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Concept note:

Network of knowledge for biodiversity gover nance

Biodiversity isnot just "the natural world" or "thingsin nature reserves." Itistheintricate,
complex, interacting and dynamic world of life on Earth, including humans and the
ecosystems that we and other living things depend upon. It underpins every human culture

and every economy.

Thisdiscussion paper was prepared at theinitiative of EPBRS.

Please send your comments to the EPBRS secretzstatle Balian:
estelle.balian@naturalsciences.be
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Concept note: Network of Knowledge

Executive summary

Policy and decisions that affect the conservatiwh sustainable use of biodiversity should be
based on the best available evidence. Globalegidmal discussions have shown that much
of the available science and experience is notgoeiffectively used, and that interfaces
between science and policy must be significantlgrowed.

A network of knowledge, bringing together existorganizations and processes in a flexible,
responsive and broad-based way, would improvediemce-policy interface by helping to
focus the support of science and scientists oméleels of those setting policy and taking
decisions. The network of knowledge would allomp®rary,ad hoc associations of diverse
organisations to assemble and communicate knowladgpted to the needs of clients. The
use of existing organisations minimises administeatosts and overheads.

A library is a simple, if limited, analogy. A remeher uses a catalogue or index to pick out
just those books that are relevant to their rebei@rcreate a temporary, designed-for-purpose
assemblage of information. Just as different set®oks are needed for each new research
guestion, so for each different request from iisntt, the network of knowledge accesses
appropriate organisations and expertise in a dynaray.

The main tasks of the network of knowledge woulddeespond to the needs of decision-
makers by: answering requests for information \pithcy-relevant information, policy
options and scenarios; providing early warningspahnating multiple-scale assessments;
helping to build capacity; and communicating withkeholders, and where appropriate, the
public.

The concept of a network of knowledge is scalahtkralevant to improvement of science-
policy interfaces at all levels from global to lbca

At the hub of the network is a body that reviews khowledge provided by the "knowledge
holders" and produces reports that are: authorgatnd supported by evidence, useful and
timely, and relevant to the user's needs; revidwegualified experts to ensure that the report
is thorough and widely accepted by knowledgeabitegres; independent of any vested
interests or political, commercial or financiallirgdnce; and informative about uncertainties
and the limits of applicability of the knowledg@&he reports preserve the intellectual property
rights of knowledge holders.

The governance structures related to the netwokkoWledge need the capacity to: co-
ordinate questions and scientific knowledge; kéepstystem in good administrative order;
orient the work and manage the finances; manaderdy@anels, outcomes and reviews; and
communicate the findings.

The cost of an international network of knowledgd &he associated governance structures
for a biodiversity interface is likely to be simile the cost of the IPCC.
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Concept note: Network of Knowledge

Background and purpose of document

Two science-policy interfaces on biodiversity andsystem services are currently under
discussion: an Intergovernmental Science-Policyfétia on Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services (IPBES) and a "European mechanism". @heyoth intended to encourage
communication, consultation and cooperation betvaegntists and policy makers, and
thereby contribute to efforts to manage equitabérelation between humans and the
ecosystems on which we, and life on Earth, dep&ithough these are separate
developments, with their own histories, stakehadeharacteristics, requirements and
architecture, each interface would necessarily $icikntific and policy elements.

The Chair’s report of the meeting on an IPBES @aya, November 2008)nakes it clear
that the participants saw a need to strengtheadieace-policy interfaéeand to provide

more effective means to support multiple-scalesssents, compile, assess and synthesise
existing scientific knowledge to provide early wiamnand policy-relevant information on
biodiversity and ecosystem services and to cortgibubuilding capacify This document
provides a view of a possible mechanism to prothdse services.

It focuses on how to gather relevant informatiod smensure that it is made accessible and
useful to the policy makers and other stakeholdérs need it. The functions it describes do
not comprise a complete IPBESince it only touches lightly on the client, aipy, side of
the interface, which is in the hands of the clieftthe information-delivery service.

The Chair's report makes reference to a “netwomkedivorks” to access and supply
information. In line with the draft EU positionrfthe UNEP Governing Council meeting,
this document uses instead the term “network ofitedge’™ to describe a system that
improves access to reliable and timely information.

This concept note provides a general descriptidhe@tharacteristics and advantages of a
network of knowledge for biodiversity. It discussesost-effective way to build on existing
structures and networks, to gather existing knogdederive policy-relevant information,
and to deliver the peer-reviewed result to thersx@epolicy interface. It is intended to

! In annex to UNEP/IPBES/1/6 available at http:/épmet/Documents/Advance_IPBES_Meeting_Report.pdf
% for a more complete discussion of what is mearisbience-policy interface" see Annex 1: Consideret for
a science-policy interface.

% This note interprets “Assessments” as formal, defrdriven processes to develop comprehensive statism
of status, trends and drivers of change in biodityeand ecosystem services.

