy or hard, with fewer responses fall-
ing in-between these extremes. Academia was
the easiest group to engage and was involved in
every event in the cohort.

Attended
event

A soc'\e‘-\l
)
0\

Figure 3. Changes in stakeholder engagement between preparation and event stages (KPI data, n=16) - see annex 1
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Data on the engagement with the quadruple helix
groups - in both the preparatory and event phases
- reinforces the under-representation of the

Civil Society group. However, the other notable
trend is the drop in participation of Government
stakeholders between the preparatory and event
phases (falling from 35% to 29% respectively),
and the corresponding expansion of the Aca-
demia group (32% to 40% respectively). This data
indicates a particular challenge in translating
early engagement with Government stakeholders
into attendance at the event(s) themselves.

The vast majority (almost 90%) of the events
were highly mixed in their composition, including
at least three of the four quadruple helix groups.
The events involving an Innovation Camp includ-
ed more groups on average than events without
an Innovation Camp element (average 3.8, vs 2.9).

It is clear that communication and engage-
ment, at each stage of the process, is a chal-
lenge which affects the majority of organisers.
The data highlights a risk that Civil Society and
Business groups in particular may be under-rep-
resented in discussions, and that participation
from Government groups can be hard to sustain
- all of which could undermine the effectiveness
of any outcomes. This is coupled to a risk that
the dialogue, and even the wider SMR initiative,

22

becomes overly associated with the Academia
group, which could undermine buy-in and trust
among the other quadruple helix groups.
However, there is evidence that the Innova-
tion Camp model is an effective tool for encour-
aging more diverse connections across the qua-
druple helix group. This suggests that the model
should be further supported and developed.

Culture
In the focus group discussion, organisers cited a
“lack of synchronisation” between the scientific
and policy-making communities involved in the
initiative. Organisers spoke of the language and
cultural barriers, including differing perceptions
on timescales and the definition of key terms.
These cultural barriers had a siloing effect,
with each community focusing primarily on its
own goals and ways of working. Reflecting on
the policy community, organisers felt they could
appear reluctant to engage with evidence in the
policy-making process, while the science com-
munity were at times perceived to be distant
from the wider societal and political context.
These cultural barriers are to be expected,
and are a driving motivation behind the SMR
initiative itself. However, sustained engagement
from organisers and long-term impact will be



Lack of
demand

None of Lack of
the above resources

Lack of
capacity

Figure 4. Barriers to pursuing further activities (survey data, n=25) - see annex 1



best served by these challenges feeling sur-
mountable, and further support could be offered
through mechanisms and models that can help
build bridges between the scientific and poli-
cy-making communities, to foster greater mu-
tual appreciation and matchmaking those with
shared experiences or goals.

Capacity

Although a condition for SMR participation

was to embed the event(s) within a longer-term
initiative, many organisers spoke of capacity
constraints, both in terms of time and resources.
They saw these capacity constraints as limiting
their ability to invest in nurturing deeper dia-
logue, or providing greater time for exchange and
learning across the scientific and policy-making
communities involved.

This challenge also emerged during the survey,
which asked organisers about barriers that were
hindering follow-up activities or further exploitation
of the expertise they had acquired through the SMR
initiative. Insufficient resources and capacity were
the two main barriers cited, with many respon-
dents citing both - raising the question of whether
some organisers underestimated the capacity and
resource required to sustain the longer-term activi-
ties required to achieve optimal outcomes.

24

A restructured pre-phase, with greater explo-
ration and scrutiny of the resource allocation
across the event and post-event phases might
help address these challenges and yield stron-
ger outcomes.

However, it should be added that capacity
challenges were not observed across the co-
hort. Just under a third of organisers didn’t see
resources or capacity as barriers to pursuing
further activities based on their experience with
the SMR process.

Notably, insufficient demand affected only a
very small number of the organisers, suggesting
that independently of the resource and capacity
available, there is appetite for more initiatives to
encourage, support and facilitate science-policy
exchange at the local / regional level.



2.5

outcomes and expected impacts

The majority of SMR events were held in Q4 2022
and therefore some of the impacts stemming
from the events may still be underway. As such,
this section explores both the current outcomes
of the events as reported by the organisers, and
the expected impacts that they foresee as a lega-
cy of the events.

In their project proposals, organisers estab-
lished objectives for their event programmes.
A majority (68%) reported that they had fully
achieved these objectives at the time of the sur-
vey, with a further 28% partly completing them.

Highly popular outcomes

Progress did not correlate with the host's prior
experience of running similar events, and in-
stead followed the timing of when the event was
hosted, with more recent events understandably
being less likely to have fully delivered on the
objectives at the time of the survey.

Alongside their own bespoke objectives, or-
ganisers were asked about their progress against
a set of broad outcomes sought by the SMR
initiative. The success rate in delivering these
outcomes was high, and broke down into three
broad categories:

Niche outcomes pursued

pursued by almost all
organisers, with an
almost universally
successful delivery

Outcomes:

*Building partnerships
Sharing knowledge
of expertise

Relatively popular
outcomes pursued by
many organisers, with
largely successful delivery

Outcomes:
+Influencing a policy
programme
*Launching further
related projects

Figure 5. Typology of Event outcomes (survey data, n=25) - see annex 1

by small number of
organisers, but they were
universally successful in

delivering them

Outcomes:

*Trialling a new
methodology

*Securing organisational
change inside the
administration

25



Malopolska - Cooperation
on a new circular
economy programme is
strengthening regional
partnerships; the
direction and main
assumptions for this new
programme are being
shaped by stakeholders
from the SMR process.

Goteburg - Following the
SMR process, work is
ongoing on a dedicated City
Programme for attracting
in-house apprenticeships
from academia and
communication activities
are being developed within
the city / academia

to increase awareness of
cooperation opportunities.

Figure 6. Examples of Event outcomes

City of Zagreb - As a result of
the SMR process, an
amendment is being prepared
to the Decision on Social
Welfare in which special
attention would be paid to
single-parent families in
accordance with the inputs
from the SMR event.

Umbria - The SMR process has
resulted in i) creation of the
Umbrian Supply Chain of
Bioplastics and Biomaterials;
ii) set-up of a local supply
chain to use quality compost
from the collection of organic
urban waste in the agricultural
sector; and iii) an initiative to
raise collective awareness on
circular economy.

Granada - A new approach
is being developed
following the SMR process,
that will include visits to
municipalities to better
understand realities and
prepare proposals and
projects that better reflect
the regional situation

and challenges.

Extremadura - A change
to governance will be
implemented following
the SMR process; this will
include creation of an
industrial advisory board
and a scientific advisory
committee to ensure
multilevel governance.




Event organisers were also asked whether they
anticipated any further progress against these
broad outcomes over the next twelve months. All
the outcomes were expected to have longevity to
a greater or lesser degree, with notable 12-month
trends including:
A small drop off in those expecting to continue
sharing knowledge or expertise.
Growing expectations of trialling new method-
ologies, with more organisers anticipating do-
ing this than originally setting it as an objective.
Uncertainty about the ability to influence policy
programmes, with several organisers failing
to achieve this objective, and less than half of
organisers expecting to see this as an outcome
over the coming 12 months.
A time lag in the launching of new projects,
which some not having yet achieved this, but
almost the entire cohort anticipating this out-
come over the coming 12 months.

