Rapporteurial Notes – IMoSEB Working Group 2

Chair: Philippe Le Pestre

Rapporteur: Clark A. Miller

Members:

Sandy
Andelman

United States

David A.
Walden

Canada

Kelly 
Bannister 

Canada

Brad 
Fraleigh

Canada

Dr. Torel 
Patel-Weynand 

United States

Andrés 
Lira

Mexico

José Carlos 
Fernández Ugalde
Mexico

Andrew 
Dobson

United States

Jo 
Mulongoy

International

Ernesto 
Enkerlin

Mexico

Rodrigo 
Medellin


 Mexico

Sherman 
Boates



 Canada
Ole

Hendickson


 Canada

Daniel

Beniot



 Canada
Overall Summary: Working Group 2 was tasked with two charges: first, to analyze the possible need for an IMoSEB mechanism with respect to international biodiversity policymaking; and, second, to analyze the potential options for how to organize such an IMoSEB mechanism. These tasks were pursued sequentially in two working group sessions, on Tuesday afternoon and Wednesday morning, each of which was organized as an open discussion among working group participants.

Needs Analysis Summary: The general consensus of the group during the first discussion on Tuesday was that the status quo is inadequate and is not fully addressing the needs of the biodiversity community with regard to bringing scientific knowledge and advice to bear on policy decisionmaking. During the discussion, the group identified a number of particular needs that were not currently being met. These are listed below, in no particular order. The group did not try to reach a strong consensus on which, if any, of these needs was most important, either in general or for IMoSEB, or whether IMoSEB itself was an appropriate mechanism for addressing any particular need. 

· Raising the Profile of Biodiversity and Biodiversity Science: It was acknowledged in the discussion that local biodiversity issues are frequently in the news. Despite that, however, several participants indicated a need to raise the profile of biodiversity as a global challenge. It was argued that the overall trajectory of biodiversity change, when considered in terms of global biodiversity resources, was not headed in the right direction and that a strong voice for biodiversity science in world affairs might contribute to altering that trajectory. There was a sense of the need to raise the visibility of biodiversity loss among key policy leaders, e.g., national economic and agricultural policy leaders in many countries and that this might be improved through creating a dialogue with biodiversity scientists. Mention was also made of enhancing the visibility of biodiversity loss among publics who serve as constituencies for decisionmakers, to bring greater pressure on those decisionmakers to act. There was a sense that no single agency for biodiversity science commands the degree of global authority and reach as does, for example, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. This was important, perhaps, because of the CBD 2010 targets and need to have an authoritative measure of progress toward those targets.

· Need to Enhance the Flow of Information into Decisionmaking: Several members of the group also highlighted the need to enhance biodiversity information for decisionmaking. One member identified a clear need for rapid access to biodiversity information so as to be able to respond quickly to requests from the policy process. Several members also pointed to the need to translate biodiversity science into more applied or useful knowledge that could respond to the practical needs of particular decisionmakers and also to create an infrastructure for biotechnology information, especially to help support reporting and treaty decisionmaking, that would include information, data, and standard tools and practices.

· Need to Promote Synthesis and Integration of Biodiversity Knowledges: Another noted need was to synthesize and integrate knowledge and information from multiple disciplines, sectors, and communities. A particular focus was on the need for traditional and indigenous knowledges to be fully integrated, while others highlighted the problem of narrow disciplinary knowledge and the need to provide more synthetic, comprehensive perspectives to decisionmakers, which, in turn, requires standards and good practices for bridging multiple epistemologies, conceptual frameworks, and data formats. Also important was integrating biodiversity science with more applied knowledges coming out of managed ecosystems (agriculture, forestry, fisheries). The need for a synthetic perspective was noted to be important especially at the global level, to provide a broad understanding of global trends and their implications.

· Need to Identify Gaps in Biodiversity Knowledge: Several participants noted that there is currently no established mechanism that offers clear feedback on the gaps in existing biodiversity science in an unambiguous and authoritative way. While not a central function of the IPCC, its reports have been used by funding agencies as a result of their efforts to identify crucial pieces of research that have not yet been done but that would have a significant policy impact.

· Need for Capacity Building: Several members noted the need for new capacity building for linking biodiversity science and governance. Part of this discussion focused on capacity building that would provide more or better biodiversity information while other parts focused on building relationships and mechanisms for linking biodiversity science to policy decisions. It was noted that assessments can be important mechanisms for capacity building, as was observed in the MA sub-global assessments.

· Need for Better Information Regarding Existing Capabilities of Biodiversity Organizations and Their Potential Contributions to Enhancing the Link Between Biodiversity Science and Governance: There was a general consensus that the participants at the meeting did not have a good sense of the many institutions and organizations that were already operating at the interface of knowledge and policy and that this made it very difficult to identify true needs and potential real niches that an IMoSEB might fill.

