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Summary: Outcome and conclusions of the workshop 
• A decision  to estab lish an “ Advisory board” or “Consortium” to  guide the implementation of 

the MA-findings. It was recommended that th is board  will subsequently es tablish a committee 
to explore the poss ible process lead ing to a second global ecosystem services assessment 
(MA2) when  appropriate. 

• A suggestion  to initiate a small secretariat hosted by UNEP and UNDP to support the MA 
consortium board for the implementation of MA1 and  initiate a poss ib le process  leading up to 
MA2 or a permanent regularly occurring Global Ecosys tem Services Assessment. 

• A suggestion  to estab lish  a distributed s ecretariat for work ing groups covering the knowledge 
base, sub-g lobal as sessments, policy implementation and ou treach  and  d issemination . 

• A small core group will draft a fund-raising  s trategy for the MA fo llow-up  process  (cons is ting 
of Charles McNeill, Jock Martin, Janet Ranganathan and Maria Schultz). 

• A working  group  (cons is ting of Anantha Duraiappah, Maria B erlekom, Maria Schultz and 
Marcus Lee) will p repare a revised vers ion (ready by November 10) o f the UNEP Proposal for 
MA follow-up Strategy . 

• A statement with  key-points from this  MA follow-up workshop will be compiled and 
presen ted to the Final International Steering  Committee of the IMoS EB in  Montpellier, 
France, November 15-17 , 2007 . (Hal Mooney  was sugges ted to be the p resenter). The 
s tatement will be s en t to the co-chairs  o f IMoSEB  and the representative o f the French 
government prior to the meeting. 

• The Workshop participan ts fu lly agreed  that there is  a s trong need  and  relevance for some 
kind of a regular global assessment relating to ecosystem services and  emphas is ing the links  
with human development.  

• It was concluded that the MA follow-up and poss ible MA2 could benefit from being  exp licitly  
s et up to deliver to a variety of processes (including CBD, and  o ther conventions). On th is  
po in t, there were, however, some d ifferences in  opinions. 

• The Stockholm Workshop also strongly  underlined that it is  critically important no t to 
complicate the as sessment landscape fu rther. Hence, there is p robab ly  no "room" for both an 
IMoSEB and  an MA2. 

• There was, however, a general agreement among the workshop participants no t to take any  
final decis ion when it comes to  the relationship between  MA and other mechanisms before the 
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IMoSEB meeting in Montpellier (avo id  focussing  on whether it will be called IMoSEB, MA2 
or anything els e and focus more on overall direction and  content at this stage). 
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Background: 
 
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment  ( MA) Follow- up Workshop in Stockholm was 
or ganized to respond to the challenge of  substant ially  increasing the impact  of MA. The key 
elements for increasing impact  are  a lready in place – the MA f in dings are  ava ilable , there is a 
demand by many countries for  the MA approach, and the  original MA p artners together with  
new partner s are keen to continue and exp and collaborat ion. The Workshop  was set  up in 
or der to exp lore how a coordin ated framework of  act ion can be designed such that the impact 
of  act ivit ies will be maximized and the implementation  of the MA f indings and conceptual 
framework optimized.  
 
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment  ( MA) represented a  ma jor internat iona l effort  to  
assess eco system changes an d the consequences for human we ll-being, at  sca les from the 
global to the loca l. Fun ded by GEF an d other  donors, and implemented with a r ange of  
partners, the MA launched in June  2001 , r eleased its findings in 2005. The MA recommended 
immediate act ion to ha lt and rever se  the  decline in 15 of the 24 ecosystem services it  
assessed. The MA findings conc lusive ly prove that  soc iety is exhaust ing the planet’s 
ecosystem services, and the current  decline of  these services presents a serious obstacle in 
meeting the Millennium Development  Go als (MDGs) for many develop in g countries.  
 
With the increasing stress induced by climate  change , securing ecosystems and eco system 
services, as a key part of  adaptat ion strategies as well a s to mit igate against  greenhouse  gas 
emissions to the atmospher e, has beco me even more ur gent. 
  
To f ully  benefit  from the important work done by  MA, it  is vital that MA findings an d 
approaches be t ranslated into operat iona l methodologies and tools that will support  dec ision-
maker s in a policy context . The MA emphasis on eco system services an d trade-offs and their 
lin ks to human well-be in g have been welcomed by the con servation and deve lopment  
community as a  bridge  to deve lopment efforts focused on poverty reduct ion. It  is important to 
ensure  that the targeted audiences (govern ments, NGOs, plann ers etc.) have  access to, an d act  
on  the  MA findin gs, as it  is only through the implementat ion  of actual changes in  decision-
mak in g that  key benefits will be realized in rever sing ecosystem dec line .  
 
Plea se go to the offic ia l web site  of the MA for more  information  www.maweb.org 
 

Co-chairs of meeting:  
 
I brahim Thiaw, UNEP, and Mats Segnestam, SIDA 
 

Overall objective of the Workshop:  
 
Agreement on joint  glo bal fr amework for  act ion to act  on the f in dings from the  MA for 
advancing ecosystem service  based approaches in public  and private sector dec ision mak in g. 
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Specific objectives: 
 
1. Day  one: To agree on expected outcome, division of  roles and r esponsibilit ie s, 

tentat ive t ime  frame includin g UNEP’s ro le  a s an  “anchor”   (or catalyst) and the role 
of  other  key  partners.  

2. Day  two:  To discuss needs, options and possible process leading up  to a second 
Globa l Ecosystem Services Assessment  2 (GESA) or  p ermanent  regular ly  Ecosystem 
Serv ices Assessment .  

 

Summary of presentations, contributions and discussions: 

Day one 

9.05–9 .45 : Opening addresses 

Swedish Minister of Environment, Andreas Car lgren:   
 
In his opening address, the Swedish Minister of  Environment, expressed his grat itude to the 
or ganisers of the workshop  and sa id that it  was an honour an d opportunity to meet  so  many 
important  actors working with eco system services: “As you know th e con servat ion and 
sustainable use of  biodiver sity is very important for us here in Sweden… a co untry with so  
few people an d much  nat ure. Then of course yo u get  a close re lation ship to natur e” , Carlgren 
concluded. “This has given us the opportunity to work with a long-term per spect ive, 
regardle ss of government” He noted that the last few years have seen an  “ increasing 
awareness of the ro le  of ecosystems for sustainable  development” and that he  think s “ it is 
important  that polit ic ians start  to  understand and use this knowledge”.  
 
He cont inued by stat ing the importance of  the  knowledge gathered within the  MA an d 
maintaining ecosystem services for human well-being… “I  as a polit ician owe yo u a lot”. 
 
Minister Carlgr en a lso remin ded that Sweden has a lready started to use an  integrated concept  
based on the framework of  environmental quality  o bject ives, wh ich wer e adopted in the 
Swedish  par liament in 1999. “The persp ect ive of  ecosy stems can be  f urther developed and 
implemented into that. For  us at  a nat iona l level this is one  of the major  inputs from what you 
[the MA] have been do in g”. 
 
The Minister sa id he was p leased to see the Swedish part ic ip at ion in  the MA-st udy through 
the resear ch  efforts by Stockholm Resilience Centre an d SIDA’s commitment  through 
SwedBio, at  the Swedish  Biodiver sity Centre. Climate change has been a top-issue  in media 
and in  polit ics it  is now a  great  challenge to widen the perspective  from climate change  to 
include also  ecosystems, as “eco systems play an important  role in combat in g climate  change”.  
 
