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THIRD SESSION OF THE PLENARY OF
THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL PLATFORM
ON BIODIVERSITY AND ECOSYSTEM
SERVICES: 12-17 JANUARY 2015

The third session of the Plenary of the Intergovernmental
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)
opens today in Bonn, Germany and will continue until Saturday,
17 December. Throughout the week, the Plenary will consider
agenda items on: the report of the Executive Secretary on the
implementation of the work programme, 2014-2018; the initial
programme of work of the Platform, 2014-2018; financial and
budgetary arrangements for the Platform; rules and procedures
for the operation of the Platform; communications and
stakeholder engagement; institutional arrangements regarding
UN collaborative partnership agreement; and the agenda, dates
and venue of future sessions of the Plenary. There are currently
123 members of the Platform.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF IPBES

Biodiversity and ecosystem services are declining at an
unprecedented rate. To address this challenge, adequate
local, national and international policies need to be adopted
and implemented, underpinned by scientifically credible and
independent information that takes into account the complex
relationships between biodiversity, ecosystem services, and
people. Recognizing that there is a need for strengthening the
dialogue between the scientific community, governments, and
other stakeholders on biodiversity and ecosystem services, a
series of consultations to discuss this began in 2005 through the
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) follow-up process
and the consultative process on an International Mechanism of
Scientific Expertise on Biodiversity (IMoSEB).

MILLENNIUM ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENT: From
2001 to 2005, the MA assessed the consequences of ecosystem
change for human well-being. The outcomes provided the first
state-of-the-art scientific appraisal of the conditions and trends
in the world’s ecosystems and the services they provide, as
well as the scientific basis for action to conserve and use them
sustainably. In 2007, the UN Environment Programme (UNEP)
conducted an evaluation of the MA and initiated the MA follow-
up process.

IMOSEB PROCESS: The IMoSEB consultative process
was initiated at the Paris Conference on Biodiversity, Science
and Governance in January 2005. The International Steering
Committee met for the first time in February 2006, where
participants concurred that the current system for linking science
and policy in the area of biodiversity needed improvement. The
second meeting, held in December 2006, reported on the results

of a number of case studies and identified a series of “needs and
options.” A document outlining key ideas, designed to assist
participants during the regional consultations, was prepared

by the Executive Secretariat and distributed in January 2007.
Regional consultations were held from January - November
2007.

The final meeting of the IMoSEB International Steering
Committee, held in November 2007, reviewed the outcomes
of the regional consultations and further discussed the needs
and options for an IMoSEB, as well as how to improve the
science-policy interface for biodiversity at all levels. In its final
statement, while not recommending the formation of a new
institution, the International Steering Committee agreed to invite
donors and governments to provide support for the further and
urgent consideration of the establishment of a science-policy
interface. It further invited the Executive Director (ED) of UNEP
and others to convene a meeting to consider establishing such an
interface.

IPBES CONCEPT: Following the invitation to the UNEP
ED, there was also consensus among stakeholders involved in
the follow-up initiative for the MA that the follow up to the
IMoSEB process and the MA follow-up process should merge,
leading to the process to establish an IPBES. A joint meeting
“IMoSEB-MA Follow up: Strengthening the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Interface on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services” took place in March 2008 to develop a common
approach.

The IMoSEB outcome and the IPBES concept note were also
considered in 2008 by the ninth Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD COP 9). In Decision
IX/15 (follow-up to the MA), the COP welcomed the decision
of the UNEP ED to convene an Ad Hoc Intergovernmental
and Multi-Stakeholder Meeting on an IPBES, and requested the
CBD Ad Hoc Working Group on Review of Implementation to
consider the meeting’s outcomes.

FIRST AD HOC INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING ON AN IPBES:

This meeting was held from 10-12 November 2008, in
Putrajaya, Malaysia. Participants adopted a Chair’s summary,
recommending that the UNEP Executive Director report the
meeting’s outcomes to the twenty-fifth session of the UNEP
Governing Council (GC-25) and convene a second meeting.
The summary contained two additional recommendations: to
continue exploring mechanisms to improve the science-policy
interface on biodiversity and ecosystem services for human well-
being and sustainable development; and that UNEP undertake a
preliminary gap analysis to facilitate the discussions, to be made
available to the UNEP GC.

This issue of the Earth Negotiations Bulletin © <enb@jiisd.org> is written and edited by Beate Antonich, Kate Louw and Wangu Mwangi. The
Digital Editor is Francis Dejon. The Editor is Pamela Chasek, Ph.D. <pam@iisd.org>. The Director of IISD Reporting Services is Langston James
“Kimo” Goree VI <kimo@jiisd.org>. The Sustaining Donors of the Bulletin are the European Commission (DG-ENV and DG-CLIMATE), the
Government of Switzerland (the Swiss Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN) and the Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation (SDC)),
and the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. General Support for the Bulletin during 2015 is provided by the German Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, SWAN International, the
Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the Japanese Ministry of Environment (through the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies - IGES), the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), and the International Development Research Centre (IDRC). Specific funding for coverage of
this session has been provided by the Secretariat of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES).

Funding for translation of the Bulletin into French has been provided by the Government of France, the Wallonia, Québec, and the International http://enb.iisd. m"bl/
Organization of La Francophonie/Institute for Sustainable Development of La Francophonie (IOF/IFDD). The opinions expressed in the Bulletin are those of the authors and
do not necessarily reflect the views of IISD or other donors. Excerpts from the Bulletin may be used in non-commercial publications with appropriate academic citation. For
information on the Bulletin, including requests to provide reporting services, contact the Director of IISD Reporting Services at <kimo@jiisd.org>, +1-646-536-7556 or 300
East 56th St., 11D, New York, NY 10022 USA. The ENB team at IPBES-3 can be contacted by e-mail at <Kate@iisd.org>.




Monday, 12 January 2015 -: SRSI:S'I’tC"e‘g

Earth Negotiations Bulletin

Vol. 31 No. 14 Page 2

UNEP GC-25/GMEF: The 25th session of the UNEP
Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum
(GC-25/GMEF), held in February 2009 in Nairobi, Kenya,
adopted Decision 25/10 calling on UNEP to conduct further
work to explore ways and means to strengthen the science-policy
interface on biodiversity. In response to the decision, UNEP
invited governments and organizations to participate in an open
peer review of the preliminary gap analysis on existing interfaces
on biodiversity and ecosystem services. These comments were
incorporated into the final gap analysis.

SECOND AD HOC INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING ON AN IPBES:

Held from 5-9 October 2009 in Nairobi, Kenya, participants
exchanged views on the major findings of the gap analysis,
options to strengthen the science-policy interface, functions

and possible governance structures of an IPBES. Participants
adopted a Chair’s Summary of Outcomes and Discussions, which
highlighted areas of agreement and reflected the differing views
expressed during the meeting.

UNEP GCSS-11/GMEF: The 11th Special Session of the
UNEP Governing Council/GMEF, held during February 2010 in
Bali, Indonesia, adopted a decision calling on UNEP to organize
a final meeting to establish an IPBES.

THIRD AD HOC INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING ON AN IPBES: This
meeting was held from 7-11 June 2010 in Busan, Republic of
Korea. Delegates discussed whether to establish an IPBES and
negotiated text on considerations for the platform’s functions,
guiding principles and recommendations. They adopted the
Busan Outcome, agreeing that an IPBES should be established
and be scientifically independent, calling for collaboration with
existing initiatives on biodiversity and ecosystem services. It was
also agreed that the UN General Assembly (UNGA) be invited
to consider the conclusions of the meeting and take appropriate
action for establishing an IPBES.

SIXTY-FIFTH UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY: The sixty-
fifth session of the UNGA adopted Resolution 65/162 on 20
December 2010, which requested UNEP to fully operationalize
the platform and convene a plenary meeting to determine the
modalities and institutional arrangements for the platform at the
earliest opportunity.

UNEP GC-26/GMEF: This meeting, held from 21-24
February 2011 in Nairobi, Kenya, adopted Decision 26/4,
endorsing the outcome of IPBES-III and calling for the
convening of a plenary session for an IPBES to determine the
modalities and institutional arrangements of the platform.

1ST SESSION OF A PLENARY FOR AN IPBES:

The first session of the plenary meeting for an IPBES met
from 3-7 October 2011 at UNEP headquarters in Nairobi,
Kenya. Delegates considered the modalities and institutional
arrangements for an IPBES, including: the functions and
operating principles of the platform; legal issues relating to the
establishment and operationalization of the platform; the work
programme of the platform; and the criteria for selecting host
institutions and the physical location of the secretariat.

2ND SESSION OF A PLENARY FOR AN IPBES: The
second session of the plenary meeting for an IPBES took place
from 16-21 April 2012 in Panama City, Panama. Delegates
considered the modalities and institutional arrangements for the
IPBES, including functions and structures of bodies that might
be established under the platform, rules of procedure, and the
work programme of the platform. Delegates selected Bonn,
Germany, as the physical location of the IPBES Secretariat and
adopted a resolution establishing IPBES.

IPBES-1: The first session of the Plenary of IPBES met from
21-26 January 2013 in Bonn, Germany. Delegates: elected the
IPBES Chair, the Bureau and the Multidisciplinary Expert Panel

(MEP); adopted an initial budget; and agreed on steps toward
the development of an initial IPBES work programme, 2014-
2018. Other issues that were discussed but remained unresolved
included the rules of procedure on the admission of observers.
IPBES-2: The second session of the Plenary of IPBES
met from 9-14 December 2013 in Antalya, Turkey. Delegates
adopted the Antalya Consensus, which included decisions
on: the work programme for 2014-2018, including fast track,
thematic, regional and subregional assessments and activities for
capacity building; a conceptual framework considering different
knowledge systems; and rules and procedures for the Platform
on, inter alia, procedures for the preparation of the Platform’s
deliverables. Anne Larigauderie was appointed as the first IPBES
Executive Secretary.

INTERSESSIONAL HIGHLIGHTS

MULTIDISCIPLINARY EXPERT PANEL: The MEP met
for its third session in Bonn from 8-10 March 2014 and held its
fourth session in Bonn from 7-11 July 2014. Among other things,
the MEP set up an expert group to develop a methodological
assessment on scenario analysis and modelling of biodiversity
and ecosystem services. The First Authors Meeting for the
assessment convened on 27-31 October 2014 in Egmond aan
Zee, the Netherlands.

IPBES TASK FORCE ON CAPACITY BUILDING:

The Task Force on Capacity Building held two meetings in
Trondheim, Norway from 21-23 May 2014 and Sao Paulo, Brazil
from 17-19 September 2014. Participants developed an action
plan for developing proposals on four workstreams: identifying
and prioritizing capacity-building needs; fellowship, exchange
and training programmes; addressing priority capacity-building
needs; and facilitating science-policy networks, platforms and
centers of expertise.

IPBES TASK FORCE ON KNOWLEDGE AND DATA:
This task force met in Seoul, Republic of Korea from 3-6 June
2014, to develop a draft data and information management plan
to support the work of the IPBES. The task force also produced a
draft knowledge and data strategy.

TASK FORCE ON INDIGENOUS AND LOCAL
KNOWLEDGE (ILK) SYSTEMS: The first meeting of
the task force took place in Paris, France, from 16-20 June
2014. Participants discussed the work of the task force and the
deliverables under five streams of work, and agreed on an action
plan.

JOINT REGIONAL SCOPING MEETING: With a
view to promoting integration across regions, a joint regional
scoping meeting was held from 17-22 August 2014 at UNESCO
headquarters in Paris, France. The meeting: developed options
for a regional and subregional assessment structure and
approach, based on social and ecological considerations; and
developed the proposed scope of the assessments, including
common generic issues across regions, as well as more specific
issues for each region/subregion.

GLOBAL DIALOGUE WORKSHOP: This workshop
on ILK of pollination and pollinators associated with food
production convened in Panama City, Panama, from 1-5
December 2014. This event reinforced ILK in the IPBES
assessment of pollination and pollinators associated with food
production; and piloted preliminary approaches and procedures
proposed by the ILK task force to build ILK into IPBES
assessments.
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IPBES-3 HIGHLIGHTS:
12 JANUARY 2015

IPBES-3 opened on Monday, 12 January 2015, in Bonn,
Germany. In the morning, delegates heard opening statements
from dignitaries, regional groups and multilateral environmental
agreements (MEAs) and discussed: organizational matters;
membership of the Platform; credentials; and reports from
the IPBES Executive Secretary Anne Larigauderie and MEP
members on implementing the work programme 2014-2018.

In the afternoon, delegates resumed their discussions on
implementing the work progamme, and deliberated on the task
forces on capacity-building, knowledge and data and indigenous
and local knowledge systems (ILK).

Delegates were invited to attend an evening reception hosted
by the Government of Germany.

OPENING SESSION

IPBES Chair Abdul Hamid Zakri (Malaysia) opened IPBES-
3, highlighting progress in achieving the work programme
deliverables, and 20 workshops held during the intersessional
period.

Executive Secretary Larigauderie, welcomed delegates “recht
herzlich.” Telling of a “very rich year of implementation of the
first IPBES work programme,” she reported, infer alia: 14 expert
groups established; and IPBES’ new conceptual framework
is proving to be a robust tool promoting coherence across
deliverables.

Jacqueline McGlade, UNEP, speaking on behalf of UNEP,
UN Development Programme (UNDP), UN Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the UN
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), said the UN agencies
will continue to support IPBES through, among others: inter-
agency agreements; and interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary
approaches for data collection and management.

Barbara Hendricks, German Federal Minister for the
Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety,
highlighted key issues to be addressed by IPBES, including
biodiversity mainstreaming, sustainable use and communication.

Jirgen Nimptsch, Lord Mayor of Bonn, welcomed delegates
to Bonn, noting IPBES’ “good fit” with the other international
organizations headquartered in the city.

Malaysia, for the ASIA-PACIFIC GROUP, supported further
work on, inter alia: the global assessment; and assessments in
the thematic areas of pollination and pollinators, invasive alien
species (IAS), and land degradation and restoration.

Mexico, for the LATIN AMERICAN AND CARIBBEAN
GROUP (GRULAC), stressed that the assessments of
sustainable use and conservation of biodiversity and IAS
should be addressed in the same manner as that of pollination
and pollinators. He welcomed progress by the ILK task force
highlighting this as a key issue for GRULAC. Latvia, for

the EU, called for adopting “pending items” from IPBES-2,
including the rules of procedure and the stakeholder engagement
strategy.

South Africa, for the AFRICAN GROUP, underscored
capacity building for successfully implementing the work
programme. He supported holding joint meetings of task forces
to allow for addressing crosscutting issues in an effective and
efficient manner.

Bosnia and Herzegovina, for EASTERN EUROPE, noted that
the region’s underrepresentation in the expert groups indicates
the need for improvements in capacity, regional cooperation, and
linkages between scientific and government bodies.

The CBD said the Convention’s Subsidiary Body on
Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA)
will explore ways of incorporating the outcomes of IPBES
assessments in order to boost synergies. The Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora (CITES) welcomed exploring further collaboration with
IPBES on the thematic assessment on sustainable use.

The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species
of Wild Animals (CMS) underscored the CMS assessment of
economic benefits of migratory species as a possible area of
synergy.

The Society for Conservation Biology, representing
Stakeholders, highlighted the outcomes of the Stakeholder Days
held immediately prior to IPBES-3. She urged IPBES-3 to
prioritize discussion on adoption of the revised draft stakeholder
engagement strategy.

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS

Chair Zakri noted that the rules of procedure governing
IPBES-3 will be those adopted at IPBES-1 and amended at
IPBES-2.

Chair Zakri introduced the agenda and organization of work
(IPBES/3/1 and Add.1), suggesting that a briefing from Rajendra
Pachauri, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)
Chair, on the latest IPCC reports be heard on Tuesday morning.
He also suggested tabling a document containing proposed draft
decisions.

FRANCE, with RUSSIA, expressed concern regarding
the scheduling of evening sessions for working groups as no
translation would be available. RUSSIA also queried if this was
an efficient use of time.

Executive Secretary Larigauderie noted that translation has
not previously been provided for working groups. Chair Zakri
said that scheduling night sessions is a norm for IPBES.

RUSSIA underscored that IPBES is being operationalized
and therefore it is key to ensure that its scheduling is in line
with principles adopted by other international organizations and
MEAs. FRANCE agreed to provisionally accept the agenda
and organization of work provided that the Bureau discusses
the matter and reverts to the Plenary with a proposal on how to
address this issue going forward. The US said that the document
of draft decisions should remain a non-paper at this juncture.
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The agenda and organization of work were adopted as
amended.

On the membership of the Platform, Chair Zakri stated that as
of 12 January 2015, there are 123 member states that have joined
the Platform.

On the admission of observers to IPBES-3, Chair Zakri said
that the observers admitted to IPBES-2 will automatically be
admitted to IPBES-3. He said that there are 67 new observers
to be admitted to the Plenary. ISRAEL opposed reference to
Palestine as the State of Palestine in the list of observers. He
requested this objection be minuted in the meeting reports.

CREDENTIALS OF REPRESENTATIVES

Chair Zakri said that the credentials submitted will be
examined by the Bureau and a report back to the Plenary will be
made later in the week.

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY ON THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE WORK PROGRAMME
2014-2018

Executive Secretary Larigauderie introduced the report of
the work programme 2014-2018 (IPBES/3/2). MEP Co-Chair
Mark Lonsdale, elaborated on the implementation of the work
programme. IPBES Vice-Chair Robert Watson (UK) presented
four options for the further implementation of the work
programme, noting the objective is to tackle the heavy workload
of Secretariat staff and technical experts and respond to the
funding gap in the current budget.

CHINA offered to host the Technical Support Unit (TSU)
for the Asia-Pacific region and to provide technical, regional
and financial support for assessments in the region. ETHIOPIA
offered technical experts and logistical and financial support for
the African TSU and regional assessments. ISRAEL questioned
why none of the nominated Israeli experts were included in the
MEP.

