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Introduction 

The Oceania Regional Conservation Forum was held 

from the 13th to the 15th of July 2015, at the Great 

Council of Chiefs complex in Suva, Fiji. The aim of 

the meeting was to bring together members of the 

International Union for Conservation of Nature 

(IUCN), and selected representatives from IUCN 

Commissions in Oceania in preparing the 2016 IUCN 

World Conservation Congress. Over 40 participants 

attended the meeting. Of significance, is the attend-

ance of the IUCN Director General, Inger Andersen, 

Union Development Group Global Director, Dr En-

rique Lahmann, commission chairs which included 

Aroha Mead of the Commission on Environmental, 

Economic, and Social Policy, Dr Simon Stuart of the 

Species Survival Commission, Justice Antonio Benja-

min the chair of the World Commission on Environ-

mental Law and Dr Peter Smith, the Regional Vice 

Chair for the Commission on Ecosystems Manage-

ment.  

The keynote address was delivered by the Assistant 

Minister for Environment in Fiji, Hon. Lorna Eden.  

In her speech, Ms Eden encouraged members in 

Oceania to know each other better and understand 

how the vision of IUCN can be best advanced. IUCN 

members, guests, and the secretariat were accorded 

an indigenous Fijian traditional ceremony  of welcome 

as a token of approval for the use of the land. The 

ceremony marking a beginning of a journey was per-

formed by the armed forces in Fiji. 

 

The Agenda 

The programme was divided into six parts and while 

the most part addressed governance issues the meet-

ing also took into account efforts and different pro-

grammes which can be built upon or developed within 

Oceania to advance conservation. The main compo-

nents of the agenda included: 

 IUCN Programme 2017-2020 

 IUCN Oceania Regional Plan 2017-2020 

 IUCN Governance 

 Motions Process 

 Resolutions (Including Oceania Related Resolu-

tions) 

 World Conservation Congress 

 Other regional matters 
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IUCN Programme 2017—2020 

The ORCF discussed early drafts of the IUCN        

Programme 2017—2020 and the IUCN Regional Im-

plementation Plan. The idea was to bring the Mem-

bership to endorse the two documents before the for-

mal approval of the document at the IUCN Congress. 

The programme addresses the dissemination of 

knowledge, of science, policy, and practice of conser-

vation, and the fair and ecologically sustainable and 

fair use of natural resources. The session called for 

inputs and feedback from Members and Commissions 

on the draft IUCN Programme 2017-2020 to be sub-

mitted for approval to the 2016 Congress. It also iden-

tified mechanisms and suggestions for concrete ar-

rangements for Members’ and Commissions’ involve-

ment in implementing the IUCN Programme at the 

global level. The forum focussed strengths, challeng-

es, and regional, national, and subnational levels un-

der the ‘One Programme Charter’. The IUCN Biodi-

versity Conservation Group Global Director, Dr Jane 

Smart introduced the draft IUCN Programme 2017-

2020. What is different about this global programme? 

It links up strategies of generating knowledge, influ-

encing policy and delivering results are intertwined, 

for example using knowledge to influence policy and 

conservation action; generating new science from 

successes in the field and using policy to influence 

scaling up successful approaches. The global pro-

gramme also links up delivery designing portfolios 

around programme priorities with a similar approach 

so that the organisation can learn, generate evidence 

to build science and influence policy. The programme 

also aims to make engagement of Members and 

Commissions a transparent core of our strategy for 

generating knowledge, delivering results on the 

ground and influencing policy and governance. 

Members were urged to link the regional implementa-

tion plan to the global programme. Members also 

identified approaches, solutions, and threats regard-

ing key regional and global biodiversity issues that 

need to be discussed in-depth during the Members’  

World Parks Congress 2014 

Penelope Figgis, WCPA Vice Chair – on the World 

Parks Congress 

In her presentation, Ms Figgis noted that four canoes 

to mark the World Parks Congress 2014 were sym-

bolic. Ms Figgis discussed that 160 countries repre-

sented at the WPC 2014. The Promise of Sydney has 

four components and these include the vision, innova-

tive species, disease, and promises. The vision ad-

dresses the problem of addressing the balance be-

tween nature and humanity and acknowledges nature 

as the basis of every aspect of human life. The sec-

ond approach is that conserving nature is inclusive 

and envelopes urbanization where progress, and not 

regress  is encouraged. The theme of the WPC out-

come is “Scale up, Invigorate, Inspire, Engage minds 

and hearts, Ecosystem services.” The third approach 

is innovative where the learning network provides a 

basis for engagements. About 150 recommendations 

were presented and called for transformative change. 

An important component emphasised is the learning 

network of IUCN. Under the fourth and last approach 

are solutions and promises. While the Pacific had a 

few pledges, ongoing dialogue for transformative 

change is critical. Ms Figgis also noted that conserva-

tion targets were developed, although not enough is 

being done in protected areas. Other important issues 

raised during the WPC 2014 to be considered at the 

regional level include a critical biodiversity tool need-

ed in the right places to identify key biodiversity areas 

and to prioritize critical areas for conservation. Tradi-

tional knowledge with climate change, wildlife crime, 
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invasive species and the Green List endorsed.  

Connectivity is missing, particularly in climate change 

where a need to promote natural solutions is im-

portant. People need to understand intact natural sys-

tems for holding carbon and the need to improve the 

UNFCCC. Landscape connectivity to adaptation and 

mitigation and the need for health and wellbeing were 

also raised during the forum. 

On traditional knowledge, expanding the range of 

models being developed for indigenous peoples and 

the world heritage nominations on protected areas 

which involve local communities is required. Local 

knowledge can be embedded in strategies around the 

world. On a different note, the issue of disaster reduc-

tion and the role of the natural environment were 

brought up. 

Improve legislation and Governments are to be en-

couraged to improve decision making particularly and 

in areas like policy framework, law making support is 

required. 

Inspiring a new generation where youth and kids 

learn to appreciate nature. IUCN leads a new global 

movement? How can it bring new leaders into the dia-

logue and actions? WCPA Marine Park has two youth 

in leadership roles. 

In building capacity,   a need for professionals with 

the right equipment and tools to carry out training was 

brought up. Brighten outlook for World Heritage and a 

need for credible list and credible process where the 

Oceania region can lead in this area. Fostering a new 

social compact looking at ethics and how to achieve 

goals in society?  

Protected areas are a core issue.  The highlights 

were the stress on progress and not regress where 

the priority is on marine, governance, diversity, indig-

enous rights and knowledge and commitment. Mem-

bers need to commit to taking part – and reach out to 

young people, encourage council to embrace working 

with commissions. Closer integration is needed. 

Presentation made by Sally Barnes,  

Director of National Parks, Australia 

Marine protected areas have arrived in the protected 

area space and new ideas and the interconnected-

ness of the oceans and new technology are now 

available. Parks are not islands and are linked to 

land, and local people. A relook at how economics, 

cultures, and other issue link to locals who should feel 

like they are the custodians is needed. 

On governance the link to local benefits and people is 

critical and respectful dialogue is a key tool. Poverty 

reduction between living in a protected area and living 

outside one is an important issue as is the role of 

young people as the world faces ecological, social, 

and environmental challenges.  

The state of the planet was highlighted and how 

young people can be engaged to take part in advocat-

ing, creating awareness and sharing experiences on 

conservation efforts. A message shared widely is that 

the future generation is here and they have to live 

with these problems now, handing debt over to the 

youth. Getting the environment to assist with our well 

being and health can be explored where healthy 

parks lead to healthy life. Partnerships needs to be 

reinvigorated and be solutions oriented. Members and 

commission members noted that the global program 

is nested in regional programs and needs to be cap-

tured. The approach, ensuring the effective delivery of 

Feedback on the IUCN Programme 2017—2020 
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the programme will need to be articulated particular-

ly if the Union in this region (Oceania, Australia, and 

secretariat, members, and commission members) is 

to realize the aspirations of the global programme 

under the One Programme approach. Addressing 

the diminishing access to science and environmen-

tal justice and participatory approach are crucial 

when developing the Programme. Often scientists 

unable cannot speak out and IUCN should be in-

volved providing a platform for this voice. 

Trade agreements and the impacts on conservation 

are often neglected. Governments are reluctant to 

pass legislation in favour of the environment and 

indigenous people because of the possibility of in-

vestor stating dispute claims. Responsibility along 

with rights: what does “rights of nature” mean? 

Rights become an entitlement or  “right to use” that 

override responsibilities which is not evident in the 

IUCN plan. 

