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1 PURPOSE OF THE WORKSHOP

Transformative change has been mentioned as a crucial precondition for bending the curve of biodi-
versity loss. However, understanding what transformative change could consist of and how the levers 
/ leverage points stipulated in the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services (IPBES) global assessment could be integrated into, and facilitated by, the 
post-2020 global biodiversity framework (GBF) has not been discussed in the necessary detail yet.

This workshop provided an opportunity to discuss options for embedding transformative change into 
the structure, targets and enabling tools of the post-2020 GBF, based on the zero draft proposed 
by the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) secretariat, and its uptake on form, content and the 
associated enabling activities in the discussions at the open-ended working group (OEWG) (1). The in-
tention was to generate knowledge on how transformative change could be identified, discussed and 
integrated into the remaining work streams of the 24th meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, 
Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA-24), the third meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Imple-
mentation (SBI-3) and the OEWG-3 towards the adoption of the post-2020 GBF.

2 WORKSHOP PREPARATION

The workshop was organised by the European Commission’s Directorate-General (DG) Research and 
Innovation and DG Environment, together with the Croatian Presidency of the Council of the Europe-
an Union. They were supported by the EU-funded projects Eklipse, the science-policy mechanism 
on biodiversity, and Expertise France, supporting the Commission on the post-2020 biodiversity 
framework. The Commission requested that Eklipse prepare, facilitate and report on the workshop. 
To prepare the workshop participants, Eklipse made a request, through a call for expertise, for 
independent experts to summarise, in a background report (2), the principles and actions of trans-
formative change relevant for biodiversity and how they could be taken up in the post-2020 GBF. 
Participants of the workshop were consulted (3) on their priorities for workshop discussions based 
on the background report.

Three keynote speakers were invited to present their views on how the concept of transformative 
change could be useful for biodiversity action. Background tables with text from the OEWG meeting 
were prepared to facilitate the discussions of the six breakout groups on integrating transformative 
change principles and actions into the targets of the post-2020 biodiversity framework, and of the 
six breakout groups on integrating those principles and actions into the post-2020 biodiversity imple-
mentation framework.

(1) First and second meeting of the OEWGs on the post-2020 biodiversity framework convened by the CBD.
(2)  Harriet Bulkeley, Marcel Kok, Jiska van Dijk, Tim Forsyth, Gabriella Nagy and Sebastian Villasante. (2020). Har-

nessing the Potential of the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. Report prepared by an Eklipse Expert 

Working Group. UK Centre for Ecology & Hydrology, Wallingford, United Kingdom.
(3) An EKLIPSE Consultation Summary 

https://www.eklipse-mechanism.eu/transformative_change
https://www.eklipse-mechanism.eu/transformative_change


T r a n s f o r m a t i v e  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  p o s t - 2 0 2 0  g l o b a l  b i o d i v e r s i t y  f r a m e w o r k6

S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c

3 EXPECTATIONS

During the preparatory consultation, participants were asked about their expectations for the work-
shop. They hoped it would offer opportunities to:

 understand the term ‘transformative change’ and how it could be accommodated in the GBF;

 stimulate discussions on a common understanding of transformative change, provide clarity 
about the real implications of the term and ‘unpack’ it in specific actions;

 better understand how transformative change can be operationalised and built effectively into the 
GBF and move from a fairly abstract slogan to a real driver of meaningful action;

 better understand to what extent the targets and their implementation can be used to achieve 
transformative change and how they could be improved to facilitate it;

 suggest concrete steps and approaches capable of attracting the necessary attention and wide 
support in the long run;

 provide a basis for discussions on how to tackle transformative change for biodiversity;

 meet a diverse range of people working on transformative change in different contexts and better 
understand how they view possibilities for generating transformative change;

 exchange views and perspectives on (the need for) transformative change and thinking outside 
the box to get an overview on current discussions and incentives for implementation;

 learn about successful experiences of transformative change, including on implementation at the 
national level;

 discuss the extent to which it is feasible to introduce transformative change into the GBF and 
what aspects of transformative change should be addressed in other processes.

One respondent thought that the background report did not challenge the status quo (and the values), 
which would be the basis for real transformative change, and that therefore the discussions would 
potentially not go far enough. Another respondent felt that the background document was rather 
academic and not concrete enough to lead to implementable recommendations to the party-led post-
2020 global biodiversity process.

Others felt that the preparation delivered a good basis for discussion during the workshop, through 
both the available document and the outcomes of the consultation, but considered the topic to remain 
challenging, due to its complexity and broad scope.
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4 WORKSHOP PARTICIPATION

The Croatian Presidency invited participants from each EU Member State; the European Commission 
further invited participants from Europe and Central Asia, and also from Expertise France, from each 
of the 23 countries actively participating in the EU-funded project worldwide. Additionally, represent-
atives from science, business and civil society organisations participated in Day 1 (on the concept of 
transformative change for biodiversity) and Day 3 (on conclusions from the discussions). Participation 
in Day 2 was restricted mainly to negotiators from CBD parties, with the Chatham House Rule in ef-
fect to allow open and frank discussions. A full list of workshop participants is provided (in Annex 1).

5 ORGANISATION OF WORK

Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the planned hands-on, in-person workshop had to be postponed and 
its concept and technicalities reworked into a web-based workshop, which was spread over 3 days 
to allow participants in different time zones to participate. The agenda, including descriptions of the 
breakout groups, is provided (in Annex 2). On the first day keynote speakers were invited to present 
their views on how the concept of transformative change could be useful for biodiversity action, with 
panel discussions and chat-based collections of suggestions for discussions (4). The second day, in-
troducing how the SBI and the SBSTTA could take account of transformative change, was almost en-
tirely dedicated to small group discussions on targets and the enabling conditions for transformative 
change in the post-2020 GBF, offering opportunities to share views and experience and to learn from 
others. The third day started with subsequent feedback from discussions and continued with a series 
of panel discussions on the presented conclusive syntheses of the breakout groups, an outlook on how 
transformative change has been covered in the upcoming Fifth Global Biodiversity Outlook (GBO-5), 
and the view of the CBD secretariat on the uptake of workshop results, conclusions, follow-up and 
opportunities to further deepen discussions on transformative change as presented in the workshop.

The workshop has been co-designed by the European Commission, the Croatian Presidency of the 
Council of the European Union, supported by the EU-funded projects Eklipse and Post-2020 Biodiversity 
Framework – EU Support and FEAL (Annexe 4).

(4)  Through Covision software.
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6 WORKSHOP OUTPUTS

The goal of the workshop was to help negotiators prepare for further discussion and negotiation on 
how to translate the concept of transformative change within ongoing discussions on the post-2020 
GBF. This document does not constitute an agreement on the different issues covered, but aims to 
present the range of views expressed by participants, as well as more concrete options for integrating 
transformative change into the GBF.

The following workshop report is based on (i) the background report on transformative change pro-
duced by the Eklipse expert working group; (ii) a summary of the results of the consultation on the 
background report in preparation for the workshop; (iii) a combination of summaries of presentations 
and discussions, and materials developed during the workshop. These constitute: input by partici-
pants through Covision, breakout group syntheses and presentations and panel discussion summa-
ries, which have all been used to prepare the workshop report. In addition, this report presents visual 
depictions of the workshop that a drawnalist conceived in real time during the discussions.
Further resources can be found on the website for the workshop (see Annex 3): a short video detailing 
the highlights of the workshop; background tables summarising selected principles and actions of 
transformative change against targets and enabling factors in the post-2020 biodiversity framework, 
which were used to facilitate the breakout discussions; and all the presentations given during the 
workshop, including the recordings of Days 1, 2 and 3 of the workshop. This report was completed 
during the month following the workshop, and then made available for review by participants. The 
report will be submitted to the CBD secretariat, with the suggestion that it will be transferred into an 
information document for the upcoming SBSTTA-24 and SBI-3.
Further resources can be found on the website for the workshop

https://ec.europa.eu/info/events/workshop-transformative-change-global-post-2020-biodiversity-framework-2020-mar-18_en
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7  WORKSHOP REPORT: 
DAY 1 23 JUNE (13 .30–15 .30 CEST) : 

the ‘what’
Despite commitments made under the 10th meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP-10) 
of the CBD by governments to take effective and urgent action to halt biodiversity loss and en-
sure resilient ecosystems by 2020, much still remains to be done. The post-2020 agenda needs 
to be ambitious yet achievable. Nothing short of transformative change is needed.

‘Without Parties harnessing the transformative potential of the GBF as a whole it is likely that 
the stated ambition of the Parties to the Convention to enable widespread transformative 
change will not be realised and goals for conserving and sustainably using biodiversity will not 
be met’, stressed the Eklipse expert working group in its background report for this online work-
shop on transformative change in the post-2020 GBF. The challenge addressed by delegates 
from all regions of the world was that of how to embed transformative change within the global 
governance framework for biodiversity, seizing opportunities and galvanising governments and 
all of society into taking concrete action.

A number of ‘embedding principles’ could guide this work, acting as transformation levers by 
raising ambition, enabling new agents of change to engage and ‘ensuring that action for biodi-
versity also enables just and sustainable outcomes for society’.

The following summarises discussions and presentations on transformative change linked to and 
impacting on biodiversity policy and on the need for, and principles of, transformative change for 
biodiversity.

Learning to live within planetary boundaries is not a luxury but an imperative. This calls for 
transformative change underpinned by game-changing policy tools, research support and concrete 
action spearheaded by the EU’s Green Deal and its Biodiversity Strategy for 2030. Other EU initia-
tives with the potential to support this include the circular economy, plastics and waste, farm-to-fork 
and research programmes, including the EU Framework Programme for Research and Innovation, 
Horizon Europe, and its five missions, including climate change and life-support systems for nature. 
Horizon Europe will need to consider the main questions of this workshop on addressing transforma-
tive change for biodiversity in its first work programme for 2021–2022.
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Participants had been given the chance to review the background report by Eklipse, entitled 
‘Moving towards transformative change for biodiversity: Harnessing the potential of the post-2020 
global biodiversity framework’. A central focus of the workshop was therefore discussions, inspired by 
this report, on developing proposals to encourage transformative change in order to ultimately chart 
a clear post-2020 path to effective action that halts biodiversity loss and ensures resilient ecosys-
tems. The objective was to better understand how transformative change relates to biodiversity and 
is reflected in the current GBF, and to collectively reflect on what is needed to trigger transformative 
change and how these ideas can be anchored in the post-2020 framework.

Transformative change calls for a total rethink of our unsustainable production and con-
sumption patterns. COVID-19 has brought into focus the need to think more systematically about 
how to cope with system-wide risks in the future. Policy intervention has improved environmental 
conditions, but not fundamentally turned negative trends around; incremental change is not enough 
to meet biodiversity targets (for 2010, 2020 and even 2030) if transformative change cannot be se-
cured. We are currently not living within the limits of the planet, as described in the seventh environ-
mental action plan. We are further eroding, depleting and polluting its natural capital. Europe wants 
to ‘lead by example’ and ‘fulfil its responsibility at the global level’ as it approaches the COP-15, so 
the post-2020 dialogue matters.

We need to understand that biodiversity is not a side issue; it is ‘foundational capital for any society with 
a healthy future’. It has to be mainstreamed across all systems, looking beyond a focus on protection 
of species and stopping biodiversity loss towards nature restoration paradigms. The coming decade will 
be a pivotal one. It is imperative to address driving economic forces, to invest in monitoring (through 
geospatial developments) and linking innovation to the implementation of wider ‘nature-based’ solu-
tions, and the whole system of investment in a low-carbon society. ‘Big goals like these need serious 
and transformative changeIs bending the curve of biodiversity loss possible through transformative 
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change that addresses not only direct but also indirect drivers of unsustainable practices? The published 
global assessment and upcoming nexus assessment by the IPBES examine this question. The nexus 
assessment assesses the links between and among biodiversity, water, food and health in the context 
of climate change. The global report assesses aggregated knowledge on biodiversity and ecosystem 
services and their links planetwide. The main message in the global assessment is that the ‘fabric of life 
is deteriorating fast’ with virtually all indicators on the global state of nature pointing downwards (e.g. 
75 % of land area shows signs of alteration; 66 % of ocean area is experiencing cumulative impacts).