NORWAY, supported by the US, NEW ZEALAND and
CANADA, called for delaying the planned oceans assessment
to await the outcome of the Global Marine Assessment. The US
favored prioritizing thematic assessments.

BOLIVIA, TURKEY, BRAZIL, COLOMBIA, PERU,
GUATEMALA, ISRAEL and ARGENTINA expressed support
for option one (implementation of the current work programme
with minor adjustments). Reiterating GRULAC’s preference
for option one, MEXICO called for equal priority to all three
thematic assessments, noting that funding for the sustainable use
and TAS assessments has not been utilized.

The EU expressed willingness to consider option two
(workload spread over a longer time period), saying that the
timelines should continue to be reviewed at future plenary
meetings.

INDONESIA favored option three (reduced workload, more
integration), saying this option can help reduce the workload
while promoting integration.

The AFRICAN GROUP, with JAPAN, SWITZERLAND,
MALAYSIA and BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA, called for
adopting option four (lowest workload, highest integration).
AUSTRALIA urged considering how to adequately “resource”
IPBES in an increasingly resource-constrained environment.

INDIA said his country is willing to work with others to
identify the best option for further implementation of the work
programme. The AFRICAN GROUP said the Group expressed
flexibility to modify option four so as to address concerns.
PAKISTAN favored integrating options three and four.

TUCN proposed a “fifth option,” which draws on strategic
partnerships, noting this would also help redress the current
focus on assessments by increasing capacity to tackle the
remaining three IPBES functions. He reiterated [IUCN’s offer to
contribute half-time staff positions for thematic assessments and
provide office space across the different regions.

The International Council for Science (ICSU) highlighted
the contribution of the Future Earth programme to IPBES’
assessment work. The UN Convention to Combat Desertification
(UNCCD) underscored the strong “political and policy demand”
for a global, stand-alone assessment on land degradation and
restoration.

INITIAL WORK PROGRAMME OF THE PLATFORM

TASK FORCES ON CAPACITY-BUILDING,
KNOWLEDGE AND DATA, AND INDIGENOUS AND
LOCAL KNOWLEDGE SYSTEMS: Capacity-building: The
Secretariat introduced documents IPBES/3/3 and IPBES/3/INF/1.

Many delegations, including the AFRICAN GROUP, CHINA,
INDONESIA, SWITZERLAND, SWEDEN and MALAYSIA,
welcomed the work undertaken by the capacity-building task
force and endorsed the priority actions identified, cautioning
against raising unrealistic expectations on Platform deliverables.
The AFRICAN GROUP called for regular evaluation of the
proposed fellowships programme to ensure its relevance to
capacity-building needs.

FRANCE emphasized the need for strengthening, among
others, “big” and long-term data to observe trends. BELGIUM
supported avoiding duplication of efforts and asked for
clarification on quality control and data harmonization. INDIA
highlighted the need for incrementally scaling up capacity-
building programmes. GUATEMALA called for increased
funding for fellowships, exchange and training programmes.
BOLIVIA, COTE D’IVOIRE, COSTA RICA and SWEDEN
underscored the importance of ILK. BOTSWANA called for
explicit efforts to build capacity for women, young scientists and
policy-makers.

The Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF)
highlighted opportunities provided through the GBIF network,
notably the launch of a new European Commission (EC)
initiative led by GBIF providing €3.9 million over five years, to
be launched in March 2015.

Knowledge and data and ILK: The Secretariat introduced
documents IPBES/3/4, IPBES/3/4/INF/2 and IPBES/3/4/INF/3.

COLOMBIA called for clarity on how local communities
and indigenous peoples will participate in decision-making.
Speaking on behalf of GRULAC, she suggested building
bridges between science and policy “in a balanced manner.” The
AFRICAN GROUP emphasized that making data only available
“online” does not ensure accessibility for all member states. He
requested clarification on the definition of “open science” and
its implications for intellectual property rights and ensuring that
ILK is not exploited. INDONESIA and MALAY SIA called for
recognizing the rights of knowledge holders, including respecting
the principle of free, prior and informed consent.

The US suggested, inter alia, creating an information portal
and, with the UK, clarifying specific roles of the task forces
and TSUs. BOLIVIA emphasized the need for a participatory
mechanism that facilitates and strengthens indigenous peoples’
participation in all functions of the Platform.

Discussions on this item will resume in the morning.

IN THE CORRIDORS

Arriving at the World Conference Centre on Monday morning,
where one observed greetings among familiar faces, delegates
did not mind that “the snow that covered Bonn during IPBES-

1 two years ago had not arrived yet”, as IPBES Chair Zakri
jokingly apologized in his opening.

While there was consensus on appreciating this meteorological
boon, Monday’s plenary discussions were marked by differing
appreciations of how to conceive of time — both elapsed and
available. Concerns over the planned organization of work that
provides for parallel evening meetings without interpretation
during the week were countered by reminders that this is how
IPBES has organized its work in the past and recognition that
there is a heavy agenda before delegates. Views also diverged
on proposed adjustments to the work programme, with several
members questioning the need, and wisdom, of reopening the
“Antalya Consensus” just over a year after it was reached.

As delegates gathered for the German reception, taking
advantage of their only “free” evening this week, some suggested
that these opening discussions reflect the fact that IPBES is
an ambitious platform up against budget, time and human
constraints.
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IPBES-3 HIGHLIGHTS:
TUESDAY, 13 JANUARY 2015

IPBES-3 resumed its discussions on Tuesday, 13 January
2015, in Bonn, Germany. Delegates continued their discussions
on the task forces on knowledge and data, and ILK systems.
They also addressed: budget issues; implementation of the
work programme; rules of procedure; and the communication
and stakeholder engagement strategies. Delegates also heard a
briefing from Rajendra Pachauri, IPCC Chair.

Contact groups on budget, work programme, and rules of
procedures met during the day.

INITIAL WORK PROGRAMME OF THE PLATFORM

TASK FORCES ON KNOWLEDGE AND DATA, AND
ILK SYSTEMS: NEW ZEALAND underlined the need for:
data standards to ensure comparability; and considering data
collection, tools and management as separate activities.

GBIF welcomed the data management plan as “practical” and
emphasized the importance of productive relations with strategic
partners. GEO Biodiversity Observation Network (GEO BON)
reported on developing a framework for biodiversity data.

The International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services (IIFBES) underscored the need for a
participatory mechanism for the effective participation of
indigenous peoples and local communities, stressing that the use
of ILK requires specific considerations.

GUIDES ON ASSESSMENTS, POLICY SUPPORT
TOOLS AND METHODOLOGIES, AND PRELIMINARY
GUIDES ON SCENARIO ANALYSIS AND MODELLING
AND THE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF VALUES: The
Secretariat introduced documents IPBES/3/INF/4, IPBES/3/
INF/7, and IPBES/3/INF/8.

Several delegations, including the AFRICAN GROUP and
MEXICO, emphasized the need to ensure IPBES outputs
are useful for policy makers, with GEORGIA emphasizing
“practicability” for differing national and regional contexts.

Many delegations supported the draft catalog generally, but
suggested improvements. MEXICO, COLOMBIA, BOLIVIA,
BRAZIL, RUSSIA, FRANCE and TURKEY stressed the need to
broaden the scope of methodologies as well as policy tools and
instruments. BRAZIL emphasized the value of communities of
practice and sharing success stories. The UK noted the definition
of policy tools as “very broad” and suggested the catalog focus
more on tools relevant to IPBES work.

Several delegations supported extending the mandate of the
expert group. The US inquired about the next steps of the expert
group and whether to narrow its focus. A contact group on this
topic, co-chaired by Ivar Baste (Norway) and Alfred Oteng-
Yeboah (Ghana), was established.

SCOPING DOCUMENTS FOR ASSESSMENTS:
Regional assessments: The Secretariat introduced documents
IPBES/3/6, Add.1, Add.2-6 and INF/17.

Executive Secretary Larigauderie then introduced the initial
scoping report for a global assessment (IPBES/3/9) suggesting
the next step be to prepare a full scoping report.

INDONESIA advocated, inter alia, an analysis of the current
state of scientific and other knowledge. He indicated land
degradation and restoration as a priority for his region. The
US suggested subregions as a more appropriate scale to assess
policy needs.

The EU advocated for the regional assessments’ co-chairs
to be included in the global assessment and for the relevant
representatives from the global assessment to be involved in the
regional assessments’ final stages.

SWITZERLAND said the assessment on open oceans should
not be postponed. PORTUGAL advocated addressing marine
biodiversity beyond national jurisdictions. JAPAN supported
integrating elements of subregional assessments in the Asia-
Pacific assessment. URUGUAY called for explicit references
to drivers of biodiversity loss in the Americas report and, with
ARGENTINA, decried “negative” references to economic
activities, noting biodiversity and ecosystem services play a
central role in poverty reduction. FRANCE said the global
assessment “cannot simply be an amalgamation of regional
assessments,” calling for referencing the impacts of globalization
and trade on biodiversity loss.

ICIMOD highlighted its contributions to the science-
policy interface in the Asia-Pacific region. The World Ocean
Assessment Secretariat outlined the process of developing the
first World Ocean Assessment. Island Sustainability Alliance
said the open oceans assessment should have a broad scope
to adequately address all drivers affecting marine ecosystems.
ICSU supported undertaking an open oceans assessment, while
allowing sufficient time for expert review of existing data.

Land degradation and restoration: The Secretariat
introduced IPBES/3/7 and IPBES/3/INF/7. The US described the
document as “generally balanced” but called for clarity on the
range of ecosystems to be studied. FRANCE suggested focusing
on ecosystems that are most degraded or vulnerable to land use
changes. COLOMBIA, supported by BOLIVIA, called for a
balanced approach that takes into account all ecosystems.

Welcoming the document, the AFRICAN GROUP, supported
by TURKEY, called for removing references to “western
science.” ALGERIA stressed the urgency of the assessment and
proposed prioritizing the most vulnerable ecosystems.

BRAZIL called for attention to indirect drivers of land
degradation as well as the economic benefits of restoring
degraded land. NEPAL recommended including a compilation of
success stories.

The UNCCD highlighted the Convention’s contribution to
the scoping report, saying that the Convention will be “one of
the key clients and users of this assessment,” and underscoring
the need for effective collaboration to meet the needs of its
stakeholders.
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Conceptualization of values: The Secretariat introduced
IPBES/3/8 and IPBES/3/INF/18.

COLOMBIA proposed adding national accounting as a
technical specialty and referring to policy experts, rather than
policy makers. TURKEY called for distinguishing between
“measurable and non-measurable values,” to ensure scientific
“rigor.”

CHILE suggested including an additional chapter on
ecosystem accounting, building on a pilot being undertaken by
the UN Statistical Office. The US called for a limited scope for
the assessment and, with the UK, building on the methodological
guide and existing conceptual frameworks. AUSTRALIA called
for a stronger “value proposition” for such an assessment.

BRAZIL welcomed the “fresh perspective” in the report and
called for linkages with The Economics of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity (TEEB) and Wealth Accounting and Valuation of
Ecosystem Services (WAVES) initiatives. Emphasizing that
previous Plenary sessions have focused on economic values,
BOLIVIA said including a chapter on national accounting would
“upset the balance” and favored adopting the document without
revisions.

IIFBES cautioned that a focus on economics could “crowd
out” endogenous values, ultimately undermining the goals of
IPBES’ work programme.

BRIEFING FROM THE IPCC CHAIR

Rajendra Pachauri, IPCC Chair, remarked “the [IPCC might
have inspired the IPBES, but the new generation is often a few
steps ahead of the previous one.” He suggested that the [IPCC
and IPBES bureaus meet periodically to explore matters of
substance in their respective assessments. Pachauri then shared
his experience leading the IPCC and presented, inter alia:
work undertaken by IPCC’s working groups; key findings from
IPCC reports; observed changes and projected risks posed by
climate change for biodiversity and food security; and possible
adaptation and mitigation measures.

Responding to questions from the floor, Pachauri said he
is “cautiously optimistic” that growing global awareness and
political commitment will lead to a “snowballing of action” to
address climate change. He highlighted the five-fold increase
in India’s solar energy targets as an example of the growing
awareness of the co-benefits of taking mitigation actions.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGETARY ARRANGEMENTS FOR
THE PLATFORM

BUDGET AND EXPENDITURE FOR 2014-2018:
Executive Secretary Larigauderie introduced documents
IPBES/3/10 and IPBES/3/2/Add.1, providing information on:
the status of cash and in-kind contributions to the trust fund;
expenditures for 2013-2014; a proposed revised budget for
2015; a proposed budget for 2016-2017; and a revised indicative
budget for 2018. Summarizing the overall budget situation at
the beginning of 2015, she noted there is a budget shortfall of
US$19.5 million for implementing the full work programme.

The US expressed his delegation’s commitment to finding
a viable roadmap to accomplish the work programme. With
FRANCE and SWITZERLAND, he asked for clarification
on in-kind support provided by other MEA secretariats and
international programmes. The AFRICAN GROUP called for a
collaborative spirit in the budget discussions and expressed hope
that all outstanding pledges will be honored.

COLOMBIA said their pledges and in-kind contributions have
not been included in the report. Many delegations lamented that
the report lacks the detailed information necessary for approving
a revised budget.

The Secretariat then introduced IPBES/3/2/Add.1/Rev.1,
which seeks approval to formally apply for IPBES’ accreditation
to the list of international organizations eligible for official
development assistance (ODA) as determined by the OECD
Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC). He noted
the document further requests clarification from the Plenary on
participants’ eligibility for financial support.

NORWAY and COLOMBIA supported the IPBES application
and, with the US, CANADA and JAPAN, favored following
OECD-DAC criteria on eligibility for ODA. BELARUS,
supported by GEORGIA, TURKEY and RUSSIA, called for
continued financial support to countries in transition to ensure
effective representation from the Eastern Europe region.

Several delegations announced pledges to support IPBES
activities in 2015, including: US$100,000 from MALAYSIA;
US$176,000 from SWEDEN; and US$300,000 from JAPAN.
ETHIOPIA offered in-kind and logistical support for subregional
assessments as well as limited financial support, including
through hosting the African TSU. Chair Zakri established a
budget contact group, co-chaired by Leonel Sierralta (Chile) and
Jay Ram Adhikari (Nepal).

TSUs: The Secretariat introduced the report on institutional
arrangements to operationalize technical support for
implementing the work programme (IPBES/3/INF/13), noting
this is for information only.

RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR THE OPERATION OF
THE PLATFORM

The Secretariat introduced documents IPBES/3/INF/11 and
IPBES/3/INF15-16; IPBES/3/12; IPBES/3/13; and IPBES/3/14.

CHINA, supported by ARGENTINA, advocated admission of
observers based on consensus. Opposing, the EU said refusal of
admission of an observer should only be warranted if one third
of members object. She also called for more “balanced and new”
membership of the MEP.

The US cautioned against establishing burdensome procedures
that could hinder broad participation.

SWITZERLAND, NORWAY, MEXICO, JAPAN, the
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC and GHANA noted the need for
clarification and textual improvements in the documents and
looked forward to further work in the contact group. A contact
group co-chaired by Senka Barudanovic (Bosnia-Herzegovina)
Robert Watson (UK) was established.

COMMUNICATIONS AND STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT

The Secretariat introduced this item (IPBES/3/15, 16, INF/9
and INF/10). Many delegations welcomed the stakeholder
engagement strategy, with GERMANY and SWEDEN noting
that stakeholders are crucial to the success of the Platform. The
US favored the Secretariat managing stakeholder engagement.
GABON favored management of the stakeholder engagement
strategy through an inclusive, open-ended forum. Discussions
will resume on Wednesday.

On the communications strategy, the US said that the
communications strategy should not be finalized “until there is a
deliverable.”

IN THE CORRIDORS

Sunshine greeted IPBES-3 participants on Tuesday morning,
where many awaited the IPCC Chair Rajendra Pachauri’s
presentation. While his suggestion that the IPCC and IPBES
bureaus meet periodically was welcomed by some, others were
heard discussing a comment on whether briefings from “such
luminaries bring value to the proceedings.”

The afternoon’s discussion on the Stakeholder Engagement
Strategy was highly anticipated. After the session ended, some
stakeholders left feeling “cautiously optimistic,” that IPBES
members will provide them with “the mandate” they need to
bring a more diverse group of actors to the table. However, one
observer commented that if this issue is not resolved at IPBES-3,
some stakeholder groups might “disengage altogether” from the
process. Given that time to discuss the stakeholder engagement
strategy in contact groups has not been formally scheduled, many
were left pondering if this scenario might become reality.
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IPBES-3 HIGHLIGHTS:
WEDNESDAY, 14 JANUARY 2015

IPBES-3 reconvened on Wednesday, 14 January 2015, in
Bonn, Germany. Delegates initially convened in plenary to
discuss the communication and stakeholder strategies, guidance
on strategic partnerships and the institutional arrangements for
the UN collaborative partnership arrangements for the Platform.
Contact groups on budget, the work programme, communication
and stakeholder strategies and rules of procedure met for the
remainder of the day. Plenary reconvened briefly in the evening
to hear updates on progress.

PLENARY

COMMUNICATIONS AND STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT: Communications and outreach and
stakeholder engagement strategies: On the stakeholder
engagement strategy, FRANCE: suggested an outreach policy
to reach relevant stakeholders; supported, with INDIA, the
stakeholder engagement strategy’s adoption; and, with the
REPUBLIC OF KOREA, preferred that the stakeholder
engagement strategy is overseen by an inclusive, open-ended
forum of stakeholders.

On communication, NEW ZEALAND suggested considering
a “summary for citizens.” BELGIUM sought clarification on the
target audience, outreach activities and the evaluation process.
INDIA stressed communication be policy relevant and not policy
prescriptive. Stakeholders proposed establishing a stakeholder
engagement unit. A contact group co-chaired by Leonel Sierralta
(Chile) and Fundisile Mketeni (South Africa) was established.

