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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. About Sciencewise -ERC

The Sciencewise Expert Resource Centre for Public Dialogue In Science and Innovation (ERC) is funded by the Department for Business, Innovation & Skills (BIS). It aims to help policy makers commission and and use public dialogue to inform policy decisions which involve science and technology.
It aims to provide a comprehensive online resource of information, advice and guidance together with a wide range of support services aimed at policy makers and all the different stakeholders involved in science and technology policy-making, including the public.
You can find out more about Sciencewise-ERC’s aims and objectives here:

http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/cms/aims-and-objectives/  To find out in more detail about the Sciencewise-ERC and Public Dialogue please read The Government’s Approach to Public Dialogue on Science and Technology (Guiding Principles).

1.2. Policy Context
The year 2000 saw publication of the Phillips Inquiry into the BSE crisis, the House of Lords report on Science and Society, and the establishment of public commissions on human genetics and agricultural biotechnology. The Public Understanding of Science approach was increasingly complemented by Public Engagement in Science, and in 2005 Sciencewise-ERC was created as a systematic new approach to upstream public involvement – using public dialogue to inform policy that involves significant elements of science and technology, from investment in innovation to regulation of risk. 
Ten years on from the Lords’ report, a number of organisations are reviewing what has been learned during this decade of innovation in opening up UK policy on issues with a significant element of science and/or technology to greater public participation, and considering what would improve the relationship between government, politics, scientists and the public. 

The Sciencewise-ERC has also conducted its own mini review of the findings from its dialogues
  and multi-stakeholder expert group inquiries such as the ‘Science For All’ and ‘Science and Trust’ convened by BIS through 2009-2010 have made wide ranging recommendations for the future of science policy governance, and engagement with the public. These have included a call for the public sector and other interested stakeholders to  “set up a pilot ‘public compact’, to enable concerted action on national issues by government, public sector bodies, businesses and members of the public
” and for Sciencewise-ERC to “work across Government departments to support…public judgement about risks and uncertainties inherent in the scientific advisory process” and “support policy makers to take better account of public attitudes and values to the risks, benefits and uncertainties in the governance of emerging technologies”
.
In addition, the new coalition government’s priorities create an opportunity for much wider openness and transparency of the use of science in all sectors, and a call for stakeholder, business and civic actors to have a stronger voice and role in the governance and regulation of science and emerging technologies for public good. There are three relevant areas that this project addresses.

· First is a commitment to open government and open data 
.  Your Freedom has been the first initiative – a national ‘suggestions box’ online engagement mechanism run by Delib, which enables feedback from the public on the effects of laws, regulations on the ground
. Related to this are the recommendations following the publication of Sir Muir Russell’s inquiry into the UEA IPCC leaked emails
, and the formation of the Public Sector Transparency Board

· Second are the emerging values of Big Society, which emphasises the reduction in state control and bureaucracy, regulation and spending and, where appropriate, the opening of new civic spaces for governance, voice, action and ‘non-invited’ participation.
· Third is the over arching commitment to democratic innovation and electoral reform, and the wider debate about democracy and public engagement that this will engender
1.3. Project Phasing and Structure
Any continuation of or commencement of Phase Two activities of the project from April 2011 is contingent upon outcomes of the spending review.
This project seeks to bring together champions in the public, academic, civil society and private sectors to consider (phase 1) and co-design and test (phase 2) these issues and mechanisms, where possible using public input. The process by which the project is developed is designed to test and demonstrate good governance, openness and transparency, as well as building interest in, and support and ownership of the results. The project has been designed in two phases, the first fully funded by Sciencewise-ERC (with BIS as the sponsor department) and the second co-funded by organisations willing to undertake pilot projects.
It is likely that a consortium approach will be required.
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To ensure relevance to a wide variety of stakeholders, and engagement with the large amount of existing intelligence and learning, the project will need to have an open, participatory format that encourages collaboration and innovation. This could include a core stakeholder / advisory group which will commission and co-ordinate a range of mini-inquiries, explorations and action research, overseen by task and finish groups, and supported by sub-contractors. The project will need to actively engage with stakeholders around each mini inquiry, and at times groups of the public may also need to be involved, to add insight and help design solutions.
1.4. Project stakeholders and owners

Engagement with key opinion shapers and the convening of a wide cross section of actors is likely to be essential if the project is to create lasting and useful knowledge, learning and experiments in this area. 

