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The annex to the present note, prepared by the United Nations Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre on behalf of the Cambridge Conservation Initiative, contains a preliminary review of the motivations for participating in assessments of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, building on discussion that took place during the workshop on the thematic content of the first work programme of the Platform, held in Copenhagen from 16 to 18 January 2012; the report of the workshop is contained in document UNEP/IPBES.MI/2/INF/8. The annex has been reproduced as received, without formal editing.
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This paper aims to inform discussions concerning the participation of experts ia potential IPBES
assessments, using interview responses to ilustrate the posiive and nogative incentives to participate
assessments. The ideas of positive incentives - 2 benclit of participating in IPBES asscssments ~ and
negative incentives ~ the costs of partcipation - are used to frame the discussion in this paper. The
lelihood of any expert participating in IPBES assessments is likely to depend on the balance they, or
their employer, perceives between these positive and negative incentives. In order to attract the best
qualified experts to contribute the right incentives need to be offered and, at the same time, the extent
of disincentives must be as small as possible, o that the balance is positive for these experts. The
discussions and recommendations in this paper are taken from members of the Cambridge
Conservation Initiative (CCT), a network of organisations all working in fields related to IPBES. Hence,
the conelusions of this paper should be represencative of many of the experts that could make useful
contributions to IPBES assessments.





[image: image7.jpg]For a sample of 15 nerviewees based In Cambridge the balance of incentives is mostly positive for low-
ntensity inpats (reviewers, authors and contributors), although this balance becomes slightly negative
for the more time-intense roles (Lead Authors, Co-ordinating Lead Authors). The following arc the six
most significant. recommendations from interviewees that would reduce the excent of negative
incentives and increase the positive incentives of patticipating n IPBES assessmens

« Communication of Potential Impact: Evaluate and communicate the way in which
assessments make a difference to environmental policy-making, 50 as to encourage wide
participation in development and delivery of assessments If experts do not feel that an
assessment will have a palicy impact they are lkely to decline an invitation to participate.

+ Research and Interest relevance: Ensurc experts are asked for targeted inputs, reated to
theiz specialism, and explore ways in which deas can be exchanged between academics.

« Compensation for Time: Explore ways to allow for some sort of inancial compensation for
intensive time commitments, so that key potential participants do not have to decline because
existing paid work aiready fills their diary o because there i no funding to pay their wages
through the ‘project’of assessment input.

« Timetabling: Set fim, realistc timetables for assessments wel in advance of the start dates for
work so that participants have time to make room for input to assessments in their work
schedues.

+ Gaining Recognition: Explore ways in which assessment inputs could be translated into
academic papers, as assessment outputs are rot valued as much as academic research for
university experts. Additionally, clarify how organisations will be acknowledged, because
building profle is ax important positive incentive for non-university participants and their
organisations.

« Beneficial Networking: Ensure that a large and representative nietwork of experts i created
and used, because many pactcipants villrespond positvely fthey can rasc thefr profie with a
‘vide audience and also learn from a wide group of experts

A~ INTRODUCTION TO IPBES AND ASSESSMENTS
“The Integovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES)
was established on 21 April 2012 when representatives of consenting Governments adopted
resolution’ to_establish IPBES as an independent intergovernmental body. IPBES aims to
strengehen the science-policy interface for biodiversity and ecosystern services, 5 3 to improve
the conservation and sustainable use of nature, This resolution outlines four wain functions ia
order to achieve these goals:

5. Providing key scientific information needed for policymakers at appropriate scales, as well
a5 supporting the creation of new knowledge through existing organisations, insttutions
and mechanisms.

b, Assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services at global and regional levels,
‘potentially complemented by sub-regional and thematic assessments.

e Providing policy-relevant tools to aid decision-makers.

*UNEP/IPBESMIafo




[image: image8.jpg]d. Capacity-bullding to improve the use of and generation of sclentific knowledge concerning
biodiversity and ecosystem services.

2. This paper focuses on the role ofscientists and other experts I the coordination and defivery of
assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services (part b above). IPBES is likel to produce
outputs similar to the Intergovernmental Parel on Climate Change (IPCC) Assessment Reports,
the Global Environment Outlook (GEO), the Global Biodiversity Outlook (GBO) and the
Millennium Ecosystem Asscssment (MA). This is ikely to require expert pasticipation in the
process, as with other assessments. It is assumed that mich of this expert participation wil be
‘on a voluntary basis - o at least not paid for irectly by [PBES,

3. There were a range of different roles that experts could have played to support assessments, but
most followed a similar division of responsibilities. Table 1 summarises the structure for the
IPCC assessments, which is roughly similar to other assessments and is perhaps most similar
its purpose to [PBES. All o the IPCC roles are voluntary, but carry with them a varying degree
of responsiblity. Coordinating Lead Authors (CLAs), for example, are charged with overall
responsibility for the contents of cach chapter, which contrasts with an author or contributor,
who may only write one or two paragraphs of text.

‘Table 1: The responsibilities ad tire commitments of various roles in the IPCC assessment”
Role " e T rome Commicment

oot e | o e of e g o ooy

st At rsducehe el et f e caper s

ot | P e -

Review Editor {mﬂm““m‘"‘“m“ Medivm

Reeves | e e et s v ow

4 The way that experts may become involved specifically in IPBES assessments is et €0 be
y
finalised. For this study it will be assumed that the Plenary wil choose to follow a sivilar
structure to the IPCC and other assessments, as outlincd in Table 1.