It is somewhat surprising to see that influenc-
ing policy programmes was one of the more
challenging objectives to achieve, given that the
involvement of a public policy stakeholder was
a prerequisite for SMR participation, and most
participants (all but three) indicated that a Gov-
ernment stakeholder was involved in organising

the event(s). This is explored further in the Con-
clusions section.

In terms of expected outcomes, organisers
were asked about the lasting impact on the
dialogue they had started. There was an almost
universal (96%) expectation that dialogue would
continue, though the cohort were split on wheth-
er this would be led by their organisation or by
other stakeholders. This latter result suggests
that organisers might benefit from advice on
handing over leadership of this continuing dia-
logue, or guidance on motivating further uptake
among other stakeholders.

Organisers were asked whether their SMR
experience would influence their organisational
approach to three broad areas:

1. Approach to citizen engagement.

2. Deployment of new methodologies in other
projects, for example innovation camps.

3. Pursuit of funding for similar activities.

All but one of the organisers expected a change
in at least one of the three categories, while more
than a third of the cohort expected to see all
three activities influenced. Notably, the three op-
tions proved equivalently popular, suggesting that
the SMR legacy impacts are broad and balanced.
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No. of participants
()]

Yes, led by my Yes, led by other No, do not
organisation organisations expect further
dialogue

Figure 7. Anticipated continuation of dialogue post-event (survey data, n=25) - see annex 1



2.6

impact of JRC support

Almost two-thirds of the cohort said that JRC
support was instrumental in their ability to host
their event programme, though notably a third
indicated they could have done so without JRC
support. This split did not correlate with wheth-
er organisers had prior experience in hosting
similar events.

Organisers were asked to reflect on the dif-
ferent types of supports offered by JRC during
the initiative and comment on the value of each.
The most valued contribution was JRC's finan-
cial support, but methodological support and the
endorsement of the European Commission were
also ranked highly by organisers. Notably, the
KPI reports included several specific mentions
of the Innovation Camp model as a valuable
methodological contribution. Scientific expertise
and JRC's network and connections were also
considered valuable, but were ranked less highly
by organisers.

Organisers offered feedback on how the core
JRC contributions might be strengthened further:

Methodological
An online resource or newsletter to circulate
methodological information.
Further tailored methodology guidance to en-
gage each of the four quadruple helix groups.

Training on the implementation

of new methodologies.

Further emphasis on methods for boosting
engagement post-event.

Financial
Simplified budgeting and financial
reporting approaches.
Increased financial support, especially for
multi-event programmes, allowing a broader
scope and longer-term impacts.

8HNJSYN*H
Greater JRC involvement in identifying and
securing relevant scientific experts, including at
a European level.
Further detailed feedback on the proposal from
a scientific perspective.
Further support with drawing scientific conclu-
sions from the event data and findings.

Outside these specified areas of support, organ-
isers also specifically praised the usefulness of
the kick-off event, the relevance of resources
available to them, the excellent timing of the pro-
cess, and the positive cooperation with JRC staff.
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Further areas where feedback was
offered included:

Stakeholder engagement
Creation of a platform for decision-makers and
scientists to connect.
Further assistance from JRC to connect with
relevant stakeholders in the region.
Support to boost the involvement of European
Commission representatives in the discussion,
perhaps by helping secure a speaker, or involve-
ment in the workshops.

Cohort support
Arrange a seminar at the start of the initiative
to allow previous organisers to share advice,
and build solidarity around shared challenges.
Create a platform to connect with non-SMR
stakeholders in the region, offering a window on
broader initiatives and events and fostering net-
working between those with shared ambitions.
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Communication

Provide greater support and tools for effective
and tailored communication with quadruple
helix groups.

Provide opportunity to translate the final

report in the local language to improve delivery
of outcomes.

Support the dissemination of the findings espe-
cially at a European level, perhaps by publishing
outcomes on the JRC website.

Process
Further clarity on the guidelines for involvement
in the initiative.
More focus on post-event support to
secure impact.
More advance notice of the monitoring indica-
tors and how data will be collected, including
support with turning objectives into KPls.
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pairing
schemes



3.1
introduction

Preceded by the MEP-Scientist Pairing Scheme,
organised by the European Parliament’s Panel for
the Future of Science and Technology from 2015-
2018 and supported by the JRC, the latest SMR
initiative introduced the pairing scheme model at
the regional level. The scheme was designed to
build closer links and regular dialogue between
local and regional policy makers, and relevant
scientific experts.

As part of wider connection-building activi-
ties, pairing schemes can improve mutual under-
standing between scientists and policy makers,
and increase policymaker’s access to relevant
scientific evidence. Likewise, they can provide
scientists with direct insights into policy devel-
opment and widen their professional networks.
As such, pairing schemes were considered a
useful complement to the mix of policy co-cre-
ation events and training activities within the
SMR initiative.

Following a call for expressions of interest,
nine projects were awarded:

BETA Centre Tecnologic (UVic/UCC), from Cat-
alonia, Spain.

Ciencia en el Parlamento (Science in Parlia-
ment), from Valencian Community, Spain.
Goethe University Frankfurt, in cooperation with
Technical University Darmstadt and Johannes
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Gutenberg-University Mainz, from the state of
Hessen and Rhineland-Palatinate, Germany.
Marshal Office of the Matopolska Region,

from Poland.

Palacky University, from Olomouc, Czechia.
Radboud University, from Gelderland,

the Netherlands.

Universidad of Granada, from Andalusia, Spain.
University of Ruse “Angel Kanchev”, from Ruse
Province, Bulgaria.

Royal Flemish Academy of Belgium for Science
and the Arts — KVAB, from Flanders, Belgium.



3.2
case study

The Mercator Science-Policy
Fellowship-Programme at the
Rhine-Main Universities

While the implementation of the SMR Pairing
Schemes only finished recently and their im-
pacts will take time to unfold, lessons can be
drawn from organisers with previous experience
in running such schemes. By surveying policy-
making professionals and researchers about
their experience of the Mercator Science-Policy
Fellowship-Programme, the Rhine-Main Univer-
sities explored the effectiveness of the pairing
scheme model for enabling science-to-policy
knowledge transfer.

The Mercator Science-Policy Fellowship-Pro-
gramme, organised jointly by Goethe University
Frankfurt, Technical University Darmstadt, and
Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz, brings
together researchers from different disciplines
with policymaking professionals, including about
a quarter at the regional level. The programme
aims to provide policy fellows with access to
scientific expertise linked to their priorities, and
enables researchers to learn about policy per-
spectives on their research topics.

Policy-making professionals are selected to

participate through a call for applicants and, once

accepted into the programme, each policy fellow
receives a list of researchers with whom they can
schedule meetings. Each cohort of fellows con-
ducts visits with researchers twice during their
fellowships, meeting with eight researchers per
visit, with the additional opportunity to engage
with peer fellows.

Survey data from the Rhine-Main Universi-
ties indicates that over 50% of both participating
policymaking professionals and researchers had
either not engaged with their respective counter-
parts previously, or had only done so occasional-
ly. Both groups indicated being very satisfied with
the programme.

High satisfaction rates among the policy-
making fellows — 99% would recommend the
programme to their peers — were attributed to
three factors:

Participation is voluntary and participants there-
fore are intrinsically motivated to participate.
The programme is far more time efficient com-
pared to policymaking professionals identifying
potential experts and setting up several sepa-
rate meetings.

