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INTRODUCTION
1.1
The Important Bird Area Concept

Important Bird Areas are places on earth of the highest global priority for biodiversity conservation. They are irreplaceable 'hotspots' and potentially vulnerable. Identified nationally, from data gathered locally and using scientific internationally standardised criteria, IBAs form a worldwide network of sites for the conservation of nature. When effectively conserved this global network of around 15,000 IBAs covering [xxx km2] will protect over x% of the world's biological diversity on only y% of our planets surface.

The Important Bird Area concept was created in the early 1980s by BirdLife International. It is now actively used by civil society groups, governments, NGOs (including all members of the BirdLife network), international agencies and scientists all over the world as a tool for setting priorities and achieving conservation action. IBAs are widely recognised by local communities, national legislation and policy, international agreements and regulations, and multilateral instruments and organisations. 

As of March 2006 over 8000 IBAs have been identified, mapped and documented in 178 countries and at sea by BirdLife. 64 National IBA Inventories (see Annex 1) and four Regional Directories (covering Europe, Middle East, Africa and Asia) have been published with regional volumes to be completed for the Americas, the Pacific and Antarctica by 2008. Marine IBA identification is ongoing.

Much progress has been made in to conservation of IBAs following their identification. The BirdLife Partnership alone own/manage over xxx IBAs as Nature Reserves, over X% of IBAs in the European Union have been given Special Protection Area status under the Birds Directive (a piece of EU legislation), Y% of Africa's IBAs are included in official Protected Areas and over Z% of all IBAs are now designated as RAMSAR sites under the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance.

A major new concept in site based conservation has been created by the BirdLife Partnership to conserve IBAs - the IBA Site Support Group. SSGs are local community groups who strive to conserve an IBA through sustainable management of the site.  Such action brings local grass roots engagement, active community participation, improved livelihoods and grows a constituency for conservation while ensuring the long term protection of the site.

1.2 
Purpose of this Document

In its current forward plan, A Strategy for Birds and People,  the BirdLife International Partnership have set themselves the task of identifying, conserving and promoting a global network of internationally important sites for birds and biodiversity with three specific objectives, two indicators by which to measure progress and some high level targets. 

Future Directions for IBA Conservation sets out a shared vision for how BirdLife will achieve this. While IBA identification is well advanced, much more needs to be done to promote and conserve in perpetuity these critically important sites. Future Directions for IBA Conservation describes all elements of the BirdLife Important Bird Area programme together with a set of global goals to be achieved through the BirdLife Partnership in collaboration with others by 2015. It provides a cross reference to all other key BirdLife IBA documentation that exists.

1.3 
BirdLife's Objectives for Site Conservation

As the biggest worldwide nature conservation network, the BirdLife International Partnership share a vision of a world rich in biodiversity, with people and nature living in harmony, equitably and sustainably. The Partnership's collective mission is to conserve wild birds, their habitats and global biodiversity, by working with people towards sustainability in the use of natural resources. 

To achieve its mission the Partnership has adopted a shared plan - A Strategy of Birds and People - that sets out a series of conservation objectives covering the period 2004 to 2015 for saving species, protecting sites, conserving habitats and empowering people.

The BirdLife conservation objectives for protecting sites are:

· Identify and monitor a network of international Important Bird Areas (IBAs)

· Conserve, protect and restore the global network of IBAs

· Promote IBAs as key biodiversity areas

To measure progress towards achieving these objectives the BirdLife Strategy proposes the following indicators need to be regularly assessed:

The condition and safeguard status of all IBAs

The representation of key biodiversity areas, including IBAs, in national, regional and global policies, plans and agreements.

Through the implementation of these objectives and measuring these indicators the Birdlife Partnership will safeguard a worldwide network of IBAs as a major component of its Strategy by 2015.
1.4 
What Are Important Bird Areas?
Biodiversity is not distributed evenly across the globe. Therefore to achieve its mission of conserving birds, their habitats and global biodiversity, the BirdLife Partnership has created a method of identifying the most important places on earth for birds - Important Bird Areas - so that conservation effort and resources can be applied in the most cost effective and efficient way.

Important Birds Areas are:

· Places of international significance for the conservation of birds and other biodiversity.

· Recognised world-wide as practical tools for conservation

· Distinct areas amenable to practical conservation action

· Identified using standardised, agreed criteria

· Sites that together form part of a wider, integrated approach to the conservation and sustainable use of the natural environment.

BirdLife's approach to conservation integrates species, site and habitat conservation into a unified strategy which, when combined with sustaining human needs, serves as a comprehensive conservation blue print for all BirdLife Partners. The BirdLife Important Bird Area Programme is designed to identify, protect and manage a network of sites of international importance for birds and to compliment programmes that focus on species and habitats. While IBAs are specific sites, they are of course key to the conservation of species and habitats and also to sustaining people’s livelihoods in many areas. Thus the IBA concept is central to all aspects of the BirdLife approach to achieving sustained biodiversity conservation.

The first IBA inventory was prepared for the European Commission in 1981 and covered 694 sites in the (then) nine member states on the European Community (O & M 1981).  The first region-wide IBA documented 2,444 sites across Europe in (Grimmett & Jones 1989) followed by regional directories for 391 IBAs in the Middle East (Evans 1984), 3,619 IBAs in all 51 countries of Europe - second edition - (Heath and Evans 2000), xxx IBAs of Africa (Fishpool and Evans 2001), and  xxx IBAs in Asia (BirdLife International 2004). The first national IBA inventory was published for xxxx (yyyy 19xx). As of 2006 a total of xxx national inventories have been published (see Annex xx).

[Need to add in some history of IBA advocacy and action as well as documentation]

IBA programmes are divided into four overlapping stages:

· Start up: consultation, background content assessment, stakeholder analysis and establishment of national partnership and agreements; setting up a suitable institutional framework involving the cooperation of others such as government agencies, development NGO, universities, etc. Agreeing national objectives.

· Identification: the process of identifying potential IBA sites, data collection, field surveys; production of an IBA inventory and population of a database.

· Action planning: setting priorities and implementing advocacy, action and monitoring for IBAs.

· National site conservation programme: establishing a sustainable management cycle in which a programme of advocacy, action and monitoring for the national INA network is established with security of funding.
2.
IDENTIFICATION & MONITORING
2.1
Identification

2.1.1
Basic Principles

The IBA identification process aims to locate, list and document all the sites that are critically significant (both individually and as networks) for bird conservation. In principle, IBAs are identified nationally, using data collected locally and applying criteria agreed regionally or globally. 

To qualify as an IBA, a site must meet agreed, standard criteria. These criteria address the two key issues of concern in site conservation: vulnerability and irreplaceability. The four categories of criteria thus cover (a) globally threatened species (vulnerability) and (b) three classes of geographically concentrated species (irreplaceability): restricted-range species, biome-restricted species and congregatory species.

Usually, the BirdLife Partner, Partner Designate, Affiliate or country programme will lead nationally in IBA identification. Where there is no BirdLife network organisation in-country, a different approach is adopted. This might involve a desk exercise that brings together the available published and unpublished information, relying on national expertise as far as possible. It might involve an organisation outside the BirdLife network. Other regional mechanisms can also be used, for example where there is ongoing species or habitat action planning.

IBA identification is based on data that are as complete and up-to-date as possible. While one or a few people might lead in compiling these data, a wide range of stakeholders (and expertise) are involved in agreeing the initial list and verifying site-specific information. 

The IBA identification process provides an opportunity to build the foundation for effective conservation of IBAs. As far as possible, the process is used to:

· Develop technical and conservation capacity within country, especially within BirdLife;

· Build partnerships between key organisations (both Government and non-Government) concerned with IBA conservation;

· Build broad understanding of the IBA process, and broad ownership of the initial site list;

· Focus any new survey work on the most important gaps in knowledge.

[Links: Fishpool & Evans 2001, Bennun & Fishpool 2000]

IBA identification usually involves one or more national workshops to bring together experts and other stakeholders, draw-up and debate the draft lists, and undertake an initial gap analysis to ensure that relevant ‘trigger’ species have not been left out. In some countries, it has proved useful to set up a co-ordination mechanism through an IBA National Liaison Committee. Such a Committee can help take IBA conservation work forward. 
[Links: Africa IBA conservation toolkit]

2.1.2
IBA Criteria and Their Application 

The global IBA criteria fall into four categories:

A1 Species of global conservation concern

A2 Assemblage of restricted-range species

A3 Assemblage of biome-restricted species

A4 Congregations

[Links: see XXXX for more detail]
For each category, and each region, a list of ‘trigger’ species is drawn up, together, where appropriate, with population thresholds. This process is co-ordinated by the BirdLife Secretariat. Populations of these ‘trigger’ species form the basis for identification of particular sites as IBAs.

The overall IBA categories and criteria are standardised globally. For practical reasons, notes to support the application of each criterion are developed separately for each region. It is the BirdLife Secretariat’s task to develop (in consultation with the network) and maintain the taxonomic list of species and population thresholds to be used for each IBA category. The Secretariat also has to maintain consistent standards, making sure that agreed criteria are applied in a transparent, consistent and common-sense way.

Regional and sub-regional criteria (see below) are standardised regionally and sub-regionally, respectively. At these levels, the thresholds take into account the sub-global criteria already developed elsewhere in the world.
2.1.3
When is an IBA ‘identified’?

IBA information may sometimes be published separately in several places – including regional and national directories, and national update documents. 
This could lead to confusion if the lists and other information do not agree with each other. For this reason, it is essential that one set of information is considered definitive. The definitive set is that held in the BirdLife World Bird Database (WBDB). The web-enabled WBDB will allow updates and revisions to IBA information to be entered directly by the designated national IBA co-ordinators. 

It will also be possible to add new sites and downlist existing ones. Changes to the IBA list itself must follow the general rules of the IBA update process (see below). They must also be checked by Secretariat staff to ensure consistency of standards. Once verified, these changes are incorporated into the ‘official’ WBDB and become the definitive data made available by BirdLife to the outside world.

IBAs may also sometimes be identified by organisations outside BirdLife, for example where the BirdLife network has no presence, or through collaborative work on Key Biodiversity Areas (e.g., with Conservation International). Where sites are identified as KBAs for other taxa as well as birds, there may also be issues regarding site delineation. Guidelines are being developed for handling such cases [link]. Again, a basic rule is that no site may be identified as an IBA until it has been vetted by Secretariat staff and the data incorporated in the WBDB.