Minister Carlgr en a lso emphasised the importance of  avoiding t ipping points and abr upt  
changes: “T he MA concluded that  roughly 2/3 of  the world’s ecosystems serv ices are being 
threatened and we know th at  ecosystems have t ipping po ints, meaning that ev ery small 
disturbance due  to accumulated an d sustained pressure  can  lead to  dramatic  f unct ional 
changes”. The consequences of such shifts are likely to be, for  example, an accelerated level 
of  greenhouse gases in the atmosphere which in turn might  lead to r ainforests turning into dry 
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savannahs. Hen ce, we need to st imulate  the  scient if ic  study on  eco systems’  resilience and the 
interact ion between  economy an d ecology. “Sweden shares UNEP’s wish to integrate the 
concept  of ecosystem services into other environmenta l issues, and especially  into po licy  
decision s regarding sector planning fr ameworks as well as resource allocation and budgets”, 
Minister Carlgr en cont inued. 
 
Considering environmenta l problems like  ocean acidificat ion, biodiversity loss and 
eutrophicat ion The Minister pointed to the growing need to st imulate the resilience  of 
ecosystems [their  cap acity to deal with distur bance  and cont inue  to develop]. “One  of the 
most important  aspects in this resp ect  is to get science into polit ics, an d that  requires effect iv e 
resource a llocat ions, budgets, an d effect ive or gan isat ional st ructures”. T he Min ister was also 
happy to see the latest developments with many init iat ives to bridge  this gap.  
 
Minister Carlgr en conc luded by saying that  the MA follo w-up workshop had a “challengin g 
agenda an d that  h e looked forward to the discussions”. 
 

Mats Segnestam, Head of Sida’s Environment Policy Division 
 
Mats started off  by saying that  it  was a great pleasure  to ho st  this kind of a meeting. “I go to 
many meetings, but  if I  had to choose only one of  a ll these  meet ings this would have been the 
one”. He sa id he was very happy and proud that SIDA has provided so much support  to the 
MA-pro cess through the support  to WRI, but  then cont in ued on a more negat ive note  stat ing 
that  he was “extremely worr ied when it  comes to the remarkable  lack of  polit ical response to 
the MA”. “Understan ding an d act ion is lack in g, and we are  h ere to do somethin g abo ut  that”.  
 
Mats told the workshop part icipants that his dissatisfaction with the response to  MA, so far, 
made him write  a  letter to the UNEP General Secretary , Ach im Steiner, la st  summer. In the 
let ter he  a sked UNEP if they  were  willing to lead the  MA follow-up  process, and “they 
accepted the challenge”. A coherent , structured and co-ordinated follo w-up is very much 
needed. “The United Nations Environment  Progr amme, UNEP, is to me  the  o bvious choice 
when it  comes to co-or dinating and coach in g the efforts needed” . “I  would not use the wor d 
mastermindin g here – because  of all the  masterminds present in this room and elsewhere , and 
UNEP can never achieve  what  is needed on  its own. But  someone  needs to be the co-
or dinator.”  
 
He cont inued by list ing three  important  features of the fo llow- up: 1)  It  should catalyse more 
action, “ turn negative t rend to posit ive ones”; 2) It  should prepar e for the next MA, “ there 
need to be  some cont in ued effort  to avoid catastrophe” ; 3) A professional communicat ion 
effort  must be  integrated in the coming MA-process.  
 
Mats also emphasised that  he has indeed been  enco uraged by the close dialogue between  
SI DA, the  Ministry of Environment  and the  Ministry for  Foreign Affa irs about  the  follow-up 
of  the MA. “I tr uly hope that  Sweden will continue to be able to give coherent and strong 
support  to this extremely  important process”. “SIDA is pro ud to have provided support  to the 
MA follow- up, through SwedBio, and we  hope  that other a id-or ganisations will accompany 
us”.  
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Mats concluded that : “Let’s not under est imate the importance of  this meeting. We can 
accomplish someth in g remarkable , in history if  you like. Let’s make  it  a  t urning po int  for the 
wor ld’s ecosy stem serv ices.” 
 

Ibrahim Thiaw, Director, Division of Environmental Policy 
Implementation, UNEP 
 
I brahim Thiaw echoed Mats and called the MA-study a ma jor milestone, but also  emphasised 
that  much  remain s to be done. “We have many cha llenges ahead of us”. “Many  people  in the 
wor ld don’t  understand what  ecosystem services really are  and we  even hav e so me re sistance 
from some co untrie s”. “We have to make sure that  the issue of  c limate change does not 
over shado w ecosystem services, these  t wo things must  be seen a s complementary” . 
 

09.45–10.00: Implication of the MA for public  and pr ivate sector  decis ion-
making – Jonathan Lash, WRI 
 
The President  of the Wor ld Resources Instit ute (WRI) sa id he was glad that  the work shop had 
come about  and that it  was actua lly the fir st  reunion of  the people behind the MA. He saw two  
major  ach ievements of  the MA: 1)  A coherent  and co mpelling picture  of the state of the 
wor ld’s ecosy stems 2) Creat ion of  the conceptual framework that has changed the way  we  
discuss nature and an alyse change ; look in g at  eco systems in re lation  to human well-being. 
 
Overa ll th is has h ad a major impact  on conservat ion an d almost every env ironmental NGO 
has started to emphasise ecosystem serv ices in their work. “Even the US Forest  Service has 
made the concept  of ecosystem services part of  their progr ammes – quite a st riking change”.  
 
Considering Mats Segnestam’s init ial statement  that too lit tle has happened after the MA 
Jonathan noted that  “ we should not be  surpr ised that it  takes some  t ime, in a sense we are 
t rying to chan ge a process of  t wo centur ie s of  think in g and experience  created by  the 
industrial revolut ion” . 
 
Jonathan also agr eed with the Min ister that  the improved awareness of global warming h as 
contributed to a  better public  understanding of the role of ecosystems for so ciety. “ In the  US I  
wouldn’t un derestimate the impact of Hurricane Katr ina, wh ich sent  o ut  such powerf ul 
images of  the  impact  of nature  on human well-be ing and a sense  of that  the imp act  of  the  
hurr icane was exacer bated by human en gineering and the destruct ion of  wetlands.”  “ I think 
we  wil l fina lly see some act ion in the US to  reduce  greenhouse gases in the next to three 
years” .  
 
Jonathan cont in ued by te lling the workshop  part icipants what he  hoped for in the  next decade 
when it  comes to the continued impact of the MA. His vision  was threefold: 1) Increased 
consciousness ( better awareness of human dependence  on nature  in cultur e an d educat ion; 
that  we ar e part  of an d sustained by nature, not  apart  from nature); 2) A major shift  in 
governmental policy to better reflect  the  MA’ s information on eco system services an d not  
on ly  r eact in g to economic indicators (“ imagine what  would have happened if  15 out of  24 
economic  indicators showed a negat iv e trend”) . 3) Change  in the private sector (“ I have been 
enor mously  impr essed in  the last coup le  of years… the  private sector has often been ahead of 
po lit ic ians, espec ially in the US with respect  to globa l warming”). “I could imagine the same 
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happening with regar ds to ecosystem serv ices” [WRI  is now road-te st ing a new too l, the 
Ecosystem Services Review, on a half  dozen of  companies to analyse their depen dence  and 
impact  on  eco system services in order  to analyse future  r isks and business opportunit ie s] . 
“When the money moves, change is every wher e.” 
 
Jonathan en ded his contribut ion to the  discussion with a more internat ional wish- list :   

• that  in  ten  years ecosystem services will be th e core structure of the UNEP-
programme, that UNEP will shape  how we all look  at deve lopment po licies 

• that  ecosy stem serv ices will be  a  f un damental part  of  the work  to f ulfil the 
Millennium Deve lopment Goa ls (MDG) 

• that  ecosy stem serv ices will be  an important a part  of  the Post-2012 Agreement  on 
Climate  Chan ge (reflected in  e .g. avoided deforestation policies, biofuel polic ie s 
and overa ll adaptat ion policies) 

 
Jonathan’s f inal conc lusion was that  unless ecosy stem serv ices are  better reflected in global 
po licies the catastrophe “we all in th is room know we are headin g for” will become even  
worse . 
 