Meetings through the programme are more
informal than other common formats, such as
Parliamentary hearings and media appearances.
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Out of a range of terms to describe the pro-
gramme, policymaking professionals scored
“Networking opportunities” highest, valuing the
interaction with peer fellows alongside the face-
to-face meetings with researchers. Fellows often
stated in personal feedback that the increase of
knowledge via face-to-face meetings was much
more effective than via other formats, such as
lectures or written analyses.

Researchers involved in the programme also
experienced their involvement as a rewarding
experience and survey data from the Rhine-Main
Universities indicated that about three quarters
of researchers (73%) gained a new perspective
on their research through the programme. Over
half (58%) also derived new ideas for their re-
search. In most meetings, policy fellows asked
for policy recommendations and future devel-
opments. Both requests were a new experience
for several researchers, inviting them to reflect
on their knowledge against the background of
options for action and future trends.

Outcomes and impacts — Alongside in-
creased understanding of the relevant science
among most policymaking professionals, and
the change of perspective experienced by most
researchers participating in the programme, the
Rhine-Main Universities reported that the pro-
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gramme resulted in numerous follow-up activities
such as joint events, talks by researchers at the
institutions of the policy professionals, and joint
research projects.
Key features to achieve desired outcomes and
impacts — key features of the scheme leading
to its success were identified by the Rhine-Main
Universities, these included:
Attracting and supporting a large number of both
policymaking professionals and researchers;
Enabling knowledge transfer and networking in
a time efficient manner; and
Creating space for open dialogue in an
informal setting.

Limitations of the pairing scheme approach —
While it's clear that the pairing scheme approach
is a useful instrument in enabling science policy
exchange, the format does have limitations that
could be addressed by complementary tools:
Participation by policymaking professionals is
self-selecting, hence only policy makers with an
intrinsic interest in engagement with science
will engage. Efforts outside the boundaries of
these schemes are required to make the case
for engagement with science to policymaking
professionals that lack this intrinsic motivation.
The Rhine-Main Universities survey data show



that face-to-face meetings might be too short to
strengthen science literacy among policy profes-
sionals or the understanding of policy process-
es among researchers. Longer-term options are
required to increase familiarity both ways.
Policy professionals often ask questions that
require insights from a range of disciplines and
that cannot be answered through reflection of
one researcher on their respective research
topic. In the Mercator Science-Policy Fellow-
ship-Programme, policymaking professionals
are recommended to see their various meetings
with researchers as a jigsaw puzzle where each
meeting adds a piece to the puzzle that still
requires assembling. The journey from knowl-
edge to policy action requires certain levels of
evidence synthesis and it is not always clear
who is responsible for this; the research com-
munity, the policy makers, or an intermediary
knowledge broker? Further dialogue and explo-
ration of roles and responsibilities — and time
allocation and recognition for these — might be
required to ensure the evidence synthesis step
is embedded in science policy exchange.
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3.3

impact of the pairing schemes

As with wider elements of the SMR initiative, the im-
pacts of the pairing scheme will take time to unfold,
but some immediate outcomes emerge from the
KPI information submitted by scheme organisers.

Organiser satisfaction

It was clear that many organisers felt they had
drawn significant benefits from their experience
delivering the pairing schemes. The pairing mod-
el was described as “highly inspirational” which
organisers felt had helped with engaging both
researchers and policy makers, and involvement
in the scheme had sparked a substantial pipeline
of follow-on activities (detailed below).

The quality of the support offered by JRC
team was highlighted by many organisers, as
well as wider JRC resources including webinars
and the Knowledge4Policy blog series. It was
noted that financial support for pairing schemes
is typically linked to specific research projects,
and this project-neutral SMR scheme allowed an
entirely new approach to forging connections.

Even for organisers with prior experience of
pairing schemes, involvement in the SMR ini-
tiative appears to have driven innovation. One
organiser noted that the emphasis on diverse
participants in the SMR scheme - including
different career levels, and the inclusion of local
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policy makers — had proven so successful that
they were now rolling this approach out across
their pre-existing pairing schemes.

Participant satisfaction

While the KPI data offers a limited window to

the experience of pairing scheme participants,
there appears to have been genuine buy-in to

the principle of the scheme, and enthusiastic
engagement with the opportunity to forge new
connections. At times, this led to supply exceed-
ing demand - with at least one scheme being
over-subscribed by enthusiastic researchers keen
to be paired with policy makers.

Drawing from a small number of testimoni-
als from participating policy makers, it is also
clear how much the scheme was valued by those
working at levels of government where scientific
engagement is less common. These individuals
saw significant personal benefit from the connec-
tions they made, and even became ambassadors
for scientific evidence among their non-partici-
pating colleagues.

Follow on activities

The pairing schemes have generated substantial
momentum among participants, with numerous
continuing activities including workshops and



“As a climate protection manager in a smaller municipality, |
TKYJS QFHP YMJ YNRJ YT PJJU ZU YT IFYJ
I1J[JQTURJSYX NS R™ *JQI TK \TWP 5FWYNF
UWTLWFRRJ \FX F LWJFY TUUTWYZSN¥" KT
cisely inform myself about the most important new develop-
ments. For my part, | was able to pass on the information to my
colleagues. This is especially valuable for a smaller municipal-
NYN OQONPJ ZX FX XHNJSYN*H UWTOJHY¥X TK
NUFONYNJX YMZX RFPNSL NY RTWJ INK*H.
XHNJSYN*H IJ[JOQTURJSYX NS YMJ *JQI TK |
-Dr Sigita Urdze, Head of the Climate Protection Unit, District
City of Dietzenbach.

participation in events. Significantly, this includes Future improvements

activities and invitations that were initiated from A small number of areas were identified by

the policy maker side of the pairing, as a direct organisers as opportunities to evolve and further
consequence of interactions during the scheme. strengthen the pairing scheme model:

There are also multiple examples of new project 1. Participant diversity — organisers were keen to
proposals stemming from the schemes, which allow whole research teams to participate rather
are now in pursuit of funding to continue and than just individual researchers, and were open
expand interactions. to participation from journalists and NGOs.

2. Organiser networking — there was appetite for
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The SMR network enabled Goethe Uni-
versity Frankfurt to partner with BETA
(Uvic), Palacky University, and Granada
University, also engaged in the SMR
initiative, to submit a joint Erasmus+
proposal. Having applied with these
partners identified through their partic-
ipation in the SMR initiative, as well as
universities Lyon 2 and Venice and with
involvement of the Marshal Office of the
Malopolska Region as an associated
partner, their application for a grant of
€400,000 has been successful. This will
allow the partners to develop innovative
science-policy dialogue formats - in-
cluding pairing schemes, a virtual policy
engagement toolkit, and training to build
up policy engagement capacities at their
respective institutions in the areas of the
green and digital transitions.
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organisers to have more opportunities to swap
advice and experiences. Organisers valued the
September 2023 SMR event in Brussels as a
chance to meet fellow organisers, and saw val-
ue in smaller scale, or online, versions of this
event throughout the year.

8HMJIRJ +J]No®an@éisvwelcomed
flexible timelines within the scheme, to allow
them to work around local electoral deadlines
that could impede involvement from
local policymakers.









