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MAIN REPORT

1 Executive summary

The IPBES Technical Support Unit for Scenarios and Models, together with PBL Netherlands
Environmental Assessment Agency and the Expert Group Co-Chairs, organised and hosted a
workshop for the IPBES Expert Group on Scenarios and Models on the ‘Next steps in
developing nature futures’ in the Hague in June 2018. The workshop paved the way for
further scenario development tailored to IPBES needs using the nature futures approach.
More specifically, the workshop focused on the development of a framework for formulating
scenarios across scales based on the prior nature futures visioning process, and on
identifying concrete tasks for engaging both the expert community and broader stakeholders
in a participatory process.

The analysis of the visioning results identified three underlying perspectives on how people
relate to nature, which could capture the wide range of views represented in the nature
futures visions. These perspectives are: nature for nature, in which nature is regarded as
having value in and of itself without human intervention, and the preservation of nature’s
functions is of primary importance; nature for people, in which nature is primarily valued for
the interest of people, and which could lead to an optimisation of multiple uses of nature;
and nature as culture, in which humans are perceived as an integral part of nature and its
functions. These three perspectives form a continuum, or gradient, that is represented in a
triangular nature futures framework, and which can be discussed across different scales and
sectors. In order to build the scenarios on this framework of values, the experts recognised
the importance of formulating scenarios that correspond to the extreme corners of the
triangle, and of identifying the transformative changes that are required for each of them.
These extremes would then serve as reference points. However, it would also be important
to illustrate that these would not be the only possible manifestations of the three
perspectives represented in the nature futures framework. The next steps for the elaboration
of the scenarios were identified to be: the further unpacking of the triangular framework, the
development of detailed storylines, the identification of qualitative and quantitative
indicators, and the testing of the scenarios through modelling at various scales.

The main outputs of the workshop were (i) the organisation of working groups for the
implementation of activities by experts in the coming years (Annex III), (ii) a timeline of
activities and their interconnections across working groups (Annex 1V), and (iii) a plan to
draft a high-impact paper on the triangular framework developed during the workshop
(Annex V). The planned work for the development of the nature futures scenarios requires
activities beyond 2018 and up to 2021.
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2 Introduction

The workshop took place from 25th to 28th June 2018 in the Hague, the Netherlands,
organised and hosted by the Technical Support Unit of the IPBES Expert Group on Scenarios
and Models hosted at PBL (Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency) and the Expert
Group Co-Chairs. In total, 26 experts participated in the workshop, including members of the
expert group on scenarios and models, several additional biodiversity and ecosystem
services modellers, representatives from the IPBES Task Force on capacity building, as well
as representatives of the former IPBES MEP (See Annex I for final list of participants). The
workshop paved the way forward for scenario development for IPBES through identifying an
underlying framework for formulating storylines across scales, and through identifying
concrete tasks for engaging both the expert community and broader stakeholders in a
participatory process.

3 Aims and structure of the
workshop

Aims
The expected outcomes of the workshop were:

e An analysis of overlaps and critical gaps within Auckland preliminary visions
(Lundquist et al. (2017)?!, developed during “Visions for nature and nature’s
contributions to people for the 21st century” held from 4-8 September 2017 in
Auckland) ensuring cross-sectoral and cross-scale relevance

e Detailed work plan for the path forward for scenario development for IPBES,
including stakeholder engagement and modellers’ working groups

e Development of a nature futures framework which builds on the refined positive
visions usable in iterative cycles of stakeholder consultation, modelling and analysis

Structure
The workshop consisted of
i. Presentations elaborating on the activities of the expert group conducted to date
ii. Plenary discussions; and
iii. Breakout sessions in which the visions developed in the Auckland workshop were
revisited to begin the formulation of a framework that encapsulated the diversity of
the nature futures visions

The workshop followed an interactive and iterative process of breakout group discussions
and plenary discussions. Speed talks were used as a kick-off for gathering a wide range of
ideas from participants, followed by breakout groups to deepen and structure the discussions
based on simultaneous editing of documents on google drive. Plenary sessions were held

1 The full report can be found here: https://www.niwa.co.nz/coasts-and-oceans/research-projects/ipbes-
nature-futures-workshop
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intermittently to build consensus across groups. The final programme including changes
made throughout the workshop is included in Annex II.

The participants of this workshop were composed of 62% male and 38% female experts,
with 58% from Europe and Central Asia, 23% from Asia and the Pacific, 15% from the
Americas, and an underrepresentation from Africa, with 4%.