“Early warning” relates to developments, trendsliscoveries that the network considers should badirt to
the attention of policy makers before any clierg haked for information on that issue.

“Policy-relevant information” is taken to includeformation delivered in appropriate formats forippimakers
and practitioners on any issue related to biodityecs ecosystem services.

Some typical questions that might be put to thevagk are listed in Annex 2: Examples of questiamsa
network of knowledge.

“Capacity building” consists of activities interdd® improve the scientific, analytic and networkicapabilities
of institutions and individuals.

* Characteristics of a complete science-policy fater are described in Annex 1: Considerations faience-
policy interface.

> The term "network of knowledge" is preferred te #iternative "network of networks" because it f&sion
what the network is intended to deliver and excleatkgowledge) rather than what the network migmiscst of
(other networks). Furthermore, the term "netwdrketworks" seems to imply that organisations #ratnot
networks cannot be part of the system. By sayoibing about the architecture of the knowledge glers,
"network of knowledge," is both more inclusive andre accurate.

3of 17



Concept note: Network of Knowledge

provide a consistent way to interrogate a commexiscape of knowledge, and to do so in a
way that permits correct attribution of knowledgehose who provide it.

The concepts and principles of the network of krealgke are largely the same for the
provision of knowledge to clients at a global, mewil, or in some circumstances, national
scale. A global network might well include, nestathin it, regional networks designed
specifically for the governance structures and Kedge holders of that part of the globe. A
global or regional network would not, however, benpetent to provide answers at very local
levels of governance.

What is a Network of knowledge?

A “network of knowledge” on biodiversity and ecosym services is a coordinated, flexible,
dynamic and purpose-specific grouping of orgarsatithat collaborates to provide and
communicate knowled§@bout biodiversity and ecosystem services. ahiad hoc grouping
of specialised sources of knowledge, and not a @eemt association of networks or
institutions. Its coordinating body brings togetkach temporary group specifically to
answer a particular question. The network normgdbunds its work on existing knowledge
about biodiversity and ecosystems. It providesag t@ find and assemble the requested
information from the "knowledge holders" (instituts whose members are expert on fields
related to biodiversity and ecosystem services)lewdifering opportunities to build capacity
and to compare information from various sources.

A simple analogy is a researcher preparing a paper particular subject, using the
information in a university library. The bookstime library are the "knowledge holders", and
their content is the knowledge. To gather the s&ay information, the researcher — the
"knowledge coordinating body" — picks out justsadoooks, from the entire holding of the
library, that are relevant. The resulting pilebobks in front of the researcher is a temporary,
designed-for-purpose assemblage of informatiorst dsithe researcher puts the books back
on the shelves when the work is complete, and adsesmew piles for new research
questions, so the network of knowledge is desidoextcess expertise in an appropriate,
dynamic, designed-for-purpose way.

Like all analogies, this one is imperfect, not tdaecause books are passive repositories of
knowledge and cannot write, whereas the knowledgeigiers are responsible, working
through arad hoc group of experts that they nominate, for undenghknuch of the work of
synthesis and reporting.

The analogy serves, however, to point out thain(a)ost cases the knowledge used in the
reports of the network pre-exists the moment whemietwork starts to answer the clients'
question, (b) only part of the network is activatedany given question from the client, (c) a
library needs a catalogue, and the network of kedgé needs mechanisms to identify
sources of knowledge, and (d) just as the reseadistds and transforms the information in
the books into a paper for a particular audienoghe network of knowledge must deliver
information from multiple sources in ways that egkevant and meaningful to its clients.

To create a balanced, unbiased paper, the reseandhe library reads widely from all the
available literature. Similarly, a network of kniedge should not filter at source the
knowledge it accesses. Policy-relevant informatr@y require contributions from a wide

6 "Knowledge" is defined in this note as perceptiatiscoveries, or lessons learned through experienstudy
giving familiarity, awareness, and understandingiofliversity and ecosystems. In some parts oEtmglish-
speaking world the plural "knowledges" might bedusestead, to indicate the plurality of sources arehns
involved in gaining that understanding.
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range of knowledge holders, including natural sits¢$y economists, sociologists,
anthropologists, lawyers, historians, experts mirenmental law or environmental policy,
philosophers, civil society organisations workinghe field of biodiversity or ecosystems,
and specialised science-policy interfaces and adyisoards.

The researcher in the library does not treat altses of information as equally weighty and
reliable. Instead, the bibliography notes the sesiof information that contribute to the
paper. In an analogous way, the network of knogdeshould generate comprehensive
analyses using evidence from all relevant souianad then ensure that the reader of the final
report can easily trace the source, and hence ¢ighto be given, to each of its elements.