4

training

for
policymakers



4.1
introduction

The JRC has offered evidence-for-policy training to researchers for some time, including an expansion
into ‘train the trainer’ models which can amplify impact. The latest SMR initiative piloted complementa-

ry training for policymaking professionals at the regional level, inspired by the European Commission’s
competence framework for innovative policymaking.

Communicate Advise the political level

Collaborate Innovate

Engage with citizens & stakeholders E C Work with evidence

D

Be futures literate

Figure 8. Clusters and competences of the ‘Innovative Policymaking’ competence framework
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Recognising that cross-cutting competences are needed at all stages to deliver effective, inno-
vative and evidence-informed policies, while equally, a specific set of competences is needed
by researchers working at the science-policy interface, the JRC developed the ‘Innovative Policy-
making’ (targeting policy makers) and ‘Science for Policy’ (targeting researchers) competence
frameworks, respectively. The purpose of the frameworks is two-fold; to develop useful career
guidance instruments on the one hand and to help mainstream innovative approaches to poli-
cymaking on the other. Each framework is defined by a set of learning outcomes and built up of
clusters that each feature a set of competences. For each competence, four progression levels
are provided for the development of proficiency starting from contributing to evidence-informed
policymaking with support, up to independent contributions with considerable impact.

01()+33.4#5+4()&.'+=97#@+38)HY%#7(?.%@)#3$)=.7&(5(3=(/

The ‘Innovative policymaking’ framework has 7 competence clusters, 36 competences and 350
learning outcomes. The 7 cross-cutting clusters link to the policy cycle, namely policy planning,
policy design and impact assessment, policy implementation and policy evaluation phases, as
well as featuring clusters required to tackle global, interconnected, and complex societal chal-
lenges, to develop more future oriented thinking and to become attuned to engage with the com-
plexity of policy challenges and transformation processes. The resulting clusters are; i) Advise
the political level, ii) Innovate, iii) Work with evidence, iv) Be futures literate, v) Engage with citi-
zens and stakeholders, vi) Collaborate, and vii) Communicate, enabling innovative policymaking.
The clusters and the competences that they unpack are visualised in Figure 7.
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The framework aims to inspire innovation in com-
petence development in the field of policymaking
and underpinned the development of the SMR
training course for policy makers.

The SMR training course provided a com-
bination of self-paced and classroom learning
modules. Learning goals included:

Understanding the importance of evidence for
public policy;

Understanding the complexity of systems and
the different perspectives of a policy challenge,
and how this is relevant to evidence gathering;
Acquiring tools to reflect on and engage with
relations between policies as well as uncertain-
ties related to the policy process;
Understanding the strengths and weaknesses
of different types of evidence and how to as-
sess the quality of evidence; and
Understanding how to engage researchers and
knowledge holders in a collaborative manner.
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4.2
design of
the course

In its final form, the course is structured in 3
half days of classroom (online or in presence)
sessions, as well as providing a wealth of back-
ground material via the EU Academy platform.
The course follows a logical progression.
Day 1 provides an introduction to the concept
of evidence, introduces some fundamental con-
cepts related to it, and introduces identifying
evidence needs.
Day 2 focuses on identifying evidence
needs, gathering evidence and connecting
with stakeholders.
Day 3 deals with navigating conflicting evidence
and practicing the assessment of evidence.

The full course synopsis is in Annex 3 to this report.



4.3
impact of the
training courses

Feedback from participants indicates that the
training courses were well-received. In one ex-
ample run of the course, participants rated their
overall satisfaction as 7.3 out of 10, on average.
Encouragingly, day-by-day satisfaction scores
showed a small but consistent increase across
the duration of the course, and started from a
strong baseline score on Day 1 of 6.7 out of 10.

The interactions between course participants
were a highlight for many, as was the increasing
shift from theoretical concepts towards practical
examples as the course progressed. Reflecting
on the overall course, these was firm agreement
among participants that the training needs had
been met by the content, though feedback also
indicated an appetite for further, more advanced
training that could support those with more expe-
rience in this area.

The sample of participants having taken the
training so far is too small to warrant any meaning-
ful quantitative analysis. Nevertheless, it is worth
pointing out a number of important developments
emerging from the development of the course.

The course material was used extensively in
the multi-country TSI project® on strengthening
science for policy ecosystems in 7 member states.
It will also be integrated in the standard learning
offer for EU officials in policymaking positions.

An interesting development is the fact that the
training course will be used in the context of a
scientific study carried out by Miguel M. Pereira
(LSE) and Adam Zelizer (University of Chicago).
The study is titled “The effects of training elected
officials on evidence-based policymaking” and
aims to examine the ability of a training program
to improve demand for evidence and statistical
literacy among European local politicians. The
training programme used will be the one devel-
oped in the context of Science meets Regions.
The goal of the project is to design a rigorous
and independent evaluation of the program by
randomly recruiting local officials to the training
sessions and testing the effects of the program
on different policymaking competences. The
evaluation will focus on officials’ ability to work
with evidence, one of the main components
of the European Commission’s framework for
innovative policymaking. The evaluation project
will build on the pool of 3,000+ politicians who
recently participated in the European Panel of
Local Officials (EPLO), a survey co-led by the Pl in
six countries: United Kingdom, France, Germany,
Switzerland, Italy, and Israel. The project will re-
veal the prospects of training programs in foster-
ing demand for evidence and statistical literacy
among politicians.

3 The Technical Support Instrument (TSI) is an EU programme that provides tailor-made technical expertise to EU Member States to design
and implement reforms. The TSI support covers the entire reform process, from preparation and design to implementation of the reforms. It is

demand driven and does not require co-financing from EU Member States.
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The study will test the effects of the training with
a placebo design. Local officials interested in at-
tending the training will sign up online. Upon reg-
istration, participants will be randomly assigned
with equal probability to one of two groups.
Group A will receive a condensed version of the
JRC training on evidence-informed policymaking.
Group B will receive a training on an unrelated
topic: how to organize citizen assemblies. Ran-
domization allows to ensure that the two groups
have similar characteristics and background
knowledge, on average, except for the training
received. Group B will serve as a placebo. This
design allows to deal with challenges of noncom-
pliance that limit the ability of the study to identi-
fy the causal effects of the training.

Participants will complete two short surveys.
One prior to the training, upon registration, and
another one after the training. The surveys will
allow us to measure the average causal effects
of the training on evidence-informed policymak-
ing. We will do this by comparing the ability of
participants in each group to identify evidence
needs, navigate conflicting evidence, and demand
for evidence.

Study participants are local elected offi-
cials — councillors and mayors - in three Euro-
pean countries: United Kingdom, Germany, and
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Switzerland. The sampling pool is based on the
participants of the 2023 European Panel of Local
Officials who expressed interest in participating
in a training program (N = 2625). Four sessions
will be conducted in English and two sessions in
German. The training sessions will also be dis-
seminated through associations of local govern-
ments in each of the countries.

The project has two main goals. First, to
learn about the ability of training programs to
change how policymakers make decisions. The
study will also shed light on what elements of
the trainings are more effective. This can help
organizations like the Joint Research Centre to
refine their future training programs based on
robust empirical evidence. It will also contribute
to scholarship in political science and public
policy on the role of information in policymaking.
Second, the project is a rare opportunity to pro-
vide actionable tools to elected officials. In that
sense, the study will contribute to the dissemina-
tion of best practices in the use of evidence.

In conclusion, while the participant surveys from
a limited sample size do not allow for strong con-
clusions, the use of the training course in a much
wider and methodologically sound study will, it is
hoped, give a clear insight in the effectiveness of
the training.