Concerning governance of transformative change, the global assessment recommends combining 
four approaches addressing indirect drivers in an integrative, inclusive, informed and adaptive man-
ner. Such a combination ensures that transformation bridges sectors, includes all societal groups, is 
based on the best available evidence and learns and adjusts as it evolves. Ambitious goals are not 
enough. The gap between policy and implementation needs to be filled. Addressing indirect drivers 
‘places responsibility where it belongs’ – on consumers, producers and governments. Finding the right 
policy mixes and instilling fundamental value changes in society are key to making sustainability (and 
biodiversity concerns) the norm and not exceptional. Transformative change could be embraced as 
part of the overarching Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) encompassing human, environmental 
and animal concerns, emancipating the agenda from an ‘anthropocentric to an ecocentric approach’ 
through evolving relationships between animals and humans globally.
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There is an urgent need for change in order to safeguard biodiversity and to better translate scientific 
imperatives into useful action on the ground, which demands leadership, vision, motivation, resources 
and defined boundaries. The process governing such progress is that of moving from the ‘sphere of 
intention and influence’ towards the ‘sphere of implementation’ and, ultimately, towards the ‘sphere 
of impact’, where there are no specific route maps to follow. ‘There’s no great satnav in the sky to 
paradise’. ‘The imperative of the GBF is not to provide a route map of the transformative actions that 
we need to address the challenges lo lead transformative outcomes. It should provide a compass to 
keep us on the right track that send us in the right direction, a journey that would be travel by many 
people in different ways.’

Six guiding principles for transformative change are outlined in the Eklipse background report: 
address root causes, take multiple paths, expand the action arena, realise diverse co-benefits, design 
deliberative and inclusive processes and adopt proactive approaches to resistance.

The key idea is to think of the GBF not only in terms of goals and targets, but also of mechanisms to 
deliver on them. Priorities highlighted include implementation (are the national biodiversity strategy 
action plans (NBSAPs) sufficient to facilitate mainstreaming?), solid reporting and review, capacity 
development and financial aspects. Discussions are ongoing on governance and finance, and we can 
build on existing mechanisms to push the transformative change agenda further, including both direct 
and indirect drivers and new learning approaches in biodiversity, as well as reflecting deeper values in 
society on transformative change. Targets should reflect ‘all-government’ and ‘all-society’ approach-
es, be inclusive and address underlying drivers of biodiversity loss, not limiting responsibility to indi-
vidual consumers. To achieve this, implementation and accountability are key. A global stocktake of 
promising pilot projects and successes could help in starting a ‘ratcheting mechanism’ to set off and 
gain momentum on the right trajectory.
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Breakout and discussion
After a reinforcement of the concept of transformative change and the proposed framework of 
principles and actions linking transformative change and the GBF through various critical issues, 
a mini breakout session took place to establish the questions/themes for the subsequent panel 
discussion and the whole of the 3-day workshop.

Topics discussed by breakout participants included the following :

The discussions of the post-2020 OEWG. They applauded the OEWG co-chairs’ proposal 
to look not only at goals, targets and measures but at all other measures of the framework, 
including actions at the local level that move governance paradigms in the right direction. Local 
and national actions seemed more doable, but the challenge lies in ratcheting these efforts up 
and properly implementing and comparing them globally. ‘We’re at a loss to negotiate at all 
levels, in an aggregate form.’

The EU’s Biodiversity Strategy. They welcomed its level of ambition and its inclusion of a 
wider range of actors in the discussion, many of whom struggle to find common ground and 
terms. They found the language of transformation is indeed a challenge, forcing people to go 
‘outside their comfort zones’ when speaking to sectors or industries they don’t usually engage 
with. Communication problems also exist within organisations.

The ‘compass visualisation’ (a metaphor for the GBF’s role in guiding transformative change) 
and greater emphasis on ‘transformative governance’ and its inclusion in the GBF were among 
the themes developed, alongside the roles of implementation mechanisms (indicators, account-
ing and reporting), capacity building and enabling conditions (learning, capabilities, different 
contributors, etc.), and better ways to involve the finance sector in GBF implementation through 
‘whole-of-society’ approaches.



T r a n s f o r m a t i v e  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  p o s t - 2 0 2 0  g l o b a l  b i o d i v e r s i t y  f r a m e w o r k14

S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c

The work of the OEWG-3 would need to capture transformative change, based on the ‘vi-
sion to live in harmony with nature’, and covering direct and indirect drivers to reduce the threats 
to biodiversity. The GBF needs to provide tools and solutions to achieve the ‘2050 vision’, including 
better implementation-support mechanisms, responsibility and transparency. Some critical success 
factors include the availability of resources, capacity building, technology transfer and cooperation, 
transparency (clear targets, planning and reporting) and social acceptability. The lexicon of ‘change’, 
its cyclical nature and the need for far-reaching guiding principles, greater transparency and inclusive 
science-based inputs could inform the ‘recrafted framework’ ahead of the COP-15.

On the topic of governance, a good policy mix is paramount to addressing indirect drivers 
of sustainability issues and the importance of an inclusive, integrated approach to establishing an 
‘emancipation agenda for actors whose interests are not being met. We need constant reflection, 
asking ourselves: Are we still on track? Are we forgetting anything or anyone?’

The idea of using the post-2020 GBF as a compass to create transformative change was appre-
ciated but the difficulty will be in operationalising it through common approaches. ‘Do we lose track if 
everyone takes their own route; how can we get a global view?’ It needs to be stressed that there is 
no one form of transformative change: ‘we’re likely to get multiple contested versions’ with multiple 
pathways to outcomes from different actors. One way of addressing them instead of calling for inte-
grated approaches per se could be to go for simple ‘driver approaches’: for example, the fact that the 
production of unsustainable market products directly creates unsustainable consumption patterns.
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On the question of operationalisation, there is room for parallel mainstreaming of direct and indirect 
drivers. The OEWG discussions help to shape different pathways towards better outcomes for people 
and biodiversity. This could mean embedding all six principles of transformative change into the post-
2020 framework and incorporating whole value chains, not just individual contributors to biodiversity 
loss/damage.

The OEWG could, within its discussions on the GBF, ‘set the table for transformative change’, that is, 
present the elements that could enable transformative change to be implemented. On how to capture 
transformative aspects in current discussions beyond the limits of negotiation-focused targets, ‘we 
can plan as much as possible, but if it is not easy to accept and implement, it’s only a piece of paper’. 
Encouraged by discussions at the workshop, we should widen engagement beyond governments to 
stakeholders in other sectors, who need to understand what transformative change really is.

We need ambitious but smart targets to achieve transformative change. ‘Look closely at the targets 
themselves: are they ambitious enough?’ Would these targets alone deliver transformative change? 
Transformative change will be reflected in many ways in the GBF, but have we covered transformative 
change in the way the text appears?
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8.1 INTRODUCTION

Transformative change is widely accepted as essential for tackling the crises of biodiversity loss 
and climate change. Day 2 consisted of two sessions working in small groups in a participatory way 
to identify concrete, hands-on recommendations for incorporating transformative change into the 
structure of the post-2020 GBF.

The first round of breakout groups focused on how the principles of transformative change could be 
embedded in the GBF in five critical issue areas identified in the background document – sustainable 
production and consumption, climate change, cities, terrestrial ecosystems and inland waters, and 
coastal and marine areas. A group on health was added due to the increasing importance of the 
topic. In preparation for the workshop, potential actions suggested in the background document were 
prioritised for discussion by delegates. For each group, these actions, the related targets and the 
suggestions by the OEWG potentially contributing towards a transformative agenda for biodiversity, 
had been compiled in a table. Participants were asked how transformative change could be further 
embedded using the principles set out in the background document and to identify the elements of 
the GBF that have the potential to lead to transformative change and how those elements could be 
refined to be even more transformative.

The second round of breakout groups focused on implementation, which the background document 
identified as critically important for advancing transformative change. Ambitious targets and advanc-
ing action in critical issues are only one option for encouraging transformative change. NBSAPs as 
implementation mechanisms, national reporting and traditional tools for capacity building have been 
part of international environmental agreements for a long time; would accountability, indicators and 
a monitoring framework for transformative action, involving the financial sector, a whole-of-society 
approach and a new learning approach, bring added value? In the second set of breakout groups, par-
ticipants were asked how the different enabling conditions and different implementation mechanisms 
could advance transformative change.

The following list provides links to introductory presentations on transformative change linked to 
critical issues, implementation and enabling conditions for transformative change, and the potential 
use of the results of the breakout group discussions for the SBI and the SBSTTA.

8  WORKSHOP REPORT: 
DAY 2 25 JUNE (10 .00–12 .30 AND 15 .00–17 .30 CEST) : 

the ‘how’
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8.2 REPORT ON BREAKOUT GROUPS – SESSION 1

8.2.1  Cities

The challenge. Cities face multiple, competing sustainability challenges – from addressing poverty 
and social inequality, to tackling immediate risks from natural disasters and longer-term threats of 
climate change, alongside concerns about air pollution. But aside from being home to significant direct 
and indirect drivers of biodiversity loss, cities might hold the key to a transformative change.

Rationale of the breakout group

Cities are recognised in the background document as a key action arena, as adequate and effective 
protection for nature and biodiversity in cities is closely linked to addressing key development challenges 
such as shelter, food, sanitation and economic development. All three actions prioritised by participants 
in the consultation preparing the workshop were discussed: (1) acknowledge, safeguard and restore 
biodiversity within cities and their surrounding areas, including by promoting urban pro-biodiversity 
experimentation; (2) enable local governments to work towards reconnecting citizens with nature; (3) 
develop monitoring and reporting frameworks nationally and internationally that enable local authori-
ties to assess the benefits of biodiversity action and nature-based solutions (NBS) for achieving SDGs 
and climate goals. These actions were also discussed in relation to Targets 1, 10, 13 and 18 of the GBF.

For more detail on the prioritised actions and the discussions within OEWG-2 on targets that could be 
linked to these actions, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

The participants agreed on the relevance of the actions suggested as cities have huge potential for 
implementing transformative change because of the enormous diversity of people and ideas living in 
them. But at present the role of local governments is unclear in the GBF and we must clarify who is 
doing what and who is enabling whom, given that it varies from country to country. Indeed, a focus on 
local government may not be universally appropriate; rather, the relevant level of government, based 
on national contexts, should be enabled.

The breakout group discussed how specific targets might be modified to enable transformative 
change: reduce emphasis on spatial planning/regulation or at least make sure it is accompanied by 
recognition of other governance mechanisms such as experimentation, partnerships, etc. in Target 1, 
‘Retain and restore … ecosystems, increasing … the … area under ... spatial planning’ and involve large 
non-governmental organisations and others that work in development and with informal dwellers 
(i.e. expand action arenas) in Target 18, ‘Promote education and … knowledge relating to biodiver-
sity’. Furthermore, cities have extensive experience with mainstreaming, from which other levels of 
government might learn. Making cities part of the implementation of the entire post-2020 GBF could 
be ensured by also including their involvement in the enabling conditions and supporting it through 
implementation-support measures.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NH2HPCyzQO-g8rogTTlX04NHPteMpgB0/view?usp=sharing
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Regarding how reconnection with nature should take place, the breakout group suggested that iden-
tifying how and what connections had been lost would be useful in formulating initiatives (education, 
awareness or experience) that could actually lead to reconnection.

Conclusions and recommendations

A major recommendation was to enable experimentation and participatory planning. From this 
lessons can be learnt, incorporated in for example, NBSAPs and local government initiatives, and 
scaled up. Participants highlighted that opportunities for transformative change could best be 
encouraged by different sectors collaborating and forming partnerships, thus recognising the in-
terlinked systems within cities and with their immediate surroundings (energy supply, building en-
vironment, transport, food provision and local recreation). A second key recommendation was to 
ensure the building of appropriate capacity for enabling transformative change within cities. This 
could be facilitated through the development of respective curricula for architects, urbanists and 
other private sector actors. Furthermore, the entirety of the public should have the opportunity to 
be involved in developing transformative change. The breakout group concluded that clarifying 
the nature and benefits of NBS, and ecosystem services generally, could provide citizens, govern-
ment, business, etc. with a shared understanding of NBS and an increased awareness of potential 
trade-offs. The breakout group therefore recommended motivating cities to take action and ensure 
reporting and accountability, considering their biodiversity impact and footprint within and beyond 
their territories. This could further be encouraged by explicitly mentioning and giving a political 
mandate to cities in the targets and/or indicators for production and consumption.

