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Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in
UK Overseas Territories and other small island communi-
ties, Jersey 6th-12th October 2006 - Introduction

Organised by:
UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, with the support of the Overseas Territories
Environment Programme, and hosted by the Jersey conservation bodies

Background

Jersey hosted an international environment confer-
ence from 6th to 12th October 2006, with a focus
on UK Overseas Territories, Crown Dependencies
and other small islands.

The conference was organized by the UK Overseas
Territories Conservation Forum, in consultation
with the Environmental Department of the States
[Government] of Jersey, the Sociéte Jersiaise, the
National Trust for Jersey and the Durrell Wild-

life Conservation Trust. It was supported by the
Overseas Territories Environment Programme of
the UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office and
Department for International Development. It was
the fourth such conference following the first held
in London in 1999, and the second in Gibraltar in
2000 and the third in Bermuda in March 2003. The
proceedings of both the Gibraltar and Bermuda
conferences can be seen at www.ukotcf.org

The conference provided a forum for government
environmental agencies and NGOs to discuss key
conservation issues, to highlight success stories,
exchange ideas, and to forge partnerships. It was
planned so that Overseas Territories, Crown De-
pendencies and other small island communities
which share similar environmental problems would
benefit from each other’s experiences and history
of planning and conservation initiatives, as well as
from holding the conference in Jersey.

The main topics had been determined after wide
consultations amongst conservationists working in

the Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies.
Main sessions were:
» Environmental education and the UKOTs
» Environmental Charters and strategic planning
* Integration of conservation and sustainable
livelihoods
- Terrestrial
- Marine, including fisheries
» Obtaining and Using Resources (not just mon-
ey)
 Species conservation issues:
- Dealing with alien invasive species
- Species recovery including captive breeding

To take advantage of the bringing together of per-
sons with these interests, two optional additional
workshops were held before and after the main
conference:

» Before the main conference, a 2-day workshop
on Biodiversity and Impact Assessment in Small
Island States, on Friday 6th and Saturday 7th Octo-
ber, organised by the International Association for
Impact Assessment.

* After the main conference, a 1-day workshop on
bird monitoring, on Thursday 12th October, organ-
ised by the RSPB.

The conference was held at Hotel L’Horizon, St
Brelade, Jersey. The final published programme is
at Appendix 1, but further modifications and refine-
ments to this were made during the conference to
meet needs and late constraints.
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to learn that she had just noticed while dealing
with a publication matter that the event coincided
with the 50th anniversary of the publication of her
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Animals. As UKOTCEF’s Chairman noted in his
thanks, for many of us, this and Gerald Durrell’s
other books were key in stimulating our initial
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Editor’s Preface

In producing these Proceedings, the Editor has
tried to stay as closely as possible to the structure
of the conference. Efforts have been made to se-
cure texts from all speakers, and thanks are due to
those who obliged. Unless authors opted otherwise,
the illustrations from their conference presentations
have been used to illustrate their papers in these
Proceedings. In rather too many cases where texts
were not supplied, papers have been constructed
from Powerpoint presentations where practicable;
the Editor regrets that it has not always been pos-
sible to explain some abbreviations and references
in these cases, nor to have all the illustrations at the
standard that we would have preferred.

In editing the texts, insofar as was practicable in
the transition from spoken to written formats, the

original styles have been retained. The degree to
which tenses etc have been adjusted in this context
has been determined pragmatically in relation to
content and clarity. As most UK Overseas Territo-
ries opt for UK English, this has been used except
for proper names, but some other versions of
English may have crept through under the Editor’s
radar.

In a few cases, speakers were unable to attend the
conference at the last minute. In the cases where
the authors have been able to supply at least part of
their contributions, these have been included.

Versions of poster papers have been included
where authors have supplied these. The format
used for these has depended on practicability. They
have been placed in the most appropriate sections.

Authorship has been attributed as indicated by the
authors themselves, rather than relating simply to
whoever actually presented the materials at the
conference.

We have aimed to make these Proceedings availa-
ble as rapidly as possible (although, because of the
reasons noted above, not as quickly as we would
have liked), so that they can serve as aide-mem-
oires for participants as well as to respond to the

Conference participants
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flow of requests already being received from those
unable to attend. This has meant some compromis-
ing in that some aspects might have benefited from
an alternative approach. Undoubtedly, there will be
errors, for which the Editor apologises in advance.
He would be grateful if information on any sub-
stantive ones could be sent to him (pienkowski@
Cix.c0.uk).

Given the widely dispersed nature of users (as well
as economy), we decided again on publication

on the internet. Even despite using very efficient
software, there are compromises between image
quality and file-size. The format used is intended
for users to download before keeping on file and/or
printing, rather than reading by internet on each
occasion of use.

The Editor would like to thank all those who have
assisted, by supplying materials, answering que-
ries, finding or providing illustrations, etc, and
particularly Ann Pienkowski and Dr Oliver Chees-
man for additionally checking and editing of some
parts.

Copyright and photo credits

These Proceedings are the copyright of the UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum. Howev-
er, the Forum authorises the copying of the elec-
tronic version and printing of copies, in both cases
for non-commercial use. Use of extracts should
acknowledge the source.

Photographs are the copyright of the photog-
raphers. The use of them separately from the
Proceedings or from articles within these is not au-
thorised. Unless otherwise indicated, photographs
within articles were supplied by authors, and pho-
tographers should be contacted via those authors.
The photographers of other pictures are by:
Frances Marks,

Dr Mike Pienkowski,

Dr Oliver Cheesman,

Ann Pienkowski.

Front cover pictures of red starfish, loose-flowered
or Jersey orchid, St Ouen’s Bay and Les Mielles,
and Seymour Tower across the tidal flats from Icho
Tower, by Andrew Syvret, Mike Freeman & Mike
Pienkowski

Conference venue: Hotel L’Horizon, St Brelade’s Bay
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Conference overview and initial conclusions

Preamble

This conference was designed to be of help in
some of the priority issues identified by workers in
small territories. The conference was deliberately
participatory for all, rather than segregated

into speakers and audience, because exchange

of experience was a key. For this reason, the
organisers wanted to capture rapidly some of

the main conclusions arising from discussions.
Throughout the meeting, a small team kept track
of these. This was led by Dace Ground (Bermuda
National Trust and UKOTCF Council), with

the help of: Joseph Smith Abbott (BVI National
Parks Trust), Mike Freeman (States of Jersey
Environment Department), Mike Pienkowski
(UKOTCF Council), Dick Beales (Department
for International Development), Ann Pienkowski
(UKOTCF volunteer), Jennifer Gray (Bermuda
Government) and session chairpersons and
rapporteurs. Participants were encouraged

to draw the attention of members of the team
throughout the conference to points they thought
important to include in the conclusions.

In the final session of the conference, Dace Ground
presented the first draft of the conclusions. The
version given below incorporates additional points
made in the following discussion.

The overview and initial conclusions, gathered
together here in these Proceedings, were previously
published on thie UKOTCF website shortly after
the conference. Together with these, then and here,
are the Statement and recommendations from the
workshop ““Biodiversity and impact assessment

in Small Island States 6-7 October 2006, Jersey.
These were presented to the main conference which
incorporated them into its conclusions.

Introduction and Jersey

We began our conference, as we always do, with
an in depth introduction to our host island.

The Bailiff of Jersey, Sir Philip Bailhache,
graciously opened the meeting with a warm
welcome and some very helpful words of support
for our joint enterprise. He began our introduction
to Jersey with a review of the constitutional
position of the Crown Dependencies, something
many from the Overseas Territories were learning

for the first time. We also had some very
thoughtful words from the Minister for Health

& Social Services, Stuart Syvret, about the great
complexity of the interaction between the needs of
human society and of environmental protection.

Mike Freeman, Jersey’s Principal Ecologist,
briefed us on the history of conservation in recent
times, and on the 2005 report into the *State of
Jersey’ in which they assessed conservation issues
from the global right down to the minutely local
and even species-level. They used the pressure,
state, response mechanism for developing
indicators, and monitor some 40 environmental
indicators, chosen through a consultative process
and using volunteers to do the actual monitoring in
many cases.

Through this process, five key environmental

priorities were identified:

» Climate change

» High waste generation

* Sufficient clean water resources - regulating and
understanding groundwater consumption

» Transport - reduction of reliance on cars.

» Countryside and natural history

They are working now on a strategic plan for the
next five years.

All in all, environmental awareness has grown
greatly in Jersey over the last 20 years, helped

by MEAs such as the Ramsar Convention on
Wetlands. As we learned later in the Education
Session, this environmental awareness is also being
brought into the schools through a new and very
ambitious annual Environment Week.

We then had an introduction to the Jersey marine
environment from Andrew Syvret. All of us who
were at the Bermuda meeting remember him as
the graduate student who kept an ormer in his
dormitory room, feeding it spinach, to help with
homesickness, so we were all looking forward to
more time with Andrew. We learned that Jersey
was attached to the mainland of France as recently
as 5000 years ago and a great deal about the tides,
the marine life and the conservation issues Jersey
faces and which they ‘don’t tell the tourists about’,
including a nuclear reprocessing plant in the
neighbourhood.
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Then Andrew took us on a walk unlike anything
most of us have ever done. Walking on Jersey’s sea
bed with the underwater landscape exposed was

an amazing and a fantastic introduction to our host
country.

So thus welcomed, introduced and then (nearly
literally) immersed into the amazing Jersey
landscape, we turn to the conference itself.

I loved the question from the journalist at the

end of the first Environment Charter session. He

asked if all our effort -- and all this bureaucracy --

actually result in our actually saving anything. Got
right to the point, | thought, so I thought | might
start this review with just a few examples of what
the people in this room have actually been working
to save:

* Blue iguanas in Grand Cayman; the most
important seabird colonies in the mid-Atlantic,
the Mauritius Kestrel, the Montserrat Oriole

» Critical habitat for the wirebird, penguin
colonies and some of the most remarkable
wetlands in the world

 Albatross, sea-turtles and dolphins which would
otherwise become bycatch

* And all the less charismatic species who take
refuge in the protection we create for their
flagship brothers

The other thing I think we all love in these
meetings is getting detailed descriptions of projects
other people have done — the degree of creativity,
ingenuity, perseverance and passion the people in
this room bring to our joint enterprise is inspiring
for all of us, and serves as a pretty convincing
response to questioning journalists.

We learned about:

» An amazing programme to preserve historic
structures that would be slated for destruction
without a creative business model that saves the
buildings, restores them with great sensitivity
and creates jobs for the people who live near
them.

» The development of a sustainable low-impact
ecotourism programme that both preserves a
traditional community and protects one of the
most important wetlands in the Caribbean

» The conversion of a hillside in Gibraltar
from post-industrial wreck to beautifully re-
established native habitat, all done with no
money, just influence

» A programme to control invasive plant species
in South Africa which has been ‘mainstreamed’

as a water resources protection programme,
and which has total financial and political
commitment behind it.

* Projects to control invasions by animals ranging
from rats to reindeer, including pigs, rabbits,
goats, green iguanas and the specially horrible
pine scale insect, and plants from casuarinas to
giant escaped office plants.

But questioning journalists notwithstanding, we
all know that it takes an incredible amount of
work in the background to make these on-the-
ground projects happen. And that’s the real work of
meetings like these. We worked on:
* environmental impact assessment techniques
* the complex subject of biosecurity and invasive
species
* Environment Charter implementation
* balancing development with sustainability
 environmental education (without which all the
rest of this is pointless) and
* we returned over and over again to the constant
issue of finding the resources needed to
carry out all of this vital work.

Environmental Impact Assessments

The workshop on biodiversity and impact
assessment was, by all accounts, a great success
and a memorable experience for those who
participated. They worked through a daunting

list of challenges and came up with a set of
recommendations (appended) to improve capacity
and develop the tools needed to produce effective
environmental impact assessments and strategic
environmental assessments in the UKOTSs and the
CDs.

Listening to the report from the workshop

made some of us feel wistful hearing about

these fantastic techniques when some of our
governments routinely refuse to do meaningful — or
in many cases ANY — environmental review before
huge projects are approved. It was recognised that
this may be an issue for HMG to consider with
regard to their good governance reviews, and we
hope this will be followed up in future.

Invasive species

This was an issue which really came out in the
Bermuda conference and since then has become
one of the most important issues we all deal with.
We know it is responsible for a huge amount of
biodiversity loss and that on islands invasives are
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both especially destructive but also, actually, more
possible to deal with than on larger land masses.

The first part of the session dealt with network-
based solutions.

Karen Varnham brought us up to date on the
JNCC invasives database for the UKOTs and
we learned how to both use this new tool and,
by supplying information on our own situations,
make the tool even more useful.

Niall Moore told us about the new secretariat
dealing with non-natives in Great Britain — real
alphabet soup for the non-initiate — but which
will mean a coordinated response to invasives
and the possibility of rapid reaction when the
circumstances require.

Jean-Philippe Palasi told us about the French
remote territories and the work they are

doing, and confessed to us about the French
predilection for studies and experts, rather than
rapid reaction... Niall may have already started
to help him convert his countrymen to the rapid
reaction school.

Claire Miller continued the RSPB tradition of
appointing new staff to start work the week

of our conference, and told us about the new
South Atlantic network project which is also
one week old. Especially as this EU-funded
project evolved both from our last conference
and meetings of our South Atlantic Working
Group, we look forward to a good report on this
at our next meeting, just as Sarah has been able
to present the Important Bird Areas book for
this one.

(the Falkland’s Biosecurity report has done
this to some extent, and the RSPB S. Atlantic
project will probably cover the other S. Atlantic
Territories)

» Enhanced information gathering (Karen’s
review is just the start) and information sharing

 Better co-ordination of activities, within and
between countries

 Rapid response mechanisms

Environment Charters

Measuring progress in implementing the
Environment Charters is important but not easy.
The Forum published its draft measures nearly
a year ago. Mike Pienkowski started us off by
attempting to summarise progress on filling in
information on these measures — putting flesh
on the bones. The measures aimed to cover

the commitments — or the equivalents by those
without charters — by both the UKOTs /CDs and
the UK Government. Mike stressed the need
for more information from all parties to allow
the completion of these measures, to avoid

the otherwise inevitable confusion between

“no information” and “nothing achieved”. So,
everyone, please send Mike your information
to help complete these tables in the conference
papers.

