
S C I E N C E  F O R  P O L I C Y :

M A P P I N G  A U S T R A L I A N  G O V E R N M E N T 
I N V E S T M E N T S  A N D  I N S T I T U T I O N S 

HC Coombs 
Policy Forum

Crawford School
of Public Policy

College of
Asia & the Pacific June 2013



S C I E N C E  F O R  P O L I C Y :

M A P P I N G  A U S T R A L I A N  G O V E R N M E N T 
I N V E S T M E N T S  A N D  I N S T I T U T I O N S

By Paul Harris and Dr Kerrie Jackson

HC Coombs Policy Forum 
Crawford School of Public Policy
College of Asia and the Pacific
The Australian National University
 
June 2013



1. Executive Summary

2. APS200 project – the place of science in policy

3. Project overview

4. Research utilisation and the links between science and policy

5. From ‘gap’ to map

6. Overview of Australian Government investments and institutions

7. Opportunities for future work

Appendix 1: Data by Government portfolio

Appendix 2: References

1

3

5

7

9

11

21

23

26

C O N T E N T S



1 HC Coombs Policy Forum

1. E X E C U T I V E  S U M M A R Y

This report seeks to contribute to the ongoing improvement of the links between science and policy. It does this by mapping 
– for the first time – existing Australian Government investments and institutions that support the creation and delivery of 
science for policy.

Recent years have seen a renewed interest in science policy – and more specifically, the role of science in policy – in the 
work of governments at the State and Federal levels in Australia, as well as internationally. In their recent collection on the 
future of science in government in the UK, Wilsdon and Doubleday (2013) point out that the role of science in policy has 
never been more important – across a range of critical areas including public health, the economy and climate change, to 
name just a few – but also that it has never been more contested. 

This report is the product of a collaborative project commissioned by the HC Coombs Policy Forum at The Australian 
National University, designed to support the implementation of the recommendations of the whole-of-government APS200 
report on The Place of Science in Policy Development in the Public Service, released in 2012.

In particular, it supports ongoing work across the Australian Government to review, enhance – and establish where 
necessary – arrangements that support the translation of science for policy and uptake of robust evidence and advice in the 
work of government. In this way, it provides a map to support the implementation of APS200 recommendations 4.1 and 4.2:

 > Recommendation 4.1: Portfolios to promote or establish science liaison functions to facilitate and coordinate 
communities of practice, knowledge translation and knowledge brokering in domain areas.

 > Recommendation 4.2: Departments to review and enhance existing science advisory mechanisms to facilitate the 
uptake and acceptance of robust evidence-based science in policy initiatives.

Despite the fact that the Australian Government invests significant public funds in science, research and innovation – close 
to $9 billion every year – current data collection and reporting does not allow us to say with any precision what proportion 
of this is intended to fund science for policy – activities that will assist government in its own policy work, either directly or 
otherwise. 

And despite this significant annual investment, the dominant metaphor for the relationship between science and policy is still 
that of a ‘gap’ or ‘chasm’ that needs to be bridged (see for example Shergold, 2011). This in turn leads to simplistic claims 
that ‘more’ science in policy will lead to the ‘solving’ of difficult policy problems, even though decades of research have 
shown that interaction between science and policy is more complex and context-specific. 

From ‘gap’ to map 

This report seeks to establish a whole-of-government evidence base for more useful analysis of the effectiveness of existing 
arrangements.

Building on the work done for the APS200 report, we have brought together publicly-available data on six types of 
investments and institutions, as summarised opposite.

This mapping report dispels the myth of the ‘gap’ and supports a move from simplistic arguments about the need for more 
science in policy, towards better questions about how best to match the right kinds of knowledge and people with the right 
kinds of processes and institutions.

A map prompts us to address questions such as:

 > Do we have the balance of existing investments and institutions right, within and across portfolios? 

 > Where should new investments be targeted? 

 > Do we know what is working well now, and what is not?

 > How can we better evaluate these diverse activities, and share experience and best practice across government?

 > How and where should we intervene to improve science for policy into the future ?
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Form of investment Initial findings

1. Government science and research agencies 29 agencies across 11 portfolios

2. Government science and research 
programs

114 programs across 11 portfolios
•	 53 direct
•	 53 indirect
•	 8 other

3. In-house capability within Departments 20 research branches across 12 Departments

3 research branches within other portfolio agencies

7 Chief Scientists and 5 Chief Economists across 9 portfolios

4. Commissioned research and consultancies 232 contract research projects/consultancies to Australian 
universities in 2011-12, across 16 portfolios

5. Advisory committees 242 advisory committees across 16 portfolios
•	 102 direct
•	 86 indirect
•	 54 other

6. Consultation – submissions to government/
parliamentary reviews and enquiries

No whole-of-government data available

In its focus on these kinds of questions, this report is designed primarily for a government audience. We argue that a better 
map can assist policymakers in seeking to maximise the effectiveness of significant public investments, and make informed 
decisions. But it also has the potential to assist researchers seeking to engage more effectively with government and better 
demonstrate the impact of their work.

The report takes as its starting point the APS200 report, highlighting the ways in which mapping contributes to the 
implementation of its recommendations and aligned work both in Australia and internationally. Following the APS200 report, 
we use the term ‘science’ in the broadest sense, including the full range of natural, physical and social sciences relevant to 
the work of government.

We then outline what has been possible – in terms of scope and methodology – in this initial project to establish a map that 
can inform future work. Section 4 situates this approach within key themes from the academic literature on the links between 
science and policy. Section 5 shows how this work can support broader moves across government to a more systematic 
and outcome-oriented approach to policymaking.

Section 6 provides more detail and discussion on each of the six forms of government investment outlined above. Examples 
are provided of best practice and of institution-specific data where whole-of-government information is not available. We 
conclude in Section 7 with suggestions for further work to support effective science for policy.

Through both the data it collects and the questions it asks, this report aims to support the development of a 
better evidence base for evidence-based policy. 

In a time of tight government budgets around the world, attention needs to shift away from simplistic calls for more science 
in government towards examination of how to make the best use of the significant investments and institutions that we 
already have.

This report is designed to support ongoing two-way dialogue by improving the evidence base available to both scientists 
and policymakers. A map is not an end in and of itself, but it can help to guide the way.
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2. A P S 2 0 0  P R O J E C T  –  T H E  P L A C E 
O F  S C I E N C E  I N  P O L I C Y

Evidence-based policy and public service reform

In May 2010, the Prime Minister announced a significant new reform agenda for the Australian Government and Australian 
Public Service (APS), closely linked to a stated commitment to ‘evidence-based policy’ and public sector innovation. 

Among the recommendations contained in the reform Blueprint (Australian Government, 2010) were specific measures 
designed to improve strategic policy capability, enhance relationships with the research community and strengthen 
leadership across the APS. The ‘APS200’ group of senior public service officials was established to support a whole-of-
government approach to reform in key areas. 

A number of specific APS200 projects were commissioned to support the broader reform agenda, on topics including 
innovation in the public service, reform in government services in areas such as mental health, best practice regulation and 
principles for the development and use of locational data collected by government agencies across the APS.

The HC Coombs Policy Forum was established at the ANU in 2010, as part of the strategic partnership agreement between 
the university and Australian Government that saw the creation of the new Australian National Institute of Public Policy. 
As a joint policy think-tank between government and the research community, the Coombs Forum supports innovative 
partnership work to support enhanced public policy and the APS reform agenda.