8.2.2  Terrestrial and inland water ecosystems

The challenge. Terrestrial and inland water ecosystems, and the services they provide, host the bulk 
of human activities, from food production to recreation, human settlements and nature conservation. 
This invariably leads to conflict in the management objectives that different interest groups might 
have for these ecosystems, and thus the challenge (and opportunity) of bringing these sectors togeth-
er to ensure sustainable management. As a consequence, the topics discussed in this group related to 
incentives and subsidies, land-use change, management of ecosystems, spatial planning, indigenous 
and local communities, restoration, agriculture, protected areas and ecosystem resilience.

Rationale of the breakout group

Terrestrial and inland water ecosystems are critical arenas for action, according to the background 
document, in addressing the direct drivers of biodiversity loss. Effective land-use planning policies and 
instruments are essential to prevent further land conversion and to ensure that existing conservation 
areas are maintained and/or expanded. Following the results of the online consultation held prior to 
the workshop, this group discussed the following actions (and their related targets).

   ‘Reduce (economic) incentives that are harmful to biodiversity and their habitats, including 
subsidies’. Linked to Target 12 (reform incentives) and Target 14 (reform economic sectors).
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   ‘Rethink conservation areas and protected area management to further increase the involve-
ment of local communities, to increase connectivity in the wider landscape, restore areas highly 
relevant for ecosystem functions and services supply as well as fair access to them’. Linked 
to Target 1 (retain and restore freshwater, marine and terrestrial ecosystems), Target 7 (sus-
tainable use of wild species) and Target 18 (education and the generation, sharing and use of 
knowledge relating to biodiversity).

   ‘Develop targets which demonstrate how biodiversity action in land use planning and protected 
areas provide benefits regarding the provision of regulating and cultural services’. Linked to Tar-
get 2 (protect sites of particular importance for biodiversity), Target 8 (conserve and enhance 
the sustainable use of biodiversity in agricultural and other managed ecosystems) and Target 9 
(enhance nature-based solutions).

For more detail on the prioritised actions and the discussions within OEWG-2 on targets that could be 
linked to these actions, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

Overall there was agreement that agricultural subsidies need to be reformed so as to benefit bio-
diversity protection, but that the analysis of conflicts should go beyond agriculture (the example of 
land appropriation as an incentive harmful for biodiversity was given), to identify conflicts, resolve 
trade-offs and identify opportunities.

The group discussed furthermore the importance of building from pilot projects on alternative gov-
ernance models for Protected Areas (PAs), which should include inclusive and participatory processes, 
as well as considerations of sustainable use in and around PAs. Some participants pointed out that 
schemes such as payment for ecosystem services require mapping and evaluation (which are not 
always available) and tangible (economic) benefits for local communities.

Conclusions and recommendations

Following discussions of the targets relevant for this breakout group, participants highlighted conclu-
sions and recommendations in three main sections, as follows.

   Reduce economic incentives harmful to biodiversity (not only subsidies).
>  In line with addressing the root causes, parties should identify which sectoral policy instruments 

(including incentive systems) are harmful for biodiversity (including energy, agriculture, marine), 
identify conflicts, resolve trade-offs and identify opportunities (such as with climate policy).

>  When expanding the action arena, incentives can also be used to stimulate the use/restoration 
of abandoned land, as a land-use stimulus to prevent losses.

   Involve local communities in management of conservation areas.
>  When expanding the action arena, there is a need for targets to be clear and include other 

sectors, not just conservation.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1P72JMZ34p4HMgII7GuGh8LxJyC2x7X3-/view?usp=sharing
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>  When realising diverse co-benefits, allow experimentation to learn and build from pilot pro-
jects on alternative governance models that include the local communities and ensure they 
benefit from conservation efforts.

   Considerations about ecosystems and their services.
>  Referring to Target 9: ecosystem services and functions should not be limited to water; they 

need to be more closely linked to climate co-benefits in relation to mitigation and adaptation.
>  Referring to Target 9: natural systems for waste water treatment could be ‘cheap but effec-

tive’ as a start, considering that waste water treatment is lacking in many places in the world.
>  Referring to Target 9: the concept of NBS is interesting compared to the concept of eco-

system-based adaptation, because it also deals with climate change mitigation and the 
synergies between mitigation and adaptation. However, there are still big knowledge gaps 
about how NBS will fulfil the function they have been thought to have.

8.2.3  Marine and coastal biodiversity

The challenge. Other than its ecological importance, more than 1 billion people use marine resources 
as their main source of protein; marine ecosystems mitigate climate change, facilitate trade and 
create jobs. Some of the topics discussed in this group are the (over)exploitation of resources and 
pollution, local coastal communities, jobs and livelihoods, food security, economic prosperity, good 
quality of life and area-based conservation measures.

Rationale of the breakout group

Coastal and marine waters play a fundamental role in the global climate system and in supporting 
communities, jobs and livelihoods, food security, human health, biodiversity, economic prosperity and 
good quality of life. The importance of coastal and marine biodiversity has been explicitly recognised 
and it is essential that governments adopt a holistic, integrated approach that aligns with the sys-
temic nature of the ocean to minimise negative and unintended outcomes if transformative change 
is to be achieved. The following actions to encourage transformative change were discussed: targets/
elements of the GBF zero draft that could be linked to the actions of transformative change, which 
include Target 12, ‘Reform incentives, eliminating the subsidies that are most harmful for biodiversity, 
ensuring by 2030 that incentives, including public and private economic and regulatory incentives, are 
either positive or neutral for biodiversity’, and Target 13, ‘Integrate biodiversity values into national and 
local planning, development processes, poverty reduction strategies and accounts, ensuring by 2030 
that biodiversity values are mainstreamed across all sectors and that biodiversity-inclusive strategic 
environmental assessments and environmental impact assessments are comprehensively applied’.

For more detail on the prioritised actions and the discussions within OEWG-2 on targets that could be 
linked to these actions, see the background table.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hm1kbcgstHSrM4iY8OGyYSvA3lujUOVb/view?usp=sharing
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Considerations addressed by the participants

Participants put forward 12 main considerations mandatory for successfully implementing trans-
formative change in Targets 12 and 18 for coastal and marine areas: (1) rope in governments and 
finance sectors in order to achieve marine biodiversity mainstreaming through collaborative and 
market-driven actions (Target 12); (2) investing locally and regionally (with the potential to scale 
up globally) to support and complement knowledge development and transfer (Target 18); (3) working 
strategically and collectively to ensure workable alternatives to unsustainable products; (4) in-
cluding protection measures that involve/engage business and financial actors; (5) fostering learn-
ing (not necessarily only in the framework described in action 2); (6) partnering with stakeholders to 
address the production, marketing and use of plastics (or other harmful materials); (7) the practical 
involvement of local coastal societies, which may help in the implementation of Target 18; (8) de-
veloping curricula of ocean literacy for children from a young age and at all levels of education; (9) 
the inclusion of indigenous knowledge, which should include lessons on ways of life in harmony 
with biodiversity (marine and coastal); (10) ensuring mainstreaming of marine biodiversity into all 
maritime sectors, discussing ways to avert further biodiversity loss and agreeing measures within 
their remit to mitigate harmful effects on marine ecosystems; (11) evaluating the contribution of 
non-state actors to the framework in a detailed process to measure their impact; and (12) strength-
ening data collection (economic, ecological, local knowledge, social, etc.), including capacity building 
and assessment of data (transdisciplinary and open access). Embedding these considerations in Tar-
gets 12, 13 and 18 will improve their transformative potential.

Conclusions and recommendations

There is considerable transformative potential in reviewing and revising existing policy instruments 
and more efficiently designing fishing subsidies in order to move towards more sustainable practic-
es, for example by directly subsidising the income of those in need rather than harmful production 
processes. Such alternative policies will help protect the people that have less power. Focus should 
be on sustainable use of marine biodiversity and conservation alike, while maintaining employment.

8.2.4  Sustainable production and consumption

The challenge. Identifying and reducing the negative impacts of value chains on biodiversity is a 
key transformative change. Such a change will need to include governments, the private sector and 
consumers. In addition, it will require more reflection on incentives, patterns of production and con-
sumption within specific economic sectors – especially those which involve primary production, such as 
agriculture, forestry and mineral extraction. Given their fundamental role in shaping our economies and 
our societies, this topic lies at the heart of ensuring transformative change across many issue areas.

Rationale of the breakout group

The breakout group aimed at encouraging discussion around value chains (including their identifi-
cation and the reduction of their harmful impacts on biodiversity) and around indirect impacts of 
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consumption on biodiversity, and reflection on building alternative visions of a good quality of life. All 
three actions were discussed during the breakout group discussion and were all considered of very 
high importance in terms of their potential for transformative change.

For more detail on the prioritised actions and the discussions within OEWG-2 on targets that could be 
linked to these actions, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

In order to be truly transformative, participants of the breakout group stressed that shifting the way 
value is created and distributed in the economy had the power to fundamentally shift nature–society 
relations. A direct suggestion was to replace the current measure of gross domestic product with a 
‘nature-fair’ measurement.

A number of issues were raised concerning the potential transformation of value chains, including the 
need to address the issues surrounding value chains with the financial sector rather than just identify-
ing problems with current ones. In addition, participants highlighted the need to transform, or identify 
alternative value chains – with genuine and deliberative engagement of stakeholders across all levels, 
not just governments. The potential of innovative solutions such as technologies and services was 
also highlighted as a novel way of reducing the negative impact throughout the value chain. Incen-
tives (e.g. eco-labels) and frameworks (e.g. ISO 14000) for industry to produce biodiversity-friendly 
products and for consumers to measure transformation could be an important step.

Increasing awareness of waste and packaging, from producers to consumers will be key in terms 
of transformative change but will require mutual understanding, awareness raising between the 
production and consumption actors and their responsibilities in terms of biodiversity. Making food 
consumption more sustainable with measures such as reduction of food waste and promotion of 
dietary changes will be required, thereby reducing the footprint of food systems.

Finally, implementation of flexible monitoring mechanisms to acknowledge the process and steps in 
a given transformative direction will be needed. This will entail a better understanding of different 
perspectives of transformative change, and a need to broaden and co-produce notions of success 
beyond a sole focus on biodiversity, to include social justice.

Conclusions and recommendations

The main conclusion from the breakout group in terms of the potential for transformative change was 
the need for a genuine rethink of the ways in which value is created and distributed in the economy. 
This requires the establishment of stable forms of value creation that include investment in sustain-
able and just local economies. The involvement of all relevant actors will be necessary, from govern-
ments to business, the finance sector and consumers. Such a transformative change would promote 
genuine empowerment that builds on community values, but also sparks deliberation related to the 
implications of the different values that biodiversity has for different stakeholders.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/13cFd5HqXFTLu_7YWmIW34VI3VYvOX7xj/view?usp=sharing
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8.2.5  Health and biodiversity

This group considered the links between ecosystems and health (after COVID-19), recognising that ad-
equate and secure access to ecosystem services, in particular those related to the provision of water, 
are particularly important as they provide services that are essential for human well-being.

Rationale of the breakout group 

Biodiversity is a key environmental determinant of human health, for several reasons: (a) biodiversity 
supports food security, dietary health and livelihood sustainability; (b) biodiversity provides important 
resources for medical research; (c) biodiversity provides important resources for traditional and 
modern medicine; (d) biodiversity has social, cultural and spiritual importance within communities; 
(e) conservation of biodiversity is essential for climate change adaptation; and (f) intact ecosystems 
can reduce disaster risks and support relief and recovery efforts. Regarding the role of biodiversity for 
healthy food production and nutrition, the decline of agrobiodiversity and the rapid erosion of genetic 
diversity in production systems through monocropping of uniform crop varieties or animal breeds 
have led to the reduced provision of regulating and supporting ecosystem services, creating negative 
feedback loops (World Health Organization and Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
2015). Health should therefore be presented as a cross-cutting issue, by mainstreaming biodiversity–
health linkages in national biodiversity strategies and action plans and national health strategies 
(CBD/COP/DEC/14/4 – Health and biodiversity) to improve understanding of the ‘one health’ (9) and 
‘planetary health’ approaches. This would help to better integrate biodiversity into the different 
frameworks/actions, addressing the interlinkages between human health and biodiversity (e.g. in the 
case of COVID-19) (linked to Targets 5, 18 and 15).