B~ INCENTIVES AND DISINCENTIVES TO PARTICIPATE IN ASSESSMENTS
5. Early in 2012 the European Union Presidency aud Buropean Platform for Biodiversity Research
Strategy (EPBRS) convened a workshop in Copenhagen on ‘The thematic content of the first
IPBES work programme’. During that workshop participants identificd a list of potential
‘benefits’ and ‘disincentives’ for expert participation in IPBES assessments. The ldea
underpinning these discussions was that there are ceztain beneits to participating in the
assessment process which incentivise participation, and potential drawbacks which might
disincentivise participation. For example, the prestige of becoming a lead author would draw
some experts to play a role in a cestain assessment, while others may not participate due to the





[image: image9.jpg]associated time commitments. The ful st of potential fncentives and disincentives that the
Copenhagen workshop produced i found in Box.1.

6. The likelihood of any expert participating in IPBES assessments is likel to depend on the
balance they, or their employer, percelves between the positive and negative incentives.If the.
balance s in favour of the posiive incentives, the expert is more likely o be willing to take part
in global assessments and vice versa.If IPBES is o be able to make use of expert participation,
positive incentives will need to outweigh negative Incentives for a sufficiently large number of
experts. In diffcult economic times, and with a constantly increasing workload for many
professionals, it may be lesslikely than in the past that the balanee of ncentives il be positve.
for many of these potential xperts.

Box 1 Potential incentives and disincéntives of participation in IPBES.

» Incentives to partcipate:

+ Prestige and opportunitis to engage with peers i a project of scientiic excelence

+ Participating in something tha can be seen to be having an impact and making a difference

+ Ability to work on something they consider important, Independently ard without
constraints

Addressiog questions of interest to them pessonally, and relevant fo thelir research interests.

‘Conribution of thelr comporients toa bigger picture

Networking opportunities

Grants,scholarships and felowships linked to IPBES, and potentially prizes.

> Disincentivesto partiipation:

« For senios scientist there i perhaps a disincentive to engage in a process whre they have not
been engaged in developing the questions that the processis addressing

« Meetings and discussion can take a huge amount of time, and intergovernmental processes
can appear slow, unintelligible and uninviting to sientists and oter knawledge holders

« Opportunities to cngage can be restricted if it is entirely voluntary, o funding behind it s
important - If not this can bring its own blases where only those able to afford to will
paticipate

+ Potential lack of recognition for the contributions that individual scientists make by
insticutions that employ them, where the value of doing o is unclear and the institution
supports the cost

= It may be possible for ncentives to be et up by research funding agencies, but at present how.
incentives might be established is unclear

« Lackof clarity on how to participate

Source: EPBRS, 3012, The thematic content of th first IPBES work programme. University of
‘Copenhagen, 16-18 Janary 2012, EPBRS.

7. As yet there has been no rescarch to expand on the discussions held at the Copenhagen
workshop on the incentives and disincentives of partiipating in [PBES. This paper aims to
address this gap, claborating on the incentives and disincentives outlined in Box 1. An
‘understanding of the balance and weighting of incentives and disincentives of participation in
IPBES assessments for potential expert assessors could help IPBES during is discussions of
fture work programmes, 5o that the right incentives can be offered and, at the same time, the
extent of disincentives can be reduced.
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2. Which positive and negative incentives of parcicipating in PBES assessments would
potential participants respond to?

b. Do individuals who have participated in previous relevant assessments have
observations on the best practices for promoting engagement from those assessments?

€. Are there any relevant incentives or disincentives that the Copenhagen workshop
missed?

9. The paper conclides with a summary of the findings and recommendations for [PBES.

C-MeTHOD

10. This study used semi-structured interviews to Investigate the opinions of a range of experts
regarding incentives and disincentives of participation in global assessments. Using this
strategy aflows a more open exploration of issues than would be achieved If a questionnaire
were used, aliowing new Ideas to come forward that were not considered in Box 1 or during the
rescarch design. At the same time, this format permits an in-depth discussion of the list of
Incentives and _disincentives produced by the Copenhagen workshop. Moreover, open
interviews produce a more narrative-bascd description of an individual’s experiences and
opinions, as opposed to a closed set of answers produced by a survey. Interviews were recorded
(if the participant consented) to verify that notes made during the interview were correct and
represented the opinions of the interviewee.

1. Towards the end of each interview a worksheet was given to the participan, on which they
marked which positive and negative incentives would be fmportant for them if they wore
deciding whether to participate in an IPBES assessment. As such the responses are hypothetical
and not predietive e.. ticking ‘research overlap' as a possible positive incentive means tht the
partcipant woukd respond postively if the assessment related to their research and interests
and not whether they think it will a this point in time. The options available on ¢he worksheet
are based on the statements in Box 1, but were modified following pilot interviews as the
respondents wished to be more specific about what the incentive related to. A copy of the
workshet is prescnted i Appendix 1. This was intended as a quick summary activiy to follow
the main discussion of incentives, so analysis of workshee responses provides an introductory
context for the more in-epth, qualitative discussion which is based on the conversations that
formed the bulk of each Interview. Two interviews were not conducted face to face o the
wworksheet could ot be completed; hence there ase only 13 responses to the worksheet, whereas
there are 15 respondents considered in the main discussior of incentives.

