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The Chair emphasized that we are required to discuss “needs” for IMoSEB: suggested list or table, and need to identify linkages or gaps.

Confusion for what is meant, exactly, by an IMoSEB? Are we facilitating a process, or conserving biodiversity?

Discussing an issue of this size raises suspicions that it is already being done somewhere. In Canada, a group already exists to have the best scientific advice on biodiversity issues. Maybe what is being looked for is a way to coordinate the advisors on biodiversity, from all countries. Also, what questions de we want answered, and what kind of advice is required. 

A very wide spectrum of end users exists, for biodiversity information.

One of the reasons that IMoSEB has been mooted, stems from the idea that the CBD is not doing its job, as biodiversity continues to be lost. Is there a niche for an international body on biodiversity, and if so, in which areas (SBSTTA, national levels, etc)?

Didier (IMoSEB Secretariat)  suggested we forget the name, as such. SBSTTA is doing its job, if its job is to prepare for the COPs; science is no usually discussed. Biodiversity is fundamental to many activities (industrial production, landscape management, etc.), but it is forgotten at decision making levels, including at the level of consumer choice. IMoSEB is an opportunity to put biodiversity on the front page. Perhaps we should be thinking of biodiversity in another way (e.g., wine, cheese and bread, in France).

There are gaps between knowledge,  practices, technology and day-to-day decision making, which IMoSEB could a role to fill.

Decision makers are not necessarily ill informed about biodiversity. But many of them feel that, despite information on biodiversity, they are making the right decisions, from the political, social and other contexts in which they are making such decisions.

We discussed in the morning the different levels and actors involved. IMoSEB could be useful as an interlocutor between the bigger, powerful interests, but perhaps not to a large and disparate collection of, say, small landholders, which are very difficult to address as a group.

Perhaps IMoSEB may also be useful for less developed countries without well developed national biodiversity organizations.

There is a need to move biodiversity agendas towards those sectors which are having an impact on biodiversity.

Are we looking for a missing niche, when looking for a niche for IMoSEB. 

Sense of re-inventing the wheel. Its not that people aren’t in possession of information: this exists if it is looked for. IUCN was formed under the principle of a balanced view, trying to give an answer on difficult and complex issues, but it is now unwieldy. Are we going down a similar road, and perhaps the SBSTTA should refocus on biodiversity science.

Data is not policy relevant: Plato argued that knowledge compels action, but in fact its not that simple: data, by and of itself, does not drive a policy agenda. The discussion should be demand driven, from the side of policy demand. In other words, which decision makers from which Ministries and at which level, are lacking which information?

Indigenous people and NGOs are very often not adequately engaged, and when they are, they are often not taken very seriously. More people at the table, could contribute to the answer as to what is desired of IMoSEB. Maybe all that is needed is to integrate, structure and make better use of the infrastructure and information which already exists. 

We should try to concentrate on one thing at a time: Is there a need for scientifically driven feedback for some of those actors, and can it be done?

We are trying to influence processes in a particular direction, but to try to do so without adequate consensus could be seen as a little bit arrogant. Scientific “fact” is not necessarily unbiased or objective. 

Trying to influence big companies may be difficult to control biodiversity loss: they already have a large chunk of the cake, and they can outsource to “buy” advise on biodiversity which they can use for their own gain.

Could IMoSEB have a role for longer term accountability,  in the context of governance and delivering on biodiversity conservation targets?

Policy drivers for long term governments (those that want to stay in power), are more to do with what is entrenched in the minds of the electorate. 

It has been said that among the key potential “clients” of biodiversity information are government, industry, and the general public, but we don’t want to reinvent the wheel: in CDB there are already mechanisms for informing the public, but they don’t appear to be working.

The World Business Council, and all the associations they service, have taken up the Millenium Assessment, because they understand that this is the bottom line, so in fact, there has been some uptake. Indeed, business was included in the MA as a central player. 

However, the general public won’t be affected by localized extinctions far away from their back door, because, unlike the businesses, who ultimate serve their own best interests, the general public have other, narrower interest.

The economic sectors are beginning to take up the agenda, inasmuch as they are affected by it (insurers and climate change). Environment Ministries are second tier, and tend not to have the lobbying power. But fisheries and forestry sectors are, now, beginning to wake up to biodiversity (resource)-loss issues, as it directly affects them. But that doesn’t mean necessarily that businesses and sectors are, at the moment, changing practices to become more biodiversity friendly. And even if they are, it won’t be measurable in the short term.