Keywords used in the workshop

“Seeds” are innovative initiatives, practices and ideas that are present in the world today,
but are not currently widespread or dominant (Bennett et al., 20162; Lundquist et al.,
2017%).

“Visions” are built on the different seed initiatives from which inspirational stories of
sustainable, equitable futures can inspire us to move toward the values and ideals of a “good
Anthropocene” (Bennett et al., 2016, Preiser et al., 20173).

“Storylines” are qualitative narratives which provide the descriptive framework from which
quantitative exploratory scenarios can be formulated (IPBES glossary#).

“Scenarios” are representations of possible futures for drivers of change in nature and
nature’s contributions to people (IPBES, 2016°), combining storylines with model projections
and expert analysis.

2 Bennett, E.M., Solan, M., Biggs, R., McPhearson, T., Norstrém, A.V., Olsson, P., Pereira, L., Peterson, G.D.,
Raudsepp-Hearne, C., Biermann, F. (2016) Bright spots: seeds of a good Anthropocene. Frontiers in Ecology
and the Environment, 14(8): 441-448.

3 Preiser, R., L. M. Pereira, and R. Biggs. 2017. Navigating alternative framings of human-environment
interactions: variations on the theme of ‘Finding Nemo.” Anthropocene 20:83-87.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ancene.2017.10.003

4 Accessible from: https://www.ipbes.net/glossary

5 IPBES (2016): The methodological assessment report on scenarios and models of biodiversity and

ecosystem services. S. Ferrier, K. N. Ninan, P. Leadley, R. Alkemade, L. A. Acosta, H. R. Akgakaya, L. Brotons,
W. W. L. Cheung, V. Christensen, K. A. Harhash, J. Kabubo-Mariara, C. Lundquist, M. Obersteiner, H. M.
Pereira, G. Peterson, R. Pichs-Madruga, N. Ravindranath, C. Rondinini and B. A. Wintle (eds.). Secretariat of the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, Bonn, Germany. 348 pages.
Available from: https://www.ipbes.net/assessment-reports/scenarios
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4 Report from Monday
(25 June)

The workshop opened with a brief overview and update from the Co-Chairs, the technical
support unit (TSU) and task leaders on the past and ongoing activities of the Scenarios
and Models Expert Group (see Annex II for detailed workshop programme). This included an
overview of the support provided to ongoing IPBES assessments on the use of scenarios and
models and the processes followed on the development of new scenarios. On the results of
the online survey (policy options questionnaire conducted at IPBES-5), the experts
commented that the low perceived need for species models in the future must be due to past
species models focusing mostly on single species. Experts also showed interest in whether
there were any differences in responses by ecosystems, by regions, or by scales, and on
whether it would be possible to measure the impacts of cultural instruments. From the report
of the nature futures workshop in Auckland (Lundquist et al., 2017) and the subsequent
events (IPBES-6 and NatCap), an important task identified was the need to clarify the
differences between each of the visions.

Afterwards, participants were requested to give a two-minute speed-talk on their reflections
on the nature futures visions developed in Auckland. Specifically, they were asked to
prepare:

1) what was their main take-home message from the visions,

2) what critical gaps may exist in the current set of visions, and

3) how we should move forward from the visions to scenarios.

Overall, experts observed that:

e The visions are all based on a widely shared perception that the current trajectory for
societies is not sustainable.

e The visions reflect an understanding that the health and state of biodiversity and
ecosystems is connected to the wellbeing of people.

e The visions also illustrate that alternative worlds where humans and nature are
closer together in harmony are possible and imaginable.

e The visions illustrate different perspectives on how people relate to nature.

e There is a strong focus on collaboration, where communities and people work
together in a participatory manner, as well as an emphasis on human wellbeing and
on value systems.

Many gaps were identified within the visions, which would need to be filled in order to lay
out the processes of achieving them.
e Experts pointed to many dimensions that were not sufficiently covered in the
descriptions in an equal manner, such as: demography (e.g. population trends,
human migration), economic trends (e.g. lifestyle changes), major drivers (e.g.
climate, land use change, pollution, invasive species), governance (e.g. gender
equality, political power relations, access to benefits, rights issues and conflicts,
privately owned lands, etc.), technology, mining, and energy.
e The need for more cross-scale perspectives was emphasised (e.g. teleconnections,
rural-urban flows, and highland-lowland flows).
e Experts also noted the uneven coverage of different ecosystems. The need for a
richer diversity of visions covering businesses perspectives as well as regional
perspectives was emphasised.
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e The need for information on both the supply and the demand of ecosystem services
was also noted, to correctly infer the provision and spatial flows of ecosystem
services.

e Experts also pointed out that although there was a strong focus on the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), explicit (nature-centred) connections seemed to be
missing.

e Some experts observed that the visions tend to be biased towards nature, with a
lack of descriptions and indicators on human well-being, while others noted that the
intrinsic value of nature had not been sufficiently covered.