Guidance on strategic partnerships: The Secretariat
introduced IPBES/3/17. The US said that most activities in
the work programme could be performed without formal
partnerships and called for considering specific mandates of
any partners. Chair Zakri noted that the draft guidance will be
revised.

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS: UN
COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIP ARRANGEMENTS
FOR THE WORK OF THE PLATFORM AND ITS
SECRETARIAT: The Secretariat introduced IPBES/3/INF/14.
Salvatore AricO, UNESCO, speaking on behalf of UNEP, FAO,
UNESCO and UNDP — the four agencies involved in the UN
collaborative partnership arrangements for the Platform —
noted that the institutional arrangements have been approved
and the agreement is ready to “be fully operationalized.” He
noted several IPBES-relevant initiatives underway, including
UNEP’s Live Knowledge Platform and UNESCQO’s Future

Earth Initiative as well as activities, such as: FAO’s hosting

of the Global Soil Partnership secretariat and facilitating

the implementation of its actions; the UNDP’s contribution

to the formalization of BES-Net; and the incorporation of
IPBES-relevant decisions in preparations for UNEP’s Global
Environment Outlook and CBD’s upcoming Global Biodiversity
Outlook.

JAPAN highlighted its support of scenario building work
with UNESCO and looked forward to increased synergies with
relevant MEAs.

CONTACT GROUP REPORTS TO PLENARY: Rules
of procedure: Co-Chair Watson reported “amazing” progress
on the group’s first reading of the text on procedures for the
preparation Platform deliverables, and said members would
commence work on conflict of interest and IPBES review
procedures in the afternoon.

Work programme: Co-Chair Baste said the group had
carried out an initial stocktaking and agreed to use, as a starting
point, the alternative proposal prepared by the IPBES Bureau
and MEP, which proposes integrating thematic, global and
regional assessments. He said small drafting groups had also
begun work on the data and information management plan and
capacity building.

Budget: Co-Chair Sierralta said the group had commenced
work on two texts: a review of the status of cash and in-kind
contributions to the Platform in 2014; and a non-paper providing
budget information per deliverable for option one of the IPBES
work programme for 2015-18. He said the group would continue
to work closely with the work programme contact group.

Closing the session, Chair Zakri clarified that the contact
group on the communication and outreach strategy would also
consider the stakeholder engagement strategy.

CONTACT GROUPS

WORK PROGRAMME: During the morning contact
group, delegates heard a presentation on possible options
for coupling thematic, regional and global assessments, and
discussed a timeline of “anticipated” actions to be taken by
IPBES. Discussions focused on: management structure to ensure
consistency across assessments; importance of integrity of
information; inclusion of local and indigenous peoples’ views
and knowledge; and addressing global issues including, trade
and globalization, open oceans, linkages to work in other fora,
such as the Aichi Targets under the CBD, and the work on the
post-2015 development agenda. Delegates exchanged ideas,
including: establishing indicators for the global assessment;
considering that while coupling may be sensible from a scientific
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view point, alignment of thematic assessments with sector-
specific policy needs is important; establishing an expert team
focusing on conceptual coherence; and considering efficiency
gains of joint meetings to allow the Secretariat’s capacity to
focus on “steering the process.”

After lunch, delegates continued “sharing reflections on
coupling assessments” with members of the MEP providing
“preliminary responses” to questions on an envisaged procedure
for scoping work and the establishment of a global coordination
group. Some delegates expressed preference for independent,
standalone thematic assessments over their integration into
regional assessments. Another called for “less simplistic”
consideration of ILK integration into the work programme,
noting financial and capacity-building implications.

BUDGET: On Wednesday morning, the contact group first
completed consideration of the Bureau non-paper on financial
procedures and rules. Co-Chair Sierralta then invited members
to discuss revised text on the status of cash and in-kind
contributions. With regard to 2014 expenditures, members
requested clarification on, infer alia: country contributions not
reflected on the list; costs of hosting IPBES-3; and total savings
accrued during the year. On the proposed revised budget for
2015, members queried, inter alia, projected travel costs and the
rationale for new staff recruitments. Responding to the issues
raised, the Secretariat highlighted: the high cost of the interim
hosting arrangements; the heavy workload; and the difficulty
of building a new institutional structure without a dedicated
core staff. The group also began consideration of the non-paper
containing budget information per deliverable for option one of
the work programme for 2015-18.

RULES OF PROCEDURE: The contact group continued
its discussions on procedures for the preparation of Platform
deliverables. On addressing possible errors and complaints,
participants agreed to limit the procedure to a single process for
error correction only. On scoping, participants agreed to delete
the relevant annex, while drawing from it to expand on elements
to include in the scoping process. The group also agreed to delete
an annexed flowchart of the scoping to deliverables process.

On Platform workshops, participants discussed the funding of
experts from developing countries and countries with economies
in transition as well as indigenous and local knowledge
holders, noting that resolution on the question would depend
on the outcome of plenary discussions on funding of expert
participation. The contact group also discussed the deletion of
an annexed summary schedule for deliverables under standard
and fast-track approaches. Contact group Co-Chairs Watson,
Barudanovic and Lonsdale then introduced proposed text, to be
considered Thursday, for the annex on the procedure on the use
of literature in Platform reports.

COMMUNICATION AND STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: The contact group met over
lunch. Participants agreed on the communication strategy. On the
stakeholder engagement strategy, participants addressed options
for managing the strategy, with many favoring the second
option of having an inclusive, open-ended stakeholder forum.
Some initially opposed, expressing concern about the budget.
Following further discussion, most favored option two. Delegates
also considered the issue of identification of stakeholders, with
some discussing the possibility of an identification process.

CONTACT GROUP CHAIRS’ EVENING BRIEFING
WORK PROGRAMME: Co-Chair Baste said the group
had finalized an exchange of views on coupling global, regional

and subregional assessments, and forwarded its proposals to

the MEP and Bureau for further clarification. He said members
would resume their reading of the chapter outline of the generic
scoping document for regional assessments in the evening,
following the drafting approach adopted in Antalya. He also
reported that a joint session with the budget group might take
place in the evening to discuss the cost implications of the
various options under consideration.

BUDGET: Co-Chair Sierralta said the group had reviewed
the 2015 budget proposals on all items not related to the work
programme and the Bureau had finalized a revision of the non-
paper on contributions based on the group’s input, to enable
further consultations with capitals. He said discussion of the
non-paper on budget information per deliverable for option
one of the work programme for 2015-2018 would resume on
Thursday.

RULES OF PROCEDURE: Co-Chair Watson reported that
the group had nearly completed its work on the procedure for
deliverables, noting that the only outstanding issues were an
annex on grey literature and provisions related to the funding of
workshops. He explained the latter depends only on resolution
on the question of funding of experts. He explained the annex to
the document on ILK cannot be considered until the Task Force
on ILK completes its work. He noted the group would consider
conflict of interest and the Platform’s evaluation on Thursday.
Watson said that if no agreement on acceptance of observers
can be reached at IPBES-3, the group will need to agree on an
interim procedure for IPBES-4.

COMMUNICATION AND STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES: Co-Chair Mketeni said
the group had finalized work on the communication strategy
and that work on the stakeholder engagement strategies had
progressed well. Noting the general preference for an open-
ended stakeholder forum, he said outstanding issues include how
to manage the implementation of the strategy through an open
forum, and what IPBES’ oversight role will be.

IN THE CORRIDORS

What’s in a name? Three days into IPBES-3 many delegates
continue to show a lot of creativity in pronouncing the acronym
of their Platform, variously referring to it as I-P-B-E-S, eep-bes,
eep-bees, I-P-bees, I-P bes and I-P-B-S.

Besides these phonetical challenges, some delegates were
heard voicing their concern about diverging views expressed
throughout the day on whether to place the emphasis on the
“science” or the “policy” component of the Platform. In thinking
on the Platform’s way forward, they reflected not only on lessons
learned from the IPCC but also on how to balance inputs from,
and the needs of, the different science, policy and knowledge
communities. Fittingly, work programme contact group Co-Chair
Alfred Oteng-Yeboah invited members to envision a bold path,
guided by “a heart that wishes IPBES to survive.”

Elsewhere, more serious undertones began to emerge. The
concern that some of the experts involved in the fast-track
assessment on pollinators, pollination and food production may
have a conflict of interest as a result of industry links, seems
to have filtered through into discussion on values. And while
some said that industry linkages will help incorporate the widest
possible range of knowledge and views, others cautioned that
with IPBES struggling to fund participation of experts, those
with the “deepest pockets” have an opportunity to undermine the
scientific independence of planned assessments. Heading into
the stock-taking plenary, one delegate was heard commenting
that the most practical solution is probably to ensure full
transparency so that such concerns can be brought to the fore.
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IPBES-3 HIGHLIGHTS:
THURSDAY, 15 JANUARY 2015

IPBES-3 resumed their deliberations in contact groups on
Thursday, 15 January 2015, in Bonn, Germany. The contact
group discussing rules of procedure, and a joint session of the
work programme and budget groups, met during the morning.
The communication and stakeholder engagement strategies
contact group met during lunch, where stakeholders presented an
outline and budget for implementing the stakeholder engagement
strategy. Four regional discussions on the regional assessments
were held in the afternoon.

In the evening, the contact group on rules of procedure and a
joint session of the work programme and budget contact groups
took place.

CONTACT GROUPS

JOINT WORK PROGRAMME AND BUDGET
SESSION: The joint session was facilitated by work programme
contact group Co-Chair Ivar Baste (Norway).

Paul Ledley, MEP Member, introduced a revised timeline
of actions to be undertaken to ensure integration across the
thematic, regional and global assessments. He noted that some
assessments will undergo rapid scoping exercises. He also
highlighted two global meetings, a coordination meeting at
the beginning and a synthesis meeting towards the end of the
assessment period, saying that these meetings contribute to
ensuring common definitions and methodologies between the
assessments. He further stated that, inter alia, a mechanism
needs to be put in place to ensure that global aspects are
properly accounted for and specific wordings on rapid scopings
must be put in place.

Some participants queried the definition of rapid scoping.
Others called for clarifying the involvement of experts on values
and ILK to ensure conceptual coherence and consistency on
these issues. One participant expressed concern that Platform
reviews on three major reports are scheduled to take place at the
same time.

Scoping document for a thematic assessment of land
degradation and restoration: On the scope of assessments, one
member suggested specifying that the full range of productive
landscapes will be covered. On trends of land degradation and
restoration, in terms of the loss or decline in biodiversity and
ecosystem functioning, discussions focused on a reference to
deforestation. Some members sought to keep the reference,
others preferred instead to reference: all ecosystems; all changes
in land uses; forest cover; and unplanned or unsustainable forest
management practices.

A proposal for a separate chapter highlighting benefits from
actions addressing land degradation received broad support.
Members suggested that the chapter also highlights the
benefits in terms of improved land productivity, enhanced rural
livelihoods and adaptive capacity, and emphasize the costs of
inaction as well as impacts of choices made at landscape level.
Many members also emphasized taking a balanced approach
across all chapters, with some noting the value of setting a
“precedent” that would require future assessments to include
both negative and positive impacts.

Delegates’ views diverged on the usefulness of specifying
“participatory, regulatory and economic instruments,” among
types of policy instruments used. One member emphasized the
importance of providing policy guidance on managing tradeoffs
between development and sustainability imperatives.

The contact group considered chapters relating to operational
issues. On key information to be assessed, it was suggested to
add regional assessments, as well as statistical data, as sources.

On strategic partnerships and initiatives, members highlighted
the need for partnerships at regional and subregional levels, and
including data holders from mining and “other driver sectors.”

On the process, timetable and budget for assessments,
Co-Chair Baste noted that the table will be updated based on the
outcome of the coupling and budget discussions.

On communications and outreach, members called for
ensuring consistency with language in the strategy. They
similarly called for including a link to the task force for the
capacity building chapter.

Co-Chair Baste then invited the contact group to read
through the operational paragraphs of the draft decision. There
were divergent opinions on the timetable, with some members
calling for bracketing of references to launching or reviewing
the assessment at specific future IPBES sessions. Others
expressed concern about launching a fast-track assessment, and
emphasized maintaining oversight by the Plenary.

RULES OF PROCEDURE: On procedures for the
preparation of Platform deliverables, the contact group
considered the draft annex on the use of literature in Platform
reports. Co-Chair Watson explained it had been largely modeled
upon the IPCC procedure, with additional references on ILK.
Participants discussed ways in which the annex could reflect
the new reality of open science and open data, with more types
of sources now being peer-reviewed and publicly available.

The group also discussed the archival, by the TSU and the
Secretariat, of sources not publicly available or available in
electronic format only. On a requirement that, for sources
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being relied upon that are in a language other than English,
an executive summary or abstract in English be prepared; the
contact group agreed the TSU would facilitate the translation.
The contact group then began deliberations of the draft
conflict of interest policy and procedures (IPBES/3/14). After
a brief consideration of the description of the policy, the group
decided to first focus on the rules for the implementation
procedures. Participants discussed the possible deletion of Rule
6, which allows, in exceptional circumstances, tolerating a
conflict of interest for an author making a unique contribution
if it is determined that the conflict can be managed to avoid any
adverse impacts on the Platform deliverable, and if the conflict
is publicly disclosed. The contact group agreed to continue its
deliberations in a session on Thursday evening.

REGIONAL DISCUSSIONS ON THE SCOPING
DOCUMENTS FOR REGIONAL ASSESSMENTS

Delegates considered the draft complementary scoping report
for the regional assessment of biodiversity and ecosystem
services for the four regions (IPBES/3/6/Add.2, Add.3, Add.4
and Add.5).

AFRICA: The contact group, co-chaired by Alfred Oteng-
Yeboah (Ghana) and Fundisile Mketeni (South Africa),
completed two readings of the report. Explaining the drafting
process, the Secretariat noted that a longer background document
was prepared at a regional scoping meeting held in August 2014
in Paris, France (the Paris Workshop) and will be made available
to the assessment experts.

Discussing the scope of the assessment, members agreed to
include “climate-related risks such as desertification and silting.”
Following a debate on geographic boundaries the group agreed
to include territories recognized by the African Union, with an
explanatory footnote.

On the rationale, members added a reference to governance
and adapted language on the impacts of socioeconomic drivers,
calling for the assessment “to consider the relationship between
trade agreements and foreign investments on biodiversity
and ecosystem services.” On assumptions, some members
emphasized that a successful assessment will require building the
capacity of African experts.

On the operational structure, members highlighted the need
to link regional and subregional TSUs and agreed to request the
MEP to undertake a mapping of institutions that can host the
TSUs. On communication and outreach the group listed some
“traditional” communication tools to be used in disseminating
the findings and removed a reference to partnerships with
specific institutions, such as SciDev.Net.

AMERICAS: The regional group on the Americas was
co-chaired by MEP members Ann Bartuska and Carlos Alfredo
Joly and Bureau Vice-Chair Leonel Sierralta (Chile). The
group completed a first reading of the report for the Americas,
presenting suggestions for clarifications and substantive revisions
on the operational paragraphs. On scope, several participants
called for highlighting positive issues and the role of indigenous
peoples in conservation. On the geographic boundary of the
assessment, participants discussed the breakdown of regions, and
Co-Chair Joly noted this had also been extensively discussed
at the Paris Workshop. A few participants suggested deleting
the paragraph on utility. On key datasets, strategic partnerships
and initiatives, and communications and outreach, participants
suggested additions to the institutions listed. The MEP and
the Secretariat will review the proposals made by the group in
conjunction with the longer outcome of the Paris Workshop and
present a new version of the text to members of the Americas
region on Friday.

ASIA-PACIFIC: The regional group on the Asia-Pacific
region was co-chaired by Jay Ram Adhikari (Nepal) and
Abdul Hamid Zakri (Malaysia). Mark Lonsdale, MEP member,
facilitated the discussion. On assumptions, delegates discussed
inclusion of data gaps and a transparent review process.
Delegates agreed to suggestions from the floor, including: on
key data, ILK inclusion, data aggregation and data sets; on the
scope, referencing poverty, addressing poor waste management
and specifying consequences of climate change; on rationale,
to address diversity of ILK and include issues common and
specific to small island nations; and, mentioning some strategic
partnership and initiatives as well as that the capacity-building
task force will highlight priority issues at the subregional level.

On rationale, one party opposed reference to “biodiversity
outside of protected areas.” Another emphasized that in several
countries, biodiversity and ecosystems to be assessed lie in
“productive” rather than “protected” areas.

EUROPE AND CENTRAL ASIA: The European and
Central Asian regional group was co-chaired by Senka
Barudanovic (Bosnia and Herzegovina), Robert Watson (UK)
and Ivar Baste (Norway). Under rationale, some countries
urged listing specific ecosystems as examples of vulnerable
ecosystems. One noted that having too many in the list could
nullify the impact of listing the ecosystems. Others suggested
ensuring referencing of coastal and marine systems, with
delegates agreeing to include this under the geographic
boundaries section. Under utility, delegates agreed to remove
references to specific regional agreements and include them in an
annex. On chapter outlines some emphasized the need to ensure
that elements of generic scoping are not potentially ignored or
“downgraded.”

Under key datasets, some called for deletion of references
stating that there is data variability between the subregions as
well as a lack of availability and reliability in Eastern Europe
and Central Asia. One delegate questioned the veracity of
the statement. Others countered saying that there is an issue
with data variability between the regions. Delegates agreed to
reference that there is a lack of data availability and reliability in
some Eastern Europe or Central Asia countries.

IN THE CORRIDORS

Thursday confirmed that the nascent IPBES, at times, requires
cautious, novel and exploratory maneuvering by members.
Describing the afternoon regional breakout group sessions as
an “experiment,” one delegate said “some of us are confused
on what exactly we are supposed to do and what to leave to
experts later in the process.” The resurgence of long-standing
geopolitical debates was another unintended, albeit not wholly
surprising, consequence.

