[image: image1.jpg]D) §
BirdLife

INTERNATIONAI



A Review of Site Support Groups in the Americas


Review of Site Support Groups in the Americas 

Draft Report 

Submitted to:

BirdLife International

[image: image4.emf]SSG Activities in the Americas

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Activities

number of SSGs

education

monitoring/survey

sustainable

use/development

natural resource

management

research

conservation actions


February 2005

Prepared by:

[image: image2.jpg]N7

CANADA




Mara Kerry

Manager of International Projects

Nature Canada

1 Nicholas Street, Suite 606

Ottawa, Ontario 

K1N 7B7

tel:  613 562-3447

fax: 613 562-3371

www.naturecanada.ca
TABLE OF CONTENTS

41
Acknowledgements


42
Acronyms


53
Executive Summary


73.1
Background


83.2
Review Objectives


83.3
Scope and methodology


94
Review Findings


94.1
Country Case Studies


114.1.1
Belize Case Study


114.1.1.1
Maya Centre Local Advisory Committee


144.1.1.2
Biscayne Local Advisory Committee


154.1.2
Brasil Site Support Group: Serra das Lontras


184.1.3
Paraguay SSG:  Procosara in San Rafael


204.1.4
Canada SSG Case Studies


214.1.4.1
Saint John Naturalist Club, Point Lepreau, New Brunswick


234.1.4.2
Friends of Semiahmoo Bay Society, Boundary Bay, British Columbia


264.2
Figure 1: Inventory of SSGs reported for the Americas


264.3
Figure 2: SSGs Activities in the Americas


274.4
Interviews with Regional Staff and BirdLife Partners


304.5
Outcomes of Caribbean Consultations


315
Conclusions


346
Annex 1:  Detailed Work plan and Methodology


427
Annex 2 SSG Case Studies:  Detailed Tables


528
Annex 3 Interviews with Regional staff and BirdLife Partners: Detailed Tables





1 Acknowledgements

Nature Canada wishes to acknowledge and thank all the BirdLife Americas partners who volunteered their time and expertise to participate in this review.  In particular, Nellie Catzim and Heron Moreno from Belize Audubon who went out of their way to ensure that I got to meet with key communities; Jaqueline Goerk and the staff of BirdLife Brazil who helped out with local interviews; Rob Clay and the staff of Guyra Paraguay who filled in for me when it was not possible to be there as planned; Sarah Wren of Nature Canada who conducted the case studies in Canada; David Wege of BirdLife who provided the opportunity to discuss SSGs with partners in the Caribbean.  Ian Davidson, Amiro Pérez–Leroux and Ximena Casares at the BirdLife Regional office in Quito provided advice, expertise, translation services and time in support of this initiative.  I am very grateful to my colleagues at Nature Canada (formerly the Canadian Nature Federation) whose encouragement and support allowed me to devote time, effort and expertise towards this review of BirdLife experiences working with local people to advance conservation and sustainable development objectives at IBAs in the Americas.   

2 Acronyms

BAS



Belize Audubon Society

BLIS



BirdLife International Secretariat

BSC



Bird Studies Canada

CAF



Communities in Action Program

CBWS



Cockscomb Basin Wildlife Sanctuary

CI



Conservation International

CTWS



Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary

CWS



Canadian Wildlife Service

DGIS



Directoraat-Generaal Internationale Samenwerking

FBCN



Federation of British Columbia Naturalists

GEF



Global Environment Facility

GTS



Globally Threatened Species

IBA



Important Bird Area

ICDP



Integrated Conservation and Development Projects

IESB 



Instituto de Estudos Sócio-ambientais do Sul da Bahia

LAC



Local Advisory Committee

NLC



National Liaison Committee

NGO



Non-Governmental Organisation

RAC



Regional Advisory Committee

RSPB



Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

SSG



Site Support Group

ToR



Terms of Reference

UNDP



United Nations Development Programme

WSSD



World Summit on Sustainable Development

3 Executive Summary

This review of Site Support Groups in the Americas forms part of a global review undertaken by BirdLife International.   The objectives were to reflect critically on SSG experiences to date in order to share knowledge and lessons learned amongst SSGs and the BirdLife International family.   This was done through examination of a number of case studies, a review of the literature and existing documentation and interviews with other stakeholders from BirdLife partners and the secretariat.   

Most BirdLife partners in the Americas have only recently begun working with local stakeholders to advance conservation objectives at key sites (IBAs).   The SSG concept and work with such groups is something relatively new to many organizations.  Nevertheless, there are at least 209 SSGs recognized in the region (North, South, Central America and the Caribbean).    

These groups are very diverse in origin, composition, governance, motivation and the activities they undertake.   Environmental education forms an important activity of all SSG case studies examined.  In the north the SSGs are primarily delivering environmental education activities and in the south groups are generally the recipients of such activities, implemented by the BirdLife partners or others.   

There are notable north-south differences in the motivations, activities undertaken, and impacts of SSGs.   In developed countries the SSGs examined have primarily conservation objectives and motivations for participation.  In the south the motivations and activities of the SSGs are mainly in terms of development and improved livelihoods for themselves and their communities.  Conservation objectives are often secondary or indirect.   Opportunities to engage SSGs in citizen science type activities have not yet been fully explored by southern partners.   Citizen science is defined here as a partnership between the public and scientists who are gathering data to better understand and conserve birds and the environment in general.   It is generally connected to a process that helps inform decision-making.  

SSGs appear to have worked well to create a sense of local pride, ownership and build leadership.  This has generally enhanced group empowerment, cooperation and organization, raised awareness and attracted funding.   Success in terms of conservation and development impacts varies.  Many groups and partnerships in the south are still at incipient stages of development (1-2 years) and have primarily been working for development-oriented goals.  These projects are often multidisciplinary in nature and require longer timelines before effectiveness is realized.   In these cases it is too early to assess outcomes and impacts.  In areas where engagement has been longer, there have been positive conservation and development impacts although these have been poorly monitored and evaluated.  In the north conservation impacts are clearer but still poorly monitored.   Overall, SSGs are poor at monitoring and evaluating project outcomes or changes in biodiversity or conservation threats.  There are observations amongst the stakeholders of what is working well and what is not, but this is not monitored in a rigorous way.   This is an acknowledged weakness amongst both SSGs and BirdLife partners.  

Belize was the only case study examined that had formally planned exchange activities between SSGs so there was some connection to other SSGs nationally.  However, none of the groups examined felt plugged into a regional or global network of SSGs and they had little or no understanding of the larger context of SSGs globally.   All participants did express the desire to improve communication and information sharing between SSGs at various scales.   In general many SSGs saw exchanges as an effective way to share lessons learned and build a sense of pride, ownership and understanding of the greater context of which they are part.  All of the case studies examined felt that their work was relevant to BirdLife.   They understood BirdLife’s objectives as wanting to save birds and the broader environment and felt that this could be achieved by including conservation benefits for local stakeholders.   

In many cases project timelines are incompatible with project goals, especially for integrated conservation and development type initiatives.  Based on this review it would seem that projects only begin to become effective after several years.  Even longer timelines may be required before conservation benefits flow equitably and some from of sustainability is achieved.   The complexity and uncertainty associated with natural resource management issues at multiple scales and the diverse interest groups that impinge upon them, mean that accomplishments often arise from trial and error and experimentation.   The unique ecological, social and economic situations at each site imply that one model is unlikely to be applicable across of a wide array of circumstances.   Achievement of conservation and development goals involves developing solutions that are adaptive and responsive to the local context.  Donors may impose constraints that limit project flexibility and focus attention on quick delivery of predefined milestones at the expense of learning and adaptive responses.    

Among BirdLife partners there was overwhelming support for the SSG concept in general and many believe it is the only effective, sustainable way to achieve site-based conservation on the ground.   The SSG concept is seen as part of a conservation “tool kit”.    Even if official protection is achieved, conservation on the ground may not happen without engaging local stakeholders.  Legal protection is important but not an alternative to SSGs.  The current question is not whether local participation is essential, but how can it be accomplished most successfully.   

Many southern BirdLife partners recognize that they lack capacity when in comes to integrated conservation and development initiatives.  This is often due to their multidisciplinary nature.   Partners have overcome this to some degree by forming alliances locally with others who can provide the needed capacity.   These groups can be other NGOs, governments, or private enterprises.    However, many feel the secretariat could provide support for SSG work in the form of: marketing and promotion, facilitation of communications, networking and exchanges, capacity building and training, fundraising, proposal development, and policy and advocacy work at global and regional scales.   

There is an increasing understanding amongst BirdLife partners working with SSGs in poor regions that to achieve success is a process; often a long process before conservation and development objectives can be realized and some form of sustainability attained.  Engaging with local stakeholders is a long-term commitment.   Best result were seen when SSGs were engaged and integrated at early stage in a transparent, participatory process.   Participation in the planning and design of a project increased the sense of responsibility and ownership within the group.  Being clear about objectives was seen as crucial to successful outcomes.  There is some evidence that working with established/existing groups may be more effective than creating new ones.   Understanding local realities is essential to success and this involves tapping into and valuing local/traditional knowledge.  Engaging established groups may accelerate this process.     

Conservation incentives are needed, particularly for SSGs in poor regions.  However, conservation benefits flowing to SSGs are not only in the form of cash, but also non-cash benefits such as improved education, enhanced capacity through training, increased pride and confidence, and resolution of land tenure issues, which are often as important.  These sorts of outcomes call for innovative, non-traditional ways to monitor and evaluate changes in behaviour and perceptions in addition to other established methods for measuring conservation and development impacts.  Long-term viability is also a concern for SSG in Canada as they seek ways to become sustainable in their conservation and education activities.     It appears that conservation benefits need to flow (in some manner) to all SSGs to ensure sustainability and attain conservation goals.   

3.1 Background

BirdLife’s Important Bird Areas (IBA) programme aims to identify and protect a network of sites critical for the long-term viability of wild bird populations, across the range of those bird species for which a sites-based approach is appropriate.   There are four main stages to the IBA program: site identification, site prioritization, site conservation, and monitoring and evaluation.   Many BirdLife partners have completed the first two stages and are now seeking strategies to conserve priority sites on the ground.   This is the most challenging phase but it is also an opportunity to be creative and innovative in adapting conservation solutions that are most appropriate for any particular site.    

The BirdLife partnership has long worked with local people in efforts to achieve conservation of sites important for bird conservation.  A diversity of approaches exist under the umbrella of 'local involvement', each suited to the particular cultural, social, historical, political and economic context. Across the BirdLife partnership, different approaches have been adopted to working with local communities at Important Bird Areas and many BirdLife partners have established and/or supported groups that work towards the conservation of these areas.  

These groups have a variety of different names: communities in action, stewardship groups, local advisory committees, friends of …etc.  Within the BirdLife International Secretariat they are most commonly referred to as Site Support Groups (SSGs) and are broadly defined as: “A group of local stakeholders working for the conservation of an IBA as part of a national and global IBA safeguard network”.   

Site-based biodiversity conservation can be achieved through protection or through sustainable use, or a combination of the two approaches.  It is increasingly recognized that the most promising conservation strategies involve local community-based natural resource management strategies.   There is an implicit assumption that supporting the development of local groups with a long-term interest in the conservation/sustainable use of important sites can be an effective tool to advance conservation and sustainability objectives for IBAs.   

The idea of supporting the development of semi-autonomous, local groups with a long-term interest in the conservation/sustainable use of important sites is a powerful one with obvious advantages for sustainability.  A review of the BirdLife UNDP GEF project in Africa concluded that SSGs were an unproved concept in Africa, but one with enormous potential if it can be made to work.  However, the concept of working with local stakeholders to advance conservation objectives is not new or unique to BirdLife.   

Models of site-based conservation have evolved significantly over the last two decades.  The 20th century model of a protected area network that excludes people has generally been acknowledged as a failure, especially in developing countries.    Examples from Africa have painfully illustrated the results of ignoring the needs of local people.   Conservation practitioners have recognized the social and economic impacts of protected areas.    Conservation is not just science but also people and that includes their economic, social and cultural concerns.  There is a growing consensus that protected areas and conservation goals should be a part of the solution to local people’s problems (the poor in particular), and not contributing to the creation of new ones.   The principle that the needs of local people be systematically integrated into protected area planning was agreed to by the Parties at the third World Parks Congress in Bali in 1982.  
The BirdLife Secretariat is now embarking on a review of SSG experience across the BirdLife partnership, in order to identify early lessons and share this experience across the partnership. It is anticipated that the review will lead to the preparation of a global strategy for SSGs.  

3.2 Review Objectives

The objectives of this review as articulated by BirdLife International are to:

· Generate objective, analytical material that can be used to inform a global review of SSG experience.

· Provide opportunities at national and regional levels to reflect critically on SSG experience.

· Share experience and ideas between SSGs and partners.    

3.3 Scope and methodology

The review conducted in the Americas was part of a global assessment of SSG experiences initiated by the BirdLife International in Cambridge, UK.  Core issues addressed in the review were based on the information provided in the Terms of Reference provided by the BirdLife International Secretariat.   These guidelines were used to investigate the key lessons learned, impacts and effects of SSGs in the Americas.  Regional reviews have also been conducted in Europe, Asia, the Middle East, and Africa.  Each regional review will be rolled up to form a global synthesis report, which will be prepared by the Secretariat for presentation to the BirdLife Global Council in the spring of 2005.   These results will also form the basis for discussion at the regional level during regional meetings of the Partnership.   

The scope of the regional SSG review for the Americas included representation from North America, Central America, the Caribbean, and South America.   Only countries in which BirdLife has presence or a partner organization were included.   Of the 16 BirdLife partners in the Americas, 12 contributed to this review.   The detailed work-plan and methodology employed for this review are included in Annex 1.  

4 Review Findings

4.1 Country Case Studies

Site Support Group case studies were conducted in Canada, Paraguay, Belize and Brasil.  What follows below is a summary of the overall results and the outcomes of each of the SSG reviews.   In Annex 2 are presented the detailed tables from each SSG, which include the condensed but un-interpreted results of each SSG consultation.   

All the SSGs that were reviewed are very diverse in origin, composition, governance, activities, and impacts.  Some are indigenous communities; others are non-government organizations (NGOs) partners or both.   Many of these groups existed prior to their engagement with BirdLife partners.    

In three of the four countries examined, the BirdLife partner has only recently begun working with local stakeholders to advance conservation objectives at key sites and in most cases it is too early to assess conservation or development outcomes.  Belize Audubon Society is the exception in that they have been working with some SSGs for over 15 years.  It is these SSGs that are showing the most progress towards advancing conservation and development objectives.     

Environmental education forms an important activity of all SSGs examined.  In Canada the SSGs are primarily delivering environmental education activities and in the south groups are generally the recipients of such activities, implemented by the BirdLife partners or others.   

There is a “north-south” distinction in the motivations and activities of SSGs.  In Canada, the SSGs examined have primarily conservation objectives and motivations for participation.  In Brasil and Belize the motivations and activities of the SSGs are primarily in terms of development and improved livelihoods for themselves and their communities.  Conservation objectives are often secondary or indirect.  Paraguay is the exception in that the SSG is another NGO that conducts conservation monitoring and enforcement activities.  However, this SSG is evolving to include sustainable development objectives for local people and communities.  

There was some connection among other SSGs nationally but all participants express the desire to improve communication and information sharing between SSGs at various scales.   In Belize, there have been formal exchanges between SSGs in the form of site visits.   There was also a visit to Belize by some key members of the SSG in Brasil in order to share experiences regarding cacao production.   This visit however did not include the SSGs but rather the BirdLife partner and private sector interests.  Although not examined in this report, it is known to the reviewer that community exchanges are a formal part of activities in the Nature Canada supported project in Mexico and Panama.  Exchanges between SSGs have also taken place in Dominican Republic.  In general many SSGs saw exchanges as an effective way to share lessons learned and build a sense of pride, ownership and an understanding of the bigger context in which they play a part.  However, at present there is little connection to the regional or global network of SSGs and limited understanding of the larger context of SSGs globally.   

In many cases the activities of SSGs depend on a few local champions who maintain group cohesion, motivations and press forward with activities.   This is perceived as both a strength and weakness.    Actual conservation and/or development impacts are not being rigorously monitored or evaluated by SSGs as a general rule.   Both SSGs and BirdLife partners perceive this as a weakness and would like to build capacity in this area.    

In many cases the life cycles of project supporting SSGs are too short to achieve desired goals and objectives, especially those in developing countries with strong developmental components.  The establishment/engagement of SSGs is often undertaken with specific project funding, however BirdLife partners and SSGs recognize that achieving success is a long-term process.   Many SSGs feel that their integration into local conservation planning is a long term and ongoing commitment.  Projects are more likely become effective after several years of operation as all participants build capacity to deal with complex and dynamic social, economic and biophysical environments.  

Attempts to integrate conservation and development have come under scrutiny in recent years and many failures have lead donor agencies to become more rigorous in the application of project development tools.  In the reviewer’s experience, many development projects are trying to fit the complex and dynamic realities of conservation and sustainable development into the constraints of time bound, highly planned, and predictable projects.  Integrated conservation and development projects appear to be a process of learning and experimentation.  Meeting donor needs for quickly attaining specific milestones may come to dominate over adaptive management and learning.     

The vast majority of bird survey, monitoring and research work conducted by SSGs is taking place in developed countries like Canada and the United States.  Most of the SSGs in the south are not formally implementing direct conservation actions.   However, all the groups feel that their work is relevant to BirdLife and conservation goals, even if SSG activities are not conservation oriented.  In the Canada SSGs feel like they are directly contributing BirdLife objectives through conservation actions.  In cases where SSGs are primarily development oriented, it appears that activities may meet BirdLife objectives for IBAs indirectly by distributing conservation benefits, reducing threats, improving conservation understanding and building cooperation.    Problem solving for local groups living in the area was seen as a way to advance conservation objectives and actions.  For example, in Belize one community was seeking to resolve certain land tenure issues.    While Belize Audubon Society (BAS) itself was not in a position to directly address this, they did facilitate links with the appropriate people and organizations that could assist.   In this way, the locals saw BAS as addressing their problems, which in turn, built trust and advanced development of cooperative relationship that could begin to tackle local conservation matters.  