APS200 project

In 2011, the Secretaries Board endorsed a new APS200 project on The Place of Science in Policy Development in the Public 
Service (Australian Government, 2012a). As expressed in the project report – released in September 2012 – the context 
and rationale for this is two-fold. Firstly, the report describes the ways in which the APS is ‘increasingly tasked with solving 
complex policy problems that require significant input from science’. At the same time, the Australian Government invests 
significantly in science and:

… has an interest in harnessing this investment… ensuring that the interactions between the science community 
and policy makers operate effectively to support the transfer of scientific research into policy development and 
decision-making (Australian Government, 2012a, page 1).

The report identifies five issues or barriers to more effective linking of science and policy: 

 > timeliness

 > cultural differences

 > relationships

 > timeframes

 > access

It then sets out findings and recommendations designed to help overcome these barriers and guide future work, noting that 
a more ‘systematic approach is required to ensure that science is included as a key element in evidence-based policy and 
evaluation’.

The report’s recommendations cover issues such as:

 > government policy development frameworks and priority-setting 

 > developing and rewarding appropriately trained staff (in both the public service and science organisations)

 > networks, liaison, advisory and knowledge brokering functions

 > access to publicly-funded scientific data
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Australian Government departments and agencies are now reporting back to the Secretaries Board on progress in each of 
these areas.

The APS200 report uses a simplified ‘policy cycle’ model (see below) to break down the policy process and begin to identify 
which types of science, evidence and expert advice might be most useful at different points and times.

(Source: Australian Government, 2012a, page 9)

Building on recent work in the academic community – see for example Roger Pielke Jr’s (2007) typology of the different ways 
in which scientists engage with policy – this kind of framework can assist in future efforts to more effectively match science 
investments and institutions with policy need.

The report also identified 15 existing Australian Government science agencies and a number of programs that play an 
important role in funding and disseminating science of use to policymakers. This initial list, and the APS200’s network of 
committed senior leaders across government, provides a strong foundation for mapping existing investments and institutions 
as well as future improvement. The APS200 report notes the example of the United Kingdom government, which has 
published best practice guidelines to inform the work of its 72 Scientific Advisory Committees, as one possible avenue 
(Australian Government, 2012a, page 15).
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Purpose 

This report seeks to build upon, and support the further development of, work that was started as part of the APS200 
project on the place of science in policy in the Australian Government. 

In collaboration with the Australian Government Department of Industry, Innovation, Climate Change, Science, Research and 
Tertiary Education (DIICCSRTE), the HC Coombs Policy Forum commissioned a small project in late 2012, leading to this 
report. This involved the part-time secondment of a staff member from the ANU Research Services division, and alignment of 
activity underway through the Forum’s Science, Technology and Public Policy program.  

This report provides – for the first time – a consolidated ‘map’ of publicly-available information on science for policy across 
the Australian Government, establishing a baseline of information on investments and institutions. In this way it seeks to 
support the implementation of the APS200 report’s recommendations that address coordination, integration, evaluation and 
access across government, as well as the links between the public service and research community.

Scope and methodology

In particular, this project takes as its starting point the following APS200 recommendations:

 > Recommendation 4.1: Portfolios to promote or establish science liaison functions to facilitate and coordinate 
communities of practice, knowledge translation and knowledge brokering in domain areas.

 > Recommendation 4.2: Departments to review and enhance existing science advisory mechanisms to facilitate the 
uptake and acceptance of robust evidence-based science in policy initiatives.

In addition to the list of government science agencies mentioned above, the APS200 report notes that a ‘range of formal and 
informal scientific advisory mechanisms’ are used by government to support policy development. As examples of existing 
‘liaison functions’ and ‘advisory mechanisms’, Appendix 5 of the report lists four different kinds of capability and activity:

 > in-house capability: science expertise and agencies embedded within departments

 > commissioned research: science procured through grants or other contracts

 > consultations: both formal and informal, for example seeking submissions to review or enquiry processes

 > advisory bodies: committees, expert groups, review panels and other bodies, both standing and temporary.

The APS200 report correctly points out that there is ‘no obvious one-size-fits-all’ approach to science advice across 
government – diverse mechanisms have been created and established over time to meet specific needs. This diversity can 
be a strength, but it also means that coordinated collection and evaluation of data is difficult – this report represents the first 
attempt to compile information on various investments and institutions across the Australian Government. 

Rather than imposing another new typology upon these investments and institutions, this project has employed a mapping 
approach that allows for diversity rather than pre-judging ‘correct’ models. We have reviewed the existing publicly-available 
evidence and sought to identify what this can tell us about the extent of existing arrangements that link science and policy. 

In doing so, we have gathered information on six distinct forms of investment and institution, for which information was 
available:

 > government science and research agencies

 > government science and research programs

 > in-house capabilities within Departments

 > contract/commissioned research

 > advisory committees

 > consultation: submissions made to government/parliamentary reviews and enquiries.

3. P R O J E C T  O V E R V I E W
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This has involved bringing together disparate data sets, and in some cases gathering data not previously compiled in a 
coordinated way. Bringing together information on these six forms of investment enables us to assemble an initial whole-
of-government picture that supports further analysis, comparison and evaluation. In seeking to contribute to further work to 
improve the evidence base for science policy, we also identify (in section 7 below) opportunities for further data gathering and 
analysis. This has largely been a desktop exercise in this initial phase, though we are grateful to colleagues in DIICCSRTE, 
CSIRO and ANU for their input and assistance.  

Other forms of investment that support science for policy, but that we have not been able to quantify and incorporate in this 
initial map, could include collaboration through workshops and other events, as well as information on staff mobility and 
qualifications. Section 4 below discusses in more detail the differences between direct/indirect and formal/informal links, 
bringing to bear insight from the academic study of these links for improved investment and evaluation decisions within 
government.

We started from the available evidence rather than from strict definitions of what might constitute ‘science for policy’ or 
an advisory or liaison function. Similarly, we have also employed a broad definition of ‘science’, recognising that the social 
sciences and humanities make important contributions to public policy and the work of government, as well as the natural/
physical sciences. Future work to link science and policy will be more effective if it connects and brokers across disciplinary 
boundaries, rather than reinforcing them.  

Finally, this mapping work has been designed and implemented in close collaboration with staff in DIICCSRTE’s 
Science Policy Branch, who have responsibility within government for reporting on the implementation of the APS200 
recommendations. This report is designed to complement their own data-gathering, contributing to a stronger evidence-
base for use by government and the research community in collaborative work towards more effective science for policy.
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4. R E S E A R C H  U T I L I S AT I O N  A N D 
T H E  L I N K S  B E T W E E N  S C I E N C E 
A N D  P O L I C Y

In order to make progress in implementing the APS200 recommendations – to promote, review and enhance existing science 
liaison, advice and knowledge brokering mechanisms – it is crucial to improve the existing evidence base and the ways in which 
this evidence is used to guide investment decisions and evaluation.

In seeking to more effectively manage existing investments and institutions to enhance the links between science and policy, there 
is also an opportunity to learn from the academic literature – researchers have now been studying these links for decades.

Understanding research utilisation

Writing in the late 1970s, Harvard professor Carol Weiss noted that she was working in a time in which both researchers and 
policymakers expressed ‘well publicized concern’ about the use and usefulness of research in policy. Reviewing the literature, 
she concluded that the actual use of research in policy is ‘an extraordinarily complex phenomenon’, with ‘conceptual confusion’ 
hampering attempts to understand and empirically study interaction. 