 [Links: All regional IBA directories; guidance notes/lists by region]

2.1.4
Sub-global IBAs

BirdLife aims to identify global-level IBAs across the world. However, IBAs may also be identified at the regional or sub-regional level. The respective region decides whether and when IBAs below the global level should be identified. Regional criteria are based on the four global IBA categories and should not introduce new elements to the framework. However, they may, for example, use lower thresholds and different species lists (e.g., of regionally threatened rather than globally threatened birds). These criteria should be standardised as far as possible across regions, though thresholds may vary.

Identifying IBAs at the national, state or local level may have substantial conservation value in particular countries that have the resources to protect these sites. Partners in those countries must decide whether or not to identify such sites, and how to develop appropriate criteria. However, all IBAs recognized by BirdLife International (the Partnership as a whole as opposed to individual Partners) must be sites of international conservation significance. This is essential to maintain the wider credibility of the IBA designation. The smallest scale for recognition by BirdLife is sub-regional (in terms of area, this can be defined as larger than c. 3 million square kilometres), for example the European Union and southern Africa. For very large countries, such as Australia, Russia or the USA, national level IBAs are effectively equivalent to sub-regional ones. IBAs identified as significant only at smaller scales than this are not included in the WBDB, nor in global and regional analyses and syntheses.

[Links: regional/sub-regional criteria for Europe, southern Africa, the USA]

2.1.5
Marine IBAs

Until recently, the main focus of IBA identification has been on terrestrial environments (including inland and coastal wetlands). Extending IBAs to the marine realm is important but poses both conceptual and practical challenges.

Criteria for marine IBAs are under active discussion within BirdLife. Criteria are being developed for the following situations:

· Seaward extensions of breeding colonies, for both short-ranging species (e.g. coastal birds such as many terns, gulls and cormorants) long-ranging species (e.g. larger penguins and gannets), as well as those albatrosses which, while chicks are young, may travel 100–200 km from their nest sites.

· Important foraging areas for pelagic species, often on highly productive shelf-break areas, eddies and upwellings, which may be hundreds of kilometres from breeding colonies. These occur, for example, in the Humboldt Current, the Patagonian Shelf, the Antarctic Polar Frontal Zone, the Benguela Current and the Canary Current.

· Coastal concentrations of non-breeding waterbirds, including feeding and moulting divers, grebes and benthos-feeding ducks.

· Migration bottlenecks.

Lists of existing marine IBAs (mainly in coastal zones) are also being compiled.

Responsibility for designating IBAs on the high seas, if this proves appropriate, will be led by the Secretariat through the Global Seabird Programme. Designation of IBAs within territorial water will be led by the country concerned.

[Links: Reports of Spanish and Portuguese workshops; reports on Wallace marine IBAs project]

2.1.6
Publication & Data Handling

IBA data are entered and stored in the World Bird Database (WBDB). Presently the IBA component of the WBDB is being developed into a web-based tool that will allow national IBA co-ordinators to enter, access and update data as they need to.

The information required for a full IBA description include: geographical data on the site’s name, location and land ownership; details of the criteria under which it qualifies; ornithological data on the qualifying species; and data on habitat, land-use, threat and conservation responses. Digitised boundary maps (and other geographical information) should also form part of a complete description, but are still lacking for many sites. [More info: IBA directory p 9; WBDB screens]

WBDB is essential for data management and analysis, and makes information publicly available over the Data Zone of www.birdlife.org. For advocacy and routine reference, however, national and regional IBA directories are invaluable. These could be published in book or in CD form. By [date], XX national directories had been published, most of them in national languages. [For a list, see XXXX]. Regional directories have also appeared for Europe, the Middle East, Africa, Asia and the Tropical Andes.  

2.1.7
Updating the List

The web-enabled WBDB allows the information on individual sites to be updated at any time. The results of IBA monitoring (see below) will also feed into this.

New information, and changes in the taxonomy, threat and range status and population levels that underlie application of the IBA criteria, may alter which sites qualify for IBA designation. New sites may now qualify, or existing sites may cease to. It is not straightforward to find the best frequency with which such changes should be implemented. This is because the stability of the list, and the credibility of the underlying biology, are both important but may pull in opposite directions.

The update process is under active discussion within BirdLife. Interim recommendations are that:

· New sites that meet the IBA criteria may (following vetting and confirmation by the Secretariat) be added to global and regional IBA lists at any time. 

· Monitoring data on sites should be collected routinely, and the implications of taxonomic and Red List shifts among species tracked. 
· Using this information, the entire global IBA list should be reviewed and updated every 10 years with the first such review in 2010.

· Sites should only be removed from the list during such a major review, and then only when they have failed to meet the IBA criteria for at least four consecutive years
.

· Such sites should not be removed from the list when it is viable to restore them to their former value for birds (though their current failure to meet the criteria must be noted).

2.1.8
Potential IBAs

In the past, some sites have been identified as ‘potential’ IBAs. This may be because they are thought likely to qualify under one or more of the IBA criteria, but data are lacking. Or it may be that they contain populations of particular bird species that do not currently qualify the site as an IBA, but are thought likely to do so once their status has been brought up to date. For instance, a site might hold a congregatory species whose biogeographic population estimate is being revised downwards, or a currently near-threatened species whose threat status is being revised upwards. 

Changes to the lists of IBA trigger species inevitably lag some way behind advances in knowledge. For this reason there has sometimes been pressure to add such ‘potential’ sites to the IBA lists. With the continuous update process now proposed, supported by the web-enabled WBDB, such delays should be less problematic than before. Where appropriate for conservation purposes, potential IBAs may be listed in published national directories, with their provisional status being clearly flagged. However, they cannot be added to the definitive list held in the WBDB until they have clearly met the IBA criteria.

Potential Goals for IBA Identification:  by 2015 or earlier
· Criteria for marine IBAs and for biome-restricted assemblages refined and agreed

· At least 95% of the world’s terrestrial and marine IBAs (at global level) identified and documented

· Consistent standards applied across the world for internationally important IBAs

· IBA update process defined and agreed, and transparently linked to updates in species information

· IBA information in WBDB authoritative and up-to-date

· National IBA directories published (on paper or electronically) in appropriate national languages in all BirdLife network countries
2.2 
Monitoring

2.2.1
Basic Principles

IBA monitoring is one element of a wider framework for monitoring progress towards BirdLife’s strategic objectives and more widely the world’s progress in conserving biodiversity and achieving sustainability. This includes monitoring of species, sites and habitats. At the national level, IBA monitoring is essential to track and respond to threats, understand the status and trends of biodiversity, and assess the effectiveness of conservation efforts. Internationally, a standardised system will allow national data to be compiled regionally and globally. This should provide a powerful tool for international conservation advocacy and fundraising.

While the results of monitoring are very important for IBA conservation, nationally and globally, the monitoring process often has many helpful side-benefits too. These include, for example, creating awareness, developing technical capacity, engaging local communities and site management authorities, and building a national constituency for IBA conservation.

Ideally, all IBAs in a country should be regularly monitored. IBA monitoring information should be collated nationally every four years, in a cycle starting in 2007. This timing is designed to mesh with the schedule for Red List assessments, and for BirdLife’s World Conferences: monitoring data can be collected more frequently (e.g. annually), and this will often be useful at the national level, but regional and global syntheses will be carried out on the four-year cycle.

This regular monitoring can be done in very simple and inexpensive ways — and this is essential for sustainability. The minimal requirement is regular collection of information on at least one appropriate indicator for each of pressure (= threats), state (= condition) and response (= conservation action). 

More in-depth monitoring may be appropriate, where resources allow, at a subset of priority sites. The sites and variables to monitor need careful selection. Such monitoring must be linked clearly to site conservation objectives.

Almost always, IBA monitoring will require working in close partnership with other organisations, especially site management authorities. If monitoring is ‘institutionalised’ within these organisations, so that it becomes part of their routine work, then direct costs can be kept relatively low. Extra resources will be needed, however, for co-ordination, training and reporting.

Remote sensing can be combined with monitoring on the ground to track changes in habitat extent and (to some extent) quality. This is especially useful for sites that are hard to visit or too big to assess easily. The use of remote sensing for IBA monitoring is being trialled by several BirdLife Partners. In Africa, a region-wide project is ongoing in collaboration with the European Union’s Joint Research Centre in Ispra, Italy. This aims, among other things, to test and refine remote-sensing methodology for different habitat types, and develop practical protocols that can be used by BirdLife Partners (link: project outline and reports).
This approach is built on the principle that monitoring is participatory. Thus, data should be held and owned by the organisations that collect them. National results feed up further to the regional and global levels, co-ordinated by the BirdLife Secretariat.

[Links: IBA monitoring framework, Kenya IBA monitoring paper (Bennun et al. 2005), Africa IBA conservation toolkit, DOF monitoring reports, other…]

2.2.2
BirdLife IBA Monitoring Framework 

As well as implementation guidelines, The IBA monitoring framework provides a standardised way to assign scores to selected indicators for the status of IBA biodiversity (‘state’), threats (‘pressure’) and conservation actions (‘response’). Comparing scores between years gives an indication of trends.

In each case, a standard methodology is followed to assign scores to one of four levels (e.g. for threat, ‘low’, ‘medium’, ‘high’ or ‘very high’). Trend scores, representing changes between assessment, can thus range from -3 to +3.  



The scoring system uses a ‘weakest link’ approach, applied to the species for which an IBA qualifies (its ‘trigger species’).Thus, if trigger species differ in their status, the species in the worst situation provides the score for the site as a whole. 



This approach allows clear and easily-understood presentation of the results, both site-by-site and between sites, in a similar way for each of Pressure, State and Response. Its simplicity is appropriate for a system that will often be based on qualitative data, and which aims to capture a valid general impression (rather than a precise measurement) of status and trend. 



With only four levels, however, the step between each level is large. This makes the scores relatively insensitive to change. More detailed information is not lost but is captured through the methods for arriving at these overall ‘headline’ scores in the World Bird Database. The framework also guides the capture of specific information on particular responses, such as the presence and activities of Site Support Groups (SSGs).  

