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Summary

A. Background to this Introductory Study
including Scoping

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development recognises that natural
resource depletion and adverse impacts from environmental degrada-
tion, including loss of biodiversity, add to and exacerbate the list of chal-
lenges which humanity faces. Biodiversity is well recognised in the Sus-
tainable Development Goals, not just in Target 15 on Ecosystem and Bio-
diversity and Target 14 on Oceans, but integrated across all 17 goals and
169 targets, emphasising that biodiversity is fundamental to human well-
being (UN, 2015).

According to the Global Biodiversity Outlook 3 (CBD 2010), species at
risk of extinction are, on average, moving closer to extinction. Nearly a
quarter of plant species are estimated to be threatened with extinction.
Crop and livestock genetic diversity continues to decline in agricultural sys-
tems, as well as traditional knowledge, innovations and practices associ-
ated with biodiversity and ecosystem services (CBD, 2010); (CBD, 2014).

In order to address these challenges, adequate local, national and in-
ternational policies need to be adopted and implemented. To achieve this,
decision makers need credible and independent information from scien-
tists, as well as other knowledge systems that take into account the com-
plex relationships between biodiversity, ecosystem services and people.
To meet these needs the “Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services” (IPBES) was established in April
2012, as an independent intergovernmental body open to all member
countries of the United Nations. Its purpose is to assess the state of the
planet’s biodiversity, its ecosystems and essential services they provide
for human well-being. IPBES provides a mechanism, recognised by both
the scientific and policy communities, to synthesise, review, assess and
critically evaluate relevant information and knowledge generated world-
wide by governments, academia, scientific organisations, non-govern-
mental organisations, indigenous peoples and local communities.



At a Nordic meeting in Stockholm 2014, it was proposed that a Nordic
Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services should be conducted.
The assessment would be inspired and informed by IPBES, and the best
way to prepare for such an assessment was judged to be through a thor-
ough introductory study, including scoping. A proposal prepared by the
Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) was sent to the Nordic
Council of Ministers, which approved DKK 450,000 for the “Scoping study
Nordic Assessment to feed into IPBES”, to be performed during 2015. The
project group consisted of a group of representatives from the Nordic
countries, selected by each Nordic country’s government agencies. Con-
sultations took place through two questionnaires, a Nordic meeting and
country consultations. A study related to indigenous and local knowledge
was performed in conjunction with this introductory study, including
scoping, and was financed by the Swedish Environmental Protection
Agency and assigned to the NAPTEK programme at Swedish Biodiversity
Centre. It resulted in the “Report from the project: Indigenous and Local
Knowledge in a Scoping Study for a Nordic IPBES Assessment” (Tunén et
al, 2015) and an integrated approach to the issue in the Nordic introduc-
tory study including scoping.

This document is the result of the Introductory Study including Scop-
ing for a Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services based
on IPBES methods and procedures. It is divided into: Section I, which in-
cludes a description of process and method and a discussion; and Section
I1, which includes the introductory study and suggested project plan for a
full Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services based on
IPBES methods and procedures. This study has developed a methodology
for how an assessment can be planned and performed in a sub-regional
setting such as the Nordic countries, but still based on IPBES methods and
procedures. It has identified actors that potentially can contribute to the
full assessment, data and knowledge sources and gaps, and also identified
key questions for a full Nordic Assessment. This document can also be
used for proposals for the full Nordic Assessment. This version is an
abridged version to be published as a TemaNord report; the full working
document can be accessed via SEPA or the project leader, Maria Schultz
at Stockholm Resilience Centre.
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B. Scope, Geographical Boundary, Rationale, Utility
and Assumptions

The objective of the Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem
Services based on IPBES methods and procedures should be to strengthen
the science-policy interface for biodiversity and ecosystem services for
conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, long-term human well-
being and sustainable development at a Nordic level, as well as to feed in
results to the IPBES assessment of Europe and Central Asia (ECA).

The overall scope of the Nordic Assessment should be to assess issues
of relevance in a Nordic context, such as common natural resource use,
for example marine areas, mountain areas, agriculture and land use activ-
ities that affect the habitats of species across borders, or ecosystem ser-
vices; common drivers in Nordic countries, such as land use change, that
could affect habitats, biodiversity and ecosystems in the whole region;
common cultural and behavioural aspects, such as outdoor nature activi-
ties; common similarities regarding responses, such as governance as-
pects specific to the Nordic region, such as the fiscal system; and govern-
ance system interactions, such as how one country’s governance might
affect the whole region, or how Nordic governance structures of the com-
mons could be better linked.

The Nordic region comprises Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway,
Sweden, the Faroe Islands, Greenland and Aland. It is important to keep
in mind that although there are many similarities across Nordic countries,
they are highly diverse with respect to natural resource use. This can be
illustrated through a number of examples. For instance, Denmark is
mostly characterised by agriculture, with over 65% of its area allocated
to agriculture, whereas in Iceland only 1% of the land area is cultivated;
in Finland and Sweden forests take up 57% and 54% of the surface area,
respectively, compared to Denmark where forest cover is only 9%
(Kettunen, 2012). Finland and Sweden together account for 12.8% of
world production of wood pulp, which is a major export item for these
two countries (Nordic Council of Ministers, 2014). In Iceland, the Faroe
Islands and Greenland fisheries are the dominant industry, both with re-
spect to production and exports — in the Faroe Islands almost 89% of ex-
port value stems from fishing and in Greenland 63%; in Iceland, it is close
to 39%, compared to Denmark and Norway with about 3-4% and 6-7%
respectively (Nordic Council of Ministers, 2014).

Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study 13



The Nordic Assessment should use the IPBES conceptual framework,
IPBES guidelines and methodology and the outline of IPBES regional and
subregional assessments as closely as possible. The assessment should
consider different scales such as local, national and Nordic, and the links
to international scales. For some aspects, national or local border division
in accordance with political and management systems are appropriate.
However, for other aspects, biogeographical regions might be more ap-
propriate, to capture cross-border and interconnected issues relevant to
biodiversity and ecosystem services. The Nordic Assessment also needs
to work in synergy with other assessments such as the EU initiatives
MAES (Mapping and Assessment of Ecosystems and their Services) and
ESMERALDA (Enhancing ecoSysteM sERvices mApping for poLicy and
Decision mAKking).

C. The Knowledge Base

The Nordic Assessment should use existing knowledge and data held by
global, regional, Nordic and national institutions, such as scientific litera-
ture, and other information, including citizen science, indigenous and lo-
cal knowledge. Information should be gathered from published literature,
including grey literature, in accordance with guidelines of the IPBES Plat-
form, and also through, for example, national academies of science, na-
tional research institutes, scientific societies and other research commu-
nities, government environmental agencies and statistical agencies. The
consideration of specific Nordic knowledge and metadata should be dis-
cussed early in the assessment process. It will be of importance to assess
the added value of such an effort and to avoid unnecessary duplication of
existing or on-going work.

The Chapter Outline suggests following the IPBES Regional and Sub-re-
gional Assessments Structure, which comprises: Chapter 1: Setting the scene;
Chapter 2: Ecosystem services and human well-being - (Nature’s benefits to
people and Good quality of life); Chapter 3: Status, trends and future dynam-
ics of biodiversity and ecosystems underpinning nature’s benefits to people;
Chapter 4: Direct and indirect drivers of change in the context of different
perspectives of human well-being (quality of life); Chapter 5: Integrated and
cross-scale analysis of interactions of nature and human society; and Chapter
6: Options for governance, institutional arrangements and private and public
decision making across scales and sectors.

14 Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study



D. Organisation of Work, Time Plan and Budget

A secretariat with part-time staff (applied for in a proposal to the Nordic
Council of Ministers) at the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
could facilitate organising the work of the Nordic Assessment from early
2016. If more funds are available, one full-time position would be pre-
ferred. The project should be overseen by a Steering Committee, which
could consist of representatives from national agencies or ministries, se-
lected by the Nordic governments, and should decide on any strategic is-
sues that arise during the project. An Expert Committee should be formed,
consisting of scientists and other knowledge holders, based on nomina-
tions and approved by the Steering Committee. Nominations of authors
should follow the IPBES rules of procedure. The Nordic Assessment could
be organised in several sub-assessments with lead institutions/hubs in
the Nordic countries, supporting selected authors, which could corre-
spond to the specified main focus issues. The suggestion for the organisa-
tion of the Nordic Assessment is described in detail in Section II of this
study. The assessment is planned to take place between 2016 and 2018,
and the minimum budget is DKK 450,000 per year, excluding contribu-
tions from scientists and other knowledge holders.

E. Conclusion of the Introductory Study including
Scoping, and Way Forward

This Introductory Study including Scoping for a Nordic Assessment of Bi-

odiversity and Ecosystem Services based on IPBES methods and proce-

dures, has shown a potential path towards establishing a Nordic Assess-

ment using a pragmatic approach by considering the structure of deci-

sion-making bodies in a Nordic context, and the limitations of funding.
There are still three major questions to answer:

e The introductory study has not specified the focus for the Nordic
Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. The choice is
between an overall and general assessment in line with the generic
scoping documents for the regional and sub-regional assessments
of biodiversity and ecosystem services under IPBES; or focusing on
a topic, such as the link between biodiversity, ecosystems, and
ecosystem services they provide, and “valuation of ecosystem
services” for mainstreaming and sustainable use; or on a specific
ecosystem, such as marine, coastal and wetland ecosystems or

Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study 15



forests. This will have to be decided at the beginning of the
assessment.

e The process for deciding on the scope has to be defined. A pragmatic
way would be to create a board representing the Nordic government
authorities, and explore the possibility of a start-up workshop under
the auspices of the Nordic Council of Ministers.

¢ Finding funding for broad participation in the work carried out in
the Nordic Assessment is a challenge.

Furthermore, the feasibility of a Nordic Assessment is dependent on the
buy-in and commitment from the Nordic countries governments, with re-
spect to both funding and use of the assessment.

There are still challenges to be solved for the establishment of a Nordic
Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services based on IPBES meth-
ods and procedures, but if established it may contribute to meeting the ur-
gent need to halt the loss of biodiversity, and to increasing the understand-
ing of biodiversity, ecosystems and the links to human well-being.