Weiss’s ‘research utilisation’ framework (1979) provides a clear conceptualisation of the diverse ways in which policymakers 
commission and use research, informed by a deep understanding of government and political processes. It incorporates seven 
different modes of research utilisation: 

 > knowledge-driven 

 > problem-solving

 > interactive 

 > political

 > tactical 

 > enlightenment

 > intellectual enterprise of society 

Weiss notes that the ‘knowledge-driven’ mode is perhaps the most commonly imagined, drawing on a linear model from 
the physical sciences in which basic research leads to applied research and in turn to application. But this is only one mode 
among many, and she suggests that frustration at the apparent ‘gap’ between research and policy may stem from the fact that 
observers have only one model in mind, when the full picture is much more complicated.1

More science may not actually help

Unlike many other studies, Weiss’s framework crucially allows for the role of politics in relationships of science and policy, and 
also for the possibility that more research or evidence may actually hinder decision-making rather than helping. Weiss outlines the 
ways in which the knowledge and outputs arising from science and social science research are used by different actors at different 
points in policy and political processes. 

This has been further studied and borne out in more recent science policy studies (see for example Sarewitz, 2004 and Pielke, 
2007). The APS200 report notes that it is a ‘myth’ that the provision of scientific advice will necessarily lead to the resolution of a 
policy problem (Australian Government, 2012a, page 37). 

The challenge for scientists and policymakers alike is therefore to match as effectively as possible the mode of engagement (from a 
diverse array of choices) with the policy need. This will require enhanced analytical frameworks, such as the further development of 
the policy cycle model mentioned above, as well as an improved evidence base covering existing investments and institutions.

Direct and indirect 

The ‘research utilisation’ work of Weiss and others shows that science can be useful to government both directly and indirectly – 
adding to the global stock of knowledge and training future public servants are important ways for science and research institutions 
to inform the work of government, as are more direct advisory mechanisms. This makes the challenge of accurately ‘measuring’ 
the extent of existing mechanisms designed to link science and policy even more difficult, but this does not mean that the evidence 
base cannot be improved. 

1 This research utilisation work has been usefully carried forward in Australia by academics such as Professor Brian Head (see for example Cherney et al, 2012).
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Our mapping (see Section 6 below for more detail) highlights the importance of investment in both direct and indirect forms of 
science for policy, as well as challenges of measurement. In each of the six forms of investment examined, we clarify where 
possible differences between ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ activity. For example, the Australian Government Department of Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, Population and Communities (SEWPaC) manages the National Environmental Research Program (NERP), 
which is specifically designed to fund research that contributes to more effective decision-making within the Department, while also 
funding a range of other activities which might lead more indirectly to science for policy. 

Making decisions about the appropriate balancing of investments will of course need to happen in the context of each portfolio’s 
own needs, but also the ways in which investments through one portfolio contribute to science for policy outcomes in others. 
To continue the example above, accounting for the important ways in which investments in scholarships, research grants and 
research infrastructure through DIICCSRTE further contribute to useful science for policymakers in SEWPaC.

Useful science

Of course not all scientists need to be directly or instrumentally ‘useful’ to government, but where this is a key motivation for 
investments or institutions (as it often is), the science policy literature also provides useful insights into what is most likely to 
work well. 

In her work on the usefulness of climate science to climate change policymakers, Lisa Dilling (2007) reports that ‘nearly every 
case of successful use of climate knowledge involved some kind of iteration between knowledge producers and users’, and she 
analyses different funding and institutional models to see if they support this kind of interaction and iteration. This and other work is 
neatly summarised in a handbook for policymakers seeking to fund ‘useable’ science (see Dilling et al, 2010). 

In her valuable review of the recent literature on the links between science and decision-making, Elizabeth McNie (2007) shows 
that, in order to meet increasing demands on science from policymakers, it is crucial to focus on ‘reconciling supply and demand’ 
rather than just focusing on increasing supply. McNie identifies three broad features of science that is ‘useful’ to decision-makers 
– it must be salient, credible and legitimate. These characteristics include explicit consideration of timeliness and context, and 
apply to the processes of science and policy as much as to the products. 

McNie describes the ways in which researchers have suggested that these characteristics could be more effectively 
institutionalised, including: 

 > involving policymakers in designing research programs 

 > improving the communication of science

 > deliberately investing in building social capital and trust

 > creating more ‘boundary organisations’, specifically designed to work between the major institutions of science     
and government

McNie points out that effectively reconciling supply and demand will require new policy frameworks for science – Sarewitz and 
Pielke (2007) call this the ‘neglected heart of science policy’. 

Next steps

Practical work is now needed to better link information about existing investments and institutions with these principles derived 
from the science policy literature. This has the potential to inform ongoing budget, planning and evaluation work by governments 
as well as helping scientists engage more effectively. 

In the UK, the Natural Environment Research Council (2013) regularly publishes a guide for the scientists that it funds on the 
ways in which they can engage with policy processes. This provides an excellent starting point for understanding the workings 
of government at local, national and international levels, and the multiple pathways by which scientists can take part in policy 
processes. Such a map can help scientists and policymakers alike understand where they fit within in a much broader system, 
but this is only a start. Further work is then needed to guide decisions about which pathway is most likely to lead to the desired 
outcome, and how best to manage people and projects along the way.

This report seeks to provide a starting point for further consideration by government, grounded in the literature on the links 
between science and policy – improving the evidence base to support better decisions into the future about the ways in which 
investments and institutions can be funded, managed and evaluated across portfolios to more effectively link science and policy. 
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5. F R O M  ‘ G A P ’  T O  M A P

This report seeks to contribute to new thinking about opportunities for enhancing the relationships between science and 
policy by starting with the available evidence on relevant Australian Government investments and institutions. By mapping 
what already exists, we dispel the myth of the ‘gap’ between science and policy. In line with the APS200 report, and 
unlike related work (such as the NERC report cited above), we have primarily focused on providing useful information for 
policymakers and program managers in government, rather than scientists themselves. 

A map is not necessarily an end in itself, but rather a tool to guide future work and decisions. The initial map outlined below 
– drawing as it does on publicly-available evidence – is largely focused on supply-side indicators, such as investment in 
particular programs and institutions. Mapping the level of investment in a particular program or advisory mechanism does not 
necessarily tell us anything useful about its relative effectiveness in successfully delivering science for policy. But an accurate 
evidence base is nonetheless an important part of any evaluation.

Linking ‘science for policy’ and ‘policy for science’

This approach also has the potential to better link ‘science for policy’ objectives and ‘policy for science’ decisions across 
a range of government portfolios. This more systematic, whole-of-government approach to mapping is significant, as 
investments in science in one portfolio will often lead to use and outcomes in another. Assembling a whole-of-government 
map also allows for comparison and the sharing of information and ideas, in line with the recommendations of the 
APS200 report. 

Traditionally, science policy research has tended to focus on ‘science for policy’ and ‘policy for science’ issues separately, 
but it is clear that the ways in which science is funded have a major impact on the kinds of science that get done and the 
usefulness to policymakers of the resulting knowledge and evidence.

In his valuable work on research management and evaluation, Andrew Campbell stresses that, in seeking to maximise the 
chance of achieving desired outcomes (such as relevant science and evidence for policy) from investments in research, it is 
important to ‘fund the arrows’ not just the ‘boxes’ (see Campbell and Schofield, 2006). 

The descriptions in the literature and the APS200 report of the persistent ‘barriers’ to more effective links between science 
and policy make it clear that the worlds of research and government are different in many fundamental ways. Indeed, it could 
be argued that these differences exist for very good reasons. The objective then should not be to make the research and 
policy communities more like each other, but to invest more effectively in the ‘arrows’ – the arrangements, programs and 
institutions that can link them. As this initial map makes clear, there is plenty to work with.

National Research Investment Plan 

Our approach is also aligned with the aims of the National Research Investment Plan (NRIP), which was released in 
November 2012, and the forward agenda of the whole-of-government Australian Research Committee (ARCom). This 
planning process seeks to support more a coordinated approach, informed by a set of principles for Australian Government 
investment in research, as well as underpinning the setting of strategic national priorities. 