» Cathy Hopkins outlined the benefits of using
UKOTCEF facilitators, based on the pilot
work by them with TCI, in developing St
Helena’s strategy for action to implement their
Environment Charter.

In the second half of the session we learned about
the scale insect invasion of the pine yards of the
Caicos Islands, where rapid reaction may no
longer be an option for prevention — although it is
essential to allow seed collection and propagation
in the hope of future long-term recovery.

* We heard about dealing with the massive
disruption of ecosystems after Hurricane Ivan
submerged most of Grand Cayman Island.

* And we got some advice from New Zealand on
techniques for deciding whether a pro-active
or reactive approach to a problem is the better
strategy.

One key theme for this session was the question
of how to set priorities in dealing with invasives,
and several ideas for this emerged to back up the
discussion paper:

* An audit of measures that are already in place in

each UKOT for invasive species management

Dominique Giudicelli filled us in on the ways
the Falkland Islands was trying to integrate the
Environment Charter and Biodiversity Strategy
into planning across the sectors.

Karim Hodge explained how Anguilla and some
other territories benefited from the Organisation
of Eastern Caribbean States approach via
National Environment Management Strategies
as well as the Environment Charters. There
were great benefits in following one process

but cross-tabulating to the other, for efficient
working.

Jennifer Gray demonstrated the remarkable
progress that had been made in implementing
Bermuda’s Biodiversity Strategy and Action
Plan since its launch at the time of our Bermuda
conference three years ago.

Simon Glass clearly and succinctly explained
the amazingly rapid establishment of a system
for Tristan whereby he, as Conservation Officer,
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reports annually to the Territory’s Council
on progress on the Biodiversity Strategy and
Environment Charter, and plans for the future.

* Like other Crown Dependencies, Alderney lacks
an Environment Charter relationship with UK.
However, Roland Gauvain explained how the
Island was developing for itself a strategy based
closely on the Environment Charters of the
UKOTs.

» From her experience as Head of Conservation
in the Isle of Man as well as part of UK’s
delegation to some Conferences to the Parties to
Conventions, Liz Charter explored the differing
international conventions to which territories
were party and wondered whether further help,
perhaps from UK Government and the Forum,
might be valuable.

We then heard from the officials from HMG who
have been such strong supporters of our work,
and whose presence at this meeting we greatly
appreciate.

The Overseas Territories Environment Programme,
established by the FCO and DFID since the
Bermuda meeting, has been a tremendous resource
for all of us. We were pleased to hear Phil Mason
of DFID praise the efficiency and effectiveness of
the programme and thrilled to learn that DFID is
committed to continued funding for the programme
with £1.5 million over the next three years carrying
on when the existing one expires at the end of this
financial year.

We also learned from Helen Nellthorpe of the FCO
that OTEP will be focusing on four programme
areas for funding in the current round:

» Environmental governance

 Capacity building

* Invasive species

* Climate Change

Several of us were concerned about the two-

year limit on project funding when the long-term
nature of some biological and social processes
would benefit greatly from longer-term funding.
Phil Mason told us that there was both some
consideration being given now to terms as long as
ten years and that, as the DFID budget increases
over the next years, we should see a commensurate
increase in UKOT funding.

Eric Blencowe gave us a good overview of
Defra and how the UKOTs fit into their funding
programmes. Many of us have benefited from the

Darwin Programme over the years in its focus on
capacity building and on projects which have real
impact and legacy for biodiversity conservation.

Defra’s more recent initiative is the World Summit
on Sustainable Development Implementation
Fund. This is meant to implement the UK’s
commitment to significantly reduce the rate of
loss of biodiversity by 2010, and it has funded an
important initiative in Montserrat with Kew and
the INCC.

Defra also has a flagship species fund which
focuses on primates, trees and marine turtles,
and a small grants fund where very small start-
up projects can apply for funding through open
competition.

We heard about the JNCC’s role in advising on
nature conservation in the Overseas Territories
and Crown Dependencies and were glad to learn
that JNCC will be devoting more resources to
this area of work in the future. The priority will
be to work in partnership with UK Government,
Overseas Territory administrations and NGOs to
address issues of common interest. Subjects that
JNCC may get involved with include invasive
non-native species, adaptation to climate change,
implementation of multilateral environmental
agreements, and application of the Ecosystem
Approach.

We discussed the fact that these programmes

are wonderful, but we will need more funding

than they provide for some of the larger-scale
programmes we need to carry out. HMG’s officials
were clear that greater magnitudes of funding is

a decision for Ministers, not officials, but Dick
Beales told us that DFID was going to commission
a study on additional funding sources, as part of
HMG’s commitment under the Charters to help
UKOTs find funding beyond what is provided by
HMG.

Integration of Conservation & Sustainable
Livelihoods — parallel sessions

Terrestrial Session

We were working with the following definition of
sustainability: where enhancement of environment,
economy and society meet - it recognises the

human dimension.

¢ |In the terrestrial session, we learned from
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Gordon Liddle about managing a tourism
industry in South Georgia with zero local
population to take into account, but a glut of
fur seals that is becoming a population problem
in itself. Gordon thinks they have a shot at
becoming the largest rat-free island in the
world, which is a population solution that we
can all envy.

» Naqqi Manco described the development of a
low impact ecotourism industry in the Caicos
Islands based on the management plan for the
TCI’s largest Ramsar site, and designed with
full cooperation of the local people who are
vitally concerned to preserve their way of life.
This is a project which the Forum and its UK
member organisations have partnered from the
very beginning, and of which we can all be
truly proud.

» Dick Beales described a few of the many issues
involved in developing an airport with the
minimum possible environmental impacts in St
Helena.

» John Maurimootoo first depressed us all with
the tale of mass extinctions throughout the
span of human occupation on Mauritius and
Rodrigues and then inspired us with his ideas
on mainstreaming conservation issues by
integrating them into the broader social context.

Among the many lessons from this session were

five key points:

 Biodiversity is part of the system when it comes
to project design in relation to biodiversity
considerations.

* Importance of engaging with all stakeholders
when undertaking major activities (Govt., NGO
and the public).

 Creative solutions adapted to local needs should
be adopted as a practice.

» Upscaling and mainstreaming — small scale
experimental work should serve as a model to
apply to larger projects. Mainstreaming is the
adoption of biodiversity issues into broader
societal issues.

* Invasive species is an issue of concern which
is impacting a number of Territories affecting
sustainable livelihoods.

Marine Session

John Cooper introduced the session by highlighting
the fact that small islands nearly always have a
large area of marine responsibility. The problem
was how could these be managed and effectively
looked after.

Grant Munro described the huge mortality, both
for seabirds and marine animals, e.g. turtles,

from by-catch during different types of fishing
operations. The good news story was that research
into mitigation effects had shown that relatively
simple and inexpensive mitigation techniques
could dramatically reduce by-catch mortality. One
example from South Georgia illustrates this. By-
catch mortality in the tuna long line fisheries was
6000 birds per annum before mitigation measures
were put in place, but at the end of the first year
of implementing mitigation the by-catch mortality
had dropped to 640 per annum.

Annie Glasspool spoke about development issues
in the inshore marine zones of UKOTs/CDs.

Her review had collected information across the
UKOTSs on the impacts of resource exploitation,
trade and farming and service-based industries.
One major issue was that although land planning
was in place, there was little planning/ zoning of
marine environment.

It emerged that the areas of major concern were
focussed in Caribbean and Crown dependencies,
which ranged from lack of capacity to inadequate
laws and taking in huge issues of public awareness,
poor communication between scientists and policy
makers and a general lack of political will along
the way.

Mike Brooke’s paper (presented by John Cooper
as Mike, sadly, had to leave early) was on the

role of Marine Protected Areas in improving the
conservation status of UKOT/CD territorial and
EEZ waters. After presenting detailed information
on where MPAs and Ramsar sites had already
been established or proposed, he considered the
many reasons reserves are established or proposed
including the need to protect coral reefs, the need
to protect representative ecosystems and important
habitats and protection for areas potentially
vulnerable to impacts by human activities and
protection of species adversely impacted by
fisheries.

Messages to come out of the review so far:

» Varying levels of designation across UKOTSs

» Higher levels in more prosperous UKOTS (eg
Bermuda) or uninhabited ones (e.g, BIOT,
BAT) where few vested local interests

» Clear need to tailor protection level to what can
be protected “on the ground”: avoid paper parks

» Ramsar a useful tool for inshore areas.

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 17



In the final discussion it was stressed that we
need to ensure existing and new marine fisheries
are managed in a sustainable manner. There was
particular frustration from representatives in
Ascension that even when illegal fisheries were
located, it seemed that nothing could be done.

Education

This session was the last in a long day, but the
enthusiasm and expertise on display kept us all on
our toes. Ann Pienkowski walked us through the
preparatory documents, reminding us of the key
issues which need addressing. Nancy Woodfield
Pascoe dazzled us with her BVI Interactive
Environmental Atlas, making us all want an atlas
for our countries and a dynamo like Nancy to run
our programmes. Naqqi Manco told us about a new
project for High Schoolers in the TCI — running a
native plants nursery and John McGuinness told
us how he got most of Jersey mobilised for an
environment week in Jersey schools. Grant Munro
told us about a collaborative project to produce
education packs for schools in both the Falklands
and Ascension.

The discussion was detailed and resulted in four
recommendations:

1. We need to develop a mechanism for being
able to share resources and exchange ideas
and approaches more easily. An education
section on the Forum’s the website will provide
reciprocal links with territories and other global
resources and education sites. This will grow
over time.

2. Continue to develop environmentally-focused
academic programmes at all levels for students
and teachers that apply emerging technologies,
use local environments within a global
context, and foster world-wide networking and
professional development.

3. Raise political awareness and commitment
towards solving environmental issues through
good governance and accountability and
transparency in the decision making process.

4. Through environmental education, raise public
awareness, thus empowering communities and
stakeholders to influence the decision making
processes.

Resources

On Tuesday afternoon, the Forum’s Treasurer,
Nigel Crocker, chaired a session on resources
which opened a lot of eyes about new possibilities
for funding and strategies for achieving goals with
resources other than money.

We heard about a new approach to EU funding for
biodiversity conservation from Philippe Feldmann
and about an exciting new alliance involving

the Forum, IUCN and other bodies as well as

the European Outermost Regions and Overseas
Countries and Territories from Jean-Philippe
Palasi, both of which the Forum is pursuing on
our behalf and which offer the possibility of
accessing serious amounts of money for very
serious projects. The fact that the EU has now
recognised that biodiversity in all their various
overseas territories is their responsibility and

that responsibility for funding this work has now
been accepted as a formal Challenge of the EU is
heartening news indeed.

We are all aware of the conundrum we face in
funding — no international funding because we’re
part of the UK, but no UK funding because we’re
not actually IN the UK. We heard that the Dutch
Caribbean Nature Alliance have the same problem,
but that they have solved it by accessing Dutch
Postcode Lottery funding using a partnership

with JUCN and have gotten a commitment for
endowment funds from the Dutch government.
While endowment funds from the UK government
seem to be considered possible only in rare
hypothetical cases, we do hope to explore the
possibility of the British lottery funds being made
accessible to us.

Fred Burton discussed the funding of an important
local species recovery project, reviewing the
constraints on local fundraising and the need

to find permanent funding sources for projects
which will need financial support virtually
forever. In better-off territories like Cayman,

there are both substantial business interests

which provide significant grant money and a fund
collected by Government from tourists to support
environmental projects — if this fund worked as

it should (and Gina Ebanks-Petrie seems to be
optimistic that it will) substantial support could

be relied on into the indefinite future. Of course, it
is recognised that in many territories this kind of
local funding is not possible and international help
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is the only way to fund biodiversity conservation
programmes.

For countries and NGOs with very limited financial
resources, John Cortes gave us a ten minute lesson
in how to make something out of nothing that
resulted largely in a general desire to clone John
himself and have him run all our organisations.
Seriously, he had excellent advice about using
volunteers and various means to use pressure and
influence to get people and agencies to do things
that in fact benefit everyone. UKOTCEF is currently
experimenting with volunteering in other situations
and is investigating the possibility of developing
more systematic coordination of volunteers and
donated secondments.

Posters

And finally, a word about the silent contributions
to the conference. The 40+ presentations dotted
around the walls of our conference rooms filled
out the content in a very content-heavy few days.
Overall they were impressive and expressed a
deep sense of national pride by the authors. This
especially pertained to those which spoke of native
and endemic biodiversity. It also is evident that
we have amongst us an extraordinary gathering

of photographers; the quality of the images is
suggestive of National Geographic quality in
many cases. Many of these presentations were a
welcome window into the culture of our special
territories where we saw community participation
and homeland names entwined in progressive
monitoring, research, and educational programmes.

We can see from these presentations that OTEP has
a supporting presence throughout the region and
the Darwin Initiative continues to do good work.

It is somewhat concerning that these sources

for funding are so limited but at the same time
refreshing to see JINCC offering so much future

assistance.

Posters revealed that throughout the region we are
all working hard and going in the right direction.
If the Ascension islands were successful at
eradicating the entire island of feral cats and

then successfully reintroduced a sea bird colony
and Falklands can succeed at reducing mortality
in sea bird populations by 90% then we can
safely say that all our efforts are worthwhile

and that there is hope for the biodiversity in our
territories in the hands of this group of passionate
environmentalists.