16 Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study



Background and introduction

Rising anthropogenic pressures on the world’s
ecosystems

The Anthropocene (a term commonly used to define the massive, global
impact of humans on the planet’s biophysical processes affecting, for ex-
ample, the climate and ecosystems) has generated global environmental
changes with potential thresholds and tipping points, currently challeng-
ing future well-being of the human population on Earth (Rockstréom et al.,
2009). The Planetary Boundaries framework identifies a set of nine plan-
etary boundaries within which humanity can continue to develop and
thrive for generations to come. However, crossing these boundaries could
generate abrupt and irreversible environmental changes (Rockstrom et
al., 2009). Four of the boundaries have now been crossed as a result of
human activity: climate change, loss of biosphere integrity, land-system
change and altered biogeochemical cycles (phosphorus and nitrogen)
(W. Steffen et al, 2015). Oxfam has taken the planetary boundary idea and
added social boundaries, and argued that just as the planet provides bio-
physical limits, the world has critical social foundations below which peo-
ple should notlive, based on human rights, poverty alleviation and equity
aspects (Raworth, 2012).

The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development recognises that natu-
ral resource depletion and adverse impacts of environmental degrada-
tion, including loss of biodiversity, add to and exacerbate the list of chal-
lenges which humanity faces. Biodiversity is well recognised in the Sus-
tainable Development Goals, not just in Target 15 on Ecosystem and Bio-
diversity and Target 14 on Oceans, but integrated across the 17 goals and
169 targets, acknowledging that biodiversity is fundamental to human
well-being (UN, 2015).



Ecosystems and good quality of life - interlinked
social-ecological systems

With long term sustainability in mind, human development must be re-
connected to operate within the capacity of the biosphere and essential
ecosystem services (Folke et al.,, 2011). Biodiversity provides the basis for
ecosystem functions and services, which also underpins human well-be-
ing. For instance, biodiversity can promote ecosystem-based adaptations
to climate change, and nature-based solutions to sustainable develop-
ment. However, biodiversity and ecosystem services are declining at an
unprecedented rate.

Biological diversity means the variability among living organisms from
different ecosystems; such as, inter alia, terrestrial, marine and other aquatic
ecosystems; and the ecological complexes of which they are part; which in-
cludes diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems.*

The term ecosystem services describes the ecosystems’ direct and in-
direct contributions to human well-being. More visible ecosystem ser-
vices, such as the production of food and fibres (goods), both affect and
depend on other services, such as soil formation and nutrient and water
regulation. Cultural ecosystem services contribute through inspiration,
recreation, beauty and spiritual values to our well-being. (Schultz, 2013)

According to the Global Biodiversity Outlook 3 (CBD 2010), species at
risk of extinction are, on average, moving closer to extinction. Nearly a
quarter of plant species are estimated to be threatened with extinction.
Crop and livestock genetic diversity continue to decline in agricultural
systems, as well as traditional knowledge, innovations and practices as-
sociated with biodiversity and ecosystem services. Since the agreement
of the Strategic Plan on Biodiversity under the Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD) in 2010, encouraging steps have been taken around the
world to tackle biodiversity loss. Nevertheless, it is clear that the current
trajectory will not be sufficient to meet most of the Aichi Biodiversity Tar-
gets of the CBD Strategic Plan by the commitment deadlines? (CBD,
2010)(CBD, 2014).

1 Convention on Biological Diversity, Article 2. Use of Terms.

2 The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 represents a universally agreed framework for action on bio-
diversity and a foundation for sustainable development for all stakeholders, including agencies across the
United Nations system. The 2050 Vision of the Strategic Plan is for biodiversity to be valued, conserved, re-
stored and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem services, sustaining a healthy planet and delivering benefits
essential for all people. The 20 internationally agreed time-bound targets of the Strategic Plan, mainly for
2020, are organised under five goals to meet the 2050 vision.
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The Earth’s biological resources are vital to the economic and social
development of humanity. Policy and decision makers need to be aware
of the importance of biodiversity for human well-being. The educational
task of explaining the links between healthy ecosystems and opportuni-
ties they provide is crucial in times of unprecedented global social, envi-
ronmental and climatic change. There is a need to explore, understand
and express the importance of biodiversity in interlinked social-ecologi-
cal systems.

Knowledge for policy and management

In order to address the above challenges, adequate local, national and in-
ternational policies need to be adopted and implemented. To achieve this,
decision makers need credible and independent information from scien-
tists, as well as from other knowledge systems, that take into account the
complex relationships between biodiversity, ecosystem services and peo-
ple. They also need effective methods to interpret this information in or-
der to make informed decisions. The scientific community must also un-
derstand the needs of decision makers in order to provide them with the
relevant information. In essence, the dialogue regarding biodiversity and
ecosystem services between the scientific community, governments,
practitioners, citizens, including indigenous and local communities, and
other actors needs to be strengthened.

To meet these needs, a new platform was established 2012 by the in-
ternational community — the “Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform
on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services” (IPBES) — an independent inter-
governmental body open to all member countries of the United Nations.
IPBES now has 124 members. The development of IPBES started in 2005
through the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) follow-up process
and the consultative process on an International Mechanism of Scientific
Expertise on Biodiversity (IMoSEB). IPBES is to biodiversity and ecosys-
tem services what IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) is
to climate. The members are committed to building IPBES as the leading
intergovernmental body for assessing the state of the planet’s biodiver-
sity, its ecosystems, and essential services they provide for human well-
being. Delegates of the Plenary of IPBES have elected an IPBES Chair, a
Bureau and a Multidisciplinary Expert Panel (MEP). For goals, functions,
objective and deliverables of IPBES, see Annex 7 Box 1. For the IPBES con-
ceptual framework, see Figure 5.
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IPBES provides a highly structured social process for advancing sci-
ence-policy practices, and also assessment processes, which are charac-
terised as being credible, legitimate and relevant. To achieve these char-
acteristics, an IPBES assessment typically goes through several struc-
tured stages: 1) the scoping phase, 2) the critical evaluation of the state of
knowledge by selected experts, including synthesising the key findings
and their confidence levels for policy-makers; 3) two rounds of peer re-
view, one of which includes a review by policy makers; and 4) approval of
the policy and relevant key findings. Relevant information to be assessed
includes published literature generated worldwide by governments, aca-
demia, scientific organisations, non-governmental organisations, indige-
nous peoples and local communities. This involves a credible group of ex-
perts who conduct assessments of such information and knowledge in a
transparent way. IPBES is unique in that it aims to strengthen the capacity
of the effective use of science, and other knowledge systems, in decision-
making at all levels. IPBES also aims to address the needs of multilateral
environmental agreements related to biodiversity and ecosystem ser-
vices, as well as building on existing processes to ensure synergy in each
other’s work. Besides thematic assessments, such as an assessment of pol-
lination, the IPBES has decided to conduct regional and sub-regional as-
sessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services, which aim to contrib-
ute to the development of the regions and to feed into a global assessment
by 2018. See further information at: http://ipbes.net/

Nordic Scoping

The Nordic countries have collaborated in IPBES-related work with sup-
port from the Nordic Council of Ministers. With this introductory and
scoping study, Nordic country participants have explored the potential of
a sub-regional assessment — a Nordic Assessment, that could give the is-
sue more weight within the region’s countries, and feed into the regional
assessment for Europe and Central Asia, and ultimately into the Global
IPBES Assessment.

Brief facts - The Nordic Region and biodiversity and
ecosystem services.

Information and statistics, such as the Nordic statistical yearbook, and facts
about the Nordic region and Nordic cooperation can be found at the website
www.norden.org. See Table 1 for data on land use and population density
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in the Nordic countries. The Nordic region comprises Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Norway, Sweden, the Faroe Islands, Greenland and Aland.

The Faroe Islands are formally part of the Kingdom of Denmark, but
enjoy extensive autonomy. The Faroe Islands are not a member of the Eu-
ropean Union (EU), but have entered into a fisheries and trading agree-
ment with the EU. Greenland is part of the Kingdom of Denmark but has a
high degree of self-governance. Greenland is not a member of the EU, but
also has a special fisheries agreement with EU, and has been accepted as
one of the overseas countries or territories with a special association with
the EU. Aland is part of the Republic of Finland, but has a high degree of
self-governance, its own devolved parliament and its own legislation in
many areas (e.g. environment, trade and industry). For autonomous re-
gions and self-governing regions see Figure 7. Iceland and Norway are not
members of the EU, but take part in European economic co-operation
through the EEA Agreement3 (www.norden.org).

The geographical boundaries with maps of the Nordic region are de-
scribed in Section II B “Geographic boundary of the assessment”.

Table 1: Land use and density, 2013

Land use and Denmark  Faroe Greenland  Finland Aland Iceland Norway
density. 2013 Islands

Total area, sq km 43,571 1,396 2,166,086 338,432 1,580 103,492 323,771
Total area 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
Arable land and gar- 58.1 0.0 0.0 6.8 8.9 1.2 2.5
dens

Meadows and pas- 8.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 34 16.9 0.5
tures

Forests 12.2 0.0 0.0 67.3 59.3 1.8 38.7
Other land area 20.0 99.4 18.9 15.5 26.8 66.7 51.7
Lakes 1.5 0.6 0.0 10.2 1.7 2.3 5.7
Icecap areas - - 81.1 - - 10.2 0.9
Population 5,627,235 48,228 56,282 5,451,270 28,666 325,671 5,109,056
Inhabitants per sq 130.5 34.6 0.1 17.9 18.5 3.6 16.9
km land area

Sweden

447,420

100.00

5.8

1.0

63.5

21.1

9.0

0.1

9,644,864

23.7

Source: Nordic Statistical Yearbook 2014, Nordic Council of Ministers, Copenhagen 2014.

3 For more information about the Nordic region see http://www.norden.org/en/fakta-om-norden-1

Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study 21



In Appendix 1, there are examples of relevant literature for a Nordic As-
sessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. One example is the re-
cent Nordic TEEB (The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity)
(Kettunen et al, 2012), which aimed to bring together existing infor-
mation on the socio-economic role, significance of biodiversity and eco-
system services for the Nordic countries (i.e. Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Norway and Sweden). Regarding some of the socioeconomic value of Nor-
dic nature, see Box 1. Based on available existing information, the study
identified the range of ecosystem services maintained by healthy, func-
tioning ecosystems and the present status, trends and socio-economic im-
portance of these services. The study also explored key opportunities and
priorities for future policy action, which highlighted the importance of in-
tegrating the true value of nature into decision-making processes, and
also included possible areas for Nordic cooperation. A range of illustrative
case examples were identified and documented (Kettunen et al., 2012).

The study explains that the Nordic countries belong to the Palearctic
region with five biogeographical zones present in the area: arctic (Nor-
way, Iceland, Greenland), alpine (Finland, Sweden, Norway), boreal (Fin-
land, Sweden, Norway), atlantic (Norway, Denmark) and continental-
nemoral (Sweden, Denmark), and that a boreo-nemoral zone (or hemi-
boreal vegetation zone) marks the transition between the temperate de-
ciduous forests of the nemoral zone and the coniferous forests of the bo-
real zone (Kettunen et al.,, 2012).