As illustrated opposite, the NRIP sets out the concept of a national research ‘fabric’, which allows for a coordinated picture 
of the ways in which diverse government investments (in researchers, institutions, infrastructure and collaboration programs 
for example) inter-relate and contribute towards desired outcomes and impacts (Australian Government, 2012d , page 55). 

Work is now underway within government to map existing investments and strengths across the research sector, to identify 
any gaps in this fabric, particularly as it relates to strategic national priority areas. This mapping report contributes to this 
broader effort, in its particular focus on science for policy and the ‘arrows’ which enable policy-makers to more effectively 
draw on research capability in addressing national and global policy challenges.

From mapping to outcomes and impact

The National Research Investment Plan highlights a broader challenge for science and innovation policy, which still tends to 
rely on relatively simple input and output measures for assessing performance. The ‘science of science policy’ movement 
that began in the United States aims to improve the evidence base for science and innovation policy and this is now being 
pursued in a number of countries. 

But this is also an issue right across government – as part of the Australian Government’s Commonwealth Financial 
Accountability Review process, the Department of Finance and Deregulation issued a discussion paper in late 2012 that 
addresses these issues in the context of institutional design, accountability, evaluation and improved whole-of-government 
coordination: 
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At present, the most readily available information in the public sector tends to be financial in nature, which, 
of itself, does not provide insights into whether publicly funded programs and activities are achieving their 
objectives and outcomes. Measuring performance in the public sector requires adequate and relevant non-
financial information. Addressing the current imbalance would help to shift the focus from expenditure towards 
service delivery and outcomes.

In compiling the publicly-available information on investments and institutions that link science and policy, we have had to 
rely largely on the Australian Government’s own financial data as well as its descriptions of organisational structures and 
institutional arrangements. This provides a platform for future work, as well as for beginning to ask cross-portfolio questions 
about the relationships between certain investments and the creation and delivery of science that is useful to policymakers. 
Why, for example, do some portfolios decide to place their resources in particular institutions and programs over others? 
How does the balancing of investments happen within and across portfolios? Is this strategic or rather the product of ad 
hoc decision-making? Understanding the full range of the diversity of existing arrangements is an important first step in 
addressing these questions.

This analysis and evaluation can take place at a number of levels – for example within a specific program or agency, 
across a portfolio or for government as a whole. In line with the APS200 recommendations, we have started at the whole-
of-government level with the information available. More detailed analysis would allow for the introduction of other, more 
context-specific evidence, relevant to the specific policy questions and the kinds of science being undertaken. 

This more systematic approach to science policy – improving the evidence base and making investment decisions that are 
more clearly linked to desired outcomes and impact – also has the potential to improve the delivery of science for policy. 
Taking such an approach is clearly in government’s own interests, as identified by the APS200 report, but can also help 
researchers to demonstrate the impacts of their work. Many scientists and research organisations devote significant time 
and effort to engagement with government and policy processes, but this is currently rarely captured in a systematic way. 

Mapping involvement in existing Australian Government mechanisms has the potential to assist scientists in demonstrating 
the impact of their work, as well as informing the design of future impact assessment metrics and frameworks. The approach 
taken in this report also addresses the objectives of DIICCSRTE’s research impact discussion paper (Australian Government, 
2013) which seeks to promote the demonstration of  the impacts of publicly-funded research while minimising the reporting 
burden on researchers and institutions. As we highlight below, government already has a great deal of information on 
science for policy – the challenge is to make better use of it.
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6. O V E R V I E W  O F  A U S T R A L I A N 
G O V E R N M E N T  I N V E S T M E N T S  A N D 
I N S T I T U T I O N S

The National Research Investment Plan breaks down total Australian Government investment in science, research and 
innovation in the following way: 

Total 2012-13 allocations of $8.9 billion:

•	 Publicly Funded Research ($4 billion, 45 per cent)
•	 Research Workforce Development ($1.3 billion, 14 per cent)
•	 Research Infrastructure Support ($0.8 billion, 9 per cent)
•	 Domestic and International Collaboration ($0.5 billion, 6 per cent)
•	 Business Research ($2.1 billion, 23 per cent)
•	 Commercialisation/translation ($0.2 billion, 2 per cent)

Despite its importance to government, based on existing data collection by DIICCSRTE and the ABS, it is not possible to 
quantify (in absolute or percentage terms) total investment in ‘science for policy’ as a subset of this full amount. However, 
given the diversity of ways in which science capabilities and activities support policy processes and the work of government 
(both directly and indirectly, and through diverse forms of investment including agencies, collaboration programs and 
infrastructure, etc.), this may not be as important as mapping significant investments and institutions. The table below 
provides an initial overview, expanding on the evidence base assembled for the APS200 report. 

Human Services, 2

Regional Australia, Local 
Government, Arts and 

Sport, 3.4

Attorney-General, 3.7

Infrastructure and 
Transport, 5.6

Broadband, 
Communications and the 

Digital Economy, 23.8
Climate Change and 

Energy Efficiency, 24.1

Families, Housing, 
Community Services and 
Indigenous Affairs, 25.1

Foreign Affairs and Trade, 
116.7

Resources, Energy and 
Tourism, 200.7

Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, 

Population and 
Communities, 205.9

Agriculture, Fisheries and 
Forestry, 265.1

Defence, 450.5

Health and Ageing, 951.7

Industry, Innovation, 
Science, Research and 

Tertiary Education, 
6,656.50

Australian Government Support for science, research and innovation 
by portfolio ($M)
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Mapping Australian Government investments and institutions: Summary table

Function/mechanism Data sources/availability Findings Comments

1. Government science and 
research agencies

•	APS200 report 
•	2012-2013 Budget tables 
•	Annual reports

•	29 Agencies across 11 portfolios.
•	Comprised of a combination of 

statutory agencies (22) and specialist 
agencies within Departments (7)

•	Includes 6 Rural R&D Corporations (RDCs) 
within the Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 
portfolio

•	These agencies often have multiple roles. 
Without further work, it is not possible to break 
down precisely what proportion of activity/
funding is devoted to policy engagement and 
advice using the existing data sets.

2. Government science and 
research programs

•	2012–2013 Budget tables •	114 programs across 11 portfolios
•	53 direct
•	53 indirect
•	8 other

•	Composed of a wide variety of activities 
including research centres, research programs 
in specific areas, collaborative programs and 
competitive research grants.

•	While some programs are strategic and 
established for the purpose of filling a 
research gap to inform policy decisions, 
others are for basic research. Further 
investigation is required to determine the 
extent to which different programs inform 
policy. 

3. In-house capability in 
Departments

•	Government directory 
•	Organisational charts

•	20 research branches across 12 
Departments

•	3 research branches within (non-
research) portfolio agencies 

•	7 Chief Scientists and 5 Chief 
Economists across 9 portfolios

•	This data is based on the title of the unit 
(containing ‘research’ or ‘science’) and was 
compiled using the government directory.

•	Investigation into the type of research 
undertaken by these units and how this is used 
in policy development is not possible using 
publicly available data. In addition, it is likely that 
there are other branches within departments 
that have research capability despite not having 
‘research’ in the title. 

4. Contract/commissioned 
research

•	AusTender •	232 ($36M) commissioned research 
projects/consultancies to Universities 
across 16 portfolios in      2011-2012 
•	167 through Departments
•	44 through Government research 

agencies
•	21 through other statutory 

agencies

•	A limitation of the AusTender database is that 
research projects fall into a number of different 
categories. For this reason selecting ‘Research 
Programs’ gives only a subset of the research 
contracts that have been undertaken. 

