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Summary of the discussion
Discussion January 30, 2007
1. All the participants were first agreeing on the major point that there is a problem of biodiversity loss and there is a need for global action. 

2. There was an important discussion that was initiated and then recurring in a few occasions during the two days of the group discussion on the role of scientific knowledge versus the role of traditional knowledge. Because biodiversity can be examined from the local community level as well as globally, depending on the scale and the location, traditional knowledge could and would be more important for decision making process than scientific knowledge. The examples of the Inuit and other First Nations communities in Canada were described as examples. In some case, industry has been using traditional knowledge in order to better approach the ecosystem and maintain biodiversity. It is true that in some cases, traditional knowledge and scientific knowledge are not always in agreement.

3. The issue of scales: participants were clear that biodiversity should be protected at all scales but that decision makers and players are not necessarily the same at local versus global scale. At the community level, NGOs and local decision makers have to be involved and do not have the same level of priorities for protecting biodiversity than at the national or continental level. The questions and the information needed are not the same. Because of this, it was felt that IMoSEB could play a greater role at the national and international levels than at the community level. The type of knowledge needed for decision making process differs between community and international levels.
4. Conflict between economic development and the environment. This issue was discussed on several occasions. It was stated by a few participants that economic development needs to be defined more explicitly and that long term goal should link to precautionary principles and sustainable development. It was felt that currently decision are made considering that the resources are free and have no “real” economic values. Because of this, they are generally exploited without considering ecosystems functions and services. However it was generally agreed that MDG results could not be complete and gains made without taking into consideration the environment and the protection of biodiversity and ecosystem services. 

5. There was a short discussion regarding the origin of IMoSEB and the lack of linkages between science and governance. But many questions were brought up including the “For what by whom? Sustainable development question and the whom which is the stakeholder question”. Question of needs for better steward of biodiversity. It was felt that there might be many stakeholders (Conservation of Biodiversity), industry, governments and organizations.
6. Local communities and they are more connected to their own biodiversity. They are very rapid to implement conservation strategies. If you go up to city level, there are alliances for biodiversity. E.g. Montreal, where this initiative is taken very seriously. Interest becomes diluted at higher scale. At provincial level we have some initiatives but it is more diffused. Same in the USA where local governments and several states are more ready for action than at the national level. Communities (especially small ones) are doing well at biodiversity at the same time that they are pursuing the main tasks that keep them on a sustainable development and economic path. If they have all the needs and power is given to them, they can balance well both at the community level. Since they see the benefits of the choices they are making.
7. Communities are at the base of the pyramid, and they have a lot of will and lot of tools and a lot of knowledge. But, what is missing is money, especially for NGOs that try to implement conservation measures. The recipes are there but money is missing to implement solutions at the local level. When you reach the national government and the size of the country, the will is missing although the money is often there. In some cases, local communities still need scientific knowledge. E.g. sustainable use of the rainforest, need a lot of details for the species, ecology and their enemies, and fir their growth they need these data to be able to make sure that the crop will be sustainable. These are usually specific problems. 
8. The economic language: it might be the most important factor to discuss at the more global level. The decision makers to be influenced need to talk with economists. National decision makers will often change their discourse in function of target audience.
9. Short term versus long term gain. IMoSEB could be a player at the global level if they mostly look at what are the best mechanisms to make decisions under conditions of uncertainties. Many examples were explained and generally show that most decisions of business men have a large part of uncertainty. For example, in the USA, 68% of new businesses fail. This means that they do not have the full information and they were not certain. In environmental arena, it should be the same. No regret policy: it’s the best way to go for climate change and should be for biodiversity. So even if you are wrong, it is a way to still move forward. IMoSEB will not be able to deal with specific issues at the local level.