The study also indicates that the nature of land cover in the Nordic
countries varies from broad-leaved forests in the south of the region, to Arc-
tic tundra in the north, and from boreal forests adapted to continental cli-
mate in the east, to the high slopes of the fjords in the west characterised
by high annual precipitation. According to the study, Greenland is domi-
nated by glaciers but has supporting ecosystems such as tundra and marine
ecosystems with diverse fauna and flora. In Finland and Sweden, forests
cover 57% and 54% of the surface area, respectively (28% and 46% of co-
niferous forests, and 27% and 4% of mixed forests), whereas in Denmark
forest cover is only 9%, and in Norway forests cover 32% of the land (18%
coniferous and 13% broad-leaved forests). Iceland is dominated by moors
and heathlands (35% of the land area), which also account for 14% of land
cover in Norway. Peat bogs are relatively common, covering around 6-7%
of all Nordic countries, except Denmark. Bare rocks cover 23% of Iceland,
and 7% of Norway (Kettunen et al.,, 2012).

The study indicated that agriculture in Nordic countries is subject to
climatic constraints, since winter is not suitable for farming and summer
is quite short. It also emphasised that there are great differences between
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Nordic countries. For instance, in Denmark over 65% of the land area is
devoted to agriculture; mainly with large farms, on average 60 hectares
(ha), and with intensive farming. Iceland, in comparison, only has 1% of
its area cultivated, with most of that being grassland. Sweden and Finland
perhaps represent the average, with 5-7% of their land area covered by
agricultural land (average farm size 37 ha). In Norway, agriculture ac-
counts for 2% of land cover (the average Norwegian farm is only 20 ha).
According to the report livestock production is most common in Norway
and Iceland, almost all farms in Iceland having livestock (cattle or sheep).
Furthermore, in Norway, 60% of farmers specialise in animal husbandry
(with 40% of those specialising in dairy). (Kettunen et al., 2012).4 Regard-
ing the status of biodiversity see Table 2.

Table 2: Status of biodiversity in the Nordic countries. Source: Nordic TEEB, 2012 (That used EEA
SEBI (Streamlining European 2010 Biodiversity Indicators)

Denmark Finland Greenland Iceland Norway Sweden
Number of known species 30,000 45,000 9,400 9,300 40,000 50,000
Number of assessed species 6,442 21,400 115 1,519 18,500 20,800
Red-listed species (CR, EN, VU)" 1,471 2,247 36 234 3,886 3,052

Note: 'Data has been updated based on Rassi et al. 2010.

I Critically endangered (CR), Endangered (EN) and Vulnerable (VU).) It should be noted that
according to the Greenland Red List it should be 21 species, but if Near Threatened (NT) are
included it would be 36.

Source: Kettunen et al., 2012.

On the CBD website under “Country profiles”,> information is available on
“Biodiversity Facts and Measures to Enhance Implementation of the Con-
vention.” It covers status and trends in biodiversity, including benefits
from biodiversity and ecosystem services; main pressures and drivers of
change to biodiversity (direct and indirect); implementation of the Na-
tional Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs); actions taken to
achieve the 2020 Aichi Biodiversity Targets; and mechanisms for moni-
toring and reviewing implementation. An earlier project financed by the
Nordic Council of Ministers, “Nordic Nature - trends towards 2010”5 a
Nordic communication project on biological diversity, should also be

4 Some of the data from the Nordic TEEB are not the exact number as in the Nordic statistical yearbook, but
similar, differences might be due to source and difference in year measured.

5 http://www.syke.fi/en-us/Research__Development/Research_and_development_projects/Projects/
Nordic_nature__trends_towards_2010
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mentioned. The project published fact sheets on status, trends in biologi-
cal diversity, and threats to it, as well as success stories and best practices
in protecting biodiversity.

The Nordic EU Member States’ information can also be found in the
“Biodiversity Information System for Europe (BISE)”¢ with data and in-
formation on biodiversity supporting the implementation of the EU strat-
egy and the Aichi targets in Europe, and EU biodiversity factsheets? for EU
Member States.

Box 1. Examples of value of Nordic nature in Nordic TEEB

Examples of insights regarding the socioeconomic value of Nordic nature according
to the Nordic TEEB’s Summary for Policy Makers (Kettunen et al,, 2013):

o Fishing in Nordic countries is important both as an industry and as a hobby,
creating a high demand for sustainable management of fisheries resources.
In Finland, Sweden and Norway, 44%, 30% and 50% of the population, re-
spectively, reported having engaged in some kind of fishing activity in the
past year.

o The socioeconomic importance of hunting in Nordic countries comes from a
combination of revenue providing activity, household subsistence value, as
well as cultural and recreational significance. Around one million Nordic
people go hunting every year - equivalent to almost 5% of the total Nordic
population.

« Recreational activities in nature are extremely popular in Nordic countries.
A typical adult Finn undertakes some kind of outdoor activity on average
three times a week. In Sweden, 36-56% of people reportedly use forests for
walking at least twenty times a year. In Norway, hiking in forests or moun-
tains is practised more than twice a month by almost half of the population
(i.e. around 2.4 million people). Finally, in Denmark approximately 70% of
the population visit green areas several times a week. Furthermore, out-
door life can have significant impacts on regional and national economies.

o The estimated economic value of berries picked for markets ranges between
EUR 500,000/year in Norway, to over EUR 30 million/year in Sweden (in
2005). In addition to berries traded at organised markets, a significant

amount of berries are sold via direct markets.

6 http://biodiversity.europa.eu/info
7 http://biodiversity.europa.eu/countries /eu_country_profiles
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¢ In Finland, the estimated value of carbon sequestration from Finnish forest
trees is EUR 1,876 million, and the value of the mineral soil carbon stock is
thought to be EUR 136 million. In Sweden, the annual carbon sequestering
value of forest cover is estimated to be between EUR ~3.3 and ~5.2 billion
based on the estimated consumption value of EUR ~1.2 — ~2 billion and in-
vestment value of EUR ~2 - ~3.2 billion.

o Altogether 134 wild Nordic plant species have been identified with medici-

nal or aromatic properties.

The Arctic

(Section on the Arctic produced by Tom Barry, Executive Secretary, Con-
servation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) Arctic Council Working Group)

In 2013, the Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF), the bio-
diversity working group of the Arctic Council, released the Arctic Biodi-
versity Assessment (ABA) (CAFF, ABA 2013a). This report contained the
best available science informed by traditional ecological knowledge on
the status and trends of Arctic biodiversity and accompanying policy rec-
ommendations (CAFF, ABA 2013b) for biodiversity conservation (Figure
1: ABA boundary). The assessment explored potentially dramatic conse-
quences of climate change and other factors that could adversely affect
species and their habitats in the Arctic, providing critical information to
policy makers. The ABA found that large tracts of the Arctic remain rela-
tively undisturbed, providing a unique opportunity for proactive action to
minimise or even prevent future problems that would be costly, or impos-
sible, to reverse.

The Arctic Council ministers agreed to implement the 17 recommen-
dations articulated in the Arctic Biodiversity Assessment, Report for Pol-
icy Makers (CAFF, ABA 2013b). At the April 2015 Arctic Council Ministe-
rial meeting, the Arctic states were presented with an 8-year implemen-
tation plan, Actions for Biodiversity 2013-2021 (CAFF, 2015a). This ac-
tion plan was informed by discussions with Arctic Council countries, in-
digenous organisations, observer organisations, and countries. Actions
for Biodiversity 2013-2021 will act as the key guide to Arctic Council bi-
odiversity conservation in the coming years.

Although actions for implementing ABA recommendations are aimed
primarily at the Arctic Council, member states and permanent partici-
pants, the success in conserving Arctic biodiversity depends on actions by
non-Arctic states, regional and local authorities, industry, and all who live,
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work, and travel in the Arctic. ABA recommendations, therefore, also pro-
vide a guide for biodiversity conservation action for authorities and or-
ganisations beyond the Arctic Council.

One of the three themes of the ABA focused on the importance of
mainstreaming biodiversity by making it integral to other policy fields.
For instance, by ensuring biodiversity objectives are considered in devel-
opment standards, plans and operations. The ABA recommended that the
range of services provided by Arctic biodiversity should be evaluated in
order to determine the costs associated with biodiversity loss, the value
of effective conservation, as well as to assess change and support im-
proved decision making. As a first step towards mainstreaming Arctic bi-
odiversity and ecosystem services into policy and decision-making pro-
cesses, the Arctic Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB) Scop-
ing Study (CAFF, 2015b)8 was delivered to the 2015 Arctic Council Minis-
terial. This scoping study made more people aware of how Arctic natural
values might be recognised, and how they could be used to improve poli-
cies and decision making linked to key issues facing the Arctic.

Figure 1: Arctic Biodiversity Assessment boundary (CAFF, 2013b)

Arctic Biodiversity Assessment,
main area covered

W High Arctic
| Low Arctic

__| SubArctic

W CAFF Boundary

8 Developed in partnership with the TEEB office, UNEP, WWF and GRID Arendal.
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Going further into the report, we can see how scientific findings led to policy
recommendations and subsequently to informed policy actions. For example,
ABA key finding no. 3 states that many Arctic migratory species are threat-
ened by overharvestand habitat alteration outside the Arctic, especially birds
along the East Asian flyway (CAFF 2013b). An additional key finding states
that challenges facing Arctic biodiversity are interconnected, requiring com-
prehensive solutions and international cooperation (CAFF 2013b). These
findings informed ABA recommendation no. 8: “Reduce stressors on migra-
tory species range-wide, including habitat degradation and overharvesting
on wintering and staging areas and along flyways and other migration
routes.” The Actions for Biodiversity 2013-2021 response was the creation
of the Arctic Migratory Birds Initiative (AMBI).
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1. SECTION I. Introductory
Study including Scoping —
Process, Method and
Discussion

Figure 2: Berry picking has both economic and recreational value
. o e

Note: Berry picking is a source of revenue in the Nordic countries, and for many Nordic citizens

an appreciated recreational activity. Picture from allotment garden in a suburban area of
Stockholm. Allotment gardens also contribute ecosystem services such as pollination.

Source:  Photo: Maria Schultz.