IUCN has a problem on the ground, leveraging ca-

pabilities of its member groups are not done proper-

ly and this can be due to challenges in the imple-

mentation structure. A recommendation made is 

that the global program should have a strategy to 

strengthen networks.  This is in recognition of what 

the network is doing and how to include it in the 

planning process. Members in Oceania considered 

urbanization and a need to set urban parks and alt-

hough urban parks are not highlighted in protected 

areas, access to parks and the role of the new gen-

eration were noted especially when protected areas 

have the connotation of being locked away and not 

being accessible. Questions raised included what is 

practical when discussing engagement of re-

sources? Should more efforts be put into addressing 

the outcomes of these forums? A sea of humanity 

with pockets of nature, protected areas and threats 

are significant to understand.  What are the signs 

that regression is happening in the protected areas? 

Baselines and data are essential for surveys and 

assessments particularly in monitoring regression 

and success. 

Ten years ago during a forest conservation meeting 

in New Zealand, four generations of people were in 

attendance and the engagement of young people 

was an important step towards generational trans-

fer. Climate change motivates youth in NZ and bio-

diversity and climate change need to be promoted 

to youth as well. Commission leaders and specialist 

groups are encouraged to bring on a young individu-

al to be involved in their work.  

Healthy parks, healthy people resonated deeply dur-

ing the forum in Fiji. Health through biodiversity is 

alienating and a connection to nature through tradi-

tional knowledge should be acknowledged. Environ-

mental law and health policy should be integrated 

and new research made available to support work 

on law and health. The theory of change and evi-

dence of good information does not motivate the 

change IUCN wants to see. Citizen engagement to 

allow change needs to come out. The global pro-

gramme needs to be clearly prioritized. Climate ad-

aptation and mitigation should also be prioritized. 

Antarctica 
 

This is significant in a global context, particularly as 

it relates to understanding climate change. IUCN 

should influence and lead Antarctica initiatives. 

IUCN should attend meetings and lend expertise to 

the issues. Antarctica is performing no better than 

most of the globe against Aichi targets. IUCN should 

lend expertise and resources to the Antarctica chal-

lenge. IUCN sees the interconnections between 

global systems and recognized Antarctica and its 

connections with the rest of the world. 

IUCN’s move to emphasising regions obscures 

global connections. Some members in New Zealand 

expressed their disappointment to see IUCN seat 

was unoccupied at the Antarctica Conference. The 

conference was conducted in spite of IUCN, not be-

cause of IUCN. Discussion about evidence vs. cre-

Feedback on the IUCN Programme 2017-2020 
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do: evidence is important, but the evidence is that 

people have not changed just because of new 

knowledge.  

Evidence says knowledge is not the key to change. 

Humans are creatures of habit and norms and the 

dissonance between behaviours and values are ob-

vious. IUCN has developed ecological economics 

and new paradigms of thinking about natural re-

sources; governance of human impacts and use of 

natural resources and systems rather than just con-

servation. 

The global programme should be focussed on the 

three pillars, and the “One Programme” approach. 

Utilising new expertise to take these pillars forward 

is important. How will this pan out? What are the 

roles of the different arms of the Union? Three pil-

lars are a powerful base to reach out into society. 

Outcomes are not specific enough to assess results 

and a sense of urgency should be included. Others 

outside could be drawn if the document was more 

inclusive.  

The efforts of IUCN Oceania Regional Office (IUCN 

ORO) in Papua New Guinea were acknowledged. 

Communication document is problematic since it 

does not begin with an inspiring position. Pages 5-6 

rights-based or right-of is used a lot; this term can 

be misread by others. Health sector links biodiversi-

ty to human health. This global programme should 

reflect this linkage. Health and wellbeing could be 

integrated in all three pillars. Conservation and glob-

al health bodies can work together. A right to health 

is enshrined, using language from other organiza-

tions helps with communication. Having particular 

challenges listed could limit, highlighting individual 

examples is more useful. 

Response: IUCN Director General,  Inger 

Andersen 
The Director General acknowledged the feedback 

members had provided and noted that “rights” 

should be refined with a balance. She also highlight-

ed that health has been raised before with many 

researches carried out.  

 

The IUCN Programme 2017-2020 needs to go be-

yond these walls and actioned. The union must talk 

to economic and financial, health sectors and cli-

mate change. Trade regimes should be more deeply 

reflected in the document. 

 

Antarctica is an issue and not addressing it would 

be remiss. This will require a better understanding 

of the issues and what IUCN can do. Arctic pro-

gramme exists, Antarctica programme should exist. 

See that the programme is made of many regional 

pieces and the global issues must never be lost as 

they need to work together. Starting with an inspir-

ing vision is a good idea. We hold the future, what 

we do will determine what will happen in perpetuity. 

The IUCN Oceania Regional Plan 2017-2020 re-

gional will be re-drafted after feedback from mem-

bers. In presenting the document, Regional Pro-
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Oceania Regional Plan 2017-2020 

gramme Coordinator Mason Smith emphasised that 

the document was in gestation and the finalization of 

the plan will be expected in 2016. The plan echoed 

the aspirations set in the IUCN Global Programme 

2017—2020. 

 

How does the plan for the regional office fit into the 

global programme? How can IUCN develop the think-

ing about Antarctica, which is not a designated region 

of the IUCN? 

The Australian Committee of IUCN was of the view 

that Australia needed to be included in the Oceania 

regional plan. The committee also raised the issue of 

the energy transformation of carbon. What is it mem-

bers in Australia can do, committing their own re-

sources? How can the plan include Australia? And 

how can they help support the delivery of the plan? 

Get clarity of the strategic elements of the plan. Aus-

tralia can give input and to help, for example, ad-

dressing reefs towards 2050 and in view of working 

with the traditional owners of Cape York and align-

ments with regional strategies. Is it helping Oceania 

delivering the document or are members saying cer-

tain things can be done together under the One Pro-

gramme approach? 

 

Programmatic advances can contribute to goals espe-

cially as nature is everyone’s business. Our observa-

tions regarding the plan focussed on Pacific islands 

and strengthening the capacity of members was high-

lighted. The Plan should be made by members, not 

the secretariat although this can be challenging. Pa-

cific island countries and members should be empow-

ered and if members possess the capacity to contrib-

ute then this should happen. 

 

Engaging commissions 
The wealth of this huge network is not maximized. 

There must be a specific commitment to work with 

commissions when needed. Partners needed to be 

identified with the focus that simple things can make 

the world of difference. Meetings with regional vice 

chairs should be convened and targets set. One ex-

ample is that a commission is expected to recruit 

three0 members in a region over a time. 

The devolution of global program should be led by 

regions. What is the knowledge basket in this region? 

Is it easier to mobilize commissions? Good practices 

of good governance happen beyond legal frameworks 

and community involvements, multi stakeholder en-

gagements work well because legal frameworks can 

be restrictive. Reposition the work to make roles clear 

from the IUCN global program down to the region. 

How are regional programs being completed? Is it 

time for the Oceania plan to include Australia and 

New Zealand?  

 

Traditional knowledge and cultural identity have not 

been included in the plan and the need to recognize 

this is critical. 

While discussing green economy, members raised 

the question of commitment to mining. What is green 

mining? Is it consistent with IUCN guidelines on en-

gagement with the private sector? Are more risks 

than benefits associated with this and are the Pacific 

a good model for the rest of the world? Deep sea min-

ing is an issue. The Nauru agreement has been ap-

proved by forum and should be looked into. The Pa-

cific Islands' Forum provides the means of submis-

sion to the region. 

Using the commission's expertise, the union can 

scale up work in culture and conservation and Com-

mission members can build the capacity of members. 

Commission members in Australia need to be recog-

nized. A perception prevails that Melanesia gets more 

focus, and not as much as Polynesia. Currently, two 

groups provide  support to island ecosystems and 

these are the island ecosystem management and the 

invasive species group. The work the two groups offer 

needs to be mapped out. Members in Australia talked 

about being included in the Oceania plan. The ques-

tion for the secretariat is how these can is dealt with 

and how can reporting and monitoring be undertaken 

to measure goals in the plan. The secretariat cannot 

make a commitment to document an issue for some-

one else to be held accountable. The secretariat can 
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invite people and members, but cannot make a com-

mitment. The goals and targets must be identified be-

forehand. 

 

The ORCF heard that Fiji and other countries in the 

region have their own strategies and questions were 

asked about whether the programme of work is driven 

by projects? Is the work program limited to the current 

staff of IUCN? How can the commission members 

add value to this work program? How can IUCN help 

countries with concern for species with national signif-

icance but may not be on the red list? How can IUCN 

members help with forestry and protected areas? 

How can IUCN further add value to the Environment 

Impact Assessment (EIA) process? Fiji needs help 

with addressing prosecuting those that violate envi-

ronmental laws. Accountability for delivery by Austral-

ia and New Zealand for their specific projects needs 

to be clear? The direction this relationship is heading 

will need to be agreed upon. IUCN is project depend-

ent, not project driven. Some projects lack the funding 

required, but commitment is greater than just delivery 

of outcomes. 