4.1.1 Belize Case Study 

Belize Audubon Society (BAS) was founded in 1969 and has been working with local communities for over 15 years.    The Belizean government has a formal agreement with BAS to manage 8 of the country’s protected areas covering some 192,398 acres.    BAS has not yet formally identified IBAs in the country, however, these protected areas will undoubtedly be designated IBAs once identification is complete.

Two SSGs, known as Local Advisory Committees (LAC), were visited as part of this case study and the interview results have been summarized below.   Both communities have been supported by BAS through a European Union Environment & Development grant of 1.6 million Euros over 3 years (Project number B7-6201/99-10/EVN/DEV).   It involves 2 full time staff at BAS (project co-ordinator and community liaison officer).   This supported work by BAS with 10 SSGs surrounding 2 wildlife sanctuaries, Cockscomb Basin and Crooked Tree.    The two SSGs examined here are at different stages of development and have differing characteristics and outcomes.   One is an indigenous Mayan community, Maya Centre; the other is Biscayne, a Creole community.  

Project Purpose: 

· Involve relevant stakeholders in ecosystem management to promote biodiversity and ecological integrity through sustainable development activities

· Establish co-management and capacity systems with communities using socio-economic incentives with a view to contribute to biological diversity and ecological integrity.  

Project Partner:  

· Belize Audubon Society 

IBA Facts:  

· Cockscomb Basin Wildlife Sanctuary (CBWS):  GTS: Yellow Headed Parrot, Keel-Billed MotMot.  

· Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary:  GTS: Yellow-headed Parrot    

· Belize has not yet formally identified IBAs.  

4.1.1.1 Maya Centre Local Advisory Committee 

 Background
An expatriate scientist studying jaguar in the area championed the establishment of a forest reserve in the area in 1984.  In 1986 a core area of this important watershed was designated a wildlife sanctuary and in 1990 the boundaries were extended to conserve some 128,000 acres and the headwaters of many of the country’s rivers.  The original community was relocated outside CBWS when the sanctuary was established in 1986.  Formation of CBWS took place without any consultation with local communities, resulting in mistrust of conservation efforts.   Initially, the community did not support conservation objectives.  They saw themselves as part of the environment and did not see conservation (of jaguars in particular) as more important than the welfare of local people. 

BAS established a relationship with the indigenous community of Maya Centre in 1988 following conflict with proposed entrance fee charges to CBWS.   Through negotiations BAS came to an agreement with Maya Centre that exempted community members from paying park entrance fees and delivered 10% of the fees collected at the gate to the community.  This paved the way for the establishment of the Maya Centre Women’s group in 1989, championed by Ernesto and Claudia Saqui.   The Local Area Advisory Committee was established in 1996-97.   Today the key objectives of both BAS and the SSGs include the development of alternative sources of income and establishment of protected area co-management agreements.     

Planned include: 

· Creation and implementation co-management plans for CBWS

· Establishment of ecologically viable economic demonstration projects (in-situ, ex-situ).  

· Establishment of natural resource management training facilities.

· Collaboration to establish training programmes.

· Development and implementation of pilot monitoring and enforcement schemes.

· Development and implementation of participatory public awareness and education for a sustainability programme.

Conservation and Development Impacts
Maya Centre is a good example of a SSG that is receiving direct benefits from conservation actions.    Continued engagement by BAS over some 16 years has brought clear development gains for the group.   They have had opportunities for skill, business and leadership training, have been supported in the development of alternative livelihoods, and provided with environmental education and employment in the park.  In turn, this has strengthened conservation alliances and reduced threats to conservation goals locally.   The community is increasingly empowered and independent.  The SSG is more and more active politically.   For example, the community is engaging the government and other landowners in regards to a proposed amusement park development in the area.  They are doing so independently of BAS.    

The development and implementation of the co-management plan for CBWS has not yet been fully achieved.  The co-management structures, and the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders in a co-management system have been determined.  The proposed management-planning framework has not yet received approval from the government.  However, when ready, Maya Centre SSG is in a position to fully participate in development of such plans.  Little has been achieved to date on formal implementation of SSG monitoring and enforcement schemes.   It is anticipated that this will flow from the development of the co-management plan.  

Although the SSG is not formally engaged in conservation actions like bird monitoring or survey work, informally they act as important local stewards and watchdogs of illegal activity.   Conservation impacts have not been formally monitored by BAS or the SSG.  The community does perform some informal vigilant activities, controls the entrance to the park and collects fees from visitors.     

Development impacts have also not been formally monitored by BAS.  However, development impacts are quite clear.   ·The community of Maya Centre estimated that annual income generated from the women’s crafts co-operative is ≈ $100,000 to 150,000 Belize dollars annually ($50,000 to $75,000 US dollars).   Proceeds are shared equally between all cooperative members.  Earnings from park entrance fees are also shared.  The women’s group now pays the salary of one of the school’s teachers and supports the children’s participation on field trips.   The location of the community at the entrance to the park contributed to other opportunities to generate income from tourists.  Guiding, food services and accommodations owned and run by locals are helping to diversify community incomes.   The luck of geographic location has benefited this SSG with easy access to tourists who have to pass through the community on the way to the park.   

There have been some downsides to SSG development activities as perceived by the community.  The very success of the women’s crafts co-operative has lead to increased competition.  For example, one woman from the cooperative has gone out on her own and open another craft shop right beside the cooperative.   This has lead to increased conflict among community members.  Skills training and increased empowerment amongst the youth has lead to a challenging of older traditional community leaders.   These young people are seeking an increasingly larger voice in decision-making processes and challenging established leaders.  Another concern expressed by young men in particular is access to land.  As the community grows it is clear there is not enough land available locally for growing families.  There has been some increase in alcoholism in the community as there is now more disposable income.   Tourists and their demands are influencing some traditional Mayan ways of life.  For example, tourists are requesting non-traditional foodstuffs like pasta, which is replacing the traditional tortilla.  In turn their children are developing a taste for pasta and eating diets different from those of their parents.    

One unanticipated outcome that the SSG observed was that the formation of the LAC allowed for increased checks and balances between community goals and conservation goals.  For the SSG it has become an effective alliance that allows for improved advocacy beyond the original objectives.   The Belizean government recognizes that BAS also speaks for the LACs.        

The focus of SSG efforts is not conservation directly.  They understand BirdLife objectives as conservation motivated, none the less they feel that their development focused initiatives are relevant to BirdLife.   The SSG is relevant indirectly through support for local for communities and distribution of conservation benefits providing the group with an increasing stake in seeing area conserved.  For the community conservation benefits flow from sustainable development objectives.   

Membership & Governance
Members of Maya Centre LAC are leaders from various sectors of the community (women, teachers, church leaders, business owners and village council).  There is good representation of community views.  Increased economic opportunities from tourism and better lives and living standards for the community are prime motivators for participation.    Other parts of the community are also very supportive.   The LAC is a forum in which they can air disputes.  The group is governed informally at this stage and influenced by traditional Mayan ways of discourse.        

Sustainability & Networking

Maya Centre is increasingly independent of both technical and financial support.   The prospects for reducing reliance on BAS support are good.   However, small amounts of resources are needed to maintain the co-management structure and ongoing cooperation and community relations.   The relationship with between stakeholders and the management of CBWS is seen as a long-term commitment.  

In Maya Centre a few key individuals championed group activities, especially in the early days.  Today support in the community is diverse and up and coming leaders are making their presence felt.  This will add to overall sustainability.  Sustainability in this context does not mean static but rather enhanced resilience and adaptability to respond to a multiple of external influences.  

There have been some exchanges and information sharing between the SSGs around CBWS and between CBWS and CTWS.   This has generally been facilitated by BAS.   The SSG expressed a desire to participate in more exchanges and even international ones with groups in Mexico, Panama and beyond.  They view the participation of other stakeholders as potentially adding to the sustainability of LAC and would provide increased learning opportunities.  

4.1.1.2 Biscayne Local Advisory Committee

Background
Belize Audubon Society (BAS) established the Biscayne group 2.5 years ago as a result of the European Union Environment & Development grant.   Biscayne is a Creole community locate in the in north of Belize in flat country dotted with wetlands.   It borders the Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary, which was declared a RAMSAR site of global significance in 1998.   The sanctuary is composed of some 16,000 acres of waterways, lagoons and logwood forest.  

Conservation and Development Impacts
Biscayne community was consulted in preparation of the project and development of project goals.   When compared with Maya Centre, the relationship between BAS and the SSG is new and the group is weak with little broad community support.   The community at large does not see the need for conservation.   The attitude of some in the community was illustrated by one woman’s quote “We got fish…we will always have fish”.   However, the women who make up the SSG are beginning to realize the extent of their impact on the local natural resources.   This initiative has given them hope and it is anticipated that it will provide the community with a better way of life.  

Project activities include, environmental education, skills and leadership training, and pilot project development.   For members of the SSG the project has enhanced their skills, built self-confidence, leadership and a sense of pride, and improved group organization.     The group itself is stronger and the experience has broadened their horizons.  They have an improved understanding of conservation and the importance of protecting the environment.   One woman related that she used to just kill everything and now she thinks twice.  

The development of this SSG is at an early stage and they are working towards development-oriented goals.  It has been BAS experience that engaging groups in multidisciplinary projects of this nature is an ongoing process requiring a long-term commitments in order to achieve lasting impacts.  In this case it is too early to assess impacts but the process of building and empowering community leaders is underway.   They understand the need to be persistent and have patience to realize expectations.  The rest of the community is watching to see what beneficial impacts may come about in time.   

The SSG see itself as relevant to BirdLife/BAS conservation objectives.   They see problem solving for those living in the area as advancing conservation actions and objectives.   By addressing the concerns of local people you build alliances creating an enabling environment to build capacity in which to advance conservation and development goals.    

There is no conservation monitoring being done by the community although they showed an interest in engaging.  Informally, they have certainly noticed changes in their environments (reduced numbers of swallows last few years, some years lots of butterflies, etc…).   In general, monitoring of outcomes, both conservation and development, has been weak.  That being said, at this early stage tangible, measurable indicators like area conserved or income earned are inappropriate.    More fitting measures would be innovative indicators of changes in behaviour, increased adaptability or group cohesion.   BAS has acknowledged that monitoring has been a weakness in project design and is seeking to improve its capacity in this area.  

 Membership and Governance
The SSG in Biscayne composed entirely of women.   They stated that the men felt threatened by the formation of the group because they were the ones who are hunting and fishing.   The men feel it is a waste of time, as they have seen no tangible benefits.   The village council is also not supportive and the women indicated that they should have engaged the council at an earlier stage and with a more positive attitude.   There is poor representation of community views at large.  The motivations for the women are to have a better life for themselves and their community and they want to conserve the resources on which they depend.   The SSG believes that sceptics in the community are waiting to see outcomes before they decide what to think about the initiative but think support will grow with as benefits are realized.   The group is governed informally with all members being equal and all welcome to participate.  

Sustainability & Networking
All group activities are facilitated by BAS and the group is fully dependent on BAS.  However, they indicated that they could be more independent if they chose to do so. But, at this stage there is an ongoing need for BAS to advance SSG development.  There were SSG exchanges carried out in the early stages of the EU project.   The community had no understanding of the wider SSG network of which they were part but expressed a desire for more opportunities to share and learn from other groups.   

4.1.2 Brasil Site Support Group: Serra das Lontras

Project Purpose:

· Long-term conservation and sustainable use of forest at Serra das Lontras, Southern Bahia (DGIS funded for 1 year)

Project Partners:  

· BirdLife Brasil

SSG Partners: 

· Serra das Lontras:  Two cooperatives and one association of local landowners (CooperUna, CABRUCA, and Associação de Produtores do Santo Antônio) in partnership with a local NGO IESB (Instituto de Estudos Sócio-ambientais do Sul da Bahia)

IBA Facts:

· Serra das Lontras Atlantic Forest IBA, Bahia, Brasil.   Several endemic threatened species and at least 9 GTS (e.g. Alagoas Foliage-gleaner)

Background
The IBA program in Brasil operates through a BirdLife established country program.   The Brasil program office focuses its activities in the highly endangered Atlantic forest region of the country.   BirdLife Brasil has only recently begun working with local stakeholders to advance conservation objectives at one key IBA in the region.  In the state of Bahia, BirdLife Brasil works primarily in partnership with another NGO, Instituto de Estudos Sócio-ambientais do Sul da Bahia, based locally.   

The local people have been engaged through the use of existing groups including, one farmer’s cooperative and one association of local landowners.   Engagement began with 1-year support from DGIS via the BirdLife Secretariat, with the goal of improving the “cabruca” system through organic cacao cultivation in land surrounding a 460 hectare protected area.  Protection of the local watershed has been partially achieved due to this 460-hectare purchase and official designation as a Private Nature Reserve (RPPN) has been sought.  Two staff from BirdLife Brasil, one full-time and one part-time, were involved in the project.  At IESB, 5 full-time staff were involved.  A financial input of $18,717 USD from BirdLife and $6,000 from IESB was dedicated to the project during 2003.  Part-time BirdLife staff was partially paid by DGIS.  There were also two agronomy students from the University at Ilhéus that participated in the project as volunteers.   BirdLife Brasil has recently secured a European Union grant for 4 years of continued work in the area.  

The stated objectives are both conservation and development oriented and include:  

· Purchase of forested areas for the creation of the private reserves.  

· Conduct studies on biodiversity and feasibility for additional added value activities for the Serra das Lontras complex.  

· Provide a framework for the development of a management plan for the region.  

· Develop the capacity of the farmers’ organisations/cooperatives. 

· Provide support for farmers to cultivate their cacao plantations organically through training.  

Conservation and Development Impacts
Engagement with the local SSG is at an early stage and ongoing support has been recently secured from the EU for an additional four years of this initiative.  The community is in the process of understanding conservation objectives.   The project seeks to initiate the process of changing perceptions and practices by locals living in the region.   It was clear from the beginning that more than one year would be needed.  The resources were adequately allocated, but proved insufficient to expand activities.  However, the first steps have been taken to engage the local stakeholders by information dissemination, education, and community consultations.  Planned activities included agroforestry training, habitat restoration, and establishment of an organic cacao demonstration plot.   Organic cacao and agroforestry demonstration practices illustrate the benefits that these activities may bring to the local development and conservation objectives.  IESB knows that this region is a priority area for conservation action in Brazil.  

BirdLife input was important for environmental classification of the region, providing contacts, report elaboration, project dissemination and additional funding opportunities.   BirdLife also promoted the exchange of knowledge between the partners including a trip to Belize, through a DGIS travel grant.  Ensuring the sustainable use and conservation of forest within Serra das Lontras through the establishment of private (and potentially federal) reserves and the maintenance of the surrounding area will advance the long-term conservation of threatened and endemic bird species at Serra das Lontras.  

The motivation of the SSG is primarily in terms of improved livelihoods and income from organic cacao production.  No conservation actions or monitoring is currently taking place by the SSG.  However, the formal conservation objectives were agreed between IESB, BirdLife, and the SSG.   Farmers understand the objectives of the project, and its conservation purpose (but do not necessarily understand the importance of protecting specific bird species).  Community leaders are also aware of the conservation purpose of BirdLife/IESB’s initiative in the region.  Conservation impacts depend largely on a long-term strategy for surrounding landscape, as the site is too small to ensure long-term species survival.  The duration of the initial project was one year, and changing behaviour is a long-term process.  Local farmers are in the process of understanding the conservationist perspective and the need to incorporate conservation values into their livelihoods.  

The farmers who comprise the SSG have small properties holdings, feel marginalized by government, and generally do not benefit from current public policies.   They lack confidence, trust, and hope for the future.   However, the initiative has strengthened the organizational capacity and reinvigorated the Associação Santo Antônio.  The confidence of local farmers is increasing and they feel like their local knowledge is being appreciated and has value. The farmers have improved their knowledge of organic production but follow-up activities are needed to support conversion to organic production.   The initiative has also built a strong relationship between Cacao Research Centre (CEPLAC) and the local NGO partner IESB.  CEPLAC is now engaged in activities at Serra das Lontras, through a renewed partnership with IESB.   Impacts on the local watershed have been reduced.  There is improved government awareness of the importance of the Atlantic Forest for conservation in Brazil and globally, made possible by the BirdLife country program.     

BirdLife Brasil has found that it is best to work in cooperation with local organizations and community groups that are already in existence.  They have learnt that it is important to incorporate and give value to local knowledge.  Effectiveness is improved by working with demonstrative actions, involving the farmers on practical issues that they face daily.  

Membership and Governance
The prime motivation of the SSG members is the potential of earning a higher premium for their cacao and other organic produce.   CABRUCA members, including the president, are active farmers that promote organic cacao.  In this SSG the NGO partner IESB is considered part of the SSG and is the lead local organization.    The Associação Santo Antônio is composed of small farmers who represent well the views of local farmers.  However, farmers overall do not have a strong voice within the community.   The broader community appears to be sceptical of the project and are watching and waiting to see results.   

CABRUCA has a board of directors with a president, and a democratic decision-making process. The Associação Santo Antônio had been dormant but now has reinitiated their activities and is working out governance structures.     

Sustainability & Networking
CABRUCA is financially and technically independent.  First phase funding provided the materials and plants needed for the local farmer training.  However, support is still needed to maintain participation of Associação Santo Antônio members in the initiative.  

The project has proved successful in attaining additional resources, as in the recent success of the EU proposal developed by BirdLife Brasil.  It has also attracted potential new partnerships.  Conservation International has had an interest in the region and BirdLife, IESB, and Conservation International are discussing strategies to work together to enhance effectiveness.  In the long term if successful, organic cacao production and marketing will gradually reduce dependency on project support and may even help finance reserve management.  

There is currently little communication between local cooperatives and associations, but IESB functions as the connecting point among them.  Through IESB, there is technical exchange among the groups.  IESB, local farmers, and CEPLAC are the major stakeholders involved.   Involvement of both state and federal environmental agencies is needed for patrolling and enforcement purposes.  IESB’s role is conservation and sustainable development.  Farmers are interested in improving the quality of their lives through environmentally friendly practices.  CEPLAC is interested in agricultural development and also conservation.  These roles are considered appropriate, as long as they continue to be played by each institute.

