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Results of Breakout Groups
As reported by the Open-Ended Network of IPBES Stakeholders
Topic 1: Deliverable 3c – Methodological assessment on scenarios and models of
biodiversity and ecosystem services (IPBES/5/INF/2)
 Stakeholder involvement in Phase II of the workplan:
Thematic introduction: Carolyn Lundquist, NIWA, Henrique Pereira, iDiv (Co-Chairs - Phase II of
Deliverable 3c)
 Survey of policy options for IPBES scenarios:
Thematic introduction: Sylvia Karlson-Vinkhuyzen, WUR, Jennifer Hauck, UFZ and CoKnow
Rapporteur: Carolyn Lundquist, NIWA
Facilitators: Sylvia Karlson-Vinkhuyzen, WUR, Jennifer Hauck, UFZ and CoKnow; Kristina Raab, Nefo
Summary of discussions:
The IPBES Scenarios and Models Expert Group organised the session with the objective of receiving input
for improving the usefulness and relevance of future scenarios and models for decision-makers across
levels. Facilitators and note takers were: Jennifer Hauck, Eefje den Belder, Carolyn Lundquist, Kristina Raab,
Tanya Lazarova and Sylvia Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen.
Four groups with a total of about 40 participants discussed five topics, and this report highlights most (but
not all) of the points raised:
1. Introduction of participants and their experience with scenarios
Participants included researchers but also government officials from national ministries, from state
agencies (in federal countries), NGOs working with local governments, biodiversity NGOs and International
Organizations. Many of the participants did not have experience with using scenarios but some examples
included using climate models for disaster risk reduction and visioning exercises with local governments for
biodiversity planning, as well as using scenarios in research. Those who had worked with scenario processes
had experienced challenges in e.g. the diversity of values of stakeholders; the inability of models to link
ecology with human well-being.
2. What policy and management options for scenarios and models should be tested or compared by the
IPBES work on scenarios and models?
 How voluntary initiatives among stakeholders such as certification in production sectors impact
on achieving the Aichi targets.
 Assess the combinations of policy options too, and see how the different combinations have an
impact
 Trade-offs between policy options
 Education, awareness raising, and capacity building in formal and informal ways – working with
educators
 Cross-scale approaches are needed, only policy-makers at the national level relate to the
international targets
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Cross-sectoral policy-making/integrated policy-making across sectors (including scientists as a
sector and boundary organizations) – use what is happening at the global level as inspiration
for local level and vice versa
 Impact of different educational strategies on how people value biodiversity
3. Output options for scenarios
 Cultural values – how people value biodiversity at different levels
 Urbanization and its characteristics
 Energy related measures - relevant for deforestation
 Ecotourism
 Public opinion – for politicians this really matters.
4. How could one expect the scenarios to be used in the future by decision-makers?
 To put the environment on the map
 Identify which policies would generate highest production values out of landscapes?
 Give message about possible futures for policy makers
 Scenarios that show policy-makers how to balance development with sustainability
 Help to meet government mandates and engage with other people.
 As a way to inform the public about actions that may result in various types of futures:
scenarios can do this much better than presenting numbers or indicators.
5. What kinds of challenges and questions arise when working with scenarios and models?
 How to do scaling – up- and down-scaling?
 How to show the added value of scenarios and models for decision making?
Topic 2: Deliverable 3d - Scoping report on a methodological assessment on the diverse conceptualization
of values (IPBES/5/6, IPBES/5/INF/12, IPBES/5/INF/13)
Thematic introduction: David Gonzalez Jimenez, TSU; Patricia Balvanera Levy, TSU; Unai Pascual, MEP
member and TSU
Rapporteur: Katja Heubach, giz
Facilitators: Rainer Schliep, Jonas Geschke, Nefo
Summary of discussions:
After presentations of members of the TSU about 30 participants discussed the topic in detail.
1. Challenges discussed
 How to translate the different conceptualizations of values into practice?
 How to integrate weighting schemes into the values assessment?