12. Appropriate respondents were identified within the Cambridge Conservation Initiative (CCI), a
‘partnership of organisations based in and arouad Cambridge, United Kingdom that monitor
and study biodiversity and implement conservation schemes. CCI aims to “sccure a sustainable
future for biodiversity and soclety through an effective partnership of leaders in research,
‘education, policy and practice™, Member organisations include®;

 Anumber of departments of the University of Cambridge

 hispul o consersation.cam acklcenridge-conservation:nitative- i (Accessed 7/a12013)
* g /s conservation,cam.zc.ub/cci-sollaboration (Accessed 7fia/ 012)





[image: image11.jpg]© Department of Zoology
o Department of Plan Sciences
© Department of Geography
© Department of Land Economy.
o The Judge Bustaess School
© The Cambridge Programme for Sustainable Leadership
. 'UNEP World Canservation Monitoring Centre.
. International Union for Conservation of Nature (UCN)
. TRAFFIC
. Birdlife International
. ‘The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPE)
. Flora and Fauna International
. Britsh Trust for Ornithology (BTO)
. ‘Tropical Biology Association (TBA)
. Cambridge Conservation Forur (CCF)

13. These organisations are respected for their level of expertise and ofien contribute to national
and international discussions concerning a wide array of topics related to_ biodiversity,
conservation and ecosystem services”. The breadch of cxpertise covers a range of different
disciplines (from Human Geography and Economcs to Plant Bialogy) and geographical aress.
CCI organisation staff members have previously contributed to the global environmental
assessments noted in paragraph 2, and many CCl staff members are likely to be asked to
contribute to IPBES assessments, making this an ideal sample group. The respondents were
chosen, firstly, because they had expertise that could be relevant to an IPBES asscssment.
Secondly, respondents were picked to represent the range of previous environmental
assessments (IPCC, GEO, GBO, MA and the UK National Ecosystem Assessment), utlising
experiences and best practices from previous assessments. Pasticpants who have not previously
participated in assessments were ‘also included to assess their opiaions on Joiniug an

international assessment for the first time. Thirdly potential candidates were chosen in line
with operating principle b (relating to “an interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary approach™) so
that there was a balance of social and naural scientists, There was an approxiiate 5050 split
of members of the University of Cambridge and non-university organisations. Unfortunately,
due to time constraints and the above criteia the sample is not gender balanced.

34, Direct quotes from interviewees are referenced anonymorsly, with each respondent assigned
unique code beginning with the lecter 'R’ followed by a random number betwee 1 and 15 (as
there were 15 respondents in total). As two of these interviews were not conducted face to face,
there are only 33 responses to the worksheet. Appendix 2 indicates the different assessment
experience of each participant and whether of not they belong o the Uniersity of Cambridge.

D - RESULTS
15, This section wil begin by anaiysing the responses to the worksheets, providing a quantitative
context for the more detailed discussion that follows, based on the conversations in the
interviews. Recommendations from participants are considered alongside the commentaries
they provided, indicsting some of the preferred mechanisms for enabling partiipation in IPBES

3ibid
CUNEP/IPBESMI/alo





[image: image12.jpg]assessments. Additionally, reflections on past experiences with global assessments (such as
1PCC, GEO, GHO, MA) are incorporate to highlght some of the bes: paceces from those
assessments and sorme of the issues to steer awsy from. The discussion section is rdered into
themes based on the maln polat of discusion In the Inerviews. Sectons D to D7 cover
themes relaed to Bor 1, with section D8 looking st some of the novel points raised by
particpants

D.1 - WORKSHEET RESPONSES
16. The respenses of the 13 paricipants who completed a worksheet are analysed in this
introductory sectlon, illustating which ncentives and disincentives would be important when
considering participation in potential IPBES assessments. As mentioned in paragraph 1 the
‘worksheet answers indicate the levl of response to certain hypothetical situations; . ticking
‘recogmition for department’ means the respordent wold respond to that f their department

was rocogrised, rather than because that is how they percefve it currently.

17. Tor the potential positive incentives Figue 1 indicates that the most important considerations
would be about an assessment's potential impact and how close it was o thels interests and.
rescarch. An expert’s passion for conservtion or environmentl protection s also a very large
positive incentive, Tn terms of "networking opportunites, many experts would respond
positively f assessment participation meant belng part of an {nfluential network and an expert
network, although the process of actually forming networks through [PBES is not viewed with
similar importanc. “Recognition for University/ Organisation" would be a positive incentive
for clght out of the 13 respondents, with seven responding positivel to personal recogaition.
“This would suggest that the way in which contributions are acknowledged in potential IPBES

for eight respondents, indicating that a fairly large number of experts would react positively to
financial support.

Figure 1: The number of responses given for possible positive incentives

Tomake a diffecnce
Overlaps it resesechaneinterests

‘Woskd be part of an expert netsork

Passton o conservation; emvivonmntal protection
Would be pact of an nfsential network
Recogeiionor Unkvesiy/ Organisaton

VIl brtng b grants

Personal ecogrition

Working an something pertantvith feodoms
Recognition or Deparuent

Wonld ke to formnavorkis)

Scloknships orfllovships related to IPBES
Promotion theosgh publicationecord)

18, The most fmportant negative incentive would be high work commitments, with 12 out of 13
respondents (as shown In Figure 2) indicatiag that this would be a reason not to participate in





[image: image13.jpg]IPBES assessments. Family commitments would also be negative incentive, As seven out of the
13 respondents ticked “unclear how IPBES will worke, it would appear that some experts wil
react negatively if i is not clear to them exactly how an ssscssmont would work, Similarly,
some experts may react negatively if it is unclear whether the assessment will make 2
difference. There could also be a fairly negative response if there i no financial compensation
for participation (6 out of 13 ticked *not enough money to participate’) and if organisations are
not acknowledged flly forthelr contributions.

Figure 2; The number of responses to possible negative incentives

vow oy

Highwauk conunitmonts
Unclesr ons IPBES il vork

Fasally Commituents

Notenoughmoney to participare

Unclorifvill makea diffeence.

Nt enough recogaition for University/Organistion
Fonding sgency incentives uncless

Need el grantsfor neetings

Nosesesuch overlap

Unclss howe fojoin TPBES.

