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Executive Summary

The Workshop was co-organised by the JRC and Katrin Vohland from the Museum fir Naturkunde
(MfN) in Berlin, Germany, and representatives of the University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences
of Vienna, as part of the COST Action 15212 “Citizen Science to promote creativity, scientific literacy,

and innovation throughout Europe” — under the its Working Group 3 “Improve society-science-policy

interface”.

Following previous events of the same working group over the last couple of years, this workshop
aimed to discuss and wrap up the outcomes from the past work, and organise the continuation and
deepening of future work on Citizen Science (CS) in support to policy-making. The latter will include
the comparison of different approaches with regard to strategies and platforms dedicated to Citizen
Science throughout Europe.

The meeting was attended by 20 participants from 11 different countries, involving early career
scientists and established researchers from natural and social sciences who provided valuable
feedback and input to all the sessions of the event both, during plenary and work groups discussions.

Future activities and number of actions were discussed and agreed, including possible follow-on
activities to take place after the end of the current COST Action in April 2020.
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1. Workshop Objectives

The objectives of the workshops were multiple as follows:

¢ Reflect scientifically on the outcomes of the questionnaire on Citizen Science
strategies and policies, and link it to the overview of citizen science in Europe;

e Discuss possible tools and develop operational resources for future actions and re-
use;

e Formulate policy recommendations; and

o Decide on the finalization of this work within the COST Action, the publication of the
results, and possible hand-over (e.g. to ECSA -EU-Citizen.Science, the JRC, etc.).

2. Workshop Participants and structure

Participants of the event have been mainly CA 15212 MC Members,! especially members
of Working Groups (mostly members of WG 3 on Citizen Science and Policy), invited
speakers and 2 representatives from the Joint Research Center (JRC) of the European
Commission in Ispra, Italy. In total, representatives from 11 COST countries participated,
involving early career scientists and established researchers from natural and social
sciences who provided valuable feedback and input to all the sessions of the event both,
during plenary and work groups discussions.

The event was organized around 3 main issues as follows:
Wrap-up of Survey Preliminary Outcomes and Lessons Learned

e Presentation of the preliminary out-comes from the Pan—European survey on
Citizens Science Strategies and initiatives in COST Countries followed by a
scientific discussion on its context, key findings, scope, methodologies and
possible improvement.

Validation and development of Working Documents

e Group discussion about the Country Fact Sheets as additional tool for future
actions.

e Group discussions about a draft document compiling a number of
recommendations on how to improve and develop Citizens Science (CS)
approaches in support to policy making at different levels (EU National and local
level).

1 The European Cooperation on Science and Technology (COST) has 38 member states:
https://www.cost.eu/who-we-are/members/



https://www.cost.eu/who-we-are/members/
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End of COST Action and Future Activities

e Proposal and discussion on possible publication plan for the outputs stemming
from the work of the COST Action and its WG.

e Proposal and discussion of possible hand over of the Action to other
entities/stakeholders hosting future follow-on activities to the on-going work on
Citizens Science in support to policy-making.

The Pan—European survey on Citizens Science Strategies and initiatives in COST member
Countries was contextualized in terms of objectives, scope (geographical and areas
covered), methodology applied, actors involved, respondents, characteristics of
responses, common issues and key outcomes.

The key outcomes were presented with the help of graphics providing a picture of the main
features of the findings, including and above all, their interpretation and possible re-use.

The presentation introduced the many commonalities and similar findings stemming from
previous research and related events, like a previous workshops co-organised by the JRC
and COST on Citizen Science in Environmental Monitoring and Reporting of DG
Environment in Ispra on 21-22nd of November 20182%, and also beyond Europe by
including a first overview and analysis of 13 initiatives carried out in parallel by the Citizen
Science Network Austria at the University of National Resources, and Life Sciences
Vienna on National Citizen Science Networks and Initiatives.

Participants of the event were very interested in the preliminary findings from the survey,
and expressed a number of comments on how to improve it, in a way that could foster
both, the different definitions and realities of EU member states with their intrinsic
characteristics and, at the same time, provide a more accurate picture of the state of the
art of CS at pan-European level (in terms of benefits, commonalities, challenges,
opportunities, horizontal issues, influencing factors and future trends).

The discussion following the presentation focused especially on the definition of Citizens
Science since participants in all Workshops dedicated to the survey acknowledged that
responses to the latter highly depend on both the definition and the interpretation given
to/used for “Citizens Science”.

A number of examples were provided by participants, as follows:
CZ: ECSA definition as starting point, especially for EU funding.