•	Universities were chosen as an example of the 
type of data that can be retrieved. 

•	AusTender does not elaborate on the scope 
of each contract so it is not possible to obtain 
additional information without further work.

5. Committee membership •	Australian Government Boards 
website

•	Government directory

•	242 advisory committees across 16 
portfolios
•	102 direct
•	86 indirect
•	54 other

•	55 RDAs were removed
•	Each board/committee was categorised as:

•	Direct - direct provision of scientific advice 
for policy development

•	Indirect - boards that advise on activities 
that indirectly result in science for policy 
such as infrastructure, competitive funding 
and governance of research agencies

•	Other

6. Consultation:     
Submissions to 
government/
parliamentary enquiries

•	No central capturing of data by 
Government

•	Some agencies may track this on their own 
(see for example CSIRO information below)
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Government science and research agencies

Twenty-nine Government science and research agencies were identified across 11 Portfolios. Starting from the 15 
Commonwealth Science Agencies named in the APS200 report we identified a further 14 agencies2 (including the six Rural 
Research and Development Corporations) which play some role – either direct or indirect – in science for policy, using 
publicly available data from annual reports and Budget tables. 

A shown in the graph below these agencies are comprised of a combination of statutory agencies (designated ‘other 
portfolio agencies’) and agencies that sit within departments – for example within SEWPaC, the Bureau of Meteorology is a 
statutory agency while the Environmental Research Institute of the Supervising Scientist sits within the Department.

This highlights the diversity of government science agencies within and across portfolios – some are primarily research 
funders, some perform research themselves, and some do both. These agencies also occupy differing positions on a 
spectrum of independence from the policy work of government, as reflected in institutional arrangements and their enabling 
legislation. These arrangements change over time in response to perceived need – for example, many in-house government 
research Bureaus were de-funded in the late 1980s and 90s, but in recent years a variety of Bureaus and other in-house 
capabilities (see below) have been re-established.

 

Many of these agencies play a number of roles in addition to providing scientific evidence and advice for policy. CSIRO, 
for example, works directly with industry and the community/not-for-profit sector, as well as with governments at all levels. 
CSIRO’s Annual Report for 2011-12 shows that, in addition to its base funding from the Australian Government, 
49 per cent of other revenue came from government sources, while 17 per cent came from the Australian private sector, 
15 per cent from Cooperative Research Centres and Rural R&D Corporations, and 19 per cent from overseas entities. 

CSIRO science may inform policy and the work of government both directly and indirectly – for example, the organisation’s 
water research includes a range of scientific projects along a spectrum from fundamental to very applied science. This is 
funded from a range of sources and leads to a diverse range of outputs, including highly-trained staff and both peer-reviewed 
scientific articles and reports/submissions to government. It is clear however that this advice to government is a significant 
part of the role of the organisation. CSIRO research is divided up into ‘themes’, each of which has to provide a plan for its 
science as well as a plan for the delivery of impact from that science, as part of the organisation’s investment process. A 
2012 analysis of these theme plans showed that 85 per cent specifically mentioned engagement with government as a 
pathway to impact.

2 Australian Bureau of Statistics; Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute; Australian Institute of Criminology; Centre for Australian National Biodiversity Research; Australian 

Centre for International Agricultural Research; Australian Institute of Family Studies; Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency; Australian Solar Institute; Environmental 

Research Institute of the Supervising Scientist; six Rural Research and Development Corporations
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Government science and research programs

The Australian Government’s Science, Research and Innovation Budget tables include information on over 100 programs 
that fund a diverse range of activity including competitive research grants, centres, collaboration and infrastructure. 

This range of activity contributes both directly and indirectly to the work of government itself. For the purposes of this report, 
government programs were categorised as either ‘direct’, where funded activity contributes to the provision of science 
for policy; ‘indirect’ where the purpose of programs is to support the development of broader science capability through 
workforce development and infrastructure; or ‘other’ where programs were clearly focused on other objectives, for example 
industry innovation.

One hundred and fourteen programs across 11 portfolios were classified in this way, excluding programs listed in the Budget 
tables that formed part of agencies captured in the section above. (The programs comprising the R&D tax credit for industry 
were also excluded.) This initial analysis provides an indicative breakdown across government as shown below. Further work 
would be required to examine in more detail the scope and scale of the contribution of particular programs to science for 
policy, but this mapping provides a starting point for that work and for comparison across portfolios.

In addition to a diverse range of programs clearly targeted towards the work of government, such as the National 
Environmental Research Program (SEWPaC), Social Policy Research Programs (FaHCSIA) and the Department of Veterans’ 
Affairs Applied Research Program, a number of programs designed to support collaboration also contribute directly to 
enhanced science for policy.
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Through a number of collaborative programs funded by the Australian Government, additional research funding is received 
through Departments and portfolio agencies contributing as a partner. The 2012-2013 budget tables specify six instances 
of this, including ARC Linkage Projects (2 Projects, $0.2M), Centres of Excellence (3 Centres, $36.6M) and Cooperative 
Research Centres (1 Centre, $0.4M). This Centre of Excellence funding includes National ICT Australia (NICTA), which is not 
included in the agencies listed in the section above.

However, further investigation seems to indicate that this collaboration and investment occurs to a greater extent than 
indicted in the Budget tables. For example, the table below shows the number of Government Partner Organisations on ARC 
Linkage Grants commencing in 2012 and their combined contributions.  Further investigation is required, but investment 
by government departments in ARC Linkage projects can be seen as an indication of an interest in research for policy 
purposes.

Number3 Cash ($M)4 In-kind ($M)4 Total ($M)4

Australian Government 45 3.39 8.37 11.76

State, Territory & Local 
Governments

222 16.05 34.86 50.9

In addition, at July 2012, around 340 organisations were involved in the Cooperative Research Centres (CRC) program.5 

The essential participants are comprised of:

 > 6 per cent Australian Government

 > 16 per cent State Government

 > 13 per cent Other (includes research service providers, not for profit organisations and local government)

The graph below shows how many projects each Australian Government portfolio is involved in under these two schemes. 
Unfortunately, this type of data is not readily available for all programs, for example there is no publicly available dataset for 
government participation in ARC Centres of Excellence.

3 Source: http://www.arc.gov.au/media/2013_Presentations/AccelerateAustralia_ARC_CEO_slides_final_pic.pdf

4 Linkage program statistics for 2012 http://www.arc.gov.au/ncgp/lp/lp_outcomes.htm

5 Source: https://www.crc.gov.au/HTMLDocuments/Documents/PDF/548%20DIISRTE%20CRC%20Fact%20Sheet%20Main%202012%20v04.pdf
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In-house capability in Departments

Twenty in-house research branches were identified using the Government Directory.  Due to the limited amount of 
information available in the public domain about the roles of different branches within Departments only those with ‘research’ 
or ‘science’ in the title have been included, under the assumption that these sections have research capability.6 Almost 
certainly there are other sections that have science and research capability, such as strategic policy branches, and further 
investigation will be required to identify these. In the graph below, ‘other portfolio bodies’ refer to research branches within 
portfolio agencies that have not been identified as research agencies in the section Science and Research Agencies above.

Case study: Department of Immigration and Citizenship

The Department of Immigration and Citizenship recognised a need for improved strategic insight and better 
research and innovation in policy development and responded to this by establishing the Policy Innovation and 
Research Unit (PIREU, established in 2008) and appointing a Chief Economist, and a Principal Advisor 
Migration Strategies.7 

PIREU has an evidence-based approach to policy advice and conducts in-house research, commissions external 
research and engages with other government and research organisations on research and policy development. 
It has however been noted in the most recent APSC capability review of the Department that while this emerging 
capability exists in the department to conduct research and evaluation ‘utilisation of the capability to identify 
future trends in support of policy and program development has been confined to particular areas and is not a 
department-wide practice.’8

6 Sections that deal primarily with research funding have not been included. Examples include Research & Development and Food Security (DAFF), Research, Development and Venture 

Capital Branch (DIICCSRTE), Research Funding and Infrastructure Branch (DIICCSRTE).