For example, an appeal to members of one contact group
to “dare to think in terms of ecosystem boundaries,” was met
with the counter-argument that “this is a UN process,” in which
national boundaries are sacrosanct. As delegates left the room,
one person commented “this is a very good example of the
challenges facing a science-policy platform.”

Nevertheless there were also moments when creative thinking
was broadly welcomed, with one delegate citing one such idea
as a proposal for the land degradation and restoration assessment
include a separate “benefits” chapter. ”
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IPBES-3 HIGHLIGHTS:
FRIDAY, 16 JANUARY 2015

IPBES-3 convened on Friday, 16 January 2015, to continue
its deliberations. In the morning, discussions in the contact
groups on the work programme and the communications and
stakeholder engagement strategies resumed. Over lunch, the
contact group on the budget met. In the afternoon, participants
attended a stock-taking plenary, following which the contact
groups on the work programme, rules of procedure, and
the communications and stakeholder engagement strategies
continued.

In the evening, the contact groups on the rules of procedure,
the work programme and budget took place.

CONTACT GROUPS

WORK PROGRAMME: Task Forces on Capacity-
Building, Knowledge and Data, and ILK Systems: Luthando
Dziba, Knowledge and Data Task Force Member, South Africa,
provided an overview of revisions relating to the draft data and
information management plan (IPBES/3/4). Members agreed
to most of the revised text, with some adjustments, but could
not reach consensus on text calling for the application of prior
and informed consent principles to information derived from
ILK holders. The draft text was forwarded to the Plenary with
brackets around this language.

Scoping Documents for Land Degradation and
Restoration and the Conceptualization of Values Thematic
Assessments: Delegates completed reading the revised scoping
document for the thematic assessment of land degradation and
restoration, making additional changes, including: to include
under scope “natural regeneration and emerging ecosystems”; to
change a reference from “mining” to “extractive industries”; and
to replace a specific reference to particular SDGs with a broader
reference to the “ongoing process for developing a post-2015
development agenda.”

The Secretariat presented a revised timeline and estimated
cost implications that follow from aligning the thematic
assessment with regional assessments, including joint meetings
and extending one technical support staff position for 2017.

Draft generic scoping report for the regional and

subregional assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services:

The contact group considered revisions to the draft report
(IPBES/3/6/Add.1 and IPBES/3/6/Add. 2-6). Paul Leadley,
MEP member, said changes included, inter alia: checking that
language across the document is consistent with the conceptual

framework and Platform’s rules of procedure; mentioning

that the summary for policy makers should be disseminated

to a broader audience; and listing examples of partners that

can mobilize knowledge and data. In discussions, members
emphasized the need for regional assessments to explore “how
biodiversity and ecosystem services and functions contribute to
the economy, livelihoods, food security and good quality of life,
and the interdependencies among them.”

In the evening, delegates deleted a reference to
“extraterritorial” in a still-bracketed section on the geographic
boundary of the assessment. Other changes included clarifying:
the facilitative role of the Platform in collecting and archiving
information; that “data and information should be available
for future IPBES work™; that experts could take into account
“species listed at national level where relevant”; and that
consideration will be given to how institutional and governance
arrangements contribute to changes in biodiversity ecosystem
services and functions.

Timetable for conducting thematic and regional
assessments: In the afternoon, Paul Leadley presented a
timetable for conducting the assessments prepared by the
Bureau and MEP, noting it, among others: ensures a coherent
methodological approach; respects the scoping procedure
that was laid out in Antalya; avoids a heavy workload for the
Secretariat and experts in 2015; maintains momentum on the
fast-track assessments; and facilitates an iterative learning
process among the different assessments. He explained the
proposed timetable will ensure completion of all the deliverables
agreed at IPBES-2, including finalizing the global assessment
in time to feed into the review of the Aichi Targets. Leadley
then presented a note from the Bureau on the proposed coupling
approach that will be submitted to the Plenary for approval.

Many members welcomed the proposed timetable, but raised
issues regarding, inter alia: ensuring a competitive process for
identifying experts; enhancing the quality of the two remaining
scoping documents; and managing the heavy workload at
IPBES-6. Several members emphasized the need to launch ILK
pilots in the four regions in 2015 to ensure local information is
incorporated in the assessments.

Indigenous and Local Knowledge Systems: 1LK Task
Force Co-Chairs Phil Lyver (New Zealand) and Edgar Perez
(Guatemala) informed delegates of the 2014 Global Dialogue
Workshop on ILK and Pollination in Panama, and outlined the
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proposed piloting of preliminary procedures and approaches.
Responding to a delegate’s question, Perez confirmed the need to
begin the piloting process.

RULES OF PROCEDURE: Conflict of Interest: The
contact group met in the afternoon to conclude its consideration
of this item. They agreed to set aside, pending completion of
their review, a proposal discussed by the group on Thursday
evening, allowing for members and observers to send a “duly
reasoned request” to the conflict of interest (COI) committee
for it to examine a potential conflict of interest of any expert
involved in the work of the Platform. The group then discussed,
and agreed on, the composition of the committee. Concerns
raised included: workload manageability, number of members,
and differentiation from Bureau membership, regional balance,
and potential involvement by UNEP, UNDP, FAO and UNESCO.
Agreement was reached that the committee would, in addition to
implementing the agreed rules, also determine COI cases referred
to it by the IPBES Bureau. The group also discussed how to
implement the review of potential conflicts of interest among
TSU employees. Participants briefly discussed a proposal that
IPBES follow the IPCC model of establishing a COI advisory
group to advise the committee in contentious cases and agreed its
establishment might be considered at a later date.

In the evening, the group completed its consideration of
the draft COI policy and procedures, including the appended
disclosure form. The contact group then completed its review
of the progress report on developing a procedure for reviewing
the effectiveness of the Platform’s administrative and scientific
functions (IPBES/3/INF/11).

COMMUNICATIONS AND STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES: Communications and
Outreach Strategy: The group considered draft text calling
on, inter alia, the Secretariat to work, in conjunction with a
communications firm and the capacity-building task force,
to develop and implement training programmes. Some
expressed concern regarding available resources. Others
suggested referencing “capacity building” rather than “training
programmes.” The text was accepted with minor amendments.
The group agreed to forward the decision to the Plenary, with
a bracket remaining on whether to “note” or “welcome” the
strategy.

Stakeholder Engagement Strategy: The contact group
considered new compromise text outlining the oversight
mechanism. Some parties expressed concern that the text implied
formal input into the forum from the Secretariat. Others queried
the legal status of the forum. Some delegates said they were
unable to accept the compromise text. They were also unable to
accept deleting references to eligibility criteria. Delegates agreed
to form a small group to resolve the issue.

In the afternoon, new compromise text was introduced stating
that: the Secretariat implements and operationalizes the strategy,
“under the supervision of the Bureau and Plenary, and in
collaboration with the MEP”; the Platform encourages the self-
organization of an inclusive, open-ended forum of stakeholders;
collaboration between the Platform and the forum will be guided
by the strategy; and a strategic partnership between the Platform
and the forum will specify the collaboration arrangements,
subject to approval of the Plenary.

Members noted that while the proposed text was generally
agreeable, it still did not address eligibility criteria concerns that
had been raised, which include diversity and equal opportunity.
One delegate suggested that the definition of stakeholders

be addressed as it currently includes governments. Delegates
proposed limiting the definition to types of contributors and end-
users that would make up the stakeholder group.

One delegate stated that the strategy should have been focused
on, as opposed to the oversight mechanism, proposing the issue
be addressed at IPBES-4. Delegates agreed to further consider
the issue in a small group.

PLENARY

CONTACT GROUP REPORTS TO PLENARY: Work
Programme: Co-Chair Baste described the contact group on the
work programme as “proceeding with good spirit.” He reported:
under capacity building, agreement on key priority needs and few
issues left to consider; on knowledge foundation, near agreement,
with the exception of a minor clause in the data and information
management plan; and on thematic assessments, agreement on
the land degradation and restoration scoping document, with
pending discussions on the coupling of assessments. He noted
the group is also progressing its consideration of regional and
sub-regional assessments, the catalogue of assessments, and
policy support tools and methodologies.

Rules of Procedure: COI: Contact group Co-Chair Watson
noted the group had made good progress and identified important
principles and philosophical issues. He said that he is optimistic
the group would complete its work by the evening.

Communications and Stakeholder Engagement Strategies:
Co-Chair Mketeni noted hindrances to agreement on the
stakeholder engagement strategy, including issues of national
interest and the legal nature of the bodies involved.

Budget: Co-Chair Sierralta noted that the group had heard a
presentation from the Secretariat on, inter alia, staff issues and
the number of people currently employed. He said they had also
heard a presentation on ODA issues. He stated that the group had
started reviewing the decision and that “the numbers” will be
discussed when the work programme is finalized.

CREDENTIALS OF REPRESENTATIVES: During the
afternoon plenary, the Secretariat presented the draft credentials
report. SAUDI ARABIA said that it has submitted its credentials
to the Secretariat. Plenary approved the report.

IN THE CORRIDORS

Delegates came on Friday ready to resume discussions in the
four contact groups and hoping to finish their work timeously.
While the rules of procedure contact group was making progress
like “a hot knife through soft butter on a warm evening,” as one
co-chair described it, others were less fortunate. Those with the
daunting task of operationalizing the work programme toiled
into the night. On the oversight mechanism for stakeholder
engagement, although it seemed that new text would finally be
agreeable to all, this was not to be, as some delegations felt that,
despite much “wordsmithing,” their concerns were still not being
addressed. As some sleepy delegates headed back to their hotels,
they could be heard saying that while there finally seems to be
a new, late evening compromise on that issue, the test will be
whether it survives the final plenary session.

ENB SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: The Earth Negotiations
Bulletin summary and analysis of IPBES-3 will be available on
Tuesday, 20 January 2015 online at: http://www.iisd.ca/ipbes/
ipbes3
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SUMMARY OF THE THIRD SESSION OF THE
PLENARY OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL
PLATFORM ON BIODIVERSITY AND
ECOSYSTEM SERVICES:

12-17 JANUARY 2015

The third session of the Plenary of the Intergovernmental
Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(IPBES-3) met from 12-17 January 2015 in Bonn, Germany.
Over 300 participants attended the meeting, representing IPBES
member and non-member governments, UN agencies and
convention secretariats, intergovernmental organizations, non-
governmental organizations, and various stakeholder groups.

Delegates adopted a number of decisions, including on: the
work programme for 2014-2018; a stakeholder engagement
strategy (SES); a communications and outreach strategy; the
financial and budgetary arrangements; and rules of procedure for
the Platform on, inter alia, the conflict of interest (COI) policy.
Delegates did not reach agreement on procedures for the review
of the Platform, and on policy and procedures for the admission
of observers.

IPBES-3 concluded on Saturday evening with many feeling
that solid progress had been made at the meeting. Members had
addressed a number of issues under the platform, some of which
took many hours of debate and collaboration, including on how
to complete the work programme despite the limited resources
available. This sets a good foundation for IPBES-4, where
the first output of substance, the pollination and pollinators
assessment, will be reviewed.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF IPBES

Biodiversity and ecosystem services are declining at an
unprecedented rate. To address this challenge, adequate
local, national and international policies need to be adopted
and implemented, underpinned by scientifically credible and
independent information that takes into account the complex
relationships between biodiversity, ecosystem services, and
people. Recognizing that there is a need for strengthening the
dialogue between the scientific community, governments, and
other stakeholders on biodiversity and ecosystem services, a
series of consultations to discuss this began in 2005 through the

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) follow-up process
and the consultative process on an International Mechanism of
Scientific Expertise on Biodiversity (IMoSEB).

MILLENNIUM ECOSYSTEM ASSESSMENT: From
2001 to 2005, the MA assessed the consequences of ecosystem
change for human well-being. The outcomes provided the first
state-of-the-art scientific appraisal of the conditions and trends
in the world’s ecosystems and the services they provide, as
well as the scientific basis for action to conserve and use them
sustainably. In 2007, the UN Environment Programme (UNEP)
conducted an evaluation of the MA and initiated the MA follow-
up process.

IN THIS ISSUE
A Brief History of IPBES . ...... .. ... .. ... ...... 1
IPBES-3 Report . ... oo 3
Organizational Matters . ......................... 3
Credentials of Representatives .. .................. 4
Report of the Executive Secretary on the
Implementation of the Work Programme 2014-2018. . .4
Initial Work Programme of the Platform ............ 4
Financial and Budgetary Arrangements for the
Platform. ........ ... ... .. . 9
Rules of Procedure for the Operation of the Platform .10
Communications and Stakeholder Engagement. . . . .. 11
Institutional Arrangements: United Nations
Collaborative Partnership Arrangements for the
Work of the Platform and its Secretariat. . .......... 12
Other Matters. .. ...t 12
Provisional Agenda, Date and Venue of Future
Plenary Sessions . ............ciiiiiii... 12
Closing Session. .. .........coouiiinenenan... 12
A Brief Analysis of IPBES-3 ...... ... ... ... .. .. 13
Upcoming Meetings. .. ........oouuiinienennen... 15
GlOSSaIY . . v et 16

+1-646-536-7556 or 300 East 56th St., 11D, New York, NY 10022 USA.

This issue of the Earth Negotiations Bulletin © <enb@jiisd.org> is written and edited by Beate Antonich, Kate Louw and Wangu Mwangi. The
Digital Editor is Francis Dejon. The Editor is Pamela Chasek, Ph.D. <pam@iisd.org>. The Director of IISD Reporting Services is Langston James
“Kimo” Goree VI <kimo@jisd.org>. The Sustaining Donors of the Bulletin are the European Commission (DG-ENV and DG-CLIMATE), the
Government of Switzerland (the Swiss Federal Office for the Environment (FOEN) and the Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation (SDC)),
and the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. General Support for the Bulletin during 2015 is provided by the German Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, SWAN International, the
Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the Japanese Ministry of Environment (through the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies - IGES),
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), and the International Development Research Centre (IDRC). Specific funding for coverage
of this session has been provided by the Secretariat of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(IPBES). Funding for translation of the Bulletin into French has been provided by the Government of France, the Wallonia, Québec, and the
International Organization of La Francophonie/Institute for Sustainable Development of La Francophonie (IOF/IFDD). The opinions expressed in the Bulletin are those
of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of IISD or other donors. Excerpts from the Bulletin may be used in non-commercial publications with appropriate
academic citation. For information on the Bulletin, including requests to provide reporting services, contact the Director of IISD Reporting Services at <kimo@iisd.org>,

http://enb.iisd.mobi/




2. !
Tuesday, 20 January 2015 2 ng'?Sﬂ:"e'%

Earth Negotiations Bulletin

Vol. 31 No. 20 Page 2

IMOSEB PROCESS: The IMoSEB consultative process
was initiated at the Paris Conference on Biodiversity, Science
and Governance in January 2005. The International Steering
Committee met for the first time in February 2006, where
participants concurred that the current system for linking science
and policy in the area of biodiversity needed improvement. The
second meeting, held in December 2006, reported on the results
of a number of case studies and identified a series of “needs and
options.” A document outlining key ideas, designed to assist
participants during the regional consultations, was prepared
by the Executive Secretariat and distributed in January 2007.
Regional consultations were held from January - November
2007.

The final meeting of the IMoSEB International Steering
Committee, held in November 2007, reviewed the outcomes
of the regional consultations and further discussed the needs
and options for an IMoSEB, as well as how to improve the
science-policy interface for biodiversity at all levels. In its final
statement, while not recommending the formation of a new
institution, the International Steering Committee agreed to invite
donors and governments to provide support for the further and
urgent consideration of the establishment of a science-policy
interface. It further invited the UNEP Executive Director and
others to convene a meeting to consider establishing such an
interface.

IPBES CONCEPT: Following the invitation to the UNEP
Executive Director, there was also consensus among stakeholders
involved in the follow-up initiative for the MA that the follow
up to the IMoSEB process and the MA follow-up process
should merge, leading to the process to establish an IPBES.

A joint meeting “IMoSEB-MA Follow up: Strengthening the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Interface on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem Services” took place in March 2008 to develop a
common approach.

The IMoSEB outcome and the IPBES concept note were
also considered in 2008 by the ninth Conference of the Parties
to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD COP 9). In
Decision IX/15 (follow-up to the MA), the COP welcomed the
decision of the UNEP Executive Director to convene an Ad Hoc
Intergovernmental and Multi-Stakeholder Meeting on an IPBES,
and requested the CBD Ad Hoc Working Group on Review of
Implementation to consider the meeting’s outcomes.

FIRST AD HOC INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING ON AN IPBES:

This meeting was held from 10-12 November 2008, in

Putrajaya, Malaysia. Participants adopted a Chair’s summary,
recommending that the UNEP Executive Director report the
meeting’s outcomes to the twenty-fifth session of the UNEP
Governing Council (GC-25) and convene a second meeting. The
summary contained two additional recommendations: to continue
exploring mechanisms to improve the science-policy interface on
biodiversity and ecosystem services for human well-being and
sustainable development; and that UNEP undertake a preliminary
gap analysis to facilitate the discussions, to be made available to
the UNEP GC.

UNEP GC-25/GMEF: The 25th session of the UNEP
Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum
(GC-25/GMEF), held in February 2009 in Nairobi, Kenya,
adopted Decision 25/10 calling on UNEP to conduct further
work to explore ways and means to strengthen the science-policy
interface on biodiversity. In response to the decision, UNEP
invited governments and organizations to participate in an open
peer review of the preliminary gap analysis on existing interfaces
on biodiversity and ecosystem services. These comments were
incorporated into the final gap analysis.