Not not enongh ffort to engage espentn set-up.
Not encugh recogniton for nddual

Notenough secogaition fo deportment

Scalef secogaiton (oo lx ke o toolocal scale)
Social/ velantesring conrituments

Datne one and dontvsh to o anothes
Noiatovestin ntergersamental peocesses

EI
i

”i!iHl”l

19. In this section some ofthe incentives have been discussed in both a positive and a negative way.
For example, experts responded both positvely and negatively to the idea of recognition,
indicating that the right level of recognition may be a positive incontive, but an Insuficient
lovel of recogaition could be a negative incentive. The subsequent discussion of incentives
incorporates the positive and negative Feactions together to establsh the idea of a balance. In
some cases (us indicated in the introduction to each sub-section) there are only positive
interpretations and in others mostly negative.

D.2 ~ PASSION AND INTERESTS
20, As outlined in Bor1 and demonstrated in Figure 1, there are aily important positive incentives
to participate in IPBES asessments relating to an experts current work intecests or their
passion for Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. The main points of discussion concening an
expert’s interests revolved around “how closely aligned it [assessment work] is to the work we.
already have* (R7). This can be splt fthe into two stzands that em erged from the interview.

. In the firs strand, participants suggested that assessment work was an important way
to use their expertise to make specific contributions relating to thelr specialism.
University academics in pasticular spoke of “uniguely identificble” (Ris) inputs, using
thelz specilism to improve the understanding of a tople, while non-university





[image: image14.jpg]participants tended to express this in terms of the subject or ssue their organiation
targets specfically. This stands to reason: an expert in one feld is not going to be able
to contribute effctively to a section outside of thetr specialism, a reason that five
participants gave for potential non-partcipation. The positve ncentive el here i that
conteibuting to IPBES asessments would be a chance to mobiise their existing
knowiedge to improve global understanding ofa topic.

b, In the sccond strand, participants discussed the “intellectual payofi” (R) from the
process, specificall the exposure to new ideas which could contribute to new lines of
work or firther support exsing work. University lecturers, for example, hoped (o be
able to Yeed back into teaching..and research® (Ro) and to “draw on exampes from
other parts of he world” (Ra). Non-university participants also ssw a positive incentive
in exchanging ideas, with one respondent even noting that lack of two-way information
exchange was an issue with their previous involvement with assessments.

21, In terms of conservation and environmental protection, most respondents quickly jumped to a
discussion of policy impact. In this sense, the ‘passion’ for conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity would be an “obvious..motivating force” (Rus) but it i the impact that an expert
could have on policies to improve environmental protection and the conservation and
sustainable use of species that s the positive incentive. As such there is further discussion of
‘passion for conservation/ environmental protection’ in the next section (paragraph 22).

22. There were two main recommendations made to highlight this passion and interest incentive,
both of which are relaed to discussians below so will be dealt with there. The first i to dlarify
whether underlying rescarch completed by researchers could be used in academic papers after
the assessment period, which is discussed in paragraph 32. The second involved Inviting as wide
2 range of experts to participate i assessments as possible, which is elaborated ir paragraph
a8

D3~ MAKING AN IMPACT
23. ‘Making a difference’ and having some influence on the policy process, a llustraed in Figures
and 3, can be both positive and negative incentives for experts to participate in assessments.
For many of those intervicwe the abilty o thei contribudon, and the report overal, to have
an impact on the decision-making process would be a key positive incentive, although some
would react negatively fthey thought that the asessment may miot have an impact.

24. When discussing ‘makinga difference’, o participants were very clea that they wished to make
a “transformational difference” (R4) to global environmental policy through their participation
in IPBES assessments. Being able to “Interact with govemments at the highest level” (R8) and
“having a positive impact on conservation” (Rs), or words to that effect, were used very often.
These sentiments were highiighted as a benefi of previous assessment partcipation. For five
participants this was the most important potential positve incentive for partcipation. The
postive incentive here, a5 mentioned in paragraph 3, i “to be doing samething that's policy
reluted” (Ra). The converse was stated In cight interviews: non-participation will accur 1 don't
think it's going to be useful(R7). As such, It was suggosted that IPBES communicates how it
“navigates o be the one as opposed to another assessment” (Ra) and makes clear how its
assessments will interface with policy-makers, in order to clarify the extent of this positive

incentive and remove concerns about a lack of Impact ( negative incenciv). Commenicaing
the extent of impact when decisons are taken would slso ncresse this ncentiv.





[image: image15.jpg]35. A different kind of impact that some experts wish to make s to “ifluence significantly che
content" of a chapter (R). For four of the fiteen interviewees how mich voice 1 feel 1 have”
(R8) would be an incentive; some experts would react positively to the ability to discuss issues
and add a certain school of thought to a paper, which may previously have beea lef out. This
akes the discussion in paragraph 202 a step further, with these experts wishing to contribute
their expertise In oder to ensure the assessment s truy iner-discipinary and representative of
al the different positions within each discipline. Thres of the four who old this view are from
the University of Cambridge, so this may be related to each of them identifying with and
wishing to represent a specifc field within thei discipline. Similarly, three interviewees, cach
from non-universiy organisations, suggested that their organisation, and others similer to
them, were trying to get * seat at the fable” (Rq) 50 that they could potentially have some
“voice'on the IPBES process. The posiive incentive for these interviewees i to be able to bring
their exsting knowledge to the proces, n order that as much cvidence a5 possible s avalable
for use in the sssessment and that none is lot out. A more cyvical interpretation of this
discussion would suggest that some participants may introduce bias by focussing the content
on issues particular to them, potentially compromising the cbjectvity of the ssessment
output.