7 http://www.dpmc.gov.au/consultation/aga_reform/pdfs/DIAC1.pdf

8 http://www.apsc.gov.au/publications-and-media/current-publications/diac 
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Appointed high level advisors are a valuable source of in-house capability and are often called upon to broker and provide 
advice for ministers.  There are seven Chief Scientists across Government, three located within Departments (this includes 
the newly created role in DEEWR, for which an appointment has yet to be made) and four within other portfolio agencies. 
five Chief Economist positions exist, two of these in portfolios that also possess a Chief Scientist. In their recent examination 
of trends in the UK government, Wilsdon and Doubleday (2013) raise questions about the disciplinary ‘mix’ across senior 
roles in government – it is interesting to note that the new Chief Scientist position in DEEWR has a particular focus on the 
importance of the social sciences in policy.

To date we have only looked at the distribution of Chief Scientist and Economist positions across portfolios (see graph 
below), however there are a number of other positions that have a similar role and warrant inclusion in further studies; 
examples include Chief Veterinary Officer, Chief Plant Protection Officer, Supervising Scientist and Chief Metrologist. 
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Contract/commissioned research

Science for policy may be commissioned through grants or procurement. While investment in granting schemes is generally 
captured in the Science and Technology Budget tables (see ‘Programs’ section above), it is clear that other investment 
via contract research and consultancies is not always included in these figures. The graph below was prepared using 
information obtained from the AusTender website, where all government contracts valued at $10,000 or more are required to 
be reported.

It is evident that contract research and consultancies are used by government departments and agencies to obtain scientific 
advice and evidence for policy, and that this mode of investment is often used in parallel with other modes such as agencies, 
programs and in-house capability. 

There are however limitations with using existing AusTender data to track government investment in science for policy. While 
each contract is categorised, we found that relevant contracts were included in a variety of categories such as Research 
Programs, Military and Science Research, Fisheries and Aquaculture, and Software or Hardware Engineering and, outside 
of the title, there is limited information available to allow further investigation into the nature of the work that has been 
contracted. 

The graph above was prepared by reporting on all contract notices containing the word ‘research’ awarded to universities in 
the 2011-2012 financial year. We have not made any further attempt to determine the purpose of each contract apart from 
removing all ARC ERA and College contracts from the dataset.9 While this is an example of the type of data that is available, 
further investigation is required to obtain a complete picture of the amount of research that is commissioned in order to 
support policy development. 

9 These contracts are for the participation of individual academics in peer review activities on the Excellence for Research in Australia (ERA) Committees and the Australian Research 

Council (ARC) Colleges.
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Committee membership

Almost every portfolio has a range of formal advisory bodies that can be consulted to provide input into policy development.  
AusGovBoards provides information on around 500 Australian Government boards, with 242 committees across 16 
portfolios identified as having an advisory function.

The above graph was created using the publicly available AusGovBoards dataset and identifies the number of committees 
per portfolio classified as ‘Advisory’.10 Using the descriptions and membership information available, each board/committee 
was categorised as ‘direct’, ‘indirect’ and ‘other’ to provide an indicative breakdown across portfolios.  

‘Direct’ refers to the provision of science advice and expertise for policy development, while ‘indirect’ refers to boards that 
advise on activities that indirectly result in science for policy such as infrastructure, competitive funding and governance of 
research agencies. Across all portfolios, there were 102 ‘direct’ and 86 ‘indirect’ advisory committees.

The Health and Ageing Portfolio uses advisory committees to provide independent scientific advice about many aspects of 
disease and treatment to the Minister through the Therapeutic Goods Administration and the National Health and Medical 
Research Council, resulting in a comparatively large number advisory committees identified as ‘direct’. 

In contrast the majority of the advisory committees in the Industry, Innovation, Climate Change, Science, Research 
and Tertiary Education portfolio are ‘indirect’ due to their role in the governance of science agencies and assessment 
of applications for funding programs. The large number of ‘other’ advisory committees in the Regional Australia, 
Local Government, Arts and Sport Portfolios are comprised of a variety of committees that do not contribute to policy 
development, many of these in the area of the creative arts.

Membership lists for all these committees are available; however members are identified by name only so it is not possible 
to determine which of these committees have academic/expert membership with the data sets that are currently available. 
It is interesting to note that in order to facilitate the government’s efforts to meet the gender balance target for the 
participation of women on boards, information on gender is currently collected. If this was expanded to encompass other 
information, such as occupation or institutional affiliation, further analysis of the use of committees as a science advisory 
mechanism would be possible. 

Coordinated and consistent data gathering about the participation of researchers in formal government advisory bodies would 
also provide a useful metric of engagement to underpin discussions about measuring the ‘impact’ of research in policy.  

10 Fifty-five RDAs have been removed from the Regional Australia Portfolio for clarity. They are considered to be within ‘other’ with their role defined as “A national network of committees 

made up of local leaders who work with all levels of government, business and community groups to support the development of their regions”.

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Australian Government Advisory Committees by Portfolio

Direct Indirect Other



Science for policy: Mapping Australian Government investments and institutions 20

Consultation: Submissions to government/parliamentary enquiries

While the Australian Government is increasingly making information regarding submissions to consultations publicly available 
via the internet, there is no central source where all this information is collected – each agency has its own website where 
consultation papers and submissions are posted. Compiling this information may allow us to comment on how much 
scientific advice is obtained through this type of mechanism and even its influence on policymaking decisions, however, due 
to the time it would take to undertake this exercise this is outside the scope of this report.  

Summary reports of submissions to public consultations can be a useful source of information; however currently only 
a small number are publicly available. One example of such a report11 was published by the Department of Agriculture, 
Fisheries and Forestry in response to the consultation on ‘Managing Australia’s soils: a policy discussion paper’. This report 
not only contained a breakdown of submissions by stakeholder category (see table below) but also contained a qualitative 
and quantitative summary of the responses by stakeholder category. 

Stakeholder category No. of responses

Government Agencies 28

Federal and State Ministers of Agriculture, Environment and Climate Change 13

Farmer groups/Industry association 12

Catchment Management Authorities 12

NGOs, Professional and Community groups 9

University academics/Australian Soil Scientists 9

Agribusiness 8

Overseas organisations/agencies 4

Committees 3

Research and Development Organisations/CRCs 2

Landcare groups 1

Local Government 0

Total 101

 

Further examination of the submissions in the ‘University academics/Australian Soil Scientists’ category could potentially 
allow for more detailed analysis of the uptake of key recommendations in the government response and subsequent 
legislation and program implementation, again supporting more detailed assessment of the ‘impacts’ of science in policy.

In addition, some agencies and individuals track their own submissions. For example, the CSIRO collects organisation-wide 
information on submissions and involvement in parliamentary enquires. In 2012, CSIRO contributed to:

 > 5 enquiries from statutory agencies

 > 11 Departmental enquiries

 > 1 whole of government enquiry

 > 8 parliamentary committee hearings.

11 http://fedpub.ris.environment.gov.au/fedora/objects/mql:2562/methods/c4oc-sDef:Document/getPDF
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7. O P P O R T U N I T I E S  F O R  F U T U R E  W O R K

This report seeks to improve the links between science and policy in the Australian Government by supporting the 
implementation of the recommendations of the APS200 report and improving the evidence base for evidence-based policy.