A generous consensus to improve IUCN ORO and 

the involvement and implementation is set out in the 

final document. How do can the organisation strength-

en the role of focal points? The lack of membership, 

lack of activity of members, and having the same con-

sultants for all projects is a challenge. 

 

The dialogue needs to continue. A call for a different 

plan resonated with the view that value is to be added 

to the work of IUCN. There is a need to strengthen 

integration and Pacific Islands' Framework of Region-

alism to support IUCN. Goals need to be in line with 

both the global and region’s goals however. Commis-

sion members have a lot to offer to the secretariat and 

a participatory process with the aim of engaging the 

union is a strength commissions bring. Members were 

concerned with the formation of working groups and 

decision making behind closed doors. How do the 

global problems get picked up by the regional plan? 

Biodiversity beyond national jurisdictions? What is 

happening with this? What is green mining and green 

seabed mining? What harm is being caused? Why is 

IUCN not involved in Pacific island fisheries manage-

ment? Can IUCN engage in northern hemisphere 

countries in fisheries issues? The framework for the 

Pacific Regionalism is a good starting point as it 

shows the gaps in policy interventions. Recommenda-

tions to map key biodiversity areas and the resilience 

of key species and vulnerable species were noted. 

How can the resilience of species be expanded?  Is 

there a climate change policy for valuing and conserv-

ing nature? 

 

The Antarctica continues to emerge from Oceania 

and how does IUCN address this. Do you attach it to 

the region with the global side issue? On the issue of 

Pacific fisheries – IUCN is an observer. Does IUCN 

can fill this? Where does IUCN add value to fisheries? 

IUCN is leading in bêche-de-mer and involved in 

coastal fisheries. IUCN does not have the resources 

to be involved in everything. What are the connectivity 

and deliverables within this programme? Fisheries are 

not a budget issue and finding the right person for the 

fisheries' role is critical. Bring technical expertise, but 

also can “play the game.” The World Commission on 

Environmental Law specialist group on oceans pre-

sented at the Hamburg tribunal for IUCN three 

months ago and IUCN was extensively quoted. 

 

The IUCN Director General’s presentation was an ab-

breviated version of the presentation to the IUCN 

council in May 2015. She said her first impressions of 

the IUCN construct led her to realize the structure of 

the organization has changed since 1948 and the it is 

not as visible or impactful. The State of Conservation 

was highlighted particularly biodiversity, forest land-

scape restoration, protected areas and the presence 

of a “paper park syndrome.” Can management, water 

scarcity, policy influencing, proud legacy sustain fu-

ture. The reinvention of the organization is necessary. 

 

Conservation Finance 

Feedback: Oceania Regional Plan 2017-2020  
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Towards 2020 

There is a huge gap in financing, which is not being 

appropriately addressed, and reluctance to engage 

with private sector needs to be raised and handled. 

The DG highlighted success stories which included 

the Mangroves for the Future in 10 Asian Countries 

plus the Seychelles, Access to Genetic resources 

and benefit sharing (ABS) in Latin America and Car-

ibbean, Climate Change Adaptation in Kenya and 

Uganda. She noted that IUCN will progress to 

achieving Aichi Targets by 2020. Strengthening the 

organization to meet the enormous pressures which 

include a population of 9 billion people by 2050 and 

the challenges of urbanization and dealing with an 

increasingly urbanized society is required.  

 

The Red List 
The observed red list index shows improved conser-

vation results over the counter-factual red list index 

from 1996-2008 without conservation. 

 

Scaling Business Environment 
IUCN sets standards on Key Performance Indicators 

for conservation practices, but when you are outside, 

it causes concern to recognize others outside the en-

vironmental conservation space are not aware of 

what IUCN does. Strengthening the membership ex-

perience, and drawing on members should be pur-

sued. Membership ranges in size, scale, and de-

mand, but all deserve attention and deserve IUCN to 

be attuned to their needs. 

 

Current Challenges 
Influence, and working on setting policy, and the res-

olution development process seems on steroids. Two 

hundred resolutions are far too many proposals to 

take into the WCC and derail the collective with too 

many voices. “When you are in a collective, everyone 

needs to shift a little so there’s room for one more 

making those shifts will get us where we need to be.” 

 

Science & Knowledge 
Making sure of the impact and availability of science 

and knowledge is important and the information peo-

ple have been generating and the research published 

by IUCN members is not known and readily accessi-

ble. What are the communications & brand needs? 

IUCN needs to be a better and a world-class conser-

vation leader influencing policy makers, media, and 

public for a sustainable future. What is needed to 

shift the organisation or get there? Effective commu-

nications throughout the union and to strengthen the 

scientific base of IUCN as the go to organization is 

inevitable and to impact on conservation influence of 

IUCN must expand to drivers beyond conservation 

and environmental challenges, arguably this should 

be the vision for 2020. 

 

With concerted leadership by IUCN and its members, 

conservation positive actions mainstreamed at the 

policy and “on the ground” levels where Aichi targets 

are achieved and nature-based solutions are a main-

stay of the economic development model.  

 

IUCN programmes will need to be moving from “retail 

to wholesale” and a merged and impactful global and 

regional initiative is needed. The strong focus on ap-

plication of conservation science (policy and on the 

ground), support to members to build conservation 

capacity and scale up conservation approaches 

where grant-making platforms are expanded.  
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Leverage the IUCN brand for increased impact IUCN by 2020 

These include GEF, SOS, Green Climate Fund and 

more. Improved Science and Knowledge Manage-

ment where knowledge is created, curated, and dis-

seminated is important. 

 

Outreach & Communications 
Enhance the global voice for conservation beyond the 

environmental world. The IUCN brand; where a 

sharp, effective, streamlined communications and 

outreach needs to be strengthened. IUCN is vibrant 

conservation community in a Union that works in syn-

ergy and the WCC in Hawaii is a springboard for this 

idea. 

 

Develop strategic shifts for enhanced governance and 

effectiveness of the Union, adaptive governance – 

promote dynamism and evolution of the Union. 

Conversations need to be had and responsive draft-

ing is required so that legislators will read and under-

stand  strategies and policies presented to them.   

The membership, mainly the state and government 

agency  must significantly increase. 

 

Measuring Impact 
How can results  on “biodiversity positive” growth be 

measured? IUCN should be a destination career 

choice for conservation and environment  

professions.  

Often too much time and energy are dedicated into 

managing small-scale projects that do not meet the 

value needs of the project portfolio. Improved science 

and knowledge management is necessary. The total 

publications and downloads have been strong and 

healthy, and there is an increase in peer-reviewed 

publications. At the top of downloads is the Eco-

tourism guide from 1996, followed by the 1997 Red 

List of Threatened Plants and Turning the Tide: The 

Eradication of Invasive Species. 

Membership has steadily increased, largely in the 

NGO sector, with three members now. Oceania is 

flourishing steadily while Western Europe and East 

Asia is the largest regions. 

In the next 18 Months a four year programme that is 

both  innovative and ambitious will be developed. The 

priority and strategic focus must be on science at 
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IUCN by 2020: Secretariat Programme 

IUCN, build resource economics and conservation 

finance skills, strengthen corporate communications 

and develop a membership strategy. 

All of these should allow enhanced donor engage-

ment, stronger financial base, better service to mem-

bers, enhance policy and 

on the ground impact.  

 

If we do not help all sec-

tors understand the value 

of nature-based solutions, 

we will see collapse, and 

the Earth will go on without 

us. On enhancing the im-

pact, branding should not 

be understood from a mar-

keting context.  

When the UN is men-

tioned, a concept of what the UN is and pops into 

mind. This rarely happens with IUCN. Repositioning 

website redesign, social media, and the 2016 Conser-

vation Congress will all help with upcoming aware-

ness. To meet shifts and strengthen the Union; 

 Influence 

 Funding 

 Members 

 Science & Knowledge 

 Secretariat work 

We need to think about one Union, one Programme, 

and one “brand”. We need to collaborate more active-

ly, have the members promote and champion the 

IUCN membership. The FASU survey did not see all 

the responses needed to use to strengthen the Union.  

 

Feedback— DG’s Statement 
The ownership of the IUCN membership is often thin. 

Some individuals may have thought it was good to 

join IUCN, but they do not promulgate what it means 

to be a member of IUCN to their departments or or-

ganizations. For example, a government department 

could encourage many of its members to become 

commission members, or share information to three 

other people in the organization and when one person 

with responsibilities moves on there is always some-

one to fill the void and continues to share knowledge 

and understands the role of IUCN.  