5
conclusions
from

the

SMR
Initiative

Looking across the range of data sources and
user feedback, we are able to reflect on what
the SMR initiative reveals about the appetite for

science-policy exchange activities at a regional

level, and the efficacy of the SMR initiative in
addressing that user demand. We also distil the
lessons learned from the initiative to support the
optimisation of any future instrument.




5.1

demonstrable demand for science-
policy exchange activities at the

regional level

Across our data sources, there is clear user-de-
mand for science-policy exchange activities at
the regional level. Within the cohort engaged in
the SMR Events workstream, all organisers were
motivated by the opportunity to “bring stakehold-
ers together around a regional challenge”, with
almost two-thirds citing this as their main moti-
vation for engaging with the scheme.

This desire to engage was in pursuit of a
stronger science-policy relationship at the re-
gional level, with Event organisers describing
this aspirational relationship as being sustained
and underpinned by a shared vision, objectives,
language and methods.

Many saw a clear role for EU-level leader-
ship in promoting this closer science-policy
connection, with focus group participants calling
for EU-level leadership on the use of innovative
participatory models. Many spoke of the value of
accessing EU-level expertise in this area, and the
power of EU buy-in to motivate regional political

engagement and put lasting momentum behind
science-policy dialogue.

This was reflected in the value placed on
JRC's role in the SMR initiative. While JRC’s
financial support was cited as the most valued
contribution, many organisers also highly valued
the methodological support offered and the EC
endorsement of their work. With almost two-
thirds of the organiser cohort saying that JRC
support was instrumental in their ability to host
their event programme, and many respondents
citing insufficient resources and capacity as bar-
riers to further activities, there is clear role to play
in support this userbase of willing but under-sup-
port organisations at a regional level.

Demand has also emerged for the pairing
scheme approach with participating policymaking
professionals and researchers surveyed as part
of the Rhine-Main Universities pairing scheme in-
dicating being very satisfied with the programme.

“The event happened to be something new in the region and it has shown the need to
develop the activities on this topic. It gave the possibility to bring together the quadru-
ple helix and to work on a common understanding. The general success of the event
became a main motivator behind the decision to prepare an application to another SMR

UWTOJHY YMFY \NQQ GSMWpPaFt@iNaxtll NS g
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5.2
an engaged, and enthused, cohort of
organisations and advocates

The experience of participating in the SMR initia- This is made all the more notable given that the
tive is likely to have further expanded and enthused cohort was a balanced mix of first-time and more
the pool of organisations and advocates in this experienced organisers of these types of events,
area, seeding the ground for future interventions. demonstrating the ability to deliver meaningful
Among the Event organisers, almost 90% outcomes for those at different stages of their
expressed a positive sentiment regarding their journey with supporting science-policy exchanges.

experience on the initiative, with half indicating it
was excellent / successful, or that they were very
happy / pleased / satisfied.

f;, WA XEFYNX*JI YMJ FHYNTS \FX JKK
people from very different backgrounds and knowl-

JILI FWJFX NS TWIIJW YT YFHPQJ QT
-SMR participant.
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5.3

an opportunity to build on strengths

and successes

Our evaluation of the SMR initiative, and feedback
from those participating in it, has highlighted a
range of success factors. We would recommend re-
taining these core features in any future instrument:

1. Methodology

Within the Events workstream, over two-thirds
of events involved an Innovation Camp in some
form, indicating an appetite for new or unfamil-

233.4#5+.3)6#7&/F)#3)(4.'4+38)5.."

iar engagement models. This broad embrace of
the methodology also demonstrates the power
of the SMR initiative, and EU-level programmes,
to drive methodological experimentation at the
regional level.

The Innovation Camp methodology has been evolving continuously over the past decade. In recent
years, several fully online Camps have taken place which combine synchronous half-day work-ses-
sions with asynchronous working distributed over several weeks. Participants are able to clarify
challenges and generate promising ideas together, then work out possible solutions and do the
initial prototyping — with colleagues and stakeholders — between the scheduled online sessions,

before reporting back to other group members. The online Camps allow people from different
countries and time zones to participate, without the carbon-footprint of travelling, the expense for
accommodation, and equally important, the cost of time spent away from home.

There is strong evidence of the importance of preparation, the selection of challenges and their

owners, as well as the follow-through work on transforming the challenges into innovative proto-
types that generate medium-term outcomes and longer-term impact. lterative improvements to
these aspects has also strengthened the effectiveness of the method.
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Appetite for engaging with new methodologies
will have been reinforced by the positive user-ex-
perience of the Innovation Camp model, with
feedback indicating that it delivered a positive
learning experience, drove active participation,
and inspired further engagement on the topic.
Focus group participants said the novelty of the
methods had helped attract stakeholder engage-
ment, and many were keen to see the Innovation
Camp model continue to evolve to trial features
such as embedded expert facilitation, or less
time-intensive versions that could be deployed
for smaller or more defined challenges.

2. Participation

Engaging stakeholders was a consistent chal-
lenge across the initiative, and is discussed
further in the following section. However, from a

“The Innovation Camp methodology
provided both the framework and the
resources to act outside the box. There
could be a role at EU-level to continue to
drive innovation in approaches, connect
experts, and train local facilitators in
XZHM RIJYMTITFRAusNJIX g

methodological perspective, the attendee data
indicates that the Innovation Camp model was
effective at broadening the variety of event par-
ticipants — further supporting the efficacy of the
model as an engagement tool.

3. Impacts and outcomes

Evidence indicates that, as well as delivering a
positive user experience, the SMR methodolo-
gies also provide effective at delivering intended
outcomes. Despite the natural time lag for some
impacts, over two-thirds (68%) of the event
organiser cohort had already fully achieved their
objectives, and we can expect to see these im-
pacts continue to unfold over time.

There was also evidence for lasting impact
on the organisers and their ways of working, with
growing expectations of trialling new methodolo-
gies, and launching new projects. Notably, despite
the challenges of engaging the Civil Society group
in several of the events, many organisers still an-
ticipated a lasting influence from the SMR experi-
ence on their approach to citizen engagement.

Similarly, the Rhine-Main Universities re-
ported the pairing scheme approach resulting in
numerous follow-up activities, evidencing lasting
influence, alongside increased understanding
of the relevant science among most policymak-
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ing professionals, and a change of perspective
experienced by most participating researchers as
immediate outcomes.

“Our SMR event attracted a lot of
attention from the public and the
media. While cooperation be-
tween the city and scientists as
well as other stakeholders has
existed for many years, this con-
ference further strengthened this
cooperation and pointed out the
need to make additional efforts
in creating new activities, mea-

XZWJIX UWTLWFRX FSI

-SMR participant.
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5.4

optimising a
future instrument:
lessons learned

The SMR initiative also yielded some iterative
improvements that could help boost the effi-

cacy of any future instrument. These lessons
learned include:

1. Methodology

Preparatory phase: organisers would wel-
come greater project management guidance
and more time in the planning phase to ensure
moderators, experts and challenge owners were
well-prepared. Organisers sought greater support
in choosing a tangible topic of focus, with a path-
way for translating dialogue into policy advice.
There were indications that the scale of the SMR
initiative’'s budget encouraged an over-approval of
events, which led to JRC support (including bilat-
eral coaching sessions on citizen engagement)
being spread thinner across more organisers. We
woullti/stiggestifirther X)nfgjeration be given to
balancing the forecasted number of events with
the resources allocated to the initiative.

