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Executive Summary
The purpose of the Oceania Sub-regional dialogue was to facilitate understanding of the
findings of the Assessment, including policy options to mitigate the deterioration of
biodiversity and ecosystems in the region. The feedback from delegates relating to the
effectiveness and uptake of the IPBES Assessment include: low visibility of the Assessment,
particularly at the national level; lack of clarity and collaboration around the delivery of
key messages; a top down approach in the creation of the IPBES Assessment, which has
led to a lack of ownership; and the ability to effectively engage with communicators and
stakeholders to enact policy recommendations. Furthermore, there appears to be a lack of
understanding of IPBES goals and objectives by some governments. However, there was a
clear consensus on the importance of future IPBES Assessments, particularly in providing
policy direction to help ameliorate the worsening deterioration of biodiversity and
ecosystem services in the region. The key recommendations from this dialogue will assist
in this process moving forward.
The extreme remoteness, large area, poor communication technology and relatively small
population (relative to greater Asia) of the Oceania jurisdiction has made it difficult to
connect people, organisations and Governments effectively. Lack of human resources,
funding and the sheer vastness of Oceania and the Pacific Island Countries (PICs) has also
made it difficult to ensure the adequate conservation of protected areas and biodiversity
values. More effective transboundary cooperation has been a good way to address these
concerns. The Coral Triangle Initiative is a good transboundary cooperation mechanism
along with The Pacific Ocean framework, which are coordinated across large ocean States.
The Pacific Island Forum has also been beneficial in informing national planning for many
Pacific Island Countries and therefore promoting the work of IPBES through these fora
would be particularly useful. Furthermore, the cross pollination of ideas and best practice
works more effectively across jurisdictions through these multilateral forums and
initiatives.
The issues relating to threatened and invasive species were also discussed in detail and
highlighted policy failures on a number of fronts. For the control of invasive species there
are challenges relating to ensuring adequate border control and quarantine. Climate
change, high rates of urbanization, illegal wildlife trade and fishing, as well as the
expansion of agriculture have all contributed to a decrease and a deterioration of the
region’s unique biodiversity values. Forests, alpine ecosystems, inland freshwater and
wetlands, coastal systems are the most degraded ecosystem types. The delegates regarded
conservation is best done in situ but when species are wiped out, ex situ is an option. There
is also a need to incorporate research and indigenous knowledge and findings into policy,
as well as strengthening cross sectoral/border cooperation.
The Oceania Science-Policy Dialogue identified the importance of Indigenous and Local
Knowledge (ILK) and the fact that more emphasis should be made to recognize the
benefits of ILK, and to integrate this knowledge into decision-making processes and
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management plans. Protecting threatened species has also emerged as a regional priority
and, particularly, the role ILK can play in protecting vulnerable species. There is also a
need to work with indigenous people in a culturally sensitive way in order to co-manage
threatened species populations. Traditional knowledge should also be better recognized
through supporting more indigenous research. Some cross-cutting work between
Indigenous Knowledge with Community Knowledge is also required.
The problems and benefits around the uptake of the IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional
Assessment were also discussed. The low visibility of IPBES at the national level has led to
limited awareness of IPBES by government ministers in most countries. Clearly, the lack
of coordination roles and disconnect within government bureaucracies have impacted on
the effective dissemination of IPBES Assessments across relevant departments. The
responsibilities associated with the dissemination of regional assessment is unclear and
should be defined. Furthermore, national initiatives on biodiversity conservation are
driven by other mechanisms other than IPBES and as such it was also identified that there
is a lack of collaboration by IPBES with other groups (e.g. IUCN) working on biodiversity
conservation.
The development and implementation of biodiversity policy into action focused on a
number of key points. In general, “political will” is a common problem across the political
spectrum and is an issue that is relevant to both aspects (developing policy and
implementation of policy). Political will is essential in directing resources to a particular
project. However, the lack of both financial and human resources was seen as a major
impediment to the delivery of policy recommendations. Also, there appears to be a
disconnection between the funding donors and the need to address specific challenges.
The Dialogue looked at how future assessments could be improved. Support for using
IPBES assessment reports recognised the need for further capacity building, particularly
in the area of communication and outreach. The IPBES regional assessment could be
translated into a much simpler document for policymakers and the general public to
understand. Language and user-friendliness of assessment reports were seen as important
issues for both policy makers and local community groups.
For example, a
communications package to aid Focal Points in delivering key messages would be a good
starting point. Also, developing guidelines to bring information to specific target
audiences (e.g. similar to Natural Capital Protocol) were viewed as an essential element in
conveying important and urgent policy directions. There also needs to be more of an
emphasis on the “rewording” of key messages for greater impact and understanding. An
organisation such as SPREP could translate data and key messages into a more userfriendly format with better use of language that could be understood by local people and
organisations.
The Dialogue identified the need to move beyond the more conventional policy
mechanisms and to begin targeting businesses and industries. There is an urgent need to
engage the private sector to partner with influential people in business and to engage
conservationist who can “talk in a business language”, for example, through Global
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Partnership for Business and Biodiversity under CBD, Natural Capital Coalition.
Overall, the Science-Policy Dialogue on the IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment for
Oceania has provided an overview of how and where improvements can be made with
respect to future Assessments. The Dialogue has also highlighted the need for a more
holistic approach to managing biodiversity and protect areas through better use of
Indigenous Knowledge, clearer messengering of key policy recommendations and more
emphasis on greater transborder cooperation, including improved communication
strategies between countries and industry sectors.
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1. Concept
The Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(IPBES) was established in 2012, to strengthen the science-policy interface for biodiversity
and ecosystem services for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, to
facilitate long-term human wellbeing and sustainable development 1.
The “Capacity Building Project for the Implementation of IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional
Assessment” is funded by the Japan Biodiversity Fund through the Secretariat of the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD).
Under the project’s third component, the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies
(IGES) and the Asia-Pacific Network for Global Change Research (APN), in collaboration
with the IPBES technical support unit for the Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment (IPBESTSU-AP), organized two subregional science-policy dialogues for South Asia and West
Asia; and Oceania. IGES is holding the third dialogue for East Asia and Southeast in
October 2019.
The purpose of the dialogues is to facilitate understanding of the findings of the
Assessment, including the policy options to mitigate the deterioration of biodiversity and
ecosystems in the region. The primary audience is national policymakers, while other
decision-makers and stakeholders are invited.
Key components of the dialogues
− Information sessions in which Assessment authors and others overview the findings of
the Assessment
− Group discussions focused on relevant issues
− Collective problem-solving with the guidance of facilitators
− Contemporary examples of challenges faced
− Discussions on the uptake and use of the Assessment Report and further needs
Preparation for the dialogues
The dialogues are designed to allow discussion among participants, especially
policymakers, around tools available and actions to implement in real life. To prepare for
the dialogue, participants are encouraged to read the Assessment’s summary for
policymakers (SPM) and consider current issues relevant at the subregional level for
discussion among participants.

1

IPBES. (n.d.). About What is IPBES?. Retrieved June 20, 2019, from https://ipbes.net/about
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2. Inaugural Session
Moderators: Dr. Lance Heath and Ms. Christmas de Guzman, APN
Rapporteur: Members of SPD Secretariat (Kirsty Barber and Quinn Franklin
Roberts)

2.1 Opening Remarks
Australian Government Department of the Environment and Energy
Ms. Kelly Buchanan, Head, International Policy Section, DOEE
Australia is a unique megadiverse country. Despite this, much of Australia’s biodiversity is
under immense pressure from global warming, land clearing and population growth. A
cornerstone of Australia’s climate change policy is to strengthen resilience to the impacts
of climate change in the Pacific through resilience intervention strategies and programmes.
As part of phase two of the Department of the Environment and Energy (DOEE) Oceans
Programme, there is a strong focus on delivering high quality information to Pacific
Governments and communities and to mainstream climate change adaptation strategies
at the local and national levels.
Tacking the increasing threat from invasive species has emerged as a national priority.
This has led to a Threatened and Invasive Species Strategy developed around an evidencebased approach with measurable targets, good science, and partnerships with state and
local agencies. A National Feral Cat Task Force has also been established to track and
eradicate feral cat population from protected areas. The Task Force goal is to eradicate two
million feral cats by the year 2020.
Protecting threatened species has also emerged as a national priority and particularly the
role indigenous can play in protecting vulnerable species. Over the years, illegal wildlife
trade has spawned a lucrative black-market economy that has undermined national
security and sustainable development.
Reef 2050 Plan is another initiative spearheaded by the Australian and Queensland
Governments. This plan is an overarching framework that aims to manage and protect the
Great Barrier Reef until 2050 and to develop a greater understanding of long-term impacts.
The Reef 2050 Plan is the world-first document that outlines strategies for improving the
reefs resilience to climate change and shocks such as coral bleaching and cyclones. DOEE
is also actively engaged in the International Coral Reef Initiative (ICRI).
The Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2010-2030 often referred to as the “Strategy” is a
guiding framework for the conservation of Australia’s biodiversity for coming decades
ahead. The Department is committed to developing a new action plan to further protect
ecosystems from the impacts of increasing urbanisation, increased economic growth, land
use change from intensive agriculture and climate change. The recently released Oceania
and Pacific Report set the scene for the region in the decades ahead.
Dr. Nadine Saad, Programme Management Officer, Secretariat of the Convention
on Biological Diversity
Dr. Nadine Saad provided an overview of the Japan Biodiversity Fund established at the
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10th Conference of the Parties (COP 10) aimed at supporting the implementation of Nagoya
Biodiversity Outcomes. At the core of the fund are the Aichi Targets and the Strategic Plan
for Biodiversity 2011-2020. The fund will help increase the capacity for developing
countries to meet targets of the convention and assist those parties involved to adopt and
implement the regional assessment. An update on how Parties are meeting goals and
targets will be released soon.
Parties will be submitting their Sixth National Reports, which highlight how they
implement the targets and biodiversity plan. These will be compiled and a global
biodiversity profile will then be produced. Such Global assessments are important because
they let us know the current status of biodiversity conservation. These assessments will
help establish the post-2020 global biodiversity framework. A major issue, however, is how
best to use this information in an informative but practical way? And how can we use this
information to make a difference on such a large scale? There is clearly a need to convince
policy makers of the importance of such initiatives.
Introduction of JBF-IPBES project and objectives of the dialogue
Ms. Naoko Nakajima, Director, Tokyo Sustainability Forum, Institute for Global
Environmental Strategies (IGES)
The Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES) based in Tokyo, is conducting a
number of Science-Policy Dialogue meetings as part of a Capacity Building Project for the
Implementation of the (Intergovernmental Panel on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Service
(IPBES) Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment. The project is funded by the Japan Biodiversity
Fund through the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD).
IPBES was established in 2012, with the aim of strengthening the science-policy interface
for Biodiversity and ecosystem services for the conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity, and to facilitate long-term human wellbeing and sustainable development.
IGES in collaboration with the Asia-Pacific Network for Global Change Research (APN)
and IPBES technical support unit for the Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment has conducted
two sub-regional Science Policy Dialogue meetings in the Asia Pacific region: 1) South Asia
and West Asia (Kathmandu, Nepal); 2) Oceania (Canberra, Australia); and the final
Dialogue meeting will be held in 3) East Asia and Southeast Asia (Bangkok, Thailand)
planned for October 2019. The purpose of these dialogues is to facilitate understanding
of the findings of the Assessment, including the policy options to mitigate the
deterioration of biodiversity and ecosystems in the region.
It is expected that the final stage of the project will help enhance decision making in
regions. Biodiversity policy can be strengthened by the uptake of the regional assessment.
The key component of the dialogues- knowledge of policy makers and experts and the
exchange of views for the post-2020 global framework.
Major highlights of the SPM of the Regional Assessment for the Asia-Pacific region
with a focus on status, trends, drivers and scenarios
Dr. Madhav Karki, IPBES Asia-Pacific RA Co-Chair and IPBES MEP Member
Dr. Karki provided an overview of the highlights of the Summary for Policymakers (SPM)
Regional Assessment of the Asia-Pacific region with a focus on status, trends, drivers and
scenarios. The SPM regional assessment involved experts from over 25 countries. The aim
of the assessment was to provide policymakers with helpful and useable information on
7|Page

the current state of biodiversity in the region.
Major highlights of the SPM include:
●
●

●
●

Biodiversity: This region is one of the most biodiverse regions with 17 of the 36
global biodiversity hotspots, and 7 of the 17 mega-diverse countries. Highest
marine diversity and largest areas of coral reefs and mangroves.
Cultural Diversity: The Asia-Pacific region is undergoing rapid economic growth
and change. Biodiversity underpins human wellbeing and future as they are
dependent on ecosystem services. There are around 4.5 billion people are in the
Asia-Pacific region. This region has among the fastest urbanization rates in the
World. Agriculture is a leading employer across the pacific and there is a high
degree of extreme poverty in some subregions resulting in a high demand for
provisioning services that depend upon forest products for medicine, food and
wellbeing.
Oceania focus: The Oceania region is both bio-culturally and physically diverse.
High urbanization and expansion of agriculture has led to a decrease in the region’s
unique Biodiversity.
Future projections and trends: Ecosystem services have a high value in the
Oceania region. Evaluation is dependent upon economics, but it should move
toward the valuing wetlands and forests. There are contrasting trends in the status
of biodiversity and ecosystem services. All major ecosystems are being threatened.
There is a steep decline in emblematic wildlife and endemic species. Yet, there is
an increase in forest cover. The increase in forest covers and protected areas are
not in key biodiversity areas. There is still a high rate of species loss and threat
status. There is the largest number of extinct species but the lowest for species
extinction risk. All scenarios for 2050 point to biodiversity loss with some
constraints over some scenarios. Overall, the scenarios point to the following loss
or degradation:
−
−
−
−

●

45 % anticipated loss of habitats and species
90 % severely degraded corals
24 and 29 % of mammals and birds to go extinct.
90 % of coral reefs will experience adverse impacts

Drivers: The indirect drivers influence direct drivers that we can measure.
However, the indirect drivers are increasingly playing a very complex role. There
is poor understanding of the indirect drivers. There is a need for a holistic view to
understand the impacts.