1.1 Background, Process and Method

According to the Global Biodiversity Outlook 3 (Convention on Biological
Diversity, CBD, 2010) species that have been assessed for extinction risk
are, on average, moving closer to extinction. Nearly a quarter of plant spe-
cies are estimated to be threatened with extinction. Crop and livestock



genetic diversity continues to decline in agricultural systems, as well as
traditional knowledge, innovations and practices associated with biodi-
versity and ecosystem services. (CBD, 2010; CBD, 2014)

Policy and decision makers need to be aware of the importance of bi-
odiversity for human well-being. The educational task of explaining the
links between healthy ecosystems and opportunities they provide is cru-
cial in these times of unprecedented global social, environmental and cli-
matic change. To contribute towards meeting these needs, the “Intergov-
ernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Ser-
vices” (IPBES) was established 2012. For further background regarding
IPBES see above “Background and introduction” section of this document.

During a Nordic meeting on IPBES in Stockholm 2014, it was sug-
gested that the possibility of a Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Eco-
system Services based on IPBES methods and procedures should be ex-
plored. It was decided that the best way to prepare for such an assessment
would be through a thorough scoping study. The Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency (SEPA) sent a proposal to the Terrestrial Ecosystem
Group of the Nordic Council of Ministers, which approved DKK 450,000
for the “Scoping Study Nordic Assessment to feed into IPBES”. Project
goals for the study were: to lay the foundation for a Nordic sub-regional
assessment that can feed into the IPBES process; to assist Nordic coun-
tries in reporting requirements and preparation for IPBES and other in-
ternational forums; to disseminate IPBES methods within the Nordic
countries; to engage Nordic scientists and other knowledge holders in IP-
BES processes; to establish a successful Nordic working group for carry-
ing out a sub-regional assessment and other IPBES-related cooperation;
and to demonstrate successful cooperation between countries on these
issues. The scoping study was to deliver a project plan for the full Nordic
Assessment. Expected outcomes, in short, were to: develop the methodol-
ogy (to make a Nordic instrumental model for a IPBES-like assessment);
identify actors that can contribute to the full assessment; identify data and
knowledge sources and gaps; find key questions for the full Nordic As-
sessment; and be able to use the final product for proposals for a Full Nor-
dic Assessment, including a budget.

The project group, selected by Nordic countries government agencies,
met about twice a month through telephone conferences in 2015, and in
one dialogue meeting, which also included actors other than the project
group, including scientists and representatives from indigenous and local
knowledge holders. Consultations took place through two questionnaires
(alonger questionnaire for face to face meetings, and a shorter question-
naire that was sent out to actors in the Nordic countries). Through this

30 Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study



process the project group tried to find a focus for the most policy relevant
questions and issues in a Nordic context. The questionnaire was sent out
to around 200 Nordic recipients, but only 19 responded. They indicated a
need for further clarification of terminology, and most respondents advo-
cated a transdisciplinary approach when conducting the assessment in
order to capture and reflect as much complexity as possible, such as his-
torical, political and legal perspectives, natural and social sciences,
knowledge of trade, human psychology and welfare, as well as multiple
knowledge systems. The longer questionnaire was used at the Nordic
meeting with the project group and other actors, attended by 18 partici-
pants, and at country meetings and consultations such as a meeting with
the Swedish Scientific Council on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services
(Vetenskapliga radet for biologisk mangfald och ekosystemtjanster). The
discussions are incorporated systematically into Section II of this docu-
ment. For further information and results, see the full working document
available through SEPA.

A study related to indigenous and local knowledge (ILK) was per-
formed within this project, and was financed by the Swedish Environmen-
tal Protection Agency. It was assigned to the NAPTEK programme (Swedish
National Programme on Local and Traditional Knowledge related to Con-
servation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity) at the Swedish Biodiversity
Centre. In order to fully consider the perspectives of the ILK actors and the
particular context of the IPBES in a Nordic setting, the assignment dealt
with four connected activities: 1) a Nordic dialogue workshop for ILK ac-
tors; 2) an ILK questionnaire focusing on how to achieve full and effective
ILK participation in practice; 3) a project piloting local ILK workshops im-
plemented by the Snowchange Cooperative (an ILK non-governmental or-
ganisation (NGO) in Finland and; 4) an interview and literature study on
citizen science in the Nordic countries and its potential contribution to a full
Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. For a summary
of the study, see Annex 1. For terms of reference and results of the con-
ducted dialogue under the assignment, as well as the questionnaire related
to the NAPTEK study, see the full working document of this study and the
full report from the ILK project: “Report from the project: Indigenous and
Local Knowledge in a Scoping Study for a Nordic IPBES Assessment”
(Tunén et al., 2015). Results from all the above activities are incorporated
into this Introductory Study and Project Plan, Section II.

Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study 31



Figure 3: A Nordic Indigenous and Local Knowledge (ILK) dialogue workshop was held as part of the
ILK scoping study within the Nordic study

ALY

Note:  The 30 participants were indigenous peoples — Saami people and Inuit — as well as repre-

sentatives of other local knowledge systems in the Nordic countries: Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Norway, and Sweden and also the autonomous areas of the Faroe Islands,
Greenland, and Aland. The workshop demonstrated that ILK is vital for assessment and for
sustainable use of biodiversity and ecosystems.

Source: Photo: Staff at Odalgarden.

The process of this study added Nordic specific aspects to the agreed IP-
BES documents. The outline for this introductory study and project plan
is based on the following IPBES related documents:

e Generic scoping report for the regional and sub-regional
assessments of biodiversity and ecosystem services, IPBES/3/18,
Annex III.

e Scoping for a regional assessment on biodiversity and ecosystem
services for Europe and Central Asia, IPBES/3/18, Annex VII.

e Other guidance under IPBES, such as the guide regarding diverse
conceptualisation of multiple values of nature and its benefits; and
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policy support tools; methodologies for scenario analysis; and rules
of procedures for IPBES.

The project leader and each country node gathered data related to litera-
ture, data sources, strategic partners and potential funding sources, and
documented this in an Excel meta-database, of which a shorter version is
presented here as Appendices -V to Section II.

As mentioned previously, IPBES developed from the Millennium Eco-
system Assessment and International Mechanism of Scientific Expertise
on Biodiversity IMoSEB. It should be said that a number of linked social-
ecological system assessments have been developed over the years. These
have influenced the development of IPBES general scoping documents, as
well as this scoping of the Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosys-
tem Services. In Annex 2, “International - Examples of relevant processes,
literature, and data sources” some of the main assessments, tools and in-
dicators are included for an overview.

1.1.1  Project Group for the Nordic Introductory study
including scoping

A project group was selected by government agencies in the Nordic coun-
tries: Denmark (DK), Finland (FI), Iceland (IS), Norway (NO), Sweden
(SE), Greenland (GL) and Aland (AX). The Faroe Islands (FO) were invited
but were unable to participate. Greenland’s (GL) representative moni-
tored the process as a reviewer. The representatives are presented below:

e Denmark (DK): Eva Roth, Senior Lecturer, cand.polit./Associate
Professor, Department of Environmental and Business Economics,
University of Southern Denmark; and Mette Gervin Damsgaard,
Naturstyrelsen/Ministry of Environment Denmark.

e Asreviewer only - Greenland (GL): Inge Thaulow, Special Advisor on
international environmental affairs, Government of Greenland.

e Finland (Fl): Petteri Vihervaara, Adjunct Professor, PhD, Senior
Research Scientist, Research Programme Manager (Ecosystem
Services), Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE), Natural
Environment Centre.

o Aland (AX): Inkeri Ahonen and Maija Haggblom, Nature Conservation
Officers, Department of Social Affairs, Health and Environment,
Government of Aland.
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e [celand (IS): Sigurdur Thrainsson, Head of Division, Ministry for the
Environment and Natural Resources, Department of Land and
Natural Heritage.

e Norway (NO): Nina Vik, Senior Adviser, Global Biodiversity Section,
Norwegian Environment Agency.

e Sweden (SE): Cecilia Lindblad, Senior Adviser, Research and
Assessment Department, Swedish Environmental Protection Agency.

e Project leader: Maria Schultz, Swedish Environmental Protection
Agency, (Stockholm Resilience Centre).

1.2 Result of Introductory Study including Scoping

The project goals for the study are described in the project proposal to the
Nordic Council of Ministers. These project goals have been more or less
reached. The study has laid the foundation for a Nordic sub-regional as-
sessment that can feed into the IPBES process, although the focus needs
to be discussed further. Results have been documented in Section II,
which includes findings from the introductory study and suggestions for
aproject plan for a full Nordic Assessment. Regarding assistance to Nordic
countries in reporting requirements for IPBES and other international fo-
rums, this has been achieved to some extent, but depends on whether a
full Nordic Assessment will be conducted. The questionnaires, meetings
and discussions with knowledge holders at the Nordic level, among uni-
versity staff, practitioners and policy makers, have contributed to dissem-
inating IPBES methods within the Nordic countries. There has been some
level of success in informing and engaging Nordic scientists and other
knowledge holders about IPBES, and in establishing Nordic collaboration.
If a full Nordic Assessment is performed, this will be strengthened.

The more detailed expected outcomes have been fulfilled regarding: de-
veloping the methodology (to make a Nordic instrumental model [PBES-
like assessment); identifying actors that can contribute to the full assess-
ment; data, knowledge sources and gaps; finding key questions for the full
Nordic Assessment; and being able to use the final product for proposals
for a full Nordic Assessment, including a budget for the full assessment.
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1.3 Discussion - Introductory Study including
Scoping

The scoping study was a “test case” to analyse whether these kinds of as-
sessments are feasible, constructive and provide added value to other na-
tional processes. Some of the main challenges are discussed here.

1.3.1 Scope and Focus

In this scoping process, we have not fully managed to find the focus for
the potential Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services.
Possible delimitation has been discussed in terms of biomes or ecosys-
tems, and in terms of importance of mainstreaming, such as valuation of
ecosystem services, but also common cultural and behavioural aspects,
such as nature outdoor activities. A common denominator for judging
what is most important in a Nordic context has been common natural re-
sources, common resource use, common cultural and behaviour aspects
as well as common governance aspects. A question that has come up dur-
ing the process regarding the focus of the assessment has been whether
the focus should be on biodiversity in itself, including intrinsic values, or
on ecosystem services and the utility approach. It was argued that a very
anthropocentric view, valuing biodiversity and ecosystem services only
provided they provide economic benefits and “well-being,” would lead to
a utility trap, which might be one of the root causes of the loss of biodi-
versity. In the final project plan, we now try to grasp both that biodiver-
sity has relevance to the delivery of ecosystem services and that the val-
ues related to biodiversity are also intrinsic in nature.

Other issues discussed have considered what baseline to use, and
which scenario and time perspective to use, i.e. forest values are not easily
covered over just a few decades. The suggested time-frames under IPBES
seem to be based on policy considerations.