For more detail on the prioritised actions and the discussions within OEWG-2 on targets that could be 
linked to these actions, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

Participants of the breakout group suggested that the momentum of the COVID-19 crisis should help 
push the importance of better recognition and appropriate communication of the fact that a healthy 
and biodiverse planet is interlinked with human health. There is a need for integrated solutions and 
approaches to human diseases including, among other measures, policy, data and finance. This is 
linked to Target 18, on sharing knowledge, as it will be essential to bring together information and 
data relating to, for example, species distributions, climate change, trade patterns, clinical data and 
genomic data. Implementation of the GBF and the EU biodiversity strategy must be a central element 
of the EU’s recovery plan. Any green transition post COVID-19 should reconcile economic development 
with nature protection, including effectively regulating wildlife trade (acknowledging that biodiversity 
loss, health issues and animal trade are interlinked).

(4)  ‘One health’ is an approach to designing and implementing programmes, policies, legislation and research in 
which multiple sectors communicate and work together to achieve better public health outcomes.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wgh4Xnsxq0w7Nx3r43KOQMoP79lCYf1G/view?usp=sharing
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Public health must go beyond tackling diseases: it has been evident that green infrastructure in cit-
ies has had a positive impact on the health and well-being of people who suffered because of the 
lockdown. Easy access to nature is very important for people and may help to avoid the spread of 
infections. Financial support for linking biodiversity and health should be increased and redirected via 
different channels, including development banks, funds and bilateral support. We also need to build 
political support in developing countries to address these issues with different partners. Links between 
the NBSAPs and national health plans are crucial, but NBSAPs and national nutrition plans should also 
be harmonised and linked together for the sake of mainstreaming biodiversity in agriculture/agricul-
tural plans (for the EU, the common agricultural policy will be important here, for financial support of 
genetic diversity and its link to nutrition support for healthy food production).

Participants put forward the idea that health should be also reflected in Target 13, on mainstreaming 
(mentioning specifically national health strategies and action plans). Target 15, on resource mobilisa-
tion, was also seen as relevant, in that better integration of public health policies and biodiversity can 
potentially unlock significant additional finances.

Conclusions and recommendations

It is necessary to improve our understanding (achieve more clarity) on the ‘one health’ approach 
(as opposed to the ‘planetary health’ and the ‘health in whole-policies approach’) within different 
sectors, including in science. The one health approach would help achieve acknowledgment of the 
interlinkages of biodiversity loss and human health and well-being. There is room for improvement in 
mainstreaming health and collaborations in biodiversity and health sectors, and links with the SDGs.

The World Health Organization–CBD joint work programme on biodiversity and health intends to de-
liver its action plan at the SBSTTA-24, which should be acknowledged in the GBF. One option would 
be to add a self-standing target on health. Including health in several targets was, on the other hand, 
considered to dilute the strength of the cross-cutting character of health.

8.2.6  Climate change

The challenge. Including the climate-biodiversity interdependencies, trade-offs such as carbon off-
sets, and the use of nature-based solutions. The breakout group looked at the types of action needed 
in order to ensure that transformative action for climate change does not come at the expense of 
biodiversity and vice versa.

Rationale of the breakout group

Climate change has been recognised as the third most important direct driver of biodiversity loss globally 
(IPBES, 2019). At the same time, biodiversity plays a crucial role in sequestering and storing carbon that 
decreases the negative effects of climate change that are currently being observed in unprecedented scope 
and scale. Identifying and recognising the close interlinkage between biodiversity loss and climate change is 
key to developing climate solutions that avoid unintended adverse effects (such as biodiversity loss by e.g. 
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monospecies reforestation). Target 6 and three actions to enhance transformative changes were discussed: 
(1) better aligning the climate change and biodiversity agendas; (2) avoiding unwanted outcomes 
from climate change actions by creating a stronger link between biodiversity–ecosystem health and glob-
al environmental change; (3) coherent monitoring and reporting in a whole-of-government approach.

For more detail on the prioritised actions and the discussions within OEWG-2 on targets that could be 
linked to these actions, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

The participants agreed on the relevance of the actions suggested in the background report to successfully 
implement transformative change. The issue of how to extend the mandate of the CBD to cover climate 
change was raised and participants highlighted that countries have committed to nationally determined 
contributions in the context of the Paris Agreement while at the same time committing to CBD goals and 
frameworks. Key elements discussed for enhancing transformative change included expanding the search 
for synergies beyond the climate agenda to health issues and global (environmental) change more broadly 
(expanding action arenas and taking multiple paths), as participants agreed that biodiversity conservation 
could contribute considerably to climate mitigation and many governments along with the general public 
are often not aware of this. With regard to actions 2 and 3, the importance of quantifying either damages 
to biodiversity or co-benefits of restoration or other biodiversity-friendly approaches such as NBS was 
highlighted. On the other hand it was suggested that it is necessary to move on from this quantification 
paradigm, as in many cases a qualitative check on potential damage to biodiversity, such as biodiversity 
proofing of certain climate actions impacting ecosystems, might be more effective. There was also discus-
sion of expanding Target 9, on NBS, which is currently limited to water provisioning, by better highlighting 
co-benefits of NBS in different action arenas. Regarding joint monitoring and reporting, it was suggested 
that national targets should be established and reviewed and indicators aligned with the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) as well as the SDG agenda, and co-benefits and 
interactions should be included more explicitly with climate change in the different targets. This would 
make reporting easier for countries and ensure that there would be sufficient material for thematic report-
ing. There was discussion on whether or not this should be explicitly addressed in NBSAPs and countries 
required to update these. But as countries are very different and some have only recently updated their 
NBSAPs there was agreement that allowing multiple paths would be more promising.

Conclusions and recommendations

Two potentially complementary options for transformative change were identified: (1) joining forces by 
drafting, highlighting and communicating the common ground shared by climate and biodiversity agen-
das including indicative measures (e.g. by thematic reporting on links between biodiversity and climate 
change implementation) and (2) directly including synergies with the climate change agenda in the GBF 
targets, highlighting the crucial role that the biodiversity agenda (e.g. restoration) could deliver, in terms 
of reducing carbon – but also showing the opportunities in the NBS for biodiversity and other agendas 
(not only water, as currently set out in Target 9). Moving beyond quantification was recognised to hold a 
transformative potential: one option would be to have a qualitative ‘no-harm-to-biodiversity check’, for 
example in parties’ climate change policies.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wgh4Xnsxq0w7Nx3r43KOQMoP79lCYf1G/view?usp=sharing
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8.3  REPORT ON BREAKOUT GROUPS – SESSION 2

8.3.1  Implementation mechanisms (including NBSAPs)

The challenge. As there is no one-size-fits-all approach to implementing transformative change, this 
session’s focus was on the challenges and new mechanisms required to facilitate biodiversity main-
streaming and action at different levels (including NBSAPs).

Rationale of the breakout group

NBSAPs integrate the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity into relevant sectoral 
or cross-sectoral plans, programmes and policies. They should be further developed to enable a 
whole-of-government and whole-of-society approach to developing strategies for transformative 
change for biodiversity.

NBSAPs will need to be aligned with long-term climate planning and nationally determined contribu-
tions, with SDG implementation and with restoration plans in the UN Convention to Combat Deser-
tification. Being able to identify trade-offs and deal with the opportunities nature offers for solving 
societal challenges requires coherent approaches. The post-2020 framework offers an opportunity to 
make progress on this, together with other multilateral processes, and make domestic action more 
effective and efficient.

For more detail on implementation mechanisms as proposed in the background document, and 
discussions by OEWG-2 on elements in the GBF that could be linked to these mechanisms, see 
the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

Participants discussed what transformative change means in terms of implementation, targets and 
indicators, and how it could be monitored and how it is different from the ambitious targets discussed 
in the GBF. NBSAPs are a good instrument for starting transformative change but actual implementa-
tion needs to be enhanced, firstly through effective biodiversity mainstreaming across all sectors and 
secondly through more transparency and accountability mechanisms. Participants discussed propos-
als for a new design for NBSAPs, such as that they could consist of two parts: first, a ‘core’ focused on 
the traditional remit of biodiversity action; second, a series of additional elements with strategies & 
actions developed across all levels of government to address the indirect drivers of biodiversity and 
to mainstream biodiversity action. Participants pointed out however that agreeing and applying such a 
new framework design could be very time-consuming. Enhancing our efforts in local capacity building, 
technological innovation and financial support should however start now.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1F1wlRDAq8s3lgLS2ca0wO26huDA6SWjo/view?usp=sharing
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Conclusions and recommendations

The following recommendations emerged from the discussions. (1) To better ensure transformative 
change, business sector engagement and civil society support are key, alongside government 
work. There is a need for more awareness about the biodiversity crisis to more effectively involve the 
whole of government and of society. The UN Summit on Biodiversity and action agenda will 
hopefully stimulate this engagement. (2) The existing guidance on NBSAPs encourages considera-
tion of both direct and indirect drivers. Some parties are already applying this guidance, for example in 
considering access to family planning in their NBSAPs, which is linked with one of the indirect drivers of 
biodiversity loss as identified by IPBES. (3) There is certainly a way to introduce a more communicative 
factor into the NBSAPs that will define the most important targets and be comparable across 
parties. Even if attempts at standardising NBSAPs have not been successful so far, and some parties 
do not yet have an adopted NBSAP, it would be interesting to explore a format for national commitments 
that would be less burdensome to produce, which would allow for implementation to start soon after 
adoption of the GBF. This could be linked to NBSAPs or provide a basis for a later NBSAP update.

8.3.2  Further enabling conditions (actors and capabilities, learning 
approach, etc.)

The challenge. The question of how the GBF itself can be implemented is important from the angle 
of transformative change. A critical consideration is therefore whether parties are prepared to develop 
the whole-of-society approach further and actively create space for voluntary commitments from 
non-state actors (and subnational and local authorities) to be recognised as a legitimate part of a 
transformative agenda and hence to include such action as one of the implementation mechanisms of 
the GBF (building on the CBD action agenda for nature and people).

Rationale of the breakout group

Enabling conditions in the zero draft recognise the need for alignment with other multilateral envi-
ronmental agreements and the participation of local communities and indigenous people, and the 
importance of inclusive governance and of securing adequate political will and recognition at the 
highest levels of government. In addition, implementation is crucially tied to the provision of resources.

For more detail on enabling conditions as proposed in the background document, and discussions by 
OEWG-2 on elements in the GBF that could be linked to these conditions, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

The group discussed how transformative the current enabling conditions in the GBF are. Participants 
generally agreed on the relevance of the steps suggested in the background report to successfully 
implement further enabling conditions to make the GBF more transformative. Yet some felt that the 
way these steps were formulated was too general, with nothing new in the enabling conditions, and 
thus the steps needed to be made more concrete.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1F1wlRDAq8s3lgLS2ca0wO26huDA6SWjo/view?usp=sharing
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To achieve success, some participants felt that there is a need for a common goal and understanding 
of what transformative change is, recognising that these issues are linked to cultural factors and po-
litical will, and for truly binding commitments. Some participants felt that biodiversity mainstreaming 
is an enabling condition, not only at the level of dedicated targets.

The need to work towards the integration of knowledge between and among different processes was 
also stated, and participants were reminded that the IPBES global assessment provides a series of 
‘options’ for transformative change (Chapter 6) where different instruments are evaluated, and actors 
to be involved identified, etc.

Some participants suggested that it would be good to revisit this document when further developing 
the post-2020 GBF.