Organizational continuity is something HQ has strug-

gled with, and found many times when the main con-

tact leaves, the whole his-

tory of the relationship is 

lost.  Many contacts as the 

organization want to add 

and they will receive the 

same information as the 

primary focal point. How-

ever, the organization 

should nominate and in-

form IUCN who they want 

to receive the information. 

Fortunately, with the elec-

tronic systems, easy to 

add names & additional email addresses. How do we 

access that wealth of individual expertise? As an ex-

government employee and a commission member, for 

example, many EU positions are not open to non-EU 

members, which detract from the ability to work for 

IUCN. 

 

Ecosystem services and the decline are agreed to 

entirely. The paradox of the environmentalist is how 

to note the increase in development and human 

wealth index with the decline of the ecosystem ser-

vices and convince governments to address this. Not 

shut the commissions, but how can they be used  

more.  

The conversation is about how to take stock of why 

things work the way they do, the need for shifts, and 

in IUCN’s history, commissions were added when 

challenges were raised. Do commissions have the 

same areas of focus, and what happens  when some-

thing new comes their way? Without the strength of 

the volunteer network, what would IUCN be?  

As far as accessing positions for HQ, work permits for 

everyone may be provided there are three people in 

England, with over 800 in the Secretariat. In the re-
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gional and country offices, there’s a diverse mix of 

staff from all over the world. 

Regarding the paradox and economists IUCN is  

barking up the wrong tree. Before, joining IUCN, 

Inger worked for the World Bank, where a team de-

veloped an approach to cost of environmental deg-

radation in terms of pollutants. To what degree does 

pollution shave off Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 

(poor water, asthma cases, etc.?) In a low-growth 

environment, four points off the GDP is significant.  

We have yet to determine what ecosystem degrada-

tion, species loss, etc. contributes to GDP degrada-

tion and human development challenges. With IU-

CN’s rigorous research, this can be addressed and 

presented. 

IUCN needs to be strong and not apologetic about 

the need for brand awareness which is key to devel-

oping the authoritative voice it wants to become. 

The aspiration to be world-class should be highlight-

ed. World-class professions should be involved in 

IUCN, not just the scientists, but also individuals 

working in marketing, communications, and finance. 

The union has yet to follow through on policy influ-

ence, and science and knowledge and the capacity 

to carry out these needs must be strong a focus 

when setting programmatic priorities in planning. 

Capacity building and capacity to carry out is critical, 

and that is why this must be strongly reflected in the 

programme. 

We need to think about the motions and  to choose 

where we place our chips, and for the Conservation 

Congress in 2016, it must be crystal clear what 

comes out of the discussions.  

Inside IUCN are many projects, programmes, and 

organizational systems and the reality of donor-

funded programmes need to be addressed with do-

nor discussions, the Director General said. 

 

Members noted that often it feels as though there’s 

an issue of scale, diversity, and resilience. The em-

phasis on one union, one programme, not only one 

brand, but one voice. Scale may be good but some 

large-scale projects may be too big for some peo-

ple. The motion process may be deemed crucial by 

many members and important for NGOs. The op-

portunities to work before the congress are not 
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 Towards 2020 

largely available. The website and portal are dreadful 

and   technical issues that have been noted over the 

years. On research versus science. The disagree-

ments between natural resource economics and the 

ecological economics should be addressed different-

ly.  

What are the core messages for change and is a sin-

gle voice the best way to frame them. The motion pro-

cess is important for NGOs, and it might not be the 

best way to spend the time of a thousand delegates, 

and a balance can be found between the two.  

 

Social sciences and research are all part of the 

knowledge basket. IUCN needs to reach into eco-

nomic sectors where the conservation language is 

there. Reaching the same place will need to main-

stream ecology, and economics, and the green econ-

omy story must 

be addressed in 

the economic 

space. 

 

 “Heightening our 

audacity” stood 

out as a phrase 

to hold onto. The 

motion and reso-

lution process – 

looked first at the 

outcomes of the 

World Parks Congress – overtaken by the outcomes. 

How is the process rationalized and how can the key 

messages be heightened (among all the good things 

going on?). What can the organisation do as part of 

this journey? Can members and committee assist 

conveying some of the messages coming through. 

 

The national committees and the strength of national 

level discussions and rapport will leave organizations 

in the position to make larger scale decisions. The 

knowledge and evidence based policy stances is im-

portant, especially on how politicians do not largely 

know the difference between good science and bad 

science – will the general understanding of science 

be so low in society across the board that IUCN can 

contribute to raising the baseline to help make the 

information easier to digest? On the National Ge-

ographic’s “War on Science” there is a mention of cli-

mate denial, anti-vaccination, not knowing the differ-

ence, and coming out against prevailing science.  

 

The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 

has pronounced itself year on year with the heftiest, 

most detailed and best-referenced science, and   still 

being denied. Reaching out to young people is cru-

cial. Young people act from the heart. They are the 

decision makers of tomorrow, and that movement 

needs to be taken by IUCN. 

 

The ORCF provided an opportunity for Members to 

familiarize themselves with the preparations for and 

the rules for 

the conduct 

of the Mem-

bers’ Assem-

bly. The 

Members’ 

Assembly at 

Congress is 

the highest 

decision 

making body 

of IUCN. In 

this sense, 
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ORCF discussed governance issues which included 

three proposals from the Council or Members for 

governance improvements and reforms, including 

new Member categories (Indigenous Peoples Or-

ganizations, Local, and Regional Governments), 

and other possible amendments to the Statutes. 

The IUCN Global Di-

rector, Union Develop-

ment Group, Dr En-

rique Lahmann attend-

ed the Forum and pro-

vided guidance and 

explanations on all 

issues relating to gov-

ernance.  

 

Indigenous and 

Tribal Peoples’ 

Organizations - 

Proposal for a 

separate Catego-

ry/sub-category 
The chair of the Com-

mission on Environmental, Economic and Social 

Policy, Councillor Aroha Mead, presented on indige-

nous and tribal peoples’ organizations and noted 

that IUCN had been involved over the years in the 

discussions to better reflect in the membership of 

IUCN the group as an integral part of IUCN resolu-

tions and policy. 

 

The organization now has eight indigenous peoples’ 

organizations as members and others have applied 

and have been rejected. Resolution 7 in Jeju set up 

a working group of council, members, and indige-

nous and or tribal peoples’ organizations, and tech-

nical staff represents the needs of indigenous/tribal 

people. 

There is a general agreement that indigenous and 

tribal peoples’ organizations should be recognized 

within IUCN. The need to create a new membership 

category has been identified; one that will guarantee 

the formal recognition of these groups within the 

IUCN's structure and system, in a way that is both 

significant and practical. The options are whether to 

set up a new category i.e. Category D with right to 

vote or the establishment of a sub-category within 

Category B, known as “Indigenous and Tribal Peo-

ples’ Organiza-

tions” (IPOs). 

 

Feedback IPOs 
How are indigenous 

people defined? Is this 

under imposed authori-

ties of colonization? 

Aroha recognizes the 

group needs to devel-

op a tight definition of 

Indigenous Peoples. 

One reason has been 

denied acceptance 

after applying for mem-

bership is that for 

some IPOs conserva-

tion is sometimes not 

the primary goal, but instead self-determination or 

self-advancement. A primary inhibiting reason of 

allowing more IPOs into the IUCN membership ros-

ter is a lack of definition which is now being ex-

plored. With the category D proposal, could you give 

us more information? The idea for category D 

comes from systematically working through the pros 

and cons of putting them as a sub-category of Cate-

gory A, which has been recognized by most parties 

as a step too far. A sub-category of Category B was 

discussed as an option to provide voting rights. The 

option was Category B sub-category or a new Cate-

gory D entirely. 

 

Any decision that is taken at the Members’ Assem-

bly has to have approval in both categories of voting 

members. They must receive majority votes in both 

houses. One option in resolution 7 was the possibil-

ity of the fourth voting category, specifically for IP-

Governance 
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Os. Some concerns raised are how the decisions 

will be made within the members’ assembly? Would 

a third voting category require enough of the other 

two categories to pass? Or would a majority be 

needed from all three categories? This has been 

introduced to get feedback from the members so the 

working group can put forth a proposal to the coun-

cil so the World Conservation Congress 2016 in Ha-

waii may serve as the forum for a vote. 

What is the primary motivation for the IPOs groups? 

Is it for recognition as a category, or a desire to 

vote? I’m wondering how linked they are that is the 

recognition and the ability to contribute to the policy 

making of IUCN. 

The question about the separation of sub-

categories, and then the next question – would that 

category have a vote was mentioned.  Is there a 

need for a majority in each category, or would  vot-

ing be amalgamated as part of the non government 

organization (NGO) category? The governments 

have a majority, and then there’s a majority of eve-

ryone else. Has the working group thought of this? 