Core government stakeholders are likely to include:
· The Government Office for Science (including Chief Scientific Advisor Departmental CSAs, CSA Committee and Secretariat), and offices for the promotion of science within BIS
· Funders of research and innovation, led by the Research Councils. Associated partners could include the Higher Education Funding Councils, Technology Strategy Board and NESTA
· Cross-departmental bodies with a mandate for openness, civil society, digital engagement (e.g. various sections of the Cabinet Office, Public Sector Transparency Board, The Information Commissioner’s Office)

· Bodies with a mandate for scrutiny or regulation of the products of science and technology (e.g. various regulatory agencies across government)
· Science and technology policy makers across government
Core non-government stakeholders are likely to include:

· Learned societies and National Academies in science and science-related policy

· University departments, research institutes, networks and think-tanks interested in science-related policy, or in the social and political aspects of governance, transparency and public engagement

· Consumer councils, pressure groups and watchdogs (e.g. National Consumer Council)

· Media-focused organisations (e.g. Science Media Centre, Press Complaints Agency)

· Leading science and emerging technology based businesses

· Business and technology associations in key science-related areas
· Practioners in transparency and openness, dialogue and engagement, empowerment of citizen campaigns and action

1.5. Core questions for the inquiry

The project might be managed through work stream inquiries that relate to specific questions and issues. These might include:

1. Potential role of open government, open data, to improve transparency and public scrutiny. Potential role of new media.

2. ‘Co-production’ models in the development of science related policy, including multi-stakeholder compacts and civil society based initiatives (media, consumer organisations, campaigning networks)

3. New models of corporate self governance, socially responsible innovation and voluntary regulation

4. Low cost and distributed models of public engagement, dialogue and intelligence gathering in an age of austerity (citizen involvement panels, YouGov, crowd sourcing)
5. How to engage with societal voice and the un-invited participation space 

6. Values modes and public perceptions of risk and uncertainty. 

7. Role of peer review, trusted intermediaries and centres of excellence

8. Embedding public scrutiny and involvement in key governance institutions (e.g. lay person advisory structures)
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2. TENDER SPECIFICATION
Sciencewise-ERC is looking for a potential provider or providers (a consortium approach is encouraged) to manage a multi-stakeholder learning process that will build on existing initiatives, review and synthesise relevant knowledge, commission new research, mobilise policy influencers, academics and practitioners, to help develop new thinking and active collaborations around core issues and questions in relation to governance, trust, transparency and public engagement. 
This tender document is for Phase One only, with the potential to extend the contract to cover the learning and synthesis components of  Phase Two.

2.1. Core requirements of contractor

· Policy analysis and innovation in the areas of participatory governance, transparency, dialogue, scrutiny and multi-stakeholder compacts

· Policy analysis in the areas of science and technology, (and / or policies involving high degrees of uncertainty or controversy)

· Convening and running a participatory learning and synthesis process with wide stakeholder engagement, and encouraging creativity and innovation

· Managing an ongoing stakeholder debate / conversation / dialogue on a number of inter-related, complex issues, on a number of levels

· Commissioning and managing a range of smaller research and contributing projects

· Working with, and supporting, government officers (at a range of levels) to explore, develop and trial new policy ideas, 

· Having influence in a policy space and convening influential contributors

2.2. Phase One objectives
Key objectives of Phase One of the project are to:

1. Better understand trends and opportunities for the role of public engagement in the governance of policy involving science and technology over the next 10 years. The project will:

· Synthesise insights from the last ten years of practice (including Sciencewise and other public engagement initiatives) to identify what has worked, what gaps exist, and what new ideas, challenges and opportunities are emerging

· Horizon scan future and existing science and emerging technology topic areas that are likely to spark controversy and debate through to 2020

· Identify potential focal points for improved public engagement processes, particularly in the context of recent coalition governance priorities 

· Explore possible institutional reforms and innovations for developing these governance processes and mechanisms in relation to science and technology

