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AlterNet & Eklipse discussion on launching the collection of key messages for EU post 2020 biodiversity strategy by the scientific community

Editorial team rules
 

This protocol is experimental and will evolve. We must discuss it at the end of our meetings to make it change.

Composition of Editorial team at present:
Marie Vandewalle; Liisa Varumo; Frédéric Gosselin; Jorge Ventocilla ; Allan Watt; Miriam Grace; Jiska Van Dijk; Antonia Galanaki; Thibault Datry; Potentially: Irstea Humanities specialist
 
Summary of the process
Why?
Have the scientific community propose, screen and gradually select key messages for the EU commission to implement its post-2020 EU biodiversity strategy. We wish to elaborate key messages that are both policy relevant and scientifically sound.

Who?
The scientific community in general, with work organized under the auspice of ALTER-Net (http://www.alter-net.info/) & Eklipse (http://www.eklipse-mechanism.eu/).

What?
Key messages will be short (only one paragraph), with no direct scientific citation in it and not too much detail. Their link with current targets in the EU Biodiversity strategy will be explicitly mentioned where possible.

One key message is composed of: (i) one title; (ii) lines of rationale/justification/context; (iii) a recommendation for the EU commission (the core of the key message); (iv) the links of the key message with the EU 2020 biodiversity strategy.


How?
The given key messages will be noted and commented by the scientific community on an Internet survey site (this one). A priori, much like species do, based on the notes and comments, some key messages will be removed (extinction), some will be kept for our final list (qualification), some will evolve and some new key messages will appear. This means that the list of key messages might change through time and you are welcome to come back to this site periodically. We will keep track of the life history of all the key messages.

You can participate as many times as you wish to this survey. You can answer any question you want. Only the questions marked with a star (*) - esp. on your background – have to be filled.

Only contributions by people with scientific experience will be taken into account.

Your contributions will remain anonymous, except for the work of the Editorial team. We ask you whether we can acknowledge your contribution in the report we'll produce and contact you for helping us write a scientific paper based on this material if you agree to this (first question below).


What next?
1- The results will be discussed during the ALTER-Net & Eklipse conference in Ghent (17-19 june 2019 : http://www.alter-net.info/events/alter-net-conf-2019)
2- We will consult the scientific community regarding ordering a closed list of key messages (a priori less than 40)
3- A report and a scientific publication will be written based on this material (end of 2019)

Editorial meetings:
We plan to do a 1h30 Editorial meeting approximately every week. 

To keep the workload feasible, we plan to have at most 20 key messages active on the survey site.
 
Prior to editorial meetings:
Frédéric will send the editorial team approx. 2 days before the editorial meeting the Excel file called Management_key_messages_anonymous.xlsx that will collect all the info on the Internet site, including the latest, except the names of the persons.
 
Each KM has one person responsible for it. This person will analyze the inputs from the Internet site sent by Frédéric and propose (by attending the meeting or sending written info prior to the meeting) for each editorial meeting changes for the KM between: "keep it unchanged" on the web site, "change it", "remove it" (extinction) and "qualify it" (= keep it on our final list and remove it from the site), and some rationale for this. 
In the case of change of the KM, the KM is replaced by a new, “child” KM, with a new number. We will distinguish mild changes, in which case comments on the parent KM are kept of the child KM, from strong changes, where previous comments are not kept.

In case comments concern the interaction of the KM with another one, the persons responsible for both key messages should get in touch to prepare a proposal together.

If we have a lot of KMs to manage, we might consider another state for KMs: “frozen state”, i.e. removed temporarily from survey site but might be reintegrated.

All attendees to the editorial team should manage some live key message(s). KMs will be distributed among us according to our expertise: 1 to 3 KMs per person. In case of change of a KM, the same person should remain responsible for the child KM.

All members of the editorial team read the proposals of new key messages and devise (i) whether they are linked with one of the KM they are responsible for and (ii) whether we should keep the proposal as a new KM or not, and the reasons why.

Criteria for decisions:
· Key messages will be judged mainly on their scientific and policy relevance and not on the scientific qualification of the person. Yet, scientific qualification of people (PhD or not) can be taken into account for the scientific knowledge question, and possibly for the comments question depending on its content.
· We start with a qualitative approach of KM selection/extinction. Criteria are both policy relevance and scientific knowledge in relation to the KM. A KM should be good on policy relevance; it might not have knowledge substantiating it. But it must not have scientific knowledge against it.