 How to manage the integration of different values across levels (global to regional) and taking into
account the heterogeneity ofdata underlying these values?
 Which dimensions of values are needed at which level and what does this mean with regard to
data?
 The term ‘ecosystem service’ is already a kind of valuation – anthropocentric concept, originated in
economics --> the IPBES multiple values concept and the Platform’s conceptual framework try to
overcome the dominance of this concept
 ‘Benefits’ is also very often understood only in an economic sense; IPBES now calls ‘benefits’
‘contributions’ – the word ‘contributions’ allows to measure and incorporate different values,
perspectives and preferences; Contributions can be both positive and negative (e.g. Malaria would
be a negative contribution of nature to people)
 Some countries do not understand the IPBES approach to values as it is included in the conceptual
framework; there are countries with different cultures:they all have different ways of
conceptualizing values
 Conceptualization of values is an evolution in itself
 Different types of values need to be translated into benefits more implicitly
 How to move from assessment/guide to practice? => meaning of values need to be translated and
brought to society
 An institutional assessment could be helpful, as all assessments are about institutions and
governance processes
2



IPBES assessments are highly valued, as they provide a chance to compare previously made
environmental impact assessments
2. Advantages and disadvantages in postponing the values assessment
 Participants felt that there could also be advantages in postponing the values assessment:
o There are already a number of initiatives and discussions ongoing that could provide a rich
base for the future work of the values assessment
o A later start of the values assessment could allow for a better exchange of concepts and
ideas between the different ongoing assessments
o Review of TSU activities & challenges regarding the integration of values into assessments
should be addressed beforehand
 Disadvantages might include
o Losing momentum of the political interest in the topic by postponing the assessment
o Work of the TSU is running well now, incl. its funding, which might not be the case in two
years
o There is already a pool of authors/experts that could take on the assessment challenge
3. Lessons learnt from IPCC
 Implicit value attachments in climate-related research (implicit normative judgments) – IPBES paper
on multiple values published in COSUST addresses this issue: valuation is no technical process alone
but needs to account for implicit normative judgements
 IPCC uses the approach of “assessing alternative pathways” – be more explicit about the value
dimension – explore implications of these different pathways
 How to bring the multiple values approach into practise and decision-making? Liaise with IPCC and
other processes dealing with value approaches and methodologies
4. Task for the future values assessment:
 First identify data needs for the different conceptualizations of values and then identify the existing
data gaps
 Include the monitoring aspect in the values assessment
 Establish collaboration between IPBES and IPCC on the issue
 Produce a guide on the translation of one conceptualization of values into another value system
Topic 3: Deliverable 4 e - Procedure for the review of the effectiveness of the administrative and scientific
functions of the Platform
Thematic introduction: Thomas Koetz, IPBES secretariat
Rapporteur: Carsten Nesshöver, UFZ
Facilitators: Stefan Hotes, University of Marburg, Marianne Darbi, UFZ
Summary of discussions:
About 35 stakeholders met to discuss agenda item 8 and document IPBES/5/11. The stakeholders present
generally welcome the plan for the review of the platform. Following the invitation by Bureau, MEP and
secretariat to comment on options of processes to implement the review, the stakeholders provide in the
following some general comments on the document IPBES/5/11, specifically on the criteria for evaluating
the Platform’s effectiveness, on the suggested option concerning the governance and structure of the
review and its methods, and the draft questionnaire presented in the appendix of document IPBRS/5/11.
1. General comments:
 The main aim of the review is to inform the development of the second work programme.
Therefore the currently proposed timing of the final external review (to be presented at IPBES-7 in
2019 – the plenary which, according to document IPBES/5/12, would also decide on the new work
programme) makes this key aim impossible and strongly undermines the credibility of IPBES. The
external review of the platform should be available at least one plenary before the second work
programme is finally discussed and adopted. As the external review will need two years to be
properly carried out, this might mean delaying the setup of the second work programme to IPBES8.