2. Demonstrate good dialogue practice through the process of the project itself, building open coalitions of stakeholders prepared to investigate, deliberate and innovate around policy and practice – from business, science, government and civil society

2.3. Phase Two (contingent on the results of the spending review)

A potential second phase of the project (to be rolled out after and alongside the commissioning of Phase One) will work with government departments and core partners to develop action research and public engagement experiments that build on contacts and learning from Phase One. Match funded grants may be made available directly to these departments and organisations to support them with their learning or experiment. These further stages might include:  

· Co-designing and (if time allows) testing a range of new or evolved public engagement mechanisms (some within government institutions) that respond to specific opportunities / challenges in governance and regulation, and have strong potential value (in terms of better policy, feasibility, efficacy, value of public investment, accountability and trust).

· Making practical recommendations that build on the results, and encouraging ongoing reflection and learning to improve practice, targeted at key governance stakeholders

Phase Two will aim to commission several action research or pathfinder type mechanisms for building public engagement and opinions into the heart of governance and decision making (as identified and designed in Phase One). It will explore/pilot concrete examples and processes of public engagement. Subject to funding and time constraints for Phase 2, it is anticipated that the Phase 1 contractor will be asked to conduct the review and synthesis for this second phase. A range of questions could drive this inquiry, such as those given in section 1.5. In this work it might be useful to consider how each mechanism improves society substantively (e.g. better value policy), normatively (e.g. fairer policy) or instrumentally (e.g. more accountable policy).

The engagement of government partners will be critical to the success of both Phases, but government departments will be recruited to champion and lead these mini-pathfinders projects, with separate funding and support (to be contracted separately). 
It is also anticipated that some experiments would take place ‘outside government’, to develop and understand the idea of ‘uninvited spaces
’. 

A number of Phase Two pilots and projects are in the early stages of discussion with key government departments. These will be developed further during the tendering process and during Phase One.

2.4. Phase One - indicative activities and outputs
The following list provides only indications of the types of activities the contractor could consider, in order to achieve the desired outcomes for phase one.  Potential providers are invited to consider these or propose alternative activities to achieve project success (see section 2.6).
Participatory project and stakeholder management
· Support an active steering group of key stakeholders to guide the process (and to support the implementation of results). Convene and manage / support task and finish groups and individuals. 

· Develop a range of mechanisms for engaging other potential stakeholders and publics in the project as it evolves, at various levels of intensity. 

· Identify, contract and manage sub-contractors and contributors through a small grants / awards programme

Commissioning synthesis, review and opinion

· Commission / carry out in-house short review(s) / literature digests of dialogue, citizen scrutiny and transparency practice (including Sciencewise and other public engagement initiatives) to identify what lessons have been learned, what has worked, what gaps exist, and what new ideas, challenges and opportunities exist for ensuring the public have a voice in science and emerging technology issues. Stock take of key synthesis and work to date in this area

· Review best, international and future practise around potential new public scrutiny and co-design approaches. 

· Commission a horizon scan of future flashpoints in emerging science and technology-related policy issues likely to cause public or media concern over the next ten years, including identification of possible governance solutions

· Interview key policy makers and influential stakeholders to identify potential focal points for greater or improved public engagement

· Commission think pieces (e.g. on possible future reforms / mechanisms)

· Promote a controversial / stimulating ‘thought leader’ blog backed up by press coverage

· Involve the public in elements of the review, alongside other key stakeholder groups (experts, government, business, civil society)

Collaborative meetings, events and co-design

· Convene a co-design process to propose a (series of) pilots of transparency, engagement, citizen scrutiny and co-production mechanisms
 to be trialled in Phase II, both across science and technology policy and/or on key science issues
. 

· Manage an Open Space event / Unconference / Bar Camp style participatory conferences in which agenda for the event is set by participants convened around a clearly focused challenge. Topics, discussions and collaborations emerge and evolve. Innovations might then lead to prototyping in Phase 2. 