Geographicboundaries were another issue for consideration, since bi-
odiversity does not respect human governance borders (neither in the
ocean nor on land), and therefore it might be relevant for the Nordic As-
sessment to use biogeographical regions and/or watersheds. The Nordic
region also includes strong climatic gradients translating into distinct re-
gions and ecosystems — the project plan recognises examples of boreal
and arctic landscapes.

It is important to keep in mind that the Nordic countries, although
similar, are highly diverse.
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Denmark is characterised by 65% agriculture land cover, especially
by large farms (average farm size of 60 ha) and intensive agriculture. Con-
versely in Iceland, only 1% of the area is cultivated and most of that is
grassland. In Finland and Sweden forests take up 57% and 54% of the
surface area, respectively. Denmark, in comparison, has only 9% forest
cover, while in Norway, forests cover 32% of the land (Kettunen, 2012).

Finland and Sweden together represent 12.8% of the world’s produc-
tion of wood pulp, a major export item for these two countries. In Iceland,
the Faroe Islands and Greenland, fisheries are the dominant industry, both
with respect to production and exports. In the Faroe Islands, almost 89% of
export value stems from fishing and in Greenland 63% (according to Statis-
tics of Greenland it is approximately 90%, Grgnlands Statistik, 2013).° In
Iceland, export value is close to 39% and, about 3-4% and 6-7% in Den-
mark and Norway respectively (Nordic Council of Ministers, 2014).

1.3.2 Terminology

Another issue raised during the scoping study was terminology and the
importance of language, for example related to the vocabulary of nature’s
benefits, ecosystem services and ecosystem functions; and human well-
being vis-a-vis the terminology “good quality of life” etc. Questions raised
concerned what we consider to be “well-being”; a new car or a walk in a
natural forest? Translation into native languages also proved to be diffi-
cult. To understand what “ecosystem services” are, it was considered that
there is first a need to know what an ecosystem is, and what the relation-
ship with biodiversity components is. The terminology “ecosystem ser-
vices” was considered by some to represent too much of a utilitarian view
of the relationship between humans and nature.

An extensive glossary has been developed, see Annex 9, in an attempt
to tackle some terminology-related issues. It is important to emphasise
that language depends on values, and this is something to discuss further
in the (potential) full assessment. Words need to be discussed and defined
in the specific context of use and preferably be based on the perception of
the citizens in the region, depending on the context of the actual place of
use and how they are understood among different actors.

9 http://www.stat.gl/dialog/main.asp?lang=da&version=201301&sc=SA&co lcode=p
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1.3.3 (itizen Science and Indigenous and Local Knowledge

This study has started to explore how citizen science and ILK can con-
tribute together with science in a possible Nordic Assessment, building
on perspectives developed in the report on ILK related to the Nordic As-
sessment by NAPTEK, see Annex 1. The discussion needs to continue. In
particular, how in practice knowledge systems together can provide an
enriched picture, and definitions of citizen science and indigenous and
local knowledge. Advancements are made under the IPBES task force on
ILK and research such as the Multiple Evidence Base Approach (Tengo
etal, 2014).

1.3.4 Data

The scoping called for building some kind of Nordic biodiversity and eco-
system services meta-database, identifying core knowledge resources
across the region. Some data has been gathered in the scoping process.
The consideration for building a specific Nordic database, including its
maintenance, has to be considered early in the assessment process. Since
datasets are infinite, ranging from species lists of birds at single sites, to
national forest inventories and historical documents of land use; the crit-
ical thing is how to decide and define what constitutes a relevant “key”
dataset. What is actually useable for an assessment to be finalised within
a few years? This has to be considered throughout the potential assess-
ment phase.

1.3.5 Outreach

During the introductory and scoping process, a need has been expressed
for finding innovative ways to present data and to increase the capacity
of decision makers to grasp the importance of biodiversity and ecosystem
services - such as through interactive websites and maps, deliberative
workshops, etc. The target group regarding the use of the assessment has
been deemed to be broad. Regarding the government level, it has been
stressed that not just Ministries of Environment should be addressed, but
also Finance and Foreign Affairs, and sector authorities such as for Agri-
culture, Forestry and Marine issues.
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1.3.6 Budget and funding

Funding is a key challenge regarding performance of the Nordic Assess-
ment, similar to many IPBES Assessments. The real challenge in the Nor-
dic countries is to find enough people able to devote sufficient time — i.e.
a large number of persons and organisations are expected to work with
funding from self-found sources. This means that the project needs to of-
fer very strong incentives for people to participate, i.e. needs that are com-
patible with those of scientists or other knowledge holders. The need for
full cost recovery for participation and contributions from scientists and
indigenous and local knowledge holders has been stressed. How to deal
with this is not clear, and it is not covered in the budget. Funds have been
applied for from Nordic Council of Minsters for the full assessment. An
additional solution is to find research teams, and themes for funding pro-
posals, to contribute to the assessment in a structured manner. Examples
of potential funding sources are listed in Annex 6. The governments in the
Nordic countries will also be approached on potential funding.

1.3.7 Organisation

Nordic countries do not have an IPBES organisation, like a governance
body such as an IPBES plenary, but this study has suggested a structure
adapted to Nordic options. The project group was not selected through a
nomination process, but by government authorities. The suggested or-
ganisation of the potential Nordic assessment could, for example, have an
entity similar to the Multidisciplinary Expert Panel in the form of an Ex-
pert Committee that has to be selected through a nomination process. See
further information under Organisational Structure and Rules of Proce-
dure in Section II.

Risks

The risks related to funding and data have been discussed during the pro-
cess and have already been mentioned. Another risk is that the assess-
ment might be a source of conflict, since national interests may differ.
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1.4 Conclusions - Introductory Study including
Scoping

This study has shown a path towards establishing a Nordic Assessment of
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services based on IPBES methods and proce-
dures. However, there are still three major questions to answer:

e The introductory study has not specified the focus for a Nordic
Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services. The choice is
between an overall and general assessment in line with the generic
scoping documents for the regional and sub-regional assessments of
biodiversity and ecosystem services under IPBES; or focusing on a
topic such as the link between biodiversity, ecosystems, and
ecosystem services they provide, and “valuation of ecosystem
services” for mainstreaming and sustainable use; or on a specific
ecosystem such as marine, coastal and wetland ecosystems or
forests. This will have to be decided at the beginning of the
assessment.

e The process for deciding on the scope has to be defined. A pragmatic
way would be to create a board representing the Nordic government
authorities, and explore the possibility of a start-up workshop under
the auspices of the Nordic Council of Ministers.

e Securing funding for broad participation in the work carried out in
the Nordic Assessment is a challenge.

Furthermore, the feasibility of a Nordic Assessment is dependent on buy-
in and commitment from the Nordic countries’ governments, with respect
to both funding and use of the assessment.

There are still challenges to be solved for the establishment of a Nor-
dic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services based on IPBES
methods and procedures, but it may, if established, contribute to meeting
the urgent need to halt biodiversity loss, and to increasing the under-
standing of biodiversity, ecosystems and the links to human well-being.
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2. Section Il. Introductory Study
and Project Plan — including
chapter outline

Figure 4: Recreational activities in nature are popular in the Nordic countries
- i

Note: Kayaking in Saint Anna Archipelago, in Sweden, that comprises more than six thousand
islands and you are free to paddle and camp wherever you like except on some islands in
times of bird reserve restrictions.

Source: Photo: Maria Schultz.

2.1 Introduction

The findings and project plan for a Nordic Assessment, presented in this
section, have been developed through literature studies, and in consulta-
tions with scientific and other knowledge holder experts, policymakers
and practitioners through meetings, seminars and questionnaires. For
further information, see Background and Introduction and Section I.



2.2 Nordic Assessment — Scope, geographic
boundary, rationale, utility and assumptions

2.2.1 A. Scope

The Nordic Assessment should follow the IPBES conceptual framework
that includes six interlinked elements constituting a social-ecological sys-
tem that operates at various scales in time and space: nature; nature’s
benefits to people; anthropogenic assets; institutions and governance sys-
tems and other indirect drivers of change; direct drivers of change; and
good quality of life. The framework (Diaz et al., 2015)% is graphically de-
picted in Figure 5.

The objectives of the Nordic Assessment processes should be to
strengthen the science-policy interface for biodiversity and ecosystem
services as well as the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity,
long-term human well-being and sustainable development at a Nordic
level, and to feed results into the IPBES assessment of Europe and Central
Asia (ECA).

The overall scope of the Nordic Assessment should be to assess issues
of relevance in a Nordic context, for instance common natural resource
use, such as marine areas, mountain areas, agriculture and land use activ-
ities that affect cross-border habitats of species, or ecosystem services;
common drivers in Nordic countries, such as land use change that might
affect habitats, biodiversity and ecosystems in the whole region; common
cultural or behavioural aspects, such as nature outdoor activities; com-
mon similarities regarding responses, such as governance aspects in the
Nordic region, e.g. fiscal issues; how governance systems in one country
might affect the whole region; or governance structures that need to be
better linked due to the governance of the commons in the Nordic region.

10 Report of the second session of the Plenary of the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiver-
sity and Ecosystem Services, IPBES/2/17, 9 January 2014.
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Figure 5: Analytical conceptual framework
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ment. Similar conceptualizations in other knowledge systems include “living in harmony
with nature” and “Mother Earth”, among others. In the main panel, delimited in grey, “na-
ture”, “nature’s benefits to people” and “good quality of life” (indicated as black headings)
are inclusive of all these world views; text in green denotes the concepts of science; and
text in blue denotes those of other knowledge systems. Solid arrows in the main panel de-
note influence between elements; the dotted arrows denote links that are acknowledged as
important, but are not the main focus of the Platform. The thick coloured arrows below and
to the right of the central panel indicate different scales of time and space, respectively.
Even if the figure cannot be changed, the Nordic Assessment should address more pro-
cesses and dependencies than expressed with the arrows in the conceptual framework of
IPBES, taking into account that ecosystem services are often produced in the interlinked so-
cial-ecological systems.

Source: Diazetal., 2015.
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Box 2. Options for Scope and Focus of the Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services based on IPBES methods and procedures

A challenge during the work with the scoping of the Nordic Assessment has
been to narrow the scope and focus of the assessment to an accomplishable
level. The point of departure is based on what is considered to be of most im-
portance in a Nordic context, such as aspects related to common natural re-
sources, common resource use, common cultural and behaviour aspects and
common governance aspects.

The assessment may focus on a number of essential nature types, ecosys-
tems, or ecosystem services, or drivers. Examples discussed have been tourism
and recreation; forestry, including industrial to mountain forests (fjallndra
skog); various agricultural activities; reindeer husbandry; aquaculture; fishery;
marine areas and coastal zones; urban areas and urban sprawl. Also, marsh-
lands (fens) and natural pastures of the fennoscandic type might be among
those most important because they depend on the development trend in for-
estry and agriculture towards larger units and more intensive production.