It does this by ‘mapping’ for the first time publicly-available information on existing investments and institutions that 
contribute – both directly and indirectly – to science for policy. This, we argue, is essential to underpin the APS200 objective 
of promoting, reviewing and enhancing science liaison, advice and knowledge brokering mechanisms across the Australian 
Government.

In focusing on the six functions and mechanisms detailed above, we have compiled a whole-of-government map that covers 
billions of dollars of public investment each year. However we are also conscious that this map could be enhanced into the 
future through the addition of other kinds of data and analysis. Possible avenues for future work are outlined below.

A better map prompts us to address questions such as:

 > Do we have the balance of existing investments and institutions right, within and across portfolios? 

 > Where should new investments be targeted? 

 > Do we know what is working well now, and what is not?

 > How can we better evaluate these diverse activities, and share experience and best practice across government?

 > How and where should we intervene to improve science for policy into the future?

Future work to answer these questions should be aligned with related efforts associated with the National Research 
Investment Plan and ARCom, policy work on research impact assessment, relevant international projects (see below) and 
ongoing work in both the policy and academic communities on frameworks/typologies to support evidence-based policy. 

Possible next steps:

1. Seeking feedback on this initial mapping from APS200 networks and communities, as part of ongoing reporting to 
the Secretaries Board, including on other functions/mechanisms that could or should be mapped.

2. More detailed analysis of existing data sets, for example:
•	 Representation on government advisory committees
•	 Responsibilities of Departmental research branches and their relationships (formal and informal) with other 

agencies.

3. Compiling new whole-of-government data sets to demonstrate science-policy links, for example:
•	 Consolidated data on submissions to government/parliamentary reviews and enquiries
•	 Assessing available/relevant data on staff qualifications and mobility, in partnership with Departments and 

aligned with APSC capability reviews.

4. Using this data to pilot new methods of assessing the impacts of research and research institutions in policy, for 
example:
•	 Tracing links between submissions and subsequent appearances before committee hearings, citation in 

committee reports and government responses and policy/program implementation
•	 Assessing the contribution of universities to the training of current and future government employees.

5. More detailed mapping of investments and institutional arrangements at the portfolio level, bringing together 
scientists, program managers and policy-makers to discuss evaluation and opportunities for improvement.

6. Historical analysis of changes to the balance of investments in different institutional arrangements across portfolios 
over time.

7. Further development of a practical framework to guide decisions about what kinds of science/evidence would be 
most useful to government at different points in the policy cycle.
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International initiatives 

The APS200 project – and the ongoing implementation of the report recommendations – is being followed with great interest 
by other governments (and by researchers) in countries such as the UK, United States, New Zealand and Japan, and in the 
European Union. In 2013, the OECD Global Science Forum commenced a comparative project looking at different national 
approaches to more effectively link science and policy, including guidelines published in OECD countries. The APS200 report 
notes the example of the UK government, which has published best practice guidelines to inform the work of its 72 Scientific 
Advisory Committees, as one possible avenue (Australian Government, 2012a, page 15).

Researchers at ANU (through the HC Coombs Policy Forum) are also involved in discussions with colleagues overseas 
about a major international comparative project on the role of science in policy, which would include the development of a 
new, global ‘atlas of science advice’. This would build upon the recent report on the Future Directions for Science Advice in 
Whitehall in the UK (Wilsdon and Doubleday, 2013). 

Through these and other initiatives, the Australian Government has the opportunity to learn from, as well as contributing 
leadership to, this growing body of international work. This would align Australia more closely with the growing ‘science of 
science policy’ movement internationally, which aims to improve the evidence base for science policy decision-making and 
evaluation.

Future science strategy

Following on from the APS200 project, in 2013 the Australian Government Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 
(DAFF) prepared a DAFF Science Strategy 2013-18. This document covers the history and role of science in the Department 
as well as current scientific resources – both internally within the Department and externally through relationships with other 
institutions. It compiles data on existing capability – including data on staff qualifications and skills – and makes suggestions 
for changes to ensure that ‘science is used by the department for improved portfolio outcomes’.

The DAFF strategy has a clear emphasis on ‘evidence-based decision-making’ and also on ‘fit-for-purpose knowledge’, 
where science functions within both policy and operational context. By improving the evidence base and prioritisation, it aims 
to build upon the work of the APS200 report and support the ‘optimisation of the department’s own scientific resources and 
those sourced externally’.

This report also seeks to support the optimisation of investments and institutions – right across the Australian Government 
– for enhanced science for policy. By continuing this work, and ensuring its alignment with other science policy initiatives 
and international efforts, the Australian Government has an opportunity to lead important debates about improving the links 
between science and policy. 
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A P P E N D I X  1 :   D A T A  B Y 
G O V E R N M E N T  P O R T F O L I O

Science and 
Research Agencies

Science and 
Research Programs

In-House Research 
Branches

Chief Scientist/
Economist

Advisory 
Committees

Investment 
in  contracts/

consultancies with 
universities  in the 

2011 – 2012 financial 
year (number of 

contracts)

Commonwealth 
Parliament

•	Research 
(Department of 
Senate)

•	Research Branch 
(Department of 
Parliamentary 
Services)

Agriculture, 
Fisheries and 
Forestry

•	Research and 
Development 
Corporations
•	 Cotton
•	 Fisheries
•	 Grains
•	 Grape and Wine
•	 Rural Industries
•	 Sugar

•	Australian Bureau 
of Agricultural 
and Resource 
Economics and 
Sciences 

4 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:

•	Carbon Farming 
Initiative

•	Biosecurity Risk 
Analysis and 
Research

•	Chief Scientist 
(ABARES)

•	Chief Economist 
(ABARES)

7 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	Australian Animal 
Welfare Advisory 
Committee

•	Biosecurity Advisory 
Council

•	Water, Soil and Food 
Working Group and 
Expert Reference 
Panel

$15,949,375 

•	Department of 
Agriculture Fisheries 
and Forestry (2)

•	Australian Centre 
for International 
Agricultural 
Research (41)

•	Australian Fisheries 
Management 
Authority (2)

Attorney-
General’s

•	Australian Institute of 
Criminology

•	Research Section 
(National Native Title 
Tribunal, Registries)

5 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	National Alternative 
Dispute Resolution 
Advisory Council

•	Privacy Advisory 
Committee

$121,000

•	Australian Federal 
Police (2)

Broadband, 

Communication 

and the Digital 

Economy

1 ‘direct’ program, 
funding NICTA

•	Research and 
Statistics (Digital 
Economy and 
Services)

Defence •	Defence Science 
and Technology 
Organisation

6 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:

•	Asia Pacific Civil 
Military Centre of 
Excellence Research

•	Centre for Military 
and Veterans’ Health

•	Family Study 
Research

•	Research and 
Development 
Branch (DoVA-
Health and 
Community Services 
Division)

•	Chief Defence 
Scientist (DSTO)

1 ‘direct’ advisory 
committee

$11,942,517 

•	Department of 
Defence (112)

•	Department of 
Veterans’ Affairs (1)

Education, 
Employment 
and Workplace 
Relations

•	Research 
(Workplace Relations 
and Economic 
Strategy)

•	Labour Market 
Research and 
Analysis (Labour 
Market Strategy)

•	Research and 
Evaluation (Schools 
and Youth, Dep. 
Sec)

•	Chief	Scientist 4 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	Digital Education 
Advisory Group

•	First Peoples 
Education Advisory 
Group

•	Schools Disability 
Advisory Council

$72,324 

•	Department 
of Education 
Employment and 
Workplace Relations 
(2)