Working Groups

Some of the first key points coming out of the
reports from the Forum’s regional Working Groups
were noted. The Wider Caribbean Working Group
considered that UK Government should write

to all the governments of the UKOTSs to remind
them of their obligations under the Environment
Charters, as well as UK’s own commitments. The
South Atlantic Working Group had some ideas

for improving their own communications, and
Pitcairn had some good ideas for joining in. There
was an enthusiastic exploratory meeting about a
possible Europe Working Group (that is a group
focussing on the Crown Dependencies and UKOTs
in Europe, as opposed to one dealing with the
Forum’s links to European Union institutions).
This last group meeting and the actions it proposed
benefited greatly from the enthusiasm of our
Jersey senior student participants, and they and
their fellows also gave the conference an excellent
summing-up of their reactions to the conference.

All these ideas will give the Forum’s Council food
for thought on how the Forum works, and some
early actions are expected.
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Topic 1: Opening of Conference and Conservation issues of
Jersey

This section includes the opening of the conference with the welcoming addresses by the Bailiff and the
Minister of Health, as well as an introduction to Jersey’s environment and conservation issues by a team
from the Jersey-based organisations of the organising team. An integral part of that introduction was a
walk on the seabed in Jersey’s first Ramsar site. This was: to recover from travel; get to know other par-
ticipants (a very worth-while approach on past experience); and a chance to see some of the most remark-
able features of Jersey’s biodiversity. Jersey is within the Baie du Mont St Michel, which has one of the
highest tidal ranges in the world. The conference dates coincided with the most extreme tides for 4 years,
allowing a range of walks along the sea-bed at low-water — in particular a 3-hour, 3-mile journey across
one of the most unusual intertidal habitats on the planet. With each low tide, the Bailiwick of Jersey dou-
bles in size. Our guided walk across part of “the other half of the Crown Dependency” was led by marine
biologist and “professional walker”, Andrew Syvret — one of the most experienced guides to this area
—and his team of skilled volunteers. The south-east coast of the Island forms the last vestiges of Great
Britain’s land-bridge to continental Europe. Of great cultural and historical significance to Jersey-folk,
this area was designated as the Channel Island’s first Ramsar site in 2000. It is home to an astonishing va-
riety of life, site of a French invasion and once upon a time proposed location for an international airport.
Participants were fascinated by boulder-fields, oyster-farms, lagoons, wave-cut platforms, sand banks and
saltwater-filled gullies on the way to and from two of Jersey’s most interesting coastal defence towers. On
this page are illustrated some of the images of that day.
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Introduction to the Conference by the Chairman of the UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum

Dr Mike Pienkowski

Good evening, everyone. For those who do not
know me, my name is Mike Pienkowski, and |
am the Chairman of the UK Overseas Territories
Conservation Forum.

In a few moments, | will ask the Bailiff of Jersey,
Sir Philip Bailhache, to start off our conference.
First, however, let me say a few words of back-
ground.

The conference is being organized by the UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum in con-
sultation with our partners in Jersey, both govern-
mental and non-governmental. It is supported by:
The Overseas Territories Environment Programme
(OTEP) of the UK Foreign and Commonwealth
Office and Department for International Develop-
ment;

UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum;
The Environmental Department of the States of
Jersey;

The Société Jersiaise;

The National Trust for Jersey

The Durrell Wildlife Conservation Trust;

IAIA (International Association for Impact As-
sessment) ‘Capacity Building for Biodiversity and
Impact Assessment Project’ (CBBIA), funded by
the Dutch Government;

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds; and the
Commonwealth Foundation

- as well, of course, as all participants and, where
appropriate, their organisations.

Thanks to all.

This is the fourth conference to centre on nature
conservation in the UK Overseas Territories, with
increasingly strong links also to the Crown De-
pendencies, the Overseas Countries and Territories
of other European Union Member States, and to
small independent states.

Some people may consider these small countries
and territories as a little peripheral. However, in
terms of nature, the UK Overseas Territories are
far more important in global terms than the larger
islands of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.

The first conference to be held was in 1999 in

London, organised primarily by the Foreign &
Commonwealth Office, but with strong help from
UKOTCF. I have to add quickly, in deference to
our friends for Gibraltar, that the first to be planned
was the Calpe 2000 conference held in Gibraltar
in 2000, and organised jointly by UKOTCF and
partners in Gibraltar Government and Gibraltar
Ornithological & Natural History Society. These
were followed by the Bermuda conference A Sense
of Direction in 2003.

These have all been working conferences. This
means that we need to limit the number of topics
covered to allow reasonable depth of coverage in
each. The actual choice of topics was based on

a wide consultation amongst practitioners in the
Territories and others with an interest. In order to
allow preparations, this consultation was conduct-
ed in the early planning stage quite a while ago.
Inevitably, we have not been able to address some
topics that many would have liked. In some cases,
such as climate change issues, these were a major
topic at the previous conference. This and other
topics will doubtless come into discussion in some
of the other sessions, as topics are inter-linked.

I am delighted to say that we do have representa-
tion, for at least some of the conference from:

all 5 (or 3, depending on how one counts them)
Crown Dependencies;

all of the inhabited UK Overseas Territories, except
the Pitcairn Islands, and Pitcairn have asked the
person leading on their environment charter strate-
gic plan to represent them, jointly with UK govern-
ment colleagues.

For each of the uninhabited UK Overseas Territo-
ries, there is (or will be) someone at the conference
either to represent them or who studies in the terri-
tory concerned.

As in our previous conferences, we welcome also
personnel from the French and Netherlands over-
seas territories. We are developing a well integrat-
ed alliance with the equivalent bodies to UKOTCF
in those countries, to assist promoting these impor-
tant issues in the European Union institutions.

As ever, we welcome the presence of small inde-
pendent states, to give us a different viewpoint. In
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fact, I am pleased to say that, in addition to the 21
UK territories, there are at least 15 countries due to
be represented at this conference.

We always try to innovate at these conferences,
and there are several new features that we are try-
ing out this time. | will not mention them all, but |
would like to draw attention to the participation of
several senior school and college students through-
out the conference, mainly from tomorrow. They
have won their supported places by their efforts,
and we look forward to their views and questions,
so relevant to the future, to keep us on our toes.

We are very grateful to Jersey for the invitation and
hospitality. We look forward very much to hearing
tomorrow more about the island and its environ-
mental issues — as well as seeing for ourselves as
we take a walk on the seabed exploring the huge
tidal range which is one of Jersey’s most spectacu-
lar features.

For the first time, the conference is being held in a
Crown Dependency, rather than an Overseas Terri-

tory. | am sometimes asked what is the difference
between a Crown Dependency and an Overseas
Territory. | am not going to dare to try to answer
that with a distinguished lawyer and leader of the
community standing beside me. However, | do
recall the alleged answer of a British Government
official when stumped by this question: that, in or-
der to be a Crown Dependency, one has to invade
and conquer at least part of Great Britain. | suspect
that this is not the constitutional answer. However,
Jersey has been linked to Britain since it was part
of the Dukedom of Normandy, and its Duke Wil-
liam became William the Conqueror. So, there is at
least some basis of the claim that | have heard from
more than one Jerseyman that the United King-
dom is, in fact, an Overseas Territory of Jersey
(and of the other Channel Islands — but Jersey does
not usually claim things on their behalf too)!

Before | dig myself deeper into an historical mire,
I would like to stop and have the great honour and
pleasure of handing over to Sir Philip to open our
conference.

The Bailiff of Jersey, Sir Philip Bailhache DHumL, MP (left) and UKOTCF Chairman, Dr Mike Pienkowski
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Opening of the Conference
Sir Philip Bailhache, Bailiff of Jersey

Chairman and members of the Executive Council,
visiting delegates, ladies and gentlemen,

It is a great honour for me to welcome you all

to the Bailiwick for the 2006 Conference of the
United Kingdom Overseas Territories Conserva-
tion Forum. It is, | believe, the fourth occasion
on which like minded representatives from U.K.
Overseas Territories, Crown Dependencies and
other small islands have come together to share
experiences, thoughts and exchange ideas that seek
to protect our rich and colourful biodiversities
against the social and economic pressures of the
21st century.

Delighted as | am that you have chosen to meet

in Jersey, it is of course neither part of the United
Kingdom nor an Overseas Territory, so may I first
of all tell you a little bit about our constitutional
history? The past, I think, is not irrelevant to the
purposes of your forum. A community that is proud
of its history and its traditions is likely to be a com-
munity which relates to its natural environment
and which feels protective about the best elements
of its architectural heritage. | think that | also speak
for the silent majority when | say that there are
elements of our architectural heritage created in

the 1960s and 70s, and even later, which make us
pray earnestly for a selective tornado or tropical
hurricane such as some of you have occasionally to
endure.

Our recent history starts in 1066. In that year Wil-
liam, Duke of Normandy, crossed the Channel and
defeated King Harold at Hastings. Numbers of
Jerseymen and Guernseymen were undoubtedly in
that invading force and we sometimes like to tease
our English friends by reminding them that Eng-
land was the Channel Islands’ first colony. In 1204
the Norman duke and English King, John, lost
continental Normandy to the French King Philippe
Auguste, and the Channel Islanders found them-
selves alone in a hostile sea, cut off from Caen and
Rouen which were their cultural and administra-
tive capitals respectively. King John offered our
predecessors a number of constitutional privileges,
including Royal protection and the privilege of
self-government according to our own laws, in
exchange for loyalty to the Crown. The great
medieval castle, Mont Orgueil, was built at Gorey

and Jersey’s autonomy was born. Jersey has always
been loyal to the Crown, even during the English
civil war, and our constitutional relationship is ac-
cordingly with the Sovereign; that is why we are a
Crown dependency and not an overseas territory of
the United Kingdom.

The Island’s Norman heritage endures in our
language, Jerriais, in our law which is still in part
based upon Norman customary law, in various tra-
ditions, and of course in the vernacular architecture
which uses our native granite in a way that respects
the natural laws of symmetry and proportion.

I described our recent history as beginning in 1066,
slightly tongue in cheek, because we do have some
Neolithic sites and burial chambers of European
importance dating back 6,000 years or more. At
that time we were of course literally attached to
Normandy. For a small place there is much of
interest ranging from dramatic castles and forts
constructed many centuries ago, coastal areas of
sand dunes, cliffs and beaches, the last subject to a
huge tidal flow which rises and falls by more than
40 feet during the equinoxes and increases the size
of the Island by no less than 40% at low tide.

Jersey has shown, | believe, considerable commit-
ment to the need to protect its heritage and envi-
ronment, and to cherish its biodiversity. Member
organisations of the Conservation Forum found in
Jersey include the National Trust for Jersey and the
Société Jersiaise which seek to conserve every-
thing good about Jersey’s natural environment
encompassing a rich variety of woodland, farm-
land, heath land, meadows and wetland. From the
dramatic system of sand dunes located on the west
coast of the Island to the rocky marine coast in the
east protected under the Ramsar Convention on
Wetlands, the Bailiwick has, like many other small
island communities, recognised the benefits to the
local population and visitors alike of having well
managed conservation areas that will be enjoyed
for generations to come.

There is, perhaps, no better model in Jersey of an
international conservation organisation than Dur-
rell Wildlife Preservation Trust which is commit-
ted to preserving the future of endangered species
worldwide. An important part of Durrell’s work is
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raising awareness and educating the next genera-
tion on the importance of conservation, wildlife
preservation and the environment. The need to
raise awareness and to educate is a matter that will,
no doubt, be considered during your conference
and may form the foundation for future conserva-
tion strategies. | am sure that we all subscribe to
the view that there is an urgent need to promote the
co-ordinated conservation of threatened plant and
animal species and their natural habitats.

I know that | speak for all those delegates from
Jersey attending this conference when | say how
much we appreciate the opportunity to learn and

to benefit from the expertise assembled from so
many other places, but particularly the United
Kingdom. Small places like Jersey and many oth-
ers represented here have an incredible diversity of
fascinating flora, fauna and important eco-systems
which may enrich the experience of experts from

the UK [and France]. Small jurisdictions like ours,
however, cannot provide the breadth and depth

of research and knowledge which is available in
larger countries. One of the great strengths of con-
ferences such as these is the opportunity it affords
to exchange views, experiences and opinions, and
to promote the development of shared objectives
and common policies which underpin the work of
the U.K. Overseas Territories Conservation Forum.

Your agenda for the week will, no doubt, be a de-
manding one, but | hope that your conference will
be fruitful and rewarding, and that your discus-
sions take place in an atmosphere of relaxation and
mutual respect. I hope too that you may find the
time to explore at least part of the Bailiwick and

to discover many of the natural delights which we,
I am afraid, too often take for granted. | welcome
you all most warmly to Jersey.

The Bailiff meets the team from Gibraltar: Charles Perez, Dr Eric Shaw and Dr John Cortes.
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Welcoming Address on behalf of the Government of Jersey
Senator Stuart Syvret, Minister for Health and Social Services

Mr Chairman, Colleagues, distinguished Guests,
delegates, ladies and gentlemen.

I am very pleased to have this opportunity to wel-
come you all on behalf of the government and peo-
ple of Jersey. | know that many of you will have
made very long journeys to be at this conference,
the first of its type ever held in Jersey, and I am
confident that you will receive a warm welcome.

Much as ecosystems are complex networks of
interdependencies so too are the affairs of humans.
Just as we cannot truly know a species until we
look at it within the context of its ecosystem, we
cannot make sense of our impact upon the rest of
nature unless we understand the complex drives of
human society.

I have been a keen environmentalist since | was

a teenager. To this day I still work with Green-
peace. During campaigns, we sometimes talk about
whether we are succeeding in making a difference.
We always agree that just being concerned with
only the environment simply isn’t enough. For
example, habitat destruction will not be stopped
until we understand — and address - the needs

of people. Can we criticise the starving peasant
who fells some rainforest so that he may feed his
family? Should we blame the poor of the world’s
slums for polluting their rivers? No. To have any

chance of enabling people to live sustainably, we
must change society so that the basic needs of all
of the world’s people are met. Tom Athanasiou, in
his 1997 book Slow Reckoning, said that history
will judge the green movement by how it stands by
the world’s poor. Not only is Athanasiou correct
by any respectable ethical or moral standard — he
is correct from a utilitarian perspective. No matter
how scientifically brilliant a study of those plants,
these fishes or those lizards might be, the effort
put in will count for nought unless we can assuage
the basic needs of human society. Studying the
butterfly will not stop its habitat being destroyed
by development. To have any chance of making

a difference we need to understand human needs,
economics, the media, politics, societies — and hu-
man history.