Would that be a way to maintain the balance for the 

governments and non government members? There 

are several nuances between the optional arrange-

ments as well. 

One issue the working group has been working on 

is establishing the sub-category within Category B 

for IPOs with their own criteria for admission. The 

idea would be to maintain the balance between the 

Category A and B in the decision making process. 

This has been considered as a solution to this ques-

tion. This is interesting because it has the potential 

to move the organization beyond the majoritarian 

system. It would help to acknowledge the sovereign 

status of indigenous people. Have you thought 

about how it would work with three voting catego-

ries? One of the first steps was considering the use 

of Category A as the place to put IPOs in recogni-

tion of self-determination and sovereignty. It quickly 

became clear the designation would not fit within 

IUCN definitions. They are not sovereign nations, so 

can they be disregarded as an option because it 

would be limited. It would only include those from 

mostly developed world nations who’ve gone into 

first nation status with the states. It would not in-

clude most of the developed world. This was put 

aside. Category B remained seeing that C did not 

have voting options. A definitive answer about how 
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the voting would work will soon be determined be-

cause more technical work needs to be carried out. A 

renewed mandate from the membership is needed to 

explore the idea. 

If there is a preference to develop sub-category of B, 

it would be helpful to know. 

 

Oceania, a region where national NGOs and even 

national governments could be indigenous organiza-

tions and the view of legitimate representative and 

place-based organizations will be useful to inform de-

cisions. The discussion about being a fourth category 

under category A, or under Category D is another 

matter for deliberations. There are many ways this 

matter can be addressed and the first being what con-

stitutes an IPO. Beyond the definition, there is voting 

power under Congress. A vote has to be won under 

both categories to pass. If a third category is added, 

the simple balance will be disturbed, and a mecha-

nism has to be developed to account for a majority in 

one house and a rejection in the other two, or majority 

in two and a rejection in the third. Local authorities 

would add an increasing level of complexity to the 

voting component. What is the fundamental rights of 

members and how this gets exercised. 

 

During the forum a member noted that presently a 

problem is that states do not have to measure up to 

agree with the objectives of IUCN but NGOs, whether 

national or international, must meet the objectives.      

and here the intention is to bring in two more catego-

ries that do not have to measure up to agreeing with 

the objectives of IUCN. While many organizations 

share that concern, the organisation appreciates the 

insight and what they can teach us. Other groups are 

hell-bent on various forms of extractive activity and 

benefit. This applies to Local government and some 

IPOs. Legitimacy for the place is contested strongly, 

and rightly, as the world is not organized according to 

bright-line separations of where people are. This 

alignment with the Union is important in thinking 

about where we are and what to do.  

Some years ago there was a strong move in council 

to include corporations as members. Is this a new ad-

mission category? IUCN organizes a business week, 

and it would have been in 2007 – talking about big 

corporations coming to it. They were offered, whether 

they would like membership in the IUCN. The answer 

was no, and their answer was “we want to have col-

laborations and work with IUCN, because it has prop-

er seal and systems and is the platform to engage 

with organizations working on conservation. If IUCN 

wants to raise its profile, its membership has to be 

focussed on this. 

The exploration of a whole new government system 

that moves beyond the majoritarian system would be 

good to explore. As majoritarian systems have a vehi-

cle for oppression of indigenous peoples. In terms of 

mandates, this was obtained in resolution from Jeju. 

Here, there is a systematic presentation to all regional 

forums and to gather feedback. This is the second 

after the one in the US. A misconception in creating 

an opportunity for IPOs to become members to cir-

cumvent the membership process will not occur be-

cause member must go through all the process of 

meeting standards of commitment to the environment 

to become members. 

 

According to Justice Antonio, the World Commission 

on Environmental Law (WCEL) had been working on 

the local government concept for 12 years and it was 

a complex matter. 

We concluded the commission itself has reached the 

level of input it can give, and this is a political deci-

sion. The proper forum is the membership of the Un-

ion, not the commission. It has been implicit in this 

discussion, but should be made explicit. This is a de-

bate about power – about veto power in the Union. 

Establishing a third or fourth category makes the Un-

ion more complicated and dilutes the power base of 

the States. Several members have raised concerns 

regarding this issue. (Justice Antonio, WCEL Chair) 

Its complex and both options have pros and cons. 

Category B is not an NGO category, and the organi-
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zation is not automatically assigned NGO status by 

putting them into category B. In terms of actual vot-

ing membership. The organisation is not expecting a 

flood of indigenous membership after this, but expect 

a growth over time if the option is taken.  

 

Local and Regional Government  

Authority 
Regional councillor Andrew Brignell presented the 

proposal to include local and regional government 

authority in the membership  particularly when local 

governance had been addressed in the past two con-

gresses. In 2008 and in 2012, both at the World Con-

gress in Barcelona and Jeju respectively considered 

expanding the membership to include local and re-

gional government authority. At the 2012 Congress 

the proposal (Council’s second option) to expand 

membership was defeated by a narrow margin. This 

proposal revives the motion and address the lack of 

clarity in the categorization of potential members that 

belong to local and regional governments.  

 

Feedback Local and Regional Govern-

ment Authority 
Local governments vary hugely across the world. 

They are not consistent animals, and they have dif-

ferent constitutions that govern them. Local govern-

mental authorities do not have the same foundation, 

and sometimes they have more independent ability 

to deal with environmental and conservation man-

agement. 

 

Members’ Assembly’s sole authority to 

establish IUCN’s mission and change the 

nature, powers, and rights of its member-

ship 
The IUCN Statutes Part XVII Articles 101 –103 pro-

vides Council with the authority to amend the IUCN 

Regulations using a set of prescribed procedures 

which include communication to Members before the 

second-and-final vote. ECO New Zealand put for-

ward a proposed amendment to the IUCN Statutes. 

This formal proposal to amend the Statutes was not 

received in time to meet the statutory deadlines for 

the Jeju Congress, but a call was made where the 

next Council would take up this matter and develop a 

proposal for a member vote (by electronic ballot in 

the first half of the current term) which was aimed at 

making clear the Members Assembly’s sole authority 

regarding establishing the IUCN membership. 

 

Feedback on Members Assembly sole 

authority to establish IUCN’s mission and 

change the nature, powers, and rights of 

its membership. 
 

The Council is planning to amend article 101 of the 

statutes to restrict Council authority to amend the 

Regulations regarding matters which address the 

nature of the membership; Amend Article 102 of the 

Statutes to clarify and strengthen the existing re-

quired procedure for Council to communicate with, 

and invite and respond to comments from Members 

on any proposed amendments to the Regulations 

approved by Council in the first of the two prescribed 

readings. 

The nature of the membership could only be deter-

mined by members directly. There are two schools of 

thought, one believes the existing statutes should 

remain unamended, as the Council has learned its 

lesson, and the Council needs authority in case 

something arises during the intercessional period. 

The second says the Council has done this once, 

and the statutes will ensure this does not occur 

again. 

The 2012 Congress had a resolution to have mem-

bers of the committee advice Council. The advisory 

group only had two meetings by telephone. 

Originally the language regarding what makes up an 

NGO, and the power of members, not just the nature 

of the Union. Members may be uneasy that the 

Council trimmed back the congress. Yet, decisions of 

the last Council have been circulated and the word-
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ing is in the council minutes. The consultation pro-

cess will start in due course.  

 

Justice Antonio Benjamin (WCEL) 

What I would like to suggest, as I suppose we will 

be using the same template from the regional forum. 

Here, we are not asking the members to amend arti-

cle 101 in member, but also the nature and rights of 

membership. Not power, but its rights.   My sugges-

tion we take this into consideration. Only members 

can decide what the rights are they have, not their 

representatives. Just a minor change – “and rights 

of the membership”. 

 

It has taken time to draft the words to be consistent 

with the rest of 

the statute. As 

you change the 

words of the stat-

utes, it can have 

unintended con-

sequences, and 

to think through 

the applications of 

what those words 

might be. 

 

In the previous 

discussion on 

changes to local 

government and 

IPOs, I assume the council is putting together draft-

ing of the different options so the members will have 

the different options before them.  

On the members’ assembly sole authority question 

that will now come as a formal consultation from the 

Secretariat. Reforms proposed through the consul-

tations on the Framework of Action for Strengthen-

ing the Union (FASU) (on the basis of the six ques-

tions of the Union Portal discussion in 2014).  

Members were also informed of proposals for mo-

tions to be presented by the Oceania Members to 

the 2016 World Conservation Congress and how to 

submit a proposal. Of importance are proposals 

about issues that warrant a discussion at a regional 

level with the purpose of assessing support for such 

proposals during the Forum and/or to identify solu-

tions that might address the underlying issues re-

moving the need for them to be submitted as a Con-

gress motion were discussed. 