SECOND AD HOC INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING ON AN IPBES:

Held from 5-9 October 2009 in Nairobi, Kenya, participants
exchanged views on the major findings of the gap analysis,
options to strengthen the science-policy interface, functions

and possible governance structures of an IPBES. Participants
adopted a Chair’s Summary of Outcomes and Discussions, which
highlighted areas of agreement and reflected the differing views
expressed during the meeting.

UNEP GCSS-11/GMEF: The 11th Special Session of the
UNEP Governing Council/GMEEF, held during February 2010 in
Bali, Indonesia, adopted a decision calling on UNEP to organize
a final meeting to establish an IPBES.

THIRD AD HOC INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND
MULTI-STAKEHOLDER MEETING ON AN IPBES: This
meeting was held from 7-11 June 2010 in Busan, Republic of
Korea. Delegates discussed whether to establish an IPBES and
negotiated text on considerations for the platform’s functions,
guiding principles and recommendations. They adopted the
Busan Outcome, agreeing that an IPBES should be established
and be scientifically independent, calling for collaboration with
existing initiatives on biodiversity and ecosystem services. It was
also agreed that the UN General Assembly (UNGA) be invited
to consider the conclusions of the meeting and take appropriate
action for establishing an IPBES.

SIXTY-FIFTH UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY: The sixty-
fifth session of the UNGA adopted Resolution 65/162 on 20
December 2010, which requested UNEP to fully operationalize
the platform and convene a plenary meeting to determine the
modalities and institutional arrangements for the platform at the
earliest opportunity.

UNEP GC-26/GMEF: This meeting, held from 21-24
February 2011 in Nairobi, Kenya, adopted Decision 26/4,
endorsing the outcome of IPBES-III and calling for the
convening of a plenary session for an IPBES to determine the
modalities and institutional arrangements of the platform.

1ST SESSION OF A PLENARY FOR AN IPBES:

The first session of the plenary meeting for an IPBES met
from 3-7 October 2011 at UNEP headquarters in Nairobi,
Kenya. Delegates considered the modalities and institutional
arrangements for an IPBES, including: the functions and
operating principles of the platform; legal issues relating to the
establishment and operationalization of the platform; the work
programme of the platform; and the criteria for selecting host
institutions and the physical location of the Secretariat.
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2ND SESSION OF A PLENARY FOR AN IPBES: The
second session of the plenary meeting for an IPBES took place
from 16-21 April 2012 in Panama City, Panama. Delegates
considered the modalities and institutional arrangements for the
IPBES, including functions and structures of bodies that might
be established under the platform, rules of procedure, and the
work programme of the platform. Delegates selected Bonn,
Germany, as the physical location of the IPBES Secretariat and
adopted a resolution establishing IPBES.

IPBES-1: The first session of the Plenary of IPBES met from
21-26 January 2013 in Bonn, Germany. Delegates: elected the
IPBES Chair, the Bureau and the Multidisciplinary Expert Panel
(MEP); adopted an initial budget; and agreed on steps toward
the development of an initial IPBES work programme, 2014-
2018. Other issues that were discussed but remained unresolved
included the rules of procedure on the admission of observers.

IPBES-2: The second session of the Plenary of IPBES
met from 9-14 December 2013 in Antalya, Turkey. Delegates
adopted the Antalya Consensus, which included decisions
on: the work programme for 2014-2018, including fast-track,
thematic, regional and subregional assessments and activities for
capacity building; a conceptual framework considering different
knowledge systems; and rules and procedures for the Platform
on, inter alia, procedures for the preparation of the Platform’s
deliverables. Anne Larigauderie was appointed as the first IPBES
Executive Secretary.

IPBES-3 REPORT

On Monday, 12 January 2015, IPBES Chair Abdul Hamid
Zakri (Malaysia) opened IPBES-3, highlighting progress in
achieving the work programme deliverables, and underscoring
the 20 workshops held during the intersessional period.

Executive Secretary Anne Larigauderie welcomed delegates
“recht herzlich.” Telling of a “very rich year of implementation
of the first IPBES work programme,” she reported, inter alia,
that: work on each of the 18 deliverables had been initiated; 14
expert groups were established; and IPBES’ new conceptual
framework is proving to be a robust tool promoting coherence
across deliverables.

Jacqueline McGlade, Chief Scientist, UNEP, speaking on
behalf of UNEP, UN Development Programme (UNDP), UN
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)
and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN
(FAO), said the UN agencies will continue to support IPBES
through, among others: national reporting systems; inter-
agency agreements; and interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary
approaches for data collection and management.

Barbara Hendricks, German Federal Minister for the
Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety,
highlighted key issues to be addressed by IPBES, including
biodiversity mainstreaming, sustainable use and communication.

Jirgen Nimptsch, Lord Mayor of Bonn, welcomed delegates
to Bonn, noting IPBES’ “good fit” with the other international
organizations headquartered in the city.

Malaysia, for the Asia-Pacific Group, supported further work
on, inter alia: capacity building, the global assessment; and
assessments in the thematic areas of pollination and pollinators,
invasive alien species (IAS), and land degradation and
restoration.

Mexico, for the Latin American and Caribbean Group
(GRULAC), stressed that the assessments of sustainable use and
conservation of biodiversity in land, soil and plant use and IAS
should be addressed in the same manner as that of pollination
and pollinators. He welcomed progress by the indigenous and
local knowledge (ILK) task force highlighting this as a key issue
for GRULAC.

Latvia, for the European Union (EU) Member States that are
members of the Platform, called for adopting “pending items”
from IPBES-2, including the rules of procedure, the COI policy
and the SES.

South Africa, for the African Group, supported holding joint
meetings of task forces to allow for addressing crosscutting
issues in an effective and efficient manner and called for “a
pragmatic approach in the provisions for operational structures.”

Bosnia and Herzegovina, for Eastern Europe, explained her
region’s biological, economic, historical and cultural diversity
and noted that the region’s underrepresentation in the expert
groups indicates the need for improvements in capacity,
regional cooperation, and better linkages between scientific and
government bodies.

The CBD said the Convention’s Subsidiary Body on
Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA)
will explore ways of incorporating the outcomes of IPBES
assessments in order to boost synergies. The Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and
Flora (CITES) welcomed exploring further collaboration with
IPBES on the thematic assessment on sustainable use.

The Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species
of Wild Animals (CMS) underscored the CMS assessment of
economic benefits of migratory species as a possible area of
synergy.

The Society for Conservation Biology, representing
Stakeholders, highlighted the outcomes of the Stakeholder Days
held immediately prior to IPBES-3. She urged IPBES-3 to
prioritize discussion on adoption of the revised draft stakeholder
engagement strategy.

The following summary is organized according to the
meeting’s agenda. Unless otherwise stated, draft decisions were
approved by the contact groups and final decisions were adopted
in plenary on Saturday, 17 January 2015.

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS

On Monday morning, Chair Zakri noted that the rules of
procedure governing IPBES-3 will be those adopted at IPBES-1
and amended at IPBES-2. He then introduced the agenda and
organization of work (IPBES/3/1 and Add.1), suggesting that
a briefing from Rajendra Pachauri, Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC) Chair, on the latest IPCC reports
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be heard on Tuesday morning, to which delegates agreed. He
also suggested tabling a non-paper containing proposed draft
decisions.

France, with Russia, expressed concern regarding the
scheduling of evening sessions for working groups since no
interpretation would be available. Russia also queried if this
was an efficient use of time. Executive Secretary Larigauderie
noted that interpretation has not previously been provided
for working groups. Chair Zakri said that scheduling night
sessions is a norm for IPBES. Russia underscored that IPBES
is being operationalized and it is therefore essential to ensure
that its scheduling is in line with principles adopted by other
international organizations and multilateral environmental
agreements (MEAs). France agreed to provisionally accept
the agenda and organization of work provided that the Bureau
discusses the matter and reverts to the Plenary with a proposal
on how to address this issue going forward. The US said that the
document of draft decisions should remain a non-paper at this
juncture.

The agenda and organization of work were adopted as
amended.

On the membership of the Platform, Chair Zakri stated that
as of 12 January 2015, the Platform had 123 member states. On
the admission of observers to IPBES-3, Chair Zakri said that the
observers admitted to IPBES-2 will automatically be admitted to
IPBES-3. He said that there are 67 new observers to be admitted
to the Plenary. Israel opposed reference to Palestine as the State
of Palestine in the list of observers. He requested this objection
be included in the meeting report.

CREDENTIALS OF REPRESENTATIVES

On Monday morning, Chair Zakri stated that the credentials
submitted will be examined by the Bureau and will report back
to the Plenary later in the week. On Thursday afternoon, Masa
Nagai, UNEP Legal Officer, presented the draft credentials
report. Saudi Arabia said that it had submitted its credentials to
the Secretariat.

On Friday morning, Nagai stated that 85 members had
submitted their credentials, which had been inspected and
accepted. He said that the members who had not submitted their
credentials would be considered observers at IPBES-3.

REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY ON THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE WORK PROGRAMME 2014-
2018

This report (IPBES/3/2) was addressed in plenary on Monday
morning. Discussions addressed the options for a revised work
programme, due to the heavy workload of Secretariat staff and
technical experts as well as the funding gap. Delegates also
offered support for work programme implementation and stated
their priorities for the regional and thematic assessments.

Bolivia, Turkey, Brazil, Colombia, Peru, Guatemala, Israel
and Argentina expressed support for option one (implementation
of the current work programme with minor adjustments). The
EU IPBES members expressed willingness to consider option
two (workload spread over a longer time period). Indonesia
favored option three (reduced workload, more integration).

The African Group, with Japan, Switzerland, Malaysia and
Bosnia and Herzegovina, called for adopting option four (lowest
workload, highest integration). Australia urged considering how
to adequately “resource” IPBES in an increasingly resource-
constrained environment. The African Group expressed
flexibility to modify option four to address concerns. Pakistan
favored integrating options three and four.

The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
proposed a “fifth option,” which draws on strategic partnerships,
noting this would also help redress the current focus on
assessments by increasing capacity to tackle the remaining three
IPBES functions. He reiterated IUCN’s offer to contribute half-
time staff positions for thematic assessments and provide office
space across the different regions.

Both China and Ethiopia offered to host technical support
units (TSUs) and provide, among others, technical and financial
support.

Israel questioned why none of the nominated Israeli experts
were included in the MEP.

Norway, supported by the US, New Zealand and Canada,
called for delaying the planned open oceans assessment to await
the outcome of the first integrated global marine assessment or
the “World Ocean Assessment.” The US favored prioritizing
thematic assessments. Mexico called for equal priority to all
three thematic assessments. The UN Convention to Combat
Desertification (UNCCD) underscored the strong “political and
policy demand” for a global, standalone assessment on land
degradation and restoration.

It was agreed that further discussion would take place in the
contact group on the work programme, under the relevant agenda
items there.

INITIAL WORK PROGRAMME OF THE PLATFORM

TASK FORCES ON CAPACITY-BUILDING,
KNOWLEDGE AND DATA, AND INDIGENOUS AND
LOCAL KNOWLEDGE SYSTEMS: Capacity-Building
Task Force: This item (IPBES/3/3, Annex I and Annex II
and IPBES3/INF/1) was introduced by the Secretariat during
plenary on Monday, and subsequently considered in a small
drafting group under the contact group on the work programme
co-chaired by Ivar Baste (Norway) and Alfred Oteng-Yeboah
(Ghana) on Wednesday.

Discussions focused on priority capacity-building needs and
a fellowship, exchange and training programme proposed by the
task force.

During discussions, many delegations welcomed the work
undertaken by the capacity-building task force and endorsed the
proposed priority actions, cautioning against raising unrealistic
expectations on Platform deliverables. The African Group called
for regular evaluation of the proposed fellowship programme to
ensure its relevance to capacity-building needs, and Botswana
called for explicit efforts to build capacity for women,
young scientists and policy-makers. The Global Biodiversity
Information Facility (GBIF) highlighted opportunities provided
through the GBIF network, notably the launch of a new
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European Commission initiative led by GBIF providing €3.9
million over five years, to be launched in March 2015.

On Saturday morning, Co-Chair Baste reported that the group
agreed on a key set of capacity-building needs for the platform
and on guidance for work on capacity building.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.4), the Plenary,
inter alia:

» welcomes the establishment of a task force on capacity-
building for the period 2014-2018;

 approves the list of priority capacity-building needs of the
Platform set out in the annex;

* notes the draft programme on fellowship, exchange and
training, and requests that the task force on capacity-building
and its TSUs complete the pilot implementation of the draft
programme, report on progress, and make recommendations
for the further development and implementation of the
programme to IPBES-4; and

* notes the preliminary plans for convening, in 2015, the first
capacity-building forum of the Platform with representatives
of conventional and potential sources of funding, and requests
the Bureau to convene the forum during the second half of
2015 on the basis of a call for expressions of interest, and
requests a report on the outcome of the forum to IPBES-4.
The annexed list of priority capacity-building needs

defines criteria for priority capacity-building; summarizes and
categorizes capacity-building needs identified by members and
other stakeholders; and suggests potential sources of support for
addressing these needs. It also proposes initial priority needs
together with the most appropriate approach for identifying
sources of support.

Task Force on Knowledge and Data and Indigenous and
Local Knowledge Systems: This item (IPBES/3/4, IPBES/3/
INF/2 and INF/3) was introduced on Monday and subsequently
considered throughout the week in the contact group on the work
programme.

During plenary discussions, Colombia called for clarity on
how local communities and indigenous peoples will participate
in decision-making. Speaking on behalf of GRULAC, she
suggested building bridges between science and policy “in a
balanced manner.” The African Group emphasized that making
data only available “online” does not ensure accessibility for
all member states. He requested clarification on the definition
of “open science” and its implications for intellectual property
rights and for ensuring that ILK is not exploited. Indonesia and
Malaysia called for recognizing the rights of knowledge holders,
including respecting the principle of prior informed consent.

The US suggested, infer alia, creating an information portal
and, with the UK, clarifying the specific roles of the task forces
and TSUs. Bolivia emphasized the need for a participatory
mechanism that facilitates and strengthens indigenous peoples’
participation in all functions of the Platform. New Zealand
underlined the need for: data standards to ensure comparability;
and considering data collection, tools and management as
separate activities.

GBIF welcomed the data management plan as “practical”
and emphasized the importance of productive relations

with strategic partners. The Group on Earth Observations’
Biodiversity Observation Network (GEO BON) reported on
developing a framework for biodiversity data. The International
Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(ITIFBES) underscored the need for a participatory mechanism
for the effective participation of indigenous peoples and local
communities, stressing that the use of ILK requires specific
considerations.

On Friday, Luthando Dziba, Knowledge and Data Task
Force Member, South Africa, provided an overview of revisions
relating to the draft data and information management plan.
Members agreed to most of the revised text, with some
adjustments, but could not reach consensus on text calling for the
application of prior informed consent principles to information
derived from ILK holders.

On Saturday, members agreed to the need to respect
information provided by and the knowledge of indigenous
peoples and local communities, which includes, as appropriate,
consideration for seeking prior informed consent or approval and
involvement of indigenous peoples and local communities, who
are holders of such information, and knowledge and sharing of
benefits accrued from such information and knowledge.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.4), the Plenary,
inter alia:

» welcomes the establishment of a task force on ILK systems;

* notes the progress made on developing, for the consideration
by IPBES, draft procedures and approaches for working with
ILK;

* decides to continue piloting preliminary ILK approaches and
procedures in four regions (Americas, Africa, Asia-Pacific,
and Europe and Central Asia) focusing on sustainable use
and conservation of biodiversity, depending on available
resources;

* notes the progress made on establishing a roster of experts and
a participatory mechanism for working with ILK systems;

« approves the data and information management plan set out in
the annex;

* requests the Secretariat to submit to the Plenary for
information data and information management plans for each
ongoing assessment, and to develop data and information
management plans in the context of any scoping process/
report; and

* notes progress made by the task force on knowledge and data
in the development of a knowledge and data strategy, and
requests that information about the strategy be submitted to
IPBES-4.

The annexed data and information management plan
contains four sections on: context; objectives; principles for
managing knowledge, information and data in the Platform; and
implementing the data and information management plan. On
implementation, the plan provides a table identifying six high-
priority activities as proposed for the implementation of the data
and information management plan in 2015. It also contains a
detailed description of the activities, which include: developing
data and metadata guidelines; providing methodological
principles for handling knowledge gaps and uncertainty;
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developing a proposal for a discovery and access mechanism
for sustainable knowledge, information, and data; providing
ready access to primary research literature for all Platform
experts; establishing agreements with key strategic partners; and
revising the data and information management plan based on
developments in 2015.

GUIDES ON ASSESSMENTS, POLICY SUPPORT
TOOLS AND METHODOLOGIES, AND PRELIMINARY
GUIDES ON SCENARIO ANALYSIS AND MODELLING
AND THE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF VALUES: This was
taken up in plenary on Tuesday morning and further discussed
in the contact group on the work programme. The Secretariat
introduced documents IPBES/3/INF/4, IPBES/3/INF/7, and
IPBES/3/INF/8. The discussion addressed the usefulness and
“practicability” of the guides, as well as possible improvements
for the further development of the guides.

Several delegations supported the draft catalogue on policy
support tools and methodologies generally, but suggested
improvements. Mexico, Colombia, Bolivia, Brazil, Russia,
France and Turkey stressed the need to broaden the scope of
methodologies as well as policy tools and instruments. Brazil
emphasized the value of communities of practice and sharing
success stories. The UK noted the definition of policy tools as
“very broad” and suggested the catalogue focus more on tools
relevant to IPBES work.