The Nordic Assessment might find a focus for several sub-assessments, that
might correspond to the main specified focus issues. Lead institutions or hubs
in the Nordic countries, that could contribute to selected authors, could also con-
tribute in finding financing for these separate parts of the assessment.

The suggested chapter structure should preferably be used for potential

sub-assessments, such as:

o Issues that the Nordic countries and regions find most important in terms of
mainstreaming, such as valuation of ecosystem services, or common cul-
tural/behavioural aspects, such as outdoor nature activities. And common
natural resource use, such as marine areas, and land use activities that also
affect cross-border habitats of species, and ultimately ecosystem services.
(Chapter 2).

« Biodiversity and the links to delivery of ecosystem services (Chapter 3).

e Common drivers in Nordic countries, such as land use change that might af-
fect habitats, biodiversity and ecosystems in the whole region. Effects of en-
ergy production and infrastructure, and invasive alien species might be as-
pects to include here. (Chapter 4).

o Integrated, and cross-scale analysis, including cross-border effects, using
e.g. biogeographically and watersheds as borders. (Chapter 5).

« Common responses such as governance aspects specific for the Nordic re-
gion, e.g. related to sustainable use, the fiscal system, and how a governance

system in one country might affect the whole region; which links back to the
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first question on common natural resource use. Outreach via innovative in-
teractive maps and tools to aid in decision-making should also be focused
on. (Chapter 6).

A clear scope and focus of the Nordic Assessment has not been reached. The
Nordic Assessment project has to discuss this issue in more detail right at the
beginning of the Nordic Assessment. The process for deciding upon scope also
has to be defined. Will it be the Nordic governments, the Nordic Council of Min-

isters or another entity that has the mandate to do this?

The Nordic Assessment should address the following policy-relevant
questions specifically (for further information see section V. Nordic As-
sessment - Chapter Outline):

e How do biodiversity and ecosystem services contribute (and what
are the interdependences among them) to the economy, livelihoods,
food security, and human well-being in the Nordic region? How
might loss of these affect the economy, livelihoods and well-being in
the region? How can loss be avoided? The assessment should focus
on these questions, related to the Ecosystem Services Box in the
conceptual framework, corresponding to Chapter 2: Ecosystem
Services and Human Well-being (Nature’s benefits to people and
good quality of life).

e What are the status, trends and potential future dynamics of
biodiversity and ecosystem services that affect their contribution to
the economy, livelihoods and well-being in the region? Which spatial
patterns and structures do we see and what are the implications?
What temporal dynamics do we see and across what scales? What and
where are the potential future losses? What are the linkages between
ecological functions and the ecosystem services obtained, and how do
they interact in interdependent bundles? The assessment, guided by
these questions, should focus on biodiversity and ecological functions
and their effect on ecosystem services, corresponding to Chapter 3:
Status, trends and future dynamics of biodiversity and ecosystems
underpinning nature’s benefits to people.

e What are the threats (including macro-economic drivers), trends
and pressures driving change in the status and trends of
biodiversity and ecosystem services in the Nordic region? What are
the effects of production, consumption and economic development
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on biodiversity and ecosystem services? The assessment should
analyse direct and indirect drivers, as well as how indirect drivers
affect direct drivers. This corresponds to Chapter 4: Direct and
indirect drivers of change in the context of different perspectives of
human well-being (quality of life).

What are the various paths towards sustainable development? The
questions to be analysed correspond to Chapter 5: Integrated and
cross-scale analysis of interactions of nature and human society.

What are the options for governance, institutional arrangements and
private and public decision-making across scales and sectors? What
are the actual and potential impacts of different policies and
interventions on biodiversity and ecosystem services? What are the
legitimacy and effectiveness!! of responses?12 How can loss of
biodiversity and ecosystem services (such as those underpinning
ecosystem-based adaptation to climate change and nature-based
solutions to sustainable development) be prevented, and their
sustainable use or restoration be encouraged through policy and
economic instruments, including investments, regulations and
management regimes? What sustainable use practices of biological
resources are there? How does customary use of biological resources
contribute to continuous ecosystem functioning? How can sectoral
policies and new policy instruments make use of opportunities
arising from the contribution of biodiversity and ecosystem services
to human well-being? What are the opportunities for ecological
infrastructures and ecological technologies? What other solutions
are there? These questions correspond to Chapter 6: Options for
governance, institutional arrangements and private and public
decision-making across scales and sectors.

What gaps in knowledge need to be addressed in order to better
understand and assess drivers, impacts and responses of
biodiversity, ecosystem functions and services at the regional level?
What knowledge is underutilised and could contribute additional
values if brought into policy decisions? What learning processes and

11 In relation to biodiversity financing including policy and economic instruments, Vatn has suggested that

for successful assessment of different biodiversity financing mechanisms we need to consider both “process

legitimacy” and “outcome legitimacy”. The latter consists of three parts; effectiveness (what is the effect on

biodiversity?), efficiency (are we reaching the goal in a cost-effective way?), and equity (effect on distribu-
tion).Vatn et al, Can markets protect biodiversity? An evaluation of different financial mechanisms. Norad
Report 19/2011 Discussion. Also published as Noragric Report No. 60 (June 2011).

12 Including the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and its Aichi Biodiversity Targets and the national

biodiversity strategies and action plans developed under the Convention on Biological Diversity.
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teaching are needed to continuously learn about biodiversity and
ecosystem services, and adapt to governance in a collaborative
learning process between actors? It is important to use an analytical
approach - to continuously test methods and unintentional biases.

The scope described above is very wide, as it encompasses biodiversity in
its entirety. For each of the questions, the Nordic Assessment needs to
concentrate on clearly specified subject matters. Narrowing the scope is
problematic, and the process must be transparent and involve a wide se-
lection of stakeholders. See more in Box 2: Options for Scope and Focus of
the Nordic Assessment.

National environmental targets, and other commitments such as the
CBD Aichi targets (see Annex 8), and the Sustainable Development Goals,
should guide the selection of biodiversity components and ecosystem ser-
vices included in the assessment. The Assessment needs to focus on the
added value of a Nordic Assessment, compared to country assessments.
The regulatory and subsidiary systems show both similarities and differ-
ences between the different countries. The Nordic countries also share a
common history and future, as well as common ecosystem services that
need to be co-managed. But it is important to keep in mind that although
there are many similarities across Nordic countries, they are highly di-
verse with respect to natural resources and their uses.

From the perspective of indigenous peoples and local communities,
there are similarities and differences in customary uses of both similar
and different ecosystems, which contributes to a varied picture.

Box 3. MAES and ESMERALDA

The Directorate-General for Environment is the European Commission depart-
ment responsible for EU policy on the environment. DG Environment has set up
a Working Group for Mapping and Assessment of Eco-systems and their Services
(MAES) to specifically implement EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020 Target 2, Ac-
tion 5, that foresees that: “Member States, with the assistance of the Commis-
sion, will map and assess the state of ecosystems and their services in their na-
tional territory by 2014, assess the economic value of such services, and pro-
mote the integration of these values into accounting and reporting systems at
EU and national levels by 2020”. The ESMERALDA project (funded by Horizon
2020) is aimed at supporting EU Member States in the MAES process.
“ESMERALDA (Enhancing ecoSysteM sERvices mApping for poLicy and De-
cision mAking) project (2015-2018) aims to deliver a flexible methodology to

provide the building blocks for pan-European and regional assessments. The
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work will ensure the timely delivery to EU member states in relation to Action
5 of the BD Strategy, supporting the needs of assessments in relation to the re-
quirements for planning, agriculture, climate, water and nature policy. This
methodology will build on existing ES projects and databases (e.g. MAES, Open-
NESS, OPERAs, national studies), the Millennium Assessment (MA) and TEEB.
ESMERALDA will identify relevant stakeholders and take stock of their require-

ments at EU, national and regional levels.”

For further information see:

o MAES: http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/knowledge/ecosystem
assessment/index_en.htm; http://biodiversity.europa.eu/maes

« ESMERALDA project: http://www.esmeralda-project.eu/

o EU Biodiversity Strategy http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodi-
versity/comm2006/2020.htm

The Nordic study should consider throughout the assessment relevant
commitments under Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs),
such as the CBD; and other relevant international commitments, such as
the Sustainable Development Goals; as well as developments under re-
gional agreements, such as OSPAR!3 and HELCOM.14 Some EU tools, such
as status reports under the Habitats, Birds, Water Framework and Marine
Strategy Framework Directives may be useful, even if they may prove less
relevant for Norway and Iceland.

The Nordic Assessment needs to work in synergy with and build on
other assessments and reports, such as GEO-6, that have a more general
focus; the EU MAES and ESMERALDA, see Box 3; Global Biodiversity Out-
look; and the Nordic country’s own related assessments and reports, such
as national CBD reports, and national TEEB studies, see Annex 2.

Both scientific and indigenous and local knowledge should be consid-
ered in the Nordic Assessment, in accordance with IPBES rules and pro-
cedures. (For further information see the Rules of Procedure section, and
regarding IPBES and indigenous and local knowledge systems see Box 5
in Annex 7).

The Nordic Assessment should, as far as possible, work closely with
and use material from the IPBES relevant task forces, expert groups and

13 http://www.ospar.org/
14 http:/ /www.helcom.fi/
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the ECA, such as the guide to the production and integration of assess-
ments (see IPBES/3/INF/4 and updated version,!> see also Annex 7, Box 2
“Guide on the production and integration of assessments”).

2.2.2 B. Geographic boundary of the assessment

Figure 6: Nordic region

Note:  The map shows the geographic location of the Nordic region and main seas. The Nordic re-
gion in this definition consists of the five countries of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and
Sweden, as well as Svalbard, the Faroe Islands, Greenland and the Aland Islands.

Source: Map from National Geographic’s MapMaker Interactive.

All the Nordic Countries, except Iceland, are members of IPBES. The Nor-
dic countries are part of the IPBES specified sub-region Central and West-
ern Europe, in the IPBES-specified Region Europe and Central Asia. The
Nordic region includes Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden and
the Faroe Islands, Greenland and Aland, see Figures 6 and 7.

15 The guide includes guidance on dealing with scale, indicators, uncertainty terms, use of key methodologies
(scenario analysis, consideration of value), how to address policy support tools and methodologies, and on
the identification of capacity needs, gaps in knowledge and data, and protocols with regard to the integration
of diverse knowledge systems.
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The Nordic region with Svalbard, Greenland and the Faroe Islands has
Arctic areas within its territories (see Figure 8). The Arctic portal¢ has
interesting material and maps of the Arctic region. Conservation of Arctic
Flora and Fauna (CAFF), the biodiversity working group of the Arctic
Council, has recently produced an Arctic Biodiversity report!? of interest
for the Nordic Assessment.