For coral reefs, a rise in sea surface temperature and ocean acidification will lead to further
coral bleaching
and the inability for corals to for their calcium carbonate structures.
Even the best-case scenarios show coral reefs are still at high risk and directly impacted by
a combination of drivers. Climate change, land use change, energy utilisation and mining
have led to increased pressure on coral reef systems. Australia is in the top ten coal
producing countries in the World and leading mineral provider.
Invasive alien species, waste and pollution costs the Australian economy around $9 billion
annually and threatens freshwater and human health. However, the most significant
pressure for biodiversity is climate change.
Overall there are both positive and negative scenarios and there are still options available
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to take action and reverse the trend, and in some cases, halt biodiversity loss. For example,
due to increase in forest and PA cover, there has been a decline in fuel wood can help
achieve Aichi targets 4, 5, 11 and SDG 12, 14, 15. However, Key Biodiversity Areas must be
covered.
Enabling policies and participatory, multi-level governance can create positive outcomes
if implemented effectively, proactively, with collaborative and coherent actions to harness
multiple values of nature. The recent findings suggest that overall health is poor, with new
drivers of change such as urbanization, invasive alien species, pollution and cultural
change and migration exacerbating existing problems.
Presentation on the policy options identified in the AP Assessment Report
Dr. Md Saiful Karim, IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment Chapter 6 Lead
Author and Dr. Madhav Karki
Dr. Md Saiful Karim from Queensland University of Technology (QUT) provided an
overview on the policy options identified in the AP Assessment Report. The outcomes of
the report revealed that Challenges are present in all sub regions. The assessment report
also revealed that different types of legal and regulatory instruments have opportunity as
well as restraints. The Legal and regulatory framework operates as top down approach.
With respect to the Oceania region, a law was enacted for the conservation of the
environment that was solely based on Western Law. This law is somewhat flawed and as
such is not very effective because its derivation is based on a developed institutional
environment. Consequently, developing countries who used this law unfortunately lack
the institutional capacity to enact it.
On a positive note, there has been an increase in the number of Ramsar sites in this region.
However, despite site protection under law, the change in status also changes its legal
status significantly. Currently we do not have enough data for policy and legal instruments
and therefore implementation is difficult. It is important that policies are implemented in
an integrated manner. This can be achieved by improving the governance and
management. A multi-sectoral approach in conjunction with a mix of policies required to
improve the status of biodiversity and ecosystem services often works best. Larger policy
instruments have to come together for desired impact.
Key Points:
● Mainstream and integrate biodiversity conservation into key development sectors;
● Enhance participation of stakeholders;
● Ensure policy synergy and coherence,
● Account the important value of the nature and payment for ecosystem services;
● Proper accounting and meaningful participation of IPLCS, as engagement is
lacking;
● Enhance private sector partnerships to leverage finance for biodiversity
conservation
Action Items:
• Action 1: There is a need for private partnerships.
• Action 2: There is a need to address the underlying cause of biodiversity loss.
Increase awareness and value, integration and policy implementation.
• Action 3: There is a need to integrate conservation in poverty re-education and
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livelihood improvement programme. Synergy options for SDG 1, 2, 14, 15. Synergies
are possible.
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3. Dialogue
Government representatives from Australia, Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, New Zealand,
Marshall Islands, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Tonga and Vanuatu as well as IPBES
experts and relevant organizations, participated in the event. The dialogue covered a range
of topics in plenary, breakout and information sessions. These included discussions on
specific challenges being faced in the Oceania region, sharing information on best
practices and available policy options, and discussing the policy support and capacity
needs of governments as regards the uptake and use of the IPBES APRA report.

3.1 Themes
Key themes for the dialogue were considered following a pre-dialogue survey and
distributed among delegates in Oceania. Presentations were delivered by Kiribati,
Australia, Vanuatu and Samoa on the following specific challenges:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Managing the eradication of invasive alien species
Threatened species
Policymaking and implementation; enforcing legislation on biodiversity
Having appropriate policies

The ensuing dialogue centered on IPBES and its Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment Report,
and in particular the key messages from the Summary for Policymakers. Some of the
challenges, messages and recommendations are outlined in the following sections.

3.2 Challenges, Messages and Recommendations on Key Themes2
3.2.1 Challenges
In the context of the main themes of the dialogue, The Phoenix Island protection area
(PIPA) in Kiribati spans 408,250 sq. km of marine and terrestrial habitats in the central
Pacific Ocean and declared a World Heritage Site by UNESCO in 2010. PIPA has 8 and
flaura, some of which are endangered. The main challenge in PIPA is Invasive alien species
(IAS) that including rabbits, Asian and Pacific rats and cats, who are now inhabiting the
Island. While some eradication programs have been successful while others have failed.
In order to control further degradation stronger border control options are now being
considered and addressed by closing off the entire PIPA area from commercial fishing.
Entry to the PIPA will require a PIPA Permit and permit holders are required to observe
and comply with the strict biosecurity protocols when entering the PIPA. However,
limited financing has led to a lack of quarantine supervision, monitoring and surveillance
for illegal landings.
Traditional knowledge can play a major role in biodiversity conservation and the
management of invasive species. The real challenge is that this approach is not always
respected by mainstream scientists and not well recognized by the government. How do
2

Discussion and Recommendations on IPBES uptake and future assessments are in Section 5.2
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you mainstream traditional knowledge into the overall strategic planning?
Funding has emerged as an important issue. How can we continue to work at the highest
level, and make sure the money keeps coming to fund projects? Experience has shown that
donors influence a specific project. Therefore, it is important to have some influence over
the donor’s decision but how can this goal be achieved without the risk of disconnecting
the donor from the main challenge?
Governments work within their political term of government. Quite often staff turnover
can be high which means that the government may change the plan within each political
cycle. There is also a lack of institutionalization knowledge acquired to maintain
momentum. Clearly, behavioural change is needed.
Some pressing challenges include:
− Border control
− Donors’ disconnect from specific challenges
− Public engagement and behaviour change
− Resource availability and prioritisation
− Linking resources to communities
− Staff turnover and lack of institutional knowledge
− Cross sectoral problem
Threatened species in Australia were highlighted and posed around the question: Are
Threatened Species a problem to be solved – or a symptom of other problems? And how
can we invoke a positive response among policymakers? Nearly 25 % of the region’s
endemic species are currently threatened according to the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened Species, although there is a high
percentage of data-deficient species.
Freshwater ecosystems in the region support more than 28 % of aquatic and semi-aquatic
species, but nearly 37 % of these species are threatened by overfishing, pollution,
infrastructure development and invasive alien species. Most of the global population of
370 million indigenous people have distinct, but increasingly threatened, traditions and
culture and have been maintaining their livelihoods in harmony (Harmony includes
feedback reinforcements).
All jurisdictions have TS legislation; at national level there is a TS Commissioner to
expedite work and focus on TS recovery, based on independent science advice. Legislation
focuses on development of recovery plans; rather detailed sometimes complex documents.
However, a lower faster-acting provision is the Conservation Advice.
Success in threatened species management means a reduction in the threatening
processes facing species, and while legislation helps, community interaction and support
from all sectors, with identified champions is the real message for success. And early action,
not waiting for all the research.
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In relation to legislative policy and its implementation, the remoteness and inaccessibility
of settlements throughout Vanuatu has led to conflicting legislative priorities throughout
the country. While there has been significant progress in the development of
environmental institutions and legislation, the focus on economic growth and
productivity has taken a toll on the natural resource base and the environment and there
is difficulty in enforcing legislation, Further, the lack of legislation means there is limited
leverage when conflicting with private developers.
In Samoa, the key challenges for the future include state capacity and resources, in
addition to the collection of adequate data, information and strong policy mechanism. The
cost of this is often at the need of external assistance. The institutional setting is often at
the influence of competing priorities, such as economic development, much like Vanuatu.
Mainstreaming of environmental policy into different departments is an approach that can
assist in the integration. It is acknowledged that Samoa would benefit from a high level of
sector coordination, with synergies from the private sector, to effectively collaborate in
delivering biodiversity protection and conservation.

3.2.2 Messages 3
On IAS and TS
−
−
−
−
−

−
−
−
−
−
−

The need to eradicate IAS is critical for the Phoenix Island protected areas and for the
restoration of bird species (key role in enriching the natural environment).
The threat of IAS should be removed to help preserve the islands valuable resources
(indigenous, nesting grounds).
Legislation helps but is not all, community interaction and support from all sectors is
key
It is important to look at the invasive species as a whole and not concentrate on one
species. We need to treat threatened species in the same way
Precautionary principle is very important for policymakers to think about. Some
concepts have been used for a long time, but it is important to develop new concepts
as well. Precautionary principle provides safety for small islands
Problems across the borders between the states and territories
Legislation is focused on recovery plans, but it does not always work
We must think about different ways of providing advice
Engaging the community is key to save species
Conservation is best done in situ but when species are wiped out, ex situ is an option
Some threatened species have had good impacts (native and alien species). We need
to be very flexible

On Biodiversity policy development and implementation
−
−

3

Importance of integration of ministries to address biodiversity
Promotion of synergies, e.g. with budgets

More detailed information and analysis is in Section 5
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−
−
−

−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

Resource management is critical to ensure the life of the projects past the lifespan of
the current government
Whole of country approach, also known as mainstreaming
Sector coordination, e.g. national strategy has 14 sector plans (communications,
environment etc.) which have their own coordinators and under these they have the
government ministries Engagement of these coordinators engages the ministries,
private sector, and communities.
Promotion of transparency
Logistical challenges when an island is considered as a separate entity.
To do the work that needs to be done with limited staff and resources makes it difficult.
Enforcement of penalties is still an issue.
Resources is a key challenge.
Mainstreaming (whole of country approach) has been improved; however, there is a
need to highlight the importance of integrating ministries to address biodiversity.
Projects begin but there is not always a continuation.
There is quite often legislation on one hand, but a lack of enforcement/
compliance on the other.
Engagement of cultural norm is critical
General discussion around the development of Biodiversity Policy focused on the
following points relating to policy development. There were eight points that were
developed out of the discussions.