10.00–10.15: Feedback and discussion 
 
A short  ro und for  feedback  and comments follo wed after Jonathan’s contribution. Much of  
the discussion revolved around what  MA can learn from IPCC for  fut ure assessments. Some  
of  the major points made  are  presented be low: 

• IPCC link ed to framework with targets. This is a key diff erence. Governments direct ly 
invo lved ( Hal Mooney) 

• IPCC has a repeat ing cyc le  and intergov ernmenta l process. The fact  that IPCC is 
lin ked to UNFCCC is crit ica l. Eco systems have  mult iple  convention s. (Walt) 

• Thomas Rosswall (ICSU): IPCC a lso needs attent ion  need merging of  gro ups etc . 
“T ired of hearing that we  n eed an IP CC process” for x, y  or z, “the world has 
changed”.  

• Neville Ash  (UNEP) : IPCC can communicate the ir  result  with one sin gle gr aph : 
temperature  change  –  ecosystem services is much more complicated. Hence the 
importance of  the  MA framework.   

• Prabhu Pingali (FAO) did not  agree with Mats Segnestam’ s assessment  that  MA had 
no  impact . “MA amazing process. Skeptical that  an  inter governmenta l process would 
have made MA more  effective”. Said he been  through intergovernmental process for  
agricult ure assessment  – didn’t work. If  you push  h ar d for intergovernmental process 
– stick to a narrow set  of  issues “or be  prepared to accept  an extremely watered down 
result”.  

• Jaime Cave lier (GEF): Lack of response might  also  be due  to 1)  lack of  “fear  factor” 
(climate change  h as a fear factors)  –  not  r eached boilin g part  for  eco system services; 
2)  lack of financial mechan ism – no markets for pr ivate sector  to rake  advantage of  
opportunity. 

10.15–10.35: Implication of the MA for future science and policy research 
– Walt Reid, David and Lucile Packard Foundation 
 

Comment [d1]:  Th is sen tence 
reads ak wardly. Please rewo rd  as I 
am nots ure what is being  meant. 
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Walt, who was the Director of  the Millennium Ecosy stem Assessment  ( January  2002  –   
March  2005), a lso thanked the organisers for arranging the work shop. He  noted that t ime f lies 
and it  is now t wo and half year s since the comp letion  of the MA. He  conc luded that the MA 
might  not  have cr eated “the big sp la sh  one would h ave  hoped for, but  ripples”.  
 
Another asp ect  of  the  contribut ion  of the MA, explained Walt , is the f act that  there is a  h uge  
amo unt  of  infor mat ion abo ut  h uman  systems an d on biological systems, but  not  on the 
lin kages. He also provided a list  of f iv e important  science impacts of the MA:  
1)  Legit imates the inter-disciplinary science  on eco systems and people  
2)  Framin g of  important research quest ions 

- cross-scale interact ions 
- mon itor ing, indicators, 
- po licy  a ssessment 
- indirect  drivers 
- economic  valuation  

3)  New tools an d mode ls 
4)  The creat ion of an act ive network  of sc ient ists 
5)  St imulated a demand on  this kind of information  for  dec ision-making 
 
Concerning the  crit ic ism of the impact of the MA Walt  conc luded that it could have benefited 
from more “rea l-wor ld examples on how ecosystems can  inf luence decision-making”. What’s 
next  then? On e thin g is the  challenge to init iate  “a much mor e structur ed set  of sub-glo bal 
assessments ( SGA)  for  a possible MA2, not  ad-hoc  a s last  time” . If there is a decision to 
cont in ue and establish a repeat in g MA-process “we  n eed bet ter f unding, bet ter sc ience and 
better policy impact”. Moreover , it would be appropr iate to include “deve lopment”  in the 
name of  a  potent ial MA2 , for example : “Inter governmenta l Ecosystem an d Development  
Assessment” 
 

11.00-11.20: Brief summary of key ongoing initiatives  on MA follow-up – 
W  Bradnee Chambers, UNU-IAS 
 
Bradnee’s brief  summary of ongoing MA follow- up activit ies was div ided into four f ie lds: 1) 
Sc ient if ic Research ; 2)  Sub-global Assessments; 3)  Policy Implementat ion an d Decision-
mak in g; and 4)  Outreach  and Educat ion . He conc luded that there have indeed been lots of 
activit ies, but  that “the pict ure of the  total MA follo w-up  and the  overall impact  rema in s 
blurry, but  the CBD COP9 [The Ninth Or dinary Meeting of the Conference  of the Part ies to 
the Convention on Biologica l Diver sity] will offer a good chance to see  more  c lear ly”. The 
list  of  act ivit ies he pr esented inc luded init iat ives as:  

• Establishment of the ICSU-UNU- UNESCO Ad Ho c Gro up 2006 
• The CBD's decision to use MA as basis in  f utur e work 
• The UNDP-UNEP Poverty Environment  Init iat ive 
• The UK Ho use of Commons’ MA-Report  
• Ecosystem Service Review Methodology for Busin ess (WRI) 
• MA Bio diver sity Synthesis being used in graduate co urse at  Kyoto University, Japan . 

 
He highlighted the UK House of  Commons’ MA-report  as a goo d example (“ I love  this”) an d 
showed a few quotes from it , inc luding the following: “We are  frankly disappointed that  
development NGOs have  f ailed to engage  more  with the MA f in dings. Although we 
un derstand that  these  NGOs might  focus on  the  immediate pro blems associated with poverty, 



 9

such  a s access to clean water , their failure  in the long term also to fo cus on the need to 
maintain ecosystem services will ult imate ly  unrave l their  efforts.”   
 
Bradnee  a lso spent  some  t ime discussing the sub- globa l assessments ( SGA)  of the MA. He 
presented the re sults of  a  Quest ionnair e sent to all SGAs. It high lighted many  issues an d 
needs, inc luding: con stra ints in f undin g, data/information availability, cap acity, instit ut ional 
and governance  arran gements; lack of  follow-up; lack of  expert ise  in use of  and access to 
tools; most focus on one scale; and lit t le  contact  among SGAs since  end of MA. 
 
Bradnee  a lso informed the part ic ipants that  a paper  on the MA nat ional imp acts is no w get ting 
un derway. Fina lly, he conc luded that “there is an urgent need for over all coor dinat ion, 
caretaker funding and follo w-up”.  
 
Fo r more  detailed information see Bradnees PowerPoint file  attachment  
 

11.25-11.40: Future Challenges -  Link ing the MA with Climate Change  
and Resilience, Johan Rockström, Stockholm Resilience Centre  
 
Johan, who is the Dir ector of  the  newly established Stockholm Resilience  Centre and 
Stockho lm Environment  Inst itute, started by stating that the challenge  is to link  c limate 
change, the MA’s ecosystem services fr amework and the  deve lopment agenda.  
 