 

The Resolution Platform 
The Resolution platform is an online tracking sys-

tem, was launched a few months ago and the sys-

tem will be a way for members to state and report 

on how the resolutions have been implemented. 

All members  and the secretariat, councils and com-

missions can see responses on the resolutions plat-

form. This is re-

ported once a 

year to council. 

To access the 

platform, use the  

username and 

password as-

signed for the 

Union Portal and 

search for the 

resolution. Avail-

able to anyone 

that can access 

the system.  

Searches on ex-

isting resolutions 

before proposing a new motion can be performed, 

Members can read about the updates and the status 

of the existing resolution. Can this be used for re-

porting on implementing the resolution?  

All members are required and encouraged to use it 

and give feedback on the resolution. Once the re-

port is filled in it cannot be deleted. It can be added - 

but make sure that no wrong information in upload-

ed. The ongoing report is collected from the council 

and they use this for policy making. There has been 

an emphasis to remove the redundant resolutions. 

The status of IUCN is that the most recent resolu-



21 

 

Governance 

tion will be the one adopted if conflicting resolutions 

emerge. 

 

A suggestion from the ORCF proposed a motion on 

how the tracking system and motion process works 

so that the secretariat can do the monitoring and 

evaluation of the two new systems. This consumes 

a lot of secretariat resources and constitutionally 

this needs to be determined by Congress. A look at 

the two new processes needs to be done and this 

will need to be reported to the members. 

 

Update of the Motions, procedures, nom-

inations of councillors and resolutions 

platform 
 

In April 2015, members endorsed a plan to change 

the traditional motion process. The result was 98 

percent for category A and 92 percent for category  

B with members voting in favour of the plan and this 

was approved. This means that amendments to 

IUCN statutes and rules of procedure will lead to the 

harmonization of dates and plans. Under decision 

16 procedures, propose amendments, especially in 

terms of deadlines and the submission of proposals 

to members through electronic vote were reviewed. 

The process for delegation heads, electronic proce-

dure, shorten accreditation process was simplified. 

This requires changes in the rules of procedure 

where one deadline in the proposal for submissions 

of proposal.  

 

Are members allowed to submit motions on their 

own? A motion working group has been formed to 

make the process strict hence members can study 

the proposal and make informed decisions before-

hand. 

 

Consultation process happens first and a notice of-

ten sent eight weeks before it takes place and five 

weeks after the consultation deadline. The council 

will make any amendments that may be required 

and the first formal notice will be circulated from the 

22nd of August 2016 which is to be followed by the 

second notice. A suggestion was made that the in-

formation is available before the meeting starts. The 

regional office was requested to collate the sum-

mary of the results and a brief explanation of the 

implications of this result. The vote of each individu-

al member is public. The explanation of the conse-

quences is also available in the online portal. The 

statutes only provide for one round of votes with the 

possibility that no candidate gets clear majority. The 

statute only covers how to solve if there is a tie be-

tween candidates. A proposal to be elected, candi-

date must get absolute majority in both category A 

and B and if not, then a second round should be 

held between the two candidates with the highest 

ranking. Consult with membership to get an opinion 
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on whether to maintain one round of voting or to intro-

duce 2nd round between the two candidates. Another 

item discussed was whether statutes require that two 

names or three names are proposed. Council agreed 

that only two names should be presented. Interest 

from the council to put this proposal to the members 

and get their feedback. 

If there are multiple candidates for the presidency, 

should there be two rounds of voting? What happens 

in a tie? A candidate must get absolute majority in 

both voting categories A and B.  

 

Are there cases where the commission chairs are in 

the same situation? Can the same rules apply to com-

mission chairs? Instead, of 2nd round of voting, have 

a preferential voting ranking system. If there is no 

clear majority in the first round, no need for round 

two. This would mean one round of voting and two 

rounds of counting. If there are three candidates, 

each member will show a ranking of their candidates 

and the candidate with the fewest votes is removed, 

and then re-ranked based on the preferential votes. 

The secretariat noted the suggestion on preferential 

voting and its application. It also noted the suggestion 

the possibility of this system being applied to the elec-

tion of commission chairs? The mandate from council 

deals with the presidential election and this was not-

ed. 

 

Motions Process 
The aim of this session is to explain the new motion 

process for the members' assembly that the members 

have agreed to put in place. The motions working 

group was established by council. Motions submitted 

by members will be discussed online with two months 

of electronic debate. The support of members to as-

sist in the facilitation of the process of debate is need-

ed. There are motions that will need to be discussed 

at the congress, or where the working group has de-

termined that a consensus cannot be reached elec-

tronically.  

 

A motion working group is a council working group, 

and an email has been sent out to nominate members 

to be part of the working group. Representatives from 

various groups should be represented, especially dur-

ing consultations. However, resources to implement a 

resolution and who should provide the necessary re-

sources can be communicated in the motions pro-

posals and clear guidelines about the resourcing of 

resolution implementation to be developed.  

 

The new motion process seems to raise more issues 

and it should include the 10 conditions in as part of 

the circulation. What details are required for the de-

bate process? Resolutions that need resources and 

types of conditions will be addressed by the council. 

The council is empowered to give motions, but these 



23 

 

 

are not treated differently. The members will talk 

about the ideas as part of the debate, but not required 

to be reported on. 

 

IUCN was requested to circulate the email list of the 

members before a consultation happens. Moderation 

of motion process will belong to the working group. 

This requires a significant amount of human re-

sources. The role of the secretariat to provide tech-

nical services for scientific data or technical help and 

the notion that the secretariat can do that job was 

raised. There are several motions and discussions 

will be set up for each motion and a member can take 

part in the motion of their choice. A neutral moderator 

will be assigned for each 

discussion. A commis-

sion expert assigned to 

each discussion. The 

consultation process is 

not well defined, and 

often difficult to deter-

mine expectations.  

The council saw this as 

a learning- by-doing pro-

cess and will improve it 

if possible.  The portal 

will be used to the great-

est extent and measures and suggestions will be tak-

en to congress for the improvement.  

A suggestion was made that the secretariat discloses 

salaries for the costs that need to be part of the re-

sources on motions when required. All members will 

know how the system will be sorted by the end of No-

vember 2015. Motions will be displayed in the three 

working languages of IUCN can be translated to other 

two using google translator. 

 

Proposals that are similar in nature and can be syner-

gized. A past motion on the reclamation of land from 

the Yellow Sea proposed by the Government of Ko-

rea was merged and the state member was also 

listed as the propo-

nent. So, the merging 

of motions needs to 

sort out the propo-

nents as well to en-

sure the intentions are 

not lost and remain in 

the proposal. 

Launched a few 

months ago the reso-

lutions platform is a 

system which mem-

bers can report on 
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how the resolutions have been implemented.   The 

resolutions platform is both an online tracking sys-

tem and a database.  

 

All members of the secretariat, members, and coun-

cils and commissions can see this response. This is 

reported once a year to council. You can use your 

username and password and search for the resolu-

tion. Available to anybody that can access the sys-

tem.   

You can search for the existing resolutions before 

proposing a new motion and read on the updates 

and the status of the existing resolution is and can 

be used for reporting on implementing the resolu-

tion. All members are encouraged to use it and give 

feedback on the resolution. Are these reports easy 

to search with contributors listed? Is there a process 

in around how the resolution is finalized and com-

pleted?  Once the report is filled, it cannot be delet-

ed. It can be added – but make sure that the right 
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Discussions 

information is uploaded. The 

ongoing report is collected 

from the council and used for 

policy making. Is there any 

exercise going through the 

resolutions and looking at the 

redundant resolutions by the 

council?  

There has been an emphasis 

to remove the redundant res-

olutions.  The status of IUCN 

is that the most recent reso-

lution will be the one adopted 

in case of conflicting resolu-

tions. Suggest that from this 

meeting to propose a motion 

on how the tracking system 

and motion process works so 

that the secretariat can do the monitoring and evalua-

tion of the two new systems. Can resolutions be re-

tired as they consume a lot of resources? Constitu-

tionally, this will be determined at Congress together 

with a review of the two new processes which will 

then be reported to 

members. Oceania 

members and com-

mission members 

could take up the 

challenge of sup-

porting and promot-

ing the vision for a 

just world that val-

ues and conserves 

nature. 
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Side events 
Commissions & National 

Committees 

Four side events were organised during the Oceania 

Regional Conservation Forum. These included: 

 Why and how should we use traditional 

knowledge in Red List assessments?  

This was organised by the Commission on Environ-

mental, Economic and Social Policy (CEESP) and 

Species Survival Commission (SSC). 