2.2.3
Reporting and Indicators

The new web-enabled WBDB provides the tools for capturing IBA monitoring information (both summary scores and detailed annotation).

Monitoring can be used to inform more-or-less detailed national reports on IBA status. These are valuable advocacy tools, and also provide immediately useful input to national reporting under international environmental agreements such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and Convention on Wetlands (Ramsar).

Providing the framework is used consistently, IBA monitoring scores can be used to provide summary indicators at national, regional and global levels. These measures can be analysed in a range of ways, for example by habitat or IBA category type, protection status or SSG presence.

In addition to the scores, an internal BirdLife indicator can be calculated on the presence, size and activities of SSGs. This is important in measuring progress towards the objectives under ‘Empowering people’ in the BirdLife strategy.

Another useful measure relates to the set of indicators agreed by the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) for measuring progress towards the 2010 target (to ‘reduce the rate of biodiversity loss’). The CBD indicator ‘Coverage of protected areas’ has a sub-indicator ‘Coverage of key biodiversity areas by protected areas’. BirdLife’s IBA data provide the only reliable current measure of this, and a way to calculate an appropriate index has been developed.

[More info: Kenya IBA status report(s), SBSTTA handouts, US-MCC methodology document]

Potential Goals for IBA Monitoring: by 2015 or earlier
· The utility of IBA monitoring recognised across the network, and the global IBA monitoring framework adopted as the appropriate methodology

· IBA monitoring implemented effectively across the network on a 4-yearly cycle

· Monitoring of IBA condition outside the network carried out on a 4-year cycle using remotely-sensed information

· Policy-relevant results regularly reported and appropriately communicated at national, regional and global level

· High-level IBA indicators developed and tested, and adopted by major international conservation mechanisms, including the CBD

3. 
CONSERVATION, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION
3.1 
Planning

3.1.1
National Plans

Once IBAs have been identified and documented … what next? Moving on to the task of conservation can seem daunting. So many sites, so many threats, so few resources: where do you start?
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            Diagram 1. One can say that each IBA is a case on its own with many specific variables and characteristics to be taken into account in order effectively achieve its conservation in the long term. Selecting the right approach and adapting it over time as circumstances evolve it is also a critical component of prioritising and strategising for action. The diagram offers a summary of some of the most common categories of approaches to conserve IBAs.
No doubt some action and advocacy will already be under way for certain IBAs. Before launching into any more, however, it makes sense to pause and take a little time to plan. A national IBA planning process – producing a National IBA Conservation Strategy, or NIBACS – has many potential benefits. It brings together the key stakeholders in IBA conservation to agree:

· Where is conservation action needed most urgently?

· What are the needs for intervention – what broad classes of action will work best for particular sites? 

· Who needs to be involved, and what should their roles and responsibilities be?

· What wider policy and legal changes may be needed?

· What advocacy is needed to engage institutions and bring about reform in policy and regulations?

It is unlikely that BirdLife Partners can directly manage more than a very few, if any, IBAs in their country. Their legal mandate, financial resources and capacity cannot often extend beyond this. However, Partners do have the interest and ability to bring together the relevant players, co-ordinate joint planning and stimulate effective actions. 

A NIBACS need not — and usually should not — be a long or complex document. It should provide a clear but simple focus for action and advocacy by a range of organisations. Further detail can be added later, for instance in specific site management plans. 

Other national and sub-national plans need to be kept in mind when developing a NIBACS. Ideally, a NIBACS should feed directly into national biodiversity policies and strategies, such as National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans developed under the CBD. If the timing is right, development of a NIBACS process can sometimes be made an integral part of these more general, usually Government-led, processes. More often, the recommendations of a NIBACS will need advocacy (see below) to ensure they inform decision-making. Ensuring that the right people and institutions take part in developing the plan, and feel ownership of it, is crucial.

Suggested themes and sub-themes for a typical NIBACS, and the issues to consider under each, can be found in the GEF-Africa IBA toolkit. Example NIBACS are available for several countries, including XXX. 

[Links: Generic NIBACS headings, sample NIBACS]

3.1.2
Regional Plans

Regional IBA Conservation Strategies (or RIBACS) have a different purpose. These are documents designed primarily by and for the BirdLife Partnership in order to provide focus and guidance in the development of national strategies. However, they are useful for external audiences too, particularly for advocacy; and it can be helpful to involve other, regional, stakeholders in the development of RIBACS where relevant and feasible. RIBACS set out how the BirdLife Partnership will collectively attempt to ensure effective IBA conservation in particular regions. They thus provide the link between this global IBA strategy and individual NIBACS. Example RIBACS are available for Africa and for Asia. 

IBA conservation strategies should be time-bound. Information, site status, threats and responses are constantly changing, as is, in most cases, the wider socio-economic and political landscape. Ideally, there should be a regular process of review and adjustment of existing plans. This should be based as far as possible on information from IBA monitoring. With a 4-year cycle for collating monitoring information, it makes sense to plan for a review of IBA conservation strategies on a similar time-scale.

3.1.3
Setting Priorities for Action

By definition, all IBAs are priorities for conservation. However, it is clear that action is needed more urgently for some than for others. Since the resources to take action are always limited, it is essential to work out where interventions should be targeted first. This does not imply that any IBAs are dispensable, but provides a rational way of minimising biodiversity loss.

Setting priorities for action is not straightforward. Many interacting factors are involved, and how these are balanced is often a matter of values as much as of objective science. A priority-setting exercise may have no ‘right’ answers, but there are some important elements to maximising its usefulness:

· Follow a clear, well-defined and agreed methodology

· Understand and make explicit the assumptions involved, and how these are likely to affect the results

· Ensure that the process is genuinely participatory, and involves the major stakeholders who will act on these priorities – there is no point in having a set of priorities if no-one then takes any notice of it

· Before accepting the results, review them and flag up any surprises (and if necessary, go back and review the methodology)

· Agree a process and timetable for update.

3.1.4
Elements to Consider in Priority-setting

Setting priorities for action is about understanding urgency: with limited resources, where should the investment be made first?  One way to think about this is to consider the potential impact on biodiversity if no effective intervention is made at a site. Simply put, this depends on the relative biodiversity importance of a site and the degree of threat, or vulnerability. Where a site has high importance and high threat, it represents a potential large loss of biodiversity in the near future. Intervention at such a site is more urgent than at a site with lower importance and/or lower threat. 

A further factor, however, is opportunity (or its inverse, cost). If intervention at a site with high importance and high threat will be enormously expensive, how does this alter the priority?

Importance and threat are also not straightforward concepts. How does an IBA designated for restricted-range species match up, in importance, to one designated for congregatory species? Are all sites designated for a particular ‘trigger’ species considered equal, even though they might hold different populations of that species? It is not just the site’s own biological composition that matters, but how this relates to other sites. Do the trigger species occur only at a particular IBA, making it highly ‘irreplaceable’, or at many sites, giving additional spatial options for conservation?  

Similarly, threat has two elements: site-based threat (how likely is it that the site will lose its value for one or more trigger species?) and species-based threat (how likely is it that a trigger species will become globally extinct?). These two measures of vulnerability will sometimes coincide, but not always. They have different implications for conservation prioritisation: in particular, they interact differently with conservation opportunity. 

A practical priority-setting framework must address these complications, but also recognise that information on IBAs is often patchy and inadequate: the framework must work well in a data-poor situation.

3.1.5
Priority-setting Frameworks

Dealing with these entangled factors requires some simplifying assumptions. BirdLife has developed a straightforward approach to setting priorities for action, for IBAs at the national level [more info: doc on priority-setting; Kenya IBA directory; Africa GEF toolkit; other national examples?]. This uses a scoring method. Each IBA is ranked in turn for each IBA category (threatened species, restricted-range species, biome-restricted species and congregations) based on the species populations it holds. These scores are then combined to give a single, overall importance ranking. This allows the different ‘currencies’ of the categories to be combined into one measure. The scoring assumes that (as relevant) more trigger species, higher threat status and/or larger congregations equate to greater importance. 

In parallel, possible threats are assessed using the approach and threat categories outlined in the IBA monitoring framework. This assesses threats based on their likely impacts on the bird species of concern, looking at timing, scope and severity. [Link: threat assessment methodology.] The overall threat score is the single highest score from among all the different threats assessed. 

Combining threats and importance in a matrix allows IBAs to be categorised by priority for action: either ranked individually or (perhaps more helpfully) in categories, such as Critical, Urgent and High.

The final step involves an assessment of existing interventions and the feasibility and cost of doing more, leading to a plan for site-specific advocacy and action.

This approach does not assess irreplaceability directly: in other words, sites are not considered in relation to others. Irreplaceability can be assessed using a complementarity analysis. At the national level, this has drawbacks, because the wider regional context is not considered. There is a risk of too much weight being given to IBAs that contain species that are widespread regionally but occur in few places in that particular country. At the regional level, this is not such a problem. Priority-setting across a region can use complementarity analysis (see below) for each category in turn, with irreplaceability scores being averaged across the four categories for each site. These are used instead of the ranks based on species populations.
3.1.6
Planning for Site Networks

It is simplest for regional and national IBA conservation strategies to treat each IBA as an individual unit. While this is straightforward and useful, it also has some limitations:

· Effective conservation will often depend on linking sites together. Ideally, conservation strategies should consider if, and how, sites need to be connected, and what the implications are for the landscape outside the IBA. Buffer zones, corridors, stepping stones (including sites that may not themselves qualify as IBAs) and management of the productive landscape may all need consideration. [More info: new analyses and guidance on area-demanding species, fragmentation issues etc. – all in early stages still!]