Conclusions and recommendations

Participants acknowledged the need to consider synergies with other multilateral environmental 
agreements, actors and processes (including the IPBES and SDGs), to identify their expertise and 
engage them in the GBF as a whole. Overall there was a consensus on the need for more coopera-
tion, coordination and agreement on what needs to be done. When developing the frameworks, it is 
important to consider vested interests, frameworks for accountability/transparency, aspects of human 
psychology (perceived gains and losses) that may be relevant (learning, inclusiveness, etc.) and the 
need to also take into consideration the regional level (as a supranational level) to act as a further 
catalyst between the national and global levels.

8.3.3  Accountability and reporting

Based on the challenges identified in the background report, this session focused on analysing 
and discussing the need for a transformative accountability and reporting mechanism relevant in 
whole-of-government and whole-of-society approaches.

Rationale of the breakout group

Accountability and reporting have been identified as critical elements for harnessing the transforma-
tive potential of the GBF and ensuring its progress. Increasing accountability together with transpar-
ency and broader public participation in decision-making would help to promote key goals such as 
equitable conservation governance, sustainable use of biodiversity and benefit sharing (as stipulated 
in OEWG-2). Currently, NBSAPs and national reporting are the main mechanisms for national imple-
mentation. However, better alignment between the post-2020 framework, ongoing national policy 
processes and international agreements would be needed. This could form the basis for regular re-
view processes and global stocktaking that tracks progress towards global goals and targets.

For more detail on accountability and reporting as proposed in the background document, and discussions 
by OEWG-2 on elements in the GBF that could be linked to these measures, see the background table.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bqWEVZdA5-2rjsh6XHyDSYzpBHBQDGEU/view?usp=sharing
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Considerations addressed by the participants

Participants agreed on the relevance of the steps suggested in the background report to successfully 
implement accountability and reporting to make the GBF more transformative. The critical elements 
discussed to enhance transformative change were the following.

(1)   A transparent reporting framework, which includes targets and indicators for the global level. 
Participants also discussed that it is not necessary to link accountability to NBSAPs, as many 
of these have been recently updated and probably will not be updated again in the near fu-
ture, but that the accountability framework should leave it open to parties to decide how to 
obtain input and how to implement it (allowing for multiple pathways). The reporting could 
also be pragmatic and should allow for some flexibility and provide opportunities for parties 
to learn from each other. Nevertheless, sooner or later, NBSAPs would have to be linked to 
the new GBF.

(2)   Increasing accountability by linking national biodiversity goals to other national goals and 
strategies (aligning with other action arenas, capitalising on co-benefits, etc.).

(3)   Making mainstreaming ‘official’ requires strong political will as well as the capacity in all 
ministries to integrate biodiversity. A whole-of-society approach might help to build this will.

(4)   There should be some reinforcement mechanism within the CBD to deal with incidents of 
countries not reporting (currently there is none). Participants considered that a process of 
taking stock of a group of targets (rather than all of them) early on would allow parties to 
learn from each other and ratchet up commitments. They also suggested linking reporting to 
UNFCCC stocktaking as a good, feasible option for encouraging transformative change.

Conclusions and recommendations

Incorporating accountability and a clear reporting framework (with targets and indicators) in the GBF 
could help move transformative change forward. Suggestions also highlighted the need for a combi-
nation of accountability mechanisms designed for the different actors involved (in a whole-of-socie-
ty-approach or whole-of-government approach). Strong political will was noted as one of the crucial 
elements that need to be addressed to mainstream biodiversity. This political will is a challenging 
point that may be addressed by integrating a whole-of-society approach. Regarding national report-
ing frameworks, these should leave some flexibility and the option of learning from different initia-
tives. Also, current and particularly the next NBSAPs could have considerable transformative potential 
if they were connected with the GBF. This close link between NBSAPs and the GBF would contribute to 
improving the periodic global stocktake by providing insights about progress, allowing for the identi-
fication of issues that require further attention and joint learning, as well as creating political will to 
double efforts (a ‘ratcheting mechanism’).
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8.3.4  Indicators and monitoring framework for transformative action

The challenge. Many targets and indicators hold transformative potential. This session focused on 
analysing and discussing how to ensure that the transformative potential of indicators and the moni-
toring framework could lead to real transformative change (aligning targets and indicators with other 
processes, making indicators relevant for all actors, transparent monitoring, inclusive governance, etc.).

Rationale of the breakout group

It is crucial to recognise that the indicators against which progress in meeting targets will be meas-
ured are as important as the targets themselves in ensuring transformative change. This must be 
embedded in the GBF, as these indicators signal the specific actions, mechanisms, tools and outcomes 
needed to make progress. The participants discussed the transformative potential of the current indi-
cators and monitoring mechanisms in the GBF. They considered specific challenges and suggestions 
presented to them by the expert working group and broadened the discussion, offering additional 
suggestions and recommendations.

For more detail on indicators and monitoring frameworks as proposed in the background document, 
and discussions by OEWG-2 on elements in the GBF that could be linked to these measures, see 
the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

Participants considered that current monitoring approaches and indicators were not transformative 
at all and that there is a need to monitor the main (direct and indirect) drivers instead of only biodi-
versity components (e.g. species). Specific indicators should look at the outcomes or impacts of GBF 
actions. Participants discussed the possibilities of alignment with indicators for the SDGs and other 
multilateral environmental agreements but suggested that the set of indicators of the SDGs are not 
sufficiently transformative. It was necessary to have more time for discussion of this topic (because 
current indicators and monitoring systems are not transformative). Unfortunately, at CBD negotia-
tions it seems that there is never enough time to negotiate indicators. Parties consistently mention 
the urgency of aligning global indicators with indicators at national levels, but this is not happening 
and their formulation remains not at all transformative. There was concern that everyone wants to 
promote/impose their own sets of indicators. There needs to be a better focus on the purpose of 
the monitoring. Do we want to compare countries or help them? How can we develop indicators to 
help countries to stay on track (referring to the notion of the GBF as a compass for transformative 
change)? Progress in using new technologies will help with better monitoring of certain aspects of the 
environment. However, monitoring support for transformative change will require information on, for 
example, justice and equity or incentives, for which satellite mapping, for example, is not adequate – 
further approaches would be needed there. We also need to pay special attention to the role of local 
governments and the private sector in monitoring.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bqWEVZdA5-2rjsh6XHyDSYzpBHBQDGEU/view?usp=sharing
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Conclusions and recommendations

Participants recommended the following.

(1)   Monitoring and indicators should be developed for the context of a ‘ratcheting mechanism’ 
with a periodic stocktake, which might help to raise ambition over time and support trans-
formative change.

(2)   Common methodologies are needed for monitoring and indicators, including thresholds, to 
allow for implementation of actual transformation, particularly for direct and indirect drivers.

(3)   Social indicators should integrate ecosystem indicators into the framework of socioecological 
systems.

(4)   Indicators should reflect the role of all actors, sectors and drivers involved, including non-
state actors. Likewise, it is imperative to explicitly include other actors at the national level 
(in NBSAPs).

(5)   The scope of monitoring and indicators should be widened to fully embed transformative 
change by properly addressing indirect drivers and including other sectors. Although there 
are indicators developed within other agendas, like the SDGs, it is necessary to respect CBD 
boundaries within the monitoring of the GBF

(6)   It is essential to develop capacities (skills and resources across the relevant authorities and 
levels) at the national level to monitor the main drivers of biodiversity loss and ecosystem 
degradation, and it is important to develop good governance indicators for conservation and 
sustainable use of biodiversity.

8.3.5  Capacity building and whole-of-society approach

The challenge. Advancing transformative change requires generating capacity for transformative 
action. This session analysed and discussed the new kinds of capacity building that are needed to 
support different forms of action and actors to ensure transformative change, linking to the long-term 
strategic framework for capacity building.

Rationale of the breakout group

Advancing transformative change requires us to stop building capacity to undertake traditional, in-
cremental policymaking and start generating capacity for transformative action. The matters dis-
cussed by the group were: why is the current capacity building not transformative (as concluded by 
the experts in the background document)? What kinds of capacity – to do what – are to be built for 
whom? How can we build a framework that emphasises sharing and promoting best practices and 
lessons learnt and regularly monitoring capacity-building efforts to maximise learning and adapt as 
necessary?
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For more detail on capacity building and the whole-of-society approach as proposed in the back-
ground document, and discussions by OEWG-2 on elements in the GBF that could be linked to these 
measures, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

Capacities have already been built, but fail to reach out to as many actors as possible. There is a lack 
of communication between sectors. Communication activities need to be multisectoral and interdis-
ciplinary. To be successful, capacity building needs to be continuous, have a long-term plan and be 
operational. However, continuity is jeopardised by a lack of financial resources, which only allows for 
short-term activities mainly focusing on direct drivers, missing transformative elements. Capacity 
building should be customised and co-created (avoiding technical language and terms based on 
different knowledge) for and across all levels (all sectors and all organisations should have their own 
capacity building) to facilitate integration and dialogue. This should apply to all different CBD actions/
activities with very concrete goals across the GBF.

Coordination for programming and planning between the local and national levels is missing. New 
priorities are needed to raise ownership and enable integrated action. Finding national consensus 
across ministries and sectors and facilitating views from the bottom up should be improved. Capacity 
building should prioritise translating the national policy and priorities of the biodiversity framework to 
local governments and the private sector. Sharing and promoting the application of best practices and 
lessons learnt to improve future interventions, along with national consultation on them, is needed. A 
cooperative approach between ministries responsible for nature protection and biodiversity and, for 
example, economy ministries, combined with an increasing respect for biodiversity issues and accept-
ance of international progress and efforts on biodiversity, would produce a new strategic approach.

The participants wanted capacity-building initiatives to be monitored and adapted (by governments/
actors). One way of raising awareness among the general public and across all sectors would be 
to work actively with journalists who understand the topic of nature, biodiversity protection and its 
importance for society. Finally, the role of youth and women as key actors in capacity building to 
mainstream biodiversity was highlighted.

Conclusions and recommendations

Participants asked for continuous capacity building (and monitoring) that is not just a matter of 
funding but based on a continuous and long-term planning process. The existing capacity-building 
framework is lacking in operationalisation (what, when and for whom). Continuity in and of itself 
would already be transformative. Capacity building should be implemented for different sectors and 
adapted to their languages, include actors responsible for indirect drivers and take a whole-of-society 
approach. An important point raised was to include youth and women, two groups indispensable for 
mainstreaming biodiversity.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kl3DqpgbS5HfeHvWdFWrOs3no8zVKocH/view?usp=sharing
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8.3.6  Finance for implementation and involving the financial sector

The challenge. There is a clear need for the evolution of global financial and economic systems 
towards a globally sustainable economy. This session focused on analysing and discussing the best 
options for ensuring that biodiversity concerns are integrated into mainstreaming financing decisions 
in different sectors and levels.

Rationale of the breakout group

Any transformative change will require implementation of measures, and effective implementation 
will require mobilisation of resources. While producers and consumers, as well as governments at the 
national and local level and international coordination, have a clear responsibility, financial institutions 
with responsibilities for financing and regulation will need to play a key role in the implementation 
of transformative changes. Although the main principles around financing are highlighted in the GBF 
(i.e. the need to mainstream biodiversity, reorient negative subsidies, etc.), effective implementation is 
missing. The aim of the breakout group discussions was to take this reflection further and complement 
the current elements in the GBF with suggestions that had the potential for transformative change.

For more detail on finance for implementation and involving the financial sector as proposed in the 
background document, and discussions by OEWG-2 on elements in the GBF that could be linked to 
these measures, see the background table.

Considerations addressed by the participants

When asked how transformative the current financing or economic mechanisms in the GBF were, 
participants noted that while the main principles were apparent (the need to mainstream biodiversity, 
reorient negative subsidies, etc.), most economic considerations remained to be developed and effec-
tive implementation steps were missing. It is still unclear how the international cooperation side of the 
financial mechanism can be transformative. The targets on sustainable consumption and production 
and Target 14 (and also Target 15) were considered to be rather general but, if implemented properly, 
to have the potential to be transformative, including for the financial and economic sectors. However, 
goals and targets on resource mobilisation will be needed and mobilising the private sector to achieve 
effective resource mobilisation will be important. Participants also noted the need for specific financ-
ing strategies/agendas/guidelines, such as through the EU sustainable finance framework.