Big business want predictability, and hire scientists to give advice on Environmental Impact Assessments, and meeting other requirements, imposed on them by governments. In this way, their attention can be directed towards biodiversity.

When the CBD was created, the economic sectors invoked were often not involved in the process (fisheries, farming, etc.). Economic development and social well being must, however, be included in discussions on biodiversity management and policy.

CONABIO was conceived as an interministerial Commission, but in reality, there have been inadequate bridge-building between the Commission and ministries from other sectors. As a country, the implementation of the CDB has not been affected.

How do you increase accountability?

This year, CBD will be 15 years old, but biodiversity is still being lost, so governments and scientists are still failing. Biodiversity is still not included in the business agenda. Perhaps, however, it is not necessarily that there has been a failure of the CBD, but a failure of governance, in the sense that the proposals, goals and work programs of CBD haven’t been adequately integrated into policy documents, strategies and work programs.

Fear that we might be repeating the CBD process; we have not yet narrowed the concept down. 

Didier: difficult to predict consequences on biodiversity policy. We need more team integration between scientists, decision makers and indigenous people. There is a need for these kind of tools, and they must be international, not national or based on a single institution, as those which currently exist do not include decision makers. 

Accountability is key, in terms of how the information is gathered, compiled and disclosed, and this may impact on its control and use: who is paying for the information, who is using it, and what is it being used for? What is the impact of biodiversity information availability, on vested interests, businesses, commerce, governments, etc? This can produce antagonisms.

There is not only confusion, but scepticism in terms of whether or not IMoSEB may overlap other instruments. Is IMoSEB a solution to a problem that is not well defined. Until it is adequately defined, the consultation process will be stretched in terms of delivering conclusions. More science, or even better science alone, will not stop biodiversity loss: putting data on the table is not, by itself, the solution.

IMoSEB may present an opportunity, but every opportunity has an opportunity cost: if no new money is available, then IMoSEB could potentially divert funds, personnel and resources from pre-established organizations and arrangements, debilitating them. That these pre-existing arrangements and tools are perceived not to be working adequately, could have more to do with the fact that institutional capacity to utilize them is still being developed, rather than the fact that the tools as such are not adequate for the job. 

Continued discussion on needs and options, 31st Jan. 2007

Is the need already being met?

Could there be a role for IMoSEB for getting involved in good governance issues, for helping to implement the CBD, in those countries where its implementation is hampered by a lack of good governance?

Care must be taken in defining needs: it took many years to establish the remit and terms of CBD, which is said to be entering the implementation phase. Once countries have developed sufficient capacity for its proper implementation, results from CBD may become more evident, so the need for another mechanism may be in doubt. 

At the global level there are several institutions, organizations and instruments for addressing biodiversity issues and problems. Even so, the COP and SBSTTA of CBD are politicized, and tend to concentrate on negotiated text -negotiated with some difficulty between the Parties- rather than concentrating on good science. There is a need for a better “clearing house” for biodiversity information, e.g., such as that deriving from the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment, but whether or not IMoSEB could or should fulfill such a role, is not clear. 

Can an existing institution meet the need with enhanced capacity?

What would it cost to create the capacity to meet the need? This is where IMoSEB could have a role.

The group decided to analyze the list of potential “needs” for IMoSEB, but found needs 1 to 3 to be largely unsubstantiated, or met by other organizations.

With regard to question 4, it was agreed that CBD needs support to produce information in a timely matter (due to institutional inertias) – although in such cases other institutions often step in - to address specific emerging biodiversity issues. Could IMoSEB have a role to play here, or to provide information regarding underlying, structural drivers for biodiversity loss? Could IMoSEB do a better job than, say, Greenpeace, or the poultry industry (in the case of avian flu), in this regard? Nonetheless, for less “flashy” or dramatic issues, there might be a gap (Cactoblastis, in Mexico, might be a good example). For the North American Regions, mechanisms already exist like (Trilateral Committee) to inform on such problems as invasive species or avian flu.

Questions 5, 6, 7 and 8, regarding “needs”, appear to have been addressed or incorporated in previous questions.

Discussions on options, 31st Jan. 2007

IPCC role model is not adequate for biodiversity, as global warming affects the world equally, whereas biodiversity is very region-specific. 

As the assessment of the “needs” for IMoSEB have drawn few concrete conclusions, it would be difficult to discuss the options for the development or definition of IMoSEB.