Tasks of a network of knowledge
The main tasks of a network of knowledge wouldde t

* respond to requests for information from its cleembcluding, if required by its
clients, policy-relevant information, policy opt®mand scenarios;

e provide reports on issues that its members wishrda to the attention of its clients,
including both early warnings and in some casesé®el for further research on key
policy-relevant issues;

« design and co-ordinate multiple-scale assessmiggitsdspond to the needs of
decision-makers;

* help to build capacity to provide reliable, evidermased and policy-relevant
information and to undertake assessments;

» interpret its findings for the clients of the netkoand communicate with them, with
other scientists, and where appropriate, with tidip, concerning the implications of
their findings, and what policy options might beadable.

Thus the network can respond to requests for irdtion from policy makers (it can be
demand-driven). It also allows knowledge providerglentify issues that may trigger its
coordinating body to initiate investigations andtmg the findings of such investigations to
the attention of policy makers (it can be proaqtive

Examples of the kinds of questions that might bked®f a network of knowledge, or
generated spontaneously from within, are givennmex 2.

The network of knowledge may also be tasked tabollate with existing initiatives and
mechanisms to maintain web-based and dynamic ptagfavhere practitioners can contribute
to structured discussions of tools, techniquesdgow bad practices, and lessons learnt.

Clients and knowledge providers of the Network of Knowledge

The main potential clients of the network of knogge are public or private decision-makers.
Their decisions affect international and in som&esaregional or national biodiversity
governance. They may include the global and redgicmaventions and agreements related to
biological diversity, governments and administrnasioCivil Society Organisations and
businesses. They may also include other organmsatath a responsibility for biodiversity
governance, management, research and capacityrguild

The "knowledge providers" called upon to provid®imation on any particular issue are
bodies or networks that gather, assemble and analydence and data using well-defined,
usually scientific, methods and processes. Thed&b include learned societies, civil
society organisations, research institutes andaré&sy major scientific programmes, key
global initiatives, and, at a European scale, neka/of excellence, integrated projects and
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infrastructure initiatives. Providers may viewnigelves as belonging to the scientific or to
the policy domain or to the science-policy integaor to be stakeholders or civil society
organisations, or to combine these characteristigarious proportions.

Products of the Network of Knowledge

Biodiversity and the knowledge needed to under pin policy

Biodiversity, ecosystem services, and human systemantricately linked and co-evolvihg
The biodiversity-related knowledge that can undepalicy or management includes but
goes well beyond the biological and other natucedreces.

Biodiversity research necessarily touches on a vadge of issues and disciplines, and is
intrinsically interdisciplinary. Furthermore, poji may benefit from access to the knowledge,
expertise, and know-how that emerge not from thensific process but from practice (for
example, farming, watching birds, gardening or kegpbees), from the private sector, from
tradition or from familiarity with a plade The knowledge exchanged in a science-policy
interface must integrate information from that rangnd should give appropriate
consideration to competing schools of thought,g@$ inclusive and balanced as possible.

The range of expertise that is needed to genelatsiple and useful policy-relevant
knowledge on questions related to biodiversity eoosystems is eclectic and ever-changing.
This differentiates a network of knowledge on biaasity from an analogous scientific panel
of expertise on, for example, climate changes #lso what makes necessary a mechanism
that assembles experts and institutionadioc, variable geometries that depend on the
guestion under examination. Indeed this may betihefeasible means to access and
assemble the required information.

The knowledge provided to policy makers shouldaass possible, be:
* in formats relevant to their need;
» delivered to appropriate fora on appropriate dates

» authoritative and supported by evidence, usefultanely, and relevant to the user's
needs;

e inalmost all cases, a product of peer-reviewediiyg
* independent of any vested interests or politiaammercial or financial influence;

* when appropriate, include information about undetiss and the limits of
applicability of knowledge.

In some cases, the knowledge provided may inclagénformation that inaction cannot be
justified while additional knowledge is accumulatedmprove understanding of elements
needed for adaptive governance and management.

The network would ensure proper attribution and@ree the property rights of knowledge
holders.

" This complex set of interactions creates planeievieedback affecting the whole system. Continesdarch
is needed to understand the links well enoughdoadier effective ways to slow or stop the furthoess|of
biodiversity and the biological capacity to supgastnan needs.

8 Such knowledge is often referred to as lay, indégss or local knowledge.
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Concept note: Network of Knowledge

Quality assurance and peer review

The aim is to provide reliable knowledge that i$dr purpose. This frequently means that it
should be of high scientific quality. Not all orgsations and networks will provide equally
reliable information. Thus the assessment of thadityuof knowledge is a key issue, and the
key to the long-term utility of the network of knte@ge depends on an adequate quality
assurance.