36. To conclude there s 2 large desir to provide meaningful inputs (o the development of global
policy and to ensure that “governmenss..use the best available information” (Rio) when
planning environmental management and protection. If IPBES. cannot demonstrate how it
‘makes an impact on policy, and how large that impact will be, ther: many experts may refrain
from participating. Addicionally, some experts wish to make an impact on the content iself, in
order that a certain position or existing picees of research are not ef out of he assessment. In
some cass this may increase the multdisciplinasy nature of the output, but in others it may
lead to the aver-representation of some positions on 2 topic, at the expense of others. As such,
IPBES could consider the ways in which it incorporates the available evidence and the rane of
disciplines, schools and organisations that may wish to contribute without introducing bias
which could compromise the objectiviy of the assessment.

D.4~ NETWORKING

37. ‘Networking opportunities were noted a3 a positve incentive in Box 1 and, 3 Figure 1
indicate, it is one of the more Important positve incentives. However, there is very lile
negative response for this incentive so this sub-section may appear to be very biased towards
positive incentives. As the discussion below claborates, many interviewees wil respond
positvely if participation in IPBES assessment alsos provides a chance to meet and learn from
other experts; allows an expert o build ther profile; and ixvolves participans from across the
‘world, particulary from developing countris.

‘or 1t of the 15 experts Interviewed, the “social process..has value® (Rg) and would be an
important factor when making their decision on whether or ot to participate in an assessment.
This value is threefold:

2. Pirstly, there i value in meeting new peopie. Through previous assessment expecience,
‘participants ‘met some nteresting people that [they] wouldn' otherise have met” (R8)
and gained new insights into thels feld. Especiallyfor university academics, the chance
to Jeed back into teaching..and research” (Rg) would be a positive incentive. This
follows the discussion in paragraph 20b, where ths Incentive of Tnteliectual payoff was
‘mentioned by many participants. It should be noted that “typically the people who will
be involved [in global assessments] wil gt to know each other at other meetings” (Ru),





[image: image16.jpg]50 the value of networking through [PBES may not be s large for those already
involved in global assessments. Further, one partiipant noted that there were already
“50 many opportuniies” (Ras) to necwork in Cambridge that networking through IPBES
was not a particularly important incentive, while another nored that nefworls could
‘sometimes be “a distraction” (Ri3). Hence, the positive incntive of networking is
weighted differently by each expert depending on their previous experience and
existing access o networks.

b Secondly, networks could be *hlpfi for profie” (R13). On a personal level, two of the 15
interviewees would respond positively if they could “raise [thei] profile in  group of
new people” (R3) and gin cantacts which may provide routes to future work. On an
‘organisational level, three participants wished to draw attention to the networks that
they act as ‘gatckeepers’ to. The positive incentive here is to use networking
experiences to build a profile that helps gain future wark.

¢ Thirdly, participants hoped that the networking experience would increase the
effctiveness of IPBES, Six parcicipants expressed the view that, by working with many
partners from across the world, more effective action to reduce biodiversty loss may
occur In addition to creating a trly global picture of the knowledge on biodiversity
and ecosystem service. Linked to this,thrce participants noted that collaboration with
‘experts from developing countries could aid the capacity building element of the IPBE
work programme, The positive incentive in this case is to collaborate to increase the
effectiveness of current and future IPBES-related actions. Both of these points are
covered in IPBES operating principles a, d and £, indicating that experts are likely
sespond positively to [PBES assessments fthese principles are kept in mind.

2. Generally network-based incentives are viewed as positive, but are not necessarily of paramotnt
importance. Suggestions that were made to increase this incentive include mechanisms for
wide parcicipation, including both junior and senior researchers in the assessment proess as
well a5 a variety of academics from different disciplines and difierent geographical locations
(Raz). This would help increase the positive incentives lsted above: learming from others,
raising profile and increasing the effectiveness of IPBES'activities.

D.5 - PRESTIGE AND RECOGNITION
30. The prestige of participating in an asscssment is given as a positive incentive to partiipate in
Box 1, while & Ylack of recogition for contributions” was given as a negative incentive, Figures 1
and 2 highlight that experts would respond positively if they and their organisation were
acknowledged but may ceact negatively if this recognition is insufficient, This sub-section
discusses these reactions in more detal, indicating what past of the prestige of an IPBES
assessment the respondent would like to draw upon (ie. is it for themselves or for their
organisation). This section also considers the lack of recogition by university authoriies of
participation in assessments and the potential negative incentive this constitutes In fact, the
importance of recognition and prestige appears to be sigaificantly different for university
respondents and non-universicy respondents, 5o each group will b discussed in turn.

1. Non-university organisations would see participation in assessments a5 beneficial or adding
“profile and credibilty” (Rs) to the organication. The positive incentive here, as mentioned in
paragraph 28b, i to improve an organisation's profile by partcipating i ssessmeats, which in
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[image: image17.jpg]tum helps maintain a comperitve edge. Only ane universit-based respondent mentioned the
value of their contribution to the university, while five non-university respondents pointed out
‘the value for their organisation.

3. In terms of personal recogition, there were two divergent views Ry, 2 Rily senior partcipant
in a previous assessment, was “quite upset” about being left out of the acknowledgements list
Another participant.echoed this sentiment with regard to IPBES, hoping for ‘some
acknowledgement® (R6). On the other hard, two other participants were not particularly
concerned about individual recogition, so long as they could demonstrate on a CV that they
were involved; however, these participants were interested in taking more minor roles, The
positive incentive here isto be associated with the assessment on a personal leve,although this
may become negative f experts do not fel they will be acknowledged folly. Recommendations
to maximise the positive incentive involved extensive lsts of every contributor to the report,
although one respondent suggested Introducing some differeniation so that the differing levels
of contributions could be more easily identifed.