Johan continued by  talking about a un ique r ecent  meeting where  he part ic ipated: “Globa l 
Sustainability : A Nobe l Cause” in Potsdam, 8-10 October. The Potsdam Inst itute  for  Climate 
Impact Research (PIK)  had, together with  German Chance llor  Ange la  Merkel, invited a 
number  of No bel Laureates and experts to discuss new solut ions to meet  the challenges of the 
21 st  century. The  meeting resulted in a Memoran dum that  all part icipants agr eed to that stated 
clearly that  a Great  Transformation is needed to respon d to the  immen se threat to  the Earth. It  
can only be ach ieved with a new glo bal contract between  science an d society. “This is, in my 
op in ion, a  very strong support  for the agenda that  we  want  to put for war d for the MA follo w-
up  process”  
 
In his PowerPoint presentat ion  Johan showed a  number of familiar “hockey-st ick like”  graphs 
depict in g the growing human inf luence on e.g. climate, ecosystems an d water . “The problem 
is that  we do not really have a goo d under standing of  what  will happen when these hockey-
st icks start to play as a team”. The  combined effect  on society, on a planetary sca le , of all 
these mult iple stressors means we are living in incr easingly t urbulent  times and that creates a 
number  of challenges for  the  MA follow- up  process.  
 
A large part  of Johan’s contr ibut ion dea lt  with the concept  of r esilience, the  capacity of a  
system to dea l with  change  and contin ue to develop. “Climate change does not  happen in 
isolation, its impact  is determined by the resilience of the systems which it  filters through, or  
in MA-terms: the  adequate  supply of ecosystem services.”  
 
With degr adat ion  of ecosystem services, loss of  resilience an d altered distur bance patterns 
due to  c limate chan ge there is an  increased risk for  abr upt changes; regime sh ifts in  
ecosystems that  lead to negative  soc ia l t ransformations due to complex an d cross-sca le  
feedbacks. “We need polic ie s that  ar e not  based on linear thinking, po licies that  take t ipp in g 
po ints, abrupt  change  and complexity into account”, Johan  continued. 
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Johan ended by  concluding that the MA was a major  ach ievement  that should continue , but 
“the research agenda must  be broadened to also  inc lude resilience, glo bal env iron mental 
change an d development”. “There  is an ur gent need to br idge the science-policy gap and link 
climate change, ecosystem services an d development” (MA, UNFCCC, MDGs). 
 
Fo r more  detailed information see Jo han’s Po werPoint file   attachment  
 

11.40–12.15: Country experiences on MA follow-up - Keisha Maria Garcia, 
Tr inidad and Tobago, and Alex Mulisa, Rwanda  
 
Keisha Maria Garcia Progr amme Officer at  the Cropper Foundation, talked abo ut  the 
‘Trinidad Experience’ from the t wo MA sub- global assessments undertaken in the Car ibbean 
region , namely the Northern Range area of the island of Trinidad and the  Caribbean Large 
Marine Eco system .  
 
The first is an  area providing ecosystem services such as: fre shwater (80% of  Trinidad’s 
fre shwater supp ly), recreat ion, eco-tourism, foo d, t imber  and non-timber forest  products, 
medic inal plants an d opportunit ies for  educat ion as well as scientific research . The latter is a  
r ich mar ine system support ing tourism (13% of  GDP of the Region)  and f isheries 
(504 ,913 jobs; >US$1 billion in exports; 7% of  total protein consumption in the  Caribbean).  
 
The Northern Range area displays huge problems when it  comes to implementation of policy, 
enforcement of  regulat ions, integr ated p lanning; co-ordination and collaborat ion, governance, 
public  responsibility and public education, f inanc in g of ecosystem management, re search, 
mon itor ing and eva luat ion. The Car ibbean Sea suffer s from its geographic sett ing and a 
complex polit ical st ructure , with  more  than 116  million peop le  ( within 100 km of  Sea) ; 22 
independent  states; 4 colon ia l authorit ie s – USA, UK, Fran ce, Netherlan ds, plus other outside 
interests: e.g. Japan  and Korea . Pressures on the ecosystem services include : overfish ing, 
po llut ion, unsustainable tour ism and internat ional shipping. 
 
Keisha concluded that from the men u of  act iv it ies “the  two SGAs might  appear  to be  a ll over 
the place” . “Howev er, the po licy , community and p ublic levels dominate the MA follow-up 
activit ies, so far , with  much less emphasis on re search an d business/in dustry” . She also  noted 
that  the two SGAs has generated many lessons and much  informat ion, but  to date  litt le 
shar ing of  lessons has taken place within an d outside  of the region . “Follo w-up and o utreach  
init iat ives are  already  we ll-underway an d target  a  wide  ran ge of stakeho lders, but  there h as 
been relat ively slow progress in policy inf luence”. She  ended by  conc luding that  conceptually 
there is indeed an  awareness of what is needed to follow-up the MA, but the or ganizat ions 
that  have undertaken work are not  really best  placed to influence the chan ge needed. 
 
Alex Mulisa, National Manager , Poverty Env ironment  Init iat ive  (PEI), Rwan da Environment  
Management  Author ity ( REMA), presented experiences from an  Integrated Ecosystem 
Assessment  in Rwanda . I EA is based on the conceptua l framework of  the  Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment  explicit ly linking ecosystem serv ices with human well- be in g and 
poverty reduct ion .  
 
Alex spoke abo ut  the  p ilot  IEA that  was conducted in 2006 in the Bugesera  region. The area  
has exper ienced a  steady dec line  in the provision of ecosystem services from being the foo d 
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basket  of the co untry a few decades ago  to today’s reality of  drought, so il erosion  and lack of 
graz in g land. It  is a  c lear  example of  how degradat ion an d reduction  of ecosystem services 
can have severe  socio-economic  con sequences. Alex also told the part ic ipants that the re sults 
of  the IEA have  f ed into the nat ional poverty reduct ion  strategy process, and the sustained 
advocacy efforts re sulted in environment  be in g recognized a s a cross-cutt ing issue in  the 
strategy.  
 
Alex proceeded by showing a comprehensive  list  of lesson s learned. It included aspects like: 
 

• Field work co uld hav e been guided mor e by focused re search quest ions  
• Challenge  for  team to work together across technical backgrounds  
• Could have been designed with a closer  focus on the policy leve l  
• Potent ia l for loca l peop le  to influence ecosy stem kno wledge  processin g and impact  on 

decision s 
• Many results have been ut ilised in Rwanda Economic Development  and Poverty 

Reduction  Str ategy preparat ion 
• Results have prompted requests from the environmental sector for  more  detailed 

information : costs and consequences to inform evidence based n at ional plann in g 
• Pilot  study created demand for  integrated plann in g that  will increasingly invo lv e 

ecosystems approach  
• Debate on  balance between economic, environmenta l and social con siderat ions for  

nat ional policy design part icular ly on populat ion control and lan d reform issues has 
ga ined momentum with practica l steps to address the cha llen ges 

 
He ended his contr ibut ion by  thanking for  the  interest shown  in their study an d wished for 
mor e MA con ceptual studies in other parts of  the country. He also concluded that  the r esults 
should be used for dialogue with  donors a s “donors have  sho wn interest  in Pilot IEA results”. 
 
Fo r more  detailed information see Keisha’ s and  Alex’ Po werPoint file s  attachments 
 

12.15-12.40: Discussion and feedback 
 
The discussion that  followed the  morn ing presentat ions c ircled around t wo issues: whether  
MA has had any real impact  or not and the need to develop real- wor ld tools in or der for the 
MA to have  a  rea l po licy  impact . Many ra ised the issue of econo mics. Alex Mulisa  
emphasised the  importance of including costs of environmenta l degradat ion  in the MA-
framework to influence policy. Prabhu Pingali (Director, Agricult ural and Development 
Economics Division of  the FAO) agreed and sa id that ministries of f inance must be  conv inced 
that  ecosy stem serv ices are  important . Moreover, many part icipants emphasised the need to 
mainstream env ironmental issues in the poverty  reduct ion strategies (PRS). UNDP’s Charles 
McNeill said he disagreed with Mats that  there has been no real imp act of  MA. For  instance, 
he  appreciated the work of  WRI to  deve lop tools to be used on  the gro und and also said that  
UNDP has deve loped a  MDG- support  too l an d “was ready  to de liver” .  
 