 Trends and Challenges of Environmental Law: A 

Dialogue with IUCN Oceania Members. 

This was convened by the World Commission on En-

vironmental Law (WCEL) and IUCN Oceania Region-

al Office (ORO). 

 Healthy Parks, Healthy People  

This side event was convened by Parks Victoria and 

looked at the importance of incorporating healthy 

parks and healthy people in conversations, in projects 

and in programmes as well. The evidence is clear and 

far-reaching. Spending time in the natural environ-

ment – in places like parks - is good for your mind, 

body and soul. Healthy Parks Healthy People seeks 

to reinforce and encourage the connections between 

a healthy environment and a healthy society. 

The fourth side event was a demonstration of the Un-

ion Portal where new members were given the oppor-

tunity to share trials faced in accessing the portal and  

profiles. 

Commission chairs and heads of National Commit-

tees were also given the opportunity to present and 

profile the work undertaken in their respective areas 

of expertise and focus. The objective of the presenta-

tions was to encourage greater collaboration across 

the union in Oceania from the regional office, to mem-

bers, national committees and commission members 

under the One Programme approach. 

Presenters included: 

 Ms Aroha Mead – Chair of Commission on Envi-

ronmental, Economic and Social Policy (CEESP) 

 Justice Antonio Benjamin –Chair of World Com-

mission Environmental Law (WCEL) 

 Dr Simon Stuart – Chair of Species Survival Com-

mission (SSC) 

 Dr Neil Gilbert –Chair of the New Zealand Com-

mittee of IUCN 

 Dr Paul Sinclair – Chair of the Australian Commit-

tee for IUCN (ACIUCN) 

 Mr Peter Smith – Regional Chair of Commission 

on Ecosystem Management (CEM) 

 Ms Penelope Figgis – Vice Chair of World Com-

mission on Protected Areas (WCPA) 
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From a Governance perspective, the World Conser-

vation Congress is the highest decision making body 

of IUCN. However, the Congress is much more than 

that a decision making body, it is also the only global 

summit that brings together every aspect of conserva-

tion. It is held every four years and aims to improve 

how natural environment for human, social and eco-

nomic development is managed. The Congress is a 

unique platform that brings together leaders of all lev-

els, from governments and international NGOs to ac-

ademia and grassroot organizations, indigenous peo-

ple, local governments, business, UN agencies and 

social organizations. For Hawai‘i promoting a strong 

participation from the younger generation, including 

students and young professionals. The next Congress 

will take place in Hawai‘i from the 1st to the 10th of 

September 2016. This will be the first time in the 67 

years of IUCN that the Congress is held in US soil. 

Hawai‘i is a microcosm of many of the conservation 

challenges and opportunities. It is one of the richest 

areas of endemism, but it is also one of the regions 

with the highest number of endangered species. It 

faces challenges from invasive species and climate 

change, but also is able to showcase innovative solu-

tions and alternatives. In the words of President 

Obama in his letter of support to the proposal to host 

the 2016 Congress, “Hawai‘i is one of the most cultur-

ally and ecological rich areas in the United States, 

with a wealth of unique natural resources and a dis-

tinctive traditional culture that draws from the United 

States and the Asia-Pacific region.” 

The Congress will be held in the 

Hawai‘i Convention Centre, which 

is a first class facility, large 

enough to accommodate all the 

Congress needs, including the 

Conservation Campus. It offers 

excellent technical facilities and 

lots of light and open spaces. The 

Convention Centre is located within walking distance 

of Waikiki and its hotels, restaurants and other facili-

ties. The three objectives of the WCC 2016 are to in-

spire, strengthen and mobilize the union and the Con-

gress will launch the Hawai‘i commitments for globally 

transformative and innovative conservation initiatives 

to meet the critical challenges and opportunities of 

our time, including the imperative to scale up action 

on biodiversity and sustainable development goals. 

The Congress has two main parts and these are the 

forum and the members’ assembly. The Forum is a 

hub for public debate and brings people from many 

disciplines together to discuss about the most press-

ing conservation issues. The Forum provides an op-

portunity to showcase results, share knowledge and 

reach consensus on the future of conservation. In that 

way the Forum provides space for debates, work-

shops, dialogues, roundtable discussions, training 

courses and partnership building events. The Mem-

bers´ Assembly, is a unique environmental parliament 

that brings together Governments and NGOs –large 

and small, national and international,  to decide on 

IUCN’s general policy, debate and approve the Global 

Programme and financial plan and to elect the Coun-

cil of IUCN. In addition there is an exhibition that runs 

over the full length of the congress where Members 

and others can showcase their solutions to sustaina-

bility issues. 

Taholo also presented on plans the secretariat in 

Oceania has in mind with emphasis on indigenous 

culture, with a target on oceans and a practical 2020 

commitment. It is likely there will be a Pacific pavilion 

and emphasis on a celebrating culture and conserva-

tion.  

Planet at the Crossroad: World Conservation Congress 2016 
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IPBES: Why IUCN members should engage?  

The Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and 

Ecosystem Services in an independent intergovern-

mental body which is open to all member countries of 

the United Nations. It was created by governments in 

response to concerns about the lack of policy-relevant 

information to tackle threats to biodiversity, the de-

cline of biodiversity and ecosystem services at un-

precedented rate and that the world failed to reach 

the CBD target of significant reduction of loss by 

2010. The IPBES was set up to deliver reliable, inde-

pendent and credible information on the status of bio-

diversity and to inform policy decisions. It is not a 

panel, suggesting more inclusion of other knowledge 

systems 

(Indigenous 

and local 

knowledge, 

business sec-

tors) and has a 

strong buy-in 

expected by 

setting an in-

clusive, trans-

parent pro-

cess. This pro-

cesses ranges 

from terrestrial, 

marine, 

coastal, and 

inland water 

ecosystems and the complex relationships between 

biodiversity, ecosystem services, and people, includ-

ing the needs of those who depend directly on biodi-

versity and the health of ecosystems for their liveli-

hoods. 

In presenting the IPBES to members during the 

ORCF, Laurence Perianin of the Science and 

Knowledge Unit in the IUCN secretariat in Gland, 

Switzerland encouraged members to be involved in 

the IPBES. She reiterated resolution—WCC-2012-

Res-117 which calls for the operationalization of the 

Intergovernmental science-policy Platform on Biodi-

versity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES). In doing so, 

the resolution encouraged state members to support 

the functions of IPBES of knowledge generation, as-

sessments, policy support and capacity building by 

taking urgent action to ensure that the key steps for 

the operationalization of an effective and efficient enti-

ty are undertaken. Furthermore, it  urged govern-

ments and requested the director general and other 

relevant organizations, to collaborate in their efforts to 

ensure relevant and appropriate capacity building and 

technology transfer for effective participation of devel-

oping countries, Small Island Developing States and 

countries with economies in transition.  

The resolution al-

so called on IUCN 

Members and gov-

ernments, to pro-

vide resources to 

support the imple-

mentation of the 

capacity building 

component of the 

IPBES work pro-

gramme, consider-

ing that capacity 

building is a criti-

cal priority for the 

implementation of 

the IPBES work 

programme in 

many developing 

countries. 



29 

 

Climate change and Biodiversity offsets  

IUCN is developing a biodiversity offsets policy and 

the IUCN Council. Biodiversity offsets are measurable 

conservation outcomes resulting from actions de-

signed to compensate for significant residual adverse 

biodiversity impacts arising from development plans 

or projects after appropriate prevention and mitigation 

measures have been taken. During the RCF in Oce-

ania, attendees were given a brief on climate change 

and biodiversity offsets. Councillor Brendan Mackey 

explained that biodiversity offsets are a reality, deeply 

embedded in policy, statutes, governance, ad hoc re-

gimes, and vol-

untary regimes. 

At this point 

IUCN does not 

have a policy on 

biodiversity off-

sets but pro-

vides a clear 

direction for the 

use of offsets, 

collaborate with 

other partners 

making use of 

biodiversity off-

sets, and pro-

mote high stand-

ards for these offsets. The opportunity for IUCN to set 

the standard for biodiversity offsets on the global 

scale exists but a great deal of thought will be put into 

a context specific policy. 

In the last meeting, council recognized a policy gap 

existed, and also the complexity of it developing a bi-

odiversity offset. Under this council, there is a policy 

working group needed to make recommendation for a 

biodiversity offset policy.  

Members requested that all comments relating to a 

consultation on the policy be made publically availa-

ble on the website and requested a section for private 

comments.  Currently, there is a biodiversity  offset 

network, promoting a mitigation hierarchy. The Aus-

tralia government representative Sally Barnes noted 

that there needs to be some one to do the road test-

ing for developing these offset policy. She also high-

lighted the need to set out clearly where offsets can 

be appropriately used or not (in small ecosystems, it 

may not be appropriate to use an offset.)and finding 

the balance is key. Questions raised also included the 

following: 

 How long has offsets been ongoing?  