3. Universicy academics, on the other hand, expressed concern that assessment participation
“doesn’ realy seem to count" (R8) in the eyes of research councils o university bodies, While
academics can gain improved ‘reputational standing” (Riz2) from assessments, they are
expected, first and foremost, to contribute to high impact academic journals, especially at a
sescarcivintensive establishment like the University of Cambridge. One suggestion made in
erder to overcome ths was the ‘promise of a paper” (Rs), the idea that assessment contributions
could also end up i academic journals. For some chapters in an asessment this may be
possible, but others (paricularly the synthesis) often do not translate well into academic
publications. It will be interesting to monitor the progress of the Rescarch Excellence
Framework (REF) which will be used to asses xesearch quality of UK Universitio from 2014, In
this, 2% of the overall grade for a universty’s rescarch quality wil be based on “Impact” and
the “each and significance™. As Rz sugpested, asessment participation could provide 2
*compelling impact story” so wold, urder the REF, ‘count'and be valued more highly than It is
carrently. Hence, this change may lead to academics responding in a less negative way to
assessment participation.

34. In summary, the prestige and recogition of participating in an IPBES assessment s a farly
important positve incentiv. Interviewees from non-university organisations would respond
positively to recognition for their organisatior, with personal recognition secondary to tis but
still important, The main recommendation for this group was to make it clear from the
beginning how contributions il be acknowledged and to ensure that the organisation i
mentioned in some way. University-based Interviewees, however, explained that they would
ot benefi from recognition for assessment work because these outputs are not valued very
highly by universities or research assessment bodics. The main: recommendation for this group
would be to make inputs ‘Journal-fiendly’, ether at an individual level (s0 experts can use thelr
experience fo their own research) o for a whole chapter. Alteenatively, IPBES could lisise with
governments and try to change the funding and appraisal structurcs that prioritise journal
output, although this would be a long-term and complex process.

D.6 - MONEY AND TIME
35. This section looks at issues of time and resources, as they are closely interlinked, in that in
order to have the time to partcipate in assessments 3 certain amount of money may be
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[image: image18.jpg]necessary to ‘buy’ that time, This section also analyses the discussion of the absolute amount of
time required by the assessments and whether this would prove to be a negative incentive on
ts own. Finally, it considers whether money is an outright incentive ta participate or simply a
‘means by which to put assessment work on & par with existing paid commitments. As indicated
in Figures 1 and 2, many experts could respond negatively to the level of time and money
related incentives, but may respond positively to the provision of grants,

36. As indicated in Figare 2, the workload of participants can posc a sigaificant impediment to
assessment participation. To participate in assessments theve would be a “trade-off between
types of work” (R1) or some discussions about “where to devote our energies” (Rs) 50 35 to
miniise the impact on time spent on core work. Some participants of previous assessments,
mostly a the contributor level, noted that they had spent ‘a couple of nights on” (Ra)
assessment work 5o as to contribute without compromising on time allocated to core work; his
would not be possible for those making sigaificant contributions (.. CLAs or Lead Authors).
Not everyone was in a position to trade-off time though: six participants suggested they “can’t
compromise” (Rs) on core work-time at all during certain parts of the year (eg. teaching
pesiods, deadlines for existing work). It was suggested that sufficient “leadvin time” of at least
“four months” (R7} would allow assessment time to be Jactored into workpians® (RS). This
would reduce the incidence of negative responses to invitations to participate in IPBES
assessments due to an experts existing work commitments.

37. Related to this is a discussion of the amount of time demanded and whether enough time is
allocated to complete the task. Many contributors to previous assessments suggested that the
time demands were always “underestimated” (Re), 50 if there is “not enough time to do @ good
job* (Reo) then the expect would not participate. An impractical timetable may then lead to
deadlines being missed, setting back subsequent deadlines. If organisations and individuals
have planned to this inital timetable, any major changes may clash with existing comunitments
and preclude participation. A fixed but practical timetable provided well in advance of the
commencement of responsibilities is most likely to reduce time-related negative incentives and
increase the likelihood of partiipation.

38. The discussion of time is dircetly related to money: the amount of time a particular expert can
give to an assessment is “to do with what you're paid for” (R8). Academics are paid to teach and
do research, so most of thelr time is spent on those things. Non-university organisations are
often reliant on project-based finding to pay for wages and other overhead costs, 5o the work
undertaken by staffis related to what projects are funding time and when theic deadlines are.
Pro bono assessment work for both of these groups is problematic if siguificant time inputs are
needed, because either their caleadars are already filled with paid work commitments or there.
is no money to cover theic wages for this time. As such there Is a suggestion that [PBES “offset
some of their] current responsibiiies” (R8), in effect purchasing the time of a particpant, if
significant time iaputs are required. In dotng this “space is created" (Ruo) i the participant’s
diary and in the finances of an organisation, which islikely to minimise negative responscs (duc.
to alack of furds) and maximise positive responses.

39. However, this is not to say that payment is required for ail participation. Many participants
suggested that the costs of “minor inputs” (in terms of time and money) would be “bearable™
(Ras), 25 they would only require a small time input but still offer access to many of the benefits
outlined above, such as prestige, recoguition, making an impact and following one's interests.
In this case it could be argued that many organisations are willing to pay a price (paying staff to
work on non-funded work) so that they can receive some of the beneflts of participation.