So me of  the  mo st  important other points raised dur ing the discussion included the follo win g: 
 

• MA-findings should be  integrated into SWAp s (a  Sector Wide  Approach is a process 
where  donors give sign if icant funding to a government’s comprehensive sector  policy 
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and expen diture programme – for example on  health or  educat ion – consistent with  a  
sound macro-econo mic  framework) . 

• Considering the current t rend to turn a id into direct  budget  support, how do we make  
sure  that “MA-things don’t  drop to the bottom of  the list?”  

• The MA follo w-up must  continue to build on science , but  we need more outreach  and 
better communicat ion of  the concept of ecosy stem serv ices in simple way s “to 
convince the ministers of  f inance” . 

 

14.15–14.30: UNEP’s Proposal for a MA Follow up Strategy –  Anantha 
Duraiappah, UNEP 
 
Anantha is Chief of  the  Ecosystem Serv ices Economics Unit , Division of  Environmental 
Po licy  Implementat ion, UNEP. He presented the UNEP-propo sa l for a MA Follow-up 
strategy, which was c irculated to the workshop part ic ip ants before  the  meet in g. T he proposa l 
is divided into four  main areas: 1)  Buildin g the Knowledge base ; 2) Implementat ion; 3) 
Outreach; 4) Sub-Global Assessments. 
 
The background to this proposal, Anantha  said, “ is the innovat ive approach of the MA, 
lin king ecosystem services with human well-be in g and the  fact that its ma in  f in dings have 
been acknowledged”. Another  important aspect  to take  into acco unt  in  the  MA fo llow- up 
process is the  fact  that the indepen dent MA-eva luat ions made by GEF ( Globa l Env ironment  
Facility) and the UK Env ironmental Audit  Committee of  the  House Common s both 
emphasised that MA’ s impact  on po licy  has been limited. Referr in g to the comment made 
earlier  on the ripples made  by the MA (Walter Reid), Anantha  made  c lear  that “the ripples 
must now be turned into waves” . 
 
Anantha went  on to list  a  n umber of  barrier s for the MA- imp lementat ion, in cluding limited 
working mo dels to imp lement  MA f in dings, litt le  coordinat ion  and cooperat ion  among 
partners for  exchan ge of lessons learnt, an d limited kno wledge  on the econo mics of  
ecosystem services and undertak in g trade-off  ana ly sis. 
 
He cont inued by pr esent ing a list of needs ident if ied by UNEP.  

• A coordin ated strategy to maximize the imp act  of  the  MA 
• A MA follo w up secretar iat  to oversee follo w up activit ies 
• A Millennium Ecosystem Fund to help develop in g countries to un dertake  MA type  

assessments at  the loca l and nat ional lev el and to integrate their findin gs into their 
nat ional development  processes 

• Repeated ecosy stem serv ice assessments on  regular intervals of 10 years. 
 
Fina lly, he pr esented a number  of expected outcomes of the workshop : 

• A MA follo w up secretar iat  
• Working groups to spearhead work in implementing MA f indings 
• A funding strategy for the Millenn ium Ecosystem Fund 
• A process init iated to explore an d map out  the f easibility of the second global 

ecosystem services assessment  
 
Fo r more  detailed information see Ana ntha’s PowerPoint file and the  UNEP dra ft-
proposa l document  attachments 
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14.30-14.35: Introduction to the W orking Groups   
 
Before introduc in g the topics to be discussed in  the  Working Groups Mats wanted to provoke 
the part icipants a lit t le bit  more: “I  said th is morn in g that  there  h as not  been  enough response 
to the MA, some of  you have objected. A lot of  act ivit ies o bviously take place, but  from 
where  I sit  real act ion has been very limited. We need to kno w why th is is so and what  to do 
about  it . T his is what  the  workin g groups are supposed to do.” 
 
Thomas Rossva ll (Ex ecutive  Director, Internat iona l Co unc il for Science, ICSU) argued very  
strongly  for  inc luding the discussion  of the SGAs in the other three groups. There  was a 
general agreement among the part icipants and the f inal dec ision was to go for  three  groups 
( see below) . 
 

14.35-17.30: Working Group discussions.  
 
Three Work ing Groups ( sc ience, policy implementat ion an d outreach)  discussed the 
following issues: a)  I dent if icat ion of  gaps; b) What  needs to be done  to plug gaps?; c) Who 
needs to  lead various init iatives? ; d)  Fundin g opportunit ies/strategy. 
 
Notes from the  working group 1 – Science /knowledge  base 
See appen dix.  
 
Notes from the  working group 2 – Policy implementation 
See appen dix 
 
Notes from the  working group 3 – Outreach 
See appen dix 
 

Day two 

8.30-10.45: Continuation and presentations of group discussions  
( See  notes above and the appendix). 
 

11.25-11.45: The MA and its relevance for  future Ecosystem Services 
Assessment – Harold Mooney, Stanford University 
 
Harold ( Hal) Moon ey is Professor  at  the Department  of Biological Sciences, Stanford 
University, USA. He  was Co-Ch air of  the  Millennium Eco system Assessment and Cha ir  of 
the I CSU- UNU-UNE SCO Committee on Scient ific  Knowledge Gaps. T he latter is an Ad Hoc  
Gr oup  of mult i- disciplinary experts from the MA. It was brought together to ident ify key  gaps 
in kno wledge  and data, and to design a resear ch agen da, ar ising out  of  the MA.  
 
Hal started by  talking about the init iat ive from the Fr ench government: IMo SEB – the 
Internat iona l Mechan ism of Sc ient if ic  Expert ise on  Biodiversity (where  Hal is member  of the 
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internat iona l committee). It  is an  internat ional mechanism that  inc ludes intergovernmental 
and non-governmental elements, and that  builds on  exist ing init iat ives and inst itut ion s, with a 
view to: 
 

• prov iding scient if ically  validated information on the status, t rends, and serv ices of 
biodiver sity ; 

• identifying pr iorit ie s and recommendations for biodiversity protect ion ; 
• informing the  relevant internat ional conventions, espec ia lly the Convention  of 

Biologica l Diversity 
 
He a lso pr esented t wo po ssible models for the f utur e work of I MoSEB, 1)  A network  of 
network s; 2) An inter governmenta l/mult i-stakeho lder pane l providing scient ific advice . 
Considering the r elat ionship bet ween MA and IMoSEB Hal had a clear  message to  the 
workshop participants: “There  cannot  be an  MA2  and an IMoSEB, it  is urgent that  
consultat ions happen very soon as there  will be a crit ical IMoSEB-meet in g in  Montpellier 
next  month”. 
 
Hal also  made clear that he  saw a clear sc ient ific imp act of  the  MA. “There  has been an 
avalan che  of new studies on ecosystem serv ices since the MA at  a ll levels.”  They deal with a 
number  of different  a spects, from “what  the bir ds and the bats are doing to the spat ia l 
distr ibut ion of ecosystem services”. (See figure  below from Hal’ s PowerPoint presentat ion). 
 

 
More specif ically  Ha l mentioned the Natural Cap ital Project  (a joint  venture among Stanford 
University, The Nature  Conservan cy and the World Wildlife  Fund) an d the Gund Inst itute’s 
MIMES ( Mult i-sca le  Integrated Mode ls of the Ecosystem Services)  as t wo ex amples of “a ll 
the fascinat ing things happening in the f ie ld that  we can learn from” . 
 