 Is there any research to judge their effectiveness? 

What is the result of these? 

 What does biodiver-

sity offsets mean for 

island countries in the 

Pacific as this is new? 

 What researches 

has been done to in-

form the formulation of 

the biodiversity offset       

policy? 

The RCF heard that at 

this time there is a lack 

of monitoring and audit-

ing in offset schemes 

and IUCN is involved both biodiversity offsets and a 

clear climate plan because it impacts humans, nature, 

and thus conservation. Policies need to be agreed 

upon and must be consistent with our mission. 

On climate change, a task force to assist the secretar-

iat liaise with other members and help articulate IU-

CN’s climate related plans, positions and actions 

should be incorporated into the union and taken up 

until 2020. The opportunity to reflect some policy op-

tions particularly those relating to ecosystem based 

mitigation and adaptation have been highlighted and 

can be used to help communities. 
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In closing the ORCF, IUCN Director General, Inger Ander commended members to make a change in the 

world. Many members have been involved in IUCN longer than others and trust must be earned. The planet 

needs insight, knowledge, science and most of all commitment.  

Challenges before us are bigger than ever before and inner strength and a loud voice or we will fail ourselves 

and the next generation. I asks for trust; our work is larger than any of us, we must work together. I sees a 

region in peril, but determined with a commitment to make a difference. If what we did yesterday did not make 

the change then we need to shift a little to try to make the change tomorrow. This conference has been in-

tense with strong views, which are valid and passionate. In meetings with politicians they are concerned and 

looking to IUCN for help to bring together experts and indigenous knowledge for solutions. What inspires 

each person is what makes IUCN. 

The three day meeting ended with a better understanding of IUCN. Members, commission members and the 

secretariat were able to network discuss ways to improve internal collaboration, partnership and cooperation 

in the true spirit of the One Programme Charter. A follow-up meeting was proposed to be held in February in 

New Zealand to firm and confirm the IUCN Regional Plan 2017-2020. The meeting in a form of an informal 

dialogue is an opportunity to share information, experiences, and ideas regarding governance, issues, mo-

tions, and resolutions and preparations the IUCN World Conservation Congress. An opportunity for members 

and commission members in Oceania to discuss and support IUCN Oceania Secretariat throughout the inter-

sessional period and the progress of implementing the regional plan remains.  

Conclusion 
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Appendix 1: Agenda 

Oceania Regional Conservation Forum 

Great Council of Chiefs, Suva - Fiji, 13-15 July 2015 

Agenda 

The forum provided a platform for members to deliberate on concerted efforts to the realization of a just world 

that values and conserves nature. It also provided an opportunity for IUCN Members and selected represent-

atives from IUCN Commissions in Oceania to prepare for the 2016 IUCN World Conservation Congress. 

Sunday, 12 July 2015 

Constituent meetings – organised by National Committees 

Monday, 13 July 2015 

Great Council of Chiefs Meeting Complex 

08:30 – 10:00            Opening Session 

The Oceania Regional Conservation Forum (ORCF) will be officially opened. 

10:00 – 10:30  Morning Tea 

10:30 – 10:45  Organization of the Meeting ( 

10:45 – 11:20  Session 1: IUCN Oceania in Review 2012 - 2015 

11:20 – 13:00   Session 2: IUCN Intercessional Programme 2017 – 2020  

13.00-14.00  Lunch 

14.00 – 14:45  Session 2, Part II: IUCN Intercessional Programme 2017 – 2020  : Incorporating the 

Promise of Sydney 

14:45 – 15:15   Session 3, Part I:  IUCN Oceania Regional Plan   

15.15 – 15.45   Break – Afternoon Tea 

 

15:45 – 17:00  Session 3, Part II:  IUCN Oceania Regional Plan 

18.00 – 21:00  Opening Reception hosted by the Fiji Government, Grand Pacific Hotel 

 

Tuesday, 14 July 2015 

08:30 – 10:00            Session 4:  IUCN towards 2020 

10:00 – 10:30   Morning Tea 

Appendices 
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Appendices 

Agenda continued 

 

10:30 – 12:00     Session 5:  The Commission & National Committees 

12:00 – 13:00  Session 6: IUCN Governance, Part I  (Plenary) 

13:00 – 14:00     Lunch 

Side Event: Why and how should we use traditional knowledge in Red List assessments?  Commission on 
Environmental, Economic and Social Policy (CEESP) and Species Survival Commission (SSC), Great Coun-
cil of Chiefs Members Lounge. 

14.00 -15.00    Session 6: IUCN Governance, Part I 

15:00 – 15:30        Afternoon Tea 

15.30 – 16.15 Session 7: Governance, Part II - Update of the Motions Procedures, Nomination of 

Councillors & Resolutions Platform 

16.15 – 17.00 Session 8:  Biodiversity Offsets & Climate Change Policy Options 

17:30 – 20:30    Side Event 

Wednesday, 15 July 2015 

08:30 – 10:00  Session 9: “Planet at the Crossroads” – the 2016 World Conservation Congress 

10:00 – 10:30   Morning Tea 

10.30 – 11.15 Session 10: The Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services 

– Why Members should be engaged 

11.15 – 13.00   Session 11:  Motions Process 

13.00 – 14.00      Lunch 

Side Events: Healthy Parks, Healthy People – Members Lounge. 

Union Portal Demonstrations and use for new members – Breakout room 2 

14.00 – 15.00   Session 12:  Other Regional Matters 

15.00 – 16.00   Session 13:  Concluding Remarks 

16.00 – 16.30        Afternoon Tea  

END OF FORUM  

18.00 – 21.00   Island Night at Fiji Museum 
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Appendices 

Appendix 2: List of Participants 

Dr Brendan Mackey, Griiffith University, Australia 

Ms Catherine Wallace, Environment and Conserva-

tion Organizations of New Zealand 

Mr Christopher Phillip, WWF - New Zealand 

Ms Diana Shand, Environment and Conservation Or-

ganizations of New Zealand 

Ms Frances Horsley, Parks Victoria 

Dr Hugh Govan, Locally Managed Marine Area Net-

work 

Mr James (Jim) Thomas, Tenkile Conservation Alli-

ance 

Mr Jeff Smith, Australian Network of Environmental 

Defender`s Offices Ltd. 

Mr Jointly Sisiolo,  Ministry of Environment, Conserva-

tion and Meteorology 

Mr Jolame Nemani, Fiji National University 

Ms Katherine Zischka, ACIUCN 

Ms Kathryn Campbell, Parks Victoria 

Mr Kelvin Passfield, Te Ipukarea Society 

Mr Marika Tuiwawa, University of the South Pacific 

Mr Mark Christensen, New Zealand Conservation Au-

thority 

Mr Michael Mangawai, The Ministry of Lands and 

Natural Resources 

Dr Neil Gilbert, Antarctica New Zealand 

Mr Noe Yalap, Palau Protected Areas Network Fund 

Dr Paul Sinclair, Australian Conservation Foundation 

Dr Peter Cochrane, WCPA 

Dr Peter Smith, IUCN Commission on Ecosystem 

Management 

Ms Sally Barnes, Department of the Environment,      

Australia 

Mr Samuela Namosimalua, Fiji Environment 

Dr Simon Stuart, Species Survival Commission 

Mr Sioneheke Leolahi, Niue Island United Association 

of Non Government Organizations 

Ms Ta’hirih Hokafonu, Ministry of Meteorology, Ener-

gy, Information, Disaster Management, Environment, 

Climate Change & Communications (MEIDECC) 

Ms Teina Mackenzie, Te Ipukarea Society 

Mr Trinison Tarivonda, Department of Environmental 

Protection and Conservation 

Mr Wade Oestrich, Department of Environment and 

Heritage Protection 

Mr Rahul Chand, Department Environment 

Ms Leba Mataitini, Commission on Education and 

Communication 

Dr Hugh Grant, World Commission on Protected    

Areas 

Mr Kiniviliame Keteca, Observer, USP 

Mr Aminiasi Qareqare, Acting Director Environment, 

Fiji 

Mr Eleni Tokaduadua, Department of Environment, 

Fiji 

Mr Sele Tagivuni, Department of Environment, Fiji 

Ms Inger Andersen, Director General, IUCN 

Dr Enrique Lahmann, Global Director, Union Develop-

ment Group, IUCN 

Dr Jane Smart Global Director, Biodiversity and Con-

servation Group, IUCN 

Rev. Jeremaia Waqainabete, Eco-theologist,    

Methodist Church of Fiji 

All IUCN Oceania Regional Office Staff 
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