[image: image19.jpg]Importantly,  out of 15 nterviewees suggested that a lack of inancial resources would make &
“difcult to put a significant amount of effort in” (Ra) to assessments, meaning that CLA and
Lead Author positions may be aut of their reach, As the time inputs become more demanding
an organisation may find it less easy to find the money to pay staff who are not contributing to
paid outputs, hence will preclude participation.

0. The funding required, in this case, is argely goiog to be for salaries. This could be not only for
the time of the expert, as outlined above, but to hire rescarch assistants for a few months wha
can provide much of the underlying data necessary for the cxpert to make their contribution.
All participants suggested that they were ot doing i [previous and future assessmens] for any
Kind of finaricial gain” (Ro). In terms of travel, it was suggested that some orgarisations may be
willing to pay for some travel. In fact three participants pointed to theis previous assessmeat
experience to show that travel to local meetings was often paid for by an organisation's core
budget. A related suggestion from three participants asked if [PRES may be able to pioneer
web-based conference cals in order to reduce both environmental footprint and costs of ravel.

4 In summary time and money, together, are the most {mportant considerations when deciding
the extent of an expert’s participation. The potential benefts outlined in the previous sections
are large enough that many orgarisations would allow their staff to work on them for free, but
only for a limited amount of ime (ie. 2s 2 contributor or reviewer). Large time requirements
on their own may be a negative incentive (If it impinges on existing work, family or social
commitments), but vill alo increase the cost of partcipation and may become so great that
pasticipation is stopped. Experts would respond positively to grants to hire research assistants,
to ‘purchase’ time in an expert’s calendar or for long-distance o recurring travel. Partcipants
are also likely to respond negatively to large time commitments with little monetary
compensation. They may also respond negatively if they feel there is not enough time to
complete an assessment. The eonclusions of this section are of particular importance for the
recruitment of CLAs and Lead Authors as there were largely negative responses to the time and
costimplications of these positions

D7~ CLARITY AND COMMUNICATION OF IPBES OBJECTIVES AND STRUCTURE

42. This section will discuss issues of clarity, wiere respondents responded negatively to a lack of

knowledge. Several of the statements from Box 1 are considered here, such as “how to

participate" lack of engagement and *how incentives might be established”. As shown In Figure

22 lack of information on how assessments work or whether they have an impact would fead

is sub-section may appear to be unbalanced as participants discussed

their potential negative reactions to a lack of information much more than the positive
seactions o fullinformation.

43 Considering that there are st a lot of decisions to be made with regards to the structure of
IPBES assessments, many partcipants did not have much to discuss ith regards to his top
a5 Ry mentioned, “i's all up for grabs”. The most common clarification, sought by seven
interviewees, would be regarding the involvement of those who are not curreatly involved in
the PBES discussions, paticulaly social scientists, the privae sector and some stakelolders
“The curcent lock of information is already regarded as a tum-off (Rs) for these groups, s iF
this s sull the case when asking for pasticipation i asessments then there may be 3 few
negative responses. Many participants suggested they would react positively to 2 wide
engagement strategy explaining the value of the assessments and engaging a range of experts
who are not currently part of the process, even though they may be able to offer 2 lot to
assessments





[image: image20.jpg]44. The only other point of discussion was regarding duplication, both of content and of work. On
the one hand, four participents discussed the relationship of IPBES assessments to previous
assessments and suggested that a negative incentive would exist i it was fet that IPBES was
simply “rediscovering the wheel” (Ri), instead of actually adding value to the suite of
assessments_currently available, The “catalogue of assessments” and ritcal review of
assessments™ currently belng undertaken by IPBES should go some way to ensuring these
concerns ate not felt. On the other hand, three participants would respond negatively f it was
not clear that their input was actually necded: i “other people are active fin IPBES assessments]
and we're comfortable that they l o good job* (Rs) then there would be no need to contribute
a5 well and duplicate effort. [PBES may want to cansider ways in which to set up a transperent
process so that organisations are aware of who is involved in which part of the assessment, 5o
that they can best identify where they can contribute without duplication and reduce the
incidence of negative responses,

D.8 - OTHER [SSUES RAISED
45. Thus far, the analysis has been structured roughly along the lines of the incentives and
disincentives noted in Box 1 from the Copenhagen workshop. This section outlines some of the
isues raised or recommendations made that were not picked up at this workshop.

46. Strong leadership of the process was raised by five participants. Three drew on previous
ssscssment experience, commending their CLAS and the technical support staff for “keepfing]
you on track” (Rs) and providing guidance and training where necessary to help the completion
of the report. Secondly, a good “administrative ard technical flamework” (Ru) was praised as t
made it significantly easier to draw out the cxpestise and enthustasm of expert. Furthermore,
one participant suggested that the "independent facilitation service” (Rig) provided by previous
secretariats was useful in ensuring the fmpartality of the output: this is anticipated o be
replicated by [PBES”, sa would meet some posiive reaction. To summarise, resporidents would
respond positively to good CLAs, technical support ard an independent secretariat that
successfully manages the meeting of scientsts with policy-makers.

47. The role of non-economic social scientists was discussed by three participants, who feel that
some of the previous assessments they have worked an are full of ust economists and
ecologists” (Ras). The desire to include as wide a range of disciplines as possible, as noted in
paragraph 283, contributes to the learning benefi available from the network of experts, Two
pesticipants went fusther in saying that lawyers, geographers and political scientists (in
particular) should be much more heavily involved at the highest level, as well as at the
contribution stage, to ensure that the assessment s framed by a representative panel and not
Just wricten by a representative body of experts. Ths, some interviewees suggested that they
Would respond posiively to. truly multi-disciplinary group of participants

48. The incorporation of different knowledge systems, outside of a Western, acadersia-driven,
peer-reviewed culture, was discussed by two participants. For these two (both of whom were
members of the university), participation would help to represent the full extent of global
expertise and also aid the capacity bullding axm of IPBES' work programme, as discussed in

 UNEP/IPBES M1/2/9,pasagraph 7a) and 7(b)
" UNER/IPBES MI/2/5,





[image: image21.jpg]paragraph a8ic. Positive response may rescit from the incorporation of indigenous knowledge
and experts from developing countries, which is contained in operating principle .