It is surely clear that the great challenge that lies
before us is to recognise the limits of our exploi-
tation of the planet. As a species, we will either
succeed in this or perish - and take much of the
biosphere with us.

Many of you will be from island communities in
which the fishing industry is a principal part of
your economy. Yet we all know that the fish stocks
of all the world’s oceans are under great threat.
Indeed, the evidence shows that many fisheries are
hurtling towards catastrophic collapse. This can

be no surprise to us. Experts — such as yourselves
— have been warning us of this crisis for decades.
Every few years scientists produce another major
study warning of disaster for European fish stocks
— the evidence gets ever starker. And still politi-
cians do nothing; more concerned at negative
media comment from trawler men than with the in-
evitable ecological and economic disaster. It seems
likely that we will not stop fishing until there is
nothing left to catch.

Jersey has many great environments and beautiful
locations. But as beautiful as much of Jersey is, we
too are failing in many of the most important ways.
Every year more fields disappear under housing
developments. We consume more products and
produce more rubbish. The traffic jams get worse.
Indeed, motor transport is a particularly telling ex-
ample. Only a couple of days ago, my Ministerial
colleagues and | received a presentation of plans
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for the improvement and regeneration of St. Helier.
A key feature of the proposals is the spending of
many tens of millions of pounds on the building

of new roads and car parks. It seems to matter
nothing that energy consumption is causing rapid
climate change that may threaten human survival;
nor that the world has passed peak oil produc-

tion at the same time as demand from developing
economies begins to catch up with the profligacy
of the west. The highly likely consequence is that
cheap motoring will be an historical artefact within
20 years. Yet, these considerations may as well not
exist as far as the short-term imperatives of politi-
cians and planners are concerned. And this is just
one example of our societal inability to think in the
long-term. The conference you are participating in
is one of the means which might help improve our
knowledge of the impacts we have on small island
environments.

I hope that your presence in Jersey might help us to
start making the right decisions.

Before you embark on the busy conference pro-
gramme you will be taking a walk at low tide

in our Ramsar site on the South East Coast. The
conference happily coincides with one of the larg-
est tides in recent years. Few places on earth have
such an expanse of rocky seabed exposed by the
tides. It is a richly diverse habitat. You will also be
visiting the Country Life Museum at Hamptonne
from which you can learn of the agricultural his-
tory of the Island; a history in which our culture
has its roots. No visit to Jersey can be complete
without experiencing Durrell, which is the head-
quarters of the Durrell Wildlife Conservation Trust.
From these experiences | hope you will see why
we have a deep bond with our small Island.

I must thank the organisers of this conference for
making places available to students from local
schools. Education must be one of our great hopes
if we are to help future generations — and ourselves
- to be aware of the complex web of sociology,
economics, politics and ecology upon which saving
the planet depends. Perhaps it is so, that in small
islands we might see the needs more pressingly.

I would like to thank our local partner organisa-
tions in the Island, particularly Société Jersiase,
Durrell and the National Trust for Jersey, who have
worked with the Environment department to help
make this conference happen.

At this time of year many of our birds have flown

south to such places as the Okavango delta, whilst
other birds arrive from Russia to spend the winter
here. Many of you will have likewise traversed
the great geographies to get to Jersey. Whilst your
efforts will not have perhaps been as great as that
of the swallow or the swan, I’m sure you had a
tiring journey to be with us. | hope your time here
is both enjoyable and productive. Let us hope that
our knowledge is shared and our understanding
improved. Only by human co-operation can we
succeed.

Thank you.
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Jersey: Environmental Challenges and Achievements
Mike Freeman, Principal Ecologist States of Jersey, Environment Department

Freeman, M. 2007. Jersey: Environmental Challenges and Achievements. pp 28-37
in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Ter-
ritories and other small island communities, Jersey 6% to 121" October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

A brief history of conservation work in Jersey over the last 26 years, including the
work on the Conservation of Wildlife (Jersey) Law 2000, the Biodiversity Strategy
0f 2000 and the Biodiversity Action Plans, published in July this year. Policy devel-
opment, political involvement, Multilateral Environmental Agreements and aware-
ness raising in Jersey are covered.

Mike Freeman, Principal Ecologist, States of Jersey, Planning & Environment Dept
Howard Davis Farm, La Route de la Trinité, Trinity, Jersey.
m.freeman@gov.je www.env.gov.je

Before | start, | would just like to say how pleased
I am personally to welcome you all to Jersey. |
hope you enjoy your time here. Today | am going
to talk mainly about how things have developed in
the last six years.

Historical Perspective

But first [ want to put the challenges and achieve-
ments in some sort of historical perspective. A
Jersey government department devoted to environ-
mental issues has existed since 1979, albeit that for
the first 15 years the section was only two full time
staff.

It is important to remember that Jersey is very for-
tunate to have had a very high standard of works
on natural history The work of the Société Jersiaise
laid firm foundations for all the work that has

been done since, and members continue to provide
surveys and studies which contribute greatly to our
progress.

We have benefited greatly from our connections
with universities in the UK. University College
London’s MSc in conservation studies helped us
immensely in carrying out work which consoli-
dated and advanced many areas of study. Without
their work we would have not for instance have
been able to complete the species action plans
which | will talk about in a minute.

Our workforce in those days was entirely made
up by students from UK and French universities,
whose work ranged from education through prac-
tical management tasks to surveys and studies.

In the late 1970s most of the island’s rubbish was
dumped on the west coast. Sand had been dug and
the holes were then filled with the rubbish. It was

Sand-pits and some filled with rubbish, La Mielle de
Morville in the 1980s
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clear that the final land-
form would not, to say
the least, demonstrate

a sensitive approach to
landscape restoration,
and it was decided to
plan the restoration tak-
ing into account a range
of factors — what we
would recognise now as
a sustainable approach.

I joined the department

as a part-time gardener

in 1980 and my task,

with the help of vol-

unteers and students,

to work with nature to

restore the tips to a sort

of dry coastal grassland

habitat. The idea also

was to use the site as a recreational area to take
pressure off the sand dunes at the other end of the
bay. The final results were very successful and the
site is now well used.

Interestingly, the story of St Ouens Bay reflects
how natural constraints can help to protect areas.
In the 1950s there were plans for a housing estate
in the bay, but apparently the high water-table and
the fact that sewage would have to be pumped up
out of the bay for treatment led to the plan being
abandoned. Technological advance and increas-
ing land values make natural constraints less of an
impediment to development now, but we now have
robust statutory measures in place which should
provide protection for our valuable semi-natural
habitats

Our work was, for the next 20 years, directed
mainly in two areas.

The first was education and awareness-raising.
Hand-in-hand with that we gradually extended our
management and survey activities across the Is-
land. Often our contribution to wider debates about
the environment was greeted less than enthusiasti-
cally. | can remember receiving an early effort on
an environmental impact assessment which read, in
its entirety “there is no environment in this area”

So the St Ouens Bay restoration plan was im-
portant because it demonstrated that an environ-
mentally aware approach to landscape restoration
achieved excellent results for a comparatively low

Restoration complete at St Ouens Bay

cost. It also demonstrated the value of holistic
planning approach.

These insights fed into the work that led to the
1986 Island Plan.

It took a long time, but in 1996 we designated
our first sites of special interest, and in 2000 the
Conservation of Wildlife (Jersey) Law was adopt-
ed. In the same year our first Ramsar site (on the
south-east coast which we will be visiting) was
designated, and the Biodiversity Strategy, which |
spoke about at the Gibraltar Conference that year,
was adopted. Thus species were protected by the
wildlife law, and habitats designated through the
Planning Law

At the end of the 1990s we reviewed the success
of the St Ouen’s Bay plan, largely through review-
ing the experience of 20 years of management
from a landscape perspective. In the light of that
review, we made policy recommendations as part
of the work for the new Island plan, which was
also based on an Island-wide landscape character
appraisal.

Throughout the period 1980 to 2000, we encour-
aged our government to seek from the UK ratifica-
tion on our behalf of many multilateral environ-
mental agreements. The Convention on Biological
Diversity, the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, the
Convention on Migratory Species and others have
all been very useful to us . The first Ramsar desig-
nation was very controversial; yet the second set
were greeted with enthusiasm, and my colleagues
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in fisheries enforcement confirm that fishermen
now are proud that the areas they work in and love
are internationally recognised.

The State of Jersey document and the Pres-
sure - State - Response Framework

More organisational change at the beginning of the
new century led to our section merging with others
to form a department with responsibilities for more
than biodiversity conservation. The Environment
Department now has regulatory responsibilities
which cover a range of environmental areas cover-
ing land, freshwater and marine. The process is still
in a formative stage, but it is clearly the best way
forward because, as we know, everything relates to
the environment, and this strategy brings the issues
into a coherent whole

The State of Jersey Report was produced to pro-
vide the basis for the work of the new department.

I am now going to outline the process we followed,
including the pressure-state-response framework
we used.

Introduction

There are many ways to look at and categorise the
environment. We adapted the old “think global, act
local” approach.

No island is an island; changes in climate, econom-
ic conditions and societal pressures have effects
on everything. In this global space we look at the
factors in our immediate geographical area, deter-
mination of rarity in our biodiversity, local climate
and economic influence.

As we zoom in on the Island we begin to focus on
the detail and the landscape whence we derive our
strategies and, as finally we look through the small-
est window, we can see right down to the level

of the individual inhabitant of the Island be that
ourselves or the creatures we share it with.

There were 4 phases used in the development of
the document.

The first stage involved identifying twelve environ-
mental perspectives using the ‘global to personal’
approach | have just described, and | would like to
take you through these 12 perspectives in turn

The global scale
There is increasing evidence that man-made

emissions are accelerating global climate change.
Locally, this will affect sea defences, water re-
source availability, disrupt ecosystems and alter
conditions for agriculture and potentially human
health. We also look at controls on trade in globally
endangered species

At this scale we also must consider Jersey’s contri-
bution to global biodiversity. Jersey’s geographical
position makes it an important refuge for many
migratory species such as migratory birds, bats,
fish and marine mammals

As we come closer to the Island we can see the
familiar landscape and character of Jersey as a fine
scale mosaic of suburban, agricultural and semi-
natural habitats.

Land

Changes in land-use can impact upon the areas
available for growing food, for recreation and
through the loss or alteration of semi-natural
habitat can affect natural processes. It is here that
the major local challenge arises: how to balance
requirements for development with preserving
semi-natural habitats.

Fortunately for Jersey, contaminated land is not
widespread, but there are nasty little secrets lurking
about which need attention when development is
proposed. The use of land can be restricted by con-
tamination, which can create direct risks to human
health, property and the wider environment.

Water

The Island is reliant on its surface and ground
waters for drinking water, irrigation, industry and
recreation, as well as for sustaining a vital natu-
ral habitat. The appropriate management of this
resource is, therefore, vital both for human and
ecosystem health.

Our local marine habitat is exceptionally rich in
species, and the water quality is generally con-
sidered high. However, there is still a threat,
particularly from man-made sources of pollution.
High-quality marine waters and beaches are vital
in underpinning both tourism and the fisheries
industry.

Waste

Jersey produces large quantities of waste per
capita, and waste handling and disposal are a major
challenge. Municipal solid waste production in Jer-
sey has increased by 3% per annum in recent years
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and the incinerator is getting old and dirty. With
the proclaimed need for economic growth, there is
the probability that waste will increase, and waste
streams will be more complex and difficult to deal
with.

The challenge is to reduce, re-use, recycle and de-
velop more sustainable ways of dealing with what
is left.

Habitats

At this scale we look at: the range of habitat types
and their ecosystems in Jersey, and try to work out
how they can be best looked after;

management planning and protection from pol-
lution; land-use planning which takes account of
the need to preserve habitats and connectivity;

and dealing with the effects of introduced species,
some of which may change and possibly damage
local ecosystems.

Jersey’s countryside was largely formed and con-
tinues to be changed by agriculture. However, the
agricultural industry is itself changing in the face
of economic pressures. Managing the complexity
of these changes is a further challenge.

Key Biological Populations

Jersey supports a richness and variety of wildlife
that is not matched, area for area, anywhere in Eu-
rope. Our natural resources require a high level of
protection to ensure their survival given the pres-
sures that arise from human activities.

We may wish to conserve species or communities
because they are rare, because they are economi-
cally valuable, or because they are good indicators
of the quality of the places where they live.

Individual

Finally, at the individual scale we must look at
how our surroundings affect our lives, and how the
way we live affects our surroundings. If we are to
manage our habitat in such a way that we can pass
it on, preferably improved, to future generations,
each of us has the opportunity to help by living in
an environmentally responsible way in order to
help maintain the Island’s environment now and
for the future.

Measuring Progress

So, there are the 12 environmental perspectives
which gives us a starting point for examining the
environment.

However this is just the first step; how are we to
know if we are successfully addressing all the
angles of these critical themes? Clearly we must
measure our progress and this is where monitoring
is essential.

Monitoring

Monitoring is about identifying changing trends
and identifying when, and what sort of action is
needed

It is essential if we are to have an informed basis
for assessing the priorities of our actions, charting
our progress, and planning effectively and effi-
ciently for the future.

Of course, some monitoring has been carried out
by governmental and non-governmental organiza-
tions for a long time. For instance, climate records
collected at Maison St Louis stretch back over 100
years. As | mentioned earlier, the Société Jersiase
have been recording since the formation in 1873.