Several delegations supported extending the mandate of the
expert group on policy support tools and methodologies. The US
inquired about the next steps of the expert group and whether to
narrow its focus. This item was forwarded to the contact group
on the work programme.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.4), on the
catalogue of assessments, the Plenary takes note of the report and
requests the Executive Secretary to:

* continue maintaining the online catalogue of assessments;

* further collaborate with existing networks and initiatives to
enhance the online catalogue; and

 undertake another review of the assessment landscape and
lessons learned in time to inform the review of the Platform.
On the catalogue of policy tools and methodologies, the

Plenary:

* notes the development of a proposed catalogue of policy
support tools and methodologies and the guidance for its use,
as well as the development of preliminary guidance on how
the further development of such tools and methodologies
could be promoted and catalyzed,;

* requests the Executive Secretary to submit the draft proposed
catalogue and the preliminary guidance on policy support
tools and methodologies for review by members, observers
and stakeholders and to undertake work to establish the
catalogue;

* requests the MEP and the Bureau to further develop guidance
on how policy support tools and methodologies could be
promoted and catalyzed for consideration at IPBES-4; and

* approves continuing the expert group to support the
review and complete its current work on the catalogue and
preliminary guide.

SCOPING DOCUMENTS FOR REGIONAL
ASSESSMENTS, LAND DEGRADATION AND
RESTORATION, AND THE CONCEPTUALIZATION OF
VALUES: Regional Assessments: On Tuesday the Secretariat
introduced this item in plenary (IPBES/3/6, Add.1, Add.2—6
and INF/17). The initial scoping report for a global assessment
(IPBES/3/9) was also presented. The contact group met from
Wednesday through Friday to discuss this issue, including joint
sessions with the budget contact group on Thursday and Friday.
On Wednesday morning, during a contact group session, the
MEP presented possible options for coupling thematic, regional
and global assessments, and discussed a timeline of “anticipated”
actions to be taken by the IPBES.

Deliberations focused on, among others: regional priorities;
drivers of biodiversity loss; scales of assessments; the importance
of wetlands; the need to address marine biodiversity beyond
national jurisdictions; inclusion of local and indigenous peoples’
views and knowledge; and addressing global issues. Delegates
also exchanged ideas on, inter alia: establishing an expert team
focusing on conceptual coherence; and considering efficiency
gains of joint meetings to allow the Secretariat’s capacity to
focus on “steering the process.”

Several speakers noted the global assessments “cannot
simply be an amalgamation of regional assessments,” with one
calling for the regional assessments’ co-chairs to be included
in the global assessment, and for the relevant representatives
from the global assessment to be involved in the regional
assessments’ final stages. Some delegates expressed preference
for independent, standalone thematic assessments over their
integration into regional assessments. Another called for “less
simplistic” consideration of ILK integration into the work
programme.

Delegates further considered revisions made by the MEP on
the coupling of the thematic, regional and global assessments,
proposing revisions to the introductory sections and chapter
outline of the scoping report, including: mentioning that the
summary document should be disseminated to a broader
audience; listing examples of partners that can mobilize
knowledge and data; and distinguishing between the CITES list
of endangered species and those linked to the functioning of
ecosystems.

During a joint session with the budget contact group on
Thursday morning, Paul Leadley, MEP Member, introduced a
revised timeline. He noted that some assessments will undergo
rapid scoping exercises. He also highlighted two global meetings,
a coordination meeting at the beginning and a synthesis
meeting towards the end of the assessment period, saying that
these meetings contribute to ensuring common definitions and
methodologies between the assessments. He further stated that,
inter alia, a mechanism needs to be put in place to ensure that
global aspects are properly accounted for and specific wording
on rapid scoping must be put in place. Some participants queried
the definition of rapid scoping. Others called for clarifying the
involvement of experts on values and ILK to ensure conceptual
coherence and consistency on these issues.
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Presenting the updated timetable for conducting thematic
and regional assessments in plenary on Friday afternoon,
Leadley noted the revised workplan builds on lessons learned
and concerns raised by members and, among others: ensures
a coherent methodological approach and respects the scoping
procedure that was laid out in Antalya; avoids a heavy
workload for the Secretariat and experts in 2015; maintains
momentum on the fast-track assessments; and facilitates an
iterative learning process among the different assessments.

He further noted the proposed timetable adds one year to the
original work programme and will ensure completion of all the
deliverables agreed at IPBES-2, including completion of the
global assessment in time to feed into the review of the Aichi
Biodiversity Targets. Leadley then presented a note from the
Bureau on the proposed coupling approach that will be submitted
to the Plenary for approval.

Many members welcomed the proposed timetable, but raised
issues regarding, inter alia: ensuring a competitive process for
identifying experts; enhancing the quality of the two remaining
scoping documents; and managing the heavy workload at
IPBES-6. Several members also emphasized the need to launch
pilot ILK approaches and procedures in the four regions in 2015,
to ensure local information is incorporated in the assessments.

Regional Contact Groups: The four regional contact groups
met on Thursday afternoon to finalize their respective scoping
documents.

Africa: The contact group, co-chaired by Alfred Oteng-
Yeboah (Ghana) and Fundisile Mketeni (South Africa),
completed two readings of the scoping document (IPBES/3/6/
Add.2). Explaining the drafting process, the Secretariat noted
that a longer background document was prepared at the regional
scoping meeting held in August 2014 in Paris, France (the Paris
Workshop) and will be made available to the assessment experts.

Discussing the scope of the assessment, members agreed
to include “climate-related risks such as desertification and
silting.” Following a debate on geographic boundaries, the
group agreed to include territories, in addition to countries, with
an explanatory footnote. On the rationale, members added a
reference to governance and adapted language on the impacts of
socio-economic drivers.

On the operational structure, members highlighted the need
to link regional and subregional TSUs and agreed to request the
ME-P to undertake a mapping of institutions that can host the
TSUs. On communication and outreach, the group listed some
“traditional” communication tools to be used in disseminating
the findings and removed a reference to partnerships with
specific institutions, such as SciDev.Net.

Americas: The regional contact group on the Americas was
co-chaired by MEP members Ann Bartuska and Carlos Alfredo
Joly and Bureau Vice-Chair Leonel Sierralta (Chile). The group
completed a first reading of the scoping document (IPBES/3/6/
Add.3), presenting suggestions for clarifications and substantive
revisions on the operational paragraphs. On scope, several
participants called for highlighting positive issues and the role of
indigenous peoples in conservation. On the geographic boundary
of the assessment, participants discussed the breakdown of

regions, and Co-Chair Joly noted this had also been extensively
discussed at the Paris Workshop. A few participants suggested
deleting the paragraph on utility. On key datasets, strategic
partnerships and initiatives, and communications and outreach,
participants suggested additions to the institutions listed.

Asia-Pacific: The regional contact group was co-chaired by
Jay Ram Adhikari (Nepal) and Abdul Hamid Zakri (Malaysia).
Mark Lonsdale, MEP member, facilitated the discussion. On
assumptions, delegates discussed inclusion of data gaps and a
transparent review process. In considering the scoping document
for the Asia-Pacific (IPBES/3/6/Add.4), delegates agreed to
suggestions from the floor, including: on key data, ILK inclusion,
data aggregation and data sets; on the scope, referencing poverty,
addressing poor waste management and specifying consequences
of climate change; on rationale, addressing diversity of ILK and
including issues common and specific to small island nations;
and, mentioning some strategic partnerships and initiatives
as well as that the capacity-building task force will highlight
priority issues at the subregional level. On rationale, one party
opposed reference to “biodiversity outside of protected areas.”
Another emphasized that in several countries, biodiversity
and ecosystems to be assessed lie in “productive” rather than
“protected” areas.

Europe and Central Asia: The European and Central Asian
regional contact group was co-chaired by Senka Barudanovic
(Bosnia and Herzegovina), Robert Watson (UK) and Ivar Baste
(Norway). In considering the scoping document for Europe and
Central Asia (IPBES/3/6/Add.5), under rationale, some countries
urged listing specific ecosystems as examples of vulnerable
ecosystems. Others suggested ensuring reference to coastal and
marine systems, with delegates agreeing to include this under the
geographic boundaries section. Under utility, delegates agreed to
remove references to specific regional agreements and include
them in an annex. On chapter outlines some emphasized the need
to ensure that elements of generic scoping are not potentially
ignored or “downgraded.”

Under key datasets, some called for deletion of references
to data variability between the subregions as well as a lack of
availability and reliability in Eastern Europe and Central Asia.
One delegate questioned the veracity of the statement. Others
countered saying that there is an issue with data variability
between the regions. Delegates agreed to reference that there is a
lack of data availability and reliability in some Eastern European
or Central Asian countries.

Final Outcome: In Section II of the final decision
(IPBES/3/L.4) on global, regional and subregional assessments,
the Platform notes the development of a draft guide for the
production and integration of assessments from and across all
levels, and requests that the guide be completed with a view to
its becoming a living document.

Members further:

« approve undertaking regional and subregional assessments

in accordance with the procedures for the preparation of the

Platform’s deliverables, for consideration by IPBES-6;

* agree to consider the option of undertaking a regional
assessment on the open ocean at IPBES-4;
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» approve a scoping process for a global assessment on
biodiversity and ecosystem services, for consideration by
IPBES-4, which will largely but not exclusively rely on
compiling and synthesizing current data, knowledge and
information from thematic, regional and methodological
assessments; and

* request the MEP, in consultation with the Bureau, to develop
a coordinated approach among the approved processes for the
regional/subregional assessments, the thematic assessments
and a global assessment, as resources permit, with a view to
ensuring consistency while maintaining the quality of each of
the assessments.

Land Degradation and Restoration: The Secretariat
introduced documents IPBES/3/7 and IPBES/3/INF/7 in
plenary on Tuesday morning. Further discussions took place
in the contact group. During initial discussions in plenary, the
US described the document as “generally balanced” but called
for clarity on the range of ecosystems to be studied. France
suggested focusing on ecosystems that are most degraded or
vulnerable to land use changes. Colombia and Bolivia called
for a balanced approach taking into account all ecosystems.
Welcoming the document, the African Group, supported by
Turkey, called for removing references to “western science.”
Algeria stressed the urgency of the assessment and proposed
prioritizing the most vulnerable ecosystems. Brazil called
for attention to indirect drivers of land degradation as well
as the economic benefits of restoring degraded land. Nepal
recommended including a compilation of success stories. The
UNCCD Secretariat highlighted the Convention’s contribution
to the scoping report, saying that the Convention will be “one of
the key clients and users of this assessment,” and underscoring
the need for effective collaboration to meet the needs of its
stakeholders.

During contact group discussions, on the scope of the
assessment, one member suggested specifying that the full
range of productive landscapes will be covered. A proposal for
a separate chapter highlighting benefits from actions addressing
land degradation received broad support. Members suggested
that the chapter also highlight benefits in terms of improved land
productivity, enhanced rural livelihoods and adaptive capacity,
and emphasize the costs of inaction as well as impacts of choices
made at the landscape level. Many members also emphasized
taking a balanced approach across all chapters, with some noting
the value of setting a “precedent” that would require future
assessments to include both negative and positive impacts.
Delegates’ views diverged on the usefulness of specifying
“participatory, regulatory and economic instruments,” among
types of policy instruments used. One member emphasized the
importance of providing policy guidance on managing tradeoffs
between development and sustainability imperatives.

On key information to be assessed, it was suggested to add
regional assessments, as well as statistical data, as sources.

On strategic partnerships and initiatives, members highlighted

the need for partnerships at regional and subregional levels,
including data holders from mining and “other driver sectors.”

On communications and outreach, members called for ensuring

consistency with the communication and outreach strategy. They
similarly called for including a link to the related task force for
the capacity-building chapter.

With regard to the operational paragraphs of the draft
decision, there were divergent opinions on the timetable,
with some members calling for bracketing of references to
launching or reviewing the assessment at specific future IPBES
sessions. Others expressed concern about launching a fast-
track assessment, and emphasized maintaining oversight by the
Plenary.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.4), the Plenary
approves the proposed assessment approach and structure of the
final assessment report as set out in the annex, “scoping for a
thematic assessment of land degradation and restoration.” In an
introductory section of the chapter outline, it is stated that the
assessment will be presented in a summary for policymakers and
an eight-chapter report. The chapter outline is set out as follows:

* benefits to people from avoidance of land degradation and
restoration of degraded land,

* concepts and perceptions of land degradation and restoration;

* direct and indirect drivers of land degradation and restoration;

* status and trends of land degradation and restoration and
associated changes in biodiversity and ecosystem functions;

* land degradation and restoration associated with changes in
ecosystem services and functions, and human well-being and
good quality of life;

* responses to avoid land degradation and restore degraded
land;

» scenarios of land degradation and restoration; and

* decision support to address land degradation and support
restoration of degraded land.

The scoping report further notes that an executive summary
will present key findings and policy-relevant conclusions. The
annex also contains the proposed operational structure; process
and timetable; and cost estimate.

Conceptualization of Values: This item (IPBES/3/8 and
IPBES/3/INF/18) was introduced in plenary on Tuesday
morning. During discussions in plenary, Colombia proposed
adding national accounting as a technical specialty and referring
to policy experts, rather than policy makers. Turkey called
for distinguishing between “measurable and non-measurable
values,” to ensure scientific “rigor.” Chile suggested including an
additional chapter on ecosystem accounting, building on a pilot
being undertaken by the UN Statistical Office. The US called for
a limited scope for the assessment and, with the UK, building
on the preliminary guide regarding conceptualization of multiple
values on nature and its benefits. Australia called for a stronger
“value proposition” for such an assessment.

Brazil welcomed the “fresh perspective” in the report and
called for linkages with The Economics of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity (TEEB) and Wealth Accounting and Valuation of
Ecosystem Services (WAVES) initiatives. Emphasizing that
previous Plenary sessions have focused on economic values,
Bolivia said including a chapter on national accounting would
“upset the balance,” and favored adopting the document without
revisions. [IFBES cautioned that a focus on economics could



E | Reporting

Vol. 31 No. 20 Page 9 Services

Earth Negotiations Bulletin

Tuesday, 20 January 2015

“crowd out” endogenous values, ultimately undermining the
goals of IPBES’ work programme.

Final Outcome: In its final decision (IPBES/3/L.4), the
Plenary, inter alia:

* approves, until IPBES-4, the continuation of the expert group
established for the development of the preliminary guide on
the conceptualization of values of biodiversity and nature’s
benefits to people, which, at the discretion of the Chair,
following consultations with the Bureau, could be expanded
with a limited number of resource persons, and possible
representatives of strategic partners as resources permit; and

* requests the group to revise, following an open review
by governments and stakeholders, the report on scoping
for the methodological assessment regarding diverse
conceptualization of multiple values of nature and its benefits,
including biodiversity and ecosystem functions and services.

FINANCIAL AND BUDGETARY ARRANGEMENTS FOR
THE PLATFORM

BUDGET AND EXPENDITURE FOR 2014-2018 AND
THE TRUST FUND: This item was presented by Executive
Secretary Larigauderie during Tuesday morning’s plenary
(IPBES/3/10 and IPBES/3/2/Add.1). She outlined: the status of
cash and in-kind contributions to the trust fund; expenditures
for 2013-2014; a proposed revised budget for 2015; a proposed
budget for 2016-2017; and a revised indicative budget for 2018.
Summarizing the overall budget situation at the beginning of
2015, she noted there is a budget shortfall of US$19.5 million for
implementing the full work programme.

Many delegations lamented that the report lacked the detailed
information necessary for approving a revised budget. The
US expressed his delegation’s commitment to finding a viable
roadmap to accomplish the work programme and, with France
and Switzerland, asked for clarification on in-kind support
provided by MEA secretariats and international programmes. The
African Group called for all outstanding pledges to be honored.
Colombia said their pledges and in-kind contributions had not
been included in the report.

The Secretariat introduced IPBES/3/2/Add.1/Rev.1, which
seeks approval to formally apply for IPBES’ accreditation
to the list of international organizations eligible for official
development assistance (ODA) as determined by the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development’s
Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC). He noted
the document further requests clarification from the Plenary on
participants’ eligibility for financial support.

Norway and Colombia supported the IPBES application and,
with the US, Canada and Japan, favored following OECD-DAC
criteria on ODA eligibility. Belarus, supported by Georgia,
Turkey and Russia, called for continued financial support to
countries in transition to ensure effective representation from the
Eastern European region.

Several delegations announced pledges to support IPBES
activities in 2015, including: US$100,000 from Malaysia;
US$176,000 from Sweden; and US$300,000 from Japan.
Ethiopia offered in-kind and logistical support for subregional

assessments as well as limited financial support, including
through hosting the African TSU. Chair Zakri established a
budget contact group, co-chaired by Leonel Sierralta (Chile) and
Jay Ram Adhikari (Nepal).

The contact group met from Tuesday through Friday.
Delegates reviewed documents on: the status of cash and in-kind
contributions to the Platform in 2014; a non-paper providing
budget information per deliverable for option one of the IPBES
work programme for 2015-18; and a Bureau non-paper on
financial procedures and rules. They also heard presentations on,
inter alia, staff issues and ODA issues.

With regard to 2014 expenditures, members requested
clarification on, among others: country contributions not
reflected; costs of hosting IPBES-3; and total savings accrued
during the year. On the proposed revised budget for 2015,
members queried, inter alia, projected travel costs and the
rationale for new staff recruitments. Responding to the issues
raised, the Secretariat highlighted: the high cost of the interim
hosting arrangements; the heavy workload; and the difficulty
of building a new institutional structure without dedicated core
staff. Due to ongoing discussions on the work programme, the
proposed budget for the work programme was unable to be
finalized until Friday afternoon.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.7/Rev.1), the
Plenary:

» welcomes the cash and in-kind contributions received since
2012;

* notes the status of the cash and in-kind contributions set out in
an annex to the decision;

* notes the pledges for the period beyond 2014;

notes the status of expenditures and levels of savings incurred
during the biennium 2013-2014 set out in an annex to the
decision;

* invites pledges and contributions to the Platform’s trust fund
as well as in-kind contributions to support the Platform’s
work;

* requests the Executive Secretary to report to the fourth
plenary session on expenditures for the biennium 2014-2015;

* adopts the revised budget for 2015 amounting to
US$9,506,304 as set out in an annex to the decision;

* takes note of the proposed budget for the biennium 2016-
2017, amounting to US$9,995,346 in 2016 and US$8,506,566
in 2017, noting that it will require further revision prior to its
adoption;

* requests the Executive Secretary to provide to the fourth
Plenary session a report on the established practices of
multilateral environmental organizations, the IPCC and other
relevant fora on funding experts and meeting participants to
facilitate the adoption a decision on the eligibility criteria to
be used;

* approves the amendment to the Financial Rules and
Procedures through the addition of rules 5, 6 and 7 as set out
in an annex to the present decision; and

« authorizes the Executive Secretary, subject to the availability
of funds, to engage the resources of the Platform to organize
the fourth session of the Plenary meeting in early 2016.
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TECHNICAL SUPPORT UNITS: During Tuesday
morning’s plenary, the Secretariat reported on the institutional
arrangements to operationalize technical support for
implementing the work programme (IPBES/3/INF/13), noting
this is for information only. The Plenary took note of the report.