Delivery phase: several organisers were
keen for greater co-creation time within the
engagement model, including more allowance
for post-discussion reflection. Some organisers
supported the mixing of traditional and discus-
sion formats, to best suit the chosen topic.
Follow-up phase: there was strong appetite for



“The preparatory phase is key.
We would suggest spending
much attention to the way input
gained during the event will be
translated into concrete policy
advice. That will also help shape
the structure/methodology of
the debate. Also, specifying the

the Event organisers, “communication with stake-
holders” was the most commonly cited challenge,
followed by “involvement of challenge owners”.
Among the quadruple helix groups, the Civil
Society group proved hardest to engage overall
but many organisers also struggled with en-
gaging the Business and Government groups.
Notably, engagement from this latter group
diminished between the preparation and event
phases, with further support required to avoid

XHNIJSYN*H VZIXYNTS X thﬁsgritiﬂ]'szw bcil_st ing the breadth of

possible will help in gaining the
right kind of speakers for the
J[J S YSHIR participant.

longer running programmes of activity, allowing
relationships to build over time. Organisers were
interested in seeing greater support for the imple-
mentation of ideas stemming from the dialogue,
and saw a role at an EU-level for longer-term
initiatives that could yield more ambitious out-
comes and nurture lasting skills in regions.

2. Participation
Engaging stakeholders was a significant and
consistent challenge across the initiative. Among

participation, we see a risk that initiatives in this
area become increasingly perceived as being by,
and for, Academia.

“EU instruments have proven

powerful means for introduc-
tion of new methodologies and
sharing practices, encouraging
novel participatory formats to

be embedded in communities.
Longer-term processes, running
for several months or even years,
would better enable achieving

Y M NREé$cgs Group participant.

57



“The JRC provided a comprehen-
sive document on the Innovation
Camp methodology. However, it
would be useful to provide meth-
ods by which, within the events,
we can more effectively engage
the four categories of main ac-

international level, including the opportunity to
further leverage the EU endorsement in invita-
tions to policy makers to secure their partici-
pation. More opportunity to work through local
networks and agents to reach a wider pool of
potential participants.

Incentives and compatibility: guidance and flex-
ibility to help organisers align activity timings
with target participants (e.g. avoiding summer

YTWX NS FHYN[NYNJX F Byqak fof l@vﬁrs\';ygtwer@). Support to un-

-SMR participant.

A similar theme has emerged for the pairing
schemes, where the self-selecting nature of the
programme biases participation towards policy
makers with an existing interest in science-policy

engagement. This prevents the benefits of the pro-

gramme reaching a broader, and less engaged au-

dience. Areas to focus on strengthening include:
Early mapping: offer greater support to identify
challenge owners and engage them earlier in
the development of the project. Greater invest-
ment in pre-event community building, espe-
cially with underrepresented groups such as
citizens, businesses and students.
Better use of networks: further support to iden-
tity relevant speakers at regional, national and
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derstand the incentives for each of the quadru-
ple helix groups, and ensure this is reflected in
the planning of activities to boost participation.
Within the pairing schemes, incentives could be
reshaped to draw in less-engaged participants
and amplify the schemes impact.

“Try to identify the key challenge

owners as soon as possible,
better to include them already

in the proposal phase. Innova-
tion camp-type methodology
assumes personal and active
participation throughout the pro-
H J X XSMR participant.



Follow up: guidance on ensuring participants

understand the expectations attached to joining
activities, and advice on establishing ownership
of post-event follow up actions by participants.

3. Knowledge exchange
Feedback highlighted two cultural barriers that
warrant additional focus in any future initiative.

Firstly, event organisers spoke of the “lack
of synchronisation” between the scientific and
policy-making communities involved in the
initiative, which led to language and cultural
barriers. To address these barriers, there was
appetite for greater investment into scientific
communication skills, further experimentation
with intermediaries to facilitate science-policy
dialogue, and longer-lasting mechanisms to
introduce policy makers to the scientific com-
munity. Similarly, within the pairing schemes,
there was appetite for longer timeframes for en-
gagement — the Rhine-Main Universities survey
data indicated that face-to-face meetings might
be too short to facilitate the depth of knowledge
exchange required.

Secondly, event organisers saw a missed
opportunity to connect shared experience to-
gether — both through knowledge sharing within
the SMR cohort, and also the chance to link to

groups facing similar science-policy challenges
outside the SMR initiative. Despite regional nu-
ances, they saw the SMR cohort as an ideal op-
portunity for knowledge-sharing among a group
of peers as they developed their event(s), with
the added potential to foster stronger pan-Europe
connections in the longer-term. In any future
initiative, we would recommend greater support
for intra-cohort knowledge exchange, perhaps

fBHNJSYN*H WIXIJFWHM T

erates on longer timescales
compared to policy-making pro-
cesses, which require timely and
relevant information. The gap
between the availability of sci-

JSYN*H WIXIFWHM-FSI

cy of policy needs can limit the

Y

NSYJLWFYNTS TK XHNJS

into policy decisions. There is a
role at the EU-level to offer a mix
of support mechanisms to over-

HTRJ YMJXJ FSI TYMJW (

-Focus Group participant.
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through a regular forum space with ‘guest slots’
for groups outside the SMR initiative, who are
tackling similar challenges.

Ultimately, no single intervention can imme-
diately overcome these two substantial barriers,
and progress will rely on a mix of complementary
interventions. However, many would welcome
EU-level leadership in tackling these barriers, rec-
ognising this as an opportunity to weave together
a strategic mix of support mechanisms, including
but not necessarily limited to the approaches
included in the SMR programme, in ways that are
challenging at an individual regional level.

“There is a lot more potential for
knowledge sharing in Europe.
Many challenges we face have
already been addressed else-
where, and vice versa. This is not
always common knowledge, and
highlighting each region’s exper-
tise and solved challenges more

4. Maximising impact

Looking at the furthest progressed element of
the SMR initiative — the Events workstream - the
data indicates that the initiative is helping to
drive behaviour changes among the event organ-
isers. However, our review points towards further
refinements to processes and support that could
maximise this impact.

During the set-up phase, we believe that
additional support could be offered to the or-
ganisers as they developed their project Key
Performance Indicators (KPIs), to ensure these
focussed on ambitious and impactful measures
of success. Data from this latest SMR initiative
indicates a bias towards process or ‘means’ led
indicators, over outcomes or ‘end’ points. While
this is to be expected in the early stages of a
long-term process aiming to shift behaviours in
the science-policy space, targeted support at the
KPI-setting stage could help nudge successive
cohorts of organisers towards setting high aspi-
rations for their event programme.

Given the nature of the SMR initiative, we
would expect ‘influencing policy programmes’
to be a high-priority endpoint for organisers, yet
the data indicates that this proved to be one of

\TZ Q  HTSYWNGZYJ YT meMcEtXhalgenging goals to achieve. This was
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all the more surprising given that all but three of



the 25 event organisers purposefully involved
Government stakeholders in organising their
programme. The data indicates two particular
bottle-neck points:
Several organisers found engaging with the
Government group challenging and the data
indicates a drop off in engagement from this
group between the preparatory and event

phases. This suggests that, despite being nomi-
nally involved, this stakeholder group are unlike-

ly to have been a driving force in the conduct
of events. This lack of input may have led to

events unintentionally drifting away from policy

impact, coupled with a lower post-event buy-in
from Government stakeholders.