UK: Participatory/engagement project, with a focus on the benefits for the participants

2 http://publ ications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC117665



https://www.cs-eu.net/events/internal/workshop-wg-3-citizen-science-and-environmental-monitoring-benefits-and-challenges
http://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC117665
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White Paper definition as a basis complemented by specific definitions according to
the focus area, e.g. social science, etc.

Prefers descriptive definitions rather than normative, according to Arnstein
Participation Ladder and depending on the different focus activities, e.g. Open
Education, Creative Commons, Open Access, and related Actors like Research
Institutions and educational institutions, and NGOs working on them.

Uses mostly White Paper definition as starting point
http://socientize.eu/?qg=eu/content/white-paper-citizen-science

The link of Citizens Science to actual Activities and Projects is not clear.
Citizens Science is defined as “Contributory Science”.
Work in progress on “Dedicated” definitions according to focus areas.

Participatory approaches with focus on policy-making.

Participants split into groups and elaborated specific comments respectively on the survey
outcomes, and the Country Fact Sheets (structure and content).

SURVEY OUTCOMES:

Technical comments:

Graphs must include percentage/scale of reference.

Define abbreviations, together with acronyms.

It was confirmed that the definition of Citizens Science should be instrumental: it must
reflect the objectives of the actors, and the extent of the engagement of citizens at
different levels. This means that a definition of CS needs to encompass and promote
an open and broad understanding of manifold research practices and participation.
This comprehensiveness is essential to both — producing meaningful research on CS
as well providing support to the development of CS on the national and European level.
The “White Paper” definition might be solid start, complemented by Arnstein ladder of
participation and the definition used in DITOs policy engagement work (Gobel, 2019)
provides a good example.

Lessons learned

For future improvements of the survey, the issue could be addressed either by
including a selected definition (e.g. the one provided by the ECSA), or ask respondents
to define Citizen Science as it is observed in their countries (e.g. by referring to the
infographic about citizens level of involvement developed during the previous
workshop in Lisbon).

Qualitative information is always very subjective, need for more descriptive information
that would present diversity/complementarity/commonalities with some citations etc.

Reporting of “No presence” of Citizen Science is an issue, i.e. society does not accept
the vacuum, as there must be some degree of happening even if not perceived, e.qg.


http://socientize.eu/?q=eu/content/white-paper-citizen-science
http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3238233
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the Invisible Citizen Science. This phenomenon should be addressed in further
research.

e It was questioned whether there is a real need for cross comparison, within such a
highly diversified landscape. We run the risk to carry out just an academic exercise.
What can be compared anyway, in such different contexts allowing for so diversified
interpretations?

o A stronger focus should be laid on target groups of the survey according to their
specific interests and ultimate objectives (science, policy, NGOs CoPs, etc.....).

Contextualization of the survey outcomes

e The outcomes need to be interpreted towards a common definition of CS and taking
into account country specific contexts (not only government, politics, position of
science, citizens engagement, mutual trust, awareness, available resources, research
guestions, etc....).

e This survey is a first cross-country analysis of a number of very different approaches,
i.e. different models, applied at different levels.

e It was acknowledged that CS approaches need to be highly contextualized and
adapted to the actual level of intervention to achieve impact.

e As such, given the variety of CS ecosystems and complexity of policy formulation, the
analysis of CS models, and related Impact assessment frameworks, need to be broken
down into the different components of their specific ecosystems in terms of level of
interventions (EU, vs national, vs regional, vs local, etc.), policy level-goals, vs
programme level-objectives, vs measures level- instruments and tools.

e The survey report should provide a pan-European vision but, at the same time,
acknowledge country differences and commonalities, and identify what can be referred
to as good practice and/or influencing factor/pre-requisites at different levels,
especially when it comes to policy formulation, etc.

Some open issues remain that need further consideration and research that will be
scrutinized, and that would eventually lead to the production of scientific literature and
future initiatives, like the development of desired tools, (methodologies, training material,
long-term sustainability models) and, hopefully guidelines on issues of common concern
(see above).

It was stressed that the current findings from the survey are not representative but can
serve to shape an initial picture of a state of the art comforted by similar results carried out
in previous and on-going research exercises involving countries beyond Europe (e.g.
Canada and Australia), allowing for some projections to be derived on a larger scale.

It was acknowledged that socio-cultural differences and histories do have an impact on
the interpretation, practice and development of CS throughout Europe, for instance the
deep transformation in Eastern Europe.
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On this basis, recommendations can be developed on how to foster and promote the use
of successful CS approaches and practices for policy-making processes, both at European
and national levels.