4.1.3 Paraguay SSG:  Procosara in San Rafael

The SSG in Paraguay is an established ENGO that forms part of a national conservation alliance, of which the BirdLife partner, Guyra Paraguay is a member.   The SSG is active in Paraguay’s first designated IBA, San Rafael, in the interior Atlantic forest ecosystem in the southeastern portion of the country.  

Background
Purpose: 

· Conservation of the biodiversity of San Rafael 

Partners

· Instituto de Derecho y Economía Ambiental (IDEA) and others in the Paraguayan conservation alliance.   

BirdLife Partner:  

· Guyra Paraguay: Conservación de Aves

SSG Partner:  

· Procosara Environmental NGO

IBA Facts:  

· San Rafael, Eastern Paraguay.  GTB:  26 species from vulnerable to critical.  Critical species include Brazilian Merganser, Glaucous Macaw, Entre Rios Seedeater

Procasara is a non-profit conservation group that is part of an alliance of five Paraguay NGOs.  It was established with the support of the former director of Guyra Paraguay; Alberto Madroño.   Its members are made up of local landowners concerned about the future of San Rafael.  The main inputs from the BirdLife partner, Guyra Paraguay, have been in the form of proposal preparation, obtaining funds, facilitating contacts with donors, and staff time (2 staff from Guyra spend 10% of time on project). Guyra has not directly supported the SSG financially but the conservation alliance contributes $15,000 to Procasara for management of the reserve.

Conservation and Development Impacts
The formal conservation objectives for the site are agreed upon by the SSG, Guyra and others in the conservation alliance.   The goals of Procasara’s work in San Rafael is to:  eliminate deforestation and habitat degradation in the reserve; eliminate hunting for wild game with exception of subsistence hunting by indigenous people in area; protect private properties within the reserve; and educate the local population about the importance of conserving San Rafael’s biodiversity.  The SSG undertakes activities like monitoring and vigilance (through a body of private park guards), fundraising, environmental education and awareness building, and acts as local representatives of the alliance.    

There are other objectives, but these are seen as tools to advance conservation goals.  The SSG has initiated ecotourism activities to generate resources for conservation actions.   The incorporation of another NGO called ENLACE into the conservation alliance brings expertise to facilitate the development of poverty alleviation goals.    The integration of sustainable development goals is recent with the initiation of ecotourism activities and facilitation of organic agricultural production.  Procasara also provides a site for sale of local artisan products.  The group has begun to examine ways to address issues of local poverty, especially among the landless.  

The SSG undertakes monitoring activities through a system of private park guards.   The focus is on monitoring human activities (illegal hunting, logging, campasino invasions) in the IBA using a system of patrols and on reporting to the conservation alliance.  No formal bird monitoring is taking place.  Conservation impacts include a reduction in level of damage caused by deforestation and habitat degradation; reduced frequency of illegal hunting; reduced frequency of squatting campasinos; enhanced local and municipal environmental awareness; increased interest amongst the young in local villages; improved knowledge amongst the local community and relevant government departments (municipal and beyond) about reserve; enhanced staff capacity and financial support for conservation action; sensitized local, national and international audiences to the importance of the sites; and increased site profile via media exposure.  International visitors to the area have added some income to the communities and attracted the attention of local municipal government.   

The actual costs of these SSG activities are something normally associated with the formation and protection of a protected area.  However, the reality is that it is a “paper park” and the government is not fulfilling its obligations for on the ground site protection.   The SSG sees its role in supporting conservation and monitoring at Paraguay’s most important IBA as very relevant to BirdLife.  There is however an ongoing need for resources and the SSG would like additional support in the area of fundraising and local conservation campaigns.  

Membership and Governance
The SSG is composed of local large landowners.   The motivations of the SSG are a love of the forests and nature and a desire to see the site conserved.   As originally conceived, the group did not represent very well the views of the broader community.   There has been strong criticism of Procasara in some communities principally due to the fact that they are the major enforcement agency in the region.  There is a core of property owners who support patrols by park guards but others who are not cooperative.     The original group of large landowners is starting to expand representation to include other community members as they begin to recognize the importance and need to address local issues of poverty alleviation and reduce conflict with local campasino communities.   The group has a formal governance structure and is dependant on outside support for its activities, although the BirdLife partner does not provide all the funds.  Procosara has a board of directors with five people.  Reporting to other members of the conservation alliance takes place at least once a month.   

Sustainability & Networking
At present the SSG is totally dependant on outside sources of support.  However the group is starting to develop plans for a campaign to gain support of local businesses and beginning to fully develop ecotourism activities, which will bring in resources to the reserve.  There is an ongoing need for this work until the government fulfils its obligations.   Therefore ongoing financial/human resource support will be needed into the future.  The alliance itself helps increase opportunities for synergies and/or other sources of funds.    There is networking among the SSGs in Paraguay among member of the conservation alliance.  

One of the main lessons learnt to date by the SSG is that conservation only functions when you work with local people and involve local actors.   Initially Procosara worked only with local property owners and are now expanding membership and engagement to local communities.   The conservation alliance for San Rafael works well but communication and coordination among members could be improved.  Next time at the start of the project the SSG would engage one or two professional fundraisers.  

4.1.4 Canada SSG Case Studies

The Canadian BirdLife International Partnership is comprised of two organizations, Nature Canada and Bird Studies Canada (BSC).  The Canadian IBA program was launched in 1996, and to date 597 IBAs have been identified.  In the partnership, BSC takes the lead on issues related to site data and designation, and Nature Canada focuses on site stewardship and protection.  To stimulate site conservation, the BirdLife partner works with key provincial and territorial partners and local stakeholders to determine the type of protection or stewardship required for individual sites.  Through these partnerships, IBA community conservation planners and other groups across Canada have developed plans for close to 90 IBAs that set forth concrete conservation and stewardship actions.  

In 1999, Nature Canada launched a small-grants fund, IBA Communities in Action, to support the implementation of conservation activities at IBAs.  Maximum funding granted to each project is $5,000 CAN/year.   Grantees must match Nature Canada funding with at least 1:1 funding from other sources or in-kind donations.  Funds for the Communities in Action program are raised annually by Nature Canada and are typically donated by corporate partners and Nature Canada members and donors.  Since 1999, Nature Canada has granted more than $400,000 to 140 projects by 90 different SSGs across Canada at close to 100 IBAs.  Supported projects fall into the categories of education, conservation, research, and monitoring.  They include diverse initiatives such as shorebird guardian programs, waterbird censuses, songbird migration monitoring stations, birding guide publications, and birding festivals.  Bird Studies Canada has played a supporting role for some SSGs by providing technical expertise on projects, and has also directly carried out some SSG projects funded through the Communities in Action program.

Other SSGs may be active at IBAs in Canada (for example, local naturalist groups that do not seek funding from Nature Canada’s small-grants fund), but no mechanism exists to track their contributions to IBA stewardship.

4.1.4.1 Saint John Naturalist Club, Point Lepreau, New Brunswick

Purpose: 

· To continue IBA monitoring, to establish linkages with other groups monitoring scoters, and to carry out education about seaduck migration.

Partners: 

· Saint John Naturalists’ Club, New Brunswick Power, Canadian Coast Guard, Canadian Wildlife Service, Nature Canada, New Brunswick Wildlife Trust Fund.

IBA Facts: 

· Northern coast of Bay of Fundy.  Globally significant species numbers include spring staging Brant, fall migrating Semipalmated Plovers and Least Sandpipers and spring and fall Black Scoters.  Other waterbird numbers also high during migration. Threats to IBA include threat of oil spill due to heavy super-tanker traffic.

Background

This SSG was formed in 1995  (before the Point Lepreau IBA was designated) as the Point Lepreau Bird Observatory, as a committee of the Saint John Naturalists Club.  The SSG undertakes primarily seaduck monitoring, with a focus on scoter movements through the IBA.  The monitoring protocol is consistent, and involves 9 weeks of migration monitoring each spring and fall.  Educational components are secondary to this objective, but some educational activities take place (for example, a video was produced and distributed on the subject of Black Scoter migration in the Bay of Fundy).  The group does not undertake advocacy.

Three formal conservation objectives were agreed to at the outset by this SSG and have been used to guide all subsequent activity by the SSG.  The project is seen as relevant by the SSG as it is a good example of a monitoring project for scoters (a group of birds for which basic monitoring data are generally lacking).  The project meets perceived BirdLife objectives for SSGs as it relies on a high level of volunteer engagement for IBA monitoring.  The SSG feels its 10-year project timeframe is appropriate to provide useable monitoring data.

The SSG is supported by financial inputs from one partner organization (Nature Canada, which has provided annual funding to the project from 2000 – 2004 totalling $17,000).  This has allowed for the hiring of a dedicated observer for seaduck monitoring, which has increased the quality of the long-term data set and has enabled better use of volunteer observers.   The group is concerned with the trend of decreasing funding for on-going or long-term projects, and thus feels that resource allocations to the project are inadequate.

Conservation and Development Impacts

The SSG is not yet expecting conservation impacts from its activities, because the project is still in the data collection stage.  It is hoped that eventually these data will be used to help influence decisions with respect to reducing oil super-tanker traffic in the Bay of Fundy.  The SSG has had other impacts, however.  Their activities have resulted in media profiles, and employees of the adjacent nuclear plant enjoy visiting the site and learning about the project.  Furthermore, early activities of the SSG motivated two other groups to initiate monitoring scoters further along the migration route.  

Inputs to the SSG are seen as cost effective, as the monitoring is done with a large volunteer input.  

Membership & Governance

The SSG members are all naturalists, and are motivated by a love of nature and an appreciation of the IBA.  The SSG feels that they do not well represent community views, because they are more informed about the need to conserve the site than is the broader public.  

The SSG is a committee of the Saint John Naturalists Club, with a budget that is approved by the club.  The SSG operates under specific guidelines, and reports to the club at regular public meetings.  The SSG views their simple and well-crafted guidelines as an important factor in their success.

Sustainability & Networking

The SSG does not have high reliance on external technical support, but are reliant on external financial support (funds for the salary of the dedicated observer).  It would be possible to reduce this reliance on external financial support by using only volunteers to collect the monitoring data, but this could result in poorer quality data.  The SSG has maintained a conservation focus by adhering to the initial purpose and objectives of their project.  There is a continued need for the project up to the end of the planned 10-year period (to end in 2005) in order to ensure consistent data are collected.

There is some limited networking of the SSG with other seaduck monitoring locations in Canada and the U.S.  Some of this networking has been conducted independently, and some has been facilitated through the provincial naturalist club.  The SSG is interested in finding out about other seaduck monitors and sharing information.  

4.1.4.2 Friends of Semiahmoo Bay Society, Boundary Bay, British Columbia
Purpose: 

· An annual winter/spring celebration called Birds on the Bay. Focused on raising public awareness of IBA. Events include workshops, hikes, lectures, etc.
Partners:  

· Friends of the Semiahmoo Bay Society is the SSG lead heading up multiple diverse partners including other environmental organizations, municipal governments, and individuals.

IBA facts:  

· Various components of the Fraser River estuary in Southwestern British Columbia.  One of the richest and most important ecosystems for migrant and wintering waterbirds and shorebirds in Canada.  Threats include development of lands adjacent to coastal wetlands, and shipping traffic. 

Background

This SSG delivers an annual public education program on the importance of the IBA to birds.  Monitoring activities comprise a secondary focus for the group, as some of the programs events dovetail with pre-existing surveys (such as hawk counts, etc.). 

The Friends of Semiahmoo Bay Society initiated this SSG in 2003 with input from the Federation of British Columbia Naturalists.  Partner organizations provide input to the SSG in the form of financial support (from Nature Canada, $5000 total) and staff contributions to program events (Bird Studies Canada).  These inputs have increased the diversity of program events and provided funding for their delivery (through a paid coordinator).

The SSG does not operate based on formal conservation objectives stated at the outset of the project.  However, one objective that was important from the project’s inception was to help increase economic activity in the region’s tourist low season by attracting birdwatchers to the IBA in the wintertime.  The project does not have a pre-determined end year, which provides flexibility and the possibility for exploring new directions in future years, but is perceived by the SSG to be adding to volunteer burnout.

Conservation and Development Impacts

The intended conservation impact is the mobilization of support for site conservation through awareness building and hands-on experience.  The actual conservation impacts are not monitored (although event attendance could be used as a partial surrogate to measure community awareness).  Development impacts are anticipated because events have been scheduled in the winter when tourism is generally low in the area, but actual development impacts in this regard are not monitored.

Inputs to the program are considered cost effective because the program reaches a large number of participants and a broad range of community members, and the program is generally funded by in-kind donations and programming that is on a cost-recovery basis.  

The main lessons learned by this SSG are to: 1) hire a paid coordinator for the events, as relying on a few volunteers can learn to burnout; 2) have a compact schedule of events in order to maximize efficiency of volunteers; and 3) invest in promotion of events to guarantee better success.

Membership & Governance

The SSG has no formalized governance/leadership structure.  The Friends of Semiahmoo Bay Society is the lead organization in the group, but the SSG is based on loose and informal partnerships with many other groups.  The SSG is not member-based.

The motivations of the groups for participating in the SSG are variable.  Some member groups have an environmental or naturalist focus, and other groups are most concerned with recreation and tourism in their area.  However, all individual participants have an appreciation for birds and natural areas.  

Sustainability & Networking

The SSG relies only on small levels of external technical support.  Small levels of external financial support fund the project coordination.  Most external support is by way of in-kind donations for the events (e.g., use of lecture halls, etc.) and the project could not be undertaken without this support.  The SSG feels that this is a sustainable model because they do not have large cash requirements.  

The SSG has maintained a conservation focus, but this has sometimes been an indirect outcome of their public awareness activities.  The SSG is gaining some broader community support for the conservation of the IBA, particularly in terms of local political buy-in, but the challenge is large and there is much work that remains to be done.  There is a continued need for the project because threats to this very large IBA increase yearly and the site has little formal protection.

The SSG participates in some networking with a SSG that is active at the cross-boundary portion of the site, in Washington State’s Drayton Harbour/Semiahmoo IBA.  This SSG holds an annual bird festival, and the two SSGs collaborate on their respective programming and events.  This networking is not done through the BirdLife partner organizations in Canada and the United States.  The SSG would like to receive additional information on other SSGs that are undertaking similar projects in Canada and internationally.

Conclusions for Canada

Locally:

Successes

· Diverse partners come together around one project creating sense of ownership of the conservation work and pride in the IBA.

Weaknesses

· Do not feel plugged into the global network of SSGs, or even into the national network.  Systematic attempts by the partners to network SSGs have been absent (the only related endeavour was a newsletter circulated to all SSGs with information on projects and groups).

· Actual conservation impacts need to be better monitored by the groups.  Often they have solid objectives but it is rare that the groups measure how they are meeting these objectives through formal evaluation.

Lessons learned

· Some SSGs would like better networking to learn about what other similar groups are doing in Canada and globally.  This networking does not necessarily need to be through the BirdLife partner but if it is it should be low-tech enough to allow SSGs to participate and embrace it (e.g., applications like listservs are not well adopted by all SSGs because of both technological and time constraints).

· SSGs struggle with capacity issues.  Members are often volunteers with other jobs or responsibilities.  Fundraising and associated reporting is a challenge, as is continued reliance on a small group of people to deliver SSG programs – ‘volunteer burnout’ is a continuing challenge for these groups.

Nationally:

Successes

· IBA Communities in Action groups have been very successful at leveraging volunteer work and other donations: in 2003/04, they raised approximately $10 in cash and in-kind for every $1 granted by Nature Canada.

· Groups are also successful at conducting important and valuable work with relatively small amounts of cash funding. 

Weaknesses

· Partners need to do a better job of tracking the conservation impacts of the funded groups so that the most effective and beneficial projects can continue to be funded in future years.  

· Annual fundraising can be challenging and time consuming and it leaves a variable amount in the funding pot every year, making it difficult to support good long-term projects that rely on annual funding.

Lessons learned

· Other “SSGs” may exist outside the Communities in Action structure – i.e., groups that are actively stewarding IBAs but who do not seek funding or input from partners.

· Networking could be a role for BirdLife and the Canadian partner organizations.  The most beneficial networking model might be facilitating face-to-face meetings of SSGs.  This is not a cost effective model, however, due to the expenses inherent in facilitating meetings of SSGs in a country as large as Canada.  These meetings could take the form of SSG exchanges between groups working on shared species in different parts of their ranges, or of workshops of SSGs focussed on similar types of projects (such as childhood nature education, ecotourism, etc.).

· To most effectively contribute to and learn from SSGs, the partners should explore ways to devote more time to field visits and meetings.  Such a ‘SSG Ambassador’ would provide better linkages between the global BirdLife network and SSGs’ on-the-ground conservation project delivery.
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Figure 1: Inventory of SSGs reported for the Americas

· A total of 209 SSG groups were reported by 12 countries in the Americas

· In USA only 7 of 52 states reported.   Therefore likely more groups exist in the USA.  

o Nebraska, Connecticut and Maryland report that they do not have SSGs as such 

o Most reporting groups are doing monitoring activities

· With the exception of the USA, most SSGs reporting have a strong environmental education component.

· Southern partners also have strong development goals and objectives associated with SSG activities.  

· The three SSGs in Mexico are supported by the BirdLife partner in Canada in cooperation with a local NGO

· Anguilla and the Dominican Republic are not BirdLife partners but rather affiliates 

· Most partners have only begun working with SSGs in the last few years; therefore many are at an early stage of development.   

o Exceptions are Belize and the Dominican Republic who have been engaged formally and informally with some SSGs for over 10 years.   

· Many SSGs are engaged in more than one type of activity.  However the overwhelming majority of bird monitoring/survey work is being conducted by SSGs in Canada and the United States.   

