Chairman's Final Report: John Karau

Colleagues:

It was a pleasure and an honour to serve as Chairman of the January 30-31, 2007 North American consultations on a possible International Mechanism of Scientific Expertise on Biodiversity (IMoSEB). The event was held in Montreal, Canada and was kindly sponsored by the IMoSEB Executive Secretariat, City of Montreal and Montreal International, NAFTA Commission for Environmental Cooperation, the Canadian Commission for UNESCO and Environment Canada.

The meeting began with excellent introductory presentations from the IMoSEB Secretariat, the Commission for Environmental Cooperation and national case studies from Mexico, United States and Canada. These helped to frame the discussion and brought forward several salient points concerning the importance of scale when considering needs , questions about what are the real priority needs (is it more science or more implementation?) and who is the right audience? (Is it senior government and industry decision makers?)

Participants were then assigned into three breakout groups and each group was invited to review and provide recommendations on the needs and options provided by the IMoSEB Secretariat as well as any new proposals developed by the groups. The first round of discussion on January 30 focused on the needs and the second round of discussion on January 31 examined possible options.

Each breakout group presented their findings on January 31 (please see the attatched reports) and the Chairman noted that some seem to be saying, “if it isn't broken , don't fix it " but that at the same time , since biodiversity loss persists , the status quo is not satisfactory and there are improvements that can be made.

He also characterized their assessment of a possible IMoSEB as covering the entire spectrum (i.e., unsupportive, undecided, and supportive of improvements).

The results of the three breakout groups were then reviewed together and several key observations emerged:

* scepticism remains about the need and supporting rationale for an IMoSEB but there is broad recognition that the status quo  is unlikely  to meet the 2010 target to significantly reduce the loss of biodiversity

* need to clearly define a niche for IMoSEB and how this would compare to the role of IUCN or other mechanisms such as the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment

* concern that the cost of an IMoSEB could be high and could compete for limited resources

* recognition that more science is better but translating information into action is more important

There was also broad agreement that the consultation had been worthwhile and offered some useful guidance:

* recognition that biodiversity and governance is very different compared to climate change

* importance of biodiversity ecosystem goods and services needs to be better communicated

* science / policy interface is of critical importance

* business and international development players should be included in the consultations

* no single solution but perhaps a continuum of improvements starting with building on and enhancing existing mechanisms

Several specific recommendations were also brought forward:

* assess existing capacity in relation to the possible needs and options

* consider additional models for incorporating traditional knowledge

* consider using WIKI for pilot scale applications

* examine the characteristics of intergovernmental mechanisms which successfully address the science / policy interface

Reflecting on the two days of discussion, the Chair noted that while the meeting had not made as much progress as some might have hoped, it did produce a valuable and honest reflection on the issue which should prove helpful for future consultations on a possible IMoSEB.
John Karau