However, in order to monitor the state of the envi-
ronment and changes in these conditions efficiently
and economically, single issues or events are often
used as indicators. Because environmental proc-
esses are often complex and inter-related so iden-
tifying the appropriate indicators can be difficult.
However one framework to help us that has been
used successfully elsewhere is the pressure-state-
response framework. This involves looking at the
state of our environment, what pressures cause

it to be in that state, and working out how we can
respond

In more detail (see diagram on next page) we can
see that human activities exert pressures on the
environment which can induce changes in its state.
Society then responds to these changes through
environmental, general economic and sectoral poli-
cies.

By carrying out monitoring within this framework
we can, over time, assess whether our responses
are having the desired effect. The State of Jersey
Report signals the beginning of an integrated
programme of work that aims to report on the State
of our Environment.

The report itself is long and detailed, and the result
of the kind and generous contribution of existing
data sets and information from many Departments
and Stakeholders. The report draws a line in the
sand for us and points to the way forward.
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“THE PRESSURE-STATE-
RESPONSE FRAMEWORK

ronment Department launched a
monitoring programme that uses
butterflies as indicators of the con-
dition of different habitat types.
With the necessary training, 18
dedicated volunteers were able

to collect information on 28 sites

Island-wide, and provide a level
of coverage impossible to achieve

through Governmental resources

PRESSURE STATE RESPONSE
| State of the
Human environment Economic or
activities = ornatural | environment
resources agents

alone. This project follows pro-
cedures developed by a similar
project in the UK, and Jersey’s
volunteers join hundreds across

l

Monitoring 40 environmental indicators

But even with pledges to monitor and improve our
environment, we can know if our responses are
successful only by continuing to measure the state
of our environment. To this end we have outlined
a programme to monitor 40 environmental indica-
tors into the long-term.

Importantly, often the data sets contributing to
these indicators are already being collected so that
we can simply report back on it in a more co-ordi-
nated and accessible manner. Some indicators have
required new or updated projects to collect the
required information.

Clearly some
subjects require
specialist atten-
tion — for exam-
ple monitoring air
quality is carried
out by the Health
Protection Unit.
Nevertheless
there is room for
us all to help. In
creating projects
to collect indica-
tor data, we have
looked to use
community re-
sources as much
as possible.

For example, in
2004 the Envi-

J the UK who provide invaluable
information nationally.

So to sum up so far, | have de-
scribed to you how in the report
we categorised our local environment, examined
the state of it, the pressures that have caused it
to be that way, and looked at ways to respond to
this. We have explained how and why we intend
to monitor and report back to you using 40 key
indicators. Although Jersey has a high quality of
life sustained by a good quality environment, there
is no room for complacency.

From the analysis of Jersey’s environment, we
have identified the five key environmental priori-
ties. They are climate, waste, water, transport,
countryside and natural history. | want to look at
each issue in turn and consider the issues associ-
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ated with that envi-
ronmental priority.

Climate

Jersey has a high
reliance on pri-
vate cars for local
transport, and a de-
pendence on fossil
fuels for industrial
and domestic uses
contributes to local
emissions of green-
house gases.

The graph here
shows the measur-
able temperature
rise since 1900 as
recorded at Maison
St Louis, St Helier.

This temperature

increase is in line with that observed globally and
is considered to be indicative of global climate
change. A changed climate will bring major chal-
lenges for Jersey, drastically less summer rainfall,
greater storminess and rising sea levels.

Waste

Excessive waste generation represents a misuse of
resources and causes pollution. Jersey’s municipal
waste has risen by, on average, almost 3% for the
last five years.

Emissions from our present incinerator fall well
short of accepted standards. Furthermore our levels
of recycling, whilst better than the UK, are not as
good as have been shown possible in other Euro-
pean countries.

The graph (above) shows how Jersey com-
pares to UK local authorities. It is clear that
performance depends on the attitude and
approach of the managing authority. We can
see how Jersey compares to the 2004 recy-
cling and composting figures for the UK.
The top 10 councils are shown in green with
the best achieving 46%, whilst the worst 10
are shown in blue with the Isles of Scilly
managing no recycling at all. Jersey, shown
in red, achieved 20% (in 2002). We can
achieve more but there are some real issues
associated with access to recycling markets
and the cost of transport off island.

Water

The replenishment of local water resources is from
rainfall — a finite resource. Around 90% of the Is-
land’s population receive their water from the pub-
lic water supply, which is predominately collected
from streams. Currently there are no controls to
ensure that these supplies are protected from over
abstraction.

The quality of these waters is affected by diffuse
pollution (such as nitrates from fertilizer applica-
tions and soakaways) or point source pollution
(such as oil spillages from heating tanks).

The graph shows how in recent years with the
introduction of the Water Pollution law in 2000 and
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the associated edu-
cation campaigns,
the number of
pollution incidents
have declined

Taxi 5%
{1%

Transport
Jersey has the
world’s highest car
ownership ratio, as
well as a depend-
ence on air trans-
port for external
travel. This results Wi alk
in: 23%
* local congestion
and an associ-
ated reduction
in economic
efficiency -

Wark rmainly at
or from home

-— x&ﬂ

Motorcycle ar
scooter
2%

Cther (2.g. living
adjacent to
place of w ork)

=%

Private car
37%

A

* high carbon di-
oxide emissions which contribute to the green-
house effect

* localised air pollution that occasionally breaches
internationally agreed standards and has risks to
health

» the fragmentation of natural habitats by the road
networks, airport and harbour development.

The pie chart shows how 57% of the population
usually commute to work by private car, whilst
only 4% use the bus. We would like to see the
numbers of people walking or cycling increase, es-
pecially as we have such short distances to travel.

Biodiversity

The Island is experiencing declines in the popula-
tions of common species such as toads, butterflies
and farmland birds like goldfinches.

Evidence shown here (below) uses butterflies
which are good indicators of environmental health.
Counts at Les Landes mid-season in 1991 (red) and
1992 (yellow) are far higher compared to counts in
2004 (black).

To confirm the actual levels and explain the causes
of these declines, we need robust, long-term scien-
tific evidence.

Countryside and Natural History

Nevertheless, the main causes of change in marine
and terrestrial biodiversity
are likely to be:

a) Encroaching develop-
ment.

Development of previously
undeveloped land causes

a gradual sub-urbanisa-
tion of the countryside and
coastal zone. The maps
show how the urban areas
(coloured dense blue) have
increased substantially
since 1935

b) Changes through habi-
tat succession.

Although habitats change
naturally, man’s influence
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distorts nature’s process and conti-
nuity. For example, in order for wet
meadows to maintain their species
richness, they must be grazed. The
results of a survey in 1983 are shown
(right) in pink and we can see how
many meadows were grazed and most
had some management. However
when repeated in 2003 we can see
that far more of the meadows had no
management at all and the amount of
meadows grazed by cattle had sub-
stantially declined. The quality of the
flora in these meadows had substan-
tially declined.

c¢) Changes in the rural economy
Traditional and long-term manage-
ment of the countryside gave us to-
day’s familiar landscape. But econom-
ic pressures and changing practices
have led to local water pollution and
changes to our traditional methods of
land management. We see (right) the
reduction in the area of land farmed
since 1969 from some 40 000 vergees
to 31 000 vergees. (Vergees are a local
measure of area; there are 5.6 vergees
in one hectare.)

Our aim is to be a catalyst for change
where this is most needed to address
negative environmental trends and
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to help prepare the Island for a sustainable future.
We are planning to carry out a full review every
5 years and more often (on an interim basis) on
trends in the indicators we have identified.

Six Guiding Principles
We have picked out six guiding principles that will
help engender positive change:

 Back ideals with actions — We aim to provide
firm, fair, transparent and effective statutory regu-
lation, taking a precautionary approach. Use fiscal
mechanisms to change behaviour if necessary.

* Evaluate our progress — We aim to carry out, and
report on, effective environmental monitoring to
chart our progress, identify priorities for action and
carry out effective management planning to make
wise and measured use of public money.

» Work in partnership — We aim to consult, com-
municate and establish open relationships between
organisations, stakeholders and partners to make
decisions, target funds and share expertise. This
will enable Jersey as a whole to gain maximum
social, economic and environmental benefits.

» Educate and empower — The state of our en-
vironment is a collective responsibility. To help
improve understanding of environmental issues
and to foster better environmental practices in all
walks of life, we will make environmental infor-
mation easily accessible for individuals to assess
the issues, participate in debate and make better
informed personal choices and actions.

* Use finite resources efficiently — We must
manage the critical and limited ,

cess and health.

But we cannot just see the environment in a vac-
uum. Other people see the world from a different
perspective and afford greater or lesser priority to
environmental issues. There are important issues
of social justice, equality and the interactions of
society to consider

And we must have a strong economy to be able to
afford the environment and society that we aspire
to. The resolution of these overlapping objectives
is the territory of sustainable development — where
we join up choices and policies and make neces-
sary concessions and trade offs with social and po-
litical processes. This report has contributed to the
States Strategic Plan which will guide the Island’s
development to 2010

Finally , just a quick look at our most recent
project, Biodiversity Action Plans. The action
plans, covering over 50 species aim to get peo-
ple involved at the very local level. As well as
encouraging the organisation of group activities ,
we are also planning to help people to look after
wildlife right outside their front doors. Roadsides
in Jersey are mainly cut by the owner of the land,
and are inspected twice in the summer. Several of
the plants on our list grow on roadside banks and
we have recorded significant declines over the last
twenty years. One reason for this is the way these
banks are cut. They used to be cut by hand, but
now machinery is used which can often damage
the vegetation. Timing is critical; ideally, the plants
should be able to set seed before they are cut. We
plan to get people to look after places where these
plants grow, perhaps cutting round them by hand.
Also Durrell’s landscaping department are raising
plants from locally collected seed, and we plan to

| oy
resources of water, soil and land & i
wisely to underpin economic suc- [ /H '_\

RESPONSE _ STATE

« Act now and plan for the future o — =
— We must consider the future G L BELWER G /
consequences of our current _ ] EWviRONMENT .
polices and actions. We must plan i states | %
to ensure that we pass on our Y ;| strategic | i
environment to future generations = . STATE |2 | ™oto . |4 | STATE ——\
in as good as, or better condition R‘ /- Y /J
than it is now. . S | pELIVERING [lELIL'EH.IH

ecomoury, | ocrar | socr| (SRS
The focus has been on the state of

the Environment - which is what
you might expect of me given the

\ RESPONSE

]/

job I do.
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reestablish plants in areas where they used to grow.
Volunteers will then tend them.

Conclusions

To sum up then, I think the following conclusions
can be drawn :

» MEAs are extremely valuable in helping to raise
awareness, but also, once an administration has
ratified (or had ratified on its behalf), certain
responsibilities are accepted giving force to
conservation proposals.

» Second, it all takes a long time. Patience, deter-
mination and maintaining a sense of humour are
essential.

e Third, education is absolutely vital. We have
been at it long enough so that school children |
spoke to twenty odd years ago now are parents
themselves.

* The Pressure — State — Response framework is a
powerful framework to develop policy.

 Finally, education leads to community involve-
ment. Government can only do so much. We
have always encouraged involvement with

NGOs, and the advantages are clear: informed
comment and criticism of policy, lots of work
gets done, and it does not cost much. This is
important in times like now when budgets and
staff are being cut.
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Jersey’s Marine Environment
Andrew Syvret, Société Jersiaise

Syvret, A. 2007. Jersey’s Marine Environment. pp 38-44 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small
island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Over-
seas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The Channel Island of Jersey is surrounded by some of the most unusual and valu-
able marine habitats on the planet. A high-tide land mass of 116 km? swells to more
than 300 km? with low-water spring tides. The Bailiwick of Jersey in its entirety
(land and sea) is about 3000 km? in extent; therefore, the vast majority of this
particular Territory, in common with many others, is marine habitat. With biological
records stretching back to the Victorian era, the richness and unique biogeographi-
cal significance of Island shores and coastal waters is well known. However, it is
frequently poorly acknowledged in proposals for shoreline development. Previous
land-claim schemes adjacent to the South East Coast Ramsar site have destroyed and
perturbed a globally recognised intertidal environment. In spring 2006, the States
of Jersey’s Council of Ministers made a strategic commitment to further land-claim

south of St Helier.

Andrew Syvret, Société Jersiaise, Jersey. andrew@seajersey.com

Jersey is a relatively new island.
At glacial maxima, when much
water was locked in ice-caps,
what are now the Channel Islands
were hills in the valley which

is now flooded as the English
Channel (map to right). Jersey
was detached from the continen-
tal mainland much more recently
than the other Channel Islands, as
shown by the later map (below).

Jersey remained connected to France until very re-
cently (about 5000 years ago). As will be apparent,
the Island is in a very shallow part of the English
Channel.

The Channel Island of Jersey is surrounded by
some of the most unusual and valuable marine
habitats on the planet. A high-tide land mass of 116
km? swells to more 300 km? with low-water spring
tides. The Bailiwick of Jersey in its entirety (land
and sea) is about 3000 km? in extent. Therefore, the
vast majority of this particular Territory, in com-
mon with many others, is marine habitat and looks
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like this at high water:

The huge tides of up to 40 feet (13 metres) range
make Jersey a very special place. The offshore

reefs, pictured at here at low-water from the

ground and from the air, are covered and exposed
by these tides twice per day. In some cases, tiny
islets on the offshore reefs remain exposed at high-
water, in a few cases with enough land on which to
squeeze a few cottages (as in the picture at the top
of the next column).

These reefs are critically important. In recognition

of this, Jersey has arranged to designate several
as Wetlands of International Importance under the
Ramsar Convention:

South East Coast (designated in 2001) ~ 3202
hectares

Les Ecréhous & Les Dirouilles (2005) ~ 5459
hectares

Les Minquiers (2005) ~ 9575 hectares

Les Pierres de Lecq (Paternosters) (2005) ~ 512
hectares

TOTAL ~ 18748 hectares ~ 187 sqgkm

These are shown with red boundaries on the
marine chart (below). It is interesting to note that
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the total dry land area of Jersey is smaller than the
combined area of the Ramsar sites.

The area supports one of the largest breeding popu-

lations of bottlenose dolphins in the British Isles.