Peer review, the conventional and reliable metlocevaluate the quality of academic
knowledge, can be used for those organisationsatvdorks that generate academic
knowledge. The purpose of the peer review is mamBnsure that impartial experts believe
that the synthesis is thorough, and that its canehs are supported by the available evidence
and widely accepted by the communities with knogéeth the various fields. The network
must therefore ensure that its products are prppad publically validated by appropriate
authorities. In the case of interdisciplinary reshaon complex systems, review based on an
extended community of peers will normally be appiatp.

Not all relevant knowledge is necessarily peereeed. Reports and other products of the
network would therefore clearly identify the soww@é information and in particular any
sections in which information emanates from soutibasdo not employ rigorous scientific
validation. For example, reports may include sexgtibased on information from legislators,
lawyers or doctors, or citizen-based science inny€SOs, people responsible for managing
biodiversity, associations concerned with the cowende, including hunters and fishermen,
the private sector, or from local and traditionabwledge.

Functional parts of a network of knowledge

Delivery and exchange of information between knalgkeproviders and clients requires a
series of activities, including:

e co-ordinating questions and answers on the poldy af the interface;

* co-ordinating, collating, organising, synthesisargl reporting scientific and other
knowledge on the scientific side;

» keeping the system in good administrative ordemsure effective links with both
sides of the interface;

» orienting and financing the work;
* managing political outcomes and options;
e communication and outreach.

The tasks of the stakeholder coordination, knowdectgprdinating, secretariat, advisory, and
inter-governmental validation bodies are set owwiame detail in a later section. First,
though, it is useful to consider how the networlkodwledge might work in practice, and to
sketch out how the information it assembles mightiealt with on the client side of the
interface.

In practice: an example

Before deciding what form it might take, it is nssary first to decide what functions a
network of knowledge might have. Thus in an ideaild it would be preferable to outline its
activities without describing its structure. It wever, difficult and confusing to describe
actions without naming the actors. For this reaiwa concept note provides a "straw man”
architecture, whose aim is primarily to allow tle@ader to understand the processes
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Concept note: Network of Knowledge

envisaged. There may be alternatives to the streictescribed here: bodies might be
combined or split, or the roles might be sharetedghtly between various bodies.

Let us imagine that a client wishes to know to wéxent biodiversity change is likely to
promote new and emergent diseases (question 5nexAp).

The stakeholder coordination bddjiscusses this question and decides that itssiffitient
general interest to put it to the network of knadge. It also decides whether a governmental
approval process will be needed, given the sulojfettte question. It begins a discussion with
the knowledge coordinating bodly ensure that the question is formulated in a thaywill

lead to a response that is likely to be usefuh&odients. The discussion also includes an
assessment of the scope of the question. Shoeiltdhk focus on a small subset of diseases
with different aetiologies that will be useful filustration, or on diseases in particular
environments? What, exactly, are the parametettsea$tudy? Is a brief analysis of the
literature enough, or should it be a more exhaasiivd comprehensive study? What kinds of
knowledge should be accessed to provide the deptieadth of understanding required by
the clients?

If the work is likely to be particularly expensiwbge two bodies might feel it necessary to
consult the advisory group ensure that the finance is available and carleased.

Once the scope of the work is agreed, the knowledgedinating bodywhich maintains a
dynamic list of co-operating knowledge providermstedmines what organisations and
networks from that list would be appropriate fog tfuestion. In this case, it would have to
locate_knowledge holdekgorking in fields of relevance to new and emergkséase. This
might include organisations and networks with eiiperon demography, pathogens in
wildlife and with zoonoses, vector-borne diseapa#fjogen transmission, entomology, drug-
resistant microbes, tropical hygiene, socioeconariers including anthropogenic changes
to land cover, antibiotic drug use and agricultymactices; conservation medicine,
parasitology, ecology, viruses, prions, bacterckettsia, and so on.

Sometimes, elements of the knowledge thought napess help answer the question might
be held by none of the organisations on the li$te coordinating body would then need to
find an appropriate knowledge holder, seeking #lp bf other members of the network to do
so. Sometimes, however, many bodies on the ligtholl similar knowledge. In this case
they would collectively be asked to propose a pofrdontact whose responsibility would be
to ensure that the various bodies provide the kadgé, working in whatever way suits them
best.

The knowledge coordinating body would thus creatadehoc network of knowledge from
the relevant organisations and ask them to setethaminate appropriate experts to
participate in a workshop on the question. Mantheke organisations might not have
participated in the work of the network beforettse knowledge coordinating body would
have to explain the context and the question, @uuids how the knowledge holder might
contribute.

The secretariatonvenes a scoping workshop at which the nomirestpdrts examine the
guestion and discuss the structure of the work exkéal answer it.

The experts then work within their organisationd aetworks to assemble, analyse,
synthesise and frame the knowledge needed to atlsevguestion from the perspective of
their discipline or experience. This process mayl l® the realization that further research is

® See Annex 4: Functions and responsibilities imitlédr a detailed discussion of the governancksamd the
possible roles of various bodies in the governataeture.
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needed to generate adequate policy-relevant kngeled the issue. The product of this
stage is a set of chapters, some of which maydm#pdine-specific.