4.3 Figure 2: SSGs Activities in the Americas

4.4 Interviews with Regional Staff and BirdLife Partners

On the whole there was overwhelming support for the SSG concept in general and many believe it is the only effective, sustainable way to achieve site-based conservation on the ground.   The SSG concept is seen as part of a conservation “tool kit”.    Even once official protection is achieved, conservation on the ground may not happen without engaging local stakeholders.  Legal protection is important but not an alternative to SSGs.  The current question is not whether local participation is essential, but how can it be accomplished most successfully.   

There was a sense among the interviewees that truly engaging local stakeholders in areas of high poverty is a long process and often conservation actions are the end result of such a process…not the starting point.   Even in the developed world there are still socio-economic aspects to SSG work, though they may not be associated with livelihood development but rather issues of liability insurance for volunteers, sustainable resources for conservation actions, monitoring, maintenance, and ongoing environmental education/interpretative activities.   Investing in SSGs and site conservation actions is a long-term commitment that extends beyond the life of any one particular project.  

There is recognition that BirdLife partners and SSGs often lack the capacity needed to effectively achieve conservation and/or development impacts on the ground.   One way BirdLife partners have overcome this limitation is to form alliances with others who bring in the required expertise.   These could be other NGOs, governments or private enterprises.   Capacity building and empowerment for the SSG itself is often a key activity undertaken.  

Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
In consultations with BirdLife partners and regional staff it became clear that most feel it would be difficult to further define SSGs beyond the broad BirdLife idea of “A group of local stakeholders working for the conservation of an IBA as part of a national and global IBA safeguard network”.  While there is an appreciation of the desire to more effectively market and promote SSGs, a stricter definition may be too limiting and not encompass the myriad of groups, approaches and activities undertaken.    A general “unifying umbrella” type concept may be more useful as opposed to a narrow definition.   The very diversity of SSGs and their activities may in fact be their key selling point.   

The shared characteristics among all the SSGs examined here include: some level of organization, associations with IBAs, and links, both formal and informal, to BirdLife partners, affiliates or country programs.  They are usually composed of local stakeholders, but this group is very diverse and may include governments, communities, NGOs, research institutions and other organizations.  All have diverse interests that impinge on the local environment.   Key individuals often champion SSG activities, especially during the early stages.   Volunteers are often a common component of SSG but not exclusively so.  In the case of Paraguay and Brasil, other NGO partners themselves were the SSG or key components of SSG.    In Belize some SSGs get direct conservation benefits in the form of business opportunities or employment.   Volunteerism is a more dominant characteristic of SSGs in Canada and the USA.   

Most interviewees from the BirdLife partnership agreed that conservation should be the focus but not to the inclusion of other issues such as poverty alleviation.    In the south SSG activities are not usually conservation oriented.  In Canada and the United States conservation activities are more dominant in the form of monitoring and survey work.      

How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
The BirdLife partners who participated in this review had various suggestions on how to best market SSGs for advocacy and fundraising.   It appears that the one clear distinguishing aspect of SSGs is their links with IBAs.   The broad concept of engaging local stakeholders to advance conservation objectives is not unique to BirdLife.    However, there are some important characteristics of SSGs that can be promoted.   According to the participants examined here these characteristics include: 

· Empowered local people

· Participatory/inclusive

· Local knowledge beyond conservation…Cultural, economic, historical aspects, constraints etc.  

· Volunteerism and global interconnectedness of IBAs and SSGs

· On-the-ground action and tangible results

· Community involvement of diverse partners

· Grassroots nature with focus on a particular site

· Responsive

· Locally led participatory groups

· Ownership of conservation actions

· Examples of local democracy

· Locally adaptive, flexible and creative

· Action oriented

There was a feeling among partners that promoting the broad concept would be more effective than a narrow definition of SSGs.   SSGs may not be the best name to encapsulate the diversity of groups and actions on the ground.    For many donors the notion of locally led participatory groups may be very attractive, and stressing these components of SSGs may open up new avenues of funding, otherwise unavailable.   The BirdLife slogan “together for people and birds” does seem to resonate with the public.    Engaging local stakeholder is crucial, yet few groups have figured out how to do this in a successful yet adaptive fashion.   

SSGs could be sold as examples of local democracies working for a common good (conservation and development).   There is also huge potential in having a network of grassroots organisations monitoring IBAs.   Local organizations/people can provide ground-truthing of national, regional or global analyses of the state of IBAs that is far more cost-effectively than using the BirdLife Secretariat or national partners.   Some partners felt that it would be best to engage the appropriate marketing expertise to determine the best way to promote and advocate SSGs.   

Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?


Most of the partners and regional staff interviewed felt that formal links to the partnership structure was not the most appropriate option.   Rather establishing links (formal or informal) between SSGs and the local nationally based partner independent of BirdLife, may be more appropriate.  This could be in the form of a memorandum of understanding without links to BirdLife partnership structure.  The disadvantages in having formal SSG links to the partnership structure include creating dependencies, constraining or limiting their activities, loss of independence and an increased management and bureaucratic burden.    Furthermore, IBAs may be embraced beyond BirdLife partners and formal linkages could stifle this.  Networking among SSGs could enhance effectiveness, provide a sense of the larger context and build a sense of local ownership.   

What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
Improving the security of financial support for SSGs 
BirdLife partners see support for SSGs as a long-term commitment and crucial for advancing and ensuring conservation on the ground.    Although the aim of most SSG initiatives is to increase the sustainability of the groups, it is acknowledge that some form of support may be required indefinitely.  This may be in the form of small resources required by the partner to maintain relationships or support for ongoing conservation and monitoring activities of SSGs.    

The partners had many suggestions as to how the BirdLife secretariat may best able to support the work of SSGs.  These suggestions include: 

· Marketing expertise to support/promote SSG concept
· A coordinator for SSG in the Americas to facilitate communications, network and exchanges
· Web site information not seen to be as useful to SSGs as newsletters.  

· Web based communication like an e-newsletter is more appropriate for BirdLife partners 
· Fundraising at global or regional levels (e.g. DGIS and multilateral initiatives)  
· Capacity building and training for effective monitoring and evaluation of conservation and development impacts

· Linking SSGs activities and interventions on the ground to relevant policy factors at the national or international level (scaling up local issues when influenced by policy issues/constraints at higher scales)
In regards to communications, BirdLife could supply standard templates to partners and SSGs for all communications pieces (newsletters/brochures) to provided a common look and feel and build a sense of shared identity.  Production of a general brochure on SSG would be useful for fundraising and improve understanding of the concept.  

4.5 Outcomes of Caribbean Consultations

Of the six BirdLife partners that participated in a ½ day workshop on SSGs, four (Cuba, Dominican Republic (DR), Bahamas and Anguilla) are working with local SSGs.  Jamaica and Puerto Rico are not yet working with SSGs.  The engagement of SSGs in the Caribbean is relatively new and most have only been active for the last couple of years.  Thus in many cases it is too early to tell the success of various SSG initiatives.     The exception is the DR where the BirdLife partner, Groupo Jaragua has been working with some local communities for over 10 years.    

The Caribbean partners emphasized the value of engaging local stakeholder to advance conservation objectives although many have little experience working with SSGs.   In the Bahamas the SSGs are conducting bird monitoring and survey work along with environmental education activities.   In the Dominican Republic, Cuba and Anguilla, all SSGs have a strong development component in addition to long-term conservation objectives.    However, many partners feel they have limited capacity and resources to really engage and guide often very diverse groups of local stakeholders.   

There is no networking going on between SSGs at the regional Caribbean level, however, one Caribbean partner, the Dominican Republic, has conducted SSG exchanges nationally.   Key strengths and weakness discussed are included below.  It is interesting to note that some of the points listed are both strengths and weakness.   For example, engaging local groups is a key strength as they have good local knowledge and a willingness to engage in stewardship activities.  However, it was also mentioned as a weakness as they may lack knowledge of the larger context in which they are situated, both from a biological and social perspective.  Also many noted that SSGs are often dependant on a few champions, which was also seen as both advantage and vulnerability.   

What are the key strengths of SSGs?

· Local

· Citizen science

· Commitment

· Enthusiasm

· Ownership

· Inspirational

· Build community

· Recreational

· Fun

· Local champions

· Knowledge

· Volunteers

· Exchange forum

· Transformative

· Build leadership

· Build awareness

What are the key weaknesses of SSGs?

· Institutional capacity



· Project planning

· Often dependant on a few individuals

· Funding

· Poverty* (seen potentially as a strength too)

· Significant time commitments

· Long term commitments

· Communication

· Logistics 

· Contextual knowledge not readily available (bigger picture beyond local site)

· Locally specific

· Participation

· Sustainability

· Volunteer time

· Volunteer leadership

· Lack of professionals

Ideas for improvement

· SSG coordinators in each country.   Paid staff person based with partners to support SSGs activities:  planning, logistics, coordination, networking, communication

· Availability of small funds (stipends) to facilitate participation, logistics etc…

· Include SSG representatives in local, national and regional meetings 

· Peer-peer exchanges/knowledge sharing at various geographic scales

· Small funds and donations of equipment

· SSG monitoring and evaluation of success

· Integrate as site advocates

5 Conclusions 

Site Support Group Case Studies

In the Americas there were some 209 SSG reported by 12 different countries.   The majority of these are in Canada and the United States.   These SSGs are very diverse in origin, composition, governance, motivation and activities undertaken.  In the USA and Canada these groups are generally conservation motivated and their activities reflect this.  The motivations of SSGs in poor regions of the south are generally in terms of improving local livelihoods for themselves and their communities.   Conservation objectives are often secondary or indirect.   

In the Americas, the SSG concept is relatively new to most BirdLife partners.  In the developing countries where SSG activities are primarily development oriented many BirdLife partners acknowledge that they lack the capacity to deal with the complex multidisciplinary nature of such initiatives.  The factors that contribute to the complexity of these projects include multifaceted social, economic and ecological realities, and temporal and spatial scale effects.   To some extent they have overcome these limitations by partnering with others who can provide the needed capacity.  

Success in terms of conservation and development impacts varies.  Many groups and partnerships in the south are still at incipient stages of development (1-3 years).   In these cases it is too early to judge the success of these initiatives.  In areas where engagement has been longer there have been conservation and development impacts although these have been poorly monitored and evaluated.  In the north conservation impacts are clearer but still poorly monitored.  SSGs have worked well to create a sense of local pride, ownership and build leadership.   They have enhanced group organization, cohesion and cooperation.   They have raise local environmental awareness and attracted funding.   

Conservation incentives are needed, particularly for SSGs in poor regions.  However, conservation benefits flowing to SSGs are not only in the form of cash, but also non-cash benefits such as improved education, enhanced capacity through training, increased pride and confidence, and resolution of land tenure issues, which are often as important.  These sorts of outcomes call for innovative, non-traditional ways to monitor and evaluate changes in behaviour and perceptions in addition to other established methods for measuring conservation and development impacts.  

Best result were seen when the SSG was engaged at early stage in an integrated, transparent, participatory process.   Participation in the planning and design of a project increases the sense of responsibility and ownership within group.  Often the activities of SSGs depend on several key “champions” that maintain group motivations.   Best results in terms of development goals were seen when SSG were receiving conservation benefits.   To some degree the same can be said for conservation oriented work as SSG seek ways to become sustainable in monitoring, survey and actions.   Thus conservation benefits need to flow (in some manner) to all SSGs to ensure sustainability.   A key weakness among many of the SSG examined here is lack of rigorous monitoring of conservation and development outcomes and impacts by both SSG itself or the BirdLife partner.  

Strategic Issues: A BirdLife Perspective

BirdLife stakeholders support the concept of SSGs and feel it is an essential part of achieving conservation objectives on the ground.  However, most partners and regional staff believe that a narrow definition of SSGs would be limiting and not encompass the myriad of groups and approaches undertaken.  The very diversity of SSGs and their activities may in fact be there key selling point.   It allows for locally adapted responses to complex social and biophysical situations.   This flexibility facilitates the integration of diverse stakeholders and variables at different scales that are seen to be the primary drivers of change.  In this review it appears that one solution or model is unlikely to be applicable across a wide array of circumstances.   

That being said there are some common characteristics among SSGs in the Americas.  These traits include: the inclusion of local stakeholders, some level of organization, links with IBAs and BirdLife partners, country programs or affiliate organizations.   Most BirdLife stakeholders agreed that conservation should be at the centre of SSG goals but not to the exclusion of other objectives.   

The challenges lie in the effective integration of research and science with sustainable development objectives in dynamic environmental and socio-economic contexts.    Moreover, it is important to acknowledge that this often involves trade offs between conservation and development objectives.   If the real needs of the rural poor in developing countries are to be met then science and resource managers must deal with the natural resource systems upon which they depend for their livelihood.  Local farmers, fishers and foresters themselves are often practicing integrated management of their resources based on knowledge and experience acquired over generations.  SSGs can be an effective way to achieve the integration of research and science with local knowledge of natural resource management matters.  However, just as important, is change that is occurring in the world beyond the understanding of the local resource users.  Macro-economic changes and climate variability are major factors in the lives of the rural poor.   Science and research should link with the knowledge and traditional practices of local resource users and contribute to an improved understand of how large scale phenomena will impact local stakeholders.   There is an increasing need to understand process operating at scales from the farm to global resource systems and effective activities will have to span the range from households to international agreements.   

The SSG concept in association with BirdLife International could provide an effective forum to link interventions at different scales.   For example, SSG are most appropriate for local site level interventions that address local issues.  However, BirdLife partners, regional offices and the secretariat are in the best positions to tackle policy level constrains and/or other macro level factors.  It seems clear that actions must occur as different scales and ideally local interventions should go hand in hand with policy and advocacy activities.  

Effective SSG initiatives appear to be a process participation, integration, engagement, education, demonstration, training and experimentation among all stakeholders.   It is often a process adaptive management and learning requiring long-term commitments.  With integrated conservation and development initiatives it would seem that building the capacity and resilience of local stakeholders to adapt to dynamic realities is the best way to enhance sustainability.   Sustainability in this context does not imply maintaining the status quo.   Sustainable development entails improving human livelihoods while maintaining options to allow for adaptation to change and that means evolution and adaptation.  It would appear from this review that the constraints imposed by the project structures of many conservation and development agencies are inhibiting real engagement with local stakeholders and preventing the integrated management of natural resource management systems.   

Annex 1:  Detailed Work plan and Methodology

SSGs Experience and Approaches in the Americas: Taking Stock of Early Experiences

Review WORK PLAN
The following draft work plan outlines how the SSGs Review Project (the ‘Review’) will be implemented for the Americas.  This work-plan was developed by Mara Kerry on September 30, 2004 and reviewed by Ross Hughes and Ian Davidson of BirdLife International.

Purpose of Review

The objectives of this process are to:

· Generate objective, analytical material which can be used to inform a global review of SSG experience;

· Provide opportunities at national and regional levels to reflect critically on SSG experience.

· Share experience and ideas between SSGs and partners.    

Tasks

The review work plan includes the following steps:

Core issues as laid out in part 1 of Annex 1 of the Terms of Reference will be used to investigate the key lessons learned, impacts and effects of the SSGs.  These issues will be addressed through the following tasks:
a) Review of existing documentation: Focus on documentation of specific project

· Examine original goals and objectives of SSGs at field levels.  Actual description of SSGs their projects (intent, resources, people involved, activities, timeframe, roles and responsibilities etc…. (SSG profiles see table 1) proposals, early work-plans etc…

· Examine progress and final reports to determine actual outcomes.  

· Preliminary preparation of SSG Profiles (As per Annex 1: see template included)

· Background

· Objectives and Activities

· Intended Conservation Impacts

· Intended Development Impacts

· Other impacts

· Membership and Governance

· Sustainability

· Networking

b) Finalize field review tools (e.g. surveys, questionnaires, interviewees, etc.)
· The questions to be used in the field are outlined in SSGs profile (Table 1), which will augment the data collected from the review of existing documentation.  

· The following questions in table 2 will be used to conduct other stakeholder interviews (see section d below)

c) Field reviews for Case Studies: Two detailed case studies will be conducted in Canada (2-3 SSGs), Paraguay (1-2 SSGs), and one cursory studies will be done in Brasil.   Time in the field will be focused on SSGs and national BLI partners, along with other stakeholder to the degree possible.  Focus will be on lessons learned, what would they do differently, what are future needs?   Note: description of tasks to be completed in the field will not apply to the cursory case study.  Information from these will be based solely on existing documentation and interviews discussed in section d below.

· Field reviews will be based on SSG profiles in addition to the following issues:  Project Relevance:  Is this Project designed appropriately for the IBA and/or the SSG?

· Are the Project’s vision and objectives clearly articulated and understood?

· Do the defined activities and deliverables contribute adequately to the objectives of the Project?

· Is the time frame of the Project appropriate to achieve the objectives?

· Are the resource allocations appropriate to achieve the objectives?

· Are the appropriate partners and stakeholders involved?  Are their roles appropriate?

· Does the project meet BLI objectives for SSGs?

· Are there increased opportunities, synergies and/or funds for partner groups?

· Is there a continued need for the Project?

· Have other services, outputs, and outcomes resulted from the Project that were not anticipated? 

The process for gathering this information will be in a group setting where possible in order to obtain the most input in least amount of time.   Where possible one on one interview will also be conducted with key national level stakeholders  

d) Interviews/Discussions with BirdLife Partners, Regional Staff and other stakeholders

If possible these will be done face to face, otherwise over the phone or via email communications.  

· Questions and Discussions will follow guidelines provided in part 2 of Annex 1 of Terms of Reference 
· Interviews will be conducted with various stakeholders.  It is anticipated that the following will be interviewed by telephone or in person, where possible (14 -16 interviews estimated):

· Key members of BLI national partners (1 manager, 1 staff) 8 interviews

· Key members of BLI regional staff (regional director, partner development officer, Caribbean regional coordinator) 3 interviews
· Select government stakeholders where appropriate (2-4 interviews)

· Other NGO partners (2 interviews)  

· Will also discuss higher level strategic issues in context of broader literature (i.e. Underlying theory of change:  The idea of supporting the development of semi-autonomous, local groups with a long-term interest in the conservation/sustainable use of important sites is an effective tool to advance conservation and sustainability objectives for IBAs.   But is it the most effective way to achieve conservation objectives for IBAs?).     