The Nordic Assessment should include marine areas of the Baltic Sea,
Barents Sea, Norwegian Sea, Greater North Sea, Arctic Sea, and Greenland
Sea. The inclusion of marine areas, both within and outside national juris-
diction, in the Nordic Assessment is important in order to be able to assess
status of, trends in and threats to marine and coastal biodiversity, ecosys-
tems, ecosystem services, and costs and benefits of utilising ecosystem
goods and services in marine areas. Coastal seas are defined as areas
within national jurisdiction up to the outer limit of the exclusive economic
zone (EEZ),!8 and open ocean or high seas are defined as beyond national
jurisdiction.

In the Baltic Sea there are no waters beyond national jurisdiction, i.e.
only national zone <12 nautical miles (nm) and EEZ <200 nm. In the Baltic
Sea, no country has a distance of more than 200 nm from its baseline with-
out overlap. In the Nordic region’s vicinity there are, outside the Arctic,
which is important to note, just two “holes” in the EEZ coverage with areas
beyond national jurisdiction (ABN]J), see Figures 9 and 10 from OSPAR,
everything else is EEZ.19

The Nordic Assessment should feed into the IPBES regional assess-
ment for Europe and Central Asia as well as the IPBES Global assessment,
and should be designed to avoid overlap with other assessment pro-
cesses, such as the World Ocean Assessment.2? Furthermore, there is a
need to consider relevant developments under regional agreements, such
as OSPAR?! and HELCOM.22

Due to the character of biodiversity and ecosystems, it is important to
complement governance according to public administration borders (for
the obvious reason of legislation and governance systems, it is important

16 http://www.arcticportal.org/

17 http:/ /www.arcticbiodiversity.is/

18 An exclusive economic zone (EEZ) is a sea zone prescribed by the United Nations Convention on the Law of
the Sea over which a state has special rights regarding the exploration and use of marine resources, including
energy production from water and wind. (Part V - Exclusive Economic Zone, Article 56. Law of the Sea.
United Nations. Retrieved 28.8.2011.)

19 e-mail correspondence with the Swedish Agency for Marine and Water Management (SwWAM)

20 http://www.worldoceanassessment.org/

21 OSPAR is the mechanism by which 15 Governments & the EU cooperate to protect the marine environment
of the North-East Atlantic.

22 http:/ /www.helcom.fi/

50 Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study


http://www.arcticportal.org/
http://www.arcticbiodiversity.is/

to take into consideration the form of states, county administrative
boards or municipalities) with landscape planning (see for example Swe-
den’s Regional Landscape Strategies or Marine Spatial Planning), water-
shed planning (as in the EU Water Framework Directive)23 or biogeo-
graphical regional planning. The biogeographical level makes it easier to
conserve species and habitat types under similar natural conditions, and
across a suite of countries, irrespective of political and administrative
boundaries.24

Figure 7: Nordic countries and autonomous regions

Autonomous regions, self-governing regions,
unincorporated regions and dependencies
of the Nordic countries

€ Nororecio

Svalbard (NO)

Wartheass Grasniand.
Wationa Fark-

. Bjerneya (NO)

]
g
4
&
H
z
i

__ dan Mayen (NO)

1BELANE

- Faroe Islands o
FIREANE

' Bouvet

“Jsland (NO) P

§ “a “Queen M_aml Land (NO)
Peter | Island (NOYZ- " ¥~ -

1 Cenmark Faros Islands. Greenland Selt-goveming regiors” slansis anlarged for visabity
Ghristianss (Enelmene) Unincerporstes region ) ‘and Narional Park i

Firland Ha Ao **) Svalbard & Bjeineya are part of Norway bt fall undes the Intermational Spitsbergen Tieaty (1920}

= v\:rwrar 5var|:wd Biemeya, Jan Mayen e %) Qusen Maud Lang claimad by Norway. No fixed southem boundary

Bouvat Island. Paler | Iskand. Quaan Mawd Land_ Dapendancics’ Sourcs: Statsministanet (DK, Act on the Autanomy of Atand (Fi], Lov om Bouvet-

B O Nordic couny ‘ayn, Puter {'s wy og Dronning Muu Land m.m. & Sphisbergan Treely (NG}

Source: Nordregio. Map ID: 10146e, Designer/Cartographer Linus Rispling, Data source, Statsministeriet
(DK), Act on the Autonomy of Aland (Fl), Lov om Bou-vetgya, Peter I’s gy og Dronning Maud
Land m.m. & Spitsbergen Treaty (NO), Published 25 June 2015.

23 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/index_en.html
24 http:/ /ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/sites_hab/biogeog_regions/index_en.htm
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Figure 8: Arctic Boundaries and Definitions
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Source: Arctic Portal.
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Figure 9: The North-East Atlantic, according to OSPAR commission

Note: Region I: Arctic Waters, the most northerly OSPAR region, is characterised by harsh climate
and ice coverage, but the ecosystems of this region are rich, and human activities, such as
fishing and offshore petroleum production, remain significant. Region II: Greater North Sea
with offshore activities related to the exploitation of oil and gas reserves, maritime traffic
are very important, the coastal zone is used intensively for recreation, and it is surrounded
by densely populated, highly industrialised countries. The other regions on the map would
not be covered by the Nordic Assessment of Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services: Region
11I: Celtic Seas; Region IV: Bay of Biscay and Iberian Coast; and Region V: Wider Atlantic.

Source: OSPAR.
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Figure 10: High Seas
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Note: (waters outside of national jurisdiction) are shown in yellow, the North East Atlantic
Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) regulatory area. Grey areas are the EU-exclusive fishing
zone. Ice-bound areas beyond national jurisdiction are shown in white.

Source: OSPAR Commission Quality Status Report 2010, (2010), Fisheries management zones in the
OSPAR area (http://qsr2010.ospar.org/en/media/chapter_pdf/QSR_Ch08_EN.pdf).

An example of this is the biogeographical regions related to the Habitats
Directive, see Figure 11. The European Union has nine biogeographical
regions, with distinct vegetation, climate and geographic characteristics.
Under the Habitats Directive, “Natura 2000” sites are selected on the basis
of national lists proposed by the member states. For each biogeographical
region the Commission adopts a list of Sites of Community Importance
(SCI), which then become part of the network, and the SCIs are designated
at the national level as Special Areas of Conservation (SAC).2>

25 http:/ /ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/sites_hab/biogeog_regions/index_en.htm

54 Framing a Nordic IPBES-like study



These biogeographical regions could potentially be applied to the
Nordic Assessment since they are based on natural conditions. The boreal
region might need better resolution; at least south boreal, middle boreal
and north boreal. The Nordic TEEB study (Kettunen et al., 2012) indicates
that biogeographically, the Nordic countries belong to the Palearctic re-
gion, with five biogeographical zones present in the area: arctic (Norway,
Iceland, Greenland), alpine (Finland, Sweden, Norway), boreal (Finland,
Sweden, Norway), atlantic (Norway, Denmark) and continental - nemoral
(Sweden, Denmark), and that a boreo-nemoral zone (or hemi-boreal veg-
etation zone) marks the transition between the temperate deciduous for-
ests of the nemoral zone and the coniferous forests of the boreal zone.

Figure 11: Example of biogeographical regions related to the Habitats Directive

Boreal Natura 2000 sites

Alpine biogeographical region
Atlantic biogeographical region

Boreal biogeographical region

LR

Continental biogepgraphical region

Source: EEA.

To illustrate the geographic variation within the Nordic countries, other
gradients could also be used, and described in relation to the status of and
trends in biodiversity:

e The climate gradient from southern nemoral zones, to northern high
arctic zones.

e The aquatic gradient from the marine environment of the Atlantic
Ocean, to the almost limnic conditions of the northern Baltic Sea.
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Further to that, indigenous peoples’ and local communities’ knowledge
systems and governance practices do not follow borders; Nordic exam-
ples are the Sdmi people in Norway, Finland and Sweden, the transhu-
mance summer farmers in Norway and Sweden, as well as coastal fishing
communities in the different countries with common traditions and fish-
ing areas.

2.2.3 C. Rationale

Biodiversity and ecosystem services provide the basis for economies, live-
lihoods and good quality of life for people throughout the world.

Implementation of international commitments (such as the CBD’s
Aichi Biodiversity Targets, the post-2015 agenda and Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals and regional policies, such as for the EU countries, the EU
Biodiversity Strategy 2020) and national commitments require a strong
knowledge base and strengthened interplay between scientists, policy-
makers and practitioners including a diversity of indigenous and local
knowledge holders, that the Nordic Assessment would be well placed to
contribute to. See Annex 3 for examples of the Nordic countries’ laws and
commitments. National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans are, for
example, important vehicles for implementing the Aichi Biodiversity Tar-
gets and adapting them to regional and national conditions.

The Nordic Assessment would itself be a vehicle for implementation
of the IPBES Platform’s functions, as they relate to capacity-building, iden-
tification of knowledge gaps, knowledge generation and development of
policy support tools. Furthermore, such assessments are critical to fur-
thering the platform’s operational principle of ensuring the full use of na-
tional, sub-regional, regional, and local knowledge as appropriate, includ-
ing a bottom-up approach that ensures the contribution of practitioners
and indigenous and local knowledge holders are taken into account and
used as appropriate. Different ways of understanding, observing and us-
ing biodiversity, ecosystem services and functions can contribute to new
insights in the IPBES process.

The assessment should address a number of international and re-
gional issues of high priority embodied in global and regional agreements,
in national policy and in societal expectations. Important priorities in-
clude issues covered by the four thematic assessments in the work pro-
gramme of the IPBES Platform (pollinators, pollination and food produc-
tion; land degradation and restoration; sustainable use and conservation
of biodiversity and strengthening capacities and tools; and invasive alien
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species), in addition to sustainable agriculture, forestry, fisheries and bi-
odiversity in areas sensitive to climate change.