Seals are recovering (despite accidental deaths

from human activity as pictured) and shorebirds,
such as this arctic-breeding turnstone are abundant.

Jersey shallow waters are huge incubators; wa-
ter warmer than surrounding seas in summer and
colder in winter. Juvenile lobsters (pictured) and

other species migrate and live within the warmer
and shallow waters around Jersey.

Biodiversity is high; there is no sterile environment
in this marine ecosystem - everything is occupied.
Ormers have been a robust barometer of seashore
health
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Populations change; there
used to be billions of
octopus in Jersey waters,
as reported by Joseph Sinel
in1906 with reference to
the octopus in Jersey: “Yet
another plan, much used

in the autumn especially
on the north coast of

Mean annual sea temperature ~ St Helier Pierheads ~ 1933 - 2004

Jersey: in this particu-
lar locality and at this
time, they sometimes 14

swarm on the sea
surface. Men armed
with long bamboo
rods with large hooks - %1
at the end, station
themselves on outly-
ing rocks, and simply
hook them out as
they pass. | have seen
many tons weight
caught in one locality
by this method and
being used to manure
the land.” However,
now there are virtu- 10

rade

3]

centig

12

11

Temperature (degrees

1933
1936
1535
1943
1951
1554
1857
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1963
1966

ally none; they seem
to have been killed off
by one hard winter.

The area lacks a marine research station or even an
aquarium. However, there is a good dataset
of sea temperatures.

With biological records stretching back to
the Victorian era, the richness and unique
biogeographical significance of Island
shores and coastal waters is well known.
However, it is frequently poorly acknowl-
edged in proposals for shoreline develop-
ment. Previous land-claim schemes adja-
cent to the South East Coast Ramsar site
have destroyed and perturbed a globally
recognised intertidal environment. A huge
land reclamation project is in progress,
using among other things “recycled” glass
(see aerial photographs and map of its posi-
tion relative to the Ramsar site).

In spring 2006, the States of Jersey’s
Council of Ministers made a strategic com-
mitment to further land-claim south of St
Helier. The land-claim site is within the

1565 ]

1972
1875
1978 ]
1981
1984

1987 ]

1980

1993
1996 |
1988
2002 ]
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There are also a large number of other environmen-
tal issues that “they don’t tell the tourists about”.
These include:

land reclamation projects (pictures below and at
top of next page),

Ramsar site. Land reclamation is a stated priority.

Jersey is the site of some of the largest reclamation
projects in Europe.
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pollution,

marine invasives,

nuclear reprocessing and technology within close
proximity in France and possible contamination,
novel energy sources, whose impact needs as-
sessing,

fishery by-catch of cetaceans and other species,

eutrophication from pig-farming , agriculture,
etc with “red-tide” plankton blooms from time to
time,
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mechanised sand-raking for the beaches destroying
food for turnstones

marine recreation posing challenges to eelgrasses.

“On the great attractions of Jersey for the natural-
ist, one word will suffice: there is no such spot in
England for marine zoology.” George Eliot 1857
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Topic 2: Conservation of the Built Heritage in the UK
Overseas Territories

Conservation of the built and cultural heritage is an important component of the work of most of
UKOTCF member organisations in the UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies, and is often
important also in combination with the natural heritage in both educational and economic activity. The
conference included a small but important element on the built heritage, including a key note address by
Martin Drury, former Director General of the National Trust [for England, Wales & Northern Ireland]
and recently a Council member of UKOTCF. There was also a poster on this topic from the St Helena
National Trust. Also within this theme, the National Trust for Jersey kindly hosted a “Vin d’Honneur”,

a Jersey tradition, at the Historic Farm at Hamptonne, in the heart of Jersey’s countryside. This served
both as a practical example of appropriate uses of historic buildings and as a welcome venue for informal
discussions out of the intense pogramme in the conference. Named after the family who lived here in the
nineteenth century, the Syvret building dates from the 1830s and is the most recent of the three houses to
be built. The rooms are extremely high and are typical of those found in the large houses being built in St
Helier (Jersey’s capital) at this time. This building houses the exhibition Living Memories which tells the
story of how rural life has changed in the island in the 90 years since the Great War. The northern end of
this range of buildings is used as a cider barn and contains an apple crusher, a twin-screw apple press and
barrels as well as other farm tools. The cider-making equipment is all in working order and is used every
October to produce cider. The photographs below are from this event.
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A Future for Historic Buildings in the UK Overseas

Territories

Martin Drury, formerly Director-General of the National Trust, and former UKOTCF

Council Member

Drury, M. 2007. A Future for Historic Buildings in the UK Overseas

Territories. pp 46-49 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12t
October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,

www.ukotcf.org

This presentation considers historic buildings in the Overseas Territories and their
potential for making a contribution to the local economy. Examples are given of the
significant role they can play in attracting tourists. Drawing on the experience of
organisations in other countries, this will also show how buildings of historic interest
which no longer serve their original purpose can acquire a new, income-producing
function through being let for self-catering holidays.

Martin Drury, 3 Victoria Rise, London SW4 0PB, UK.
martindrury@btinternet.com

The theme of this short presentation is that old
buildings, even when vacant or dilapidated, are an
economic asset. They represent an opportunity, not
a constraint. They are good for business and good
for the local economy.

It is a great pity that, in the Environmental Charters
of the Overseas Territories, so little attention is
given to the built environment, which is mentioned
only briefly in connection with education. This is a
pity because we now know beyond any doubt that
people attach as much value to historic buildings
as they do to the natural environment. And, it is a
pity because the historic buildings in the Overseas
Territories | have visited are as precious and, in
some cases as rare, as their endemic species and
their scenery.

In 2001 a MORI poll entitled What does “Herit-
age’ mean to you? revealed overwhelming support
for the historic environment in England. Here are
some of its findings:

» 98% think the heritage is important for the edu-
cation of children and that all children should
be given the opportunity to find out about it.

* 96% think the heritage is important to educate
adults about the past.

» 95% think the heritage is important for provid-
ing places to see and things to do; 93% for en-
couraging tourists to visit and 88% for creating
jobs and boosting the economy.

* 88% think that there should be public funding for
the conservation of the heritage.

» 76% disagree that we already preserve too much.

» 76% think their lives are enriched by the herit-
age.

Only 2% said they had no interest in the heritage
at all. 51% had visited an historic attraction in

the previous year, compared to the 50% who had
been to the cinema and the 17% who had been to a
football match.

Before that poll was taken, it was assumed that
only the better-off had any interest in the heritage
or any feeling for it. So, it is hugely encouraging to
know - and to know for certain - that the heritage

Kingswear Castle, Devon. Built in 1502 to protect the

mouth of the river Dart. One of 185 historic buildings

rescued by the Landmark Trust and now available for
short holidays.
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The Banqueting House, Gibside, Co.Durham. Built in 1746 as
an eye-catcher in one of the earliest landscape gardens in Britain
and seen here before (above) and after (right) acquisition by the

Landmark Trust in 1977.

is highly valued by all but a tiny percentage of the
nation as a whole.

Another recent survey, Heritage Works, published

in 2005 by a group of commercial developers in

association with English Heritage, found that:

« historic buildings provide a focal point that peo-
ple can relate to and are familiar with;

« the survival of historic buildings distinguishes
one place from another;

« historic buildings attract tenants who would not
be interested in less distinctive buildings;

« itis nearly always cheaper to repair an old
building than to put up a new one;

 an old building or a group of old buildings
can play a central part in economic and social
regeneration;

« the key to unlocking the economic potential of
an old building is to find a viable new use.

One viable new use for an old building is adaption
for holiday use. At a time when people - in Eng-
land at least - work longer hours than ever before,

they

attach

more

impor-

tance than ever to the time they spend with their
families on holiday; they are therefore willing to
spend more money on their holidays today than in
the past.

In this connection | would like to mention the
work of the Landmark Trust. The Landmark Trust
was founded in 1965 to rescue small buildings of
historic interest that have been abandoned or are at
risk and then to repair them and give them new life
by letting them for short holidays. Once a building
has been restored and adapted in this way, its fu-
ture is secure because the income from letting pays
for its upkeep. It is a simple, but effective model
for the sustainable use of old buildings.

Over the years the Landmark Trust has rescued
185 buildings which are now available for renting.
They include follies, forts, medieval farm houses,
towers built for various purposes, banquet-
ing houses, mills, lock-keepers’ cottages,
a pig-sty designed to look like a temple, a
building in the form of a giant pineapple, a

The Pineapple, Dunmore, Scotland. After serving
as Governor of the Bahamas, the Earl of Dun-
more returned to Scotland with pineapples which
he propagated under glass. In 1777 he built a
summer-house on his estate in the form of a giant
stone pineapple, where his guests would assemble
to sample the exotic fruit. Leased from the Na-
tional Trust for Scotland in 1973 and restored by
the Landmark Trust as a holiday home for four.
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The Appleton Water Tower, Norfolk. Built in 1877 to
supply water to houses on a large landed estate and
incorporating a dwelling for a caretaker. Repaired and
adapted by the Landmark Trust as a holiday home for
four.

light-house, a former priory, four Scottish castles
and a small prison. All are remarkable in some way
- for their architecture, their history or their situa-
tion. Many are on the coast or in beautiful country;
some are in the heart of historic cities. Most are in
Great Britain, but four are in Italy and four in the
USA.

‘Landmarks’ are simply furnished with old pieces
carefully chosen to fit in happily with their sur-
roundings. Rugs and carpets have generally seen
enough use elsewhere to make them agreeable

to the eye and the pictures usually have a special

Old Luffkins, Peak Dale, St Helena. One of several
abandoned 18th-century farm houses on the island.

reason for being there. Each building has its own
history album giving an account of its past and its
restoration. Books about the neighbourhood and
works of literature with local associations are also
provided. There are jigsaw puzzles, large-scale
maps marking footpaths and a log-book in which
visitors record their own discoveries for the benefit
of their successors. All Landmarks have modern
bathrooms and well equipped kitchens; and some
have dishwashers and freezers. All have heating of
some kind, where possible including an open fire
or stove. Otherwise, intrusive equipment is kept

to the minimum and televisions are not provided.
In the words of the Landmark Trust’s founder, Sir
John Smith, ‘staying in a Landmark is meant to be
an experience of a mildly elevating kind’.

On St Helena there are many buildings which
would be suitable for adaptation in this way. They
would provide an alternative to the small number
of hotels on the island and, when the proposed air-
port is in operation, would be likely to attract visi-
tors who enjoy walking and immersing themselves
in the history and culture of remote communities.

On the small island of Salt Cay in the Turks and
Caicos archipelago many of the simple wooden
houses that contribute to its unique character have
been abandoned and lie derelict. They were once
occupied by people who operated the sluices and
raked salt for the industry, now defunct, which
gave the island its name. Salt Cay is more acces-
sible than St Helena, but the economic potential of
these buildings for holiday letting is unappreciated
and unrealised while the character of the island is
gradually eroded by the construction of modern
houses that could be anywhere.

The Landmark Trust model is well suited to places
with the precious and increasingly rare asset of an

Salt Cay. Well maintained traditional salt-worker’s
house on one of the Turks and Caicos Islands.
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Salt Cay. Abandoned salt-worker’s house.

unspoiled built and natural environment. These are
the places which attract low-volume, high-spend-
ing and thus, sustainable tourism.

The Mihai Eminescu Trust in Romania is based on
the Landmark Trust. Its work is concentrated in an
area of the Carpathian Mountains settled by Ger-
mans in the 13th century. In the aftermath of the
1989 revolution most of the population returned to
Germany, leaving a group of 17th-century villages
set in hill country of outstanding beauty more or
less deserted. The aim of the Mihai Eminescu Trust
is to reinvigorate the economy of the villages by
attracting tourists without damaging the combina-
tion of traditional architecture and fine landscape
that distinguishes this remote and beautiful region
of Eastern Europe.

The Trust has bought houses in several of the
villages, repaired them and introduced modern
amenities. They are now available for holidays.
The repairs are carried out by some of the few

Seventeenth-century farm houses lining the main street
of Viscri, Romania, one of the villages deserted by the
German-speaking population in 1989. The Mihai Emi-
nescu Trust has restored several houses which can now
be rented for holidays. The Mihai Eminescu Trust runs
courses for young people in the repair and maintenance
of historic buildings.

young people who survived the exodus, supervised
and trained by experts from the United Kingdom
who treat the experience as a holiday and make no
charge. The Landmark Trust has helped by dissem-
inating information about the work of the Mihai
Eminescu Trust among the 120,000 people on its
database.

In repairing and maintaining old buildings it is
essential to use the techniques and materials that
were used in their construction. Principally, this
means using lime rather than its hard and impervi-
ous modern equivalent, Portland cement. Lime is
no more expensive than cement and, once the skills
are learned, the work takes no longer to complete.
An old building properly repaired and maintained
will last indefinitely; use of the wrong materials
and techniques will cause constant trouble.

There are four principles which, if followed, will

preserve the character and thus, the value, of an old

building at minimum cost:

* use lime mortar;

* never replace when it is possible to repair;

« if it is not possible to repair, replace like with
like;

* do a little maintenance every year and thus avoid
major expenditure every ten years (‘little and
often’).

In conclusion, buildings constructed before the
advent of modern communications are a diminish-
ing resource in the world. Whatever their condi-
tion, old buildings are an economic asset with the
potential to help in the regeneration of local econo-
mies. A proven way of realising this potential is by
letting them for holidays, but their value will only
be sustained if they are repaired and maintained
using traditional materials and techniques.
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Poster: St Helena Historic Houses and Sites: What Future?
Cathy Hopkins, St Helena National Trust

Hopkins, M.C. 2007. St Helena Historic Houses and Sites: What Future? pp 50-52
in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Ter-
ritories and other small island communities, Jersey 6% to 121" October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

This presentation considers historic buildings in the Overseas Territories and their
potential for making a contribution to the local economy. Examples are given of the
significant role they can play in attracting tourists. Drawing on the experience of
organisations in other countries, this will also show how buildings of historic interest
which no longer serve their original purpose can acquire a new, income-producing
function through being let for self-catering holidays.