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE OPERATION OF THE
PLATFORM

NOMINATION AND SELECTION OF MEMBERS OF
THE MULTIDISCIPLINARY EXPERT PANEL: This item
(IPBES/3/11 and IPBES/3/INF15-16) was introduced on Tuesday
and consequently considered in intraregional and interregional
consultations throughout the week. In Friday’s plenary, delegates
nominated and elected the candidates by region.

For Africa, delegates elected: Moustafa Mokhtar Ali Fouda
(Egypt); Sebsebe Demissew (Ethiopia); Jean Bruno Mikissa
(Gabon); Voahangy Raharimalala (Madagascar); and Charlotte
Karibuhoye (Senegal).

For the Asia-Pacific, delegates elected: Yi Huang (China);
Vinod Mathur (India); Rosichon Ubaidillah (Indonesia);
Yoshihisa Shirayama (Japan); and Leng Guan Saw (Malaysia).

For Eastern Europe, delegates clected: Ruslan Novitsky
(Belarus); Maja Vasilijevi¢ (Croatia); Tamar Pataridze (Georgia);
Gyorgy Pataki (Hungary); and Gilinay Erpul (Turkey).

For Latin America and the Caribbean, delegates elected:
Sandra Diaz (Argentina); Carlos Alfredo Joly (Brazil); Brigitte
Baptiste (Colombia); Rodrigo Medellin (México); and Floyd M.
Homer (Trinidad and Tobago).

For Western European and Other States, delegates elected:
Mark Lonsdale (Australia); Paul Leadley (France); Marie Roué
(France); Unai Pascual (Spain); and Marie Stenseke (Sweden).

Bosnia and Herzegovina announced, and delegates approved,
a change in the Bureau with loseb Kartsivadze (Georgia)
excusing himself and being replaced by Adem Bilgin (Turkey).

PROCEDURES FOR THE PREPARATION OF
PLATFORM DELIVERABLES: This item (IPBES/3/12)
was introduced on Tuesday and consequently considered in a
contact group on rules of procedure on Wednesday, Thursday and
Friday, co-chaired by Robert Watson (UK), Mark Lonsdale, MEP
member, and Senka Barudanovic (Bosnia and Herzegovina).

Discussions focused on procedures to address possible
errors and complaints, scoping, Platform workshops, schedule
for deliverables under standard and fast-track approaches and
procedures on the use of literature in Platform reports, open
science and open data, and arching data sources.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.2), the Plenary
adopts procedures for preparing the Platform’s deliverables,
which contain sections on, inter alia:

* definitions of governance structures, deliverables and
clearance processes;

» an overview of clearance processes for the Platform’s
deliverables;

* procedures for the preparation of the Platform’s deliverables,
including standard and fast-track approaches for thematic

or methodological assessments, approaches for regional,

subregional or global assessments, scoping for Platform

deliverables, and general procedures for preparing Platform

reports;

* preparation of reports, including compiling lists of potential
and selection of report co-chairs, coordinating lead authors,
lead authors, review editors and of government-designated
national focal points, preparing of a draft report, and review;

* acceptance of reports by the Plenary;

* preparing and approving summaries for policymakers;

* preparing, approving and adopting synthesis reports by the
Plenary;

* addressing possible errors;

* clearance processes for technical papers;

* Platform supporting material;

» workshops; and

* nomination and selection process for task forces.

The procedures also include three annexes, namely: tasks
and responsibilities for report co-chairs, coordinating lead
authors, lead authors, contributing authors, review editors and
expert reviewers of Platform reports and other deliverables,
and for government-designated national focal points; one “to
be developed” on a procedure for the use of grey literature
in Platform reports; and a procedure for recognizing and
incorporating ILK.

PROCEDURE FOR THE REVIEW OF THE
PLATFORM: This item (IPBES/3/INF/11) was introduced
on Tuesday in plenary and consequently briefly discussed in
a contact group on rules of procedure. On Saturday morning,
Co-Chair Watson reported back to Plenary that the contact group
discussed the possibility of an interim evaluation and a long-term
evaluation of IPBES.

Final Outcome: This item will be further considered at
IPBES-4.

POLICY AND PROCEDURES FOR THE ADMISSION
OF OBSERVERS: The draft policy and procedures for the
admission of observers (IPBES/3/13) was introduced during
plenary on Tuesday. China, supported by Argentina, advocated
admitting observers based on consensus. Opposing, the EU
IPBES members said refusal of admission of an observer should
only be warranted if one-third of members object. The item
was consequently discussed in the contact group on rules of
procedure on Friday.

On Saturday morning, Co-Chair Watson reported in plenary
that difficulties remained in the discussions of the draft policy.
He said “strong views” and diverging positions by delegations
have not changed since IPBES-2 and that based on the lack of
flexibility the group proposes to continue at IPBES-4 the practice
used for IPBES-2 and IPBES-3.

During the plenary on Saturday afternoon, when Rapporteur
Senka Barudanovic presented the report of IPBES-3 to Plenary,
Co-Chair Watson explained that the section on policy and
procedures for the admission of observers will reflect the contact
group’s proposal that the interim procedure as applied to [IPBES-
2 and IPBES-3 be applied to IPBES-4 and that IPBES-4 further
consider the admission of observers.
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China requested its position that the admission of observers
should be made on the basis of consensus and criteria be
reflected in the report of the meeting.

Final Outcome: This item will be further considered at
IPBES-4.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST POLICY: The draft COI
policy and procedures (IPBES/3/14) was introduced in plenary
on Tuesday and subsequently discussed in a contact group on
rules of procedure on Thursday and Friday.

Discussions focused on the rules for the implementation
procedures, the possible deletion of Rule 6, which allows,
in exceptional circumstances, tolerating a COI for an author
making a unique contribution if it is determined that the conflict
can be managed to avoid any adverse impacts on the Platform
deliverable, and if the conflict is publicly disclosed. Discussions
focused on how to balance the need to protect the privacy of
experts who are disclosing this information. Delegates also
agreed on the composition of the committee that in addition to
implementing the agreed rules, also determine COI cases referred
to it by the IPBES Bureau. On Saturday morning, Co-Chair
Watson reported back to plenary that the group agreed on this
“interesting and sensitive” agenda item.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.6.), the Plenary
adopts the COI policy and implementation procedures as set out
in the decision’s annex. The COI policy contains: sections on
purpose and scope of the policy and on definition of “conflict
of interest” and “bias.” The appendix to the decision contains
a confidential COI disclosure form. The implementation
procedures contain a total of 10 rules on, inter alia:

* areview process prior to and after appointment of Bureau
members, MEP members, task force and expert group
members as well as report co-chairs, coordinating and lead
authors;

* principles for considering COI issues;

* processing and storage of information; and

* a committee on COL.

COMMUNICATIONS AND STAKEHOLDER
ENGAGEMENT

COMMUNICATIONS AND OUTREACH AND
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES: This item
was taken up on Tuesday morning during plenary (IPBES/3/15,
16, INF/9 and INF/10). Discussions on the communications and
outreach strategy addressed, among others, strategy output and
relevance.

Belgium sought clarification on the target audience, outreach
activities and the evaluation process. France suggested an
outreach policy to reach relevant stakeholders. India stressed
that communication should be policy relevant and not policy
prescriptive

Discussions on the SES focused on the oversight mechanism
for stakeholder engagement, and whether it should be managed
by the Secretariat (option one) or an inclusive, open-ended forum
(option two). France, Republic of Korea and Gabon preferred
an inclusive, open-ended forum. The US favored the Secretariat
managing stakeholder engagement.

A contact group, co-chaired by Leonel Sierralta (Chile) and
Fundisile Mketeni (South Africa), met from Wednesday through
Friday.

While participants generally agreed on the communication
and outreach strategy, there was some discussion regarding the
creation of training programmes for enabling the use of outputs
of the Platform. Some expressed concern on the availability
of resources for such a task. Other suggested, and delegates
agreed, to refer to “capacity building” as opposed to “training
programmes.”

On the SES, participants addressed issues including options
for managing and implementing the strategy. Budgetary concerns
were discussed, with most favoring option two. Delegates further
considered the issue of identification of stakeholders. Discussion
also took place to address concerns regarding the implementation
of the SES and the Platform’s role.

A compromise text that included elements from option one
and option two was proposed. A few members expressed concern
regarding the proposed text, which calls for the Secretariat,
under the supervision of the Bureau and the Plenary, and
working in collaboration with an inclusive, open-ended forum
of stakeholders, to implement and operationalize the SES. They
said that the proposed wording may imply a “formal input” into
the open-ended forum from the Secretariat. Others queried the
legal status of the forum. Some delegates said they were unable
to accept compromise text. They were also unable to accept
deleting references to eligibility criteria. Delegates agreed to
form a small group to resolve the issue.

The small group introduced new text that emphasized, among
others: the self-organization of the forum; that the Platform
and the forum will work in partnership with each other; the
Secretariat’s role through implementing and operationalizing the
strategy; and collaboration between the Platform and the forum
will be guided by the strategy.

Some expressed concern that eligibility criteria had not
been addressed. One delegate suggested that the definition of
stakeholders be revised as the definition incorrectly included
governments. Delegates proposed limiting the definition to types
of contributors and end-users.

Following a statement by one delegate saying that the text
still could not be accepted, on the basis that the strategy should
have been focused on, as opposed to the oversight mechanism,
and suggesting that the issue be addressed at IPBES-4, delegates
agreed to further consider the issue in a small group.

New text proposed by the small group agreed to refer to the
forum as a “network,” which was accepted. Some expressed
concern that the issue of eligibility criteria for stakeholder
engagement had still not been addressed. Following discussions,
delegates proposed and accepted text stating that it “encourages
all stakeholders representing, inter alia, their regional,
disciplinary and knowledge system diversity to collaborate with
the Platform.”

Final Outcomes: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.5), the Plenary
welcomes the communication and outreach strategy set out in
the annex and requests the Secretariat, subject to the availability
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of funds, to undertake the activities described in the initial
implementation plan set out in the appendix to the annex, as
appropriate.

In its decision on the SES (IPBES/3/L.15), the Plenary:

» welcomes the revised draft SES set out in the annex;

* requests the Secretariat to undertake the activities, as
appropriate, set out in the initial implementation plan set out
in the appendix to the annex; and

 encourages all stakeholders representing, inter alia, their
regional, disciplinary and knowledge systems in their
diversity, to collaborate with the Platform.

GUIDANCE ON STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS: This
item was first addressed during Wednesday morning’s plenary
(IPBES/3/17). The US said that most activities in the work
programme could be performed without formal partnerships and
called for considering specific mandates of any partners. Chair
Zakri noted that the draft guidance will be revised.

Final Outcome: In its decision (IPBES/3/L.8), the Plenary:

« approves the guidance on the development of strategic
partnerships and other collaborative arrangements set out in
the annex to the decision;

* invites the Secretariats of the biodiversity and ecosystem
services MEAs, as appropriate, to work with the Bureau
to develop strategic partnerships, modeled on the existing
strategic partnership arrangement with the CBD Secretariat,
setting out areas for collaboration and cooperation, to be
approved by the Plenary at a future session; and

* decides to review steps that have been taken to develop
and enter into strategic partnerships and other collaborative
arrangements at its fourth session.

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS: UNITED NATIONS
COLLABORATIVEPARTNERSHIPARRANGEMENTS FOR
THE WORKOF THE PLATFORMAND ITS SECRETARIAT

The Secretariat introduced IPBES/3/INF/14 during
Wednesday morning’s plenary. Salvatore Arico, UNESCO,
speaking on behalf of UNEP, FAO, UNESCO and UNDP—the
four agencies involved in the UN collaborative partnership
arrangements for the Platform—noted that the institutional
arrangements have been approved and the agreement is ready
to “be fully operationalized.” He noted several IPBES-relevant
initiatives underway, including UNEP’s Live Knowledge
Platform and UNESCO’s Future Earth Initiative as well as
activities, such as: FAO’s hosting of the Global Soil Partnership
Secretariat and facilitating the implementation of its actions;
UNDP’s contribution to the formalization of BES-Net; and the
incorporation of IPBES-relevant decisions in preparation for
UNEP’s Global Environment Outlook and the CBD’s upcoming
Global Biodiversity Outlook.

Japan highlighted its support of scenario-building work
with UNESCO and looked forward to increased synergies with
relevant MEAs.

The Plenary took note of the report.

OTHER MATTERS
BRIEFING FROM THE IPCC CHAIR: Delegates heard
a briefing from IPCC Chair Rajendra Pachauri on Tuesday

morning. He commented “the IPCC might have inspired the
IPBES, but the new generation is often a few steps ahead of
the previous one.” He suggested that the IPCC and IPBES
Bureaus meet periodically to explore matters of substance in
their respective assessments. Pachauri then shared his experience
leading the IPCC and presented, inter alia: work undertaken
by IPCC’s working groups; key findings from IPCC reports;
observed changes and projected risks posed by climate change
for biodiversity and food security; and possible adaptation and
mitigation measures.

Responding to questions from the floor, Pachauri said he
is “cautiously optimistic” that growing global awareness and
political commitment will lead to a “snowballing of action” to
address climate change. He highlighted the five-fold increase
in India’s solar energy targets as an example of the growing
awareness of the co-benefits of taking mitigation actions.

PROVISIONALAGENDA,DATEAND VENUE OF FUTURE
PLENARY SESSIONS

On Saturday morning, Chair Zakri suggested that the Plenary,
in collaboration with the Bureau, draft a provisional agenda for
IPBES-4. He suggested that the Bureau deliberate on the dates
and times of the next venue, to be announced at a later stage.

CLOSING SESSION

On Saturday afternoon and evening, delegates met in plenary
to consider draft decisions.

Several delegates made statements offering in-kind support.
The UK offered support for the pollination assessment. Portugal
offered to support two full-time staff positions for the oceans
assessment in 2015-16. Colombia stated it will host two
“permanent work stations” for the regional assessment and
provide technical support for the land degradation and restoration
assessment. Algeria said it will contribute material and technical
support to the land degradation and restoration assessment, with
a focus on drylands.

Following some textual suggestions by some delegations to
amend various draft decisions, others opposed reopening clean
text proposed to Plenary by the contact groups. The Chair then
continued with the adoption of decisions, explaining comments
from delegations would be recorded in the report of the session.

Rapporteur Barudanovic introduced the report of the meeting
(IPBES/2/L.1), noting that the missing information would be
completed by the Secretariat following the meeting’s conclusion.
The Plenary adopted the report.

Ghana, for the African Group, saying “we have seen the
beginning of our own understanding of what we need, our work
programme is starting to bear fruit, and with our hard work
here we have been able to start to learning by doing,” called on
countries to fully participate in this process.

Mexico, for GRULAC, noted that members had been able
to find balance between priority deliverables and the budget,
especially in terms of thematic, regional and global assessments.

Malaysia, for the Asia Pacific, called for collaboration
between intergovernmental institutions. She underscored the
need to build capacity to ensure effective implementation of the
work programme.
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Latvia, on behalf of EU IPBES member states, expressed
gratitude for the engagement and enthusiasm of the stakeholders.
She said that the selection process for the new MEP had been
more interactive and balanced among the regions.

Turkey, on behalf of the Eastern European region, reiterated
that the region is strongly engaged with the goals of the
Platform.

The outgoing MEP, in its open letter to the Plenary,
lauded members and others involved in the process for their
achievements thus far, and expressed thanks for being a part of
the process that will provide a solid foundation for the successful
implementation of the work programme.

The CMS Secretariat, speaking also for the CBD and CITES
Secretariats, emphasized that proceeding with all the assessments
is relevant for the implementation of the Conventions, noting,
inter alia: the global assessments’ importance in relation to the
Aichi Biodiversity Targets and the land degradation assessment’s
potential contribution to the land degradation neutrality
objectives of the UNCCD and the Ramsar Convention.

IIFBES emphasized, inter alia: indigenous and local
knowledge holders as important strategic partners and free, prior
informed consent as an important right of indigenous peoples and
local communities to safeguard control over their knowledge.

Describing the stakeholder engagement strategy as a “major
milestone” the Coordinated Stakeholders indicated support for its
implementation. Welcoming also the adoption of the COI policy,
she looked forward to its robust implementation.

IPBES Executive Secretary Anne Larigauderie said that
the support and positive spirit of the discussions provide the
Secretariat’s “little army of a team,” with much energy and
courage to “attack” implementation of IPBES’ work programme.

Chair Zakri thanked delegates for their honest and well-
meaning interventions, and for making his task “interesting and
challenging.” He closed the meeting at 7:12 pm.

A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF IPBES-3

COMING TO TERMS WITH THE FINE BALANCING
ACT BETWEEN CREDIBILITY, RELEVANCE AND
LEGITIMACY

“We consider this moment as very historical: we have seen
the beginning of our own understanding of what we need, our
work programme is starting to bear fruit, and with our hard
work here we have been able to start to learn by doing. We can
look up tomorrow and say that a baby called IPBES has started
to take strides.”