The nominated experts then integrate the chaptersisingle draft report.

The secretarighen convenes a workshop at which the expertsisésand finalise the full,
integrated report, which at this stage may stillirbeather technical language, aimed at
specialists in the subject.

The knowledge coordinating bodlyen formulates the report in language that mékessy

for the clients to access and understand the mesdadiscusses this draft with the experts,
and once they have approved it, organises ancesantt a peer review. Once that process is
complete, it passes the report to the secretandtdnslation and publication. If a
governmental approval process is needed the kngeledordinating body also collaborates
with the experts to provide a summary of the report

The secretarigbrovides the report (and summary if appropriatehe_stakeholder
coordination body.If the summary is to be discussed by governmémsstakeholder
coordination body then submits the summary to theeghmental validation body

Network of knowledge at various scales

An earlier section in this note stated that thecegts related to the delivery of knowledge are
broadly the same at international, regional, andriplication national, scales. As an
example, an EU-scale network of knowledge mightddeed on to answer questions related
to the Nature directivé® It might equally be asked to say what policyichs it sees with
respect to zebra mussel invasions of various Mer8taes. Neither issue is necessarily of
high priority internationally, but the mechanisime thature of the network, and the knowledge
holders will be the same if a question involving #ame kinds of expertise is asked at an
international scale. The appropriate knowledgelérs will probably change as one changes
scale — for example, it will often be crucial tvaive a wider range of organisations holding a
particular kind of knowledge as the geographic spfahe question increases — but the
principles of operation remain largely the same.

While the concept does not change with scale,gh@trand clients of the network are clearly
sensitive to scale. A national-scale network aiwledge has a national remit and national
clients, while a regional or an international o@drremits and clients appropriate to the
scale at which they operate. In each case, irtiaddo the main clients, the network may
also have more local clients, depending on its treffihus for some topics and under some
circumstances an international network might alswes national clients.

The concept also has the advantage that at ang goade a network of knowledge can be
constructed out of networks that operate at marallscales. Nested within the global scale
network of knowledge may be regional networks, aested in them, national and local ones.

Benefit to organisations and networks

Interaction between members in different organmsetiand networks should benefit the
participants by broadening their perspectives,torgaynergies, cross-learning and cross-
fertilisation of work, and encouraging further eddbrative investigation. It can help existing

1 Council Directive 79/409/EEC on the conservatibmwitd birds, commonly referred to as the Birds éitive
and Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 ba tonservation of natural habitats and of wilchéaand
flora, commonly referred to as the Habitats Dineti
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organisations and networks to collaborate bettédr wme another, bringing benefit to all the
participants, including visibility for highly speatised participants.

Participation would encourage the actors to see khewledge applied at scales from the
global to the local, and help participants to $eerelevance to policy of their knowledge of
the results of their research.

Reports would give due credit to the contributoFseir authors would benefit from citations
and media coverage.

Cost and financing

Unless funds are available to support scientistiscaganizations in making input, then the
input depends not on the best science but on $meatists who are able to contribute using
someone else's money or at their own expense widu&l inevitably preclude many
scientists and organisations from contributing, biag at source the knowledge contained in
the reports. Funding must therefore be found nbt for the network functional bodies
(secretariat etc.) but also for the workshops,fanavork done in gathering the information
and preparing the contributing chapters.

For the sake of comparison, the IPCC's Trust Fwafybted around €3.8m (5.6m Swiss
francs) for 2008, with IPCC governing bodies alledaabout a third of the budget, and
scoping meetings, expert meetings and workshopslaibg one fifth. Roughly one half of
the budget was dedicated to other expenditure@8 2@s a year of relatively low activity for
the IPCC. When the main IPCC reports are prepamghtiated and published, the budget is
of the order of twice this amount.

Many IPCC activities are financed not by the Tiasid, but through voluntary contributions
from governments (in particular Japan, the Netimeidathe United Kingdom and the United
States of America). India provides support forwebsite, while WMO and UNEP provide
staff and financial support. Thus the true coghefIPCC is considerably larger than the
numbers quoted here.

The cost of the network of knowledge and the assedigovernance structures for a
biodiversity interface can be expected to be sindad given the complexity and range of
issues covered by biodiversity, probably ratherartban the cost of the IPCC.

Some components of the network may be able toxiserg sources to finance their
participation. This might involve adapting exigtifunding frameworks within the
community of participating organisations, which naneady include multidisciplinary and
international collaboration.

For an operational system some additional funditigcertainly be necessary. In an
international network of knowledge, the nested reatd the network suggests that national
networks would receive national finance. Client presumably contribute to the
governance structure, including the secretariatisady and other governance bodies.