49. One participant expressed concern relating to sceptics and other people who may oppose
the work of IPBES and “attempt to destroy careers” (Ra) I an effort to deral the process. In
essence, there may be a case where contributing to PBES assessments may be a reason for
others totarget pacicipants (see for example ‘climate-gate’ and itsimpact on the Universicy of
East Anglia®) IPBES may need to consider whether this threatens the impact its assessments
could make and what efforts it can take to engzge a sceptic community that may wish to
diseredit those involved in the assessments.

E - SUMMARY
so. Following his survey, some recommendations can be made regarding the provision of
incentives which would entice some of the best experts in the world to participate in IPBES
assessments. The recommendaions are presented below and are ordered according to the level
of imporcance respondents placed on each isue.

a. Communication of Potential Impact

ivaluate and communicate the way in which

assessments make a difference to environmental policy-making, 50 2 to encourage
wide participation In development and delivery of assessments. If experts do not feel

b, Research and Interest relevance: Ensure experts are asked for targeted inputs,
related to their specialism, and explore ways i which ideas can be exchanged between
academics.

c. Compensation for Time: Explore ways to allow for some sort of financial
compensation for intensive time commitments, so that key potential participants do
Rt have to decline because existing paid worl already fills their diary o because there
s no funding to pay their wages through the ‘project” of asscssment input. As
mentioned n paragraph 30, 1 participants fecl that a lack of financial resources may
mean they are only able to partcipate in the less time-demanding roles (contributor,
reviewer),

d. Timetabling: Set firm, realistic timetables for assessments well in advarce of the start
dates for work so that participants have time to make room for Input to assessments in
their work schedules.

e Gaining Recopnition: Explore ways in which assessment inputs could be translated
into academic papers, 2 asessment outputs are not valued as much as academic
research for university experts. Additionally, clarify how crganisations will be
acknowledged, because building organisational profile is an important positive
inceative for non-univessity particpants.

£ Beneficial Networking: Ensure that a large and representative network of experts is
created and used, because many participants will respond posiively f they can raise

“ibid
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[image: image22.jpg]their profile with a wide audience and learm from a wide group of cxperts. Tiis network
would also help to create a global picture of biodiversity and ccosystem knowledge and
potentially contribute to capaciy building exercises.

& Provide Leadership and Support: The quality of technical support and leadership of
author teams can ease the assessment production process significantly, with some
participants pointing to thelr previous good experience with the IPCC and the UX.
National Ecosystem Assessment (NEA).

h. Reducing Duplication: Set-up reationships with existing global assessments to
reduce duplication of content and Investgate ways of allowing organisations to plan
where their most valuable contributions can be, 50 8 to minimise duplication of effort.

i Full participation: Interviewees would respond positively if IPBES assessment
participants spanned a variety of ages, genders, nationalities, disciplines and
Knowledge systems. This would help gain the widest coverage of knowledge and
‘provide the maximum learning benefit o parcicipants. These sentiments are in line
with existing IPBES operating principles 2. d, £ hand )”.

j- Communication of participation mechanisms: Make clear how individuals and
organisaions can become involved in assessments, ncluding on what the various roles
and responsbilitics might be, and communicata this widely.

k. Preparing for Sceptics: Consider whether contributions to IPBES assessments may
lead to targeting from ‘vested Interests” in order to discredit outputs and outline a
communications policy to engage sceptics and reduce the risk of another ‘Climategate’.

5. When asked if they were interested in partcipating, u out of 15 5aid yes, while the remaining
four replied 't depends’. This would suggest that there is a large pool of potential participants,
but there are some who need to hear more information (on time demands, compensation ctc)
before committing to contribute to an IPBES assessment, While the balance of incentives was
generally positive, most respondents were wary of the potential time and money aspects when
deciding how intensive their participatior. would be. After illustrating the cffectiveress of
assessments and how this relates to an experts specialism, the main incentive IPBES can
provide is some sort of monetary compensation for the amount of time that is needed to
complete the more demanding roles (CLAs, Lead Authors).

52 It should be noted that this survey was conducted with a small section of a wide neswork of
conservation and envisonment related experts so will not apply to every potential parcicipant in
the world. However, it i likely to reflect the diversity of opinions held in ‘Western' universitics
and NGO, given the wide mix of organisations sampled.

F - FURTHER RESEARCH
53 This research project was conducted over the space of a shor, four week period ard sempled
only a smallsection of one network of organisations working in feds related to PBES. While
the recommendations above should be broadly representative of potertial experts, this study
has by 1o means captured the whole variety of opinions on the incentives and disincentives of
panticipating in assessments that exits globally. Another much larger project, looking at
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[image: image25.jpg]APPENDIX 2 - PARTICIPANTS

Code | Organisation Assessments
R Non-university. GEO,MA
Ra Non-university NEA

s Non-university NEA,GBO
Ry Non-university GEO

Rs Non-university None

R Non-university GEO, GBO
Rz University None

RS University NEA,MA

R University 1pcc

Rio Non-university None

Ru University Ipcc

Rz | University None |
Ry University NEA

Rug Non-university NEA, GBO
Rs University None