· Considering each site alone may not yield an efficient plan for conservation of the network. Where the IBA conservation strategy is informing plans to expand the protected areas network, or a similar exercise, it is a good idea to use modern analytical techniques for conservation planning based on complementarity. These assess the value of each new site in the light of what is already represented in the network. [Links: Key papers and reviews ]

· IBA conservation plans cannot ignore the risks and uncertainty posed by climate change. Plans can deal with this using simple rules of thumb, focusing on sites that cover a spectrum of habitat types or a large altitudinal range. Modelling climate changes, and predicting the consequent changes in habitat type and bird distribution, is a much more difficult but also more informative approach. Such work is already underway for IBAs in Africa. Climate change is already a reality, so IBA conservation strategies need to take the results of these models carefully into account. Adapting the IBA network, and priorities for conservation action, to take climate change into account may include:

· Identification of key stable sites. Sites that will retain the species that they currently support are a top priority for conservation

· Identification of species (and groups of species) that will be poorly represented in the future network, and location of potential new sites for them

· Identification of potential IBAs in areas that are likely to become biodiversity hotspots in the future

· Investigation of where landscape connectivity may need to be increased, and which IBAs may play a crucial role in assisting species range-shifts. This will often require planning beyond the borders of a single country, or even sub-region.

 [Links: results of the Africa IBA and climate change study.]
Potential Goals for Planning: by 2015 or earlier:

· Practical and effective priority-setting approach agreed and guidance produced

· Priorities for action set by all network organisations, working with other relevant stakeholders

· All BirdLife Partners have co-ordinated the development of multi-stakeholder National IBA Conservation Plans

· Regional IBA Conservation Strategies developed for all regions, involving other stakeholders as appropriate

· Regional and National IBA Conservation Strategies link to, and take into account, issues of landscape connectivity and climate change  

3.2 
Advocacy

3.2.1
Where to Start

Advocacy is an essential tool for IBA conservation. Well-targeted advocacy can have a tremendous (and often very cost-effective) positive impact. Advocacy needs to happen alongside action: they complement each other, and neither is usually sufficient in itself. The NIBACS process should provide a clear framework and plan for advocacy by Partners and others.

3.2.2
Advocacy Objectives

The overall aim of IBA advocacy is to help ensure the conservation and wise use of these sites in perpetuity. Some of the most important specific aims will include:

Securing recognition for IBAs

We want Governments, civil society and the private sector to be aware of the existence and significance of IBAs, and how they can make a positive contribution to their conservation. We would like to see IBAs designated under national and international law as key sites for conservation, and included in national and local environmental plans.

Getting conservation done at IBAs

BirdLife cannot do this alone: we want to persuade others – including the relevant Government bodies and other conservation NGOs – to implement the actions needed to conserve IBAs. An important aspect is to increase the coverage of IBAs by the Protected Area system, and to strengthen and improve the management of IBAs that are already protected. However, it will often be both desirable and necessary to use alternative approaches for site-based protection, complementing formal Protected Areas – such as community-managed conservation areas, private reserves and conservation easements. 
Achieving safeguard for IBAs

To have any hope of tackling the fundamental threats to IBAs, their conservation needs to be integrated into broader economic and land-use planning, including sectors such as agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining, transport, energy and tourism. We also want to see IBAs included explicitly in the safeguard policies of donors, banks and companies that have an impact on the natural environment. 

Reforming policies and practices that are incompatible with IBA conservation

The root causes of biodiversity loss frequently include ‘perverse’ mechanisms that favour short-term economic gain at the expense of longer-term sustainability. Advocacy is needed for policy reform, so that incentives favour biodiversity conservation and sustainable land-use and natural-resource use practices. 

3.2.3

Audiences

There are many different potential audiences for advocacy, at the local, sub-national, national, regional and global scales. To give just a few examples: National Parks and Forestry authorities, landowners, local and provincial government, national politicians and civil servants, conservation and development NGOs, regional and global development banks and aid organisations, corporations, regional economic blocs, global agreements and institutions.

Often, it will not be possible to tackle all these audiences at once. Priority audiences should be selected through an analysis of the long-term threats and obstacles to IBA conservation. What policy shifts would help to eliminate these, and which audiences can bring about these shifts if persuaded to do so?

3.2.4
Key Messages

The main messages for advocacy, and their presentation, need to be thought about carefully. They will differ for different audiences and aims. IBAs are useful and valuable for a number of reasons. Summary messages might include the following:

Sites are a very effective starting point for conservation action

Sites are discrete areas of habitat that can be delineated and, at least potentially, managed for conservation. Effective protection of sites can address habitat loss and over-exploitation, two of the major causes of biodiversity loss. Protection of a network of sites is usually cost-effective, because a relatively small network can support numerous species, communities and habitats. Protection of a network of sites allows a significant degree of human use of landscapes, so is consistent with sustainable development and poverty alleviation agendas. Sites are thus a major focus of conservation investment by government, donors and civil society. In particular, they form the basis of most protected area networks. Site conservation alone may not be sufficient to prevent biodiversity loss. Issues of the connectivity between sites, impacts in the surrounding landscape, and particular species management needs will often need to be considered. However, sites represent the most practical and effective starting point for conservation action and planning.

Birds are an excellent basis for site networks

Birds are an important conservation focus in their own right. They play vital ecological roles, including seed-dispersal and pollination; they have substantial economic value; and they have a significant place in most cultures. Birds have meaning, resonance and symbolic value for many audiences, and there is often a strong constituency for bird conservation.

There is increasing evidence that birds are also some of the best available indicators of biodiversity value
. In part, this is simply because they are better known than any other taxonomic group. Their distribution, habitat requirements and taxonomy are well understood. A great deal of knowledge and high quality data on the status of birds already exists, and new data are relatively inexpensive to collect. 
However, some other features also tend to make birds good indicators. They have high diversity, but are generally easy to identify and record in the field. They occur in nearly all habitats, and include both common and wide-ranging, and threatened and/or restricted-range, species. 

Birds thus provide an excellent starting point for identifying networks of sites for conservation. Studies have shown that birds can be a highly effective means of setting geographical priorities for conservation, when detailed information on other taxa is lacking. Conservation of IBAs can be expected to make a very significant contribution to the conservation of overall biodiversity. IBAs form an effective ‘first cut’ of the larger network of key biodiversity areas (see section 4, below.)


[Links: papers on the effectiveness of IBAs as site networks for conserving wider biodiversity.]

IBAs are identified objectively, and form a common currency for conservation

IBAs are identified according to objective, standardised criteria. This gives them authority and credibility. They also form a global currency for conservation: although the urgency for action at individual IBAs may differ, each one has passed a recognised threshold for international importance. 

For a particular region or country, the framing and application of the IBA criteria draws on the widest possible array of ornithological knowledge. This, combined with careful quality-control, provides a sound and reliable scientific basis for the IBA list. As a result, the IBA process is widely recognised as extremely effective in identifying sites of international conservation significance. Increasingly, this recognition has been formalised in legal frameworks, both regionally (e.g. in the European Union) and nationally (e.g. in Ecuador).  

IBAs help address gaps in protected areas systems

Most investment in site-based conservation is in the form of protected areas systems. However, protected area systems have rarely been developed systematically for biodiversity conservation. As a result, existing systems have major gaps. Because IBAs are identified according to objective, scientific criteria, irrespective of current protection status, they often lie outside of existing national protected areas systems. Therefore, the IBA network can be used as a tool to review existing national protected areas systems, identify gaps in coverage, and earmark candidate sites for expansion or designation of protected areas to address these gaps.
IBA designation does not prescribe a particular conservation approach

IBAs are identified on the basis of biology and geography. Designation as an IBA does not mean that a site is, or should be, protected under any formal mechanisms. Neither does the list of IBAs in itself constitute a conservation plan. IBA designation highlights the importance of a site for conservation, but in itself does not prescribe how conservation should be achieved. Neither does it make any statement about land ownership.

In many countries, it will not be feasible or desirable to designate every IBA as a formal protected area. Resource limitations, conflicting land ownership, and high opportunity costs in productive landscapes often make this difficult. Also, formal protected area designation may not necessarily be the most effective approach to site-based protection, especially where many people live in and/or use an IBA. Indeed, in some circumstances, formal protected area designation could be counter-productive to conservation objectives, particularly where protected area regulations restrict traditional land- and natural-resource-use practices that are compatible with or contribute to the biological value of a site.

In such circumstances, alternative approaches to site -based protection of IBAs are needed. These could include community-managed conservation areas, private reserves and voluntary agreements with land-owners. In many cases, these approaches may be cost-effective and help to engage support from non-traditional sources. They may also provide greater opportunities for sustainable human use of natural resources, and therefore, make a greater contribution to poverty alleviation among people for whom natural resources form a critical component of their livelihood strategies.

IBAs are an anchor for landscape-level conservation, and the building blocks of networks

For many species, protecting individual sites is an effective initial approach to conservation. In the longer-term, however, many species require the protection of an inter-connected network of sites. This is particularly important for species with wide home ranges, low natural densities and/or migratory behaviour, for which individual sites cannot support long-term viable populations. Protection of inter-connected networks is also essential for the maintenance of broad-scale ecological and evolutionary processes, and for buffering the future effects of climate change. 

Landscape-level conservation initiatives typically involve the identification and integration into broader socio-political agendas of inter-connected networks of core areas, linked by habitat corridors, protected by buffer zones and, in some cases, further developed by restoration areas. The IBA network very often represents the most comprehensive assessment of internationally important sites for conservation. Thus, IBAs can be adopted as core areas for such networks, with additional core areas being identified for other taxonomic groups as available data permit.

IBAs are easy to understand, and an excellent way to engage people in conservation

The IBA concept, though based on sound science, is easy to grasp. At both the national and the local levels, IBAs provide a means to engage a wide range of people in conservation. The participatory approach to IBA identification and documentation builds ownership of the initial list of sites, and consensus that they are priorities for conservation. IBA designation can be an excellent focus for developing local pride and concern for a particular site, and involvement in its conservation. 

IBAs are a tool to mainstream biodiversity into other policy sectors

In most countries, biodiversity conservation objectives are poorly integrated into the plans and policies of other sectors, such as agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining, transport, energy and tourism. This can lead to biodiversity being eroded through incompatible development projects and patterns of land use. IBAs provide essential, accurate, up-to-date information on the conservation importance of sites, based on clear, objective and universally accepted criteria. Consequently, IBAs represent a valuable tool for integrating biodiversity into policy and planning, and for the clear and consistent implementation of government and donor environmental safeguard policies.