Conclusions

By using and building on what exists, and assergldippropriate knowledge from temporary,
ad hoc associations of organisations, adapted to the igader review, the network of
knowledge provides access to relevant knowledgeonttun-necessary administrative or cost
overhead.

It can readily respond at scales from the globah#olocal depending on its remit and its
membership.
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Properly selected, a network of knowledge provialesdeal partnership for assessments,
including a follow up of the Millennium Ecosystensgessment.

By accessing a range of different kinds of knowksdfe network can deliver or help create
options for policy or management that take intostderation all relevant social, economic
and biological constraints and knowledge, provicampunded, complete and inter-
disciplinary understanding of the issue.

By reducing the potential for replication of wof&cusing effort and attention on key issues,
and fully exploiting the existing knowledge bageyould make efficient and effective use of
resources and facilities, such as GBIF, while iasieg the relevance, effectiveness and
profile of those facilities.

On a European scale, it would complement and allek a the future LifeWatch
infrastructure network.

By drawing on existing data sources and experitiseyuld increase our capacity to answer
guestions rapidly and to identify and respond temgimg issues. In this it would contribute
directly to, and benefit from, the Global Earth &bstion System of Systems (GEOSS).

The network of knowledge provides a channel througlch clients can pose questions and
request assessments, and an environment in whakl&dge providers can work with one
another to derive integrated answers from exidtimgwvledge, or construct analyses of
emerging issues, synthesise the results of assetsraad formulate and disseminate reports
for easy use by the clients.
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Annex 1. Considerationsfor a science-policy interface

Science and policy-making each have their own laggugoals, priorities, quality criteria,
rules and perceptions. Scientists regard knowleddgood" when it emerges from a process
with controlled methodology and data quality. Coiscdns are often complex, susceptible to
contradiction by future research results, and @ald in constrained contexts in a framework
of theory that is both incomplete and evolvingtas repeatedly challenged. Policy makers
view knowledge as "good" if it is reliable, deliegrquickly and at low cost, and gives clear,
unambiguous and politically acceptable optionsafiron related to management or the
prioritisation, development, implementation andleation of policy. Science-policy
interfaces attempt to create a communication chahaeinterprets and packages questions
generated by policy makers and knowledge genelatadience in terms that make them
useful to both groups of actors.

A science-policy interface is defined as a sodiatpss that "encompasses relations between
scientists and other actors in the policy procasd,which allows for exchanges, co-
evolution, and joint construction of knowledge witie aim of enriching decision-makirg"
The interface between the elements is necessaiticipatory, dynamic and without clearly-
defined limits. In particular, a significant roléstience may be to identify and define some
of the key questions, and to help to avoid "sohgfahat have no convincing scientific
evidence in their favour.

This is not to deny, however, that some processéswvihe interface may be closely
circumscribed and limited to certain classes ofipigants. From the perspective of sovereign
states, for example, an essential characteristcsaience-policy interface for biodiversity
issues may be a line-by-line validattGrby governments, of a summary of scientific
conclusion$®. This validation is particularly valuable for tteomvolved in inter-governmental
negotiations in other fora, since it allows thenatgue from universally-accepted starting
points. Such formal validation of the scientificcput may not be necessary for all science-
policy interfaces, nor for all topics dealt with the interfac¥.

The relationships between and within institutiond arganisations dealing primarily with
policy may be intricate, complex, and dynamic, depig and operating in accordance with
national, regional and international policies thia themselves changing and may not be
consistent with one another. The nature, functimharchitecture of the information flow in
this world depend on the purpose and scale of dhieigs. If policies fail to prevent or to slow
the loss of biodiversity and ecosystem servicesfdhlt may not lie with the interface, but in
the process of converting knowledge to policy, palicy to effective action. The collapse of
the North Atlantic cod fisheries is a notorious rexde, but there are many others. The point

1 van den Hove, S. (2007, A rationale for ScienckepdnterfacesFutures, 39(7): 807-826.

2 There are several gradations of governmental sedwent of text in the UN system, for example. Thus
approved material has been negotiated line-byviinde adopted text has only been agreed secticgebtjon
and material that is accepted represents an agfjacemprehensive, objective and balanced view hiaat not
been negotiated.

13 An obvious example of such a process in anotheraitois found in the approval of Summaries for &oli
makers of the assessment reports of the Intergmeartal Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). For anraautli
description of the processes involved in generd®@C reports, and a sketch of this science-patitsrface,
see http://www.ipcc.ch/ipccreports/index.htm

14 Although not all issues would require validatittie step improves the understanding of the indidislu
involved and generates ownership of the resultsti engenders moral compulsion that is sharedll bglevant
stakeholders. Validation normally relates only feaaticular presentation of the results — for exiemip a
summary of a more detailed and complete reportwisicot subject to policy-side validation and whic
remains available to all stakeholders.
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of failure will depend strongly on the details bét process, and those details will change
from instance to instance and from administratmadministration.