These remarks by Ghana’s Alfred Oteng-Yeboah, speaking on
behalf of the African Group at the closing plenary of IPBES-3,
echoed the general sense of achievement at the end of a grueling
week. As Chair Zakri lightheartedly admitted, he was forced
to “amend his closing remarks, in which he planned to thank
members for making his job an ‘easy’ one, to thank them instead
for ‘making my job an interesting and challenging one.”” This
brief analysis sifts through the key developments of this “packed
week” and attempts to assess what the discussions and final
outcome reveal about the challenges and opportunities facing

IPBES as it starts to implement its mandate of strengthening the
science-policy interface on biodiversity and ecosystem services,
based on the Platform’s stated goals of credibility, legitimacy and
relevance.

INITIAL STOCKTAKING

At IPBES-2 in Antalya, members had done the “heavy
lifting” needed to finalize the IPBES institutional and funding
arrangements and adopt an ambitious five-year work programme.
Therefore, as delegates gathered in Bonn for IPBES-3, many
expected that just one year into implementation, this would be a
relatively “easy” meeting, primarily involving a review of initial
activities, and some recalibration where necessary to ensure that
implementation was on track. But the agenda quickly revealed
itself to be much more challenging. The sheer number of scoping
reports and guidance documents that needed to be approved
in order to maintain momentum kept the contact group on the
work programme meeting for long hours throughout the week.
Those in budget deliberations wrestled with uncertainty around
a US$20 million budget shortfall, the potential implications
of which would affect the feasibility of completing the 18
deliverables agreed on at IPBES-2. The Plenary also had
before it a suite of items that needed finalizing to ensure the
Platform continues its work on solid footing, notably the conflict
of interest policy, the procedures for accepting, preparing,
approving and adopting deliverables, and the draft stakeholder
engagement strategy.

CREDIBILITY: EARLY PROMISE ON SCIENTIFIC
DELIVERABLES

Navigating a nascent “science-policy” interface is challenging,
and credibility—the quality of being convincing, trusted and
believed in—is not effortlessly earned, but easily lost. Executive
Secretary Anne Larigauderie’s announcement at the [IPBES-3
opening plenary that the Platform’s conceptual framework was
due to be published in two scientific journals was therefore
a particularly fortuitous early confirmation of the Platform’s
emerging scientific credentials. Similarly, the many statements
during the week underscoring IPBES’ role in meeting the
scientific needs of the biodiversity-related MEAs and the
UNCCD helped confirm that the Platform is finding its feet as a
strong voice of science to help bolster the sustainability agenda.
This perception seemed to be further reflected in the technical
and substantive nature of many of the contact group discussions.
As one seasoned CBD delegate noted, this stood in contrast to
delegates to the CBD’s Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical
and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) who are often “too caught
up in the political process.”

A large part of the work programme contact group’s
discussions was dedicated to finalizing the scoping for
assessments, which IPBES-3 agreed to define as “the process
by which the Platform will define the scope and objective
of a deliverable and the information, human and financial
requirements to achieve that objective.” Review of the
substantive elements of the scoping documents, which were built
on work conducted by nominated IPBES experts at a 2014 Paris
workshop, proceeded relatively smoothly, yet prompted concerns
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among some observers that the rigorous science that went into
the scoping documents could be “diluted” by opening the process
back up to government delegates. However, others stressed the
importance of providing an opportunity for [IPBES members to
ensure that their decisions strike a balance between scientific
rigor and the needs of decision makers and other stakeholders,
notably in relation to incorporating concepts such as multiple
values or ecosystem boundaries in practice and coupling thematic
assessments with subregional, regional and global assessments.
As one delegate put it, “while coupling may be sensible from a
scientific view point, alignment of thematic assessments with
sector-specific policy needs is important.”

RELEVANCE: MANAGING POLICY DEMAND

Extensive discussions took place with agreement to “couple”
the next phase of thematic assessments—on land degradation
and restoration, sustainable use of biodiversity, and invasive
alien species—with regional and subregional assessments, in
order to kick-start activities related to the remaining three IPBES
functions: implementing and promoting assessments of various
geographic and thematic scope; promoting the accessibility
and further development of identified policy support tools; and
identifying and addressing capacity-building needs through
integration and by catalyzing financial support.

One of the “lessons learned” during the first year of
implementation, as discussed in the Executive Secretary’s report,
is that effectively bridging the science-policy divide will require
substantial investments in developing the requisite infrastructure
of policy support tools and technical support units at regional and
lower levels. While the report focused on lessons in relation to
enhancing the effectiveness of the Multidisciplinary Expert Panel
to drive this process, it also calls for building the Secretariat’s
capacity to “properly establish, operationalize, oversee and
coordinate” TSUs.

Many, therefore, welcomed the operationalization of the
UN collaborative partnership, in which four agencies—UNDP,
UNESCO, FAO and UNEP—will provide coordinated support
to maximize synergies with the IPBES work programme. For
example, UNDP’s BES-Net network is expected to play a key
role in scaling up capacity building through the IPBES TSUs,
while collaboration with FAO seeks to enhance the focus
on interlinkages with food security and poverty alleviation
strategies, especially at the national level.

During the closing plenary, many speakers reiterated that
such value-added aspects of the IPBES work programme are
key to its continuing relevance in the overcrowded international
environmental governance arena. Pointing to some of the
innovative elements of the work programme, such as the
methodological study on how to work with multiple values and
pilot studies at the regional level on working with indigenous
and local knowledge, several observers called for the Platform
to chart its own path and avoid becoming either the “twin of the
IPCC” or the “little sibling of CBD.” This view was reiterated
by IPCC Chair Pachauri, who said that while “the IPCC might
have inspired the IPBES, the new generation is often a few steps
ahead of the previous one.”

LEGITIMACY: MOBILIZING A BROAD CONSTITUENCY
OF KNOWLEDGE HOLDERS AND USERS

In addition to ensuring that IPBES grows into a source of
scientifically rigorous deliverables that also meet policy makers’
needs, many also underscored the need to ensure that IPBES is
seen as a legitimate platform. To this end, they pointed to the
urgency of finalizing both the conflict of interest policy and the
stakeholder engagement strategies.

As noted in the “assumptions” section of the scoping
report for the land degradation and restoration assessment,
and echoed in other scoping documents, “promoting
restoration and designing and implementing sustainable land
management systems require a participatory process involving
the co-production of knowledge with relevant and diverse
stakeholders.”

At IPBES-3, participants from across these constituencies
underscored the need for a robust, open and transparent conflict
of interest policy to protect the Platform. The need for such
a process was underscored throughout the week as many
references were made to the Secretariat’s response in the journal
Nature to concerns over conflicts of interest among the experts
involved—some were representatives from the private sector—in
the fast-tracked pollinators assessment, which according to some,
may impact the assessment’s credibility. Deliberations in the
contact group stressed the need to protect the privacy of experts
(and not deter participation) while also making it clear that a
rigorous policy is in place to avoid any conflict of interest. As
these rules were finalized, conversations often had to entertain
potential scenarios about the types of interests that might be
disclosed in this process. As one observer noted, the success
of these rules will boil down to “what happens with the review
process” in practice. Another noted philosophically that the COI
policy is a “living document” that can be revisited as IPBES
learns from its early work programme.

In the same vein, having postponed discussion of the draft
stakeholder engagement strategy in Antalya, there were strong
feelings among stakeholders that if the strategy was not finalized
in Bonn, some might “disengage” from the process altogether.
Many pointed out that the Platform should not expect to continue
to benefit from their in-kind contributions without formally
acknowledging the role stakeholders play in realizing the IPBES’
objectives. While celebrating the last-minute compromise that
“miraculously” saved the strategy, the coordinated stakeholders
group acknowledged that much more work is needed to reach out
to others and create a truly inclusive network, while at the same
time ensuring that the Platform provides a level playing field for
multiple knowledge systems, not just established scientists.

MOVING FORWARD WITH CONFIDENCE

With pressure to move forward at this Plenary, pragmatism
won the day. Initially, some parties wanted to maintain the
status quo as agreed in Antalya (with all the work programme
deliverables being finalized by 2018). But when reporting the
outcome of joint budget and work programme contact group
discussions, the Bureau noted that the value of the “coupling
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discussions” was in finding a way to prioritize, integrate and
spread out the agreed deliverables to ensure that the work
programme would be fully implemented by 2019.

However, with this rejigging of its work programme, IPBES
has also opened itself up to increased scrutiny as its diverse
science and policy stakeholders await deliverables to see if they
indeed meet their needs. Perhaps understandably, IPBES has
prioritized assessments as the “low hanging fruit” that will not
only demonstrate its credibility, relevance and legitimacy, but
also provide an opportunity to refine procedures as needed, given
that by next year the bulk of its 2014-2018 work programme will
be well under way.

As one observer concluded, the constructive discussions
revealed that IPBES’ members and stakeholders want the
Platform to succeed and it still has a window to apply the initial
lessons learned before the inevitable calls to show concrete
results begin to get louder. With the first real outputs of the
current work programme—the two fast-track assessments on
pollination and scenario analysis and modeling of biodiversity
and ecosystem services—up for discussion at IPBES-4, the next
session of the Plenary will likely be the first “real litmus test” of
the credibility, relevance and legitimacy of the Platform.

UPCOMING MEETINGS

Expert Group Meeting on an Optional Protocol to
UNDRIP: This group will discuss a study of the possibility of
an optional protocol to the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), focusing on land, territories and
resource rights, as well as the right to self-determination, self-
government and autonomy. The results of the meeting will be
reported to the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues at
its fourteenth session in May 2015. dates: 27-29 January 2015
location: UN Headquarters, New York contact: Secretariat of
the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues phone: +1-917-
367-5100 fax: +1-917-367-5102 email: indigenous un@
un.org www: http://undesadspd.org/IndigenousPeoples/
EGM20150ptionalProtocoltoUNDRIP.aspx

Les Assises du Vivant 2015: Biodiversity and Climate
Change in Interaction: Entitled “Biodiversity and Climate
Change in Interaction: Creating new life possibilities,” this event
will focus on three themes: rethinking conservation — towards
“no regrets” strategies; developing ecological solidarity and
environmental justice by “teaming up” with the rest of the living
world; and doing business differently by articulating performance
and resilience. dates: 9-10 February 2015 location: Paris,
France contact: John Crowley, UNESCO email: J.Crowley@
unesco.org www: http://en.unesco.org/events/assises-du-vivant-
2015-biodiversity-and-climate-change-interaction-creating-new-
life

Third International Conference on Natural Resource
Management for Food and Rural Livelihoods: Organized by
the Soil Conservation Society of India in collaboration with the
Indian Council of Agricultural Research, this conference will
address ways to boost agricultural productivity for food security
and economic development, while conserving and restoring the
natural resource base. Topics to be covered include: assessment,

development and management of natural and human resources
for livelihood and food security; integrated management of water
and land resources to prevent land degradation and salinity-
related desertification; and policy frameworks for capacity
building to mitigate emerging problems in natural resource
management. dates: 10-13 February 2015 location: New Delhi,
India contact: Shri Jagatveer Singh phone: +91-11-25848244
email: soilcsi@gmail.com www: http://www.icscsi2015.in/docs/
First%20Circular.pdf

Third UNCCD International Scientific Conference:

The third International Scientific Conference of the UNCCD
will address combating desertification, land degradation and
drought for poverty reduction and sustainable development — the
contribution of science, technology, traditional knowledge and
practices. dates: 9-12 March 2015 location: Cancun, Mexico
contact: UNCCD Secretariat phone: +49-228-815-2800 fax:
+49-228-815-2898/99 email: secretariat@unced.int www:
http://3sc.unced.int/

Third Global Science Conference on Climate-Smart
Agriculture: The Third Global Scientific Conference on
Climate-Smart Agriculture (CSA) is the result of a Netherlands-
led initiative aimed at simultaneously addressing the themes of
agriculture, food security and climate change. The conference
will continue the work of the first and second conferences, held
in Wageningen, the Netherlands, in 2011, and Davis, California,
US, in 2013. The initiative has structured its work around two
parallel processes: one to address the science of CSA and the
other to focus on policy. The conference, which will focus on
vulnerable countries and populations, filling research gaps
and closing the science-policy divide, will be an opportunity
for researchers to update knowledge of CSA and make
recommendations to policymakers.. dates: 16-18 March 2015
location: Montpellier, France www: http://csa2015.cirad.fr/

International Day of Forests: UN General Assembly
resolution 67/200, adopted on 21 December 2012, declared 21
March the International Day of Forests. date: 21 March 2015
contact: UNFF Secretariat phone: +1-212-963-3401 fax:
+1-917-367-3186 email: unff@un.org www: http://www.
un.org/esa/forests/

Africa Rising: Mobilising Biodiversity Data for
Sustainable Development: This conference brings together
stakeholders, aiming to: accelerate regional understanding of
the biodiversity data-science-policy value chain; strengthen
regional engagement, learning networks, and collaborative
synergies with a view to streamlining the data-science-policy
value chain; and galvanize political commitment to mobilising
Africa’s biodiversity data. dates: 24-26 March 2015 location:
Cape Town, South Africa contact: Russell Galt, South African
National Biodiversity Institute phone: +27-12-843-5000
email: r.galt@sanbi.org.za www: http://www.sanbi.org/news/
sanbi-host-africa-rising-mobilising-biodiversity-data-sustainable-
development-conference

14th Session of the UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous
Issues: The Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues (UNPFII)
will follow up on the outcome of the World Conference
on Indigenous Peoples (WCIP) and discuss the post-2015
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development agenda. The 14th session will include discussions
on youth self-harm and suicide, indigenous issues in the Pacific
region, and the possibility of an optional protocol to the UN
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP).
Other issues to be addressed include implementation of UNDRIP,
and the future work of the UNPFII. dates: 20 April - 1 May
2015 location: UN Headquarters, New York contact: UNPFII
Secretariat phone: +1-917-367-5100 fax: +1-917-367-5102
email: indigenous_un@un.org www: http://undesadspd.org/
IndigenousPeoples/UNPFIISessions/Fourteenth.aspx

UNFF11: UNFF11 will consider the future of the
International Arrangement on Forests, based on challenges
and its effectiveness. The meeting will also review progress
in the implementation of the global objectives on forests and
the non-legally binding instrument on all types of forests.
Thematic issues under consideration include sustainable forest
management and forest law enforcement as well as cooperation
and coordination. dates: 4-15 May 2015 location: UN
Headquarters, New York contact: UNFF Secretariat phone:
+1-212-963-3401 fax: +1-917-367-3186 email: unffi@un.org
www: http://www.un.org/esa/forests/session.html

International Day for Biological Diversity 2015: The
UN proclaimed 22 May the International Day for Biological
Diversity to increase understanding and awareness of
biodiversity issues. The theme for 2015 is “Biodiversity for
Sustainable Development” to reflect the importance of efforts
made to establish a set of Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) as part of the UN post-2015 development agenda for
the period of 2015-2030 and the relevance of biodiversity for
the achievement of sustainable development. The selection
of the theme also underlines the adoption of the Gangwon
Declaration at the High-level Segment of the twelfth meeting of
the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological
Diversity. date: 22 May 2015 contact: CBD Secretariat
phone: +1-514-288-2220 fax: +1-514-288-6588 email:
Secretariat@cbd.int www: http://www.cbd.int/idb/

Ramsar COP 12: The 12th Meeting of the Conference of
the Contracting Parties to the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands
(COP 12) will take place in June 2015. dates: 1-9 June 2015
location: Punta del Este, Uruguay contact: Ramsar Secretariat
phone: +41-22-999-0170 fax: +41-22-999-0169 email:
ramsar(@ramsar.org www: http://www.ramsar.org/about/cop12-
punta-del-este-uruguay-1-9-june-2015

Third Plenary Assembly of the Global Soil Partnership:
The third Global Soil Partnership (GSP) Plenary Assembly is
scheduled in June 2015. dates: 22-24 June 2015 location:
Rome, Italy contact: Ronald Job Vargas Rojas, GSP Secretariat
email: GSP-Secretariat@fao.org www: http://www.fao.org/
globalsoilpartnership

CITES AC28: The 28th meeting of the Animals Committee
of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES AC28) will develop
recommendations for the seventeenth meeting of the CITES
Conference of the Parties. dates: 30 August - 3 September 2015

location: Tel Aviv, Israel contact: CITES Secretariat phone:
+41-22-917-81-39/40 fax: +41-22-797-34-17 email: info@
cites.org www: http://www.cites.org/eng/news/calendar.php

CITES PC22: The 22nd meeting of the Plants Committee
of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES PC22) will develop
recommendations for the seventeenth meeting of the CITES
Conference of the Parties. dates: 19-23 October 2015 location:
Thilisi, Georgia contact: CITES Secretariat phone: +41-22-
917-81-39/40 fax: +41-22-797-34-17 email: info@cites.org
www: http://www.cites.org/eng/news/calendar.php

IPBES-4: The fourth session of the Plenary of IPBES will
take place in early 2016, with the dates and location to be
determined. contact: [IPBES Secretariat phone: +49-228-815-
0570 email: secretariat@ipbes.net www: http://www.ipbes.net

GLOSSARY

CBD Convention on Biological Diversity

CITES Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora

CMS Convention on Migratory Species

COI Conflict of interest

FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN

GBIF Global Biodiversity Information Facility

GRULAC Latin American and Caribbean Group

IAS Invasive alien species

IIFBES International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services

ILK Indigenous and local knowledge

IPBES Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

MEA Multilateral environmental agreement

MEP Multidisciplinary Expert Panel

SES Stakeholder engagement strategy

TSU Technical Support Unit

UNCCD United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNEP United Nations Environment Programme

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and

Cultural Organization
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