IBAs contribute a huge amount to socio-economic development

IBAs are not only important for birds and biodiversity but also for socio-economic development at the local and national levels. IBAs provide numerous ecosystem goods and services, often contributing significantly to human livelihoods. For example, coastal IBAs may be a source of marine products for fishing communities, while forest IBAs may be a source of non-timber forest products, such as fuel wood and medicinal plants, for rural communities. Conservation of the national IBA network would bring significant benefits to national economies, because many IBAs provide high-value ecosystem services, such as catchment protection and flood control. Consequently, provided that the socio-economic benefits of IBAs can be equitably shared, and their biological values simultaneously maintained, IBA conservation should be an objective shared by conservationists, local communities and governments alike. 

IBAs support national commitments under multilateral environmental agreements

IBA identification and conservation helps national governments and donor agencies to meet their commitments under multilateral environmental agreements. These agreements include the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar Convention), the World Heritage Convention and the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS).

There are strong similarities between the criteria for identifying important sites for conservation under several multilateral environmental agreements and the IBA criteria. Thus, many IBAs meet the criteria for designation under these agreements. Therefore one way in which IBAs can support national commitments under multilateral environmental agreements is by identifying candidate sites for designation. 

[Links: Ramsar ‘shadow’ lists; information on IBA legal recognition in the EU]

3.2.5
Making Advocacy Effective

Advocacy is a long-term process. It may take time to get results. Advocacy will be more effective if it is planned and carefully targeted, rather than ad-hoc (though good, unplanned opportunities should not be ignored!).

Making advocacy effective requires the following steps:

· Understand the issue

· Specify clearly what change or improvement is desired

· Prepare the argument and supporting materials

· Work out who to target and how best to go about it.

IBAs are an excellent focus for advocacy, but they won’t do the job themselves. Advocacy depends on people, and personal contacts are usually very important. So is establishing a reputation for reliability, objectivity and constructiveness. National Liaison Committees or Forums can be a useful venue for advocacy, since they tend to bring together senior representatives of a range of institutions, with an agenda put together by the co-ordinating BirdLife Partner. 

[Links: case studies of national and regional successes and lessons learned]

[More info: Africa toolkit on NLCs. Need manual, including case studies, on effective advocacy for conservation.]

Potential Goals for Advocacy: by 2015 or earlier:

· IBAs recognised as key sites for conservation, and key contributors to ecological services, in national plans (both environmental and economic) in all BirdLife network countries
· IBAs incorporated appropriately in all new national or regional Protected Area planning exercises

· Information from IBA monitoring included in national reporting to all relevant Conventions, including CBD and Ramsar

· IBAs formally recognised as areas of special sensitivity in the environmental assessment frameworks of international development donors and funders, including regional development banks and regional and sub-regional economic blocs
· IBAs formally recognised as areas of special sensitivity in the environmental assessment frameworks of major multi-national corporations

3.3 
Conservation Action   

Conservation action for IBAs stretches across a number of direct interventions and the implementation of programmes on site. This might range from actual management, restoration, recreation of the site through population management programmes for threatened/declining species to mobilisation of the public/members to support IBA conservation. The spectrum of options effectively ranges from the exclusion of human use to collaborative management practices. 

Although most IBAs suffer from similar categories of threat, each site is unique in terms of the local manifestation of the factors affecting its conservation status. These local and specific factors, often evolving and changing over time, require the development of a site-specific approach to deal with the local situation. [chart showing different options to be added]  

In order to be effective, once IBAs are prioritised for action, we should look specifically into the most appropriate response to the factors threatening each site and develop an effective plan of actions. 

There are a wide range of conservation actions that can be used to protect IBAs.

3.3.1
Site Action

Site Management

This involves direct interventions in order to maintain, alter or improve specific structural or ecological characteristics of the site to achieve specific conservation objectives for species or communities of species. It often applies to sites where more or less intensive management is the only chance for long term conservation. In particular:

· remnants of habitats which have suffered a great loss and remain fragmented and with no chances of expansion elsewhere;

· sites where specific natural ecological factors have disappeared and needs to be artificially replaced  (eg. ungulate grazing in grasslands); 

· sites that have an artificial origin and needs to be constantly managed.

It might include also species-specific actions such as re-stocking, artificial nests or nesting habitats, control of invasive species and predators, etc. 

Site Restoration/Rehabilitation

This includes activities to improve specific elements of the habitat of a site with either species-specific or more general conservation objectives. This could include sites degraded by specific human activities (fire, logging, pollution, etc.) as well as areas impacted by exceptional natural disasters. It might include also species-specific actions listed under management. 

Re-creation

This includes activities that aim at recreating a natural habitat which has been lost, by using specific engineering techniques and/or the facilitation of natural regeneration. It might also include species-specific interventions such as re-introductions.

[Links  Examples of management plans for different habitats, examples of restoration plans for different habitats, examples of recreation plans for different habitat]
3.3.2 
Land Purchase/Management Agreements

Protecting IBAs by means of acquiring legal rights over the land may be arguably considered one of the most effective and long term interventions. Over the past decades the number of NGOs involved in land purchase/management and the overall size of land owned/managed by conservation organisations has dramatically increased. According to a survey in 2002, the BirdLife network owns/manage over 1 million hectares of land of natural value (a large proportion of it, within IBAs). Many of these areas are managed and branded “private reserves” or “sanctuaries” and, beside their prime conservation objectives, actively used to attract visitors, raise awareness and grow a constituency of people passionate about nature and birds.

Options for the Purchase/Management of Land

In some regions (Pacific islands, large parts of Africa and Asia) most of natural land such as wetlands and forests is classified as tribal or communal and cannot be directly purchased. There are, however, several options that allow a BirdLife organisation to acquire legal ownership or management rights over a site, determining a land use favourable or compatible with conservation objectives for the area and its biodiversity. This can be achieved through:

· actual purchase of the land;

· acquisition of a concession, license or other forms of temporary legal rights according to the local legislation;

· co-management of formally Protected Areas;

· management agreements with local authorities and governments;

· management agreements/lease with owner(s);

· conservation easement agreements with the owner(s).

Ownership/Authority Over the Land

Depending on the local circumstances the land can be:

· directly owned/managed by the BirdLife Partner;

· managed through agreements with other NGOs

· owned/managed by the establishment of an ad hoc legal entity (NGO, Foundation, Company, etc.) according to legal requirements and appropriate circumstances. 

Benefits

A direct control over the management and protection of the site can offer the BirdLife Partner a number of desirable and positive outcomes in addition to the expected high conservation impact. This includes the opportunity to raise profile, membership and funds underpinning the development of the whole organisation. It can also help the BirdLife organisation to advocate more effectively for the legal protection of the site (or even of a larger area of which the site is part) by becoming effectively a local “stakeholder” in the eyes of the authorities and local communities.

Limits & Risks

The most obvious limitation of this approach to site conservation is related to the low number of sites which might be secured through purchase/agreements due to availability of land for sale/rent and the high purchasing/renting and long term management costs. Few organisations can afford these costs, and many others concentrate their financial efforts on the identification and initial purchase, underestimating the long term ongoing management costs. Solutions, such as the establishment of trust funds dedicated to the management of the site, have been successfully implemented in a number of cases although there is also a limit to how many of these funds can be realistically established by one organisation. Finally the direct legal control over a specific area can expose the NGO to a number of challenges of which it should be well aware and equipped to deal with, including, for example, conflicts with local communities or unforeseen development plans that can impact the site, for which the organisation will have to take full responsibility.  Failure in adequately dealing with these issues may result in the damage to the organisation’s image and reputation. 

[Links:  Background papers on land purchase/agreements options, example of conservation easement agreements, examples of management agreements with private land owners, examples of management agreements with local authorities]
3.3.3 
Linking Conservation & Livelihoods

Livelihoods of indigenous people and other communities living in and around IBAs is often intrinsically linked to the maintenance and sustainable use of renewable natural resources including biodiversity.  This offers an opportunity to link biodiversity conservation to social and economic development at local level.

 
Most IBAs are either impacted on or looked after by local people who often, in different ways, represent both the cause of and the solution to biodiversity loss. Supporting local practices favourable to conservation as well as influencing change of local unsustainable development models is often critical in advancing site and biodiversity conservation. 

Engaging with Local Communities

There are successful examples of initiatives that have achieved conservation of an IBA and its biodiversity through working together with local communities at site level. This has also contributed to the enhancement of local livelihoods:

· build ongoing relationship with local communities through supporting local “champions” of conservation identified from within the community;

· support the traditional systems that allow limited and sustainable use of biodiversity;

· develop community based projects for the development of alternative income generating activities with a low impact on biodiversity;

· introduce techniques that improve efficiency and reduce impact on natural resources;

· develop integrated conservation and development projects (ICDPs);

· establish participatory management of IBAs.

Critical Elements & Common Problems

It is most often the long term engagement with local communities and the building of a participatory and equal relationship that bear the greatest results, both for people and biodiversity.  On the other hand there are also many unsuccessful cases of badly designed “integrated conservation and development projects” that ended up altering the local social balances and dynamics in a way that do not enhance the local livelihoods or even accelerate the negative impact on natural resources and biodiversity. The most common problems arise from:

· not agreeing project objectives with the local stakeholders;

· failing to engage, empower and grow capacity and build ownership;

· raising unrealistic expectations in local communities that lead to disappointment, misunderstanding and tensions;

· injecting disproportionate financial resources in the short term, rather than supporting a more gradual development over time; 

· lack of attention to the long term planning and development of alternative income generating activities which are not self-sustainable in the long run.
Partnerships between BirdLife organisations and institutions/NGOs more directly promoting sustainable development and reduction of poverty can achieve more effective conservation through development by the sharing of complementary skills in delivering as well as monitoring of socio-economic impact.
[Links:  Background papers on engaging local communities, examples of IDCP (projects and reports, examples of participatory management of IBAs]
3.3.4
Campaigns and Emergency Responses

Change is often achieved by exercising some sort of pressure. Governments and companies alike are particularly sensitive to the views of their constituencies (electorate or customers).  The organised expression of a particular view/position in order to influence a Government/Company’s policy or practice is often referred as a “campaign”.  Contrary to the widespread perception, campaigns do not necessarily have to be aggressive or negative but they need to generate an adequate level of pressure in order to promote the desired response and achieve the change needed.  In fact campaigns can be either against or supportive of a specific project or policy.  