· Where possible, the interview questions will be distributed to stakeholders before the interview takes place to help individuals adequately prepare.  Detailed notes will be kept from each interview to support the evaluation.   

· The Quito office will assist with the translation of the survey questions when/if required.   

· The interviews will also attempt to gather data on a limited number of open-ended questions including:

· Stakeholders understanding of the Project and its objectives

· Partner roles, activities conducted and materials produced

· Impacts and effects achieved to-date, including strength of the national network

· Success factors

· Strengths and weaknesses in delivery

· Alternative models of delivery

· Perceived value for money

· Ongoing support from stakeholders and future vision for the SSGs
· Overall lessons learned
e) Inventory of SSG activities and their purpose in the Americas

· Email and telephone contact where possible BirdLife Partners to obtain information on SSGs nationally according to the format provided in Annex 4 of the terms of reference.  
· The Quito office will assist in the development of an inventory by submitting all their data on SSGs in the region and by requesting that partners submit additional data as required.  
· It should be noted that the comprehensiveness of the inventory will depend to a large degree on whether or not the partners are willing and able to provide this information 
f) Assess findings and Compilation of Draft Regional Report for the Americas

The result from tasks a through e will be compiled and assessed according to the following format.   The findings will be portrayed according to the structure of the Review provided in the Terms of Reference and will not exceed 15-20 pages plus annexes.  

The evaluation report will include the following contents:

Review Report Contents:

I. Executive Summary

II. Acknowledgements

III. Context

IV. Project Description / Profile for each case study

V. Approach to the Review (objectives, scope, issues examined, data collection methods)

VI. Review Findings by case study 

VII. Overall Conclusions and Lessons Learned

VIII. Recommendations 

IX. Appendices (Interviews conducted, documents reviewed, Inventory of SSGs in Americas, etc.).

g) Feedback and Revision of final Regional Report for the Americas

The draft report will be submitted to national partners and key SSG member in the field (where possible) for comment in December.  Reviews and responses to feedback will be undertaken and it is anticipated that the final report will be ready by the end of December.  

Schedule and level of effort

	Task
	Time frame
	Level of effort 

	a
	October
	4 days

	b
	October
	2 days

	c
	October-November
	6 days

	d
	October-November
	3 days

	e
	October-November
	4 days

	f 
	December
	5 days

	g
	December
	5 days


Table I: SSGs Review of early experience – PROFILE Case Study for XXX

	Purpose: Specific of each SSG.  (e.g. capacity building and networking for site-based action to achieve conservation and development objectives at IBAs) 

Partners: BirdLife Partners, local community groups (SSGs), BirdLife Regional offices, other ENGOs, local governments, universities, naturalist clubs.  

SSG Facts:  Name, number of members, Dollar resources, timeframes

IBA Facts:  Location, priority, GTS, threats

	Background
	Objectives*
	Activities*
	Intended Conservation and Development Impacts*
	Actual Impacts 
	Membership and Governance
	Sustainability
	Networking

	· Who initiated the SSG (existing group or established)?

· National partner inputs to support the SSG (staff months per group per year, financial inputs)

· What impact have inputs from the BirdLife partner had on the SSG (improved capacity? confidence?)

· Contact people for SSGs
	Project Specific for each group…get from original proposal

· Are there formal conservation objectives agreed?

· Are there other stated objectives e.g objectives for poverty alleviation, income generation, etc.?

· Project Relevance to SSG, BLI

· Is the time frame appropriate to achieve the objectives?

· Are the resource allocations appropriate to achieve the objectives?

· Does the project meet BLI objectives for SSGs
	Project Specific for each group…get from original proposal

· What activities does the SSG undertake (IBA monitoring, advocacy? Safeguard activities).

· Do the defined activities and deliverables contribute adequately to the objectives of the Project?

· 
	· What are the conservation impacts and how have these been monitored?

· Are inputs to supporting SSGs considered ‘cost-effective’ in terms of conservation investment?

· Does the SSG undertake IBA monitoring activities? 

· If so, what is monitored, why, how is the data used?

· What sort of beneficial development impacts have SSGs had, and how have these been monitored?

· What have been the development ‘costs’ of SSG activities (e.g. reduced access to resources, lost income generation opportunities, direct financial costs, new conflicts over resource use…)? 

· What are the motivations of group members for participation in the activities of the SSG?

· Have the SSGs had other, less tangible impacts e.g. local pride, recognition, media coverage…?

· Awareness building

· Strengthening civil society

· Environmental Education

· Have other services, outputs, and outcomes resulted from the Project that were not anticipated
	· 
	· Who are the members of the SSG… and how representative are they of local community views? 

· What do other parts of local communities think about the activities of the SSG?

· How are SSGs governed and led at the local level (do they have boards, committees, affiliations to other organisations etc)?
	· How dependent are the SSGs on external technical and financial support?

· What are the prospects for reducing SSG reliance on external support?

· Have the groups maintained a conservation focus?

· Are there increased opportunities, synergies and/or funds for partner groups?

· Is there a continued need for the Project?
	· Is there networking between SSGs?  

· Do networks operate independently of the BirdLife partner or are these co-ordinated and run by the partner?

· Are the appropriate partners and stakeholders involved?  Are their roles appropriate?

· 


* As documented in original project proposal

Table II: Strategic Interviews with BL partners, regional staff and others: SSG Review for the Americas

	Person:   Name, position, contact information,  

Partners: name of organization, role is SSG initiatives
SSG Project:  name, purpose

IBA Facts:  Location, priority, 

	Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
	How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
	Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?
	What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
	Improving the security of financial support for SSGs
	Other Issues

	· An internal discussion paper on SSGs, argued against assigning a common definition on the grounds that ‘there is no universal model’ This may indeed be the case in terms of ‘models’ for SSGs, but this should not prevent the partnership reaching a broad consensus on what an SSG is – and isn’t.

· BirdLife partners and Secretariat staff refer to three defining characteristics a) a conservation focus, b), working at an IBA, c). Network linkages to other SSGs and the partnership as a whole. A very simple definition would therefore be: ‘Any group of stakeholders that are working for the conservation of an IBA as part of a broader network’.

· Common feature of SSGs include: ‘local’, ‘community-based’, ‘motivated’ and ‘champions’. The ‘volunteer-based’ nature of most SSGs is an important element of the ‘identity’ of SSGs.
	· Is a definition of SSGs required for effective fundraising and marketing? 

· Are there more attractive term for marketing and advocacy besides SSG which is rather dull and un-exciting
	· There are some advantages to formalizing links (e.g. linking local initiatives to national and global agendas) and some disadvantages (obligations for supporting SSGs and/or SSNs, damaged reputations if things go wrong, a perception that BirdLife is controlling grass roots innovation and energy…).  

· 
One option might be to categorize SSGs/members of SSNs into three categories: Local community groups; local NGOs; branches or affiliates.  
	· Improved sharing of information and improving access to ‘real life’ examples of SSGs would be useful

· Another might be to include an SSG support page on the BirdLife website on which information on case studies (as above), methods, lessons learned documents and evaluations could be included.  Some partners have requested a ‘brochure’ or ‘booklet’ that partners and secretariat staff could use to improve understanding and awareness of SSG approaches.
	· A key question will be whether the partners should expect to be able to continue to fund SSGs, and if so, how best can this be achieved?

· What do the partners see as being the best role for the BirdLife Secretariat in terms of funding support?  

· Global approaches: BirdLife Secretariat has administered Netherlands DGIS

· Regional approaches: e.g. GEF UNEP Africa

· Partner-to-partner support (like CNF-Panama, Mexico)

· Small grants Like CAF
	· Is the SSG concept useful in terms of achieving conservation objectives at IBAs?

· What other model may work better?

· What were the most successful parts of SSGs?

· Was is good value for the $

· What is your future vision of SSGs?

· What were the perceived weaknesses?

· How did you see your role in the initiative?

· Overall lessons learned?


Annex 2 SSG Case Studies:  Detailed Tables

	Purpose: To involve relevant stakeholders in ecosystem’s management to promote biodiversity and ecological integrity through sustainable development activities.

Establish Co-management and Capacity systems with communities using socio-economic incentives with a view to contribute to biological diversity and ecological integrity.

Partners: Belize Audubon Society (BAS).  

SSG Facts:  Maya Centre Local Advisory Committee (LAC).   Contact:  Liberto Saqui (principal of school at Maya Centre: Lsaqui@btl.net)

IBA Facts:  Cockscomb Basin Wildlife Sanctuary:  GTS: Yellow Headed Parrot, Keel-Billed MotMot.  NOTE:  Belize has not yet formally identified IBAs but site will be designation as such.  

	Background
	Objectives* could find the notes to accompany the asterices
	Activities*
	Intended Conservation and Development Impacts*
	Actual Impacts 
	Membership and Governance
	Sustainability
	Networking

	· Since 1988

· Established relationship following a with entrance fee charges to CBWS.   

· Original community was relocated outside CBWS when park established.  

· The Maya Centre Women’s group was founded in 1989 

· championed by Ernesto Saqui and Claudia Saqui. 

· LAC committee established formally in 1996-97

· Total funding for work in 10 SSGs and both CBWS and CTWS was 1.6 million Euros for 3 years. 

· Involved 2 full time staff at BAS (project co-ordinator and community liaison officer).       

· Community also gets 10% of park entrance fees 

· With one exception, staff at CBWS are from SSG communities

What impact have inputs from the BirdLife partner had on the SSG? 

· Learnt a lot…. skills and leadership training

· Environmental education

· Community more organized and empowered

· Market and business management


	Are there formal conservation objectives agreed?

· No…not initially…at the time the community did not see conservation as important.   

· Formation of CBWS took place without any consultation with local communities which lead to increasing conflicts

· BAS itself has evolved considerably in this regard and now co-management with community is an integral part of the whole organizations working paradigm.  

Are there other stated objectives?

· Yes

· Development of alternative sources of income and co-management of protected areas were primary goals…not conservation.  

· Support for building of craft centre

· In other communities supported organic honey production and associated skills training, cashew nut production and processing, community fish farming, sustainable cattle rearing…etc.  

Project Relevance to SSG, BLI. 

· In this case the EU project timeframe was not appropriate

· Much longer time frames in the order of 12 years.   This is the paradigm advocated for by some project staff.   However, not clear if this is embraced by new BAS executive director or board.  

Does the project meet BLI objectives for SSGs 

· Yes and no.   Communities are not engaged in citizen science and monitoring activities 

· This citizen science (what?) opportunity has yet to be realized by BAS but communities seem willing to be engaged in such?.   

· Is relevant to BLI indirectly through support local for communities and distribution of conservation benefits.   Means communities have increasing stake in seeing area conserved, which is BLI goal.  
	What activities do the SSG undertake? 

· Creation and implementation co-management plans for CBWS

· Establishment of ecologically viable economic demonstration projects (in-situ, ex-situ)

· Establishment of natural resource management training facilities.

· Collaboration to establish training programmes.

· Development and implementation of pilot monitoring and enforcement schemes.

· Development and implementation of participatory public awareness and education for sustainability programme.


	What are the conservation impacts and how have these been monitored?
· Conservation impacts have not been monitored by either SSG or BAS.  

· Some vigilant activities and community controls entrance to the park and collects entrance fees from visitors.   Reporting to BAS on illegal activities in the park

· Community now more politically active…write letters to local and national governments about conservation and other land issues.

· Reduced threats to conservation goals locally


Actual Developmental Impacts?

· Diversified sources of income

· Increased revenues from tourism

· Economic opportunities

· Skills and leadership training

· Environmental education

· Established women’s craft cooperative

· Enhanced community capacity 

· Successes have encouraged other business opportunities: food services, accommodations, guiding etc…not supported by BAS
	What have been the development ‘costs’ of SSG activities?

· Increased competition

·  Increased community conflict.  

· Some increase in alcoholism in the community

· Also influences to the Mayan traditional way of life (more pasta- less tortilla)

Have other services, outputs, and outcomes resulted from the Project that were not anticipated? 

· As youth becoming empowered they are increasingly challenging older traditional community leaders. 

· These young people are now demanding that they be included and even replace older leaders…

Have the SSGs had other, less tangible impacts and what worked well

· Formation of LAC allows for increased checks and balances between community goals and conservation goals

· Effective alliance with BAS and LAC allows for improved advocacy

· Belizean government recognizes that BAS also speaks for local communities

· Creation of leadership 

· Community oriented conservation and co-management of protected areas

· Increased voice in decision making 

· Increased confidence…especially among women

What was the main lesson learned?

· Need a champion to advance conservation actions and motivate community

· Conservation flows from these sustainable development objectives
	Who are the members of the SSG… and how representative are they of local community views?
· Members of LAC are leaders from various sectors of the community (women, teachers, Church leaders, Business leaders, Village council   

· Good representation of community views

· Increased economic opportunities from tourism and better lives and living standards for the community are prime motivators.   Conservation benefits flow from development benefits.   

What do other parts of local communities think about the activities of the SSG?

· Very supportive.   It is a forum in which the can air all disputes

How are SSGs governed and led at the local level?
· Informally at this stage and influenced by traditional Mayan ways of discourse.        
	How dependent are the SSGs on external technical and financial support?
· Increasingly independent.     

What are the prospects for reducing SSG reliance on external support?
· Good and increasingly so.  However, small amounts of money would be needed to maintain community relations work
Have the groups maintained a conservation focus?

· There was not a conservation focus to begin with but this is growing within communities as their understand improves and benefits from conservation flow.  

Are there increased opportunities, synergies and/or funds for partner groups?
· Yes facilitate through BAS.  

Is there a continued need for the Project?

· It is intention of BAS and communities that they be engaged in the long-term co-management of park.  However, ongoing support for protect area management will be required overall.   Note* BAS has been given authority by national government to manage key protected areas including CBWS and communities are part of co-management
	Is there networking between SSGs? 

· Informal information sharing between local CBWS LACs. 

· There has been some exchange trips organized by BAS between CBWS and CTWS.

· Would like more exchanges and even international ones with groups in Mexico, Panama and beyond.  

· At present networks operate with support of the BirdLife partner 

· Little newsletter might be a good idea to facilitate communication between SSGs.   

Are the appropriate partners and stakeholders involved?  Are their roles appropriate?

· other stakeholders could add to the sustainability of LAC and would provide increased learning opportunities   

· Some networking done locally thru the establishment of RAC (regional advisory committees) 


	Purpose:  To involve relevant stakeholders in ecosystem’s management to promote biodiversity and ecological integrity through sustainable development activities.

Establish Co-management and Capacity systems with communities using socio-economic incentives with a view to contribute to biological diversity and ecological integrity.

Partners: Belize Audubon.  

SSG Facts:  Biscayne Local Advisory Committee (LAC).   Contact:  Tania Crawford (local teacher) telephone: 209-1224

IBA Facts:  Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary:  GTS: NOTE:  Belize has not yet formally identified IBAs but site will unquestionable be designation as such.  

	Background
	Objectives*
	Activities*
	Intended Conservation and Development Impacts*
	Actual Impacts 
	Membership and Governance
	Sustainability
	Networking

	Who initiated the SSG?
· Belize Audubon Society (BAS) initiated group 2.5 years ago:  2001-02.   

National partner inputs to support the SSG (staff months per group per year, financial inputs)
· Co-management project funded by EU was beginning of formal establishment of LAC and RAC.   Total funding for work in both CBWS and CTWS was 1.6 million Euros over 3 years to work with 10 SSGs. 

· Involved 2 full time staff at BAS (project co-ordinator and community liaison officer).   

What impact have inputs from the BirdLife partner had on the SSG?

· Given hope to the community for a better life

· Given teaching materials to the school

· Improve organization of community women and their confidence
	Are there formal conservation objectives agreed?

· Yes.   The community itself was consulted in preparation of the project and development of goals

Are there other stated objectives?

· Yes see project activities

· Need much longer time frames for project 3-4 years not enough.

Project Relevance to SSG, BLI?

· Yes.   Women now realize the extent of their impact on the local natural resources.   Men still think “we got fish…we will always have fish” and do not see the need for conservation actions or sustainable use strategies.   

Does the project meet BLI objectives for SSGs?

· Yes...solving local problems for those living in the areas will help advance conservation actions and objectives.   
	What activities does the SSG undertake? 

· Creation and implementation co-management plans for CBWS

· Establishment of ecologically viable economic demonstration projects (in-situ, ex-situ)

· Establishment of natural resource management training facilities.

· Collaboration to establish training programmes.

· Development and implementation of pilot monitoring and enforcement schemes.

· Development and implementation of participatory public awareness and education for sustainability programme.

Do the defined activities and deliverables contribute adequately to the objectives of the Project?

· To early to tell in this case as SSG still young and first pilot development project failed.  

· Always need more resources to continue projects, meetings and environmental actions on an ongoing basis
	What are the conservation impacts and how have these been monitored?

· No conservation monitoring although community showed interest 

· Certainly all have noticed changes in their environments (reduced numbers of swallows last few years, some years lots of butterflies etc…)

· Environmental education, skills training, pilot project development 

Does the SSG undertake IBA monitoring activities? 

· No, not formally

What sort of beneficial development impacts have SSGs had, and how have these been monitored?

· Development impacts have not been formally monitored by BAS (acknowledged as weakness in project design)

· Some evidence of increased SSG cohesion and understanding.   

What has been the development ‘costs’ of SSG activities? 

· Initial pilot projected failed due to …

· No financial cost to community only some time

· Perhaps increased scepticism in community outside SSG

Have the SSGs had other, less tangible impacts e.g. local pride, recognition, media coverage…?
· Skills and leadership building

· Facilitation aspects of BAS- conflict resolution within community itself

· Relationship and trust building between BAS and SSG

· Better understanding 

· Better awareness of environmental issues…. education first…actions later
Have other services, outputs, and outcomes resulted from the Project that were not anticipated?

· Difficulties with village council - not engaged or supportive

· Next time SSG would meets with the whole community from the top with a more positive attitude
	· Community Leadership Training Program

· Rest of the community is watching to see what beneficial impacts may come about in time.   

· Takes time to see benefits and project is still at an early stage.

· Group itself is stronger and it has broadened their horizons

· Improve understanding of conservation and importance of protecting the environment.   One women told me she use to just kill everything and now she thinks twice…. she doesn’t kill butterflies anymore.  