3.2.3 Recommendations
On IAS and TS
−

−
−
−
−
−
−

Need to work with indigenous populations in a culturally sensitive way to co-design
and co-manage threatened species populations. Endangered languages disappearing
faster than endangered species. The way we engaged with indigenous knowledge is
important;
There are international mechanisms focused on threatened species, we need to rethink
about these mechanisms. Just adding more RAMSAR sites is not the answer.
Consider lack of capacity for control of threatened species and consider they can be a
symptom for other problems
Recovery plans may not be as effective or appropriate as conservation advice
We need to reinforce the negative message and we cannot wait for the signs.
More community engagement in conservation issues and practices
More serious consideration to the importance local knowledge

On Biodiversity policy development and implementation
−

Policy development: there should be an integrated approach to policy development
that is inclusive of indigenous groups. There was strong agreement that top-down
approaches cause much confusion due to a lack of understanding by community
groups and complex legal laws and jargon.
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−

Transboundary cooperation has been crucial in the administration of illegal trade of
wildlife goods. Formal agreements amongst national governments are problematic to
ensure ecosystem services are protected at ground-level with ranger and indigenous
groups. Coral triangle initiative serves as a good example of transboundary
cooperation in which policy is implemented without legislation. This has led to the
frequent use of forums and workshops but limited multilateral mechanisms.

−

Laws to recognize protected areas should be established and enforced, in addition to
the rights of indigenous peoples in these areas.

−

Pacific Leaders Forum is a positive contribution to Oceania having the highest amount
of framework as compared to any other sub-region. This makes this region the most
proactive region in the world in regard to developing biodiversity policy. However,
more cooperation is needed for areas beyond some jurisdictions.

On Capacity Building
IPBES can take on board to improve data gathering, capacity building and cross-sector
dialogues:
− SPREP can play function in the facilitation and dissemination of knowledge across the
pacific
− Although the key messages are important, we should not ignore all the “background”
information and data that is used in extracting the key messages
− We need to identify those who derive the most and least benefit from the IPBES
assessment (i.e. who is impacted by the report is important and should be considered)
− IPBES should consider holding a workshop similar to the SPREP Nature Conference or
alternatively showcase their capabilities and operate a recruitment drive
− High level bodies are talking a lot about climate change and biodiversity so we need
to energise these actors to do more in the Pacific
− Membership, time and money and who influences the whole process is an important
consideration
− It is important to take into consideration the way people now communicate in the
modern age – Email, twitter, Instagram, Facebook. Facebook is the most commonly
used platform for communicating with others in the Pacific and for Pacific Island
Communities
− Therefore, developing or using a common communication platform in the pacific is of
key importance
− It is important to develop the best mechanisms to unpack the key messages
− Action for change and thinking about biodiversity is about bridging sectors,
knowledge, worldviews, countries, and donors together.
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4. Closing
The Science Policy Dialogue was described by the delegates as an intellectually enriching
experience. Suggestions and reflections from the delegates on how the Science Policy
Dialogue (SPD) could be improved for future Dialogues was discussed. The science policy
dialogue served as an example for countries to collate data and personal experiences in the
implementation of the IPBES assessments. Apart from biodiversity, the importance of
oceans as a lifeline for many communities is seen as a key driver for the continued push
towards a more sustainable future. The value of ecosystem services and bio-societal
integration in public policy are issues of extreme importance to communities throughout
Oceania. Some country representatives were asked to provide a synopsis on their
reflections of the Dialogue and any comments on the post 2020 Biodiversity Framework.
Delegates were also asked to provide feedback via a survey.
Professor Peter Bridgewater provided an overview of the Oceania Science Policy Dialogue.
It can be concluded that there is always room for improvement in terms of governance,
functions and positioning for impact. The Dialogue outlined some important items of
discussion. The main issues that require more focus in future IPBES assessments and
activities centred around: improved participatory assessments and communication of key
messages and outputs; greater coordination with respect to deliverables and action items;
greater support provided to policy processes, and the implantation of strategies to
strengthen relevant research and policy capacities to assist in the understanding for how
to act locally. However, more importantly, is the need for behavioural change by those
who have the greatest influence over policy agenda. We require “Memes to save genes” as
a form of mainstreaming, cultural framing and changing the hierarchy of delivery. Also,
we should not forget that much of the world’s biodiversity exist outside the border of
protected areas, and is unlikely to ever be included.
Final closing remarks were delivered by Mr. Seiji Tsutsui the JBF-IPBES(C3) Project Chair
and the Director of APN. Mr. Tsutsui stressed that the dialogue had spurred active
discussion and networking around the key issues of biodiversity and ecosystem services,
the challenges they present and the work of IPBES and its relationship with other global
agendas. He expressed his thanks to all speakers and participants for their contributions.
He closed by stressing that conservation and ecosystem services are targets that are
interlinked to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). If we ignore these factors, then
we all risk falling short of achieving these goals.
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5. Analysis of Main Outcomes
5.1 Challenges and Solutions
The dialogue adopted a “challenges-solutions” structure that provided meaningful
interactions that could help narrow gaps across knowledge, policy and practice. Seven key
messages (Table 1) from the APRA SPM on varying region-wide challenges were shared
through a pre-dialogue online survey to determine the applicability of the messages to
“real-life” situations and its relevance to the country-specific needs of policymakers.
Information on the identified country-specific challenges as well as common challenges
gathered through the survey and were used to shape an agenda with a focus on
representative case studies or challenges relevant at national and subregional levels.

Key Message (KM)

Description

KM 6

The population of large wild mammals and birds has declined across the region

KM 7

Invasive alien species have increased in number and abundance, and constitute one of
the most serious drivers of biodiversity loss across the Asia-Pacific region

KM 8

Protected area coverage in the Asia-Pacific region has increased substantially but does
not effectively target areas of important biodiversity, and progress is needed towards
better overall management effectiveness

KM 9

Traditional biodiversity is in decline, along with its associated indigenous and local
knowledge, due to a shift toward intensification of agriculture with a small number of
improved crop species and varieties

KM 10

People in the Asia-Pacific region depend heavily on fisheries for food, with aquaculture
growing by nearly 7% annually, but the capture fisheries sector is threatened

KM 11

Coral reefs are of critical ecological, cultural and economic, importance, supporting the
livelihoods of hundreds of millions of people in the Asia-Pacific region and beyond
through vital and valuable ecosystem services, such as food security or coastal
protection, and are under serious threat.

KM 12

Climate change and associated extreme events are impacting species distribution,
population sizes and the timing of production or migration; increased frequency of pest
and disease outbreaks resulting from these changes may have additional adverse effects
on agricultural production and human wellbeing

KM 13

The increase of waste and pollution in the Asia-Pacific region is impacting ecosystems
and threatening the current and future health of nature and people.

Presentations of case studies on pre-identified challenges were followed by in-depth
break-out group discussions centred on three (3) key questions:
1.

Do you have examples of challenges in your country or area that are similar to
the one presented? If so, please share them briefly with the group.
17 | P a g e

2. What are the causes (drivers) of the challenges that you have just explained?
3. Which measures may be able to address these challenges, and which obstacles
are preventing these measures from being implemented?
From the discussions, we gathered inputs and viewpoints from participants on the
challenges, its direct and underlying causes, and solutions (proposed and/or practiced). A
list of viewpoints from the discussions at the subregional dialogues were noted, sorted and
analysed to determine themes of key challenges that are considered relevant and urgent.

Challenges:
On biodiversity conversation
−

Funding to conservation of TS

−

Disconnect between donors and specific challenges (causing funding issue)

−

Resource availability and prioritization (there is not a lot of money, we need to
prioritize the findings)

−

There is a need for an integrated approach involving all sectors is a necessity in order
to achieve the desired outcomes.

−

Lack of monitoring and resources to buy equipment to catch and tag species.
Governments do not see it as a priority and therefore financing such initiatives is
almost non- existent.

−

Lack of support for indigenous and local knowledge, but the support does not
necessarily have to come from the government only (involvement of IPLC in research)
many levels, support not only from the government is needed

−

Public engagement and behavioural change are required

−

Prioritization and availability related to resources

−

There is a disconnect between the people, resources and ecosystems.

−

Strategies must be long term, not only one project based but also related to the
institutional knowledge issue

On national Government
−

Quite often staff turnover can be high which means that the government may change
the plan within each political cycle. There is also a lack of institutional knowledge
acquired to maintain momentum. Clearly behavioural change is needed.

On Traditional knowledge
−

Traditional knowledge is understood as key, but the challenge is mainstreaming
traditional knowledge into overall strategic planning?

−

cross cutting between indigenous knowledge with community knowledge is needed

Solutions (with view to implementation):
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On Finance
−

Linking resources to the community, financial resources specifically. Mobilize
communities using those resources

On Traditional knowledge
−

Ensure that methodology is developed to capture traditional knowledge, which can
play a major role in biodiversity conservation and the management of invasive species.

−

Traditional knowledge should also be better recognized perhaps through supporting
indigenous research.

−

Provide incentives for sustaining community engagement

−

Species identification by local and indigenous communities

Capacity Building
−

−

When we talk about capacity building, we need to be clear about the type of capacity
are we referring to or about. For example, these may include:
o capacity of people and human resources
o informational knowledge
o Communication - to deliver communication mechanisms in the most effective
and in modern way
o political capital around governments which includes elements of other
development policies
More education, awareness and capacity building at all levels across curriculum,
public/private sectors and government

−

Education and capacity building on border control of IAS

−

Capacity Building needs and strategies in IPBES Assessments

−

In order for IPLC to take part in IPBES process, it is necessary to build capacity.

−

With respect to capacity building, it is important to make information succinct when
engaging in a whole of system approach. It is important to look at the entire package
and examine issues at different levels (e.g local, national). Mechanisms to unpack key
messages, and translate to local context is important (pull out key words and compare).
Planning must translate into a day-to-day practice.

On Partnerships
−

Public/private partnerships provide another tool in which the private sector has a
comparative advantage

−

Public-private partnerships and “green businesses” that promote good environmental
practices.

−

Regional approaches where one country does the control and that may be enough; but
that is not the case for Pacific Island countries. Therefore, information sharing is
critical among the Pacific Island countries
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On Governance
−

National governments should create long term strategies as a means to secure finance

−

Include local and traditional knowledge in the decision-making process

−

Frequent dialogue at regional (such as present SPD), national and local levels

−

Sectoral fragmentation can lead to data gaps. Integrated/Holistic and cross-sectoral
governance approaches are needed.

On Invasive Alien Species
−

Involvement and communication with other sectors are an important issue when
dealing with IAS. When IAS is bad for one it generally is bad for all concerned. This is
not always the case, however, for other environmental issues. So integrated strategies
must be considered.

−

Integrated strategies should include border control. Different sectors need to be on
board.

−

Incorporate invasive species information for biodiversity policy work should be
considered as a priority. Incorporation of spatial planning as well but should not be
restricted to just IAS information

−

Agro-ecosystem resilience (Food security) (IAS)

−

Biosecurity policy on IAS strategy at borders needs to be developed and shared.
Collaboration is very important (Solution on Pol Devt)

−

Solution: More investment, greater engagement and communication among the most
affected sectors on control of IAS; Sustainable business model is needed

On Threatened Species
−

well-resourced management or with good financial support and stricter
controls/regulations (enforcement); more collaboration with non-state actors (e.g.
NGOs, customary owners) was also identified as an important element to protecting
threatened species
Country

Australia

Threatened species challenges
Governance Challenges
● Poor sectoral uptake of NBSAP and recognition of flaws in the
former strategy
o No protection of areas and ecosystems outside protected
areas
o Inadequate conservation strategies for marine ecosystems
● Weak Science Policy interface
o How to translate information/knowledge to real action.
o No integration of Socio Ecological Systems (SES) thinking.
o Inclusion of alternative knowledge systems in the collective
way of understanding.
Measures
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●

New Zealand

Development of the new Threatened Species Strategy 2020: focus
on 20 mammals, 20 birds and 40 plant species.