Experts identified a wide range of challenges in considering the transition from visions to
scenarios:

e Overall, the challenge of disentangling the “what” from the “how” was recognised.
This would allow the differences between visions to be crystallised across scales and
dimensions.

e By integrating overlapping visions into global visions and then into scenarios, there
will be challenges of integrating across temporal and spatial scales.

e Concern was expressed over the representativeness of the visions, as the consulted
stakeholders in Auckland are only a limited representation of the wider global society
and their preferences. The challenge of capturing the preferences of the future
generations from those of the current generations was also recognised.

e Some experts emphasised a need to translate these qualitative visions into more
quantitative targets in order to check through modelling whether the assumptions
described will deliver what they are promising.

e Flexibility is needed to allow identification of mechanisms and policy options to
achieve the visions at different regional, national, and subnational scales.

e This flexibility in turn highlights the need to identify key trade-offs and synergies
with other non-nature-related goals that people would want to achieve (e.g.
allocation of space for people and for nature, possible conflicts between culture and
nature, as well as between technologies and nature).

e The limited consultation to date suggested a priority task is to determine how to
collaborate outside of the circle of IPBES, with the wider scientific community and
with stakeholder and sectoral groups.

It was also pointed out that there may be a dichotomy among the visions, where in some,
the notion of trade-offs would not apply, because nature and people are not considered to be
in opposition, while in other visions there is a perceived competition between people and
nature. All in all, experts were reminded that there is a broader range of scenarios that
include the negative impacts of humans on nature, i.e. this development of nature futures
scenarios is not an exercise done in isolation.

In the afternoon plenary session, the experts discussed which dimensions could be used to
map and cluster the visions along common axes. They built on the outcomes of the previous
work done by the various subgroups in collaboration with stakeholders (Auckland seeds and
visions, results of surveys and consultations conducted at IPBES-5 and 6, as well as in West
Africa). Through considerations on how to capture the wide range of views represented in the
visions on how people relate to nature, an underlying triangular framework emerged,
with three axes forming a gradient between the perspectives of:

e nature as culture (harmonised relationship between nature/people: nature and

people as one),
e nature for nature (intrinsic value and function of nature), and
e nature for people (utilitarian, ecosystem services, nature’s contributions to

people).
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Experts then agreed to split into three breakout groups, each reflecting on the discussions of
the speed talks, to deepen understanding of the three perspectives identified in plenary, and
to map the existing visions against them.

After the breakout session, groups reported back on progress in plenary. The descriptions for
each of the three perspectives showed a common understanding across all breakout
groups on their main characteristics, with nature for nature being typically described as
nature having value in and of itself without human intervention, and the preservation of
nature’s functions being of primary importance. Nature for people was generally recognised
as a perspective leading to an optimisation of multiple uses of nature for the interest of
people, and nature as culture, as perceiving humans as an integral part of nature and its
functions.

Further development of the triangular framework was suggested by one group, by inserting
additional axes through the peaks of the triangle: an axis on the gradation from utilitarian
to intrinsic value of nature, an axis on high to low importance of culture, and an axis on high
to low intensity of management of nature. Another group suggested mapping the visions in
four clusters, with three extremes closer to the peaks, and one in the centre of the triangle.
Through these joint discussions, experts converged towards the idea of a continuum
between the three perspectives.

As a final step of Day 1, experts discussed how to move from the visions to scenarios,
considering the underlying triangular framework. The key points identified for further
consideration were:
¢ How can we highlight the differences in the visions in order to have at least three
distinct scenarios?
¢ How can we consider other dimensions such as scale, because values can be
different depending on the scale at which they are considered (e.g. cultural value at
local level, conservation value at global level)?
e How can we tease out the trade-offs and synergies of the SDGs?