St Helena National Trust, Broadway House, Main Street, Jamestown STHL 1ZZ,
St Helena. sth.nattrust@helanta.sh
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Topic 3: Environment Charters and strategic planning

Session Organiser: Dr Mike Pienkowski, Chairman, UK Overseas Territories
Conservation Forum

The central purpose of this session was to review, and help, progress by both UK Government (HMG)
and the UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies in implementing the Environment Charters or
their equivalents. This general subject is relevant to all UKOTs and CDs (whether or not they have Envi-
ronment Charters) because of the shared commitments by HMG and the territories to multilateral environ-
mental agreements.

The Charters provided for UK Government and most of the UKOTSs a structure to help implement the
joint responsibilities, notably via a set of Commitments each party made. A preliminary assessment of
progress in fulfilling these commitments was included in the conference papers and summarised in the
presentations. The version included in these Proceedings is the result of further collation undertaken with
the help of many of the conference participants and their colleagues.

At the Bermuda conference in early 2003, the Environment Charters were 18 months old. The first com-
mitment of each UKOT in the Charters is to develop a strategy for action to implement the Environment
Charter. With support from FCO, and at the invitation of Turks & Caicos Islands Government, the Forum
was currently facilitating a pilot project to develop such a strategy for action in TCI, with the additional
aim of providing guidelines for use in other UKOTSs. A progress report on this was given, and it was
intended that an update on progess on implementation would be given at this conference. Unfortunately,
TCI Government cancelled Michelle Fulford Gardiner’s participation but the abstract of what she was go-
ing to say is included. St Helena was the first territory to try to apply the TCI model, and Cathy Hopkins
reported on progress. The Falkland Islands had taken a different appoach to developing implementation,
and this is outlined by Dominique Giudicelli. Karim Hodge described progress in Anguilla, as an example
of integrating Environment Charter implementation with that of the equivalent St Georges Declaration of
the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States. Jennifer Gray described the very full approach via Bermu-
da’s biodiversity strategy implementation, while Simon Glass looked at the approach by a territory with

a very small human population. Roland Gauvain looked at strategic planning in a Crown Dependency,
which does not have an Environment Charter - but perhaps would like one. Liz Charter took a wide view
of multilateral environmental agreements in respect of UKOTs/CDs, identifying needs for further guid-
ance.

The final sub-session was devoted to summaries from the Foreign & Commonwealth Office, the Depart-
ment for International Development, the Department of Environment, Food & Rural Affairs, and the Joint
Nature Conservation Committee of their contributions to conservation in the UK Overseas Territories
and Crown Dependencies. This was followed by a final panel discussion with this team. The discussions
throughout the session have, in some cases, been incorporated in papes and/or are summarised in the final
item in this topic section.
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Review of the progress of implementation of the Charters,

based on current work to develop a system to monitor this
Dr Mike Pienkowski, UKOTCF

Pienkowski, M. 2007. Review of the progress of implementation of the Charters,
based on current work to develop a system to monitor this. pp 54-72 in Biodiversity
That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other
small island communities, Jersey 6" to 12 October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

A review developed from the initial model, published in Forum News in late 2005,
of progress in implementation of the Environmental Charters or their equivalents,
was presented in the conference papers and summarised in the session, with the em-
phasis on the need to make this more complete. Conference participants agreed on
the importance of this, and requested further help to them in supplying information
to the review, so that the version published here could be more complete. This was
done, so that the tables included give a useful picture of the implementation by the
Territories of their Commitments. This helps also identify the gaps of information
or implementation by these, as well as by the UK Government of its Commitments

under the Charters, where more information is especially needed.

Dr Mike Pienkowski, UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, 102 Broad-
way, Peterborough PE14DG pienkowski@cix.co.uk

Background

The Environment Charters signed in September
2001 between the UK Government and the Gov-
ernments of UK Overseas Territories (UKOTS) are
important documents which encapsulate the shared
responsibility of the UK Government and the
Government of each Territory for the conservation
of the environment in the UKOTSs and international
commitments to this. This is particularly important,
for example for biodiversity, as most of the global
biodiversity for which the UK family of countries
is responsible resides in the UKQOTSs, rather than in
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. Under Multi-
lateral Environmental Agreements, it is UK which
lodges — and is accountable for — international
commitments, but the legislature and executive of
each territory which are responsible for the local
implementing legislation and its enforcement. This
latter point applies equally to the relationships be-
tween UK and those territories which do not have
Environment Charters.

Fundamental elements of the Charters are the sets
of Commitments, on the one part by UK Govern-
ment and on the other part by the Government of
the UK Overseas Territories concerned. If these
Commitments are to have real meaning, it is neces-
sary to have some means of assessing progress in
their implementation. This need has been recog-
nised by the UK Overseas Territories Conservation
Forum (UKOTCEF), which has been putting consid-

erable effort into developing a set of measures to
achieve this end.

This need was recognised too by the OTEP man-
agement team. One of UK Government’s Com-
mitments in the Charters concerns providing some
funding to help benefit the environments of the
Territories. Initially, this was met by the Foreign &
Commonwealth Office (FCO) Environment Fund
for the Overseas Territories (EFOT), and currently
by FCO’s and the Department for International
Development’s (DFID) joint Overseas Territories
Environment Programme (OTEP). Accordingly,
part of the work of assessing progress was sup-
ported by funding from OTEP. Some in the UKOTs
have expressed concern that this might mean that
one party to the Charters (UK Government) might
have special access to the assessment process. It

is important to emphasise that this is not the case.
UKOTCEF has retained editorial control over this
exercise, and will continue to do so. Whilst it
welcomed the part-funding from OTEP, and any
input from either party to each Charter, as well

as others, UKOTCF will retain its independent
position. UKOTCF originally suggested the idea
of the Charters (then termed “Checklists™) and
was delighted when this evolved into the Charters.
It has continued to support this process, but it is
not a party to the Charters, nor either set of Com-
mitments. This combination puts UKOTCF in an
ideal position to provide assessments of progress in
implementation.
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UKOTCEF has been asked by various people in the
UK and the UKOQOTs, including FCO and DFID,

to attempt to gather, collate and analyse informa-
tion on progress being made in implementing the
Environment Charters. However, developing a set
of measures or indicators is not simple. This was
challenging because UKOTCF had not drafted the
Charters, which are not structured in a way that
made assessment of progress easy. The key was

to find measures which related to real progress in
meeting the Commitments but would not require
too much effort to gather. UKOTCF put a great
deal of work into consulting and working on this,
and published its draft measures in Forum News in
early 2006, inviting further comments and contri-
butions to help populate the tables of assessment
measures. No adverse comments were received on
these measures, and some favourable comments on
them were received from JNCC, HMG’s statutory
advisor on nature conservation. For elements of
some Commitments, it is relatively easy to find ap-
propriate and meaningful measures; for others it is
very difficult. UKOTCF does not want to generate
unnecessary work, and recognises also that some
relevant information has already been made avail-
able (and is updated regularly) for other purposes.
In other cases, cumulative measures, updated every
few years, might be more feasible. UKOTCF has
tried to allow for both sorts of measures, so as to
minimise effort and be cost-effective.

Progress at and after the conference

Recognising that it is much easier to comment on
a draft than to start from a blank sheet of paper,
UKOTCEF presented the version of data collated by
then in the papers for this conference. A summary
of this infomation was presented in the session.
This underlined the need for more information
from all parties to allow the completion of these
measures, to avoid the otherwise inevitable con-
fusion between “no information” and “nothing
achieved”.

UKOTCEF took the opportunity to invite further
contributions and enquired whether there were
blockages which could be addressed. There was
general agreement from UKOTSs over the impor-
tance of Territories and other parties supplying
information to update the initial assessments. There
were also requests to UKOTCF to provide forms
designed more for the supply of information than
for summarising the results, so that the version of
the report published in the Proceedings (this paper)
could be more complete. This new form was de-

signed and circulated by UKOTCEF early in 2007.

The important function of collating this informa-
tion was made even more urgent by the investiga-
tion in early 2007 on Trade, Development and
Environment: the role of the FCO by the House
of Commons Select Committee on Environmental
Audit (EAC, Report 23 May 2007). When prepar-
ing supplementary evidence to address questions
put to their Minister by the Committee, FCO offi-
cials asked UKOTCF about progress on its review
on implementation of the Charters. Subsequently,
the FCO Minister’s supplementary memorandum
to the House of Commons EAC stated (with a
slightly optimistic interpretation of UKOTCF’s
estimate of the timescale): “Your Committee also
asked about an assessment of the Overseas Ter-
ritories Environment Charters. The UKOTCEF is
currently gathering information on the progress

in implementing the Environment Charter Com-
mitments for each Territory (or the equivalent for
those Territories without Charters). The Forum
intends to publish a progress report towards the
middle of this year. The FCO will use that infor-
mation, in consultation with Whitehall colleagues
and the governments of the Overseas Territories,
to carry out a review of the Environment Charters
which have now been in place for five years.”

In this context, UKOTCF put a great deal of fur-
ther effort into helping and encouraging UKOTSs to
provide information, stressing that it was not nec-
essary for each to answer all the questions. How-
ever, it was difficult simply to cut out some areas
of the form, because of the structure of the Char-
ters and the fact that different territories had made
progress at different rates in different areas. For ef-
ficiency of collation and reporting, those territories
without Charters were also invited to participate in
the exercise. The information gathering forms have
been designed so that, after the initial hard work in
this first cycle of reporting, any subsequent updat-
ing report will not require as much effort.

Acknowledgements

UKOTCEF is grateful to all those who assisted and
commented on the development of the progress
assessment measures, and to OTEP for part sup-
port for some of the earlier stages of the work. The
contributions of those who supplied information

on progress was, of course, essential and UKOTCF
gratefully acknowledges this. Some of the bodies
which had originally asked UKOTCEF to under-
take this review circulated other questionnaires
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to UKOTs as the UKOTCF exercise was moving
towards completion. This was confusing to the
UKOTs and generated extra work. UKOTCF re-
grets this, but has to note that it was not consulted
about these circulations from other organisations.

UKOTCF is very pleased to note that, of the 21
entities that constitute the UKOTSs and Crown
Dependencies, responses have been received from
or on behalf of 19. In line with the Environment
Charters themselves, responses were welcomed
from both governmental and non-governmental
bodies and, in several cases, the responses were
integrated. We are grateful to the governmental
departments and/or the statutory bodies of the fol-
lowing for their responses: Bermuda, the Cayman
Islands, the Turks & Caicos Islands, the British
Virgin Islands, Anguilla, Montserrat, Ascension
Island, St Helena, Tristan da Cunha, the Falkland
Islands, South Georgia & the South Sandwich
Islands, and the Pitcairn Islands, as well as from
the governmental departments from the following
Crown Dependencies which do not have Environ-
ment Charters: the Isle of Man and Jersey. We are
grateful too for contributions from non-govern-
mental bodies in some of these, as well as for: Brit-
ish Indian Ocean Territory, Gibraltar (which has
its own Environment Charter, rather than one with
HMG), Guernsey, Alderney and Sark.

UKOTCEF has not received information from HMG
in respect of the UK Commitments in the Environ-
ment Charters, nor from those UKOTs which are
directly administered by UK Government: British
Indian Ocean Territory, British Antarctic Territory,
and the Cyprus Sovereign Base Areas. The first of
these has an Environment Charter (and UKOTCF
is grateful to the NGO Chagos Conservation Trust
for supplying some relevant information), and the
other two do not. Officials at the Cyprus SBAs
indicated that they hoped to find time to supply
information but were not able to treat it as a prior-
ity; UKOTCF hopes that they may still be able to
undertake this exercise, in which case UKOTCF
will add information to the report. The lack of
information from HMG on its own Commitments
means that the second half of the report (below) is
extremely incomplete, relying on information sup-
plied by the territories or otherwise gleaned. Early
in 2007, HMG indicated initially that there would
be a delay in its response. A few months later,
FCO reported that, although it had no problem in
principle with the indicators, HMG did not have
the resources to report on the implementation of
its own Commitments. UKOTCF was surprised by

this, because HMG had drafted the Environment
Charters, had been one of those originally asking
UKOTCEF to develop a report on their implemen-
tation, had reported nothing wrong with the draft
indicators published in early 2006, and had (around
the same time as indicating that it could not find
the time to respond) reported to Parliament that it
was awaiting UKOTCF’s report. UKOTCF hopes
that HMG will identify the resources to report

on its Commitments in the future. In the interim,
UKOTCEF (despite its much smaller resources) will
continue to try to collate any available information
on this.

Report on progress in implementing the
Environment Charters or the equivalent
activities

The following table is structured according to the
numbered Commitments by HMG and by most

of the UKOTSs in the Environment Charters that
these have signed. (There are slight differences in
the wording of some Commitments in different
Charters; here generalised wording is used.) The
inclusion of a territory in this table does not imply
that it has signed an Environment Charter with

the UK. In particular, the Crown Dependencies,
the Cyprus Sovereign Bases Areas, and the Brit-
ish Antarctic Territory do not have Environment
Charters, and Gibraltar has one of a different type,
being a statement by Gibraltar rather than an agree-
ment with HMG. However, the progress report has
wider purposes. UKOTCEF, at the request of various
UK Government Departments and others, often
needs to collate information on the UKOTs and
Crown Dependencies (CDs). All UKOTs and CDs
are included in the tables, for this reason and for
efficiency of data-handling.