Fina lly, Hal told the part icipants of the workshop  that the ICSU-UNU-UNESCO Ad Hoc Group  
has already produced a 60 page overview document of  re search themes that  will no w be 
shortened to a  r eview to be  submit ted to S cience. The  o ut line  of th is overview document  
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included the follo win g eight  themes/research needs ( see Hal’s PowerPoint  f ile for a more 
exhaust ive list) : 
 

1. A rigorous development  of  and un derstanding of the re lation ship between  bio diver sity 
and ecosystem serv ices.  

 
2. Better guidance  on valuation  approaches for the various types of  services.  

 
3. An evaluat ion of which ecosystem services can be subst ituted and at  wh at  cost along 

with  t rade-off  analyses.  
 

4. Deepening our under stan ding of  the  causa l links between indirect  dr iver s and direct  
dr ivers an d developing pract ical st rategies for  intervent ions. 

 
5. Development  of institution al mechanisms for  the management  of ecosystem services 

includin g equitable  sharing and unravelling poverty-ecosystem services linkages. 
 

6. Under standing an d quant ifying the  linkages bet ween ecosy stem serv ices and human 
we ll-being; ana lyzing past  at tempts to  improv e env iron mental management  
( in dividua l serv ices v s. bundles; local vs. landscapes).  

 
7. Address issues such as couplin g qua lit at iv e and quantitat iv e mode ls, inc luding 

coupling to social and po lit ical processes; improv in g uncerta inty analyses, developing 
approaches to deal with thresholds, nonlinear it ies, an d dr iver s operating at different 
t ime  sca le s.  

 
8. Develop a  monitoring system that  provides data that reveals, 1) the un derpinn ings for 

lin kages bet ween ES and HWB, 2)  r espon ses of  ES in r elat ion to ecosystem change , 3)  
Aid to  decision making.  

 

11.45-12.05: Brief summary of ongoing global assessment processes  – 
Neville Ash, UNEP-W CMC 
 
Neville, who is the Head of the Mon itor in g and Assessment division at  UNEP Wor ld 
Conservat ion and Monitor ing Centre ( UNEP-WCMC), presented an  exhaust ive  list  of the 
many globa l assessments conducted so far. He concluded that there is undoubtedly a lot to 
build on  ( including process, methods, substance, research, findings) . On  the  other hand, he  
also noted that most assessments are  themat ic  and either dea l with environment  o r 
development.  
 
He a lso introduced PEARL (Prototype Environmental Assessment  and Report ing Landscape). 
It is a new Web-based system through  a  UNEP DEWA init iative with the  aim to provide  an 
overview of  completed and ongoing glo bal assessments (their coverage, effectiveness, and 
impacts).  
 
Fina lly, he discussed the uncerta inty over  future dir ect ion of  IMoSEB, GEO (that  is showing 
signs of  going towards the MA-model), and MA an d ra ised the quest ion  whether it  would be  a  
good idea  to do a  “Synthesis of the syntheses”.   
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Moreover , he  echoed Ha l’s ear lier  statement that  there can not  be both a  MA2 and IMoSEB, 
“the two are too t ight ly  connected”. 
 
Neville’s list of  global  assessments: 
 

1. MA – Millennium Ecosy stem Assessment   
2. GEO4  –  Global Environment Outlook   
3. IPCC – Intergovernmental Pan el on Climate Change 
4. FRA – Forest  Resour ces Assessment) 
5. GLADA – Globa l Land Degradat ion Assessment  
6. LADA – Land Degradat ion Assessment  in Drylands 
7. I AAST D – Internat ional Assessment of  Agricultural Science  and Technology  for  

Development  
8. GEA – Globa l Energy Assessment  ( in it iated July 2007) 
9. The Compreh ensive Assessment  of Water  Management  in Agriculture  
10 . GI WA – Globa l internat iona l Waters Assessment  
11 . Wor ld Water Development  Report  
12 . Globa l Mar ine Assessments: A survey of globa l and regiona l assessments and related 

activit ies of  the  marine  environment . 
13 . Globa l Biodiversity Outlook 
14 . I Mo SEB – Internat ional Mechanism of Scientif ic  Expert ise on  Biodiver sity  
15 . ESPA – Ecosystem Services for  Poverty Alleviat ion (ESPA)  

 
Fo r more  detailed information see Nev ille’ s PowerPoint file  a ttachment 
 
 
Comme nts  on Neville ’s  presentation: 
 
Neville’ s long list  of globa l assessments evok ed a discussion  on the role  of MA in relat ion to 
all the  other assessments in genera l an d IMoSEB in  p articular. Some of  the most  important  
po ints raised included the following: 
 

• “T his doesn’t  make  life easier, it  is surprising that ecosystem services are going down 
the drain in spite of  a ll these assessments” , Mats noted iron ically. 

• There ar e also many assessments of  the dr ivers of ecosystem change and future  
studies, which add to the  complexity, Prabh u noted.   

• Jock  Mart in  told the group that  he was going to have a meeting the coming day with 
repr esentatives from the IMoSEB in  order  to try to figure out the expectat ions on the  
Montpe llier-meetin g. He  pro mised to get back to the group with an e-mail with some  
feedback.  

• Are there any role-models among these assessments? , Jamie asked. 
• “T here will not  be enough room for any  more  assessments. Hope we can no w go from 

an era  of assessments to on e of conc lusions and implementat ion”, Mats concluded. 
• “Deve loping co untries have to be en gaged in the leadership of  the  MA follow-up 

process” ( David Cooper) . 
 

13.40-15.15: Discussion on needs, options and possible process leading 
up to a second or permanent Global Ecosystem Services Assessment 
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The issues to be discussed were 1)  Status of  knowledge base  –  from local, n at ional and 
regional assessments to global assessments; 2) Gap s; 3) Re levant  actors/organizat ions an d 
processes. 
 
I brahim wanted the p articipants to  focus the f irst  part  of this discussion on the r elat ionship 
between  I MoSEB and MA2. “I was shock ed by  Ha l’ s comment that  it  must  be either  IMoSE B 
or  MA2”. “It is now important  to approach the Fr ench government, which is very  much 
behind the init iat ive” . May be Hal, as member  of the IMo SEB’s internat ional co mmittee can 
play  a  role?  
 
David Coop er presented a very interest ing analysis of four  dimensions that could be used to 
po sit ion  the MA follow-up  from IMoSE B:  

1. Focus on ecosystem serv ices and management rather  than biodiversity science;  
2. Multi-scale in stead of global;  
3. Emphasis on implementation , capacity building and policy  impact  rather than  only a 

scient ific assessment ;  
4. Intergovernmental rather  than a narrow set of  governments supporting it . (On  this 

po int , David concluded, it  is not  yet  clear if  there  is any real diff erence between MA 
and IMoSEB. “There must  be some intergovernmental element of  MA2 , but we 
should not be  prescript ive”). 

 
This was followed by a  len gthy discussion about  the re lat ion ship between  I MoSEB and MA2. 
Many diff erent  opinion s were expressed r egarding the possibility to link MA2 an d IMoSEB, 
and the fina l consensus among p articipants was that “IMoSE B is an important init iat ive an d 
we  need a  dia lo gue  with IMoSEB and it  h as to start  v ery soon”. Parallel to that  dialogue the 
MA follow- up must cont in ue and focus on what it  wants to achiev e. T here was also a genera l 
agreement among the workshop part ic ip ants not to fo cus too  much on whether it  will be 
ca lled IMoSEB, MA2 or  anything else and focus more on ov erall direct ion and content  at  this 
stage. Moreover, there seemed to be  a  con sensus among the part ic ipants that it  is cr it ically 
important  not  to complicate the assessment  landscape f urther, rather  an ur gent need to 
simplify  it . Hence, there is probably no "room" for both  an IMoSEB an d an MA2.  
 