While participants acknowledged that governments, producers and consumers had a joint respon-
sibility, a critical aspect in discussion with regard to transformative change was the suggestion of 
engaging more with business and finance sectors (as sector champions) by mobilising them through 
national activities, such as through greater political coordination between relevant ministries; promot-
ing public recognition for those that perform better; fiscal tax incentives; providing companies with a 
clearly defined pathway to ‘future-proof growth’ by specifying how much and how quickly they need 
to reduce biodiversity loss or impact. Transformative financial mechanisms should, however, have 
clear guidelines and training for effective implementation and solid monitoring, reporting and trans-
parency mechanisms, allowing for the impact of the interventions to be demonstrated.

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ttX6gL62GodAErDQwgH_FKH9zzUm7Tm_/view?usp=sharing


T r a n s f o r m a t i v e  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  p o s t - 2 0 2 0  g l o b a l  b i o d i v e r s i t y  f r a m e w o r k34

S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c

Mainstreaming will be critical for transformative change, especially the mainstreaming of biodiversity 
into societal values and actions through a mix of tools, including awareness raising and the integra-
tion of biodiversity into national accounting. However, such mainstreaming needs to be adapted to 
different national situations. In many countries, redirecting money from one destination to the other 
would not be enough. Transformative mainstreaming may also mean ensuring the availability of 
more resources, more capacity and more technology, especially in developing countries.

Conclusions and recommendations

The coordination of multilateral financial institutions to finance a global, just, green recovery from 
COVID-19 – in other words a ‘Marshall plan’ for biodiversity on a global scale – could be a pow-
erful way of implementing transformative change measures in terms of financial mechanisms. Such 
a transformative change will require a stronger framework for structural and financial changes, and 
genuine engagement with business and finance sectors (as sector champions) by mobilising them 
through positive national activities. Mainstreaming and implementation will be key and necessary for 
genuine transformative change – but this will require taking into account the needs and circumstanc-
es of countries, especially Least Developed Countries. 
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On Day 3 the ‘transformative change gems’ outcomes generated during the different breakout dis-
cussions (12 in total) on the previous day were presented in two rounds, each followed by a breakout 
session and a panel discussion with experts providing feedback and commenting on the results of 
the breakout group discussions. A short progress update on the GBO-5, and how it accommodates 
transformative change, was also presented.

9.1 WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS

The EU’s new biodiversity strategy is probably the most ambitious the world has seen

The session was welcomed by the Director for Natural Capital at the European Commission. He 
reflected on the fact that sustainable development has been lingering on the political agenda for 
decades and that the profound change needed is not a new concept. Society has moved in the right 
direction but not yet in a transformative way. That needs to change and the links between transform-
ative change and biodiversity need to be underpinned by science. Biodiversity is gaining attention at 
the upper levels and catching up with climate change. Political awareness is following this trend. The 
EU’s Green Deal is its political response to growing public attention on global sustainability issues. 
It calls for systemic transition (in terms of food, transport, energy, zero-emission targets, etc.) and 
also economic and social adjustments (‘leaving no one behind’). The EU’s new biodiversity strate-
gy matches the Commission’s desire to lead by example. It duly quantifies the main biodiversity 
drivers, and instils an element of hope and positive messaging into a ‘nature restoration agenda’. 

9 WORKSHOP REPORT: 
DAY 3 26 JUNE
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Transformative change and pandemic realities such as the world is currently experiencing with CO-
VID-19 are embedded in the approach because such a virus arises from mismanagement of nature 
and wildlife, and shows that sudden change is possible and even desirable, linking nature and eco-
nomic recovery. Finally, ‘Nature-based solutions are not just for the climate!’

Progress summary on the Fifth Global Biodiversity Outlook

The GBO-5 will be published in mid September ahead of the UN Summit on Biodiversity. The report’s 
structure includes a policy summary and links to the SDGs and climate change agenda. The focus 
is on transitions to a better future and pathways to reach the 2050 vision through theme-based 
transformative change and lessons learnt from the implementation of the strategic plan for biodiver-
sity (2011–2020). Thematic transitions incorporate eight common, cross-cutting socioeconomic 
drivers (society, population, economy, values, etc.) and are further captured in terms of land use, 
sustainable agriculture, food, fisheries, cities, fresh water, climate change and health – a new topic in 
light of COVID-19 realities. Emphasis is on multiple solutions (inspired by the nature futures frame-
work), and requirements for multiscale approaches.

Highlights from breakout groups in session 1 and panel discussion

The highlights (or ‘gems’) of the six breakout groups in session 1, ‘How far is the current post-2020 
GBF discussion on targets taking account of transformative change?’ were presented and brought to 
a panel discussion.

Specifying the ‘what, where, why and how’ of transformative change – the ‘gems’, from 
cities to climate change

Post-2020 negotiations can start with cities and small steps aimed at rehumanising and renaturing 
urban areas and their surroundings, to reduce their impact or ‘biodiversity footprint’ and to re-estab-
lish a connection to nature for a large part of the population. COVID-19 showed how quickly commu-
nities can spring into action and how nature can take back a city ‘without all the noise and hustle and 
bustle’. On the issue of terrestrial and inland water ecosystems, having countries identify and 
set up reform agendas for sectoral policy instruments that harm or conflict with biodiversity goals 
could allow biodiversity to gain considerable momentum. Involving local communities in the man-
agement of conservation areas and experimenting with and learning about alternative governance 
models favouring biodiversity and conservation are key. Here, there is no need for agreed worldwide 
consensus, but for parties to build on their own experience, which harkens back to Day 1’s ‘compass 
versus roadmap’ paradigm.

Further momentum could be built in marine protection and restoration, regarding the need to eval-
uate how current support mechanisms affect less well-off groups, especially in fisheries and aquacul-
ture, and linking subsidies to biodiversity conservations and to poverty-reduction strategies (i.e. in the 
SDGs). This improves the chances of transformative change actually happening and targets subsidies 
at those in need. Sustainable consumption and production was a recurring theme; transformation 
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might be achieved with calls for governments to identify value chains where biodiversity loss is hap-
pening and to set targets jointly with stakeholders in different parts of the value chain to tackle it. 
Concrete ideas included a biodiversity-friendly product label, food-system footprint measurements 
(e.g. target: low-meat diet), a nature-fair metric instead of gross domestic product, and other targets, 
such as a common standard, like ISO14001.

Joining forces increases transformative potential by working on the link between biodiversity and 
health (e.g. post-COVID-19 thinking and promoting a one health agenda) and by operating in synergy 
with climate change and SDG implementation. Transformative change can best be encouraged by 
encouraging action from the ‘whole of government, economy, and society’ and by assigning appro-
priate roles and responsibilities to each of these actors. Questions remain on how best to engage 
additional actors in the GBF, where to cooperate and what enabling conditions are needed. This led 
neatly into the issues discussed in the second session.

The summary slides were shared to facilitate the reflection and discussion in the breakout groups 
(slides available here).

Delegates broke into randomly assigned small groups to reflect on these results in light of the work-
shop’s goals. The issues raised in the first breakout session were summarised and presented to the 
panel made up of Eklipse experts, members of the SBI and its co-chair, and EU representatives.

Feedback from the breakout session highlighted that mainstreaming may work better at the 
global level than the local, national and regional levels, especially when different actors like the 
agriculture and mining sectors are brought to the table. It was also felt that the role of ‘values’ in 
transformative change was not sufficiently developed.

https://ec.europa.eu/info/events/workshop-transformative-change-global-post-2020-biodiversity-framework-2020-mar-18_en
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A headline breakout session theme was that of moving from concepts to action with realistic and 
coherent goals for the next decade by embracing policymakers and other stakeholders. The issue of 
winners and losers in potential struggles needs to be addressed, and delegates called for clarity on 
the distinction between the GBF as a framework for all and the CBD as a mechanism for delivery and 
accountability. The idea of a nature-fair index to replace current wealth and economic indices was 
appreciated, as too was the importance of mainstreaming biodiversity in all sectors but taking care 
that it does not ‘lose itself’ in the crowd of agendas. It was felt that a distinct voice is still needed.

Panel discussion on the outcomes of breakout session 1

Clarity is needed on what a ‘framework for all’ means and how it can be realised. Relevant focus must 
be on behaviour change, not just government regulation, because ‘at the end of the day it is about 
convincing people to do something’. Ideas on how to have difficult conversations with people who 
don’t share the same ideas – i.e. industries not yet on the bandwagon – are welcome.

The private sector is on board with climate change and starting to explore wider questions about 
nature, so there is scope to insert biodiversity into that conversation. ‘Power is the elephant in the 
room’ and ‘can be disruptive’. Panellists reiterated the importance of indirect drivers and of values 
and stressed the role of achieving sustainable production and consumption by covering the whole 
value chain in order to reach biodiversity goals. Reflections from this workshop will be integrated 
into the EU’s Horizon Europe research and innovation programme, where topics are currently being 
established.
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Highlights from breakout groups in session 2 and panel discussion

The highlights (‘gems’) of the six breakout groups in session 2, ‘How can we better capture transform-
ative change in the structure of the post-2020 GBF?’ were presented, discussed in small groups and 
brought to a panel discussion.

A summary of transformative suggestions from the second session on Day 2 was presented as food 
for thought. Topics covered different aspects of implementation, with the theme of whole-of-society 
and whole-of-government engagement running through all groups. NBSAPs are used by most coun-
tries but face challenges such as how to include indirect drivers of biodiversity loss, with different de-
grees of success. Some are quite participatory already, but opening up multiple paths was considered 
important. Leaving countries (e.g. via nationally determined contributions) more leeway on what to 
prioritise and how to link different actions and actors with the CBD tasks was a favoured position: ‘The 
CBD’s role then is to encourage, set the framework and leave space for countries to act’.

Biodiversity mainstreaming can be considered not only a target but, once underway, also an enabling 
condition. This could be started by identifying relevant stakeholders’ key roles and capacities to then 
work towards integrating different processes, the GBF and SDGs, while specifying how these can all 
be aligned with national and international policy goals and action plans (i.e. for climate, food, sustain-
able production and consumption, etc.). ‘Political will is needed for truly binding commitments! And a 
whole-of-society approach can help build this political will.’

It was also argued that accountability and reporting are in and of themselves transformative instru-
ments for strengthening implementation options through multiple pathways, clear endpoints and 
different options to get there. ‘Pick a group of targets early on to learn and ratchet up, focus on 
them, learn from other countries and possibly link them to UNFCCC stocktaking, and thus allow both 
agendas to reinforce each other.’ This point was also linked to indicators and monitoring of the main 
direct and indirect drivers, ‘not only biodiversity and species’. Other topics discussed included capacity 
building, where continuity and focusing on building capacity for a whole-of-society approach were 
identified as potentially transformative. Finally, from the discussion on finance for implementation 
and how to better involve the finance sector, some concrete ideas arose, such as the need to focus on 
a ‘green and just system’; the need to use the COVID-19 experience to raise awareness of biodiversity 
as well, ideally turning recovery investment into a ‘Marshall plan for planetary recovery’; coordinat-
ing multilateral financial institutions and avoiding investments likely to harm biodiversity; ideas for 
mainstreaming biodiversity in societal values and action; and taking the needs and circumstances 
of different countries into account, helping them build capacities. ‘Transformation will come from 
implementation!’ This statement resonated in the session, along with ‘encourage champions’ and ‘all 
elements of the GBF are necessary and complementary if transformative change for biodiversity is 
to be enabled’.



T r a n s f o r m a t i v e  c h a n g e  i n  t h e  p o s t - 2 0 2 0  g l o b a l  b i o d i v e r s i t y  f r a m e w o r k40

S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c S t u d i e s  a n d  r e p o r t s  o n  a  r e s e a r c h  &  i n n o v a t i o n  t o p i c

Feedback from the second session of discussion groups

Meanwhile, during the second short breakout session an existential question confronted the group: ‘Is 
transformative change the beginning or the end?’ Does it happen because we plan it? The timeframe 
and political cycle were discussed, with the suggestion that a firm long-term position is needed to 
deliver transformative change, regardless of who is in government.

