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Existing proposals for intergovernmental science-policy platforms to
tackle pandemic risk and related policy issues

Lack of mechanisms to translate
knowledge into governance processes
Need to remedy risk of naive approaches
Need to ensure equity and justice in the
inclusion of scientific knowledge

Need better coordination and integration
of disciplines

Reference [Topic of IArguments why a science-policy platform is [What the science-policy platform
concern needed would do
Oppenheim [Pandemic e Research on pandemics is fragmented e Sustained analysis of pandemic
et al., 2021 [risk and episodic as a function of philanthropic risk
priorities e  Scientific consensus on drivers
e Rate of change of pandemic factors is of pandemic risk
continuously evolving e Evidence assessment of
e  Short termism of political institutions pandemic PPR strategies
e Keep pandemics on the global
agenda
e  Shield scientific assessment
from political pressure
Vinuales et  |Pandemic e Large room for improvement in pandemic | @  Pre-emptive identification of
al., 20212 risk PPR certain categories of pathogens
e International law remains underused e Evidence assessment of
e A science-policy interface could inform a pandemic PPR strategies
global pandemic treaty and its e  Mapping outbreak hotspots
implementation
Phelan and |Pandemic e Trust in international and multilateral e Integration of multidisciplinary
Carlson, risk collaboration is dwindling evidences and synthesis
20223 e Independent and multidisciplinary e Independent review and
scientific committees are needed to assessment of scientific
advise policymaking bodies of literature
international treaties e Advice policymaking bodies of
the “pandemic treaty”
Ruckert et  [Pandemic e Need for further implement the OH e Provide technical and scientific
al., 20214 risk approach, especially in a pandemic treaty support for OH implementation
e A science-policy interface could informa | e  Policy recommendations,
global pandemic treaty and its guidelines, capacity building,
implementation evaluation of OH capacities
Le Moli et |One Health | e One Health is endorsed but has only e  Oversight and provision of
al., 20225 resulted in soft norms technical and scientific support;
e Need for proactive One Health review and resolution of policy
approaches to remedy limitations of e.g. issues
International Health Regulations e  Contribution to current and
e Need to address the risk of emerging and forthcoming pandemic protocol
re-emerging infectious diseases, but also and guideline negotiations
climate change, antimicrobial resistance | e Collaboration with existing
(AMR), and food insecurity structures
IPBES, 2020%One Health | ¢ Need a coordination mechanism for e  Provision of policy-relevant
international organisations and countries scientific information
to unify their efforts across commonly e  Prediction of risky areas
agreed targets e Evaluation of economic impacts
e Lack of policy-relevant scientific e Coordination of monitoring
information taking a multisectoral according to a One Health
perspective framework
Turnhout et  [Food e Need of knowledge on multi-dimensional | ¢  Organisation of
al., 20217 systems policy problems rigorous, independent, and

expert-led synthesis and
assessment of knowledge
without a priori privileging
science

Engagement of diverse actors
Enhancement of legitimacy and
actionability of interventions
Incentives to produce policy-
relevant research

A coordination between
disciplines

Legitimization of knowledge
production




Woolhouse etlAntimicrobiall| ¢  AMR as a cross-sectoral problem e  Marshal scientific evidence and

al., 20158 resistance requiring interdisciplinary knowledge — not inform policymaking on both
only clinical and veterinary medicine, problems and solutions
epidemiology, microbiology and e  Production of evidence-based
pharmacology, but also health targets for reductions in
economics, international law, and social antimicrobial usage

science; need for coordinated response
from governments, industry and
international agencies as well as
scientists

e Lack of agreed targets for reductions in
antimicrobial usage

Table S1. Overview of proposals for the creation of an intergovernmental panel related to One Health and
pandemic risk

Review of existing IPs

Box S1. The Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) and the Intergovernmental Science-
Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)
Intergovernmental science-policy panels and platforms gained popularity in the last three decades — with the
IPCC (est. 1988) and the IPBES (est. 2012) as main examples(16). They are mandated to conduct knowledge
assessments to inform agenda-setting, e.g., by the Conferences of the Parties (CoP) to the relevant multilateral
environmental agreements, and improve policy and research uptake.

The IPCC focuses on the global temperature and its interactions with the elements of the climate system such
as the atmosphere, oceans, ice caps, sea, ice, and biosphere, and draws from both natural and social sciences.
Its contributions stem mostly from experts in high-income countries. Assessments prioritise consensual, well-
established scientific truths. It has been criticised for its narrow focus of quantitative science, limited inclusion of
scientists of Low- and Middle-Income Countries (LMICs), and difficulties to provide guidance on possible
solutions(17).