So me of  the  other important  points raised included the fo llowing: 
 

• We need f irst  to show that  we are fully committed to imp lement  the MA1 and then 
discuss a t ime  p lan for the MA2. (Ibrahim) 

• It would be very usef ul if this meeting could compile  a  written statement that  could be 
brought  to the Montpellier  meet ing (David) . 

• Ev en if we focus on implementation  of MA1 we must at  the same t ime start  the  
machinery of  a MA2 already  now if  we want  to h ave  someth in g ready  for  2015 . 
(Walt). 

•  There  are  four objectives in the document  from UNEP on the fo llow- up of MA and 
the last of  these  is to pr epare  for  a MA2. “There can be  no uncerta inty r egar ding that  
issue”  [that  there will be a MA2]. (T homas R) 

• “T he t iming for  a  MA2  is perf ect” . It should emphasise c limate effects on  ecosystems 
(and it s imp lication s for human well-being)  and v ice versa. It will have a major  
impact . “There is an enormous need for  it , everybody in the wor ld would pay at tention 
to that”. “My concern with  the  IMoSE B is that there might  only be a narrow set  of 
governments support ing it . T he strength of the MA1 was the  broad support  from all 
the part ies of the CBD”. (Walt). 
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• Before we talk about  a MA2 we sho uld go back to the mult iple agen cies sponsoring 
the MA1 an d make  sure they  want  to go  for war d. (Prabhu)  

• “We should look upon the MA as the mother of  a ll assessments” . It  includes almost  all 
the aspects an d approaches of all the  other a ssessments, perh aps with the exception  of 
climate change. I deally , there should be  only two ma jor assessments: one on 
ecosystems and one on c limate. (Joh an) . 

• Carl Folke reminded us that the cr it ical issue now in the face  of global environmenta l 
change “ is to strengthen the capac ity of ecosystems to deal with the dr ivers, and also 
focus on what  k ind of governance system that  is needed to build that capacity”. 

• David noted that the implementation of MA1 must  proceed while pr eparing for  MA2 . 
He a lso ur ged for  “an ongo ing process” not  “ just  an assessment  every ten years”. 

• Anantha mentioned the  t iming of a MA2 such that it  delivers its re sults to  the Genera l 
Assembly  in 2015 in re sponse to an eva luat ion of  the  MDGs. 

• Neville did not  like  the  idea of  present ing the result s of  MA2 at  the same t ime as the 
MDGs in 2015 “as they might  be competing for attention”. 

• Charles re sponded that  they [MA an d MDG] could actua lly go  together and stren gthen  
each  others messages, but earlier is better: “ the planet  is burning, 2015 is too long 
t ime”. 

• David proposed to laun ch the MA2 in 2012, “20 year s after the Rio Conference”, but  
that  “might  be too early”  for  other  reasons. 

• Hal made it  very clear that  “IMo SEB is us”  and reminded that  there are many  MA-
repr esentatives in  the  I MoSEB –  “not  only the Fren ch government  that is behin d the 
init iat ive” . 

• Prabhu asked: “ do we really need an  intergovernmenta l process for the MA2?” 
• Walt r espon ded: “yes it  is probably the on ly way to get  proper  fun ding” . 
• David agreed and a lso added that an  inter governmental process was important to have 

a r eal impact “but  it mustn’t  be a new IPCC”. 
• Johan said that MA is so much  more than biodiversity imply in g that  I MoSEB should 

feed into MA. He  a lso suggested “ self-containing the science and then c lashing with 
po licy” (in the same manner  as the IPCC-process).  

• Marcus sa id that UNEP strongly  believe that MA2 should be  intergovernmenta l and 
that  they want to be a  strong partner  to the  MA2. 

• In addit ion to the possibility of  linking MA2 to IMoSEB Ibrah im mentioned t wo other  
mechanisms already discussed dur in g the workshop and also  added a third on e: 1) 
UNFCCC; 2)  CBD; and 3)  UNDP’s Human  Development  Report  (that has already 
started to include  eco system services as an important  factor for deve lopment). 

15.35-16.45: Concluding discussion: key messages from the workshop 
 
The cha irman  I br ahim Thiaw facilitated the  concluding discussion  by asking Anantha to 
present  a short list  of  conclusions from the workshop, a  list  that was comp iled by a small sub-
set  of workshop part icipants dur ing the extended coff ee break. T his fed into a  discussion that 
resulted in a number of  significant  decisions and suggest ions that ar e presented in the  
“Outcome  and conclusions” on the f irst  page of  this report . Please  refer  to that list  for an 
overview of  the ma jor decisions taken  dur in g the workshop.  
 
A large part  of this concluding session a lso circ led aroun d funding and the importance of  a  
strong leadership for the MA follo w-up process. It was also concluded that there are many 
different opt ion s on the table  for  both a MA1-implementat ion an d a possible MA2, but  a lso 
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that  no real dec ision on  f utur e direct ion and cooper at ion can be taken before the Fina l 
Internat iona l St eering Co mmittee of  the IMoSE B has taken place in Montpellier, France, 
November 15-17, 2007 .  
 
So me other  important po ints made  during this conc luding discussion – that  might  not  be fully 
ref lected in the “Outcome an d conclusions”  –  inc luded the  following: 
 

• It was aga in  rep eated that there must be a clear ownership of  deve loping countries in 
the MA follow- up an d a possible MA2/permanent  global ecosystem services 
assessment. 

• It co uld be a good idea  to a sk former boar d members to use their  credibility  to raise 
mon ey for the MA1- implementation  and the process leading up to  a  MA2 . 

• The importance  of linkin g the MA1 follow- up process and a  possible MA2 to  c limate 
change an d macro- economics (potent ial Stern-like review of  the economics of  
ecosystem chan ge)  

• Pr ivate sector  could be  willing to prov ide financial support  if there is an  emphasis on  
resilience and economic benef its, and it  was noted that  90 % of ph ilanthropy in the  US 
comes from indiv iduals. The  UN-foun dation co uld galvanise  the  US-support. 

• Jock  said that  the  EEA would be  happy to f un d a meeting of  the science  gro up next  
year  and then perhaps during the  Resilience  Confer ence in Stockholm, April 14-17, 
2008, invite  the  Danish  administration  to discuss the re lat ionship between  the COP of 
the CBD an d ecosy stems. 

 
 

16.45-17.00: Closing session – Ibrahim Thiaw, UNEP and Mats  
Segnestam SIDA 
 
I brahim started the closing session  by thank in g the Minister of  Environment for host ing the 
workshop and said it  was a  privilege  to be  a  n ew member of  this gro up an d discuss the  
follow-up of the MA.  
 
Mats cont in ued by saying that  we are all in this room r ecogn ising the fundamental importance  
of  ecosy stem services for deve lopment . “But we must  have the world react. World polit ics is 
somet imes like a super  tanker, diff icult to turn around an d often heading in the wrong 
dir ect ions.”  He also expr essed joy at  the  fact that  the workshop part icipants had t ime  to 
discuss outreach and communicat ion. And he  once aga in  emphasised that  the MA might  
indeed have  had some influence, “but  not  necessarily  among the  r ight  people”.  
 
Having sa id that , Mats st ill ended on a very posit ive note : “We should a ll feel proud of  being 
part  of this important  meeting, it  might be  a  stepp in g stone  for  a bet ter f ut ure. SIDA will 
follo w and support  the process.”  
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Appendix – notes from the group discussions 
 
 

Notes from the working group 1 – Science/knowledge base  
 
Marcus Lee , UNEP, reported fro m this group. He  presented an  exhaustive list  of comments 
and suggest ions fro m the gro up that  will be integrated in the process to prepare  a revised 
version (r eady by  November  10)  of the UNEP Proposa l for MA fo llow- up Str ategy . Some 
major  points included the follo win g:  

• SGAs – need to  move quickly to  coor dinate ( UNU already  h ired someone).  
• Cr iter ia for SGAs –  n eeds to dist inguish  bet ween policy- dr iven SGAs and r esearch-

dr iven  SGAs.  
• Need two co-chairs to provide leadership 
• MA2 – I Mo SEB – concluded there was a need for 3 groups to coordinate ES work: (1)  

consort ium of  partners – to guide an d cooperate on objectives 1 and 2; (2)  Second 
group is focused on  SGAs; (3)  Third group focused on MA2 .  