 As the proposed review process is a mixture of an internal and external activity, it should be
ensured that the external part is as independent as possible from all governance bodies of IPBES
and the work and recommendations of the internal review.
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The review process and especially the external review panel should be enabled to make
substantial use of the set of foreseen methods, including those that include personal interactions
(interviews, focus groups). This might need more substantial financial support for these elements
than currently foreseen.
2. Objectives of the review (document IPBES/5/11, Annex, paragraph 3)
 In general, the stakeholders would like to highlight that the term “effectiveness” is not explicitly
defined in the context of the review and thus gives room for interpretation. The stakeholders
would like to highlight that evaluating the effectiveness needs to consider various functions under
all four objectives of the platform in the review.
 The criteria as currently set out are missing an element that explicitly reflects the policy relevance
and impact of the platform. This should be reflected by an additional point (g), since it is also
reflected in the draft questionnaire
 As for point (a), it should be made clear that the review includes a reflection on the relative budget
allocations across the four functions
 As for point (e), this should explicitly include the interactions between the different task forces and
expert groups
 Also, it should be ensured that the implementation of the Stakeholder Engagement Strategy is part
of the review
3. Institutional structure (document IPBES/5/11, Annex, III.B. External element)
 Paragraph 7 & 8: Conflict of interest: It should be explicitly noted that the experts chosen for the
review panel and the persons working for this panel are subject to the IPBES Conflict of Interest
policy – just like any expert involved in IPBES activities will be
 Paragraph 7: the review panel should be selected by a self-standing selecting committee to ensure
its independence from existing IPBES bodies (option b) when making selections
 Paragraph 8: The stakeholders distinctly prefers that an external professional organization selected
by the selection committee administer the review process to ensure maximal independence (option
1)
4. Methods of the review (document IPBES/5/11, Annex, IV.B. External element)
 In the first paragraph (11(a)) on the methods of the external review, it should be made clear that
the relevant documents to be reviewed include the increasing number of academic papers on
IPBES, and also the documents from stakeholders and other actors that have been provided as INFdocs to the plenaries so far
 The questionnaire for the internal review should not only be circulated to leading actors in IPBES
but should be addressed to all actors active in task forces and expert groups, including members,
lead authors, and contributing authors
5. Proposed draft questionnaire (document IPBES/5/11, Appendix to Annex)
 The stakeholders acknowledge a questionnaire as important element of the review. Nonetheless,
the stakeholders would like to generally propose that the questionnaire undergo detailed further
development in order to make it relevant for the review and accessible for IPBES actors and
stakeholders (in the external review part) alike.
 The questionnaire should be further developed with a clear scope and strategy for its analysis. For
this, a piloting with some experts is recommended, in accordance with scientific standards of such
activities.
 In general, the questions need to be further revised to use mainly (semi-)quantitative questions
(e.g. with scales from 1 to 5 or choosing between different options to avoid “yes/no” answers),
with opportunities to give qualitative answers/background, where these are the most relevant for
the review’s objectives
 While the questionnaire should generally be anonymous, it would need an introductory section
asking experts/stakeholders to identify those elements of the questionnaire they can in fact answer
 The questionnaire should be less technical in terms of structure and language so as to allow experts
with not such in-depth knowledge on IPBES to answer at least certain parts of it.