· The above process could also be used to generate immediate Phase One ‘thinking & though leadership’ proposals to a ‘project chest’ (e.g. £2-5k, awards) and the conference could rate and review ideas generated on the day. This combines elements of the Sandpit process (a common formula for developing interdisciplinary science proposals) with an open Innovation process 

· Complement the more participatory collaborative process with a series of lunchtime or evening seminars convening influential champions (as speakers on panel debates). 

· Short lifetime networks (e.g. to explore issues affecting a wide number of dispersed stakeholders)

· Explore possibilities of the above using new media / digital engagement – either as a complement or substitute

The work should build on existing initiatives and interest, such as those within government, within the practitioner networks and at the Royal Society, and the Cambridge / ESRC Critical Engagement Seminars
. It would be envisaged that many satellite initiatives could feed into the project, for example, academic pieces of work, initiatives by associated organisations.
2.5. Working Arrangements

Consortia approaches are encouraged. The successful contractor will be expected to identify one named point of contract through whom all enquiries can be filtered.
The contractor will be responsible to a steering group, but there will be a nominated project manager and content lead.

The contractor will be expected to commission a number of work packages from associated organisations. Sub-contracting opportunities must also be managed by the contractor in line with the Public Contracts Regulations 2006 (as amended) where applicable. 

It is intended that the project will be evaluated by an independent contractor and the successful contractor will be expected to co-operate with the evaluation contractor.
2.6. Expected Outputs 

The process should be high level and influential – credible and relevant to senior policy makers and senior scientists - while maintaining an inclusive, creative and participatory philosophy – worthy of the principles of dialogue.

The project success will be measured by factors such as:

· Phase 1: That we secure the active participation of the full range of stakeholders from policy, academic, practitioner and civil society interests, offering suitable participatory mechanisms which can deal with different levels of interest in the project

· Phase 1: Findings and recommendations combine practical, policy, public and social science insights, and are presented in a way (or in ways) that can be used by a range of interested parties 

· Phase 2: That a wide range of pilots/experiments/inquiries are conducted, each relating back to a common learning framework so that lessons learned can be gleaned and understood

· Overall: That the evidence is deemed to be robust and informs (or becomes the touch stone, bench mark or base line for) future activities in the area

· Overall: That the process of developing the project adheres to the Sciencewise-ERC principles, and the results may lead to a revision
· Overall: That those involved are able to carry forward insights and project benefits  

· That the media commentators/opinion formers – press, online etc – outside those actively involved engage in the debate and that any critiques and criticisms are dealt with positively (not defensively).

Potential Providers are invited to suggest associated outputs and metrics.  

Examples of possible metrics to indicate successful achievement of outputs include:

· The number of Government departments participating and level of involvement 

· Involvement of the devolved administrations

· Extent of Ministerial involvement

· Involvement of other stakeholders (academics etc)

· Articulation and exploration of [X] (new or improved) mechanisms

· Incorporation of findings into governance, not just into individual initiatives

· Press and media monitoring

2.7. Period of Contract 

The contract shall run for 5 months from the date of the contract award. The current anticipated timescale is:
Phase 1: November 2010 – January 2011 
Phase 2: December 2010 – March 2011 
Outcome: March 2011.

2.8. Budget 
The Phase One budget is £80,000, with a possible extension of £10,000 to cover collation and synthesis of the lessons from Phase Two, if approved.

It is expected that a part of the budget should be earmarked for small pieces of sub-contracted pieces of work, to be identified through the project life. 
Contractors should provide ideas for key milestones, based on their Phase one project design. 
In submitting full tenders, potential providers confirm in writing that the price offered will be held for a minimum of 60 calendar days from the date of submission. Any payment conditions applicable to the prime contractor must also be replicated with sub-contractors.

Sciencewise’s target is to pay all approved invoices within a maximum period of 10 days.
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Box 2: What technology sectors might be interested in championing an open inquiry and action research project into issues of trust, public engagement and social benefits of science?





Climate science (current issue based on public funded science, with potential to explore scientific openness, peer review processes and advisory processes, with strong interest from the RCUK / LWEC / NERC)


Digital (benign but pervasive influence in every day lives, and huge potential social impact, an opportunity to explore digital participation exclusion and innovation, and use digital mechanisms for dialogue (BIS, OfCom, NESTA)


Pharma / Medical (strong public-private linkages, with a clear regulator MHRA, and government champions GO-Life Sciences)


Nanotech (much work done, ongoing involvement by many departments, provides an opportunity to explore an industry-led dialogue in partnership with cross government groups and stakeholders)


Forensic science (in partnership with HO and MOJ)


Other?