• Gr oup  felt  object ive 1.3 conf lates SGA with MA2 – decide  to restrict  this object ive  to 
SGA and then create separate object ive for MA2. 

Notes from the working group 2 – Policy implementation 
 
Pa rticipants: Alex  Mulisa , Charles MCNeill, David Cooper , Gabriel Labbaté, Izabe lla 
Koz ie ll, Jaime Cavelier, Janet  Ran gan athan Maria Berlekom,  Marjan Schippers, Prabhu 
Pinghali, 
 
I. Group infrastructure  
Se lected Char les McNeill as cha irperson, Maria Berlekom as r apporteur , an d  Gabr ie l Labbate  
to undertake edits of the text  in the strategy. David Cooper  and Janet  Ranganathan provided 
spec if ic text  in-puts in some areas. 
 
II. Defining general  scope of the group discussions: 
The group started with  def ining the  scope of the discussions, an d what we wanted to achieve: 
 
1. Clar if ied that  it  is a  glo bal st rategy for  MA fo llow- up  -  not  a  UNEP-strategy – comments 

were made in this context. 
 
2. Accepted the basic out line – i,e. the three strategic object ives – as  a  useful and relevant 

start in g point . But .. 
 

• ..took the liberty to be quite free  and open  (not  st rict ly bound be the draft)  within 
Strategic Object ive  2. 

• ..st ressed that  “blurriness” should be  embraced in  pract ice. I.e. “develop in g kno wledge  
base” and “policy  implementat ion” go  hand in hand (ref. e .g. to Rwan da examp le). 

 
3. Take he licopter  per spect ive an d not  discuss details of  the  project  proposal. Dec ided hence 

to fo cus on quest ions 1 , 2 (and possibly 4) in the ToRs. In the en d only quest ion 1 was 
addr essed due to t ime constraints. 
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III. General comments re . Strategic Objective 2 
 
1. Important  to add/provide  more  backgroun d and justif icat ion for the proposed objectives 

and act ivit ies under  Strategic Object ive 3: 
 

• I dentify con stra ints/barrier s an d needs (problem statement). 
- Build on  the presentation by Anantha an d Janets/WRI´s in-puts ( Restoring Nature´s 

Capita l)  
- Ackno wledge  pro blem with lack  o f na tional o wnersh ip  when plans/strategies/st udies 

(as too often  happ ens) are deve loped by externa l consultants. ( Note – this is not  
specifically re lated to the  MA…) . Linked to  lack of capacity – i.e very important  to  
h igh-light  the need for capac ity building. Globa l tools and globa l f in dings further  
don´t do the  tr ick - tools must be  “re-deve loped  in- situ”. 

- Lack  of en abling frameworks and governance  failur es.  
- Important  to  acknowledge that  con stra ints and n eeds varies bet ween countries. 

 
• I dentify stakeholders.  Very important  to ackno wledge and h ighlight other stakeholder s 

then  Governments an d private sector, e.g. civil society, par liamentar ians etc.  
  

• I dentify gen eral opport unit ie s an d entry-points (One- UN; PEI; FAO etc). 
 
2. The wor ding of  the Str ategic  Object ive should be  improved. Should more  c lear ly state 

intent  to  promote  the actua l “ implementat ion of  eco system service  based approaches in  
public  and private sector dec ision making”, rather than more  genera lly say “policy 
implementation ”. 

 
3. The two  o bject ives – one  focusing on public decision-making an d one  on the pr ivate 

sector  – are fine in pr inciple. Important though to inc lude civil soc iety  wh en act ivit ie s ar e 
identif ied.  

Notes from the working group 3 – Outreach 
 
1. Comments to the UNEP-Strategy 
Objective :  
Add: … and create act ion based on the MA framework . 
 
In “Expected accomp lishments” :  
Add: Create act ion based on the MA framework with in  important  governments, organizat ions 
and inst itut ions. Action s need to hav e re sults or iented indicators.   
 
Comments on  second p aragraph under “Expected accomplishments”: 
The communicat ion strategy needs to be coor dinated. It should be  focused on  indiv idual 
tar get  group s. T he strategy  sho uld have clear measur able  indicators of  success. 
 
Suggested prior ity target  gro ups: 
UNEP- Governin g Council/Environment  ministers 
Wor ld Bank 
Climate  Convent ion- de legates 
Pr ivate sector  
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Development  Cooperat ion Agencies ( incl. OECD/DAC, Nor dic+)  
Finance  ministries 
FAO 
CBD 
 
Key Activit ie s: need to be revised accor dingly. 
 
 
2. Proposed way  forward.  
Establish a working group/ta sk force/consort ium for outreach an d communicat ion. The  group 
should be composed of  a  mult idisciplinary group of partners/experts from science, pr ivate 
sector  and commun icat ion. Suggested members: UNEP, FAO, WBCSD, WRI, SEI , COM+, 
Walt Re id. Co-or dinator: UNEP. Co-chairs: UNEP and WRI  
 
First  task for the working group: design an outreach strategy. 
 
Define the outreach strategy and process for each  tar get group: What  How  Whom.  
Whenever  appropriate, use  exist ing ch annels an d processes for  t ransfers of the message like 
Wor ld Development Report, UNEP Govern in g Council – agen da for 2009 – in Nairo bi, 
DAC/ENVI RONET meetings, integrat ing ecosystem services into IPCC etc. 
 
 
3. General comments: 
 
One  top ic  we discussed was outreach language: Ecosystem services diff icult  since people do  
not un derstand what an  ecosystem rea lly is.  
 
The group strongly recommends that a global macroeconomic valuat ion  study should be 
perfor med. The  glo bal st udy sho uld in it iate the process of analyzing the  glo bal economic 
benefit of  eco system services, the costs of  the loss of  biodiversity an d ecosy stem services and 
the failure  to take  protect ive measures ver sus the costs of  effect ive  management . 
Could be done through: 

• High leve l Macroeconomic economic commission 
• Stern liked init iat ive i.e. the Potsdam init iat ive 
• Achim Steiners – UNEP interested in this: adviser to ED on macro economics. 

 
Outreach strategy  depends on an d should be co-ordinated with  focal area 1 an d 2. 
 
The strategy needs to be clearer regarding tar get  groups 
The strategy needs to be clearer about  what  processes to influence . 
 
Important  to f in d allies. For ex ample in G8. 
 
Sweden is e stablish in g a “Commission on  c limate proofing of development  cooperat ion” . 
Ecosystem serv ices and resilience need to be strongly communicated.  
 
For outreach of  the  concept of  ecosy stem services it is important  to create  a  high- level 
po lit ical agenda .  

• Sh ort term: Glo bal Follow Up strategy with  UNEP as anchor inst itut ion . 
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• Long term: more high- leve l po lit ical inf luence important  for  communicat ion: 
Intergovernmental mechan ism for  Glo bal Ecosystem Service Assessment  for  
Development . 

 
Important  to create a demand. 
 
New f ilm: The “Resilient  t ruth” with Al Gore . Instead of  jump in g up an d down  the 
temperature  curve, jump up an d down  with the “resilient  ball”, when ecosystem shifts into 
different stability domains… 
 
 