Despite a condition of SMR participation being
to embed the planned programme into a lon-
ger-term initiative, several organisers indicated
a lack of capacity for post-event follow-up
activities. Some organisers may have underes-
timated or failed to foresee the resource need-
ed to translate the outcomes of dialogue into
practical policy change.

Based on these bottle-neck points, we would
recommend that any future intervention:
Places greater emphasis on deep involvement
from Government stakeholders from the very

start of the process, to ensure they feel a great-
er sense of ownership over the programme of
work. Particular attention should be given to
ensuring this interest does not wane after the
preparatory phase, but that Government stake-
holders feel a clear benefit from — and respon-
sibility towards — the planned activities.
Provides dedicated space within the prepa-
ratory phase to explore resource allocation
across the pre- and post-event phases, per-
haps with input from previous organiser co-
horts. Further changes might include hypothe-
cated budget to translate event recordings to
help the discussion and outcomes reach wider
audiences, or a more structured use of EU net-
works to disseminate the findings and create
pressure for policy change.

Both recommendations could be integrated into

a wider package of support, which made use

of more regular touchpoints with organisers to
ensure that key actions were on track, and that
organisers were consciously planning for their next
steps. Although this would involve a more time-in-
tensive pastoral role for the initiative organiser, we
believe a relatively light-touch set of interactions at
key moments could substantially boost the chanc-
es of long-term impact from the dialogue activities.
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“The JRC is promoting an ideal re-
lationship between science and
policy: a two-way open dialogue,
where science is communicated
to policy-makers and vice-versa.
It would be good to do this on a
more regular basis through short
YTZHMU FOWVRYakt

5. Targeting support

Among the event organisers, insufficient re-
sources and capacity were cited as the two
main barriers to further follow-on work, yet just
under a third of organisers didn't see these

as barriers. Given the differences in capacity
across regions, we would recommend carefully
targeting support through any future instru-
ment to where it is most needed — perhaps
offering different tiers of financial, method-
ological and/or scientific support based on
region-specific needs.

Regarding the scientific support offered, we
note that the scale of the SMR initiative created a
demand that exceeded the capacity of JRC scien-
tists to offer input, despite best intentions. If sci-
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entific support remains part of a future offer, we
would recommend that scientists are engaged
earlier in the process, ideally at the proposal eval-
uation and selection phase, to ensure buy-in and
sense-check the capacity and expertise required
to fully support approved activities. This does not
mean that proposals should be excluded when
expertise are limited, but it may allow expecta-
tions to be set and limitations made clear earlier
in the process for successful applicants.
Regarding the financial support offered,
there was appetite among organisers for simpli-
fied and flexible delivery mechanisms. JRC was
starting from a challenging position to deliver
the initiative from a financial perspective, as the
organisation does not have the ability to award
grants. This required the use of less familiar, and
sometimes more complex, funding models which
underpinned some of the challenges experienced
by organisers. Feedback from organisers indicat-
ed an appetite for a flexible funding model, for
example using block allocations accompanied by
broad guidance on expenditure, rather than the
use of price lists. Additionally, greater flexibility
on resource allocation may have helped JRC ad-
dress the previous challenge around constrained
scientific support, by providing a route to redirect
investment into increasing capacity to meet user



demand. Overall, we believe there is a strong ra-
tionale for considering the use of a more flexible
grant model for any further activities in this area.

“With the JRC support it

was possible to put more

input in communication

and in organising a live

event in order to spread

the message and knowl-

JILI NS YMJ RTXY JK*HNJSY
way. Financial support

played a big role in this,

but we also used the ex-

pertise of JRC through

their connections with

XUJFPIJWX FSI JJUJWY X ¢
-SMR participant.
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133(,)AJ)K(51.%$..89

This evaluation was informed by data on each

of the key components of the initiative, covering
both the experience of participants and the perfor-
mance of the individual activities. Working within
the statistical limitations inherent in small sample
sizes, this report weaves together quantitative and
qualitative data to draw broad conclusions about
the successes and challenges of the initiative.

Direct feedback from participants was col-
lected via surveys, including day-by-day satisfac-
tion surveys of those participating in the training
courses, and a detailed post-event survey of
event organisers (yielding a total of 25 respons-
es). The latter was further supplemented by a
focus group with a subset of event organisers, to
explore some of the emerging themes from the
survey data in more detail.

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) were also
set and reported on across both the Events and the
Pairing Schemes, providing insights into pre-de-
fined outcomes and measures of successes.

133(,)BJ)L+/5).H)M=+(3=07((5/) )
N(8+.3/)04(35/

Through two calls for expressions of interest, a
total of 21 cities, regions and territories across
the EU were selected to deliver a Science meets
Regions event. A full alphabetical list of these
events is below:

pact for coastal protection and adaptation to
climate change.

*SXHMJIJ 3JYMIWQFSIX -TS (4;.)
covery. Aimed to address local digitalisation
challenges and explored where and how dig-
italisation can contribute meaningfully to the
sustainable development and resilience of
the post-COVID (sub)urban ecosystem in the
Twente region.

*XYTSNF 2NSNXYWAHA TK *SINWTSRJ
and digital transitions. Explored the reinvention
of the Public Water Supply and Sewerage Devel-
opment Plan (WSDP) into smart data-based
governance tools and pathway to achieve this
in any urban area.

*IYWIRFIZWF 8UFNS TS.,WJJS YV
An innovation camp on energy storage which
aimed to create a link between the energy spe-
cialisation of the region and its socio-economic
development, by connecting challenges of the
industry and the environment.

,JFGWT[T 'ZQLFWNF TS ,WJJS FSI
tions. An innovation camp on youth and entre-
preneurship in the green and digital fields.

,TYMJSGZWL 8\JIJS TS ,WJJS FSI
transitions. Four workshops on the green and
digital transitions, aiming to facilitate the devel-
opment of a science-based city management.

,ZWFSFIF 8UFNS TS ,WJJS £SI INLD
tions. An innovation camp and participatory

(QZO 3FUTHF 7TRFSNF TS ,WJJS FSdnidnilNackl®the issue of implementing

transitions. An innovation camp on ‘Annual Digital
Transformation Challeng€’, focused on the imple-
mentation of strategic objectives assessing the
possible impact of new societal developments.

policies to fight climate change at local level.