Some contention was noted between those who think biodiversity should pursue its own agenda and 
those who think it should work alongside other agendas like climate change. For one delegate, talking 
about ‘synergies’ and ‘implementation’ (to address direct and indirect drivers) among knowledgeable 
delegates is a bit like preaching to the converted, though one area – ‘population dynamics’ – may be 
so far outside the framework’s scope that it undermines the focus. The subject of ‘outcome-oriented 
goals’ and well-defined ambitions (i.e. to safeguard species, ensure a healthy ecosystem, promote 
sustainable use, etc.) demand nothing less than transformative change, with a note of caution that 
expectations need to be realistic to avoid major implementation gaps. ‘Smart, measurable targets 
with strong implementation mechanisms are crucial.’
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Final panel reflections – concrete next steps to invigorate the post-2020 negotiations

The panellists provided some final keynotes, as follows.

‘Transformative engagement’

The ‘language of solutions’ seems to migrate from one biodiversity strategy to the next ‘because implemen-
tation is not on the same level as trying to articulate targets’. In addition, if not everyone is engaged, targets 
become that much harder to achieve, so ‘don’t leave it all to the government!’ We need transformative ways 
to engage as well. We need the capacity and means (resources, finance and mechanisms) to implement 
change commensurate with ambitions. ‘Ambitious targets need equivalent means of implementation.’

‘Knowing is not enough; we must apply. Willing is not enough; we must do’ (Goethe)

‘Transformation from implementation’ also means leaving no one behind and doing no harm. We 
need systemic change – top-down and bottom-up – that puts protecting and restoring ecosystems at 
the centre of all actions. By moving away from ‘narrow paradigms’, transformative change experienc-
es a ‘big leap’ that will be needed in the coming years.

‘Transformative change to be central to the whole governing framework’

Transformative change and implementation go hand in hand – the next step should bring other play-
ers to the table for wider engagement. Panellists agreed and stressed the need for transformative 
change to be central to the whole governing framework, from the theory of change, targets and 
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indicators to implementation in the broadest sense. Ambitious change like this and new approaches 
carry inherent risks. ‘Some won’t work, so we have to be prepared for that.’ But that should not stop 
everyone from thinking big and being adventurous. ‘It’s better to try and fail than not try at all!’

Conclusions and recommendations

After 3 days, the workshop and its final outcomes were wrapped up by the CBD and the European 
Commission representatives.

‘Biodiversity needs to come out of the policy closet’

The essence of discussions and some final remarks on the ‘three days of impressions’ were pre-
sented, which delivered a clearer understanding of transformative change, and how to trigger and 
integrate it into post-2020 thinking. We have witnessed progress in agreements that we cannot con-
tinue using one and a half planets’ worth of natural resources, that transformative change demands 
‘whole-of-society approaches and multiple pathways’ that engage actors with different views but 
following a clear compass for what is needed and where to go.

So, what comes next?

Representatives from different regions were encouraged to take the messages home in preparation 
for upcoming CBD meetings. The organisers thanked all participants and announced that they would 
be gathering feedback and providing documents, discussions and materials in due course.
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9.2 AFTER THE WORKSHOP

Follow-up

This workshop report is intended to inform discussions during the upcoming meetings on further 
developing the post-2020 GBF: SBSTTA-24, SBI-3 and OEWG-3. It is hoped that the report will pro-
vide some inspiration on the role of transformative change for the CBD’s continuing work towards 
the next COP. And, beyond decisions on establishing the next GBF, during its implementation in the 
next 10 years questions on how to accommodate transformative change in biodiversity policy and 
governance will certainly continue, for which looking back at discussions held during this workshop 
might yield useful results.

Furthermore, the research needs flagged during the workshop will inform the preparation of the Eu-
ropean Commission’s new framework programme for research and innovation, Horizon Europe, of its 
investments in understanding and enabling transformative change. The outcomes of this workshop 
might also be useful for the preparation of the upcoming IPBES reports on interlinkages between 
biodiversity, water, food and health in the context of climate change (the ‘nexus assessment’) and 
of the underlying causes of biodiversity loss, determinants of transformative change and options for 
achieving the 2050 vision for biodiversity (the ‘transformative change assessment’).

In terms of outputs, this workshop report, together with the background document and the consulta-
tion summary, will be submitted to the SBSTTA-24 and SBI-3 for consideration. A related side event 
is planned for delegates; Expertise France is working on a four-page summary of the workshop in 
order to provide information on transformative change at the SBSTTA, SBI and beyond. The materials 
produced for and based on this workshop will remain accessible for further use.

Stocktaking and lessons learnt – how far did we get?

The workshop participants engaged in translating the concept of transformative change into princi-
ples and actions relevant for biodiversity. A second step was to link them to the post-2020 global 
framework and its discussions on structure, targets and enabling conditions, as well as the linkages 
to other multilateral environmental agreements, and empowerment of agents for transformative 
change at the relevant levels. Options were discussed on how the post-2020 GBF might potentially 
enable or accelerate transformative change positive for biodiversity.

Discussions during this workshop showed that there are various ways to integrate transformative 
change into the GBF. Plenty of possibilities were discussed for the targets, enabling factors and im-
plementation of the GBF.

The GBF has considerable potential to encourage transformative change for biodiversity if 
it is integrated throughout

The workshop discussion confirmed that while ambitious targets are necessary they are clearly not 
sufficient to ‘bend the curve’. Targets should also indicate who is expected to achieve them and how. 
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A whole-of-government and a whole-of-society approach could spark far more action than in the 
past. At least as important is including transformative change in the other elements of the GBF, par-
ticularly the parts on implementation.

Ideas with strong transformative potential discussed at the workshop include: letting countries define 
‘national contributions’ to allow for multiple pathways; requiring countries ‘to specify clear roles for 
different stakeholders in their specific country setting’ as this could turn the process of mainstreaming 
into an enabling condition; accountability could focus on those indicators with potential for learning 
and for ‘ratcheting up’, such as indicators on direct and indirect drivers or on co-benefits; continuous 
capacity building, for a whole-of-society approach can turn into a strong catalyst for transformative 
change; and, finally, making sure investment, starting with COVID-19 recovery plans, does not further 
harm biodiversity but contributes to its recovery.

This non-exhaustive list of ideas also shows that the different efforts to encourage transformative 
change can bolster each other; experimenting with different options and creating learning and ex-
change opportunities can go a long way in turning the GBF into a compass – i.e. requiring countries to 
take action to achieve targets without prescribing how to do so. Similarly, linking to other agendas has 
the potential to focus on synergies and co-benefits instead of accepting trade-offs, to reduce effort 
and to increase impact. This does not mean we do not need a global biodiversity agenda, but can be 
pursued as part of this agenda.

Addressing synergies and trade-offs between economic, social, political and environmental 
problems and inequities

Targets and actions of previous frameworks and agendas tend to tackle threatening processes sep-
arately and are therefore often not appropriately scaled to account for synergies and trade-offs 
between economic, social, political and environmental sectors. Governance of transformation, as a 
combination of integrative, informative, inclusive and adaptive governance, reveals key challenges 
such as balancing societal inequities, but also new ways to overcome them. This extends the range 
of measures that can be used to improve social and environmental/biodiversity outcomes, and more 
equitably balances different stakeholders’ objectives locally, nationally and globally, which will fa-
cilitate transformative change. To translate visions into transformative changes, pathways toward 
transformative change need to be grounded in both social and climate justice, equity and inclusion. 
This will require and allow for social and environmental goals to be taken at least as seriously as 
economic objectives.
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What next?

These first considerations could be taken further when progressing with the monitoring and indicator 
framework of the GBF, and deciding how to enable it to accommodate and foster transformative 
change.

Addressing all this was a complex, challenging exercise, and the time available at the workshop, under 
COVID-19 conditions, was very much insufficient to discuss the multiple dimensions of transformative 
change in the GBF in the necessary detail to elaborate options for its content, structure and ambition. 
Further to the workshop, the background document itself, and the results of the consultation on the 
background document, offer material for delegates of the SBSTTA, the SBI and the OEWG to use to 
inform further discussions on the role of transformative change and its principles and actions when 
setting recommendations for the GBF towards the CBD COP-15.
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ANNEX 1 : 
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Note that not all participants were present at all sessions. Day 2 was restricted to 80 participants. 
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ANNEX 2 : 

Agenda, including descriptions of
the breakout groups
Transformative change in the post-2020 global biodiversity framework
Participatory webinar - 23/25/26 June 2020 - *by invitation only*

Introductory seminar

13.30   John Bell (European Commission, DG Research and Innovation, Healthy Planet, Director) 
  Welcome

Introduction  Objectives and agenda

14.00   Framing presentations on transformative change
Hans Bruyninckx (EEA, Executive Director) – EEA perspective on transformative change
Ingrid Visseren-Hamakers (Radboud University) – Transformative change in the 
IPBES global and nexus assessments

14.20   First breakout group discussion

14.30   Coffee and tea break

14.40   Framing presentations of the background document and proposed transformative 
  change principles and actions

Harriet Bulkeley and Marcel Kok (Eklipse expert working group, Co-Chairs)

14.55   Second breakout group discussion

15.05   Basile van Havre / Francis Ogwal (OEWG, Co-Chairs) – Transformative change  
  in the OEWG

15.15   Panel discussion on questions from the breakout groups: Harriet Bulkeley, Marcel 
Kok, Jiska van Dijk (Eklipse expert working group, Co-Chairs), Ingrid Visseren-
Hamakers (Radboud University), Basile van Havre / Francis Ogwal (OEWG, Co-Chairs)

15.30   Introduction to the next sessions

DAY 1: Tuesday 23 June 13.30–15.30 
Central European Summer Time (CEST) (Brussels time)
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Two sessions working in small groups in a participatory way to identify concrete, hands-on 
recommendations for capturing transformative change in the structure of the post-2020 GBF. These 
sessions will address different questions but will build on each other and participants are invited to 
join both to contribute fully to the process. However, due to time zone constraints, participants can 
also attend only one session to provide their contribution.

SESSION 1 – 10.00–12.30 CEST
How far is the current post-2020 GBF discussion on targets taking account of transformative change?

10.00   Ana Kobašlić (Croatian Presidency of the Council of the European Union) – Welcome

Introduction and objectives, agenda, recap of Day 1

10.20   Charlotta Sörqvist (SBI, Chair) – Outlook on transformative change in SBI-3

10.30   Jiska van Dijk – Introduction to transformative change principles and actions

10.40   Breakout groups, part 1 (introduction and break included)

11.10   Breakout groups, part 2 (break included)

11.45   Breakout groups, part 3

12.10–12.30 ..... Feedback on breakout group discussions

  Breakout groups, session 1 (description in the annex on the website)
   1. Terrestrial and inland water biodiversity (direct and indirect drivers) 
   2. Marine and coastal biodiversity 
   3. Sustainable production and Consumption 
   4. Climate change 
   5. Cities 
   6. Health 

SESSION 2 – 15.00–17.30 CEST
How can we better capture transformative change in the structure of the post-2020 GBF?

15.00   Didier Babin (Expertise France) – Welcome
  Introduction and objectives, agenda, recap of Day 1

15.15   Hesiquio Benítez (SBSTTA, Chair) – Outlook on transformative change in SBSTTA-24

15.25   Marcel Kok – Enabling factors for transformative change in the background document

15.40   Breakout groups, part 1 (introduction and break included)

Day 2: Thursday 25 June 
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16.10   Breakout groups, part 2 (break included)

16.45   Breakout groups, part 3

17.10–17.30 .....  Feedback on breakout group discussions

Breakout groups, session 2 (description in the annex on the website)
 1. Implementation mechanism (including NBSAPs)
 2. Accountability and reporting
 3. Indicators and monitoring framework for transformative action
 4. Capacity building and whole-of-society approach
 5. Further enabling conditions (actors and capabilities, learning approach, etc.)
 6. Finance for implementation and involving the financial sector

Concluding seminar

13.30   Humberto Delgado Rosa  
  (European Commission, DG Environment, Natural Capital, Director) – Welcome

Introduction Objectives and agenda

13.55   Feedback on breakout groups from Day 2, session 1
  Tim Hirsch (science writer) – Progress summary on GBO-5

14.25   First breakout group discussion

14.40   Coffee and tea break

14.50   Panel discussion on questions from the first breakout group: Harriet Bulkeley, Jiska van
  Dijk, Marco Fritz (EU), Basile van Havre / Francis Ogwal, Alexander Shestakov (CBD secretariat)

15.10   Feedback on breakout groups from Day 2, session 2

15.20   Second breakout group discussion

15.30   Panel discussion on questions from the second breakout group: Harriet Bulkeley, 
  Jiska van Dijk, Karin Zaunberger (EU), Basile van Havre / Francis Ogwal, Alexander Shestakov

15.45–16.00 ..... Alexander Shestakov – Conclusions from this workshop for the CBD process
  Technical conclusions and follow-up
  Acknowledgements

Day 3: Friday 26 June 13.30–16.00 
Central European Summer Time (CEST) (Brussels time)
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ANNEX 3 : 

Resources from the workshop
 A short video detailing the highlights of the workshop can be found in the website of the workshop.