Governance/Institutional Challenges
● More than 4000 species threatened mainly due to invasive alien
species
● Difficulty to include Maori knowledge in land care programs.
● Data deficiencies
o E.g. Don’t know where marine mammals are located, so
models remain incomplete (context of the model?)
o Marine species outside mammals and seabirds have even
less available information.
● Poor Sectoral support particularly with fisheries
● Challenging Science Policy communication
o Was given a huge budget but need to significantly justify
conservation strategy (700 page complex report). Needed to
phrase the problem as ‘solvable’
Physical/Direct Environmental Challenges
● High proportion of threatened species due to invasive species
Measures
● Increased budget for biodiversity conservation - conditional to
reporting to tangible contributions to national development
targets.
● New system of environmental reporting established in 2015,
wherein a report on a particular environmental sector is released
every 6 months.
● Volunteer work on getting ships to watch out for whale sightings
● Existing threatened species strategies was scrapped in favour of
more meaningful conservation strategy
● ‘Manaaki Whenua’ (Landcare research institute working on the
inclusion of Maori knowledge).
● ‘Matauronga Maori’ (way of describing Maori knowledge systems)

Samoa

Governance/Institutional Challenges
● Poor Science Policy networks
o Translating science into policy action. Catalyzing of
information.
Measures
● National Invasive Species Action Plan 2022. This looks at
management strategy, nature of invasive species (both internal and
external). Focus on early prevention.
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Fiji

Physical/Direct Environmental Challenges
● Ecosystems degradation (e.g. through clear felling)
● Invasive Species
● Extractive industries (e.g. mining)
● Urban and agricultural expansion
Governance/Institution Challenges
● Development control methods not helping conservation
● Not enough information to make sound assessments
● Low capacity to tap existing mechanisms (i.e. financial/technical
aid) for assessment
Measures
● Mainstreaming in Environmental Assessment
● Key Biodiversity Areas identification
● Recovery plans for threatened species.
● Moratorium on forest harvesting.
● Identification of key biodiversity areas by NGOs.
● Transfer of management of marine areas to local actors
(community based fishing rights).

Cook Island

Physical/Direct Environmental Challenges
● Development and land use change for tourism (accommodation
and waste)
● Invasive species
Governance/Institution Challenges
● Data deficiency
● No baseline data for threatened species (hard to justify species
conservation)
● Poor policy coordination and coherence for biodiversity
conservation and invasive species
● Contradictory and conflicting sectoral mandates.
● Human resources (understaffing)
● Poor Science-Policy
o The nomination of a number of protected areas driven
political ‘badges’ rather than evidence on the existence of
biodiversity values.
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PNG

Governance/Institutional Challenges
● Uniting different traditional knowledges
● Aligning national strategies with non-state actor driven initiatives
and foreign interests (e.g. NGOs, foreign aid and research) with
national priorities
● Large proportion (97%) of land under customary tenure and low
buy-in of national conservation activities amongst traditional land
owners
● Gaps in regulatory framework
o ‘Biodiversity offsetting’ has not yet been fitted in other
national policies (e.g. environmental assessment)
Underlying drivers
● Population increase
● Developmental aspirations
Measures
● Biodiversity offsets to compensate negative impacts from extractive
industries.
● GEF Funded programs – Conservation of three kangaroo species
endemic to PNG
● National Protected Area Policy (draft bill in parliament)
● Development of a Biodiversity Trust Fund (in draft)
● Collaboration with NGOs.

Additional input was given by an IUCN Representative on challenges related to
governance and they are as follows:
●
●
●
●

Disconnect between different levels of government regarding planning for
planning conservation.
Lack of clarity on reasons why are species conserved for; ecosystem services is
about the benefits to people and that message must be clear.
Interchangeability of concepts when quite often some of these concepts mean
very little to the majority of stakeholders.
Undervaluation of green/blue infrastructure
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5.2 IPBES uptake and future assessments
Collaboration with partners is a key element in the implementation of the “rolling plan”,
and crucial for the success of the work on capacity-building under IPBES. In addition, the
regional and global assessments, there is IPBES Pollination assessment IPBES scenarios
and modelling assessment, and IPBES land degradation and restoration assessment. With
this background a discussion ensued on the IPBES process, uptake and future assessments.
IPBES has undertaken a number of uptake events including:
−

Impact tracking tool that can be accessed online

−

Expanding list of IPBES capacity events

−

Forum for sustainable Asia and the pacific

−

Asia regional conference, Jordan

−

Seminar in New Zealand

−

Uptake event on IPBES assessment in Japan

−

International biodiversity congress in India

Some example for supporting use and uptake of approved IPBES assessment reports have
included:
−

Stand-alone uptake event.

−

Facilitation of participation of IPBES official.

−

Sharing templates for agendas.

−

Sharing concepts for uptake events.

−

Contribute to the organisation of events.

There have been some Achievements in relation to the communication of key messages
and information of IPBES. For example, NGOs based in New Zealand have developed a
database where relevant agreed messages from international agreements (including
IPBES) are accessible for indigenous peoples to use for lobbying. The New Zealand
Government has also conducted seminars for key government officials including Minister
of Environment and Statistics. The New Zealand Government also recently developed a
living standards framework which supports IPBES by creating indicators that capture
ecosystem services. This aids in framing biodiversity conservation as a political issue.
Whereas, CSIRO (Australia) has assisted with the methodological assessment of the IPBES
AP report by conducting seminars, stakeholder workshops, multi-stakeholder banquets
with academics, central government.
General Challenges
−

Fragmentation within governments have impacted on the effective dissemination of
IPBES reports across relevant departments. It is unclear who should spearhead the
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dissemination of the regional report. There is also a lack of awareness of IPBES.
−

National initiatives on biodiversity conservation are driven by other mechanisms
(e.g. SDGs) more than IPBES.

−

Governmental jargon is not user-friendly.

−

Low visibility of IPBES at the national level has led to limited awareness of IPBES by
government ministers.

−

There is also low media attention on biodiversity issues compared to climate change.

−

There is a need to engage more marketers to translate the IPBES into something that
leads to public and government buy-in.

−

There is a lack of collaboration by IPBES with other groups (e.g. IUCN) working on
biodiversity conservation.

−

There appears to be a top down process in the creation of IPBES AP report causing a
lack of ownership.

−

Terminology is not necessarily uniform and may be confusing;

−

Policy support and capacity building does not seem to address knowledge generation
and is often forgotten; and

−

There are knowledge gaps that need to be filled.

−

Translation will be an ongoing challenge for the region as knowledge and science
continues to develop and change (new learnings) and current vernacular does not
really encompass the technical terms.

Financial and Technical Constraints
−

There is a greater issue of whose job is it to handle IPBES uptake after publication.
Role of NFP on IPBES is not clear, while IPBES maintains that their primary mandate
is to produce information.

−

Additionally, there is the perception that the National Focal Point is seen as just a
title rather than responsibility. There are still other players (huge variety of
positions) in international biodiversity regimes, and this has been causing additional
confusion as to who should do what?

−

IPBES emphasised that they are a government-sanctioned organization responsible
for producing information. There is a need for the government to be more proactive
with the results produced according to their requests.

−

The e-learning modules of IPBES are often used to help create the awareness of these
products. However, it would be good to consider that limited access to technology is
a problematic issue in Oceania. PICs are very remote and continuous online access is
basically limited to the mainland; beyond the mainland, there are difficulties in
accessing on-line material. How can this information be distributed to more remote
locations? Information about IPBES is not always distributed to civil society and
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organisations.
−

Policy makers are often generalists, which makes these things documents still
technical documents. General knowledge of IPBES is lacking.

Suggested mechanisms under IPBES to support national action include:
−

There is a need to “visualize” data (map) showing confluence of issues based on
IPBES key messages and identify which parts are affecting priority biodiversity areas.

−

There is a need to further engage with and invest in communicators.

−

There is also a need to explore IPBES capacity to mobilize biodiversity finance and
provide a platform for countries to learn from each other’s best practices.

−

Identify mechanisms by which data can be downscaled to the government (e.g.
national GHG accounting under IPCC).

−

Improve on data gaps.

−

Regional collaboration on IPBES similar to ASEAN is required.

−

Involve other departments with strong international linkages such as Trade and
Security.

Recommendations on Uptake of the IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment
−

Communication with indigenous communities is a problem as government jargon is
not often user friendly.

−

Dissemination of reports across departments and with relevant stakeholders –
resources of global media but topic faces challenge to engagement – in addition, there
is limited understanding of IPBES by Government.

−

Limited action taken but reflective of marketing challenges – strong scientific
community but nor entirely adaptive to new terminologies and weak support from
Government – certain stakeholders fell ignored

−

Support provided to variety of actors – mismatch in role of dissemination – blame
attributed by governments

−

National strategy reflective of SDG’s – good interplay due to interconnection between
IPBES and SDG’s

−

Scale-down efforts to produce reports – national governments to regions for context
appropriate approaches

−

More robust use of IPBES resources

−

Assessment should be foundations for national assessments – for countries to utilise
as leverage
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−

Caution in broad application of regional assessments upon nations of varying socioenvironmental context

−

Importance of finance and mobilisation for implementation

Messages from delegates
−

What is more valuable are the sharing sessions. Simplifying and communicating the
key messages in plain English would help government to communicate these IPBES
messages to the people.

−

The connection of IPBES to other conventions was also discussed at great lengths.
Biodiversity conventions should be fed by IPBES products. IPBES is related to
biodiversity like IPCC is related to climate change. The linkages of IPBES needs to be
more clearly communicated because there is some basic lack of understanding.

−

IPBES must put more effort into good communication and to publish so called “good
news” messages out to the world. There is also not enough emphasis on getting the
public involved in conservation and biodiversity activities/events and issues. It is all
driven by the “30 second sound bite”. The better the messaging is from the beginning,
the quicker the uptake will be.

On Post 2020 Aichi Biodiversity Targets
Moving forward post 2020, there clearly is a need to further highlight the coupled humannature systems/SES to underpin human wellbeing within ecosystem services. There is also
a need to shift existing framing to acknowledge both positive and negative impacts of
biodiversity and to resolve interchangeable use of distinct terminologies/worldview:
Ecosystem Services versus Nature’s Contribution to People.

There has been a signatory agreement to work with IPBES into the future from CBD, FCCC
and CCD and the role of web features such as Webinar. Webinar series was a test as to
how to implement the findings of an assessment and to discuss key points of interest: How
do we bring the information from the land degradation assessment to the people? IPBES
is looking to bring forward the webinar method and integrate this into communications
in an effort to encourage engagement at a semi-regional level. However, time difference is
also an inhibiting factor for webinars.

There is also a need to acknowledge Grassroots (bottom-up) mechanisms/influence on
next biodiversity framework. Voluntary contributions and commitments can be given a
platform, but this should be supported by enforcement mechanisms. It was suggested that
the following themes should be included:
−

Biodiversity and Climate Change.

−

Security of customary land tenure.
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−

Acknowledgment of Indigenous Knowledge.

There were a number of elements for post 2020 targets:
−

Importance of coupled-human nature systems – human wellbeing as underpinned for
ecosystem services.

−

Climate change targets.

−

Raising awareness of nature’s benefits to people and nature contributions.

−

Indigenous practice integration to serve nature

−

Grassroots mechanism to be limited to framework

−

More enforcement mechanisms without detracting from voluntary mechanisms
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7. Appendices
7.1 Programme
FINAL PROGRAMME
(Version 11: April 3rd pm)
Science-Policy Dialogue on the
IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment for Oceania
Canberra, Australia
4-5 April 2019
Day One, Thursday
07:45-08:30 Registration
• Delegates are kindly asked to register and receive their badges and conference bags at
the registration desk
• Delegates are kindly asked to be seated by 08:40 for the “Welcome to Country” speech
on behalf of the traditional owners of the land
08:45-10:30
Session One: Inaugural Session
Moderator: Dr. Lance Heath and Ms Christmas de Guzman, APN
Rapporteur: Members of SPD Secretariat (Kirsty Barber and Quinn Franklin Roberts)
08:45-09:00

Welcome to Country
Mr. Wally Bell, Buru Ngunawal Aboriginal Corporation

09:00-09:10

Opening remarks by the Australian Government Department of the
Environment and Energy
Ms. Kelly Buchanan, Head, International Policy Section, DOEE

09:10-09:15

Opening remarks by S-CBD
Dr. Nadine Saad, Programme Management Officer, Secretariat of the
Convention on Biological Diversity

09:15-09:25

Introduction of JBF-IPBES project and objectives of the dialogue
Ms. Naoko Nakajima, Director, Tokyo Sustainability Forum, Institute for
Global Environmental Strategies (IGES)

09:25-09:40

Major highlights of the SPM of the Regional Assessment for the AsiaPacifc region with a focus on status, trends, drivers and scenarios
Dr. Madhav Karki, IPBES Asia-Pacific RA Co-Chair and IPBES MEP
Member

09:40-09:55

Presentation on the policy options identified in the AP Assessment
Report
Dr. Md Saiful Karim, IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment Chapter
6 Lead Author and Dr. Madhav Karki
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09:55-10:15

Discussion session with speakers and delegates (Q&A)
Facilitator: Mr. Andre Mader, Technical Support Unit for the IPBES
Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment

10:15-10:30

Group Photograph

10:30-11:00

Morning Break

11:00-12:00
Session Two: Challenges from Key Messages of SPM (Part I)
Moderator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Claudia Castillo Valencia and Alex van der Meer
Simo)
11:00-11:05
(5 min)

Introduction of session and speakers
Ms. Christmas de Guzman

11:05-11:15
(10 min)

Challenges in Kiribati: Managing the eradication of invasive alien
species
Ms. Neeti Tabokai, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Agriculture
Development, Kiribati

11:15-11:25
(10 min)

Challenges in Australia: Threatened species
Prof. Peter Bridgewater, Adjunct Professor, Institute for Applied
Ecology and Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis, University of
Canberra, Australia

11:25-11:50
(25 min)

Participatory Q&A session and discussion session on key challenges
Facilitator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman/Mr. Andre Mader
All interested countries are welcome to share their challenges

11:50-12:00
(10 min)

Brief summary of main discussion points
Mr. Andre Mader

12:00-12:45
Session Three: Knowledge Café Sessions (Part I)
- Delegates move directly to their respective Knowledge Cafés for in-depth discussion
- Knowledge Café sessions are designed for interactive dialogue among delegates on
specific and relevant issues and are facilitated by resource persons associated with
IPBES
Parallel Thematic Knowledge Café Sessions
Knowledge
Topic 1: Invasive Alien Species
Café 1
Facilitator: Mr. Andre Mader, IPBES-TSU-AP
12:00-12:45
Experts: Dr. Judith Lorraine Fisher, Fisher Research Pty Ltd/University
31 | P a g e

(45 min)

of Western Australia
Other experts
Plenary presenter: Ms. Neeti Tabokai, Kiribati
Rapporteur: Member of the SPD Secretariat (Claudia Castillo Valencia)

Knowledge
Café 2
12:00-12:45
(45min)

Topic 2: Threatened Species
Facilitator: Dr. Rosemary Hill, CSIRO
Experts: Ian Creswell, CSIRO
Rebecca Pirzl, CSIRO
Kirsten Davies, Mcquarie University
Plenary presenter: Prof. Peter Bridgewater, Australia
Rapporteur: Member of the SPD Secretariat (Alex van der Meer Simo)

Knowledge
Café Stand

Common challenges in Oceania sub-region (SPD Secretariat:
Kirsty Barber, Jiaqian Ling)
The Knowledge Café Stand is an area intended to promote informal
information-exchange providing an opportunity for delegates to
network and share common challenges, write and display notes on
these challenges particularly on the key messages in the SPM. Key
message banners are presented on status, trends and drivers with a
view to discussing opportunities, knowledge gaps and capacity
building needs.

12:45-13:45

Lunch

13:45-15:30

Session Three: Knowledge Café Sessions (Part I: continued)

Parallel Thematic Knowledge Café Sessions (continued)
Knowledge
Topic 1: Invasive Alien Species
Café 1
Facilitator: Mr. Andre Mader, IPBES-TSU-AP
13:45-14:30
Experts: Dr. Judith Lorraine Fisher, Fisher Research Pty
(45 min)
Ltd/University of Western Australia
Other experts
Plenary presenter: Ms. Neeti Tabokai, Kiribati
Rapporteur: Member of the SPD Secretariat (Claudia Castillo
Valencia)
Knowledge
Café 2
13:45-14:30
(45min)

Topic 2: Threatened Species
Facilitator: Dr. Rosemary Hill, CSIRO
Experts: Ian Creswell, CSIRO
Rebecca Pirzl, CSIRO
Kirsten Davies, Mcquarie University
Plenary presenter: Prof. Peter Bridgewater, Australia
Rapporteur: Member of the SPD Secretariat (Alex van der Meer Simo)
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Knowledge
Café Stand

Common challenges in Oceania sub-region (SPD
Secretariat/Quinn Franklin Roberts)
The Knowledge Café area is intended to promote informal
information-exchange providing an opportunity for delegates to
network and share common challenges, write and display notes on
these challenges particularly on the key messages in the SPM.
During this session, key message poster boards are presented on
status, trends and drivers with a view to discussing opportunities,
knowledge gaps and capacity building needs.

Reports on Key Outputs (Delegates return to their assigned seats)
Moderator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman
Rapporteurs: Members of SPD Secretariat (Claudia Castillo Valencia and Alex van der
Meer Simo)
14:30-15:00

Report on Knowledge Café 1: (10 min)
Mr. Andre Mader
Report on Knowledge Café 2: (10 min)
Dr. Rosemary Hill
Voices from delegates engaged in Knowledge Café Stand (10 min)
Ms. Christmas de Guzman/SPD Secretariat: Jiaqian Ling

15:00-15:30
(30 min)

Participatory Q&A and discussion session on key outputs

15:30-16:00

Afternoon Break

16:00-17:45

Session Four: Uptake of the IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional
Assessment
Moderator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman
Rapporteur: Members of SPD Secretariat (Likha Alcantara and Karen Khoo)
16:00-16:15
(15 min)

16:15-17:45

Plenary presentation on uptake events and activities, outreach
materials, and examples of raising awareness of IPBES assessments
and its products
Dr. Clarissa Arida, IPBES Capacity Building Task Force
Breakout Groups: Open discussions and reflections
Breakout Group I:
Facilitated by Dr. Clarissa Arida, IPBES Capacity Building Task Force
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Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Likha Alcantara)
Breakout Group II:
Facilitated by Prof. Peter Bridgewater
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Karen Khoo)
18:15~

Networking dinner

09:00-09:10

Day Two, Friday
Session Five: IPBES Asia-Pacific RA Video and Outline of Day Two

09:00-09:05

Video: IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment

09:05-09:10

Outline of Day
Mr. Andre Mader

09:10-10:15
Session Six: Challenges from Key Messages in SPM (Part II)
Moderators: Ms. Christmas de Guzman
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Karen Khoo and Quinn Franklin Roberts)
09:10-09:15
(5 min)

Introduction of session and speakers
Ms. Christmas de Guzman

09:15-09:25
(10 min)

09:55-10:00
(5 min)

Challenges in Vanuatu: Enforcing legislation on Vanuatu’s biodiversity
Ms. Mimosa Tukurauwia Bethel, Department of Environmental
Protection and Conservation, Vanuatu
Challenges in Samoa: Having appropriate policies
Mr. Ulu Bismarck Crawley, Ministry of Natural Resources and
Environment, Samoa
Participatory Q&A session and discussion session on key challenges
Facilitator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman/Mr. Andre Mader
All interested countries are welcome to share their challenges
Brief summary of main discussion points
Mr. Andre Mader

10:00-10:15

Morning Break

09:25-09:35
(10 min)
09:35-09:55
(20 min)

10:15-12:30
Session Seven: Knowledge Café Sessions (Part II)
- Delegates move directly to their respective Knowledge Cafés for in-depth discussion
- Knowledge Café sessions are designed for interactive dialogue among delegates on
specific and relevant issues and are facilitated by resource persons associated with
IPBES
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Parallel Knowledge Café Sessions
Knowledge
Topic 1: Implementation of Biodiversity Policy
Café 1
Facilitator: Mr. Andre Mader, IPBES-TSU-AP
10:15-11:45
Experts: Dr. Kirsty Davies, Mcquarie University
(90 min)
Other experts
Plenary presenter: Ms. Mimosa Tukurauwia Bethel, Vanuatu
Rapporteur: Member of the SPD Secretariat (Karen Khoo)
Knowledge
Café 2
10:15-11:45
(90 min)

Topic 2: Development of Biodiversity Policy
Facilitator: Dr. Rosemary Hill, CSIRO
Experts: Dr. Madhav Karki and Dr. Md Saiful Karim
Other experts
Plenary presenter: Mr. Ulu Bismarck Crawley, Samoa
Rapporteur: Member of the SPD Secretariat (Quinn Franklin Roberts)

Knowledge
Café Areas

Common challenges in Oceania sub-region (SPD
Secretariat/Kirsty Barber)
The Knowledge Café Areas are intended to promote informal
information-exchange providing an opportunity for delegates to
network and share common challenges, write and display notes on
these challenges particularly on the key messages in the SPM. Key
message banners are presented on status, trends and drivers with a view
to discussing opportunities, knowledge gaps and capacity building
needs.

Reports on Key Outputs (Delegates return to their assigned seats)
Moderator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Claudia Castillo Valencia)
11:45-12:10
(25 min)

Report on Knowledge Café 1: (10 min)
Mr. Andre Mader
Report on Knowledge Café 2: (10 min)
Dr. Rosemary Hill
Voices from delegates engaged in Knowledge Café Stand (5 min)
Ms. Christmas de Guzman/SPD Secretariat: Jiaqian Ling

12:10-12:30
(20 min)
12:30-13:30

Participatory Q&A and discussion session on key outputs

13:30-15:00

Session Eight: Support for using IPBES assessment reports and

Lunch
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how to improve future assessments
Moderator: Ms Chris de Guzman
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Likha Alcantara and Kirsty Barber)
(Before moving into discussions, summaries from Session 4 will be presented.)
13:30-13:50
(20 min)

Reports from Session 4: Uptake of IPBES AP regional assessment:
Breakout Session on open discussions and reflections
Breakout Group I:
Presenter: Dr. Clarissa Arida, IPBES Capacity Building Task Force
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Likha Alcantara)
Breakout Group II:
Presenter: Prof. Peter Bridgewater
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Kirsty Barber)

13:50-14:05
(15 min)
14:05-15:00

Presentation for framing discussion on support and tools for using
IPBES assessment reports and how to improve future assessments
Dr Madhav Karki and Dr Kirsten Davies
Delegates will form two breakout groups to discuss remaining
knowledge and policy support needs (for example, data gathering,
capacity building and cross-scale/cross-sector dialogues) that can be
used to enable current, and inform future, IPBES deliverables.
Breakout Group I:
Facilitated by Dr. Clarissa Arida, IPBES Capacity Building Task Force
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Likha Alcantara)

Breakout Group II:
Facilitated by Prof. Peter Bridgewater
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Kirsty Barber)
Reports on Key Outputs (Delegates return to their assigned seats)
Moderator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman
Rapporteur: Members of SPD Secretariat (Claudio Castillo Valencia and Karen Khoo)
15:00-15:20
(20 min)

Reports from Session 8: Support for using IPBES assessment reports
and how to improve future assessments
Breakout Group I:
Presenter: Dr. Clarissa Arida, IPBES Capacity Building Task Force
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Claudia Castillo Valencia)
Breakout Group II:
Presenter: Prof. Peter Bridgewater
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Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Karen Khoo)
15:20:15:40
(20 min)

Participatory Q&A and discussion session
Facilitated by Dr. Madhav Karki and Dr. Kirsten Davies
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Claudio Castillo Valencia and
Karen Khoo)

15:40-16:00

Afternoon Break

16:00-17:20
Session Nine: Feedback and Closing
Moderator: Ms. Christmas de Guzman, APN / SPD Secretariat
Rapporteur: Member of SPD Secretariat (Quinn Franklin Roberts)
16:00-16:40

Reflections from Delegates on the Dialogue and comments on the
post 2020 Biodiversity Framework
Facilitated by Dr. Carolyn Lundquist, NIWA, University of Auckland
(country delegates to be confirmed)
- Country 1
- Country 2
- Country 3
- Country 4
- Reflections from other countries/experts

16:40-17:00

Feedback survey
- Delegates are invited to complete a feedback survey available
online or on paper

17:00-17:10

Summary
- A brief overview of the two-day event and post-SPD outputs
Prof. Peter Bridgewater

17:10-17:20

Closing remarks
- JBF-IPBES(C3) Project Chair
Mr. Seiji Tsutsui, Director, APN Secretariat

End of formal proceedings
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7.2 Summary of breakout group discussions
Guided by the facilitators based on the notes outlined below, the results of the breakout
session are detailed in the succeeding pages.
Session Three (Day 1): Parallel Knowledge Café Sessions (Part I)
Café 1: Invasive Alien Species (Facilitator: Andre Mader)
Café 2: Threatened Species (Facilitator: Ro Hill)
Session Seven (Day 2): Parallel Knowledge Café Sessions (Part II)
Café 1: Implementation of Biodiversity Policy (Facilitator: Andre Mader)
Café 2: Development of Biodiversity Policy (Facilitator: Ro Hill)
Please note: You can draw from the policy options provided in the key messages of the IPBES AP assessment report
summary for policy makers (p13) or even more details from the chapters of the full report
Discussion Points (90 minute session):
1. Do you have examples of challenges in your country or area that are similar to the one presented? If so, please
share them briefly with the group. (15 mins)
It could be useful here to either (a) select one challenge out of these; or (b) ask for participants to suggest similar
challenges, so that they can be clustered.
2. What are the causes (drivers) of the challenges that you have just explained? (15 mins)
3. Which measures may be able to address these challenges, and which obstacles are preventing these measures
from being implemented? (60 mins)
Facilitators can consider asking the participants to compile a simple diagram showing the relationship between the
challenge, the drivers (direct and indirect) causing them, and the policy options that might help to resolve them.
Session 4 (Day 1): Uptake of IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment
(Clarissa Arida and Peter Bridgewater)
Breakout group discussion points (90 minute session):
1. Have you communicated the key messages and information of IPBES AP assessment report and other IPBES
deliverables to relevant ministries and stakeholders in your country? What are the challenges/obstacles? (25
mins)
2. Will the key messages and information of IPBES deliverables be reflected into your country’s policy documents
or projects? (e.g. national policies or strategies, national reports…etc.) What is needed to ensure that this
happens? (25 mins)
3. Based on IPBES AP assessment report, what kind of elements need to be reflected to Post 2020 biodiversity
framework? (10min)
Session 8 (Day 2): Support for using IPBES assessment reports; and how to improve future assessments
(Clarissa Arida and Peter Bridegwater)
Breakout group discussion points (55 minute session):
1. What kind of support is required to convert the key messages in the IPBES assessment reports into policy and
action, specifically with regard to:
•

Capacity building on how to apply the report’s findings (15 mins)

•
2.