10. Assessment: there was a short discussion on this issue. For some participants it was felt that although we have a 2010 target and we don’t know if we get there because we cannot assess. This is where IMoSEB could play a role.
11. Politicians: they often work at the very short term and these are those we want to influence. The policy makers are desperate for knowledge and info form science that it is as plausible as possible. The future of IMoSEB should be to influence them but also the public. If we looked at the IPCC results, some are influencing n the public. This is where globally meets locally. It is a very indirect that it could have an influence of the resource. So public awareness is also important form these processes. This could help in driving the middle of the pyramid between the communities and the national leaders. The drivers are then economy and demography. It was agreed that IMoSEB should provide space for multiple voices without being too consuming. IMoSEB could work on the indicators process of the CBD that have been proposed or on the drawing board.
12. Several countries and organizations such as NAFO have recently decided to have ecosystem approach to fisheries management. The commission asked a question that cannot be answered by the usual assessment. So we still don’t have because there is a lack of data and lack of expertise. Sometimes there are others who drive the political process than only the scientists. So there is a need to integrate science to management. It was felt that ecosystem approach remains very important in all this discussion.

13. Considering the needs and the way the participants were defining the roles and possible function of IMoSEB, the question came as whether we were not defining IUCN and its functions and responsibilities. So, it would be important to know what would be the value added of IMoSEB. Is it doable with a new organization or do we need something already here?
Discussion of January 31, 2007  

1. Summary of the first afternoon of discussion and two questions were put in order to move the discussion: “If you had a million dollars…” and “if you had two minutes in the elevator with your national leader…”?

2. The question of economics came back as a major point for decision makers. Participants agreed that we need to show what ecosystem services are at risk. They need to be better understood in terms of their economy and social lives. In developing countries, pressure form the economic development sphere leads to greater loss of biodiversity. In addition, social instability and economic instability greatly influence the ways people will be able to find solutions. The example put forward was the shade coffee in Mexico: it created economic benefit and by the end biodiversity benefit at the same time and this at the local level. The reasons were more profound including the concerns related to the decrease of the song birds in western USA. In summary, economic question and market failure when we talk about biodiversity are the linkages and issues to be discussed. We have to show that loosing the library (biodiversity) to economic gain means that we are really undercutting economic opportunities by destroying the ecosystems. What we need in our communities is a better understanding what is natural capital and a push for this. It would be interesting if IMoSEB is to bring economists, sociologists, and draw a future of a new future economy (Respectful economy?). We are negative and we need an alternative discourse.
3. The message to give to national leaders varies in function of their countries and their beliefs. Going from sustainable development to moral argument.

4. Many issues were mentioned as needed for actions including invasive species, illegal hunting and fishing, etc. We have to be careful in the ways messages are given however. E.g. invasive species and human vector: is there an anti-diversity message at the same time for the communities and local people and policy makers that do not understand. They think we want to protect things that will hurt us. Reality is that many countries have on the books that the best way to reduce avian flu is to kill birds. 

5. The discussion returned to IUCN and its role that could be the one of IMoSEB. The reason is that most of us have not enough time to give and IUCN may have more the lead on this. In addition there might be a niche for a group for scientists (such as a group of Nobel prize winners) (interdisciplinary) who would be pressing with very good information and communicating the issues and move the issue (movers – shakers). We had a number of comments on awareness rising. 

6. We work hard on the young. But we don’t work a lot on the how to. We give to some organizations and the how to at the personal level has not been done as well. It is not like climate change when we hear change type of light bulbs, etc. “Give the money and we will do it for you”: is it the way to make it happening? If we look at invasive species, it is difficult to track and stop them. Then we have a series of comments on what it should be: is it small authentic graveyard process or community broad process?

7. Discussion on the options. It was felt that option #2 is creating a new thing and Option #3 is with IPCC. Can we get a hybrid? IPCC could be the mother of IMoSEB. There is a need for legitimacy and should be respected by everybody. IPCC is and they have consensus. This group should not however be doing assessment. This was/is the role of MA. A question that came back very often is: are we reinventing the wheel?
8. Other comments: it was clear for many participants that we were missing people who should have also been consulted including the international development organizations, some movers and shakers, etc. There might be a need for greater consultation with potential sponsors. IMoSEB can be very costly and not necessarily add that is needed. 
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