Options Analysis Summary: Working Group 2 spent Wednesday morning examining a range of potential options for implementing an IMoSEB mechanism. The group began by examining the options identified by the Needs & Options paper given to us, especially with regard to the first two options, with general dissatisfaction with those options as being too non-specific, too poorly tied to particular needs, and too little to distinguish among them. After a while, the discussion became more focused, identifying a range of criteria that at least some members of the group felt were important for any IMoSEB organization and also identifying a range of approaches to designing IMoSEB that seemed to have some degree of plausibility (although each also had clear disadvantages that were noted by detractors).

· Criteria for a Viable IMoSEB: 

a. Avoid a one-size-fits-all solution. There was general agreement that, because there were many needs, one mechanism might not serve to address all of those needs. Instead, it seemed to make sense to most people to develop a portfolio of approaches or mechanisms, which might or might not be closely linked with one another.

b. Intergovernmental. There was little sentiment expressed for the argument that the mechanism should stand separate from governments as a fully independent body. This was seen as significantly hampering the ability of the body to speak credibly and authoritatively to government officials and decisionmakers.

c. Assessments. Assessments were seen by a number of participants as crucial, especially for their ability to create both a synthetic perspective and an authoritative voice. Some participants noted, however, that assessments were long, expensive, time consuming affairs, and that it might be possible to achieve similar outcomes at a lower overall cost. Support for assessments was stronger at the regional and sub-global level than at the global level, but several participants encouraged holding a global assessment.

d. Salient, Credible, Legitimate. There was general agreement that any such mechanism for biodiversity science advice would need to attend carefully to being salient—i.e., relevant to decisionmaking; credible—i.e., careful about ensuring its believability; and legitimate—i.e., sanctioned by governments and seen by all as a political neutral process.

e. Multisectoral. Biodiversity was seen as a problem that encompassed all major social sectors, including governments, industry, civil society, and indigenous communities. It was seen as important, therefore, for the assessment to cut across all sectors, in order to speak credibly to all. It was especially noted that a mechanism that could communicate effectively with corporate leaders would be highly valuable.

f. Value-Added. Participants agreed that it would be unhelpful if IMoSEB duplicated the work of other biodiversity organizations or if its work did not meet a clearly articulated need. Some suggestions included: more multisectoral and less intergovernmental than SBSTTA; more intergovernmental than the MA; more multisectoral than DIVERSITAS.

· Potential Mechanisms that Garnered Attention: It is important to note that no single mechanism was seen unanimously by all participants as the right one for IMoSEB. Mechanisms that received support from several participants included:

a. MA-plus: A number of participants believed that the MA had been a highly valuable exercise and that biodiversity would benefit from a follow on assessment that sought to do the MA one better, especially by more effectively connecting with governments. The MA-plus was seen as creating a synthetic overview and giving strong voice and authority to the presentation of that overview among policy decisionmakers.

b. Sub-global Assessment Working Group: It was noted that, on several grounds, the MA sub-global assessments had been both innovative and undercapitalized, and that a mechanism for promoting the carrying out of sub-global assessments as well as for promoting dialogue and exchange across them could contribute to many of the information provision needs expressed and also the need for capacity building in doing assessments and linking them to policy.

c. The Wiki: A few participants expressed considerable enthusiasm for the idea of creating an Internet-based wiki for biodiversity conservation, especially with regard to transmitting useful, practical information to local and regional decisionmakers. It was noted that a Conservation Commons website already exists that is performing this function. It was also noted that there were potentially severe problems of access to such a wiki among local decisionmakers in poor countries. It was also noted that this was an experimental model that would depend on the good will and willingness to spend considerable time developing resources among biodiversity practitioners.

d. Davos 2: Some participants were excited about the suggestion to try to either establish a Davos-like World Biodiversity Forum or to try to find ways for biodiversity scientists to become more active in existing Davos-like forums (including Davos itself). It was noted that there was a bit of a chicken-and-egg problem with trying to get such a forum started, but participants saw potentially significant value in creating a forum in which scientists and high-level decisionmakers could meet regularly and systematically exchange ideas about the challenges of managing the Earth’s biodiversity. It was noted, for example, that there is virtually no systematic conversation among world leaders and climate scientists and that this had contributed to persistent skepticism of their science. It was also noted that this would have the value of providing scientists with better insights into the concerns of policymakers as well as the kinds of information they felt was important that they weren’t getting. 

e. Working jointly with the IPCC. It was noted that the IPCC has considerable authority in world affairs and that it has also worked previously with the CBD to prepare a report on climate change and biodiversity. It was felt that the idea expressed in the Needs & Options paper went beyond this minimal approach to attempt a major reorganization of the IPCC, which was probably unrealistic. However, it was suggested that working collaboratively with the IPCC might serve as an initial starting point, from which a more ambitious effort could be launched later on, should there be substantial, continuing interest among policymakers for global science advice on biodiversity issues.

f. Improving existing institutions. Many participants felt that, regardless of the creation of an IMoSEB, there would be considerable value in challenging other biodiversity institutions to become more active in meeting the needs identified for improving biodiversity science and governance.