The background tables summarising selected principles and actions on transformative change along 
with targets and enabling factors in the post-2020 biodiversity framework that were used to facilitate 
the breakout discussions on the various topics can be found at the following links.

Cities. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NH2HPCyzQO-g8rogTTlX04NHPteMpgB0/view?usp=sharing

Terrestrial and inland water biodiversity. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1P72JMZ34p4HMgII7GuGh8LxJyC2x7X3-/view?usp=sharing

Marine and coastal biodiversity. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hm1kbcgstHSrM4iY8OGyYSvA3lujUOVb/view?usp=sharing

Sustainable production and consumption. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/13cFd5HqXFTLu_7YWmIW34VI3VYvOX7xj/view?usp=sharing

Health. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16hJzRFexGi2rmNCbk3QDTQPuZl0uM6Lz/view?usp=sharing

Climate change.
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wgh4Xnsxq0w7Nx3r43KOQMoP79lCYf1G/view?usp=sharing

Implementation mechanisms. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1F1wlRDAq8s3lgLS2ca0wO26huDA6SWjo/view?usp=sharing

Enabling conditions. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mWfygIDEOzQDEYSsvE8dmnnZhjdYL8GL/view?usp=sharing

Accountability and reporting. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bqWEVZdA5-2rjsh6XHyDSYzpBHBQDGEU/view?usp=sharing

Indicators and monitoring framework for transformative action. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16hK89_6OqtGGIwGnwUdHzid3GIj0VReC/view?usp=sharing

Capacity building and whole-of-society approach.
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ttX6gL62GodAErDQwgH_FKH9zzUm7Tm_/view?usp=sharing

Finance for implementation. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kl3DqpgbS5HfeHvWdFWrOs3no8zVKocH/view?usp=sharing

https://ec.europa.eu/info/events/workshop-transformative-change-global-post-2020-biodiversity-framework-2020-mar-18_en
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NH2HPCyzQO-g8rogTTlX04NHPteMpgB0/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1P72JMZ34p4HMgII7GuGh8LxJyC2x7X3-/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hm1kbcgstHSrM4iY8OGyYSvA3lujUOVb/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/13cFd5HqXFTLu_7YWmIW34VI3VYvOX7xj/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16hJzRFexGi2rmNCbk3QDTQPuZl0uM6Lz/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wgh4Xnsxq0w7Nx3r43KOQMoP79lCYf1G/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1F1wlRDAq8s3lgLS2ca0wO26huDA6SWjo/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mWfygIDEOzQDEYSsvE8dmnnZhjdYL8GL/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bqWEVZdA5-2rjsh6XHyDSYzpBHBQDGEU/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/16hK89_6OqtGGIwGnwUdHzid3GIj0VReC/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ttX6gL62GodAErDQwgH_FKH9zzUm7Tm_/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1kl3DqpgbS5HfeHvWdFWrOs3no8zVKocH/view?usp=sharing
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 Day 1 Presentations 

Hans Bruyninckx. EEA perspective on transformative change 
Video presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mniBobcXvhfn1kTOfK_mWDXhR9rFgmyX/view?usp=sharing

Ingrid Visseren-Hamakers. Transformative change in the IPBES global and nexus assessments
Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1H0HRMU3Y8GI9qWVLI6wSSQblbOQcvP3_/view?usp=sharing
Video: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lGWUWhgGL6DeTe1TelFosKK2HZ8gqs1u/view?usp=sharing

Harriet Bulkeley and Marcel Kok. Transformative change for biodiversity – harnessing the potential 
of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework

Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1UvH_hAbtn_PMhWPb1j0CeGTT_JQqwIyP/view?usp=sharing

Basile van Havre and Francis Ogwal (OEWG, Co-Chairs).
Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1KK82fys1fqhP5WK_nkV8k7qjn067DrLE/view?usp=sharing

 Day 2 Presentations 

Jiska van Dijk. Introduction to transformative change principles and actions
Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yUwi52Lcof5OVI2BhvL5w-RIR29DJVm0/view?usp=sharing

Hesiquio Benítez (SBSTTA, Chair). ‘Outlook on transformative change in SBSTTA-24’
Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1MXSMIAP_wjrJf4fUSCA56BthRqbgv3uD/view?usp=sharing

Marcel Kok. Enabling factors for transformative change in the background document
Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ka7T91SIugtFx3YVeKvnKC73cvrjQ7xD/view?usp=sharing

 Day 3 Presentations 

Tim Hirsch. Fifth Global Biodiversity Outlook
Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/185uQ2osSB1SY-X6BcCkTAYK9g9ngIAGu/view?usp=sharing

Summary Slides
Presentation: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1QfsLX0ZhC9UC3-XCcr5C7RuOjofbKqLo/view?usp=sharing

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mniBobcXvhfn1kTOfK_mWDXhR9rFgmyX/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1H0HRMU3Y8GI9qWVLI6wSSQblbOQcvP3_/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1lGWUWhgGL6DeTe1TelFosKK2HZ8gqs1u/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1UvH_hAbtn_PMhWPb1j0CeGTT_JQqwIyP/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1KK82fys1fqhP5WK_nkV8k7qjn067DrLE/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1yUwi52Lcof5OVI2BhvL5w-RIR29DJVm0/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1MXSMIAP_wjrJf4fUSCA56BthRqbgv3uD/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ka7T91SIugtFx3YVeKvnKC73cvrjQ7xD/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/185uQ2osSB1SY-X6BcCkTAYK9g9ngIAGu/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1QfsLX0ZhC9UC3-XCcr5C7RuOjofbKqLo/view?usp=sharing
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ANNEX 4 : 

Organisers of the workshop 

European Commission

DG Research and Innovation
This Commission department is responsible for EU policy on research, science and innovation, with 
a view to help create growth and jobs and tackle our biggest societal challenges.
DG Environment
The Directorate-General for Environment is the European Commission department responsible 
for EU policy on the environment. It aims to protect, preserve and improve the environment for 
present and future generations, proposing and implementing policies that ensure a high level of 
environmental protection and preserve the quality of life of EU citizens. It also makes sure that 
Member States apply EU environmental law correctly and represents the European Union in envi-
ronmental matters at international meetings.

Eklipse

Since 2016 Eklipse has been the European Science-Policy-Society Interface on Biodiversity and Eco-
system Services. It supports evidence-informed decision-making on issues related to biodiversity and 
ecosystem services at the European level by answering Requests by policy and other societal actors 
who identify topics or evidence needs requiring in-depth analysis and/or a consolidated view from 
science and other knowledge holders.

Eklipse produces ethical, credible, transparent, and jointly developed evidence reports (and other tar-
geted outputs), addressing specific societal and policy needs. To reach this goal, Eklipse uses a prov-
en and robust process that responds to the evidence needs of requesters by synthesizing the best 
available knowledge, performing a horizon scan, facilitating actionable policy recommendations, or 
by engaging society.

From December 2020 onwards, the EKLIPSE mechanism will be managed by the ALTER-Net Network, 
a network of 28 European research institutes which aims to enhance biodiversity and ecosystem ser-
vices knowledge in Europe through high-level multi-disciplinary science integration. 

Website: http://eklipse-mechanism.eu 

http://eklipse-mechanism.eu
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Post-2020 Biodiversity Framework – EU Support 

Post-2020 Biodiversity Framework – EU Support is a three-years project funded by the European Un-
ion and implemented by Expertise France, which aims at supporting initiatives and catalyzing efforts 
conducive to reaching an ambitious agreement at the 15th Conference of Parties to the Convention on 
Biological Diversity (CBD COP15) in Kunming, that fosters commitment and effective implementation. 

Among other activities, the project implements side-events to international summits, as well as work-
shops, study visits, peer to-peer exchanges and experts meetings mobilizing key experts from scientific 
institutions, international organizations and national authorities from 20 partner countries. It also 
supports the mobilization of key stakeholders (youth movements and civil society, local and subna-
tional governments, private sector) in this international negotiation process.

Website: https://4post2020bd.net/

Croatian Presidency of the Council of the EU

Croatia took over the rotating presidency of the Council of the European Union from January 2020 
to June 2020. This was the first occasion since its accession to the European Union. The motto of the 
Croatian Presidency was ‘A strong Europe in a world of challenges’. The presidency programme fo-
cused on four main (1) A Europe that develops; (2) A Europe that connects; (3) A Europe that protects; 
(4) An influential Europe.

Lead and technical facilitators of the workshop

Estelle Balian- Lead facilitator of the workshop. FEAL (Facilitation for Environmental Action and Learn-
ing). She is a facilitator and expert in interface between science and policy on environmental issues. 
Mediator specializing in environmental conflicts. She has expertise in the engagement of stakeholders 
and consultation of local actors (participatory and collaborative methods). She has coordinated sev-
eral events, workshops and conferences. She has knowledge in the areas of watershed management, 
biodiversity, ecosystem services & climate change.

Karl Danskin- CollectivityNow (Technical facilitator)

Todd Erickson Co-creative Consulting (Collaborative platform facilitator)

https://4post2020bd.net/
http://fea-l.eu/about-feal
https://www.collectivitynow.org/
https://www.co-creativeconsulting.com/
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Getting in touch with the EU

IN PERSON

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres.  
You can find the address of the centre nearest you at:  
https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en

ON THE PHONE OR BY EMAIL

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union.  
You can contact this service: 

– by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls), 

– at the following standard number: +32 22999696, or 

– by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en

Finding information about the EU

ONLINE

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa  
website at: https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en

EU PUBLICATIONS

You can download or order free and priced EU publications from:  
https://op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting 
Europe Direct or your local information centre (see https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en)

EU LAW AND RELATED DOCUMENTS

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in all the official language 
versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu

OPEN DATA FROM THE EU

The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en) provides access to datasets from the EU. 
Data can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and  
non-commercial purposes.



Transformative change across the economic, social, political and  
technological sectors has been identified as a crucial precondition  
for bending the curve of biodiversity loss (IPBES1, 2019). This is echoed  
by similar calls from the European Environment Agency’s report on  
Sustainability transitions (2019), or the Convention on Biological  
Diversity’s fifth Global Biodiversity Outlook (2020).

However, there is little understanding of how transformative change  
can be leveraged at the level of global governance for biodiversity policies. 
In other words: what transformative change could consist of and how  
it could be integrated into, and be facilitated by, the upcoming post-2020 
global biodiversity framework has yet to be discussed in the necessary, 
concrete detail.

With this background, the European Commission’s Directorates-General 
Research & Innovation and Environment, together with the Croatian 
Presidency of the Council of the European Union organized a 3-days 
virtual workshop, supported by Eklipse, the EU science-policy mechanism 
on biodiversity and ecosystem services, and Expertise France.  
The central aim of this workshop was to bring together and engage 
scientists and policy makers in a transparent dialogue on transformative 
change. Taking up respective work of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity on the process towards the post-2020 global biodiversity 
framework, participants discussed options on how to translate principles 
of transformative change into actions, goals, targets and pathways  
for the new global biodiversity framework. The workshop attracted more 
than 150 participants from 48 different countries.
 
1 IPBES is the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity 
and Ecosystem Services

Studies and reports