4. Reflections on the Country Fact Sheet draft template

An introduction to the Country Fact Sheets was provided presenting the objectives (collect our
best knowledge about a country), the origin of the draft template (the on-line survey), the
methodology to be used for completing them (annotated structure), and the validation exercise
to be carried out in group work on each of the questions addressed by the Country Fact
Sheets.

The Country Fact Sheet were well received, and sets of constructive comments, both general
and more specific, were received as follows.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

We need to define acronyms together with abbreviations and expand on the process
for filling them in, and how to keep them updated.

The definition of CS to be used in this exercise should be provided up-front to allow for
consistency of responses and provide more homogeneity to the survey results; the
“White Paper” definition might be solid start, complemented by Arnstein ladder of
participation (Revise diagram by swapping elements 4 and 5).

The meaning of the terminology used needs to be explained upfront “descriptive” vs
“normative” definitions; for example the term “impact” could be complemented, where
possible, with other evaluation criteria, e.g. as defined in the OECD (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development) definition
https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/2754804.pdf, articulating them into effectiveness,
efficiency, relevance, sustainability and, finally, impact.

Adding the background/qualification of the respondents would provide more insights
to the overall outcomes.

Provide examples that would guide the replies (refer to those in the survey wherever
applicable).

Label the graphics (e.g. with names) and provide full scale with numbers and/or
percentages to allow for a better contextualization.

Specify which source of data is to be used to allow a harmonized evaluation (e.qg.
Eurostat, OECD, ranking, indexes, etc.) and track who provided information and data.

Specify what kind of indicators should be referred to /used for their replies.
Provide guidelines/examples of the desired visualization methods for the graphics.

Give clear guidelines about expected length of the modules.


https://www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation/2754804.pdf
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COMMENTS RELATED TO STRUCTURE AND CONTENT

The following structure was proposed:

Methodology of the research including: who the respondents are, typology
(quantitative and qualitative); different stakeholders (policy makers, scientists, CS
project participants, Public Administrations, NGOs, private companies, etc.);
indicators (how to measure impact, challenges, influencing factors, etc.).

CS ecosystem in terms of: context namely Economic (GDP, GINI, etc.) Technological
(ICT diffusion), historical (post-soviet, etc.), Scientific (level of instruction e.g.
University Degrees,, PHDs, etc.), Socio-political (democracy index, values, languages,
migration, etc.); existing Initiatives with focus on Citizens Science, including drivers
and challenges, influencing factors and emerging trends; main actors/stakeholders at
different levels and related roles.

State of The Art in CS including different terminologies (Thesaurus); disciplines
(methodologies and communication practices, typology of participation depending on
the different disciplines), aims of the projects and typology of the problems;
challenges; impact (social/societal, scientific, policy economic -voluntary work),
instruments and resources

Finally, it was suggested to split point 3.2 and add a 3.3, where we should explain the
desired future together with the level of intervention, to host the development of a
dynamic picture of the State of the Art (past, present, future and related type and
level of interventions).

COMMENTS RELATED TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS on the Draft Template of the Country
Fact Sheets

QUESTION N. 1:

Does the content of the COST Country Fact Sheet Template cover all key aspects providing
a relevant and meaningful and representative picture of Citizens Science strategies,
initiatives and practices in your Country?

Since it is on a volunteer basis, the exercise should be as easy as possible (provide
guidelines how to fill it).

As it stands now, the questions in the template bear an optimistic focus, CS existence
and practices are given for granted, whereas for a number of Countries it might not be
as easy to identify them.

An on-line wiki structure would allow their update on a given timeline basis.

The public collection would need one English version for each Country. It will be up to
the Countries themselves to collate different versions from national language.
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QUESTION N. 2:

Is the terminology used in the CFS Template /clear/relevant for the Respondent in your
Country to be able to understand and answer correctly? (e.g. the terms Citizens Science,
platform/s, Networks, Community of Practice, -National- Strategies, fit-for-purpose, etc.)

e Terminology needs to be specified in terms of explanation of the meaning of specific
words (e.g. Impact, Best practices vs. examples or case studies, platforms versus
networks, etc.).

e Thetemplate should allow for the respondents to describe their viewpoint from different
perspectives (e.g. different stakeholders).

QUESTION N. 3:
Is thecompletionof the CFSs feasible or are there parts/questions that would be
difficult/impossible/not applicable? If ye which extent?Vhich questions?