Mainstreaming beyond biodiversity policymakers (15 mins)
How can future assessment reports be improved and made more user-friendly with regard to content, and
presentation of content (20 mins)
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Report of Break-out Group 1 on Session 3 (Invasive Alien Species)
Knowledge Café 1 Topic 1: Invasive Alien Species
This café was facilitated by Mr. Andre Mader and reported by Claudia Castillo
There are challenges to look at when it comes to border control and quarantine. In
Vanuatu, species just move to one island to the other. It is important to look at the
interaction of species with the environment.
Funding has emerged as an important issue. How can we continue to work at the highest
level, and make sure the money keeps coming to fund projects? Experience has shown that
donors influence a specific project.
For the Island Pacific country of Palau there is a need for a greater focus on people and
not species and for a greater understanding of the potential impacts on ecosystems.
Traditional knowledge should also be better recognized perhaps through supporting
indigenous research. Some cross cutting between indigenous knowledge with community
knowledge is also required.
There is also a need to be able to identify species. CBD is more focused on protecting sites
and on certifications. There is a lack of monitoring and resources to buy equipment to
catch and tag species. For most PIC, governments do not see it as a priority and therefore
financing such initiatives is almost non- existent. However, local and regional
organizations can help. There is a need for an integrated approach involving all sectors.
This is a necessity in order to achieve the desired outcomes.
There needs to be a prioritisation of resources when it comes to the protection of
ecosystems and biodiversity. The prioritisation should be focused on communities and
should also include the impact on people, health, livelihoods and well-being. Dialogue
within and at national and local levels should be taking place more frequently. The
programs within the ministry need to be done at the local level too. Ocean management
is a good example where consultation is not across the various levels of government and
community.
In summary the following challenges need to be addressed
• Border control
• Donors’ disconnect from specific challenges
• Public engagement and behaviour change
• Resource availability and prioritisation
• Linking resources to communities
• Staff turnover and lack of institutional knowledge
• Cross sectoral problem
Key Questions
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The previous discussion raised a number of key questions for policy makers to consider.
Does all of this information make a difference to policy makers? Is it presented in a way
that makes a difference to your work? Is there a link to decision making? How do we
package all of this information?
Following the talk provided by Ms. Neeti Tabokai from Kiribati, there were a number of
key messages that were raised by the group. In summary the main points of importance
relating to invasive alien species were:
● Border control is a critical factor.
● There is a degree of disconnection between donors and specific challenges.
● Lack of support from indigenous and local knowledge is a major issue, but the
support does not necessarily have to come from the government.
● Public engagement and behavioural change are required– we need to make people
more aware of the issues.
● Prioritization (not enough money for all, so we prioritize) and availability (making
resources available to communities) related to resources.
● There is often a lack of institutional knowledge.
● A common theme that had emerged from this session was the issue of educating
communities, government and in people to help them understand the challenges
to be faced. It does not need to be a complicated educational campaign. An
example from New Zealand: The NZ Government gave out pamphlets in the New
Zealand airport informing about the role of dogs in migrations and why it is so
important to New Zealand. This was a very good example of educating people at
the border. General environmental education in schools as another area where
Governments can focus their efforts.
● Resources given to communities need to build a long-term strategy to actually
achieve a sustainable goal (3-4 years) and be significant over a period of time.
Donors would have their project lifespan extended, but no one can ensure that
these programs or projects lead to a final outcome or strategy.
● There is an expectation that the communities will stay engaged. Whether or not it
is an ongoing program, there is a fear that communities may not stay engaged.
There is need for incentives to make communities stay fully engaged.
● It is observed to be now a trend that National governments are moving towards
long term strategies as a means to secure finance
● It is a trend to go to 10-15 year strategies and after the strategy there should be an
action plan to implement.
● Generally, is difficult for a donor to give direct funding to a ministry outside a
project. There must be a developed action plan. There is a need for long term
strategies to make sure that the next government term continues with a project.
● In Australia, financial action plans to threatened species allows private-public
partnerships and businesses to make strategies and actions addressed in a
threatened species strategy (long term strategy). The partnerships created from
that have been quite successful.
● The role of Private sector participation. There is nothing better than corporate
social responsibility. There is an emergence of so called “Green business” and that
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is hugely encouraging across the world because they are linked to good
environmental actions.
IAS can ask for the involvement of other affected sectors, not only the
environmental, but the agricultural sector as well. Clearly, there are opportunities
in the agriculture and aquaculture sectors as well because it is in their vested
interest to control IAS as well. After all, these sectors may be the most affected by
IAS. Furthermore, if other sectors are affected there likely to be more government
involvement.
Agriculture sector is on board but is also the most affected. If industry has a
business model that is unsustainable it can be very difficult to react. If they have
the funds, then it is possible to develop some kind of useful mechanism like in the
case or corporations that have their own mechanisms and the ability to invest in
specific activities.
One thing unique about IAS, as opposed to other environmental/biodiversity
issues where there are conflicting issues, IAS is a problem for all concerned. When
it comes to IAS issues, the involvement of sectors is particularly useful
(involvement and communication with other affected sectors).
It becomes a multipronged approach that will not depend upon biodiversity
funding alone.
PIC Schools need to incorporate environmental education in to their curriculum
as is the case in Australia and New Zealand in which schools have environmental
projects. This should start in elementary schools. However, it should also be
extended educating families as well. Children can educate the parents as well.
Funding donors can also play a part in educating communities as well (systematic
targeting from an educational perspective).
There are existing roles and mechanisms that we can share.
Protocols for evaluating any biological control agent must be carefully scrutinized.
It is important to determine whether or not a species is likely to become invasive
or not. There needs to be around 99% certainly that an introduced biological agent
will not become a pest itself.
In New Zealand local knowledge is included in the decision-making process. Under
the kiwi convention on biological diversity, a Global report has been produced by
the indigenous people. Indigenous knowledge and traditional indicators were
therefore included in governing reporting.
There needs to be an integrated approach that should be delivered across sectors.
Cross sector should also include the border control. And development projects
need to incorporate the IAS element as well as spatial elements and planning.
Having a regional or local government strategy does not always reflect what
happens in the real world as actions will not necessarily be supported.
The identification and importance of biodiversity hotspots was raised as an
important issue. It is important not to focus too much on species but on the
ecosystem as a whole.
Ecosystem based approaches and ecosystem robustness is important. IAS are
always going to be around, so it is important to build resilience of ecosystem as
much as possible is important (fire burning example).
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Ecosystem is also about the interactions people and the environment. Therefore,
attention must be paid to those interactions. This is recognized in indigenous
work.
There is a real disconnect between the people, resources and ecosystems. A
majority of the world’s population live in cities, but the resources they are
impacting on could be in another jurisdiction a long way from where they live.
Education can mean a custom choice; this is letting people to choose between
practices that can be sustainable or not.
Food security and agroecological systems need to be considered. If you have a
diverse food system you are more resilient to invasive species.

Report of Break-out Group 1 on Session 3 (Threatened Species)
Report on Knowledge Café 2 Topic 2: Threatened Species
This café was facilitated by Dr. Rosemary Hill and reported Mr. Alex van der Meer
Simo
Thematic knowledge Café session two examined the impacts of threatened species. This
session covered some common challenges across countries and regions. There are a
number of direct measurable/tangible impacts. Most notable of these include loss of
habitat, (e.g. through clear felling) as well as climate change. The illegal wildlife trade is
also having a major impact on species.
A number of underlying drivers of change were also identified. These include population
increases; the growing tourism trade; rural to urban migration and development of
infrastructure and extractive industries.
With respect to the institutional context, the isolation/fragmentation of biodiversity and
ecosystem services sector is a major issue. There is an under resource of biodiversity and
ecosystem services agencies leading to significant data gaps.
Measures/responses
A number of measures and responses were discussed. Conservation strategies, plans and
laws need to be robust as well as development control laws/land use planning to protect
threatened species. Good communication strategies and translation (“a picture can tell a
thousand words”) was also identified as important. Equally as important is to have a
sustainable financial mechanisms and trust funds.
Local management of marine protected areas should be well resourced and strict controls
around closing off fishing and turtle harvesting areas should be enforced. Much of the
focus of the discussion
centred on the importance of transboundary cooperation to
manage trade challenges and the alignment or the “mainstreaming” of policies.
Collaboration with non-state actors (e.g. NGOs, customary owners) was also identified as
an important element to protecting threatened species.
In summary there were a number of solutions and their obstacles (IAS) that were identified.
These included:
• Systematic education
• Border School curriculum (context-targeted) and community outlets
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•
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Long-term strategies (not project based) and mechanisms
Regional approaches and control (hierarchy of approaches)
Involvement of communication with other affected sectors
Cultural impact assessment of biological control
Integrated strategies (cross-sector) including border control
Incorporate lessons learnt into spatial planning
Incorporate lessons learnt into policy (list) Observational data
Support for local level agriculture

Alignment/mainstreaming of policies
The facilitator suggested that it would be a good idea to for each country to provide a brief
synopsis on the current situation in their country with respect to the following:
• Review of legislation, powers and agencies
• Meeting together of different sectors
• Impact of cumulative effects
Outcome of the Knowledge Café Stand
(facilitated Kirsty Barber, Jiaqian Ling)
The Knowledge Café Stand is an area intended to promote informal information-exchange
providing an opportunity for delegates to network and share common challenges, write
and display notes on these challenges particularly on the key messages in the SPM. Key
message banners are presented on status, trends and drivers with a view to discussing
opportunities, knowledge gaps and capacity building needs.
The notes below provide some of the thoughts relating to challenges in the Oceania subregion. Most notable challenges relate to use application of traditional knowledge and
indigenous management. Peer to peer learning is important but also there appears to be
an urgent need to ensure that Governments are on board with respect to protecting
biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Results of the Knowledge Café Stand include the following:
I learnt that …
● Support for traditional knowledge and indigenous management is key.
I Felt that …
IPBES needs a clear message / story.
● More people from government should have attended.
● Empowering of local communities and their indigenous people needs to take
place.
I noticed that …
● Peer to peer learning is evident.
● Most here are policy “implementers” or policy “influencers” but not “makers”
where are the politicians here? “NOT ON BOARD”.
● I liked that the Dialogue had a relaxed environment.
● Indigenous voices were appropriately heard / represented.
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I discovered that …
● We need to reconcile the divided between policy and “Science” experts.
● IPBES needs clear communication channels both externally and within IPBES.
● People need to dominate / educate to advance in the environmental agenda
I would like to suggest …
● Involve communicators to put a different perspective on the current discourse.
● Bring your politicians, ministers and advisors to the table e.g. discussions like
this.
● More public awareness and community integration – educate the general public.
● That until we can get governments on board, we won’t get the general public on
board.
Report of Break-out Group 1 on Session 4 (Day 1): Uptake of IPBES Asia-Pacific
Regional Assessment
Below is a PowerPoint presentation used by Break-out Group on their discussion on
uptake of IPBES APRA:
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Break-out Group 2 on Session 4 (Uptake of IPBES APRA)
Below is a report by Break-out Group 2, using notes on whiteboard, on their discussions
Uptake of the IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional Assessment
New Zealand (NGO’s)
Communication with Indigenous Communities
− However, governmental jargon is not user-friendly
Papua New Guinea
Healthy political dialogue through vision 2050
− Reflective of UN SDG’s
New Zealand (Government)
Report dissemination across departments and with relevant stakeholders
− Resources of global media but topic faces challenge to engagement
− In addition, limited understanding of IPBES by government
Australia
Limited action taken but reflective of marketing challenges
− Strong scientific community but not entirely adaptive to new terminologies
− Weak support from Government → certain stakeholders feel ignored
CBD
Support provided to variety of actors
− Mismatch in role of dissemination
− Blame attribution by Government’s?
Kiribati
National strategy reflective of SDG’s
− Good interplay due to interconnection between IPBES + SDG’s