•	Office of the 
Fair Work 
Building Industry 
Inspectorate (1)

•	Office of the Fair 
Work Ombudsman 
(1)



Science for policy: Mapping Australian Government investments and institutions 24

Science and 
Research Agencies

Science and 
Research Programs

In-House Research 
Branches

Chief Scientist/
Economist

Advisory 
Committees

Investment 
in  contracts/

consultancies with 
universities  in the 

2011 – 2012 financial 
year (number of 

contracts)

Families, 
Housing, 
Community 
Services and 
Indigenous 
Affairs

•	Australian Institute of 
Family Studies

•	Australian Housing 
and Urban Research 
Institute Limited

2 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:

•	Social Policy 
Research Programs

•	Parental Payments 
& Family Research 
Branch (Families 
Group)

•	Research and 
Analysis Branch 
(Social Policy Group)

•	Research and 
Engagement Branch 
(Disability Care 
Australia)

•	Regulation and 
Research Branch 
(Problem Gambling 
Group)

5 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	National Children 
and Family 
Roundtable

•	National People 
with Disabilities and 
Carer Council

•	Prime Minister’s 
Council on 
Homelessness

$156,886 

•	Department of 
Families, Housing, 
Community Services 
and Indigenous 
Affairs (3)

Finance and 
Deregulation

$35,002 

•	Australian Electoral 
Commission (1)

Foreign Affairs 
and Trade

•	Australian Centre 
for International 
Agricultural 
Research

•	Chief Economist 
(AusAID)

4 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	ACIAR Policy 
Advisory Council

•	Australian National 
Commission for 
UNESCO

$158,860 

•	AusAID (2)

Health and 
Ageing

•	Australian Institute of 
Health and Welfare

•	Australian Radiation 
Protection and 
Nuclear Safety 
Agency   

13 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:
•	Primary Care Policy, 

Innovation and 
Research

•	Australian National 
Preventative Health 
Agency Research 
Fund

•	National 
Public Health 
Communicable 
Disease Control 
Research Centres

•	Various longitudinal 
study programs

•	Research, 
Regulation and 
Food Branch (Cross 
Portfolios Division)

•	Chief Scientist 
(FSANZ)

35 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:
•	Advisory Committee 

on Biologicals
•	Human Genetics 

Advisory Committee
•	Borderline 

Personality Disorder 
Expert Reference 
Group

$1,473,083

•	Department of 
Health and Ageing  
(3)

Human 
Services

1 ‘direct’ program, 
funding Human 
Services Delivery 
Research Alliance

•	Research 
and Analysis 
(Rehabilitation and 
Compliance)

$830,456

•	Department of 
Human Services (2)

Immigration 
and Citizenship

•	Policy Innovation, 
Research and 
Evaluation Unit 
(Strategic Policy and 
Innovation Division)

•	Chief	Economist 3 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	Australian 
Multicultural Council

•	Ministers Council on 
Asylum Seekers and 
Detention (MCASD)

•	Refugee 
Resettlement 
Advisory Council

$854,722 

•	Department of 
Immigration and 
Citizenship (6)

Industry, 
Innovation, 
Climate Change, 
Science, 
Research 
and Tertiary 
Education

•	Australian Institute of 
Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Studies

•	Commonwealth 
Scientific and 
Industrial Research 
Organisation 

•	Australian Nuclear 
Science and 
Technology 
Organisation

•	Australian Institute of 
Marine Science

•	National 
Measurement 
Institute 

•	Australian 
Astronomical 
Observatory Division 

14 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:

•	Australian Space 
Science Program

•	Commonwealth 
Strategic 
Relationship with 
ANU

•	Cooperative 
Research Centres 
program

•	National Enabling 
Technologies 
Strategy

•	Funding to Learned 
Academies

•	Chief Scientist for 
Australia (Office of 
the Chief Scientist)

•	Chief	Economist

11 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	Climate Futures 
Report Independent 
Expert Group

•	International 
Education Advisory 
Council

•	Prime Minister’s 
Science, Engineering 
and Innovation 
Council

$2,664,608 

•	Department of 
Industry, Innovation, 
Climate Change, 
Science, Research 
and Tertiary 
Education (34)

•	National Health and 
Medical Research 
Council (1)
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Science and 
Research Agencies

Science and 
Research Programs

In-House Research 
Branches

Chief Scientist/
Economist

Advisory 
Committees

Investment 
in  contracts/

consultancies with 
universities  in the 

2011 – 2012 financial 
year (number of 

contracts)

Infrastructure and 

Transport

•	Bureau of 
Infrastructure, 
Transport and 
Regional Economics

3 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:

•	COAG Road Reform
•	ARRB Transport 

Research

•	Policy and Research

Prime Minister 

and Cabinet

•	Human Capital 
Research and 
Evaluation 
(Australian 
Public Service 
Commission)

4 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	Australia in the Asian 
Century Advisory 
Board

•	Australian Social 
Inclusion Board

•	Not-for-Profit Sector 
Reform Council

$147,620 

•	Department of the 
Prime Minister and 
Cabinet  (1)

•	Australian National 
Audit Office (ANAO) 
(1)

•	Australian Public 
Service Commission 
(1)

•	National Mental 
Health Commission 
(1)

Regional 

Australia, Local 

Government, Arts 

and Sport

3 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:

•	Conservation 
and Preservation 
Program

•	Australian Sports 
Commission 
Research Programs

•	AIS Applied 
Research Centre 
(Australian Sports 
Commission, 
Australian Institute of 
Sport)

1 ‘direct’ advisory 
committee:

•	Australia Sports 
Drug Medical 
Advisory Committee

Resources, 

Energy and 

Tourism

•	Geoscience 
Australia

•	Bureau of 
Resources and 
Energy Economics 

•	Australian Solar 
Institute

1 ‘direct’ program, 
funding Global Carbon 
Capture and Storage 
Institute

•	Tourism Research 
Australia (Tourism 
Division)

•	Chief Scientist 
(Geoscience 
Australia)

•	Chief Economist 
(BREE)

2 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	National Offshore 
Petroleum Safety 
and Environmental 
Management 
Authority 
(NOPSEMA) 
Advisory Board

$72,020 

•	Geoscience 
Australia (2)

Sustainability, 

Environment, 

Water, Population 

and Communities

•	Centre for Australian 
National Biodiversity 
Research

•	Bureau of 
Meteorology

•	Environmental 
Research Institute 
of the Supervising 
Scientist 

•	Australian Antarctic 
Division

5 ‘direct’ programs, 
including:

•	National 
Environmental 
Research Program

•	Marine and 
Biodiversity 
Research

•	Urban Water 
Centres of 
Excellence Program

•	Environment 
Research and 
Information Branch 
(Policy and Analysis 
Division)

•	Office of Water 
Science

•	Parks and 
Biodiversity Science 
Branch (Parks 
Australia Division)

•	Chief Scientist 
(Australian Antarctic 
Division)

14 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	Alligator Rivers 
Region Advisory 
Committee

•	Expert Panel for 
Major Coal Seam 
Gas Projects

•	Lake Eyre Basin 
Scientific Advisory 
Panel

$799,358 

•	Department of 
Sustainability, 
Environment, Water, 
Population and 
Communities (1)

•	Bureau of 
Meteorology (1)

•	Great Barrier 
Reef Marine Park 
Authority (3)

Treasury 6 ‘direct’ advisory 
committees, including:

•	Board of Taxation
•	Advisory Panel on 

Positive Ageing
•	Energy Security 

Council

$200,880 

•	Department of the 
Treasury (1)

•	Australian 
Competition 
and Consumer 
Commission (1)

Courts $468,438 

•	Fair Work 
Commission (3)
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