What were the main lessons learnt?

· Be persistent

· Be patient

· Takes time to realize expectations (which are still high…just realize it takes time and be patient
	What are the motivations of group members for participation in the activities of the SSG?

· LAC in Biscayne composed entirely of women.   

· Men felt threatened because they were the ones who are hunting and fishing.   They also felt is was a waste of time as no tangible benefits have been seen to date

· Village council is also not included

· Motivations for the women is to have a better life for themselves and their community

· Conserve resources on which they depend

Who are the members of the SSG… and how representative are they of local community views? 

· Poor representation of broad community on SSG

What do other parts of local communities think about the activities of the SSG?

· Big waste of time (exception is the families of the women members themselves who are very supportive)

· Considered an Invasion of the village by outsiders

How are SSGs governed and led at the local level? 

· All members equal 

· All community is welcome to participate

· Informal governance


	How dependent are the SSGs on external technical and financial support?

· Now fully dependent on BAS but could be independent is they choose to do so.  At this point there is no cost to maintaining LAC but feel the BAS plays important facilitation role, provides skills training, helps with development of pilot projects etc…

What are the prospects for reducing SSG reliance on external support?

· Slim at moment.  Need ongoing support of BAS and/or others.  Incipient stage of SSG development

· Have the groups maintained a conservation focus?

· Development goals precede conservation 

Are there increased opportunities, synergies and/or funds for partner groups?
Is there a continued need for the Project?

Yes!
	Is there networking between SSGs?  

· Yes at start of project more so than now

Do networks operate independently of the BirdLife partner or are these co-ordinated and run by the partner?

· All facilitated by BAS

Are the appropriate partners and stakeholders involved?  Are their roles appropriate?

· Not yet…need better community representation (village council)


	Purpose: Long-term conservation and sustainable use of forest at Serra das Lontras, Southern Bahia (DGSI funded for 1 year)

Partners:  BirdLife Brasil, Marcelo Araujo (maraujo@iesb.org.br) and Joaquim Blanes (peninha@iesb.org.br) both from IESB (Instituto de Estudos Sócio-ambientais do Sul da Bahia).  Partnership BirdLife/IESB.  We are here considering IESB as part of the SSG, as they are the local NGO present in the area, and with many initiatives and contacts with other local and regional stakeholders.
SSG Facts:  Serra das Lontras

IBA Facts:  Serra das Lontras Atlantic Forest IBA, Bahia, Brasil.   Several endemic threatened species and at least 9 GTS

	Background
	Objectives*
	Activities*
	Intended Conservation and Development Impacts*
	Actual Impacts 
	Membership and Governance
	Sustainability
	Networking

	Who initiated the SSG?
· These were established groups (two cooperatives and one association of local landowners CooperUna, CABRUCA, and Associação de Produtores do Santo Antônio) in partnership with a local NGO IESB (Instituto de Estudos Sócio-ambientais do Sul da Bahia) and BirdLife International in Brasil.  

· The Associação Santo Antônio involves 25 associates with properties along the main access road.  

· 12 are actively participating on the activities promoted by BirdLife, and implemented by IESB during 2003

National partner inputs to support the SSG 
· In the case of Brasil there is no national partners but rather a BLI country program.   

· Staff months per group per year

· Two BirdLife staff in Brazil, one full-time and one part-time

· At IESB, 5 full-time staff involved 

· Financial input of USD 18,717 from BirdLife and 6,000 from IESB towards this Project during 2003, 

· Part-time BirdLife staff was partially paid by DGIS.  

· There were two agronomy students from the University at Ilhéus participated in project as volunteers.  

What impact have inputs from the BirdLife partner had on the SSG?

· BirdLife’s input was important for environmental characterization, contacts, report elaboration, project dissemination and additional funding opportunities.  

· BirdLife promoted the exchange of knowledge between the partners including trip to Belize, through a DGIS travel grant.  
	· The long-term conservation of threatened and endemic birds species at Serra das Lontras.  

· Ensure the sustainable use and conservation of forest within Serra das Lontras through the establishment of private (and potentially federal) reserves and the maintenance of the surrounding area.   cabruca system through organic cacao cultivation

Are there formal conservation objectives agreed?

· YES between IESB, BLI, and SSG

· Farmers are clear on what are the objectives of the project, and its conservation purpose (not necessarily on the importance of protecting threatened bird species)

· Community leaders are also aware of the conservation purpose of BirdLife/IESB’s initiative in the region.

Are there other stated objectives.?

· Purchase of forested areas for the creation of the private reserves.  

· Conduct studies on biodiversity and feasibility for additional added value activities for the Serra das Lontras complex.  

· Provide the framework for the development of a management plan for the region.  


· Develop the capacity of the farmer’s organisation/cooperative

· Provide support for farmers to cultivate their cacao plantations organically through training

Project Relevance to SSG, BLI?

· Became one of the main focal projects at IESB.    

· Organic cacao and other agroforestry practices demonstrate the benefits that these activities bring to the local community and conservation.

Does the project meet BLI objectives for SSGs?

IESB knows that priority area for action in Brazil.  
	What activities does the SSG undertake? 

· Sustainable development (organic agro…. and income generation).  Improved cacao production (organic, number of farmers growing organic)

· Education

· Agroforestry

· Habitat restoration 

Organic cacao demonstration plot

Do the defined activities and deliverables contribute adequately to the objectives of the Project?

· The Project aimed to initiate the process of changing perceptions and practices in the region, but it was clear that, more than one year is needed 

· First steps taken to engage (information dissemination, education, community consultations).

· The resources were adequately allocated, but proved insufficient to expand activities 
	What are the conservation impacts and how have these been monitored?

· No monitoring in place

· Conservation impacts depend largely on long-term strategy for surrounding landscape as site too small to ensure long-term species survival.  

Are inputs to supporting SSGs considered ‘cost-effective’ in terms of conservation investment?

· Contribution to overall project goal of sustainable use and long-term conservation 

· The duration of the project was one year, and changing paradigms is a long-term process.  

· Local farmers are in the process of understanding the conservationist perspective 

· Need to incorporate conservation values to their livelihoods.

Does the SSG undertake IBA monitoring activities? 

· No

What sort of beneficial development impacts have SSGs had, and how have these been monitored?

· Proposal submitted to the European Union at the beginning of 2004, based on the Serra das Lontras DGIS experience successfully secured funding for 3 years to continue initiative 

· Improved knowledge of organic production among 12 participating farmers (50% of all members)

· Not all participants continue to follow organic practices.  

· Follow-up is needed.

· Strengthened the organizational capacity and reinvigorated the Santo Antonio Association

· Strengthened relationship between Cacao Research Centre (CEPLAC) and local NGO partner IESB

· CEPLAC engaged in activities at Serra das Lontras, through a renewed partnership with IESB.

What has been the development ‘costs’ of SSG activities and/or unanticipated outcomes? 

· Difficult access to site

· Local farmers with small properties marginalized by government and generally do not benefit from current public policies.  

· Lack of confidence, trust, and hope among farming communities.


	· A total of 460 hectares was purchased previously.  

· The Private Nature Reserve (RPPN) designation has been sought  

· Protection of local watershed has been partially achieved due to land purchase

· Improved conservation status 

· Improved government awareness of Atlantic Forest for conservation in Brazil and globally.

· Reduced impacts on local watersheds

· Excellent relationship consolidated between IESB and BirdLife

· Regaining of confidence of local farmers of their organizational capacity.

What were the main lessons learned? 

· Best to work in cooperation with local organizations and community groups that are already in existence

· Importance of giving value to local knowledge

· Importance of working with demonstrative actions, involving the farmers on practical issues they face daily

· Regained confidence helping farmers’ organizational capacity.

· The involvement of local technicians and new approach of CEPLAC 
	What are the motivations of group members for participation in the activities of the SSG?

· Motivation is potential of higher Premium for their cacao and other organic produce.

Who are the members of the SSG and how representative are they of local community views? 

· IESB is the local leading organization

· CABRUCA members, including the president, are active farmers that promote organic cacao.  

· Members from the Associação Santo Antônio, are farmers of small properties, very poor and with little resources.  

· Represent the local views considerably.  

· Farmers do not have a strong voice within their communities.

What do other parts of local communities think about the activities of the SSG?

· Appears that there is scepticism -waiting to see results.

How are SSGs governed and led at the local level? 

· CABRUCA has board members with a president, and the democratic decision-making process.

· The Associação Santo Antônio had been dormant but now have reinitiated their activities 
	How dependent are the SSGs on external technical and financial support?

· CABRUCA is financially and technically independent

· The Associação Santo Antônio does not receive funding from BirdLife or IESB 

· First phase funding provided l the materials and plant needed for the local farmer training.

What are the prospects for reducing SSG reliance on external support?

· Support still needed to support continuation of Associação Santo Antônio members in initiative

Have the groups maintained a conservation focus? 

· This is still not the focus of farmer interest 
Are there increased opportunities, synergies and/or funds for partner groups?
Yes.   EU proposal successful

Are there increased opportunities, synergies and/or funds for partner groups?

· Conservation International have had an interest in the region, 

· BirdLife, IESB, and CI are discussing strategies to work together to enhance effectiveness.

Is there a continued need for the Project?
· Yes, both technical and financial input required  

· If successful organic cacao production and marketing will gradually reduce dependency on project support and may even help finance reserve management


	Is there networking between SSGs?  

· There is currently little communication between local cooperatives and associations, but IESB functions as the connecting point among them.

Do networks operate independently of the BirdLife partner or are these co-ordinated and run by the partner?

· Through IESB, there is technical exchange among the groups.

· IESB is still the focal point for all groups.

Are the appropriate partners and stakeholders involved?  Are their roles appropriate?

· IESB, local farmers, and CEPLAC are the major stakeholders involved.  

· Involvement of public environmental agencies, both state and federal needed for patrolling and enforcement purposes

· IESB’s role is conservation and sustainable development

· Farmers interested in improving the quality of their lives through environmentally friendly practices

· CEPLAC is interested in agricultural development and also conservation

· These roles are considered appropriate, as long as they continue to be played by each institute.


	Purpose:  Conservation of the biodiversity of San Rafael 

Partners: Guyra Paraguay, IDEA and others in the Paraguayan conservation alliance.   Contact: Christina Hostettler, Executive Director- prcosara@itacom.com.py
SSG Facts:  Procosara Environmental NGO

IBA Facts:  San Rafael, Eastern Paraguay GTB:  26 species from vulnerable to critical.  Critical species include Brazilian Merganser, Glaucous Macaw, Entre Rios Seedeater

	Background
	Objectives*
	Activities*
	Intended Conservation and Development Impacts*
	Actual Impacts 
	Membership and Governance
	Sustainability
	Networking

	Who initiated the SSG?
· Procasara is a non-profit conservation group part of an alliance of five Paraguay NGOs.  It was established with the support of the X -director of Guyra Paraguay: Alberto Madroño.  

· Its members are made up on local landowners concerned about the future of San Rafael.  

What impact have inputs from the BirdLife partner had on the SSG?

· Main forms of support from Guyra have been: 

· Prep for project proposals

· Obtaining funds

· Establishing contacts with donors

· Work with AVINA very important form of support

· 2 staff from Guyra spend 10% of time on project

· Guyra has not directly supported SSG but conservation alliance contributes $15,000 for control and management of the reserve.   

Impacts on SSG include: 

· Enhanced staff capacity

· Financial support for conservation action

· Sensitized local, national and international audiences to the importance of the sites thru environmental education
	Are there formal conservation objectives agreed?

· Yes.  The conservation of site is the principle goal of Guyra and Procosara

Are there other stated objectives e.g. objectives for poverty alleviation, income generation, etc.?

· Yes there are other objectives, but seen as tools to advance conservation goals.  SSG has initiated ecotourism activities to generate resources for conservation actions.  

· The incorporation of another NGO called ENLACE into the conservation alliance was done just to develop poverty alleviation goals and they bring this experience to the alliance.  

Project Relevance to SSG, BLI?

· Yes.  Supporting conservation and monitoring at an IBA.  
Does the project meet BLI objectives for SSGs?

· Yes…SSG thinks they are very relevant for BLI because they work for the conservation of Paraguay’s most important IBA
	What activities does the SSG undertake? 

· Monitoring and vigilance (thru a body of private park guards) 

· Environmental education and awareness building

· Local representation on behalf of the alliance 

· Ecotourism

· Fundraising

Do the defined activities and deliverables contribute adequately to the objectives of the Project?

· Yes, but it could be better with more resources.   Support is especially needed in the area of fundraising and a conservation campaign in local area
	Intended conservation impacts: 

· Eliminate deforestation and habitat degradation in the reserve

· Eliminate hunting for wild game with exception of subsistence hunting by indigenous people in area

· Protection of private properties within the reserve

· Educate the local population about the importance of conserving San Rafael’s biodiversity.  

Are inputs to supporting SSGs considered ‘cost-effective’ in terms of conservation investment?

Yes

Does the SSG undertake IBA monitoring activities? 

· Yes.   Monitor human activities in the IBA thru a system of patrols (illegal hunting, logging, campasino invasions) and report to conservation alliance.  No formal bird monitoring.  

What sort of beneficial development impacts have SSGs had, and how have these been monitored?

· Until now development impacts have been minor, but are growing every year.

· Procosara facilitated organic agricultural production in campasino villages.   Also provide a site for sale of local artisan productions
	What are the conservation impacts and how have these been monitored?

· Reduction in level of damage caused by deforestation and habitat degradation

· Reduced frequency of illegal hunting

· Reduce frequency of squatting campasinos

· Enhance local and municipal environmental awareness

· Conservation actions of SSG have not been monitored

· There is an ongoing need for this work until the government fulfils its obligations.   Therefore ongoing financial/human resource support will be needed into the future.  

What has been the development ‘costs’ of SSG activities? 
· The actual costs are something normally associated with the formation and protection of a protected area.  However, the reality is that it is a “paper park”.  Procosara is responsible for park vigilance and the principle cost is reduced illegal access to local resources.   

Have the SSGs had other, less tangible impacts?

· Yes. Increasing interest amongst the young in local villages

· Improved knowledge amongst local community about reserve and relevant government departs (municipal and beyond)

· Media exposure thru radio coverage

· Organic agricultural production and other more enviro friendly land-uses.  

Have other services, outputs, and outcomes resulted from the Project that were not anticipated?

· International visitors to the area have added some income to the communities

· Attracted attention of local municipal government
	What are the motivations of group members for participation in the activities of the SSG?

· A love of the forests, nature and the site share by member and park guards alike.   

Who are the members of the SSG… and how representative are they of local community views? 

· Original members were large landowners but now have more representation from local communities

What do other parts of local communities think about the activities of the SSG?

· criticism in the communities about Procosara principally due to the fact that they are the major enforcement agency in the region.  There is a core of property owners who support patrols by park guards but others who are not cooperative  

How are SSGs governed and led at the local level? 

· Procosara has a board of directors with five people.  We are part of alliance of five NGOs, which meet at least once a month.   
	What worked well and what would you do differently next time?  
· Conservation alliance for San Rafael worked well but communication and coordination among members could be improved.  Next time at start of project would engage one or two professional fundraisers

How dependent are the SSGs on external technical and financial support?
· At present totally dependant on outside source of support.  

What are the prospects for reducing SSG reliance on external support?

· Developing a plan for a campaign to gain support of local businesses and begin to fully develop ecotourism activities, which will bring in resources to reserve.  

Have the groups maintained a conservation focus?

Are there increased opportunities, synergies and/or funds for partner groups?
Yes.   This is the primary objective.  

Is there a continued need for the Project?

Yes.  

What were the main lessons learned?    

· That conservation only functions when you work with local people and involve local actors.   Initially Procosara worked only with local property owners…now we work with local communities too.   
	Is there networking between SSGs?  

· No.  Just among conservation alliance

Do networks operate independently of the BirdLife partner or are these co-ordinated and run by the partner?

N/a 

Are the appropriate partners and stakeholders involved?  Are their roles appropriate?

· Yes.  


	Purpose: 1) Continue IBA research and monitoring; 2) Provide and establish linkages with other groups monitoring scoters; 3) Carry out education about seaduck migration.

SSG Facts: Point Lepreau Bird Observatory Committee – 6 committee members, 200 registered volunteers (50 active), annual cash expenditures and income between $2,000 and $15,000, established 1995.
Partners: Saint John Naturalists’ Club, New Brunswick Power, Canadian Coast Guard, Canadian Wildlife Service, Nature Canada, New Brunswick Wildlife Trust.
IBA Facts: Location Northern coast of Bay of Fundy, province of New Brunswick (eastern Canada), 45.08° N, 66.45° W. IBA includes Point Lepreau, intertidal reefs, waters and mudflats of Maces Bay, several small islands. ~ 30km2 in total area.



Species  1% of eastern Atlantic Brant (fall staging), 6.6% of global population of Semipalmated Plovers (fall migration), 3% of global population Least Sandpipers (fall migration), 5% of eastern North American Purple Sandpipers (wintering), up to 44% of eastern North American of Black Scoter (spring and fall migration), globally significant numbers of other waterbirds on migration (including Common Eiders and Red-throated Loons), over 1% of Atlantic Common Eider dresseri (breeding).



Threats  Oil spill threat due to regular tanker traffic heading for nearby tanker port/oil refinery. Increasing levels of rockweed harvesting and aquaculture in Maces Bay (impacting foraging habitat for migrating and breeding eiders). Hunting pressure on scoters in other parts of their range.

	Background
	Objectives
	Activities
	Intended Impacts
	Actual Impacts 
	Membership/ Governance
	Sustainability
	Networking

	Who initiated the SSG?

· Formed in 1995 as committee of Saint John Naturalists Club (club formed in 1962). SSG existed before IBA designation.

National partner inputs?

· Nature Canada annual funding from 2000 – 2004 ($17,000 total) 
Partner impacts?
· National partner inputs allowed for hiring of dedicated seaduck observer, increasing quality of long-term data set and enabling better use of volunteer observers
	Formal conservation objectives?

· Yes, see above.
Project relevance?
· Yes, good example of monitoring project – lack of existing basic monitoring for scoters.