The IPBES defines its subject, biodiversity, as a broad scope of issues. In contrast to the IPCC, it has worked
since its inception to include the knowledge of indigenous peoples and local communities, works at the global,
regional, and national scales, its assessments also focus on the impacts of possible technologies and policy
measures, and its mandate includes capacity-building(18).

We searched Google Scholar for evaluation and review reports of IPCC and IPBES. We used queries
on Google Scholar that can be summarised as “(IPCC OR IPBES) AND (review OR assessment OR
criticism OR sociology)” and selected documents based on their title and abstract. We identified the
most authoritative texts, by the publisher of concern, and collected additional references from their
reference lists, that we selected based on their title and abstract. By this procedure, 42 documents were
identified, and read in full-text. A final seven key references were selected for data extraction, with
relevant information organised according to the framework used in Table S2 (8-15).

The achievements and limitations of the IPCC and IPBES can be classified along the functions these
Panels cover as international organisations, which are divided in four categories (Table S2)(8). The
core mandates of the IPCC and IPBES are focused on knowledge synthesis and awareness raising.
However, the debates about their achievements and limitations are not restricted to these areas, since
their missions can evolve. For instance, since the 2015 Paris agreement, the IPCC is expected to
provide more assessment of policy measures.

Overall, both the IPCC and IPBES are seen as successful in producing wide-ranging assessments with
both scientific and political legitimacy. The panels are also credited in having a significant impact in
terms of agenda-setting, establishing the ideas of a climate emergency against climate change denial
(IPCC), and an emergency about biodiversity loss and mass extinction of species (IPBES). The IPCC
has faced criticism regarding the scope of what it includes as relevant knowledge, favouring
mathematical modelling and institutional science, but has demonstrated some capacity to learn and
evolve. Its effectiveness has also been questioned for choosing to not produce policy-prescriptive



assessments, and having limited inclusion mechanisms of the knowledge of indigenous peoples and
local communities until now. The IPBES is criticised for having too broad a mandate to have a political
impact, but a mitigating factor may be that it is significantly more recent than the IPCC. Both are seen
as having a weak capacity in having their findings translated into policies to solve the problems they

describe and in disseminating their findings at the national and local levels.

IPCC

IPBES

Knowledge production
and synthesis

+ Successfully synthesised multi-
sectoral knowledge and evidence
+ Involved academic communities
+ Global scientific legitimacy

+ Capacity to adapt to criticism and
evolve

- Debated focus on scientific
consensus

- Slow process, heavy procedures
- Dominance of rich countries

- Dominance of mathematical
modelling

+ Successfully synthesised knowledge
+ Involved academic communities

+ Global scientific legitimacy

+ Comprehensive work

+ Capacity to adapt to criticism and
evolve

+ Involves indigenous communities in
knowledge production

- Debated focus on scientific
consensus
- Slow process, heavy procedures

Agenda-setting

+ Informed UNFCCC CoP

+ Raised awareness through imposition
of a notion of emergency

+ Successful fight against discourses
of denial

+ Capacity building of civil servants

+ Informed UNCBD CoP

+ Raised awareness through imposition
of a notion of emergency

+ Successful fight against discourses
of denial

+ Capacity building of civil servants

- Limited agenda-setting success

Policy design and
implementation

+ Continued political legitimacy
+ Formal attachment to UNFCCC
+ Formal affiliation to UNEP and WMO

- Lack of policy-prescriptive
assessments

- Being slow, and having heavy
processes

- Limited disseminating findings at
national and local scales

+ Continued political legitimacy
+ Formal attachment to UNCBD
+ Formal affiliation to

UNEP+UNESCO+FAO+UNDP

- Lack of policy-prescriptive
assessments

- Being slow, and having heavy
processes

- Limited disseminating findings at
national and local scales

- Provided capacity-building but only in
a limited manner and with limited
reach

Ecosystem engagement
and coordination

+ Fostering engagement of
governments into negotiations

+ Was set up early and thus filled gap
in ecosystem

- Weak impact on resource allocation
for public action

+ Fostering engagement of
governments into negotiations

+ Involved indigenous communities,
local communities, and social
sciences

- Weak impact on resource allocation
for public action

Table S2. The successes and drawbacks of the IPCC and IPBES in (1) knowledge production and synthesis, (2)
agenda-setting, (3) policy design and implementation, and(4) ecosystem engagement and coordination
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