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Overview 

1. Introduction to FloodProBE and the science-
policy interface 

2. Why we focussed on SPI issues – what did 
we do? 

3. The FLOODrisk2012 sessions and position 
paper 

4. Suggested actions – flood risk community 

 



about FloodProBE 

 Vulnerability of urban areas / effects on critical 
infrastructure / defence performance / construction 
technologies & solutions 

 Deltares coordinating; range of partners 

 Nov 2009  Oct 2013 

 Key outputs presented at the FLOODrisk2012 
conference (Rotterdam) and in the forthcoming Aix 
en Provence workshop (Oct 2013) 

 All available online... www.floodprobe.eu  

 

 

 

http://www.floodprobe.eu/


What is meant by the science policy interface? 

• It’s all about communication 

• It’s not new – there are numerous initiatives 
trying to address this 

• Requires changes in working practice at 
many levels 

– Step by step – each initiative adds momentum 
for change 



What is meant by the science policy interface? 



[2] What did we do and why? 

• We had included an action in FloodProBE to 
review and monitor project outputs, and 
adapt their focus / format to help facilitate 
uptake and implementation 

 

• Analysing the science – policy interface for 
flood risk management to see if there were 
issues we could address was consistent with 
the goals of this work action 



[2] What did we do and why? 

Hence: 

(i) FloodProBE specific actions 

(ii) Review of more generic SPI for FRM issues 
and actions 

– Via FLOODrisk2012 leading to a position paper 



Generic analysis - Process models 
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[3] The FLOODrisk2012 sessions 

• Two special sessions on SPI for flood risk 
management: 

 Day 1 (Tues 20th): Barriers and best practice in SPI 

 Day 2 (Wed 21st): Ways forward for improving SPI 

 

 Group working rather than lecture theatre 

 

 Aiming to identify specific practical measures 
relevant to Policy makers / Researchers / Project 
coordinators / research proposal managers 

 

 



[3] The FLOODrisk2012 sessions 

In addition: 

• Online survey also allowed others to participate 

• Overall results were analysed and condensed into 
a position paper 

• Position paper was reviewed by Working Group F, 
along with feedback on some suggested actions 

 



Identified 7 groups of possible SPI issues (FRM) 

9 september 2013 

1. Mismatch between policy needs and the available 

science; 

2. Communication and dissemination problems; 

3. Scope and culture differences; 

4. Unclear responsibility and ownership; 

5. Lack of funding; 

6. Mismatch in timing; 

7. Knowledge and trust issues. 

 

 Within these, over 20 specific issues were 

identified 



The four main barriers identified: 

1. Science is content driven while policy is driven by 

society 

– Different time horizons – policy schedules, reaction to 

events versus research ‘process’ 

– Compromise and uncertainty 

 

2. Scientists only tend to disseminate within their 

scientific community. 

– No motivation to publish outside of technical journals 

 

 

9 september 2013 



The four main barriers identified: 

3. Lack of awareness of available research results by 

policy makers 

– Range of C&D issues here 

 

4. Unclear ownership of the problem, product or policy 

resulting in unclear responsibility 

– Too many steps / ‘baton changes’ between policy 

development and research implementation 

9 september 2013 



Recommended priority actions: 

1. Establish stronger involvement of policy makers 

within research development and give this point 

more weight in project evaluations. 

– EC establish policy link during programme 

development and ensure links are set and maintained 

for the project 

 

2. Implement the role of knowledge broker. 

– Funding and support for dedicated role at either / all of 

project, clusters of projects or entire research areas 

level 

 

9 september 2013 



Recommended priority actions: 

3. Plan for outputs from EU research projects in 

formats which are targeted at specific, different 

stakeholders. 

– Cascade communication 

– Staged  / scheduled communication 

 

 

9 september 2013 



[4] Observations and opportunities 

It was noted that: 

• Many of the issues identified through 
this review agreed closely with 
conclusions drawn from other SPI 
initiatives 

– We need to implement changes!  

– What else can we do to make a 
difference? 



[4] Observations and opportunities 

Support for research into practice? 

Support for the FLOODrisk community? 

 

 Use the framework developed under the 
FLOODrisk conference series to support flood risk 
research working groups, and provide a focus for 
dissemination and policy dialogue 

 

 [ FLOODrisk2008;  FLOODrisk2012;  FLOODrisk2016... ] 

 

 



[4] Observations and opportunities 

 Aim to support: 

– Online work areas with protocols for technical / topic 
focussed groups – supports continuity of these groups 

– Remain as flexible as possible – will work where groups 
are motivated and seeking a working framework 

– Taps into existing FLOODrisk lines of communication & 
dissemination – social media, industry, Commission, 
WGF etc. 

– Gathers momentum to encourage and develop policy 
dialogue 

– Does not duplicate existing efforts; can link to / 
promote the WISE portal 

 

 



In Conclusion... 

1. No good doing wonderful research if it does not 
answer the right questions or get used! 

2. There are many SPI issues to address; with 
increasing support we can change working 
methods at all levels to improve communication 
between different disciplines 

3. In support of specific SPI actions, we are currently 
considering implementing a FLOODrisk Community 
to support ‘research into practice’, focussing on 
support for technical  / topic based groups. 

 



Further information... 

 

FloodProBE   www.floodprobe.eu  

 

Mark Morris mark.morris@samuifrance.com 

 

FLOODrisk 2016  www.floodrisk2012.net 

     www.floodrisk2016.net   

  

http://www.floodprobe.eu/
mailto:mark.morris@samuifrance.com
http://www.floodrisk2012.net/
http://www.floodrisk2016.net/