Does the project meet BLI objectives for SSGs?

· Yes: volunteer engagement, IBA monitoring

Appropriate timeframe? 

· Yes, 10-year commitment.

Appropriate resource allocations?

· No. Decreased funding for on-going or long-term projects.
	What activities does the SSG undertake? 

· Seaduck migration education, but no current advocacy.

Monitoring activities?

· Yes, seaducks. Methodology consistent and involves 9 weeks of migration monitoring each spring and fall. Data elucidated previously unknown scoter migration route.


	Conservation impacts?

· No monitoring for conservation impacts
Are inputs cost-effective?

· Yes, monitoring done with large volunteer input.
Has SSG had other impacts?

· SSG activities resulted in media profiles. Nuclear plant employees enjoy learning about project.
Have other outcomes resulted from the project?

· High level of interest from other naturalist clubs in the area
	· Actual conservation impacts not yet achieved as project is in data collection stage. 

Main lessons learned?

· Vital aspects for success: teamwork between stakeholders, volunteer buy-in and engagement, regular feedback to all participants
	Motivations of group members?

· Love of nature and appreciation of the IBA. 
Who are the SSG members? 

· Naturalists, likely not representing community views (SSG more informed site’s conservation).

How are SSGs governed and led at the local level?
· SSG is a committee of the Saint John Naturalists Club. Budget approved by club. SSG operates under specific guidelines, reporting to club at public meetings. SSG views these simple, well-crafted guidelines as important factor in success.
	How dependent is SSG on external technical and financial support?

· Reliance on technical support is not high, financial support funds dedicated observer 
Prospects for reducing reliance on external support?

· Could reduce financial need by using only volunteer observers - could result in poorer quality data.

Has SSG maintained a conservation focus?

· Yes, by adhering to initial purpose and objectives.
Continued need for project?
· Yes, to end of planned 10-year period. Trend analysis then conducted to determine if additional data should be collected. 
	Networking between SSGs?  

· Limited networking with other seaduck monitoring locations in Canada and U.S. SSG would like to find out about other seaduck monitors and share information.
· Some networking through provincial affiliate club.


	Purpose: An annual winter/spring celebration called Birds on the Bay. Focused on raising public awareness of IBA. Events include workshops, hikes, lectures, etc.
SSG Facts: Friends of Semiahmoo Bay Society is SSG lead among a large group of partners, annual cash expenditures and income approximately $12,000 with significant in-kind donations, SSG established 2002.
Partners:   Multiple diverse partners including other environmental organizations, municipal governments, individuals.
IBA Facts: Location Southwestern British Columbia near Vancouver. Includes various components of the Fraser River estuary, 49.15° N, 132.12° W. ~ 400km2 in total area.



Species   One of the richest and most important ecosystems for migrant and wintering waterbirds and shorebirds in Canada. 



Threats   Development of lands adjacent to coastal wetlands from agricultural intensification, greenhouse construction, housing, recreational and industrial expansion. Shipping traffic and activity also poses threat.

	Background
	Objectives
	Activities
	Intended Impacts
	Actual Impacts 
	Membership/ Governance
	Sustainability
	Networking

	Who initiated the SSG?

· In 2003 by Friends of the Semiahmoo Bay Society with input from FBCN.

National partner inputs?

· BSC - staff contribute to program events, Nature Canada - annual funding from 2000-2004 ($5000 total)

Partner impacts?
· Increased diversity of program events and funding for a project delivery (through paid coordinator).
	Formal conservation objectives?

· No.
Other stated objectives?

· Helping to increase economic activity in tourist low season by attracting birdwatchers
Project relevance?
· To Nature Canada as a good example of mobilizing diverse partners in a public awareness-building conservation project

Appropriate timeframe?
· No pre-determined end year for program, which provides flexibility and possibility for exploring new directions, but adds to volunteer burnout. 

Appropriate resource allocations?

· Yes.
	What activities does the SSG undertake? 

· Public education on importance of IBA birds

Monitoring activities?

· Secondary focus: program events dovetail with pre-existing protocols (e.g., hawk counts).

Do the defined activities and deliverables contribute adequately to the objectives of the Project?
· Yes, but SSG sees need to continue to evolve to meet needs of communities and take advantage of new opportunities.
	Conservation impacts?
· Mobilization of support for site conservation through awareness building and hands-on experience
Are inputs cost-effective?

· Yes, broad reach to program, generally funded by in-kind donations and on a cost-recovery basis
Has SSG had other impacts?
· Events scheduled in winter to bring economic benefits to businesses when tourism is slow. No monitoring of this impact.

	· Not monitored. Attendance at events can be used as surrogate to measure awareness.

Main lessons learned?

· Hire a coordinator. Relying on a few volunteers can lead to burnout.

· Have a more compact schedule of events.
· Promotion is difficult and requires good coordination.
	Motivations of group members?
· Variable. Some with environmental or naturalist focus. Others interested in recreation, tourism.
Who are the SSG members?
· Very diverse group but all with some appreciation for birds/natural areas. 

What do other parts of local communities think about SSG activities?

· Some political buy-in but many challenges. Community members gaining appreciation for IBA through SSG programming.

How are SSGs governed and led at the local level?
· No formal structure. Friends of Semiahmoo Bay Society is lead organization but SSG based on informal partnerships with other groups. Not member-based.
	How dependent is SSG on external technical and financial support?
· Some reliance on naturalists for events although partners also contribute.
· Small levels of external financial support funds project coordination.  
Prospects for reducing reliance on external support?
· Demands for external support low so this is a sustainable model.

Has SSG maintained a conservation focus?
· Yes, but sometimes an indirect outcome of public awareness programming.
Other opportunities for SSG?
· Have not explored all possible funding sources.

Continued need for project?
· Yes, to continue public exposure and because threats increase yearly.

	Networking between SSGs?  

· Yes, with Washington State’s Drayton Harbor/ Semiahmoo IBA SSG on their bird festival.

· Network not done through partners.

· Would like details on similar SSGs (national and international).



6 Annex 3 Interviews with Regional staff and BirdLife Partners: Detailed Tables

	Person:   Nellie Catzim, Project Coordinator (paco_mgmt@bas.bz ); Heron Moreno, Community Liaison Officer (comm_liason@bas.bz)   

Partners: Belize Audubon Society
SSG Project:  “The Development of Cockscomb Basin Wildlife Sanctuary and Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary as centers for Co-management of Protected Areas”.  Purpose:  To involve relevant stakeholders in ecosystem’s management to promote biodiversity and ecological integrity through sustainable development activities. Establish Co-management and Capacity systems with communities using socio-economic incentives with a view to contribute to biological diversity and ecological integrity.

IBA Facts:  Cockscomb Basin Wildlife Sanctuary and Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary.  Note: IBAs have not been formally identified yet in Belize but both sites will be designated as such.   

	Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
	How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
	Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?
	What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
	Improving the security of financial support for SSGs
	Other Issues

	· Difficult to encompass all approaches in one definition

· Focus should be conservation but cannot disregard other issues…they go with development

· Many stakeholders

· Public lands are co-managed with forestry department so government is big stockholder

What do you think are the key components of SSGs?

· Composed of local stakeholders

· Clear, agreed objectives…. accepted by all…both conservation and development

· Need strong committed leaders/champions

· Leaders need to transfer knowledge to others in the group

· Active information sharing between partner and LAC (SSG)

· Good networking at these sites thru regional advisory committees who meet quarterly

· Conduct exchanges between LAC and co-training, advocacy work…. direct communication with gove reps

· Reality is politicians do not like empowered communities…in one case the communities has regressed…. dynamics of communities really effect advocacy work.  

· Training impacts have been very different in effects


	Is a definition of SSGs required for effective fundraising and marketing? 

· No

· Opportunities for fundraising

· No marketing with BAS

· Some LAC do their own marketing like the Mayan women’s cooperative which has been active and support ed since ‘86

· Really successful groups are now faced with new challenges…. money has created new divisions and competition with groups…youth are challenging leadership…. alcoholism

Are there more attractive terms for marketing and advocacy besides SSG?

· Need marketing expertise to determine good name…communities in action…friends of...

· Word action is good to include

What is the most marketable component of SSGs?

· Empower local people

· Participatory/inclusive

· Local knowledge beyond just conservation…. cultural aspects and beyond
	Should SSGs be formally linked to the partnership structure?  

· Networking would strengthen work and effectiveness…but formal linkages no.  

· Would improve sense of ownership and feel like they are part of something larger

What are the advantages and disadvantages of each?

· No advantages seen to formal links with BLI…perhaps at partner level

Disadvantages include:

· Create dependency

· Limiting them

· Loss of independence

· Bureaucracy

What is the best structure for formalizing links with SSGs?

· Formal linkages with some components…like governments would be a benefit and NGOs…. therefore categorization of the different stakeholders would be useful…like landowners, 

· Depends on who are the SSG and level of development

· Develop criteria for formal agreement…. level of commitment etc…
	What support do partners need from the Secretariat? 

· Marketing expertise to support/promote SSG

· Financial resources

· Facilitate information sharing- via e-newsletters as opposed to page on web

· Networking…coordinator for SSG in the Americas to build capacity within the partnership

· Increased communication, 

· Exchanges of experiences for SSG

· Web site information not seen to be as useful as an e-newsletter.   Staff find they rarely have time to visit web sites and chat rooms etc but would be more likely to read a newsletter if is arrived in their inbox.  

Are there other forms of communication and information sharing that is more appropriate? 

· SSG Information officer who sends out regular updates by email.   Or electronic newsletter…. harder to visit a web sites and chat rooms and even hard copy mail gets put aside and not read.   
	Should partners be expected to be able to continue to fund SSGs, and if so, how best can this be achieved? 

· Depends on category of SSG…government players and other ENGOs are hard to fundraise for

· For community groups the partners should fund for longer project life cycles…. they lack capacity and therefore unable to compete for same resources…. all volunteers too so partners should support.   

· More diverse the better…all approaches are valid.  Case by case …sometimes secretariat in better position, other times…better partner to partner support works

· Possible support from NAS…but will be a big player…need to get little partners together to speak with one voice.   

What do the partners see as being the best role for the BirdLife Secretariat in terms of funding support?  

· Accessing funds for SSGs or at least identifying sources of funding especially on a regional basis…. depends on source of funding

· Need capacity with project monitoring and evaluation-both conservation and development impacts

· Funding for exchange programs

· BLI regional office could support an SSG position to coordinate communications, assist in fundraising and facilitate exchanges of SSG regionally


	Is the SSG concept useful in terms of achieving conservation objectives at IBAs?

· Yes.

What other model may work better?

· Land purchase can work under some circumstance but can lead to big problems with local communities

· Need to work with local communities even when lobbying for new protected areas…because if not will feel excluded and not sustainable in long term.  

What were the most successful parts of SSGs?

· Getting groups to support conservation…

· Improve conservation education…what is it like not to have it…. improved conservation ethic

· Different understanding of conservation…. limitation of the resource base.

· Improved understanding of BAS as to the real threats of conservation - not communities but big landowners…politics…. learning experience for BAS itself…impacts are often at a higher level…not communities

· Long term commitment…must be including in management of protected areas

· Have a community engagement policy now…recognition…. management approach not just a project approach.   

· Must have community consultation…even with parks people so they understand

Was is good value for the $

What is your future vision of SSGs?

· Yes

· Seen, as partners in conservation management- will be the way conservation is done in Belize in future.   

What were the perceived weaknesses?

· Other partners that needed to be involved…. other service providers were also weak and therefore importing new problems e.g. weak federal ago extension services

· Internal conflicts within the community…social

· Paternalism established during colonial period…politicians.  

· Allocation of time to do groundwork and relationship building upfront…. was insufficient.   

· Staff resources were too small…for the work pilot projects… co-management

How did you see your role in the initiative?
· Crucial part…. BAS is designed by government to manage certain protect areas nationally included CBWS and CTWS

Overall lessons learned?

· Must engage communities and inform from begin about all aspects of conservation even in identification of IBAs

· Co-Management of protected areas

· Focus activities for resources users

· Overall component of education crucial…. Belizeans think all the world is pristine…. and do not understand that this could be lost

· Build trust with communities first, then educate, then role of communities, education governments on all this, identify opportunities for community benefits…from conservation actions…. development must be linked to conservation goals….

· In some ways conservation actions are the final stage of the work.  

· Cannot avoid social issues…even if you cannot deal with them directly you can facilitate links with those that can help.    


	Person:   Jaqueline Goerck, Brazil Program Director; birdlifebrasil@uol.com.br

Partners: BirdLife Brasil, Support local SSG in partnership with IESB (Instituto de Estudos Sócio-ambientais do Sul da Bahia)
SSG Project:  Serra das Lontras- (two cooperatives and one association of local landowners CooperUna, CABRUCA, and Associação de Produtores do Santo Antônio) in partnership with a local NGO IESB
IBA Facts:  Serra das Lontras, Bahia Brasil.   

	Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
	How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
	Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?
	What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
	Improving the security of financial support for SSGs
	Other Issues

	What do you think are the key components of SSGs?

· In Brazil there is distinction between SSG here and elsewhere like Africa.   Traditional type SSGs only work in Amazon because land is public…in other areas land is private and involves different sorts of agreements and ways of working…unless they are extractive reserves.   

· Need broad SSG concept to include all stakeholders involved directly.    

· Ideally a mix of paid staff and volunteers or other interested groups should form SSG.  However, need to have local benefits.   True volunteers not really applicable.   Need real tangible benefits…Dealing with really poor communities in this area.   

 
	Is a definition of SSGs required for effective fundraising and marketing? 

· No…broad all encompassing definition better reflects diverse reality of SSGs.  

· Involvement of local community is key for many funders.   This is required where there is poverty.   Very clear need to engage local groups/people in all areas in which we work.   Working with local groups is the only tool useful to our reality here.  

· We use expertise of other ENGO partners to conduct work with communities.   For BL Brazil working with communities/local groups is a requirement to work in conservation these days…real conservation on the ground.   This idea has actually attracted staff and others to be involved with project.   

Are there more attractive term for marketing and advocacy besides SSG?
Difficult to use SSG concept as something as birdlife developed…. activities like this have been going on for some time amongst others.   Don’t need a name to have work recognize but there is a need to promote concept with organization to show this to others.   Public recognizes slogan “together for people and birds”.    SSG may not be a appropriate name…hard to have a single concept because of range.  

· Market concept not name per se.  


	Should SSGs be formally linked to the partnership structure?

· No…may be dangerous…considering the number of IBAs and potential number of SSG would require huge burden of management and bureaucracy. 

· Work well without any links and there are some advantages to working with independent autonomous groups as partners.  


	What support do partners need from the Secretariat? 

· Financial support

· Could provide materials, training, project preparation support for those who have little experience working with SSG.  

· Provide actual assistance

· Fundraising raising at multilateral level.  

Would improved sharing of information and improved access to ‘real life’ examples of SSGs be useful?

· A partner level difficult to absorb all this communications at present.

· SSG themselves may benefit from increase communication that does not necessarily have to involve partners

· Communities would be very proud to share and learn from other groups.

· Exchanges between SSG would be very useful.   

Would a SSG support page on the BirdLife website on which information on case studies (as above), methods, lessons learned documents and evaluations could be included we worthwhile from your perspective and why?

Yes, it would be for partners if easily accessible, but not for SSGs themselves

Are there other forms of communication and information sharing that is more appropriate? 

· Newsletters present language and translation issues…short shelf life

· General Brochure…on SSG would be useful for fundraising and improved understanding.  Longer period of use in this format…need materials in our language.  
	Should partners be expected to be able to continue to fund SSGs, and if so, how best can this be achieved? 

· Depends on local situation.   At Serra believe we will not need to be there for- ever as idea is for project to become sustainable.   Very idea is to achieve local sustainability.  Caco production…may even support maintenance of private conservation sites.   

· EU grant will consolidate initiative 

· DGIS was excellent opportunity 

· Partner to partners support also worthwhile.   

· Large grants are best coordinated through birdlife who can distribute to range of project

· But are opportunities within Brasil to raise money locally.  

What do the partners see as being the best role for the BirdLife Secretariat in terms of funding support? 

Two levels of fundraising…. large multi-lateral support like DGIS best done thru birdlife distributed to local funds for specific projects 


	Is the SSG concept useful in terms of achieving conservation objectives at IBAs?

· Only way to do so in Atlantic forests…

· Conservation objective flow from sustainable development benefits.  

What other model may work better?

Part of whole tool kit…. like a recipe that we follow…secure area, engage with local stakeholders, lobby for official protection.  …. Cannot stop with official protection status and conservation or the ground may not actually happen.   Must engage with local to ensure sustainability of conservation actions.  
What were the most successful parts of SSGs?

· Composed of local stakeholders

· Understand of alternatives in lives

· Improves sense of belonging and importance

· Bring hopes to community

Was is good value for the $

What is your future vision of SSGs?

· Yes, but process of engaging community and delivering benefits from conservation actions only just begun.  

What is future vision?

· Ongoing relations and communications.

· Move on to engaging communities in conservation action and other forms of engagement

What were the perceived weaknesses?

Not weakness but challenges

· Changing behaviour takes a long…. more of challenge not weakness

· Long term complex relations 

· Working with people can be difficult.  

How did you see your role in the initiative?

· Work existing only because of us

· Key factor is whole project development.   

· Brought attention to government initially

· Fundamental role especially at the beginning.  

Overall lessons learned?
· First experience working with communities and now part of organization protocol of action when we want to work at IBA…first ID IBA and then work with local to understand the local situation and work then towards conservation.  


	Person:   Rob Clay, Head of Research and Planning  

Partners: Guyra Paraguay, support 8 SSGs in the country
SSG Project:  various initiatives

IBA Facts:  several distinct IBAs  

	Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
	How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
	Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?
	What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
	Improving the security of financial support for SSGs
	Other Issues

	The variety of local initiatives, both existing and those that may be necessary to conserve sites, defies a narrow definition. Furthermore, I think a large and varied constituency of SSGs will bring far more benefits than a small “elite” club (which could result from a precise definition of what is an SSG).  the Partnership should have a broad consensus on what is an SSG.