Which elements need to be reflected to post-2020 biological diversity framework
− Importance of counted-human nature systems
・Human wellbeing as underpinned for ecosystem services
− Climate change targets
− Raising awareness of nature’s benefits to people to nature’s contributions
− Indigenous practice integration to serve nature
− Grassroots mechanisms to be linked to framework
− More enforcement mechanisms without detracting from voluntary mechanisms
− Include New Zealand
Key messages in policy documents
− Scale-down efforts to produce reports
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・National governments to regions for context-appropriate approaches
−
−
−
−

More robust use of IPBES resources
Assessment should be foundation for national assessments
・for countries to utilize as leverage
Caution in broad application of regional assessments upon nations of varying socioenvironmental context
Importance on finance and mobilization for implementation

Note: Key Messages and analysis is contained in the body of the report.

Knowledge Café 1 Topic 1: Implementation of Biodiversity Policy
Facilitated by Mr. Andre Mader with rapporteur, Ms. Karen Khoo
Delegates were asked what kind of specific implementation (inclusive of enforcement and
compliance) challenges are you facing in their own country?
In general, political will is a common problem that is relevant to both aspects (developing
policy and implementation policy). Political will is essential in directing resources to a
particular project. Clearly, there are commitments by government but this is not realised
through giving funding to people to execute projects. A major problem is the lack of both
financial and human resources.
Once again communicating key messages and ensuring that Governments take the
necessary action to protect biodiversity, people and people’s livelihood and that these are
inextricably linked At a global level, we also need to define the mechanisms at play in a
comprehensive way, so that countries are not confused. Suggestion of some more
enforceable law or rule is needed to ensure environmental protection.
General issues in the discussion of the implementation stage can be summarised under
two main headings, namely challenges and solutions.
Challenges:
− Resources, financial resources and how to prioritize them is an important
consideration.
− Awareness in people and how to connect them with nature and natural identity.
− There is the need to emphasise the importance of transmitting a good message across
different levels.
− When Government changes policy sometimes change. But it can be good if the next
government is better than the previous one.
− Information overload: a significant number of reports are produced and it can be
overwhelming for the reader, especially for a small country policy maker.
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Solutions:
− Connecting with people, more talking to audiences, the message like IPBES should be
more specifically directed to policymakers and decision makers.
− Financial motivation for biodiversity and ecosystem services has been a powerful tool
to raise awareness on the importance of biodiversity.
− Finding synergy between portfolios is necessary.
− Concerning government more broadly, more binding agreements at the international
level. There is will to move towards more binding agreements, but there is a risk that
countries may not sign binding agreements.
− For competing values, finding a sustainable livelihood is an option. When protected
areas are established, local communities must have an alternative livelihood option.
− Concerning information overload: synergy between portfolios that includes
biodiversity; there are very limited resources for producing assessments. Proper
dissemination of the key points is the answer rather than producing more reports and
assessments. There are UNDP officers around the world, so this may be seen as a way
to deciphering the overloading information.

Knowledge Café 2 Topic 2: Development of Biodiversity Policy
Facilitated by Dr Rosemary Hill, with Rapporteur Mr Quinn Franklin Roberts
This session examined the issues around the development of biodiversity policy. The
revisiting of measures/responses for Oceania are similar to those in the Asia-Pacific
Regional Assessment. This serves as a platform to continue ways to implement common
areas. IPBES used this platform as a mechanism to coordinate and strengthen the work of
SPREP. Dialogue delegates provided their views on its implementation.
Four critical areas for review were recommended:
− Involving local communities, stakeholders collaborating with the decision making
− Mainstreaming of the biodiversity policy
− Regional cooperation
− Partnerships for funding
In summary, the following points were made:
− Since there are so many community beliefs/ideas about important biodiversity/
environmental issues that there should be a stronger link between local communities
and the national government where people have a greater say on environmental
management plans. There are examples of co-governance in New Zealand where the
communities are allowed to have environmental management plans, but
unfortunately many of these are not enforced by law.
− In the local marine areas in New Zealand, there is some customary involvement by the
local fishery officers who act as a delegated authority to enforce fisheries. This model
could be adopted elsewhere in the region. Whereas in Cook Islands there are
differences between the central and the outer islands where authorized personnel
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from the central mainland travel to the outer islands to undertaken management
plans. However, there are some difficulties traveling so compliance does not always
occur resulting is a “tricky” problem. In Australia, RPS has been very successful, for
both land and sea agreements. This initiative is funded by the Australian Government.
One limitation is that there is a disconnect with the state government over certain
issues.
In Palau there are 16 government areas and the government allow for the collection of
a “green fee” that is associated with the protected areas provided that these have a
management plan that addresses national issues like climate change.
In the Marshall Islands they have the “Micronesian challenge” where they aim to get
30% marine protected areas. However, they do not have the same tourism industry as
Palau so they have fisheries that pay a “blue fee” instead to help fund the management
of their protected areas.
In Australia this can be a way of getting a social mandate for higher policymaking level
uptake. Mainstreaming local government management can happen through
biodiversity or environmental policy, and also through treaty settlements. Before that,
Australia had native title settlements.
In New Zealand have a special treaty settlement that gave way to a special law that
provided legal recognition to rivers and forests as legal entities. There is a need for
institutions to link local communities and high-level stakeholders, but this is not
needed in every case.

In terms of transboundary cooperation, the following were discussed and noted:
− Coral triangle initiative which seems to be a good transboundary cooperation. It brings
together research management in forums and workshops. Includes PNG, Philippines,
Solomon Islands, Malaysia, Indonesia.
− Pacific Ocean framework which is coordinated across large ocean states
− More work is needed on fisheries management. It would appear that illegal trade is an
important issue in some areas of the Pacific, but the IUU (illegal unregulated and
underreported) fisheries requires more resources to monitor illegal and legal catches.
− Pacific Leaders’ forum is a good way of cooperation and sharing of ideas. This region
is stronger at cooperation than other regions.
− Treaty CITES that allows the use of naturally dead marine mammals. But New Zealand
has made this illegal. Cook Islands is also affected by this treaty, even thought is not a
member.
− ASEAN fly-way network which has a trust that provides engagement with the
government
− Partnerships to raise money should focus on containing the IUU fishing. There is a
need for vessel monitoring systems, new monitoring methods that trace fish
movements and locations.
− For the small island states, partnerships are critical because the land does not belong
to the government. In order to make any progress there is a need for partnership with
land owners.
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Below are the inputs on the Knowledge Café Stand (common challenges in policy
development and policy implementation) by participants.
Solutions for Policy Development
• Promote co-development
• Inclusive science-based
• Collaborative partnerships
• Transparent and inclusive process
• Strengthening of common institution that links government and traditional
knowledge/communities
• Collaborative development
• Must involve traditional leaders
• Look at local needs/priorities and design policy that align to them, and that meet
international and regional targets
• Integrating direct influence of national/sub-national policy with direct influence
through international processes (e.g. CBD)
• Evidence-based policy development
• Bottom-up consultation
• Good practice based
• Leaning together from our diverse practices
Solutions for Policy Implementation
• Enforceable law
• Government buy in to IPBES
• Local engagement
• Government understanding the importance of IPBES
• Emphasis on people-nation will benefit

Knowledge Café Stand: Common challenges in Oceania in Implementation and
Development of Biodiversity Policy
(reported by SPD Secretariat: Quinn Franklin Roberts, Kirsty Barber)
The Knowledge Café Areas are intended to promote informal information-exchange
providing an opportunity for delegates to network and share common challenges, write
and display notes on these challenges particularly on the key messages in the SPM. Key
message banners are presented on status, trends and drivers with a view to discussing
opportunities, knowledge gaps and capacity building needs.
The following is an interpretation of people’s display notes: The proceeding notes relate
to the synthesis of information and how to communicate key massages for wider uptake
of the IBES assessment. CBD and national focal points play an important role in
disseminating information. The assessments require more work on the best way this
information can be used effectively and whether the key messages are right. Once again
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there is also a role for SPREP to play as well in the protection of biodiversity. However,
their role could be influenced and restricted simply by the geography of the region and its
size. But clearly coordination is key to the effective dissemination and uptake (wider
uptake) of key messages. The use of e-learning modules and webinar can help with the
dissemination process as well as improvements relating to translation. These issues were
also discussed in more depth in the other sessions but have also been highlighted in the
Executive Summary.
There was some confusion around policy makers and their role in the protection of
biodiversity values. Their visibility is low key in some areas and appear not to be entirely
proactive. There is probably a need for more clarity around who the decision or policy
makers are as well as the need to mainstream workshops, people and policy makers to
build capacity and the type of capacity that is needed. However, money and time can be
an impediment.
Clearly, capacity must be built to deal with the challenges ahead. It is important to
consider people, information, communities and governance mechanisms and to “unpack”
the key messages. IBES can play an important role to reinforce action for change. This
should be focused at the local, national, region and global level. It is necessary to bridge
the gaps between various sectors, knowledge, world views, countries, donors and CEF/GEF.

Result of a quick survey among participants on solutions to challenges related to
the question posed on “What do you want to see in future IPBES assessment?”

Note: Other break-out groups preferred interactive face-to-face discussions and note-taking.
No PowerPoint presentations were used in some aspects of reporting.
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7.3 Participants’ list

*IPBES focal point
**CBD focal point
***CBD focal point nominee/alternate

1) Country representative
Country

Name

Organization

Position/Title

Australia

Akaash AGARWAL

Department of the Environment and Energy

-

Australia

Leila BOUHAFS*

Department of the Environment and Energy

Senior Policy Officer

Australia

Kelly BUCHANAN

Department of the Environment and Energy

Director, International Policy Section

Australia

Melissa COTTERILL

Department of the Environment and Energy

Assistant Director

Australia

Jaime GRUBB**

Department of the Environment and Energy

Director, Biodiversity Policy Section

Australia

Chris SCHWEIZER

Department of Finance

Assistant Secretary

Cook Islands

Heimata Louisa KARIKA***

National Environment Service

Manager

Fiji

Senimili Titikula NAKORA***

Senior Environment Officer

Fiji

Nina SIKITI***

Kiribati

Neeti TOBOKAI***

New Zealand

Nicola TOKI

Department of Environment
Department of Environment, Ministry of Waterways and
Environment
Ministry of Environment, Lands and Agriculture
Development
NZ Department of Conservation

New Zealand

Elaine WRIGHT*

NZ Department of Conservation

Manager

Marshall Islands

Warwick HARRIS***

Office of Environmental Planning & Policy Coordination

Deputy Director

Palau

King SAM**

Ministry of Natural Resources, Environment & Tourism

Public Information Officer

Papua New Guinea

Michael Kaiglo BONGRO***

Conservation & Environment Protection Authority

Director - Special Projects

Papua New Guinea

Mark GOIYE

Office of the Prime Minister

Advisor - Projects

Samoa

Ulu Bismarck CRAWLEY***

Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment

Chief Executive Officer

Tonga

Tahirih HOKAFONU**

Ministry of Environment and Communications

Principal Biodiversity Officer

Environment Officer
Assistant Secretary
Advisor
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Mimosa Tukurauwia BETHEL