¢ If we want to reduce bias, we should apply a peer review process. One respondent
versus compiled version from network of people that connect, including competing
institutions, and get several and link people to talk and agree.

e The extent of compilation should distinguish from ideal versus realistic allowing for a
minimum to a maximum scenario.

e The template should allow for a “do not know*“-answer.

QUESTION N. 4:
Who would theRespondentéest CS Representatives for compiling the CFSs be?

e This will depend on the each country. Possibly it will be a mixed group, ministries,
science academy, networks. We should specify that its completion will require
combination of stakeholders.

¢ It should be a national level dialogue and somebody should take the responsibility to
identify the different stakeholders and mediate discussion.

e The invitation should be made via direct mail with no social media use.

QUESTION N. 5:
What would the available/most appropriatiistribution channeldor completing the CFSs
be?

e Every country representative should know how and who to contact for the official part
(e.g. the right science ministry and person).

e There could be different entry levels — depending on will and capacities — and then find
out what works in which country (see also Q4).
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e Encourage the possibilities to use “Inter Service Consultation” mechanisms in

countries.

We should also reflect more on the following issues:

¢ Who should be responsible for the Country Fact Sheet updates? Use some national

anchor points, representing main stakeholders, to sit on top?

¢ On which Time basis? Twice a year/yearly/on the need?

e Who should be hosting these Fact Sheets? In this case, the workshop participants
expressed the will that the EC should host it to provide the necessary visibility and
authoritative flavour. Hosting: EC makes sense also to have official recognition (Table

1).

Table 1: Pro and Cons arguments for organisations to host the Country fact Sheets

Hosting options Pros Cons
EC (JRC) e Long term sustainability e Introducing
e Political authority dependency on an
institutional host
ECSA (as owner of EU- e European reference e Introducing

Citizen.Science)

network for Citizen
Science

Driven by ECSA
community

dependency on ESCA
Long term resource
availability

5. Reflections on the compilation of the Recommendations

GENERAL COMMENTS

U The recommendations collected so far are very generic, miss engagement, and would
need point to more concrete actions. To help in the process of collecting more concrete
recommendations, it would help formulating the survey with with direct questions like:
"what needs to be done?”, “How would you do it” (indicating specific actions, possibly
supported by examples).

U The prioritization of the recommendations should be done in a form of a guiding style—
(e.g. “what are the three most important recommendations” followed by “how would
you implement each of them?” possibly supported by examples).

10
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The recommendations have to be developed according to the many target groups, and
around their specific objectives, practices and alliances.

Make policy makers aware of CS and what can be achieved through the application of
its practices at different levels (national/local) and context (policy/science/society).

Indicate to politicians — at different levels- what voters ask about!! Get politicians — at
different levels — in the shaping (not as much bottom up... find a balance?) ... local
(passion) and then > diversity of issues in the country?

Make a survey on the requirements and provide data (e.g. AT asked all CS platform
projects on estimate of people participating, approximately 100k, then shared the
information with relevant ministry).

RECOMMENDATIONS AT MACRO LEVEL, EU AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

i

CS to be mainstreamed in different EU policy-making processes and in different
programmes/areas, e.g. by including CS dimension/mission into the relevant
programmes as additional project requirement in proposals for EU funding.

EU to provide all CS EC funded projects a kind of guidelines (e.g. like the ethical
guidelines) for proposal making and, subsequently to projects, comparative ground,
and a set of reusable outcomes and documentation according to internationally agreed
standards (e.g. universALL).

EU to suggest CS projects both, funded by the EC and other international institutions,
as well as those at National and local level, to fulfil the standards for CS project
description as agreed in COST CS WG 5 (on standards and interoperability), if such
projects want to be searchable, identifiable, comparable, accessible for publication.

Look for suggestions from: e.g. UN report also in respect to SDGs, the World Health
Organisation and International labour organisation (from UN agencies), the OECD
report on citizen’s involvement and public sector innovation.

Provide guidelines on how to develop impact assessment frameworks that would take
into account critical elements and processes affected, terminology, methodology and
critical elements that would determine critical impact indicators (effectiveness,
efficiency, sustainability, participation, ownership, engagement, ... all critical elements
for CS).

Make available public spaces/places where such models and/or guideline could be
experimented by the different communities.

Promote public incentives to support projects that would include CS approaches.