-FQQJ 8FFQJ ,JWRFSA” TS ,WJJS |
transitions. An innovation camp to address the

topics of climate change, demographic change,

*RNQNF 7TRFLSF .YFQ" TS ,WJJan¥hdils XHé ¥vent cussed on health con-

An innovation camp on the intergenerational
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sequences induced by climate change in a re-



gion where demographic change is at its peak. idence on biological, ecological and agricultural
-EXXJIQY '"JOQLNZR TS ,WRidS YW F Ratines kypi&l of South Bohemia.

novation camp on the green management plan 9FRUJWJ +NSQFSI TS ,WJJS FSI INLN
of Hasselt. sitions. A series of workshops to co-create a
-JQXNSPN +NSQFSI TS ,WJJS F SiedibnaNigifaQcompasssand elaborate the role

sitions. Events focussed on the transition to of digital transformation in the planned mis-

carbon neutrality by 2030 and enhanced R&D sions of the regional development programme
investment to 5% of GDP by 2030. and the associated smart specialisation strate-
1JIJZ\FWIJS 3JYMIWQFSIXx TS ,WJ3yR27-20%4S

sition. A multi-day conference on climate IOWJISYT . YFQ” TS )NAnNhYFQ YWFS
adaptation and increasing biodiversity. The novation camp aimed at increasing deci-

conference included scientific analysis and sion-makers’ awareness about the benefits and
scientific advice and led to expert discussion drawbacks of Al technologies for public admin-

on the governance structure of the Green Blue istration and to promote their adoption through
Diamond program. multidisciplinary and multisectoral cooperation.
2F'TUTQXPF 5TQFSI TS AVJJS YWRSXWNNYNTSFQ”" TS ,Whhé&tiynW F S XN
conference and workshop activities focussed camps (GR.0.U.N.D. Green On Umbria for New

on the circular economy — from theory to prac- Development ) to tackle specific challenges, in-

tice, aiming to increase awareness of imple- cluding supply chains in the agricultural sector
mentation policies and practical solutions for and new life for industrial sites, to reach sus-

the circular economy. tainability in the region.

AHHNYFSNJ 52W S JX 2 INYIWWFS 3FtWFSHWMWTFSNF TS (4.;Apne- WIHT
Green transition. World Soil Day 2022 focussed day event focused on evidence-informed poli-

on “Soil fertility and nutrition”, generating reflec- cies supporting single parent families, aiming to

tions, encouraging the commitment of all, and define activities for inclusion in the 2022-2027
reinforcing dialogue between researchers and Social Plan of the City, on single-parent families.

actors for the preservation of soils in Occitanie.
7ZXJ 'ZQLFWNF TS ,WAhinBoY W F SAhNnYpRIrTast component of this Science meets

vation camp on Decarbonisation of Transport Regions action was the targeted support for

to strengthen policy-making in transport and multiregional networks, involving at least three

urban planning through close collaboration of regions or cities in at least two different member
authorities, science, business and citizens for states. A separate strand was built into the call

greener and smarter urban and regional trans- for expression of interest, allowing specifically

port systems. for network proposals. The following three net-

8TZYM "TMIJRNF (_JHMNF TS ,Wwdrks WS¢ selettddy F Q

transitions. A conference on Science for Smart &QJSYJOT S5TWYZLFQ FX QJFI UFV
and Sustainable Agriculture which gathered ev- \NYM *]YWIRFIZWF 8UFNS TS ,WJ

71



Focussed on the constitution of an “Intelligent
Agri-Food Network for Semi-Arid Regions”,
with a series of events to enable its design and
implementation in a participatory manner. The
themes of the events were: digital, agriculture,
digital livestock, agribusiness 4.0 and integrat-
ed agri-food chain.

Classroom learning modules are those in which
we'll collectively work during the 3 training days
of the course. Here, you'll engage with your
course colleagues and be led by course instruc-
tors, with a significant focus on performing prac-
tical exercises, both in groups and individually.
Self-paced learning modules are those in which

,LJQIJWQFSI FSI 4[JWNOXXJQ FX Q pérlicipdnwivdepevidantly access the course
3JYMIJWQFSIX YTLJYMJW \NYM 1 platfomrn'&zynhstvembes material at their own
BTWYM *FXY 7TRFSNF FSI1-8QT][JS Npace.TTBegeNriotlules are hosted on the EU Acad-
tal transition in health. A series of interactive emy Platform, under the dedicated course area.
international conferences with dedicated
workshops on smart health, aiming to develop
solutions together with researchers and social
actors to issues defined by the administration learning modules serve as a vital complement
in the field of Smart Health. to each block, enriching and/or delving deeper
<JXYRJFYM . WJQFSI FX QJFI UFiWortBeldadhteNts efIMIMdunse. It is important
\NYM INRIJWNHP . WJQFSI -FSI ,"gMadan&farsili8rize yourself with the platform
UWTS -ZSLFW2A TS ,WJJS-FSI |Nand the apynctdnsus Materials. Moreover, we
tions. Three events focussed on “Future and expect you to read the Introduction to the Course
sustainable industries: Green and Digital Trans- section before the first training day, to familiarize
formation”; “Bioeconomy: Green and Digital yourself with the course structure and the practi-
Transformation”; “Social Innovation: Recovery cal cases we will use in our exercises.
The course is organized into three thematic
blocks, with seven asynchronous modules (self-

While the focus of the training experience is con-
centrated in the classroom sessions, self-paced

from the COVID-19 Pandemic” to address the

green and digital transitions.
paced learning) and nine classroom modules

133(,)CI)G")=."%/()/93.&/+/ (distributed over the 3 training days):

Working with Evidence - Course Overview

This document presents a course overview
outlining the relationship between content blocks
and learning modules.

To effectively navigate the course structure,
it is important to understand that the learning
process will be divided into classroom learning
modules and self-paced learning modules. Mod-
ules are distributed jointly and complementarily
in thematic blocks:
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In ' Q T H,Rve'll introduce the course, learn fun-
damental concepts for working with evidence
in public policy, and begin to deeply consider
working with evidence and identifying needs for
evidence-informed policy. This block contains

HQFXXWTTR RTIZQJX - FSI

STZX XJQK UFHJI RT.IZQJX
In 'Q T H,Rve’ll broadly consider evidence
needs and their interrelation with different types
of policy interactions, learn about various meth-



ods of gathering evidence for public policy, and

connecting to experts and knowledge holders,

and think ahead to understand the impacts

and implications of policy choices. This block

HTSYFNSX HOQFXXWTTR RTIZQJX FSI
FXASHMWTSTZX XJQK UFHJI RTIZQJX .; ;
In 'Q T H,Rve'll learn about evidence assess-

ment and how to navigate conflicting evidence,

by applying key the key concepts and critical

thinking skills that are essential for evidence-in-

formed policy. This block also marks the

closing of the course, thus combining the main

learning of the course to see how they inte-

grate and complement each other. This block

HTSYFNSX HOQFXXWTTR RTIZQJX FSI

FXASHMWTSTZX XJQK UFHJI RTIZQJX ;. ;..
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Getting in touch with the EU
In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct centres. You can find the address of the centre nearest you
online (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us en).

On the phone or in writing

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can contact this service:
— by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),

— at the following standard number: +32 22999696,

— via the following form: european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us en.

Finding information about the EU
Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa website (europe-
an-union.europa.eu).

EU publications

You can view or order EU publications at op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free publications can be obtained
by contacting Europe Direct or your local documentation centre (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en).

EU law and related documents

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official language versions, go to EUR-
Lex (eur-lex.europa.eu).

EU open data

The portal data.europa.eu provides access to open datasets from the EU institutions, bodies and agencies. These can be
downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commercial purposes. The portal also provides access to a
wealth of datasets from European countries.


http://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
http://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en
http://european-union.europa.eu
http://european-union.europa.eu
http://op.europa.eu/en/publications
http://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
http://eur-lex.europa.eu
http://data.europa.eu

Science for policy

Publications Office
of the European Union

The Joint Research Centre (JRC) provides
independent, evidence-based knowledge
and science, supporting EU policies to
positively impact society

1A
EU Science Hub
Elz#%T:  joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu


https://joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu/select-language?destination=/node/1