Each BirdLife Partner organisation can develop specific local and national campaigns as appropriate.  BirdLife, as a global network of national NGOs, is in a very favourable position to co-ordinate powerful and targeted international campaigns where several national Partners can campaign locally and nationally but acting in a co-ordinated fashion and sharing an common objective. This can provide international support to national campaigns, or develop truly international or even global campaigns.   

In international campaigning, effective communication and co-ordination is everything. In terms of roles within BirdLife, the Partner(s) affected by the threat/crisis have the primary responsibility to raise the issue while the BirdLife Secretariat is naturally placed to act as facilitator for the establishment of task forces or alliances of Partners interested and capable to develop and implement a campaign to address the issue.

Partners’ Specific Campaigns 

In an increasingly globalised economy more and more often threats to IBAs come from development projects funded with foreign investments and/or aid. This is particularly the case in developing economies where most of the large development projects (such as roads, dams, pipelines, tourist and recreational developments) are either implemented by multinational companies or funded by private financial institutions, as well as bilateral and multilateral agencies from outside the country. 

If an IBA is under threat because of a project funded from abroad, it may be useful to consider a combined campaign both in the country where the project is implemented and the country(s) where the investors are based. This could maximise the effectiveness of the campaign because the pressure exercised on companies or institutions’ mother land often has a greater impact. This requires, as a first step of the process, the BirdLife organisation where the threat is occurring to alert the Secretariat and provide key information about the issue; with this information the Secretariat can try to facilitate the establishment of an ad hoc BirdLife “mini campaign” involving all the interested Partners.  Once established, the group of Partners will co-ordinate the most appropriate actions. This could range from simple sending of letters and face to face meetings with decision makers, to more complex press/media campaigns, lobbying initiatives, events, etc.  

[Links: Examples of Partners’ mini-campaigns, emergency response procedures to threats to Species/IBAs as approved by Council]
Emergency Response to an Unexpected Catastrophic Crisis

IBAs are sometimes affected by large scale catastrophic crisis, mostly related to human activities (e.g. oil spills and forest fires) and more occasionally by natural events (e.g. hurricanes, earthquakes or tsunamis).

In these circumstances, there is an urgent need for action and co-ordinated action.

An important element to take into consideration is that often the media give a lot of attention and coverage to this type of crisis. This offers also the opportunity for the BirdLife Partnership to raise awareness about the IBA and the impact of the crisis, as well as to raise their own profile and raise resources needed to restore/conserve the site (possibly beyond the crisis and for the long term). This opportunity applies to the Partner in the country affected by the crisis as well as Partners in other countries where the issue will be featured by press and media. 

The BirdLife organisation where the crisis occurs has a critical role to play by promptly notifying the Secretariat and Partnership; regularly communicating and updating on developments; and developing a plan of actions. Support from the Secretariat and other Partners can be called upon when necessary. Good communication and co-ordination can enable Partners in other countries to help by communicating the issue in their own countries, mobilising members and public support, raising funds, making available appropriate expertise, etc.

[Links:  Reports from BirdLife response to past crises and related campaigns, Birdlife response mechanism to environmental crises approved by Council]
Global Issues, Long-term Crisis

A crisis is usually considered a sudden and geographically confined event but, in environmental terms, this is not always the case. We can legitimately refer to the last thirty years of massive tropical deforestation or the continued decline of albatrosses as global environmental crises. These have been affecting species as well as sites (IBAs) and habitats. When a conservation issue is of global relevance or has wide international ramifications it can sometimes be more effectively addressed by co-ordinating a coherent international response. These issues are often related to international policies (e.g. climate change) but also to actual implementation practices (e.g. long lining fisheries). Even if these issues stretch over a longer period of time the opportunity to address them is often limited to specific policy mechanisms and deadlines within particular fora and conventions.  When these conditions are met, a well planned, strategically prioritised campaign could represent an appropriate response. This is likely to have peaks of intense lobbying and communication activities followed by longer periods of more subtle advocacy, consolidation, collaboration, work on the ground and monitoring, all packaged within the framework of a larger programme.

These campaigns can assume the shape of a truly international/global campaign under the BirdLife International brand.

Such “global campaigns” will usually greatly benefit from the development of national or regional components implemented by BirdLife Partners and co-ordinated by an appropriate management and co-ordination structure that could be led by the Secretariat or by a Partner(s), as appropriate.

[Links:  Plans and reports of existing global campaigns, co-ordination structure of existing global campaigns]
Potential Goals for Conservation Action: by 2015 or earlier:

Still to be drafted.

3.4  
Building Support and Creating Alliances

The entire IBA network can be more effectively conserved with the support of stakeholders at all levels, including government agencies, donor agencies, civil society organisations, private businesses, local people and local authorities. Such support is essential to the success of site-based conservation action, and is also a prerequisite for the policy changes that are needed to address the root causes of biodiversity loss at IBAs.
3.4.1
National Committees 

A critical aspect of supporting a long term IBA conservation programme is the ability to engage and build ownership of the IBA programme across a variety of key stakeholders. This can be achieved through the establishment of mechanisms that gather representatives from different interest groups. At the national level, there are many ways in which stakeholders can become engaged in IBA conservation.  These include:

· joining the membership of a BirdLife organisation;

· participate in national conservation networks;

· developing site conservation partnerships among government, civil society and private sector organisations. 

A more structured approach which has been particularly developed and implemented in Africa is the creation of a National Liaison Committee (NLCs) to oversee the IBA programme in the country.  This brings together, as appropriate, a variety of key stakeholders from Government (local and central authorities), NGOs (local and national), professional and academic structures. The establishment of such committees can be very effective in gathering momentum, building ownership and support to the IBA programme as well as supervising and supporting monitoring and conservation action. It also provides important links to institutions who might have a direct involvement in decisions that may affect or benefit the conservation status of a specific IBA.  

Risks and Critical Elements

The main weakness of this approach is its long term sustainability. With several NLCs, after the first initial phase of site identification, their role and work has become less clear and targeted with a consequent disenfranchising of the members. For these NLCs to work it is critical to ensure good leadership, clear roles and objectives, good communications and regular reporting. It is also important that the stakeholders feel that the outcome of their work is relevant to their organisation or constituency.

[Links:  Guidelines and ToRs of NLCs]
3.4.2
 IBA Conservation Networks

The diversity of threats facing IBAs means that there is a need to pool resources and expertise in order to address them. At the same time, the diversity of approaches to IBA conservation currently being adopted means that there is also a need to document lessons learned, identify and replicate successful approaches, and develop models of best practice. Consequently, networks of stakeholders engaged in IBA conservation should be established and strengthened.

Such networks could comprise a diversity of individuals and/or groups, including local NGOs, community-based organisations, SSGs, academics and protected area managers, with coordination provided by a national (BirdLife Partner) or other appropriate organisation. The functions of these networks would depend upon the needs and capacities of their members but could potentially include the exchange of information, technical expertise and experience within and between networks, development and replication of best practice approaches to IBA conservation, or coordinated action on campaigning or awareness raising. In addition, by including both grassroots local organisations and organisations working at the national level, these networks would be able to feed information about the impacts of government and donor plans and policies at the site level into policy at the national level.

Risks and critical elements

The management of networks so diversified in composition and geographically dispersed can be complex and time consuming. Leadership, good internal communications and reporting is crucial. Differently from the NLCs of main stakeholders and decision makers, these IBA networks are basically a group of people interested in “action”, stretching from surveying to campaigning, education to site management. It is critical, therefore, that the members of the network feel empowered and that the support provided by the network help them achieve better conservation. 

[Links:  The Indian Bird Conservation Network: aims, composition, structure, newsletter, etc]
3.4.3
IBA Local Conservation Groups

By their very definition IBAs are local, and most sites have local communities around or within it. The creation of groups of local people championing the conservation of a site is often the key to its long term conservation. 

At the site level, individuals could become engaged in IBA conservation through membership of nature clubs, community-based organisations or local NGOs, while organisations could become engaged through corporate sponsorship of IBAs or NGO-protected area partnerships.

One innovative approach to engaging local stakeholders that has been developed by the BirdLife Partnership in several regions, is the IBA Local conservation Group approach.

"IBA Local Conservation group" (IBA-LCG) is a generic term used to describe groups of local stakeholders who share a common commitment to the conservation of an IBA. 
Diverse approaches emerge as a real strength of the local approach – and reflect solutions that fit local contexts. Local groups enable a BirdLife Partner with local capacity to monitor and deliver conservation at various sites (IBAs). Local understanding also serves to inform Partner work at a national level, and wider BirdLife activities at regional and global levels. It helps make sure that our research and policy work has local relevance.    

The names used to describe IBA Local Conservation Groups also shows great diversity. At the individual site, names often reflect a group’s purpose, and the site to which they are connected (for example, the Fishing and Agricultural Farmers Association at Shenge in Sierra Leone; the Arabuko-Sokoke Forest Guides Association in Kenya; the Carden Coalition for Responsible Planning in Canada; the Curry Upland Farmers Cooperative in the Philippines). At national level within a region, the collective term used to describe IBA Local Conservation Groups in the country may also be very varied. At regional level Partnerships have adopted a terminology to collectively describe the approach to working with IBA Local Conservation Groups. Thus in Africa the Partnership describes IBA Local Conservation Groups as Site Support Groups, and in Europe they are more commonly referred as IBA Caretakers.   

The objectives and activities of IBA Local Conservation Groups are also diverse, reflecting differing circumstances and the need for adopting different, site specific strategies to support site conservation. Thus in Africa, where for many communities at IBAs livelihoods are closely linked to the environment and IBA resources, and where poverty reduction is a high priority, IBA Local Conservation Groups (Site Support Groups) are generally engaged in activities which link conservation to development and sustainable use. In developed countries in Europe on the other hand, the local approach (IBA Caretakers) tends to put more emphasis on site monitoring, campaigning and awareness.