How would you define an SSG?
“Any group working for the long-term conservation of a site and its associated biodiversity”

What do you think are the key components of SSGs?

· Grassroots, with focus on a specific site (an IBA)                                                                                                                   

· Genuine interest in long-term conservation of the biodiversity of a site

· The network aspect as a very valuable and attractive component of SSGs, I’m not convinced that it should form an integral part of the definition. Forming part of a network should be a benefit that BirdLife offers to SSGs, not a prerequisite for local groups to be considered as SSGs.


	Is a definition of SSGs required for effective fundraising and marketing? 

I doubt a definition of SSGs will prove decisive, rather detailed information regarding the work of the individual group. For multi-site/multi-SSG fundraising and marketing I think a definition stressing the grassroots nature of SSGs will prove important. The value of SSGs is not many groups doing exactly the same thing at many sites, but rather the sheer variety of different approaches to local conservation challenges. 

· locally-led, participatory grassroots organizations.

Are there more attractive term for marketing and advocacy besides SSG, which is rather dull and un-exciting?

I’m sure there must be, although nothing particularly exciting springs to mind. “Local Conservation Groups” or “Grassroots Conservation Groups”  

· Related issue is that of branding. Whatever the final name for SSGs in English, BirdLife should decide upon a standard abbreviation to be used as a unique brand to always refer to SSGs, irrespective of language. Thus, in Spanish we would refer to “Grupos locales de conservación (SSGs)” What is the most marketable component of SSGs?

· Their grassroots nature

· Local community members interested in and working for the conservation of a globally important area. 

· this may mean genuinely poor people giving up the option of short-term gains for the possibility of longer-term (and potentially less tangible) benefits. 

· For many donors the notion of locally-led participatory groups may be very attractive, and stressing these components of SSGs may open up new avenues of funding, otherwise unavailable 

· SSGs could be sold as examples of local democracies working for a common good (conservation).

· huge potential in having a network of grassroots organisations monitoring IBAs. Local organizations/people can provide ground-truthing of national, regional or global analyses of the state of IBAs far more cost-effectively than the BirdLife Secretariat or national Partners. 
	Should SSGs be formally linked to the partnership structure?  

I don’t believe SSGs should be formally linked in the sense of becoming a “Partner”, but yes in the sense of knowing that they are part of a global initiative

What are the advantages and disadvantages of each?

· Advantage as each SSG being aware that it is part of something far larger, an initiative to monitor and protect the world’s entire key sites for birds. 

· A formal link would presumably help provide mechanisms to ensure that SSGs receive feedback.

· disadvantages come to mind, all from a BirdLife (rather than SSG) perspective:

-
Clarity of the BirdLife message: expansion of the Partnership to include formal links with SSGs may “obscure” the message of what is BirdLife, what does BirdLife stand for etc. -
Governance: a greatly expanded Partnership would presumably bring greater governance issues/challenges at a national, regional and global level.

· Funding: an expanded Partnership would mean greater expense for national, regional and global meetings.

What is the best structure for formalizing links with SSGs?

The ideal BirdLife structure as it stands (a Full Partner in each country), with each Partner “being” BirdLife in their respective countries, but with each Partner maintaining a network of allied SSGs. In other words, the formal links would be between the BirdLife country Partner and the relevant SSGs, though with the SSGs aware of the “greater existence” of BirdLife Partnership.

  
	Would improved sharing of information and improved access to ‘real life’ examples of SSGs be useful?

I think it would prove invaluable to have greater access to information regarding the establishment and consolidation of SSGs, with numerous case studies. I see no one formula as leading to the successful creation of SSGs, but great benefits in each Partner being able to select components of successful formulas from other areas, thereby facilitating the development of case-specific formulas.

Would a SSG support page on the BirdLife website on which information on case studies be worthwhile?

Yes, a web-based information would definitely be very useful. I think a published manual of experiences would be the best starting point but with a webpage providing updated information

Are there other forms of communication and information sharing that is more appropriate? 

published manual providing information of case studies, methods, lessons learned and evaluations would be the best starting point, in part because not all Partners and certainly not all SSGs have reliable access to Internet. New and updated information, including key contacts within the Partnership, could then be provided via the website, including in a readily downloadable and printable format.

A Listserv (or a series of listservs in different languages) may also prove a useful means of sharing information and experiences, and an opportunity for people to ask questions
	Should partners be expected to be able to continue to fund SSGs, and if so, how best can this be achieved? 

I believe the medium-term goal should be for all established SSGs to be self-sufficient. Establishment of SSGs will presumably always be largely dependent on external funding. But once established, groups need to be self-sufficient. Exceptions could perhaps be made (at least in the medium-term) for particularly high priority sites (such as AZE sites), where site-based action is essential for the future of the site and the species. However, the long-term goal should still be self-sufficiency.

· Global and regional funding approaches would seem best to establish SSGs at a suite of sites – i.e. for geographic or thematic (for instance, all sites supporting CR species) groupings of sites. Partner to partner approaches would seem most appropriate where species are shared (e.g. migratory species). Such “twinning” of sites sounds attractive, but there are very few examples where it has really worked.

· Partners should be expected to actively seek funding for the establishment and support of SSGs, but to look for mechanisms by which these groups can obtain self-sufficiency in the medium- to long-term. Partners should not become the only financial support mechanism for SSGs, though they should be expected to provide ongoing technical support and assistance with fundraising where required.

What do the partners see as being the best role for the BirdLife Secretariat in terms of funding support?

· The Secretariat should (when appropriate opportunities arise) lead or assist with the development of global, regional or thematic proposals for the establishment or consolidation of SSGs. 

· Ensure that Partners are aware of funding opportunities for single-site or national initiatives. 
	Is the SSG concept useful in terms of achieving conservation objectives at IBAs?

Most definitely. Successful conservation at the vast majority of IBAs will be dependent on the active participation and generation of benefits for the local community, effective advocacy, environmental education and outreach, and periodic monitoring and evaluation. SSGs are likely to prove one of the best and cost-effective means of achieving these.

What other model may work better?

· At some sites with multiple stakeholders representing many different (and opposing) interests, management committees may be the best option.

· At other sites, the only option may be direct land purchase to create a core reserve, with the possibility of creating a SSG occurring during a later stage of the site conservation process.

What were the most successful parts of SSGs?

· The involvement of local community members in monitoring – both biological monitoring and control and vigilance of the conservation of the areas in question.

· The costs of professional staff are considerably higher than those required for hiring and training local community members, and there are less additional benefits (such as greater environmental awareness, local pride, and local people being paid to monitor a species or area).

Was is good value for the $

What is your future vision of SSGs?

Yes, overall it has been good value for $. To cite a specific example, at San Miguel Potrero and Isla Yacyreta, Guyra Paraguay was able to hire and train a team of six local “parabiologists” to monitor two globally threatened species for 18 months, for the same cost as hiring two professional biologists for a few months 

· Effective SSGs will probably prove to be (one of) the main ingredient(s) in the conservation of the majority of IBAs

·  reflects the need for active local participation in site-based conservation initiatives.

· BirdLife Partner coordinating a network of SSGs in the capacity of IBA caretakers, with each SSG playing a key role in the conservation of “its” IBA.



	Person:  Kate MacNeil, former Coordinator of Stewardship Projects, Nature Canada (613-721-8974)
SSG Project:  Nature Canada’s IBA Communities in Action Program (national annual funding program to support SSGs in conservation work at Canadian IBAs) 

Role:  Day-to-day oversight of program
Partners:  Bird Studies Canada is the IBA co-partner but does not deliver Communities in Action. Funding partners vary from year to year.
IBA Facts: 597 IBAs identified in Canada. Communities in Action projects supported by Nature Canada at 100 IBAs from 1999 – 2004.

	Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
	How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
	Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?
	What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
	Improving the security of financial support for SSGs
	Other Issues

	· Listing suggested activities might be beneficial, but a too strict definition can lead to trying to put a square peg in a round hole. 

· However, a very attractive part of IBAs is their standardized and universally applied definition, so having a similar across the board buy-in for SSGs would add clout.
· For example, a broad definition is needed for Canadian SSGs. Very diverse groups and not all are primarily conservation-minded (e.g., some are tourism groups, etc.), although they work towards IBA conservation.
What do you think are the key components of SSGs? 

· IBA conservation/stewardship.
· Community and volunteer involvement (even if not all of SSG’s work is done by volunteers)
	Is a definition of SSGs required for effective fundraising and marketing? 

· Yes, but broadly. Would help SSGs’ fundraising (currently a challenge).
Are there more attractive terms for marketing and advocacy besides SSG?

· Communities in Action encompasses broad range of groups and people.

What is the most marketable component of SSGs?

· On-the-ground action and tangible results.

· Community involvement of diverse partners.
	Should SSGs be formally linked to the partnership structure?  

· Unsure

What are the advantages and disadvantages of each?

· Disadvantage: if it added increased burden onto SSGs – limited capacity for reporting, etc.

	· Global credibility that is gained from being part of the BLI network.

Would improved sharing of information and improved access to ‘real life’ examples of SSGs be useful?

· Yes, both for partners and SSGs.
Would a SSG support page on the BirdLife website be worthwhile?

· Yes: to share lessons, and celebrate SSGs.

Are there other forms of communication and information sharing that are more appropriate? 

· Standard templates could be supplied to partners and SSGs for newsletters/brochures (providing common look and feel).
	Should partners be expected to be able to continue to fund SSGs, and if so, how best can this be achieved? 

· Yes, to the extent possible.

· It should be made more clear to SSGs that partners have an important role in this program and are not just a “middleman” for funds (role includes targeting priority sites, communications about project successes, etc.)
	Is the SSG concept useful in terms of achieving conservation objectives at IBAs?

· Yes, it is a flagship model for on-the-ground conservation at IBAs.

What were the most successful parts of SSGs?

· Lots of diverse stakeholders collaborating on conservation 

Was is good value for the $?

· Yes, high volunteer involvement.

Future vision?
· Closer relationship with SSGs so they can better use our resources and we can better influence their conservation directions.

What were the perceived weaknesses?

· Inability to fund all worthy projects due to financial constraints.

Overall lessons learned?
· Keep program evaluation in mind from the outset.

· SSGs have limited capacity so don’t overload them.


	Person:   Caroline Schultz, former Director of Conservation, Nature Canada (caroline_schultz@symptico.ca)

SSG Project: Nature Canada’s IBA Communities in Action Program (national annual funding program to support SSGs in conservation work at Canadian IBAs) 

Role:  program initiation in Canada and oversight (development of the IBA program, conservation planning exercise and Communities in Action Fund development)
Partners:  Bird Studies Canada is the IBA co-partner but does not deliver Communities in Action. Funding partners vary from year to year.
IBA Facts: 597 IBAs identified in Canada. Communities in Action projects supported by Nature Canada at 100 IBAs from 1999 – 2004.

	Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
	How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
	Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?
	What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
	Improving the security of financial support for SSGs
	Other Issues

	· Need for a general ‘unifying umbrella’-type concept but a specific definition not appropriate.

· Use caution when applying too many details in a definition: these can be interpreted as rules, even if they are only meant as examples.

· Don’t be exclusive with the definition.
What do you think are the key components of SSGs?

· Conservation objectives must remain central to SSGs.
	Is a definition of SSGs required for effective fundraising and marketing? 

· Merit in having clarity in language.
· Broad definition should be developed with all partners, should not be imposed top-down.
Are there more attractive terms for marketing and advocacy besides SSG?

· Communities in Action. Good for local and global community.
What is the most marketable component of SSGs?

. Volunteerism and global interconnectedness of IBAs and SSGs.
	· No.

What are the advantages and disadvantages of each?

· IBAs may be embraced beyond BLI partners – formal linkage would stifle this.

What is the best structure for formalizing links with SSGs?

· Partners should facilitate but not control.

· Partners can be helpful in networking SSGs but this does not have to be through formal links to the BLI network.

  
	· Facilitated communication, global networking amongst SSGs. 
Would improved sharing of information and improved access to ‘real life’ examples of SSGs be useful?

· Yes - could be done through web portal.
Would a SSG support page on the BirdLife website be worthwhile?

· Yes, as most partners have web access and they could communicate with SSGs that do not have web access.
Are there other forms of communication and information sharing that are more appropriate? 
· Brochures often are overdone. Face to face communication between partner and SSGs is important. Choice should be up to partners.
	Should partners be expected to be able to continue to fund SSGs, and if so, how best can this be achieved? 

· Yes, it is crucial for getting conservation done on the ground.  IBA identification and advocacy is not important if there is no actual on the ground conservation action where needed.

· Partner support also buys increased community support for IBAs.
What do the partners see as being the best role for the BirdLife Secretariat in terms of funding support?  
· Possibility of Secretariat raising major funds to support the network (with a focus on specific countries for strategic reasons).

· BLI should work on building the SSG mechanism in selected countries that want to move in that direction.
	Is the SSG concept useful in terms of achieving conservation objectives at IBAs?

· Sometimes it’s the only way (if other conservation capacity does not exist).
What other model may work better?

· Legal protection important but not an alternative to SSGs.

What were the most successful parts of SSGs?

· Communities in Action Fund, conservation planning.

Was it good value for the $?

· Yes.
What is your future vision of SSGs?

· Greater involvement of regional groups and increased awareness building by partners.
What were the perceived weaknesses?

· Evaluation of conservation impacts and attitude changes is needed.
Overall lessons learned?
· Make sure SSG work adds value – do not duplicate work that others are already doing.

· Factor SSGs into site prioritisation schemes in order to support action at the most important sites.


	Person/s: Ian Davidson, Director of Americas Division BirdLife International; Amiro Perez, Partner Development Officer, BirdLife Americas 

Role:  Regional Secretariat for the Americas division of BirdLife International

	Should BirdLife seek a common definition of an SSG?
	How can SSGs be best marketed for advocacy and fund-raising?
	Should SSGs be linked formally to the partnership structure?
	What support do the partners need from the Secretariat?
	Improving the security of financial support for SSGs
	Other Issues

	The definition advocated by Site Action Unit (SAU) is the one we agree should be vetted – it is broad enough to be used regionally and also re-interpreted in Spanish.

What do you think are the key components of SSGs?

Clearly, they should include components of local stakeholder or actor involvement, ownership of site conservation activities, interest in sustainable use, some level of organization (if they involve groups).


	Is a definition of SSGs required for effective fundraising and marketing? 

Yes, funders will want a definition – it also helps us communicate in a standardized way to the public (which includes funders/ donors). It also helps us brand the conservation tool.

Are there more attractive terms for marketing and advocacy besides SSG?

Community Stakeholder Groups? In Spanish the term “Actor” is key.
What is the most marketable component of SSGs?

· Local, community based, responsive, ownership, local adaptation, flexible, creative and responsive to local conditions – why? Local is key and few groups have figured out how to do this in a successful yet adaptive fashion.
	· Not exactly sure – I envision National Partners serving as the umbrella for SSGs in any given country. In this way, the National Partners function like the Secretariat, facilitating and guiding informed conservation throughout a region. As we finalize the inventory of IBAs in Ecuador, it is clear that no one Partner could hope to manage the 140 plus sites – however, a coordinated network of SSGs could! It is possible that what is needed are some basic criteria that SSG’s should subscribe to and this would allow them to benfit from being part of a national network affiliated with BirdLife through our National Partners.

What are the advantages and disadvantages of each?

· Would provide legitimacy on local issues.

· If things go terribly wrong at a given site, all of BirdLife could be tarred by the image…

What is the best structure for formalizing links with SSGs?

Good – as it stands now, we enter into formal agreements with local stakeholder (s) where and when necessary.  
	Would improved sharing of information and improved access to ‘real life’ examples of SSGs be useful?

Definitively – there are many such examples of local site action supported by a plethra of groups around the world and summarized in reports/ web sites/ books/ photos…IIED did something on this at one stage I believe. Good marketing possibility for BirdLife and useful to get onto our web site, especially for those projects that have been recognized as successful other than by BirdLife!

Would a SSG support page on the BirdLife website be worthwhile?

Yep!

Are there other forms of communication and information sharing that are more appropriate? 
· Brochures often are overdone. Face to face communication between partner and SSGs is important. Choice should be up to partners.
	Should partners be expected to be able to continue to fund SSGs, and if so, how best can this be achieved? 

Our experience is that the Secretariat is becoming very good at locating funds and developing proposal for site work – SSGs are integral to many of these proposals – maybe even more than integral, fundamental. So I would say it has to be a shared responsibility and requires input from both ends. Bottom-up and top down so that the proposal ends up being a cooperative venture.As for specific examples, there are so many that it is best left to SAU in Cambridgeto describre specifics.


	Is the SSG concept useful in terms of achieving conservation objectives at IBAs?

· Definitively – however there are varying degrees of success. The bottomline, once an entity begins to invest in a site, it is a long term commitment, whether this be an organization, collection of interests or even direct intervention of BirdLife Secretariat - Mindo, Cameroon Highlands, Sukoke, Serra das Lontras, and so on infinitum.
 What other model may work better?

The SSG model encompasses most site interventions – fence building around IBAs or any areas of biodiversity importance have seldom worked and if they do, seem not to be sustainable in the longer term unless there is some benefit accrued by local peoples…

What were the most successful parts of SSGs?

Community empowerment where it happens – BirdLife is so new that this level of empowerment is seldom seen – in most cases, we are just arriving to the ground.

What is your future vision of SSGs?

· That Partners adopt SSGs as the vehicle for driving IBA conservation throughout the hemisphere and that Partners are able to capitalize on this by creating and supporting a network of these SSGs, informally
What were the perceived weaknesses?

· Very onerous on any one organization; even the BirdLife network. I am reminded of the Galapagos Islands where the world’s attention has not been able to mediate between environmental and social interests, despite the resources, know-how, commitment, biological importance, historical significance, etc. There are many GIs in Latin America…I shudder how what would happen if we had 10 GIs to deal with!
· I see BirdLife Sec’s role to facilitate encourage the SSG model and support the Partnership internalize this as well as provide knowledge and resources to help it function.

Overall lessons learned?
· Any investment in a site is a lifelong commitment! Nothing more…nothing less!
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