5 Report from Tuesday
(26" June)

Day 2 of the workshop began with a brief summary of the previous day, focusing on the
triangular framework. Following, in the modellers’ speed talk session, modelling experts
recognised the formulation of the seeds and visions as a good first step in the scenario
development process, and found the visualisations useful and interesting. They also
identified, from their perspective, a series of gaps:

e A few of the visions seemed to be focused on specific aspects like marine or
freshwater. However, integrated assessment models try to be multi-sectoral, so the
existing visions can be used as building blocks for more comprehensive visions.

e Many indirect drivers were missing from the visions, such as climate change or gross
domestic product (GDP) trends.

e Linkage to SSPs is missing and would be good to incorporate, as they are widely
used and would facilitate the work of the modelling team.

e The visions need to be clear and concise stories, which are powerful in speaking to
policymakers.
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The modelling experts also identified challenges and requirements for modelling the
visions:

e The translation of visions into pathways and quantitative metrics is needed in order
to build scenarios, but this is a challenge as they currently stand.

¢ We need to ensure that the scenarios are easy to understand, and be clear on how
they differ from what people already know.

e The usability of scenarios has been a challenge, because many of the elements
included are currently not modelled yet or challenging to model.

e It would be important to make a distinction between difficult but achievable goals,
and aspirational goals by testing the visions through models to see if they would
deliver what they promise.

e Check the consequences of the visions across scales: whereas some visions may look
good on local scales, they may not perform as well when scaled up to regional or
global levels (and vice versa).

¢ In implementing the iterative scenario development, there may be a danger of being
too prescriptive. It would be important to retain zones of overlap which include
decision options.

e This scenario development process needs to be integrated with existing global
initiatives, which seem to fit well within the triangular framework.

e Think about how these scenarios will create impact, e.g. in the CBD post-2020 target
development.

e Seeking synergies with the private sector initiatives would also be a challenge.

Afterwards, a plenary discussion reflected on the speed talks in relation to the triangular
framework:

e The triangular framework can be combined with existing initiatives to create stories
that are easy to tell. For example, nature for nature can be strongly related to the
Half-Earth movement driven by NGOs with a strong conservation focus. Nature as
culture can be related to the full earth movement towards coexistence with nature,
and finally, nature for people can be linked to the sustainable use movement based
on an ecosystem services approach.

e The triangular framework illustrates that there is no single sustainability vision, and
the pathways of reaching the visions will play out differently depending on the
location and context.

e There is a need to think of the other outcomes of the SDGs that people want to
achieve, and reach out to those already working on them. In order to do that, it may
be useful to think of the values underlying the other goals of the SDGs, since they
represent values of what society could look like.

Experts agreed that there was a need to further deepen the understanding on the triangular
framework and to elaborate on how it would translate into a more detailed storyline when
combined with the mapping of the visions. Detailed discussions were thus held in three
breakout groups and reported in plenary afterwards. The groups worked on defining the
three corners of the triangular framework, elaborating on how different parts of the world
could be represented, and identifying the key drivers that need to be taken into account.
Some of the groups had also shifted to a more text-based exercise on collating the narrative
text of the most relevant storylines emerging from the visions. The experts agreed to
continue the breakout session in the afternoon to elaborate further on the work being done.

A final plenary session was held at the end of Day 2 to share the progress of the breakout

groups and plan the next day. A convergence was observed in the discussions across groups,
which had moved on to the consideration of drivers and indicators. Experts agreed on the
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Annex V. Draft outline of the
scientific paper ‘A novel
framework for Nature
Futures’

Broad topical outline:
e Why the need for a new nature-centred approach in scenarios

e Use of seeds/Auckland workshop to develop visions for nature futures
e Emergence of three perspectives on relationships with nature
Initial embryo framework / flexibility, cross-scale functionality, How framework can

be used to formulate target-seeking scenarios with explicit indicators for each of the

three perspectives
How framework maps into global scenarios and assessment processes, how it

extends/adds value (Simon Ferrier, HyeJin Kim)
Future challenges: using biodiversity, ecosystem service models and integrated

assessment models to develop the scenarios

Potential figures and supplementary material
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Figure 1: The nature futures visions from Auckland (Figure 14, Lundquist et al. (2017)!
with artwork developed by Dave Leigh, Emphasis; Mary Brake, Reflection Graphics; and
Pepper Lindgren-Streicher, Pepper Curry Design)
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Figure 2: Emerging perspectives on human relationships with nature

Figure 3: Connecting the nature futures framework with pressures, responses and
drivers nature/BES models and scenarios.

e Appendix 1. Vignettes describing each nature futures vision across a suite of key
elements.
e Appendix 2. Methodology from seeds to visions
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