11
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The above lists need to be complemented by the rest of the recommendations, and then the
revised compilation would need to be prioritized, clustered, further split down, and
substantiated by concrete actions (see General Comments).

e The draft report on “Pan-European Survey on Citizen Science Strategies and
Initiatives” reporting on the outcomes from this activity carried out over the last couple
of years under this working group, received positive and constructive feedback during
the workshop. The final document will be published, as a JRC Technical Report, before
the end of the year.

e The structure and content of an additional Deliverable stemming from the pan-
European Survey, namely the “Country Fact Sheets” was thoroughly discussed. This
deliverable aims at providing the state of the art of CS practices and their development
at national level throughout Europe (and beyond the EU Member States).

e As part of these discussions, the JRC offered to host the infrastructure/platform to
publish and further develop the Country Fact Sheets and updates on future results of
this work (wiki structure for co-editing, and publication on our Citizen Science
community page on the JRC Science Hub). This was well perceived and considered
as the best way ahead.

e The collection, drafting and publication of “Recommendations on how to promote
CS Strategies and practices for policy-making, both at European and National
level”, resulting from the joint pan-European survey on Citizens Strategies of JRC and
the COST WG3, and from a number of other parallel research efforts carried out over
the last few years by different stakeholders groups (scientists, CS Associations, NGOs
and CoPs representatives, JRC and EC Officers), was discussed and a number of
comments and suggestions were provided by participants.

e The COST WG3 aim at compiling the identified recommendations in a public
document, so as to create a “reference framework for future action” by the different
stakeholders in this area, namely CS scientific communities, policy makers, EC
officers, CS associations, and CoPs Representatives. It was agreed that the working
group would continue online discussions in order to prepare this document and validate
it with the occasion of the closure event of this COST Action in April 2020.

¢ The validated collection of recommendations will then be finalised and used during the
next year as an input to a major event on Citizen Science and the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) (14 & 15 October 2020) that is currently under
development, as a possible contribution to the German EU Presidency.

e During the workshop, it was also agreed to organise the handover of the work of this
COST working group to the Policy Working Group of the European Citizen Science
Association (ECSA). In this way, we will be able to provide sustainability to the
established network of researchers and, at the same time, continue to work on the

12
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most relevant items stemming from the above recommendations for future actions, for
the promotion of CS in support to policy-making processes at European level.

Follow-up actions

1.

Finalization of the JRC Technical Report on “Survey on Citizen Science Strategies and
Initiatives in Europe” in 2019.

Preparation of the wiki space to enable distributed preparation of Country Fact Sheets
by early 2020.

Contribute and drafting of the recommendations for the promotion of Citizens Science
form Policy Making

Hand-over to ECSA, participation and inputs to follow-up events, including:

o0 Science with and for Society Clustering Event on Citizen Science, 12 December
2019 in Brussels

0 ECSA conference, 24-26 May 2020, Trieste, ltaly
o Final event of the COST Action 15212, 30 June 2020, Antwerp, Belgium

o0 High-level event on Citizen Science and the SDGs, 14&15 October 2020, Berlin,
Germany

Available Documentation at the following links:

i

i

Agenda of the Meeting

Presentations

13
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7. Annexes

ACRONYMS Extended Name

COST Cooperation in Science and Technology (EU Programme)
CS Citizens Science

CSA Cooperation and Support Actions

CoP Community of Practice

DG ENV Directorate General Environment (European Commission)
DITOs Doing-it-together-science

EC European Commission

ECSA European Citizens Science Association

EEA European Environmental Agency

EU European Union

EU GDPR General Data Protection Regulation of the European Union

JRC Joint Research Centre (Directorate General of the European Commission)

MC Management Committee

NGOs Non-Governmental Organisations

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

SDGs Sustainable Development Goals

Swafs Science with and for society projects within the EU H2020 Research Programme
WG Working Group

14
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LIST OF COUNTRY ABBREVIATIONS

SCIENCE

Abbreviations of EU Countries

AT - Austria

BE - Belgium

BG - Bulgaria

CY - Cyprus

CZ - Czech Republic
DE - Germany
DK - Denmark
EE - Estonia

ES- Spain

FI - Finland

FR - France

GB - United Kingdom
GR- Greece

HR - Croatia

HU - Hungary

IE - Ireland

IT - Italy

LT - Lithuania

LU - Luxembourg
LV - Latvia

MT - Malta

NL - Netherlands
PO- Poland

PT- Portugal
RO - Romania
SE- Sweden

Sl - Slovenia

SK - Slovakia

AL - Albania

AD - Andorra

AM - Armenia

BA - Bosnia

BY - Belarus

CH - Switzerland

FO - Faeroe Islands
GE - Georgia

Gl - Gibraltar

IS - Iceland

MC - Monaco

MK - Macedonia

NO - Norway

RU - Russian Federation
SM - San Marino

TR - Turkey

UA - Ukraine

VA - Vatican City State

Other countries not part of the EU
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