The functions and attributes of a purpose-buiksce-policy interface might include:

managing incoming inquiries, data and knowledgespaitly and consistently;

generating and formulating scientific questionpatential interest to policy and
management;

correctly understanding incoming inquiries, or ectlty formulating internally-
generated topics for investigation, and clearlytdging what knowledge the system
is looking for;

assessing what is known, and what needs to be known
assessing risk linked to lack of knowledge, wherespble;

capturing, discovering, accessing, gathering afidtoty relevant data from relevant
and diverse understandings, perspectives, andsvaedgarding biodiversity and
ecosystem change;

storing the data accessibly and with sufficientteahto allow them to be reused;
analysing, modelling or otherwise using the datgeoerate the required knowledge;
assessing the quality of the process used to gen@ramass the knowledge;

helping to build capacity to provide reliable, eaemte-based and policy-relevant
information and to undertake assessments;

synthesizing, packaging and communicating the sifieexpertise, knowledge and
policy options in a way that is accessible andlligible to the intended audience of
decision makers, managers and the public.

The system should in addition:

create a mechanism for dialogue and exchange ahmdgrs of diverse knowledge
and knowledge systems (a clearing house for knayelgd

trigger, facilitate and support scientific assessisién areas where scientific
knowledge is needed to support policy.
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Annex 2. Examples of questions for a network of knowledge

1.

10.

What are the distribution, status and trendspeties and habitats of various important
taxa (e.g. the world's mammals, algae, echinodetmgj, beetles, flowering plants etc)
and in key functional groups (e.g. pollinators)?

As biodiversity changes, what elements of edesyservices also change?

How can practitioners assess what constitutegmim viable areas, favourable
conservation status and effective ecological ndte/fwr various species?

What are the probable effects on biodiversitlaoje-scale geo-engineering proposals to
mitigate climate change, such as ocean fertilisatith iron?

To what extent is biodiversity change likelypimmote new and emergent diseases?

What aspects of our understanding of publicefeliperceptions, attitudes and preferences
regarding biodiversity should be improved in orttemake policies aimed at stopping
biodiversity loss more effective?

What incentives to conserve biodiversity aremt by existing markets and institutions,
how effective are they, and how can they be implawecomplemented?

To what extent are policies intended to makéasusble the use of biodiversity and
ecosystem services implemented, to what exterthageeffective, and if they are not,
what options are there to generate effective palicy

Under what circumstances around the globe &gadbds and services provided by
ecosystems extracted or used sustainably, and &owe use biological resources, goods
and services in a sustainable manner, incorporathrege appropriate, lessons learned
from traditional knowledge, innovations and praesie

What are plausible scenarios for future ecesygtinctioning given various intensities of
unsustainable use of components of biodiversitg,vanat would a "sustainable use"
scenario look like?
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Annex 3. comparison with IMOSEB recommendations

Does the network of
The IMoSEB International Steering Committee recommended knowledge do this?

that the mechanism should be:
yes | partly no
scientifically independent, credible, inclusive ©
policy legitimate through intergovernmental and multi- Not applicable to ngtwork
stakeholder involvement of knowledge
policy relevant but not policy prescriptive ©
responsive to decision makers ©
communicates in an appropriate form for consideration and ©
possible action
based on a robust and relevant conceptual framework ©
supported by networking efforts of scientific and knowledge ©
holders
and should:
address decision makers from governments and others sectors ©
of society of global, regional and national scales,
promote dialogue between international agencies and decision ©
makers
From the regional consultation indicated that an IMoSEB should
Help to establish national, regional or thematic networks of ©
science and expertise;
Generate, and make accessible databases on research projects, © in collaboration
expertise, private and public funding for biodiversity research, with other initiatives
tools, techniques and know-how, good and bad practices, already mandated to
experiences and lessons learnt and policies in biodiversity do this work
management;

Identify gaps in knowledge of biodiversity and ecosystems likely ©
to impede policy or management, and the research needed to fill
those gaps.

Identify areas in which capacity or knowledge is insufficient, and ©
recommend ways to build capacity to local/national decision-
makers ;

Initiate and develop partnership between users and providers of ©
knowledge (including traditional and private sector knowledge)

Assess areas where there is limited or no capacity to transform Not applicable to network
biodiversity knowledge into action; of knowledge

Evaluate the ways in which science and policy are linked, ®
through indicators, monitoring systems, incentives or other
means;

Develop, test and disseminate methods to translate biodiversity ©
knowledge into forms useful for decision makers;

5 The network of knowledge provides informationntergovernmental part of IPBES
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Annex 4. Functions and responsibilitiesin detail

To set out the functions of the network of knowledig more detail, this annex uses the same
"straw man" components that are presented in the tegt. This is intended to ensure
coherence with the earlier architecture, but nauiggest that this is the only possible model.