During the editorial meetings:
 The editorial team will choose a priori by consensus (or by voting if we do not agree) what to do for each key message and the justifications for these choices.
 
 
After the editorial meetings:
In case of any change of status of a KM (“change it”, “remove it”, “qualify it”), the person responsible for the KM will prepare a doc file containing (cf. example in Appendix):
(i) The number and text of the KM
(ii) The list of (anonymous) inputs on the key message
(iii) In case the message is changed, the text for the new key message.
(iv) The reasons of the change: no more than one paragraph, that can refer to the inputs.
The doc file should be uploaded on Trello (Key messages section) and sent to Frédéric Gosselin (for update of the Excle file and of the Internet survey site).

Numbers of new key messages will be declinations of former numbers in case of change (ex: 5a instead of 5).
The pdf files for extinct KMs will be collated in a single file. The pdf files for qualified messages will be located in a single file. The pdf files for changed messages will be collated in a single file.  These files will be sent to Marie, to be posted on Eklipse web site. 



Appendix: example of file containing elements for the modification of a Key Message.

	
Transition from Key Message n°1 to Key Message n°1a

Author: Frédéric Gosselin

Date of change: 04/03/2019

Original text KM1
Natura 2000 / Climate change. Natura 2000 network has been designed in a context where climate change was not considered as important. This context has changed and some voices have proposed to re-think and re-evaluate reserve networks in general or Natura 2000 in particular in the light of on-going climate change. EU commission should therefore organize an independent scientific evaluation of Habitats directive to devise whether modifications of the strategy are warranted.

Link with EU Biodiversity strategy: Target 1, Protect species and habitats, particularly Action 1: Complete the Natura 2000 network and ensure its good management http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/strategy/target1/index_en.htm .


List of anonymous imputs:

	ID
	Policy relevance
	 Level of scientific knowledge substantiating the key message
	Comments

	2
	9
	Well established
	If I agree with primary key message (the first 2 sentences), I think the „proposed solution could be discussed, or further elaborated.

	3
	10
	Well established
	Some works howverev insit on the fact that existing reserve networks keep their interest in the face of climate change: e.g. Thomas, C.D., P.K. Gillingham, R.B. Bradbury, D.B. Roy, B.J. Anderson et al., 2012. Protected areas facilitate species' range expansions. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America , 109(35), 14063-14068. But as the call of the message is to make an evaluation I am in favor of it.

	4
	8
	Mixed (knowledge pro and con)
	In this context more scientific work is needed on 'ecological conditions' and its indicators. JRC is working on this and also Norway (NINA). They need help and it needs to done with including more expertise / disciplines.

	5
	8
	Unknown
	I would suggest including “scenarios” in the first sentence (“… where climate change scenarios were not considered as important”)

	6
	10
	Partially established
	1. Protected areas not "reserves". 2. ...in general and Natura 2000..., not "or" 3. the recommendation (last sentence) should be more general, relating to various measures to adapt to climate change.

	7
	8
	Well established
	This revision should also integrate a consideration of harmonization of policy for designing and revising Natura2000 and other conservation areas.

	8
	9
	Well established
	

	9
	8
	Partially established
	It will be helpful to include some evidence about the type and number of ecosystems represented in Natura 2000 as well as one or two examples of areas potentially vulnerable due to climate change.



New text proposed (slight change) (KM n°1a)
Natura 2000 / Climate change. Natura 2000 network has been designed in a context where climate change was not considered as important. This context has changed and some voices have proposed to re-think and re-evaluate protected area networks in general and Natura 2000 in particular in the light of on-going climate change. EU commission should therefore organize an evaluation of the Habitats directive to devise whether modifications of the directive are warranted in the climate change context.

Link with EU Biodiversity strategy: Target 1, Protect species and habitats, particularly Action 1: Complete the Natura 2000 network and ensure its good management http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/strategy/target1/index_en.htm .


Reasons for change: 
Comment ID#9, #5 and #7 considered too specific for a KM.

Agreement with proposals of ID#2 and ID#6: 
· Reserve -> protected area
· in general or Natura 2000 in particular -> … in general and Natura 2000 in particular
· more general writing of the last sentence to render it more open. An independent scientific evaluation is one of the options or components of the option.

Comments inside the editorial team to replace strategy by directive in the last sentence.

Questions remaining:
Discuss with #7 whether we should include harmonization with other protected area strategies in the same KM or make a separate KM. To be discussed again next time.
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