 The questionnaire should be available in different languages
 Question 9 is the key question to gain information on the relevance of IPBES so far. Yet, the
stakeholders stress the question the review should not focus only on IPBES products, but should
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also include the perspective that IPBES processes can act as catalysts of mutual learning and
understanding, and therefore can indirectly facilitate action
Question 12 refers to partnerships, but probably only refers to official strategic ones. In order to
acknowledge the key role of stakeholders and their organisation in open networks, this role should
be recognized by a stand-alone question
Question 17(b): this sub-question is the only one explicitly referring to interactions between task
forces and expert groups. This element should be strengthen in the questionnaire by a dedicated
question (or set thereof)

Topic 4: Deliverable 1 c - Work on indigenous and local knowledge systems (IPBES/5/4;
IPBES/5/INF/4)
Thematic introduction: Thomas Koetz, IPBES secretariat; Joji Carino, IIFBES
Rapporteur: Joji Carino, IIFBES , or other representative
Facilitator:Tamar Pataridze, MEP member and Co-chair of Task Force on ILK
Summary of discussions:
The group of 25 participants reflected the Work on Indigenous and Local Knowledge Systems (IPBES5/5/4;
IPBES5/INF/4). The objective of the break-out group was to reflect on the work on Indigenous and Local
Knowledge Systems with a focus on deliverable 1 c contained in documents IPBES5/5/4; IPBES5/INF/4. The
break-out group benefitted from the presence of Eduardo Brondizio, Co-chair of the Global Assessment,
and Thomas Koetz, from the IPBES Secretariat, who shared valuable information and answered questions
from the participants.
Participants came from some Governments, and a broad range of Stakeholders, showing the strength of
interest and effort on this work. Participants included, among many others, members from:
World Anthropological Union
UNU Centres of Excellence (Education for Sustainable Development)
Centres of Distinction on Indigenous and Local Knowledge
Academia, including Network of Universities working on Biological and Cultural Diversity
Citizen Science practitioners (on caves; on pollinators)
IUCN networks
Centre for Environment and Development
ICLEI (local governments)
Potentially, these groups and networks could become active through the IPBES participatory mechanisms
and by working with the IPBES Secretariat to enhance outreach to their broad constituencies, to strengthen
communications, to translate IPBES products into many languages and to carry out dialogue workshops.
Their roles throughout the different phases of the assessment, including “giving back” IPBES products to ILK
constituencies, were underlined.
Some networks could become IPBES “strategic partners” - recognising that different constituencies would
require customised approaches, taking into account the different institutional set-ups, and needs for
capacity-building and support.
The wide interest in the break-out group, underlines that ILK “is everywhere” and that having a broad
definition of ILK should ensure that this work is inclusive, and attentive to diverse contexts in different
regions and countries, with respect to recognising indigenous peoples and local communities and their
knowledge systems.
Elaborating on the “Approaches Paper” for the Global Assessment, it was underlined that the “questionsbased approach” would bring greater focus and coherence to the treatment of ILK throughout all the
phases of the assessment: conceptualisation, evidence generation, peer reviews and “giving back” to the
contributors of ILK. These questions would focus on:
 What are the contributions of ILK to biodiversity and ecosystem services?
 What are the pressures and drivers undermining ILK?
 What are the governance issues and response measures to drivers to loss of biodiversity and
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ecosystem services?
The global assessment would also address the time-depth and global dimensions which would not always
be captured by ILK and local case studies:
 What transformations have taken place in the past 50 years?
 What are current policies and programmes and their impacts (20-30 years)?
 What are possible future scenarios?
Some critical issues raised for discussion: urbanisation, cultural ecosystem services, co-production between
nature and peoples, rotational agriculture or shifting cultivation
Some methodological issues to address are: synergies between science and ILK; epistemologies and
approaches towards incorporating ILK in curricula; transmission to ILK; peer-to-peer exchanges; datasharing protocols to make sure that this is done with FPIC and sensitive data is not made public.
The approaches paper also contains fundamental principles for successful engaging with indigenous and
local knowledge, and is an important part of the paper.
Some available tools and resources:
 Guidelines adopted by COP13 of the CBD on Access and Use of TK: Prior Informed Consent, Free
Prior Informed Consent, Participation and Approval
 Mapping of existing networks working on ILK
 Geographic Mapping and Cultural Mapping of Land Use/ Biodiversity
 Submissions to UNFCCC’s Local Communities and Indigenous Peoples Platform (under UNFCCC
SBSTA) and report of its meeting in May 2017.

IPBES-5 stakeholder day organising team: IPBES5stakeholderday@iucn.org
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