The assessment of opportunities for mainstreaming, as well as obsta-
cles and risks, through sector policies and new policy instruments (such
as certification, labelling, offsetting, green infrastructure, national ac-
counting or indicators, payment for environmental services schemes and
social valuation) will be facilitated by Europe’s and the Nordic countries’
longstanding policy experience. This puts the region in an excellent posi-
tion to assess policy impacts with a view to learning lessons and resolving
issues relating to trade-offs and associated costs, including costs of policy
inaction. The Nordic countries share a long history, and their political sys-
tems are quite similar, which makes a Nordic Assessment relevant and
appropriate. One example is that there is a well developed fiscal system
and a possibility of working with green incentives, such as taxes, fees and
subsidies. One other similarity - for Sweden, Norway and Finland, and the
Danish coastline — is the right of common access (allemansratten), which
provides better opportunities for the public to interact with nature. How-
ever, the extent of the right of common access varies from country to
country, and in certain regions within a country there are different com-
mon access rights, such as between Aland and Finland. In contrast to most
parts of the world, the landscape outside settled areas is accessible and
people do not rely as heavily on protected areas for outdoor recreation as
they do in many other countries.

The Nordic countries also have a long tradition of mutual co-opera-
tion, for example through the Nordic Council of Ministers and the Nordic
Council, which is a Nordic co-operation that involves Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Norway and Sweden as well as the three autonomous areas, the
Faroe Islands, Greenland and the Aland Islands. An assessment of the Nor-
dic region will allow for the exploration of several transboundary issues,
including water quality and quantity, fisheries, climate change, air pollu-
tion and migratory species. As discussed above in relation to biogeo-
graphical regions, the Nordic countries are nested social ecological sys-
tems. The Nordic Assessment should raise awareness of shared environ-
mental issues and contribute to the better articulation of policy across the
entire region.

2.2.4 D. Utility

The Nordic Assessment should, as far as possible, provide users with a
credible, legitimate, authoritative, holistic and comprehensive analysis of
the current state of scientific and other knowledge related to biodiversity
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and ecosystem services. Furthermore, this regional assessment will be
relevant to the European Union’s on-going efforts to map and assess the
state of ecosystems and their services in national territory (MAES) which
is of importance for the Nordic EU countries.

The assessment should build on multiple knowledge systems, as out-
lined in the Multiple Evidence Base approach?¢ (between academia, indig-
enous and local knowledge, citizen science, etc.), to gain better under-
standing of the links between biodiversity, ecosystem services and human
well-being.

The assessment will also help identify capacity-building needs across
the Nordic region. It should identify current gaps in capacity and
knowledge and ways of addressing them at relevant levels.

The assessment should analyse options and policy support tools for
sustainable management of biodiversity and ecosystem services under al-
ternative scenarios and present success stories, best practice, and lessons
learned. It should explore options for effective management and policy
interventions at appropriate levels of governance.

The Nordic Assessment should support the Nordic countries and par-
ties in implementing global, regional and sub-regional agreements (see
Annex 3). It should address the CBD’s Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2011-2020 and its Aichi Biodiversity Targets at regional scales. The as-
sessment could also support the implementation of national legislation at
national and subnational levels.

It would strive towards providing clear methods and resources (data
information and knowledge; strategic partner list; mechanisms for in-
cluding indigenous and local knowledge) for national and local govern-
ment to support sustainable development and improve human well-being
by maintaining and improving ecosystem services.

The assessment should inform a broad audience, such as a range of
stakeholders in the public sectors, private sectors and civil society. Out-
comes of the Nordic Assessment should be presented as outlined in a
communication strategy with detailed information including easy-to-
understand infographics, maps and geographical information systems’
outcomes. Examples of available information are listed in Annex 2. The
outputs should also include a summary for policymakers, highlighting

26 A Multiple Evidence Base approach emphasises the complementarity of knowledge systems, without as-
signing any one knowledge system as the dominant one. See Tengo et al. 2014, Ambio 43, 579-591,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007 /s13280-014-0501-3
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key policy-relevant findings. The information should be widely dissem-
inated, including making use of new information and communications
technologies.2”

The Nordic Assessment should continuously feed into the official IPBES
regional assessment for Europe and Central Asia, including support for the
ILK processes and approaches linked to them. As well as delivering data
and conclusions on biodiversity and ecosystem services, it may also make
a contribution to the methodology of carrying out a regional assessment.

E. Assumptions

The assumptions underlying the Nordic Assessment include the availabil-
ity of the necessary expertise and dependence on voluntary contributions
to the initiative, including financial resources. It is assumed that sufficient,
direct and in-kind funding, as well as technical support, will be available
for the preparation and implementation of the assessment, but this is a
risk, see further under “Risk Assessment”.

The author expert groups for the Nordic Assessment should, in ac-
cordance with the IPBES procedures, reflect the need for disciplinary and
geographic balance within the region. They should interact with each
other, with similar groups undertaking global, thematic and methodolog-
ical assessments in order to ensure conceptual and methodological coher-
ence. They should also work as closely as possible with the IPBES-rele-
vant task forces, expert groups and the ECA.

Experts involved in the Nordic Assessment should consist of both sci-
entific and ILK holders and work closely with national centres of exper-
tise, such as NAPTEK (a national programme on local and traditional
knowledge related to the conservation and sustainable use of biological
diversity at the Swedish Biodiversity Centre), the Sami Parliaments, Inuit
organisations (e.g. the Inuit Circumpolar Council) and other relevant ILK
organisations, and interact with the “Task Force on Indigenous and Local
Knowledge Systems under IPBES” regarding exchange of experiences
from methods and approaches to connecting across knowledge systems,
and ensure that multiple sources of knowledge are drawn upon.

The Nordic Assessment should draw on and, when possible and ap-
propriate, contribute to on-going and planned national and regional as-
sessments, including those undertaken by TEEB and the MAES initiative,

27 Examples to learn from are the Finnish website for ecosystem services: www.biodiversity.fi/
ecosystemservices/home, the Arctic Portals website for interactive maps http://portal.inter-map.com,
and HELCOMs mapservice http://maps.helcom.fi/website/mapservice/index.html
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to value some services and integrate them into accounting systems by
2020 (accounting does not imply monetary valuation but can be in the
form of aggregated indicators). In terms of environmental protection and
sustainable use of ecosystem services, there is substantial sub-regional
variation in the Nordic region. Attention should be given to different po-
litical and economic historical developments within and across the Nordic
region. Differences in terms of economic and political development offer
opportunity to transfer lessons between countries and subnational levels.
For EU Member States, policy opportunities offered by a common govern-
ance system are of particular interest. Opportunities for policies and in-
stitutional arrangements for the recovery of degraded terrestrial and
aquatic ecosystems, and for managing transboundary ecosystems, are
particularly interesting.

2.3 Key datasets

The Nordic Assessment should draw on a wide variety of datasets address-
ing all specific components of the conceptual framework, see Figure 5. It
should assess the state of knowledge relevant to the Nordic context.

The Assessment should be based on existing data, scientific literature,
and other information, including citizen science, and indigenous and local
knowledge. It should be gathered from the published literature, including
grey literature according to IPBES guidelines. The amount of primary re-
search that should be analysed has to be judged case by case, and depends
on available resources, and the hierarchy of meta-analyses, systematic re-
views, traditional literature reviews, and primary publications. Whether
the source is trustworthy regarding reviews and synthesis, or if there is a
need to compile the information from primary publications should also
be determined. Contributions should be supported, as far as possible,
with references from peer-reviewed and internationally available litera-
ture and with copies of any unpublished material cited, along with clear
indications of how to access the latter. For material available in electronic
format only, the location where such material may be accessed should be
cited. Contributed material may be edited, merged and, if necessary,
amended in the course of developing the overall draft text.28

Choice of time periods and validation methodologies for time series
datasets should be rigorous and transparent. Discussion on how data may

28 Text refers to IPBES/3/18.
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influence values and conceptions in the final assessment should be in-
cluded. It is a risk that the availability of data sources guides the assess-
ment focus. It is important to try to identify gaps in knowledge and to un-
derstand what is unknown. It is important to present existing natural sci-
ence knowledge and social and economic research, equally.

The Nordic Assessment would need to liaise with the IPBES task force
on knowledge and data, and use the common framework on data stand-
ards developed in order to facilitate comparisons, especially concerning
the use of common methodologies, measures and indicators, see Box 3 in
Annex 7 on Data and information management plan under IPBES. A plan
for how to handle data for the Nordic Assessment will be needed. The
principles described in Box 3 in Annex 7, as well as the initial deliverables
of the general data and information plan implementation, will offer guid-
ance on this.

The Nordic Assessment needs to ensure the collection and archiving
of corresponding metadata, and whenever possible, corresponding un-
derlying data, through an interoperable sharing process to ensure com-
parability between assessments across regions. The data plan also needs
to cover issues such as ownership of compiled data. Although it is a
metadatabase, it might be necessary to have different types of options for
access and use, and to establish some kind of agreement and different lev-
els of logins, depending on metadata stored. The data plan needs to in-
clude a strategy for the use of data and knowledge that is not publicly
available, such as local or traditional knowledge that cannot be shared
outside the group of knowledge holders, or medical/psychological data
collected with prior informed consent restricting the use of data, as well
as for quality management. Whenever possible, the sets of metadata
should contain information on the geographical location and temporal
reference of the underlying data as well as the scientific and ILK protocol
with which they were collected.

There is a need for a process to include ILK from different landscapes,
biotopes and biological resources of the Nordic countries. This could be
done through general and thematic dialogue workshops (sub-regional,
national and local), in order to obtain ILK data, if resources are available.
In cases where community-based monitoring is practised by holders of
ILK, such as PISUNA and the Snowchange Deatnu Oral History Project,
these sources should be welcome, based on free, prior and informed con-
sent, to contribute to the Nordic Assessment.

It is important that the assessment employs methods to use soft data,
fuzzy datasets and qualitative data in a reliable way. A particular chal-
lenge is to couple data of varying quality and resolution from different
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sources, for instance in building and using scenarios for evaluations and
predictions. The application of scenarios covering large geographical ar-
eas and long time spans usually demands the availability of high quality
datasets containing comparable data types.

Under IPBES Deliverable 3(c): Policy support tools and methodologies
for scenario analysis and modelling of biodiversity and ecosystem services,
are developed, for further information see Annex 7, Box 4 on “IPBES Sce-
nario analysis and modelling”. The Nordic Assessment should use spatially-
explicit mapping and modelling methods. Existing remote sensing and bio-
diversity databases should be used to derive harmonised biodiversity var-
iables of all the countries, when possible. The use of modern monitoring
techniques for enhancing implementation of the Essential Biodiversity Var-
iables (EBV) concept in ecosystem assessments (e.g. for CBD and IPBES)
has been recently suggested (Skidmore et al, 2015; Vihervaara et al, 2015).

The Nordic Assessment would contribute to communicating data in a
user-friendly manner for policy makers and other users, via innovative ways
of communicating, such as interactive maps, etc. An interesting example of
this is the Finnish Biodiversity and Ecosystem Service Indicators Portal.2?

IPBES is working on a Catalogue of Assessments on Biodiversity and
Ecosystem