The scientific tasks of the network of knowledge em-ordinated by a knowledge
coordinating bodyvhose main role is to ensure the proper commuoitaind two-way flow

of information between the clients, or stakeholdargl the knowledge holders. The members
of the knowledge coordinating body would include kepresentatives of the scientific
community and of other knowledge-providing orgatises. The body decides which
guestions, whether arising spontaneously from withe component organisations and
networks, or from a client organisation (channetl@@ugh the stakeholder coordination
body), are to be answered by the network. It ipaasible for refining, constructing, and
defining the question, in collaboration with kegletholders and representatives of key
knowledge providers. It then uses its internal etxge the various Clearing House
Mechanisms and equivalent information sourceseéatitly appropriate knowledge providers,
communicates the question to the providers, scleedanid co-ordinates the work, and helps to
animate and maintain a dialogue, across all ap@ai@plevels and between all appropriate
providers.

It helps the knowledge providers to generate tsmrbmits the resulting reports to peer
review or a specifically-assembled expert panefif@l evaluation, and prepares the
approved report for the client. It prepares summepprts when the client requests them. It is
responsible for discussing and setting out reconaatons, or policy options and strategies
as appropriate with the experts, on the basiseoétiidence presented by the knowledge
networks, and for designing communication plansi$igeo the issue at hand. If the work of
the knowledge holders has shown that scientifidewie is inadequate for policy needs, it
may signal the need for research, assessment acitapuilding to be undertaken by
appropriate organisations. It

collaborates with the adViSOFy governments, <:>

group and secretariat to develop e govermmental =

strategies for communication, P e bod )
education, outreach and COmN s tfon O
publication. This will probably P ———
involve the nominationofa ey /7 [ SRl
spokesperson for the network. = R s T

The administration of the network T

of knowledge is the responsibility i [ fronecae frevtie
of an administrative body or '. bed > |
secretariat The secretariat staff = ..o iowo v ot oo

would be well-qualified PN s
professionals with administrative /. R N P o

skills and a good knowledge of il BN [ |
both the science and the policy (Lerner orgenisation JT 3

realm. The secretariat keeps track of relevanikedge holders, identifies and brings in
specialised knowledge holders when the questioemumyiew requires their expertise, and
ensures that the knowledge holders are aware of gpestions in their domain of expertise.
It deals with practical issues such as the pubdtinadf reports and convening of working
groups or other meetings.
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An advisory groupestablishes the general policy and strategic taiem of the network of
knowledge. Its members would include represergatof governments, scientific
organisations, international organisations, appad@iconventions, the private sector, and
civil society. It determines, modifies, and apmevhe objectives, scope and general work
plan of the network, deals with the finance of $gstem, selects the director of the secretariat
and acknowledges and approves the personnel magitite knowledge coordinating body. It
would probably also decide on applications for mersbip from potential new client-side
members of the system, consider partnership witarairganizations and institutions and
review the performance of the secretariat. Thesmtyigroup is also responsible for periodic
reviews of the entire system, including its objeesi, the results it obtained, and the extent to
which the mechanism achieved its intended fundbypiooking at the effect the results had on
the problem. It examines whether the results wehéeaied by the methods originally
planned, or whether the methods evolved as themystas implemented. It analyses any
desirable or undesirable effects of the mechargsm,assesses whether it represents an
effective use of resources.

The network of knowledge depends upon collaboratetmeen existing holders and
providers of knowledge of various kinds. The wookildl be greatly facilitated by individuals
or organisations nominated to act as regionalpnatj local or thematic points of contsct
They would help in the communication between th&ettolders and the decision taking
bodies of the network of knowledge, including pagsn requests or information from the
stakeholders, helping to co-ordinate relations betwegional knowledge providers and
users, and maintaining relations with nationalegional biodiversity research programs.

Although it lies outside the network of knowledgedefined in this concept note, the client
side may require a stakeholder coordination lodyontrol the flow of questions to the
network of knowledge and to ensure that relevadidsoare kept informed of the mechanism
and its output. Its role may, however, be the sasbility of the advisory group, provided
that the clients accept that the scientists irath@sory group have a role in client co-
ordination.

To ensure the interface between the products andliignts, it is also likely to require a
formal inter-governmental validation body government representatives that meets to
negotiate the wording of the summary reports. fals&s of this UN-like body are separate
from the advisory group whose tasks are relatedanagement and direction of the network
of knowledge. This body would work on the summafryeports, in the manner of the IPCC
assembly. Given the typically local nature of livedsity, it is unlikely that all reports need
pass through this process. For example, many tirgrharizon scanning and early warning
reports would not need to go through a line-by-hegotiation process. They would be
assembled and approved by the knowledge coordghbabdy and made directly available to
the clients.

16 Appropriate points of contact for the network ablkledge might include DIVERSITAS national commise
and EPBRS national platforms.
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