Typically, LCGs are networked together to promote exchange of experience and skills, and are supported by conservation NGOs. There are no strict governance criteria for a LCG but members are volunteers. LCG members’ motivation may derive from the economic, cultural, religious, recreational or livelihood-supporting values of the site and its resources. SSG activities vary according to local circumstances and priorities, but often include monitoring of biodiversity and threats, implementing education and awareness programmes, developing ecotourism or other income-generating activities with benefits for local livelihoods and biodiversity. LCGs can be established at IBAs regardless of their protection status. At formally protected IBAs, LCGs can complement the work of protected area management staff. Where appropriate, this relationship can be formalised, and include participation of the LCG in protected area management. At IBAs that are not designated as formal protected areas, LCGs can support local authorities, local people and/or private land owners to conserve biodiversity, or even take responsibility for site management themselves. In addition to supporting site management, LCGs are frequently well positioned to campaign against immediate threats to biodiversity or to lobby for change in policies that undermine IBA conservation.

LCGs can be more or less formally linked to the BirdLife organisation in the country/geographical territory, from being completely independent to being an actual branch or volunteer group of the same organisation. SSGs will not be the only approach adopted nor, in some cases, the most appropriate (for instance, where the socio-political environment is not supportive of the establishment of grassroots organisations). Networking LCGs can face many practical difficulties, and can require significant resources both in terms of demanding direct support and mentoring, or in terms of managing a constructive and effective relationship. However, by remaining flexible and embracing existing community-based natural resource management structures, the LCG approach has great potential for long term IBA conservation. 

Risks and Critical Elements

All the risks of working with local communities apply also to the LCG approach: raising unrealistic expectations, creating dependency on external funding/subsidies, losing focus on biodiversity conservation versus development, failure in empowering and building ownership, etc. Co-ordinating a network of more or less organised local groups can also be very difficult and time consuming. In dealing with such a network it is critical that the governance of the network and the relationship between the LCGs and the BirdLife Partner are very clear, sustainable and manageable. A too onerous or too ambiguous structure of the network can result in problems, tensions, waste of resources and ultimately the collapse of the network. Crises in the relationship between affiliated/federated groups or even branches and the national organisation can result in a serious destabilisation of the organisation and the collapse of the decentralised structure.  


Need for a separate section on IBA Caretaker Networks?

[Links:  IBA-LCG framework, SSG and IBA Caretaker manuals, examples of projects proposals and reports on SSGs and IBA care taker groups]
Potential Goals for Building Support and Creating Alliances:  by 2015 or earlier:

Still to be drafted.

4. 
PROMOTING IBAS AS KEY BIODIVERSITY AREAS
4.1
KBAs: History and Status

4.1.1
Developing the Concept and Criteria

The Key Biodiversity Areas (KBA) concept developed directly from work on IBAs, with an identical rationale (see Eken et al. 2004):

· Site conservation is among the most efficient ways to reduce global biodiversity loss

· Therefore, it is critical to identify those sites where unique biodiversity must be conserved immediately

· KBAs seek to identify and safeguard networks of globally important sites.

IBAs use data on birds to identify these sites. In principle, the same criterion-based approach to site identification can be generalised to include any other species. In recent years, various organisations have adapted the IBA approach to identify important sites using information on other taxonomic groups. Such initiatives include important plant areas and prime butterfly areas in Europe (and for plants, other continents now too), important mammal areas in the United States, and important sites for freshwater biodiversity in East Africa. Conservation International adopted a similar approach for defining its Site Conservation Outcomes. And within BirdLife, some Partner organisations have begun to look at how they can extend the IBA concept to biodiversity as a whole.

Since 2004, the main institutions already involved or interested in KBAs have been discussing how to link these initiatives and how to develop a common framework for moving forward. Agreement has been reached on the name for these sites – key biodiversity areas – and on the rationale and broad criteria for identifying them. The initial outputs of this collaborative work have been published as a scientific paper (Eken et al. 2004) and expanded into a gap-analysis manual for the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas (Langhammer et al., in press). It is recognised that the generalised identification criteria still need further practical testing and refinement, especially for freshwater and marine species. [More info – KBA paper and manual.]
Key Biodiversity Areas fall into the same four categories as IBAs – globally threatened species, restricted-range species, congregatory species and biome-restricted assemblages. The KBA criteria are based closely on those for IBAs, with some small differences reflecting their broader and more general application.

In parallel with this, the Alliance for Zero Extinction (a grouping of nearly 60 national and international conservation organisations) has refined and applied criteria to identify the sites where species extinctions appear to be imminent – the last places where particular Endangered or Critically Endangered species are found. The first version of AZE’s site map and notes was launched in December 2005. AZE sites are all KBAs, reflecting the topmost tier of sites where action is needed urgently. [More info – AZE website and brochure and map.]

Most attention has so far focused on terrestrial KBAs have been identified. The marine realm throws up a number of new issues, but the four categories have been identified to apply. Criteria within them have been adjusted so that they are appropriate to the marine realm, and now need further testing.

The KBA criteria have been applied and tested in several places, including the Eastern Arc and coastal forests of Kenya and Tanzania and Cambodia. These results are still not fully analysed.

4.1.2
KBA Mandates in Policy

Alongside this technical progress, KBAs have established themselves in policy in several important places. A global gap analysis of protected areas at the 5th World Parks Congress (Durban, September 2004) prompted several Congress outputs relevant to KBAs, for example:

 
“The global system of protected areas needs to safeguard all globally and nationally important areas for biodiversity” (Congress Message to the CBD)

“[Urges] commitment to expand and strengthen worldwide systems of protected areas, prioritized on the basis of imminent threat to biodiversity” Durban Accord (the message from the Congress to the CBD).

Congress Resolution 4 also sets targets and timetables for the effective in situ conservation of threatened, congregatory and/or restricted-range species.

The CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas, adopted at COP 7 in February 2004, has “the objective of the establishment and maintenance by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas”. Among its goals are “to establish and strengthen national and regional systems of protected areas integrated into a global network as a contribution to globally agreed goals”. This requires identification of the sites of global biodiversity significance in each country, national protected area gap analysis among these, and prioritization of new actions among the unrepresented sites. 

CBD’s Seventh Conference of the Parties agreed provisional indicators agreed for assessing progress towards the 2010 target. One of these was “coverage of protected areas”. For this indicator to report on coverage of biodiversity (as opposed to simply coverage of area), gap analyses against key biodiversity areas are necessary. The CBD’s Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) has now recommended including a sub-indicator, “Overlays with areas of key importance to biodiversity.”

The Global Strategy for Plant Conservation, agreed at COP6, incorporates sixteen targets relevant to the conservation of plant biodiversity. The fifth of these – “protection of 50 per cent of the most important areas for plant diversity assured” – specifically mandates the identification of sites of global significance for plant conservation, and safeguarding of half of these, by 2010. 

Other multilateral agreements provide a mandate for site scale biodiversity conservation, and thus for the identification of KBAs. These include the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, Convention on Migratory Species and the Convention to Combat Desertification. 

4.2
IBAs as KBAs

All IBAs are KBAs, but the reverse is not true. Some KBAs are significant for the conservation of other taxa, but not birds.

Data on species status and distribution are still very scanty for most taxonomic groups, apart from birds. Fortunately, evidence is accumulating that the network of IBAs is an excellent first approximation to the overall network of KBAs. IBAs, though identified using information on birds, are disproportionately important for other animals and plants: that is to say, IBA networks are good at capturing threatened, endemic and representative species for other terrestrial fauna and flora. The effectiveness of the IBA network has already been shown for terrestrial vertebrates in East Africa; globally threatened wildlife species in the mountains and coastal forests of Kenya and Tanzania; butterflies, large moths, small mammals and woody plants in Ugandan forests; butterflies and dragonflies in all Ugandan habitats; and plants, mammals, reptiles, amphibians and freshwater fish in Turkey. It appears that IBAs can be used with confidence as a ‘first cut’ for the overall network of key biodiversity areas, with extra sites for other taxa being added when data become available. [Extra info: SOWB pp 28-29; publications from Uganda etc.]

4.3
BirdLife’s Approach for KBAs
There are several reasons why BirdLife has been engaged with the evolving KBA process, and why an objective on KBAs is in the BirdLife strategy:

· The need to bring together the increasing number of approaches based (more or less) on the IBA methodology. Without ensuring an overall conceptual framework consistent with IBAs, there was a risk of confusion, divergence, loss of credibility, and dilution of the value of IBAs for conservation advocacy.

· The need to support and guide BirdLife Partners (especially those with a mandate for wider nature conservation) that wish, for a variety of reasons, to start expanding the IBA process beyond birds.

· The recognition that putting IBAs into the context of KBAs could be a powerful advocacy approach. A widespread response to advocacy of IBAs has been that these are ‘just’ sites for birds, and therefore not to be taken seriously. Showing that IBAs form an effective first cut of the wider KBA network helps to deal with this problem.

· The need to maintain BirdLife’s role and profile as a scientific leader in this area.

This approach also has its risks. There has been concern that the development of KBAs will weaken, or compete with, the IBA concept. This is especially an issue where IBAs are already well-established as a means of identifying sites for legal protection, as under the Birds Directive in the European Union. Some have worried that other organisations will use KBAs to ‘take over’ or distort our IBA programme. Others are concerned that we could be embarking on another long round of data collection and analysis, instead of progressing with urgently needed conservation action. The AZE listing process has added another complication and area of potential confusion.

These risks and concerns are real. But they will not go away if we decide to ignore KBAs. The ways in which individual Partners decide to engage with KBAs depend very much on national circumstances, and a range of responses is appropriate. Overall, our aim as BirdLife must be to maximise the potential value and conservation benefits of KBAs, and minimise the risks. We need to use them to support and strengthen our IBA work. To make sure of this, the following general guidelines are suggested for national Partners (there are additional things to be done at the regional and global levels):

· Understand the relationship between IBAs, KBAs and AZE sites (as summarised in the diagram) [include diagram ] 

· Promote IBAs vigorously as the best first cut of the KBA network. The IBA network is likely to capture most other biodiversity, and the most important sites for other species. We know enough about IBAs to take conservation action now. There is no need to wait.

· Compile evidence on the value of the IBA network for capturing other biodiversity, as this becomes available.

· Keep track of any ongoing work on KBAs – whether you are actively involved in it or not. Encourage others to pull together existing data, or gather new information, on KBAs, but as an additional activity (not at the expense of IBA work). Where appropriate, plan collaboration and input to ensure that KBA identification is done to a high standard. Discuss and work out how to add new KBAs to the existing IBA set, and how to handle KBAs in National Liaison Forums and similar bodies.

· Use and promote the IBA brand.