VANGOV, Department of Environment Protection and
Conservation

Environment Officer

Country

Name

Organization

Position/Title

Australia

Peter BRIDGEWATER

University of Canberra

Adjunct Professor

Australia

Kirsten DAVIES

Macquarie University

Senior Lecturer

Australia

Simon FERRIER

CSIRO

Researcher

Australia

Judith Lorraine FISHER

Fisher Research Pty Ltd/University of Western Australia

Director

Australia

Rosemary HILL

CSIRO

Scientist

Australia

Md Saiful KARIM

Faculty of Law, Queensland University of Technology (QUT)

Associate Professor

Australia

Harpinder SANDHU

Flinders University and University of South Australia

Senior Research Fellow

Canada

Nadine SAAD

U.N. Environment-SCBD

Programme Management Officer

Nepal

Madhav KARKI

CGED-Nepal

Managing Cum, Executive Director

New Zealand

Anne-Gaëlle AUSSEIL

Manaaki Whenua Landcare Research

Research Priority Leader

New Zealand

Carolyn LUNDQUIST

NIWA; University of Auckland

Principal Scientist/Associate Professor

Samoa

Amanda WHEATLEY

Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme

Biodiversity Adviser

Vanuatu
2) IPBES experts

3) Relevant organization
Country

Name

Organization

Position/Title

Australia

Ian CRESSWELL

CSIRO

Research Director
Lead

Australia

Simone MAYNARD

International Union for Conservation of Nature

Australia

Rebecca PIRZL

New Zealand

Beth Tui SHORTLAND

CSIRO
Senior Research Scientist
He Puna Marama Trust, Te Kopu Pacific Indigenous & Local
Consultant
Knowledge Centre
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4) IPBES TSU
Country

Name

Organization

Position/Title

Japan

Andre MADER

Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES)

Researcher

Country

Name

Organization

Position/Title

Japan

Naoko NAKAJIMA

Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES)

Director

Japan

Seiji TSUTSUI

Asia-Pacific Network for Global Change Research (APN)

Director

Japan

Christmas DE GUZMAN

Asia-Pacific Network for Global Change Research (APN)

Programme Officer

Japan

Aiko SEKI

Asia-Pacific Network for Global Change Research (APN)

Administrative Officer

Australia

Lance HEATH

Free Lance Solution

Secretariat

Australia

Laura HEATH

Free Lance Solution

Photographer

Australia

Dianne MANNING

Free Lance Solution

Secretariat

Australia

Quinn Franklin ROBERTS

The Australian National University

Rapporteur

Australia

Karen KHOO

The Australian National University

Rapporteur

Australia

Claudia Castillo VALENCIA

The Australian National University

Rapporteur

Australia

Alex VAN DER MEER SIMO

The Australian National University

Rapporteur

Australia

Likha ALCANTARA

The Australian National University

Rapporteur

Australia

Kirsty BARBER

The Australian National University

Rapporteur

Australia

Jiaqian LING

The Australian National University

Rapporteur

5) Secretariat
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7.4 Presentations
Session one Presentation on Introduction of JBF-IPBES Project and objectives of the
science-policy dialogue
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Session 1 Presentation on major highlights of the SPM of the Regional Assessment for the
Asia-Pacific region with a focus on status, trends, drivers and scenarios
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Session 2 Presentation on Challenges in Kiribati: Managing the eradication of invasive
alien species
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Session 2 Presentation on Challenges in Australia: Threatened species
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Session 3 presentation on Common Challenges in Oceania that participants pasted on
whiteboards at the Knowledge Café Stand:
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Session 4 Presentation on uptake events and activities, outreach materials, and examples
of raising awareness of IPBES assessments and its products
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Session 6 Presentation on challenges in Vanuatu: Enforcing legislation on Vanuatu’s
biodiversity
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Session 6 Presentation on challenges in Samoa: Having appropriate policies
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Session 8 Presentation on framing discussion on support and tools for using IPBES
assessment reports and how to improve future assessments
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Session 9 Presentation on brief overview of the two-day event and post-SPD outputs
(Summary of the SPD)
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7.5 Selected photographs
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l.

n.

m.

q.

p.

r.
o.

s.

t.

Photo captions:
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a.

Ms. Naoko Nakajima, Director, Tokyo Sustainability Forum, Institute for Global
Environmental Strategies (IGES)

b. Ms. Christmas de Guzman, Programme Officer, Asia-Pacific network for Global
Change Research (APN)
c.

Mr. Wally Bell, Buru Ngunawal Aboriginal Corporation

d. Dr. Nadine Saad, Programme Management Officer, Secretariat of the Convention on
Biological Diversity
e.

Ms. Mimosa Tukurauwia Bethel, Environment Officer, VANGOV, Department of
Environment Protection and Conservation

f.

Prof. Peter Bridgewater, Adjunct Professor, Institute for Applied Ecology and
Institute for Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra

g.

Dr. Madhav Karki, IPBES Asia-Pacific RA Co-Chair and IPBES MEP Member

h. Dr. Kirsten Davies, Senior Lecturer, Macquarie University
i.

Dr. Md Saiful Karim, Associate Professor, Queensland University of Technology
(QUT)

j.

Mr. Seiji Tsutsui, Director, Asia-Pacific network for Global Change Research (APN),
JBF-IPBES(C3) Project Chair

k.

Ms. Kelly Buchanan, Head, International Policy Section, Australian Government
Department of the Environment and Energy

l.

Q&A Sessions

m. Dr. Kirsten Davies, Macquarie University; IPBES APRA Coordinating Lead Author
n. Mr. Andre Mader, Researcher, Institute for Global Environmental Strategies ( IGES),
IPBES-TSU member
o.

Mr. Ulu Bismarck Crawley, Organization Ministry for Natural Resources and
Environment, Samoa

p. Group Photo
q. Breakout Group Discussion on IPBES Uptake of IPBES Assessments
r.

Breakout Group Discussion on Development of Biodiversity Policy

s.

Breakout Group Discussion on Threatened Species

t.

Breakout Group Discussion on Invasive Alien Species

127 | P a g e

7.6 Oceania pre-dialogue survey results (8 respondents)
QUESTION 1: Respondent information
SAMOA
Ulu Bismarck Crawley
Organization Ministry for Natural Resources and Environment
Samoa
TONGA
Tahirih Hokafonu
Organization Department of Environment, MEIDECC
Tonga
VANUATU
Mimosa Bethel
Organization Department of Environmental Protection and Conservation
Vanuatu
AUSTRALIA
Peter Bridgewater
University of Canberra
Australia
TUVALU
Tilia Tima
Environment Department
Tuvalu
COOK ISLANDS
Heimata Karika
National Environment Service
Cook Islands
NAURU
Bryan Star
CIE
Nauru
NEW ZEALAND
Elaine Wright
Organization Department of Conservation
Country New Zealand
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QUESTION 2
Please describe ONE key challenge that your country is currently facing, with regard to the
management or governance of biodiversity (50-100 words).
SAMOA
The biggest challenges faced is having appropriate policies, the enforcement and
compliance mechanism and instrument in place, monitoring and evaluation frameworks
TONGA
This is limited power for enforcement of legal and policy framework as well as lack of
community awareness, due to vast geographical scatterings of the islands, and high human
and transportation costs.
VANUATU
There are various challenges that Vanuatu faces with the management or governance of
its biodiversity. But a key challenge here will be the legislation that governs the country’s
biodiversity. The Environmental Protection and Conservation Act, CAP 283 is the solitary
act that gives power to the protection of Biodiversity nationwide, and several legislation
relatively associated as the National Ozone policy, Fisheries regulations, CITES Appendix
II and the Specific species regulation which is still at its draft initial stage (it focused on
harvesting, use, species kept in captivity, Export species, Endemic, rare, Threaten and
overexploited species).There are in-country instruments that contains Strategy Action
plan as NEPIP, NBSAP and NSDP that assist with the better management of our
biodiversity. Despite the facts that we have all these in place the country often lack
financial capacity to the enforcement of these legislation, and in other case the country
lack of Human resources is a huge cap.
AUSTRALIA
Balancing the demands for action on Threatened species with a broader landscape
approach
TUVALU
Small island country with limited capacity on managing invasive species
COOK ISLANDS
Community support and buy in for protected areas and biodiversity conservation given
the pressures of development
NAURU
Policy Legislation and Enforcement
NEW ZEALAND
Decline of biodiversity on private land
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QUESTION 3
Does your example fit into any of the challenges in the IPBES regional assessment on Asia
and the Pacific? If so, please indicate which:
SAMOA
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13

TUVALU
7, 8

TONGA
7, 8, 11, 13,

COOK ISLANDS
Other

VANUATU
7, 8, 13

NAURU
6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13

AUSTRALIA
6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12

NEW ZEALAND
6, 7, 8, 13

COMMON AMONG 7 RESPONDENTS:
Key message 7. Invasive alien species have increased in number and abundance, and
constitute one of the most serious drivers of biodiversity loss across the Asia- Pacific region
Key message 8. Protected area coverage in the Asia-Pacific region has increased
substantially but does not effectively target areas of important biodiversity, and progress
is needed towards better overall management effectiveness

130 | P a g e

QUESTION 4
Would you be willing to briefly present such an example at the science-policy dialogue
workshop?
Total responses: Yes (3), No (5)
SAMOA: Yes
TONGA: No
VANUATU: Yes
AUSTRALIA: Yes
TUVALU: No
COOK ISLANDS: No
NAURU: No
NEW ZEALAND: No
Samoa, Vanuatu and Australia (Peter) are willing to present
QUESTION 5
Do you have any examples of raising awareness about the IPBES Regional Assessment for
Asia and the Pacific or any other IPBES products? Please explain briefly (50-100 words).
SAMOA: No
TONGA: I can confirm that during the workshop this week.
VANUATU: Vanuatu has not become a member yet to the IPBES and we have not raised
awareness relating to the IPBES Regional Assessment for Asia and the Pacific or any other
IPBES products, but the Department of Environmental of Protections and Conservation,
often carried out awareness that are somewhat relevant to the challenges from the IPBES
Assessment. The department often carried out Alien Invasive species Awareness,
Community Conservation Area awareness to interested communities, Waste and pollution
awareness and other more awareness that are close related to the challenges identified.
AUSTRALIA:
One issue IPBES has globally is too low a profile, this is not limited to A-P but is especially
serious in this region due to low numbers of platform members.
TUVALU
We can raise awareness by having radio talk back shows, even promoting them in our
National Environment and Biodiversity Week which is in late May to first week of June
COOK ISLANDS
No
NAURU
Very sorry I do not have an example and in fact this is the first time that I will be really
aware of IPBES products and their work in the Asia Pacific region
NEW ZEALAND
I have only recently taken up the focal point role. My team is actively involved in the
generation of information to support management and policy = evidence based

131 | P a g e

7.7 Responses to the feedback survey from Oceania SPD participants
Which were the two most important aspects of the Science-Policy Dialogue?
Answered: 28 Skipped: 0
33.33%

35.00%

30.00%
25.00%
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20.00%
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Was the amount of information provided at the Science-Policy Dialogue?:
Answered: 24 Skipped: 4
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How useful would you rate the content of the Science-Policy Dialogue? Would you
suggest any changes for the next time? If so, please elaborate in the comments
section.
Answered: 28 Skipped: 0

Excellent

21.43%

Good

67.86%

Average

10.71%

Poor

0.00%

Very Poor
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Which of the breakout groups that you joined did you find most useful or interesting,
and why?
Answered: 28 Skipped: 0

Knowledge Cafe 1 (Day 1): Invasive Alien
Species

11.76%

Knowledge Cafe 2 (Day 1): Threatened Species

15.69%

Knowledge Cafe 1 (Day 2): Implementation of
Biodiversity Policy

21.57%

Knowledge Cafe 2 (Day 2): Development of
Biodiversity Policy

3.92%

Uptake of IPBES Asia-Pacific Regional
Assessment

21.57%

Support for using IPBES assessment reports and
how to improve future assessment
Networking Cafe Stand: Common challenges in
Oceania
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Through this workshop, how much did your understanding of the key messages of
the IPBES Asia Pacific Assessment Report improve?
Answered: 27 Skipped: 1

a lot

55.56%

Slightly

29.63%

No chage
I am more confused now
than Iwas before!
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Do you think that the IPBES regional assessment for Asia and the Pacific will make
a difference to policy in your country?
Answered: 27 Skipped: 1
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