Box 1 : What processes & mechanisms might have potential for building trust, openness, public involvement and social value in public policy through to 2020?





Public engagement – informed decision making processes


Increased use of one-off dialogue events and inquiries / juries


Public Compacts / congresses (e.g. S4A expert report recommendation, SDC Congress of the Future)


Community based research and co-design (e.g. Science Shops, Small Talks)


Open innovation, Crowd Sourcing – in designing new applications of emerging tech (Nesta?)


Cochrane reviews / honest broker . trusted intermediaries


Public transparency, scrutiny, accountability and quality control


Internet based Freedoms of Information (via Mashups)


Codes of Conduct (e.g. Nanocode, EU Code for research, corporate due diligence)


Transparencies in Risk Assessments (and disclosures) – with HSE? Public ombudsman / watchdog?


Embedded governance - Lay-person advisory / scrutiny panels (e.g. LWEC, FSA?)


Transparency in peer review process - Opening scientific research conferences


New collaborations / controls with media to control deliberate campaigns of misinformation

















� see � HYPERLINK "http://interactive.bis.gov.uk/scienceandsociety/site/trust/files/2010/03/Ethics-digest-SW-daniel-start21.pdf" �http://interactive.bis.gov.uk/scienceandsociety/site/trust/files/2010/03/Ethics-digest-SW-daniel-start21.pdf� 


� There is a need for concerted action by the public, government, business and others to address major science-related challenges. To get there we need to: 


set up a pilot ‘public compact’, to enable concerted action on national issues by government, public sector bodies, businesses and members of the public. (Public sector to fund a pilot). 


 consider and promote ways of prioritising key issues needing public participation and/or tackling some emerging technologies together (GO-Science Horizon Scanning Centre).  See � HYPERLINK "http://interactive.bis.gov.uk/scienceandsociety/site/all/files/2010/02/Science-for-All-Final-Report-WEB.pdf" �http://interactive.bis.gov.uk/scienceandsociety/site/all/files/2010/02/Science-for-All-Final-Report-WEB.pdf�  


� �HYPERLINK "http://interactive.bis.gov.uk/scienceandsociety/site/trust/2010/03/08/new-science-and-trust-expert-group-report-starting-a-national-conversation-about-good-science/"�http://interactive.bis.gov.uk/scienceandsociety/site/trust/2010/03/08/new-science-and-trust-expert-group-report-starting-a-national-conversation-about-good-science/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://programmeforgovernment.hmg.gov.uk/" �http://programmeforgovernment.hmg.gov.uk/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://yourfreedom.hmg.gov.uk/" �http://yourfreedom.hmg.gov.uk/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.cce-review.org/" �http://www.cce-review.org/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://data.gov.uk/blog/new-public-sector-transparency-board-and-public-data-transparency-principles" �http://data.gov.uk/blog/new-public-sector-transparency-board-and-public-data-transparency-principles� 


� Eg Jason Chilvers’ report on ‘Sustainable Participation’ to Sciencewise-ERC, 2010. � HYPERLINK "http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/cms/sciencewise-erc-strategic-research/" �http://www.sciencewise-erc.org.uk/cms/sciencewise-erc-strategic-research/� 


� There are a number of ways such a multi-party partnership, alliance or collaboration with the public could operate. In part these could be inspired by the voluntary sector compact model which is mandated by government commission and sponsored by NCVO and Cabinet Office OST (Office for the Third Sector e.g. �HYPERLINK "http://www.thecompact.org.uk/information/100018/about_us/"�http://www.thecompact.org.uk/information/100018/about_us/�)


� (or combinations of issues as requested by the Science for All action 2.5.2  “consider and promote ways of prioritising key issues needing public participation and/or tackling some emerging technologies together”


� This is currently scheduled as the Mellon Sawyer Seminar Series, University of Cambridge 27-28 May 2010
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