Potential Goals for KBAs: by 2015 or earlier:

· Approaches to identifying sites using different taxa brought under an agreed and recognised common framework compatible with the IBA categories and criteria

· Evidence for the effectiveness of birds as indicators for the wider KBA network compiled and assessed for different regions and habitats

· Issues arising when working with other organisations to identify KBAs, including data flow, data curation, verification and branding, satisfactorily resolved

5.    
AWARENESS, COMMUNICATION & BRANDING
The IBA concept is very marketing friendly and easy to understand. It derives from the obvious consideration that we cannot effectively protect birds if we do not conserve the places where they live.  This offers an exceptional communication advantage and opportunity. Communicating the existence and importance of IBAs and the threats they are exposed to will greatly support our conservation efforts to protect them and should be considered as an integral part of the national IBA conservation strategy.

In broad terms communications and awareness raising activities can be defined by the audience and the purpose.

	
	Audience
	Purpose

	Communication
	Society at large (adults)
	Inform and motivate

	Education
	Children
	Inspire 

	Advocacy
	Decision makers
	Influence


5.1
Awareness and Communication
Sufficient awareness about the IBA concept is almost a necessary condition to be able to conserve them. Moreover, too often, decisions about use of natural resources are based only on a narrow assessment of its cash value, without a full consideration of other values, such as dispersed ecosystem services and existence values. This applies as much to land-use and development planning decisions made by local and national governments as to natural resource use and land-use decisions made by local communities. There is, therefore, a need for a wider realisation of the importance of IBAs to more effectively support their conservation. In addition, raising awareness of IBAs and the threats that they face can greatly support the building of a constituency for their conservation among a broad spectrum of stakeholders. In essence there is a need to raise awareness of:

· the overall  IBA concept and programme;

· the location of IBAs in the country;

· the conservation status and threats to IBAs;

· the response, the activities and plans (IBA conservation strategy) developed by the BirdLife organisation;

· the benefits that IBA conservation can deliver to the society at large as well as to local communities;

· the contribution of IBA conservation to the international, national and local plans and obligations towards biodiversity conservation and sustainable development.

Communication activities should be organised at different levels, both national and local.  In particular, at the site level, awareness of IBAs could be raised through:

· school-based education programmes;

· targeted awareness activities and events for local stakeholders;

· visitor interpretation centres;

· local media coverage. 

Where local groups are present, they will often be well positioned to initiate or support such activities. 

[Links: Examples of IBA communication strategies, reports of IBA communication events]
Potential Goals for Awareness and Communication:  by 2015 or earlier:

Still to be drafted.

5.2
Branding

A brand is the perception around a product. It usually comprises a logo and a message associated with it. The IBA brand greatly supports their promotion and consequently the effectiveness of our efforts to conserve them. The power of the effective promotion of a brand is the subject of large investments by the private sector, while it is often underestimated by conservation organisations.

A brand is basically a certification by BirdLife that adds value and recognition to a site by "certifying" it as of international importance. A BirdLife IBA also helps "protect" and promote the BirdLife IBA programme and distinguish it from other similar programmes. 

An IBA brand can be used in many different ways. It can be used to:

· visualise and promote the whole IBA programme; 

· be added to panels and signposts in protected areas, private reserves, and other sites which we advocate for protection that are IBAs;

· be put on the covers of book, newsletters bird tourism brochures, etc.

· link IBAs in people’s minds 

In conjunction with BirdLife organisations’ logos and on their materials, an IBA brand will also add international recognition to the organisation. 

[Links:  Branding guidelines for the use of the IBA logo]
Potential Goals for Branding:  by 2015 or earlier:

Still to be drafted.

6.
RESOURCING

6.1
The Cost of IBA Conservation 


Once IBA identification is complete it is believed that there will be between 10,000 and 15,000 global-level IBAs across the world.  As a first estimate, it has been calculated that it will cost the BirdLife Partnership about US$150 million per annum to ensure these sites are conserved in line with the BirdLife strategic objectives for sites as laid out in A Strategy for Birds and People:  future directions of the BirdLife Partnership 2004 - 2015.  This is a combination of estimated costs for Partners and the Secretariat.

6.2
‘External’ Financing for IBA Conservation 

While BirdLife seeks to ensure all IBAs are conserved, it cannot possibly expect to raise all the finance needed to achieve this alone.  Much effort is therefore needed to persuade other organisations (especially governments, other conservation NGOs, trusts, foundations, agencies, the Private Sector and civil society groups) to invest directly in the conservation of IBAs.  This is a form of advocacy that is often overlooked, but ties in with getting IBAs recognised and designated by others.  For example, if an IBA is designated as a Special Protection Area under the EU Birds/Habitats Directive, it may be eligible for additional EU funding, or if an IBA occurs within one of CI’s recognised ‘hotspots’ it may be supported through the Critical Ecosystems Partnership Fund.  Similarly, designation as a World Heritage or RAMSAR site under their respective conventions opens up new funding opportunities.  A more comprehensive analysis of financing opportunities for IBA conservation is required to enable the BirdLife Partnership to maximise the funding available from others for this purpose.

6.3
Raising Funds for IBAs

There are many ways in which the BirdLife Partnership can raise funds for purchase and ongoing management of IBAs:

· specific targeted fundraising appeals to members and the public;

· funding applications to trusts, foundations, agencies, etc, interested in nature conservation and land protection;

· entering into partnerships with companies, government agencies, etc, to purchase, lease or manage the land;

· managing the IBA through an Integral Conservation and Development Project and so funding it through resources available from Development Aid Agencies;

· Managing the IBA as a Conservation Concession [expand].

6.4
IBAs as Providers of Ecosystem Services
IBAs are usually vital areas of natural or semi-natural habitat that provide – or have the potential to provide – a wide range of ecosystem services.  These include water, soil nutrients, medicinal plants, etc.  Such services have enormous economical value to society that is being increasingly recognised and thus creating fundraising opportunities for the conservation of these sites for the ecosystems they provide.

Increasingly the value of natural areas is being recognised for balancing the planet’s ecological processes such as climate, water and nutrient cycling and so on.  This creates opportunities for IBAs to be conserved as part of carbon offsets, as sources of fresh water, etc.

6.5
Using IBAs to Generate Sustainable Income

Ultimately the conservation of many IBAs will depend on being able to manage the site in such a way that it generates all (or at least some) of the money needed to sustain it.  There are many ways an IBA can be managed to generate income.  For example:

· ecotourism;

· other recreations;

· sustainable harvesting of natural products (timber, plants, animals, etc).

6.6
Trust Funds and Endowment Funds
To conserve and manage IBAs forever, it is not always possible to ensure they can generate sufficient revenue from the provision of services.  Indeed some habitats are so fragile that any form of use or disturbance may destroy them.  One way of ensuring an IBA has sufficient funding available for the ongoing costs of its protection is to establish Trust or Endowment Funds from which the investment income can be drawn upon on an ongoing basis.

[This section on resourcing needs further thinking and development.]
Potential Goals for Resourcing:  by 2015 or earlier:

Still to be drafted.

7.    
CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT
Capacity development is a crucial element of everything BirdLife does. Without proper capacity conservation cannot be sustained. Capacity is a critical issue for many BirdLife Partner organisations, particularly the ones in a developing phase. 

There are two different aspects of the capacity development issue around the IBA programme. The first deals with the actual development of capacity within BirdLife organisations to deliver the programme; the second is about the opportunities raised by the IBA programme to support the organisation’s growth.
Potential Goals for Capacity Development:  by 2015 or earlier:

Still to be drafted.

7.1
Developing Capacity to Conserve IBAs

The conservation of IBAs undoubtedly represents a great challenge for a BirdLife organisation. Often the needs outweigh the available capacity. 

In the process of increasing the resources necessary to achieve the conservation programme, a BirdLife Partner can deal with the temporary lack of resources for IBA conservation by:

· prioritising IBAs for action in order to develop a more realistic and focussed local/national IBA conservation strategy;

· monitoring IBAs and the impact of conservation actions in order to develop an increasingly efficient response;

· developing alliances and partnerships with other organisations/institutions in order to reduce the burden and  responsibility on the BirdLife organisation;

· delegating certain actions (eg. monitoring, local advocacy, site management, etc.) to a decentralised system of branches, volunteers and local groups who will champion the conservation of each site.

· increasing the efforts in communicating and raising the profile of IBAs in order to be more effective in fundraising.

The lack of expertise and skills can be addressed by:

· sharing more effectively experiences, case studies and lessons learned with other organisations and institutions in the country as well as BirdLife organisations in other countries;

· developing alliances with organisations who can provide complementary skills needed to address conservation issues of a specific IBA;

· attend training opportunities relevant to IBA conservation issues.

[Links:  Manual of IBA conservation best practice (Africa, Europe), case studies of successful IBA conservation]
7.2
The IBA Programme as an NGO Development Tool

The IBA concept effectively links the conservation of birds, biodiversity and ecosystems in one single programme. IBAs are also sites that people who are passionate for birds and nature would like to visit.  IBAs are also often beautiful and well preserved natural areas which can attract people for aesthetic and recreational activities, offering the opportunity to promote conservation to a not-yet-converted new audience. 

Being at the core of the BirdLife Partnership Strategy, the IBA programme offers many opportunities for an organisation to deliver effective conservation as well as to support its growth by:

· inspiring a coherent and tangible strategic plan and conservation programme for the whole organisation;

· raising the organisation’s profile to the public and decision makers as a concrete, effective and authoritative conservation NGO which has good data and delivers conservation on the ground based on well established priorities;

· capitalising on concrete conservation actions for specific sites for recruiting volunteers, members and for raising funds;

· developing a decentralised  network of volunteers, members and local groups around the conservation of IBAs that can also support the growth of the organisation (contributing to raising  local profile, members and funds).

[Links:  Examples of Partners IBA programmes and strategies with organisational development aspects, examples of promotional events organised at IBAs, examples of “launches” of IBAs, example of fundraising members appeals and adverts using IBAs]






� As usual, this must be applied with common sense: e.g. some sites (such as temporary wetlands) listed for congregatory waterbirds may may will only have suitable conditions for hosting large numbers in certain years.





� The effectiveness of birds as biodiversity indicators will vary: there are circumstances in which this general statement won’t apply.
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