Because of the major collation exercise involved,
the different ways different territories operate, and
the problems noted above, this report will inevita-
bly include some errors. UKOTCF welcomes in-
formation to correct errors or fill gaps. This should
be sent to the email address below. In addition,
especially for those Commitments where indicators
are particularly difficult to develop, some measures
include an element of interpretation, and there is a
risk that these have been interpreted differently in
different territories. Wherever possible, it has been
attempted to move towards a common standard for
all on the basis of more detailed information, but
some inconsistencies in individual indicators prob-
ably remain.
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Turks & Caicos Islands and the implementation of the model
Environment Charter strategy

Michelle Fulford-Gardiner, Deputy Director, Department of Environment & Coastal
Resources, Turks & Caicos Islands

Fulford-Gardiner, M. 2007. Turks & Caicos Islands and the implementation of the
model Environment Charter strategy. p 73 in Biodiversity That Matters: a confer-
ence on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communi-
ties, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories
Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The Environment Charters, agreements signed in September 2001, between HMG
and the Governments of the United Kingdom Overseas Territories (UKOTS), set out
a range of overarching principles and commitments for both governments to uphold.
They act as a medium by which biodiversity conservation and sustainable develop-
ment could be incorporated into all sectors of the territories.

The Turks & Caicos Islands (TCI) made history at the end of 2003 with the comple-
tion of the first action strategy for the implementation of the Environment Charter,
setting the pace for other UKOTSs to follow. Such a milestone was achieved by
employing the expertise of the United Kingdom Overseas Territories Conservation
Forum (UKOTCEF), as facilitators. Out of this exercise, the process has been docu-
mented and published on the UKOTCF website as a guidance document for other
UKOTs to model in the advancement of their Charters.

Since completion of the action strategy, very little progress has been made towards
its implementation phase in TCI. This is primarily due to lack of capacity, both
financial and human resources, to support effective implementation. While there
have been numerous conservation projects in the TCI funded by Overseas Territo-
ries Environment Programme (OTEP) and other sources, most of these have been
presented independent of the strategy’s priority actions. The Forum has developed
a checklist system to inform progress. However, what is warranted is the establish-
ment of an effective local body that would act as a focal point of coordination of the
Environment Charter and other sustainable development activity within in the TCI.
The advancement of such a body should take precedence, and be incorporated in the
country’s overall strategy for economic development, as the environment and the
services it provides lie at the root of TCI’s economy.

Notably, the Environment Charter in the UKOTSs is being used as a key indicator
in monitoring and reporting of progress towards CBD 2010 target in reduction of
biodiversity loss.

This paper will set out a roadmap by which the TCI can effectively take forward the
implementation of the Environment Charter action strategy, and hopefully provide
further guidance to the other UKOTs

Michelle Fulford-Gardiner, Deputy Director, Department of Environment &
Coastal Resources, Turks & Caicos Islands michellegar@gmail.com

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 73



St Helena and the application of the pilot model for strategy

development

Cathy Hopkins, Director, St Helena National Trust; and formerly Chair of St Helena

Environment Advisory Consultative Forum

Hopkins, M.C. 2007. St Helena and the application of the pilot model for strategy
development. pp 74-76 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th
October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,

www.ukotcf.org

On 26 Sept 2001, the UKOTs and HMG signed Environment Charters which include
statements of principles and undertakings by both parties in respect of integrating
environmental conservation into all sectors of policy planning and implementation.
The first undertaking of the UKOTs was to formulate a detailed strategy for action,
and HMG?s first undertaking was to help build capacity to support and implement
integrated environmental management. Informal feedback from the Territories both
to the FCO and the Forum indicated that the first need was for facilitation in de-
veloping these strategies for action. This presentation reviews the experience of St
Helena in being the first territory to apply the pilot model method developed by the
UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum and the Turks & Caicos Islands.

Cathy Hopkins, Director, St Helena National Trust, Broadway House, Main Street,
Jamestown STHL 1ZZ, St Helena. sth.nattrust@helanta.sh

Background to project

No one St Helena Government (SHG) department
has overall responsibility for the environment. It
lies within various departments and the St Helena
National Trust (SHNT), which embraces the St
Helena Nature Conservation Group, the Heritage
Society and other NGOs.

Taking forward the Environment Charter falls to
the Environmental Co-ordinator within the Envi-
ronmental Planning Department (EPD). A first step
was the establishment of an Environmen-
tal Advisory Consultative Forum (EACF)
in 2003. Membership included:
» Environment & Conservation Sections
from within SHG departments,
e SHNT,
 Legislative Council,
* Private sector, and
» the Governor’s office.

This fulfilled the first commitment under
the Charter. Other Charter Commitments
were being broadly fulfilled but there
was no overall Action Plan. We recog-
nised the need for a Strategy for the Im-
plementation of the Charter commitments

Aware of the TCI pilot model, St Helena ap-
proached Mike Pienkowski for advice and as-
sistance with developing the Strategy. A project
proposal was drawn up with help from Mike and
approved for OTEP funding. The project started in
April 2004.

The TCI model was adapted for St Helena with
very few modifications. The TCI approach of tak-
ing each Charter commitment and breaking it into
its elements was used. This gave a huge matrix
which identified actions/programmes with an as-

Endemic scrubwood in flower & view of south coast of St Helena
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Commitment 2; Ensure the protection and restoration of key habitats, species and landscape features through legislation and appropriate
management structures and mechanisms, including a protected areas policy, and attempt the control and eradication of invasive species.
Desired Qutcome: Fey habifals, key species and landscape fealures are profecied, and/or restored

Elements of
Commitment
2.4 Havein
place effective
legislation for
protection of key
habitats, species
and landscape
features

Existing programmesip rojectssa ctivities

Mational Parks Ordinance 2003 (provide powers to
permit the establishrment of parks, nature reserves,
sanctuaries and area of historical interest, and generally
for the conservation of the natural and ecology of St
Helena)

Diraft list of protected areas prepared

Endangered Species Protection Ordinance 2003
{requlates trade in endangered species to give effectto
the Washington Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora
(CITES), and also gives the Governaor in Council the
authority to make Orders to protect and encourage the
continu ed existence of any species of plant or animal
endemic or indigenousto St Helena)

3t Helena Mational Trust Ordinance 2001 {to establish a
Mational Trust: to act as custodian of 3t. Helena's
heritage, to presene and promate the island's natural
environment and its archaeological, historical and cultura
resources for present and future generations)

Some relevant provisions also in Land Planning and
Development Ordinance 1998, and Fishing Ordinances
(see Commitment 3 below)

A sample page

sociated lead body(ies) for each.

The initial documenting task seemed rather daunt-
ing, with several hundred actions. However, as we
worked the tables, we could see how many actions
were already in progress/completed. The matrix
became the basis for the whole process and this
approach was undoubtedly key to the successful
development of the Strategy.

The Workshops and beyond

The method used a participatory workshop ap-
proach. We found the role of the facilitators
invaluable. This generated a positive response from
stakeholders, as well as recognition of the role
played by EACF in bringing all stakeholders into
one forum where St Helena lacks a “Ministry for
the Environment”.

There is an ongoing difficulty of resourcing the
EACF, and we appreciate the work of the Envi-
ronmental Co-ordinator and her small team within

EPD.

The Strategy document contained 5 columns
including “Actions already completed” and “Ac-
tions in Progress” - a development from the TCI

model.

Potential actionsfprogrammes which would address gapsfssues
identified in Workshop 1

(Tofulfil Article 8 of the Convention on Biological Diversity):

(k) Develop or maintain necessary legislation andfor other regulatory
provisions for the protection of threatened species and populations;

Draft and pass Regulations nesded under National Parks Crdinance to
implement protected areas.

W ational Paris Crdingnee smendments?

Extend the marine protected area to include all the coastline and
inshore waters, with zoning of different levels of protection, using the
existing categories of protected area, under the lagislation.

Zoning of diferent levels of protection and defete .

Consider giving protected area status to all the land previoushy known
as ‘crommn wastes, because of its importance to endemic species?

Analyse the results of the tree questionnaire to clarify public opinion. In
the light of this, look at existing legislation and, if required, propose new
policy for management of trees of historical and cultural importance
(possibly including tree preservation o ders).

Review whether the legislation for protected areas (on land and sea)
|| dives all the powers needad for effective management, monitoring and
enforcement.

Consider legislation regulating boats for watehing dolphins and whales,
including numbers of boat-visits per unit time and how close to
approach.

from the matrix

The Strategy development exercise was hugely
useful to St Helena. This included: a realisation
of how much was actually going on in the various
departments as well as in the NGOs; a sharing of
knowledge; and a new depth of understanding &
appreciation of each other’s work.

St Helena’s Strategy for Action was endorsed by
Executive Council in July 2006. This shows that
we have SHG support. However, it does not neces-
sarily mean that we have political clout for taking
forward environmental issues. EACF provides a
focus for taking forward the Charter — we have the
Strategy and must ensure that the planned actions
are taken. The Environmental Co-ordinator is cur-
rently undertaking a review of progress.

A full costing of the actions was not possible as
not all stakeholders completed Document S (see
illustration below) for each project or work-area, in
spite of assistance being offered by Environmental
Co-ordinator. We would recommend that should
any other UKOT undertake a similar approach the
format of these prototype forms which we were
testing should perhaps be re-designed as a simple
guestionnaire showing resource implications.

The current review is proving very time consuming
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Environment Charter Strategy for Action - Implementation Activities

Mote that not all boxes will apply to every activity. Please expand each box as necessary.

Cross-reference to strategy document (if applicable)

Environment Chartercommitmert this addresses

Lead implementing organisation

Contact person

Other main orgs invohved

Objective
Qutputs

Intended outcomes

Project activities

Exit atrategyisustainability fwhere appropriate)

Project status (new, current, efc)

For current project: Dates of projectfactivity

For current project: Budget head andfor external funding body

For proposed projects:
-Proposed budget
~Likely funding sounce

Ay other relevant information
Title of projectiactivityltask

Project summary

Date this form completed and by whom

Please e-mail completed form to pienkowski@lci: co.uk and [sabel@sainthelena gov sh

Blank Form S

for Environmental Co-ordinator using a process
agreed by EACF. The Environmental Co-ordina-
tor is visiting each department/section/NGO/in-
dividual to interview them about their respective
actions, problems, future plans and constraints.
The findings will be presented to EACF and then
to Executive Council. It will provide the basis for
the Action Plan for 2007-8.

Advantages of using TCI model

We found several advantages of using the TCI
model:

1. Resources on Island: it allowed the best use of
our very limited human and financial resource to
develop the strategy.

2. Method: The lead facilitator had already learned
in developing the TCI pilot model and refined his
approach for St Helena — we did not need to re-
invent the wheel!

3. Time: Building on experience of the facilitators,
the process of designing and agreeing the strategy
documents took one year with two visits by con-
sultants as opposed to 4 visits to TCI.

4. Audit: It proved good value to OTEP as the
funding provider and to St Helena as the user.

Plans to develop air access and a recent approach
to investigate our marine heritage have highlighted
environmental concerns in St Helena and raised
public awareness of the importance of conserving
the environment for sustainable, eco- and heritage
tourism.

St Helena values the outputs of the OTEP project
and the Strategy to Implement the Environment
Charter, and would like to thank TCI and
UKOTCF, DFID and FCO for their support.

Endemic wirebird on nest
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The implementation of the Environment Charter in the

Falkland Islands

Dominique Giudicelli, Environmental Planning Officer, Falkland Islands Government

Giudicelli, D. 2007. The implementation of the Environment Charter in the Falk-
land Islands. pp 77-81 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12t

October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,

www.ukotcf.org

This presentation is a summary of progress in implementing the Environment Char-
ter in the Falkland Islands and developing a co-ordinating strategy.

Dominique Giudicelli, Environmental Planning Officer, Falkland Islands
Government, Stanley, Falkland Islands FIQQ 1ZZ.
dgiudicelli.planning@taxation.gov.fk

The Environment Charter was signed in 2001.
Since that time, much progress in its implementa-
tion has taken place in the islands.

A Conservation and Biodiversity Officer was ap-
pointed in 2003. This was funded in the main by
the FCO through OTEP. The officer produced a
draft Conservation and Biodiversity Strategy with
two “sister” documents. These are a “baseline
survey” for the island’s biodiversity and a report on
“trends and pressures” which gives an idea of what
changes are taking place affecting biodiversity. All
documents were produced in 2005 and still need to
be updated to a final version.

The Conservation Officer left in April 2005 as it
was a 2-year project. This departure highlighted a
great gap in “environmental” capacity within the
government.

The government has consistently funded a large
number of environmental/conservation projects in
two ways: firstly by giving significant core grants
to the main NGO, Falklands Conservation, and

its own “Environmental Budget” which is used to
fund a number of conservation and environmental
enhancement projects.

It has become clear that, in order to implement
better the Environmental Charter — and, more
specifically, to complete the Conservation and
Biodiversity Strategy which is regarded as a criti-
cal document for the future of the island’s biodi-
versity — capacity is needed on a permanent basis,
within the government. Consequently, part of the
Environmental Budget has been used to appoint a
permanent and full-time officer and appointment is
taking place at present.

This is an exciting development, as it is the first
permanent post created specifically to deal with
conservation and the environment in the Falklands.
It should help to involve the community in play-
ing a stronger part in conserving the outstanding
biodiversity of the islands. It will also help to meet
the growing number of international obligations in
a meaningful manner.

The Environment Charter (2001) sets out commit-
ments which are a mix of strategic policy objec-
tives and specific undertakings.

1 Bring stakeholders to formulate detailed
Strategy.

» Adraft Conservation and Biodiversity Strategy
(CBS) and 2 “sister” documents: Trends and Pres-
sures and A Baseline Survey, are in place since
2005.

» CBS has had some stakeholder involvement
(priority setting workshop, 2005).
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Monitor
Progress
After 5 years to

assSess progress

Review of

Strateqy

Background Reports

Baseline Survey
2004 update

<; Conservation

& biodiversity

Strategy
Sets out policy
context, key themes
& sub-themes and
the actions and
projects which
implement th

Action Plans

Main Project
Documents

\/I_ i Trends &
Pressures

L]

Species &
Habitat

2 Protection and restoration of key habi-
tats.

* Identified in draft CBS as a priority — CBS pro-

motes whole ecosystem approach which fits in well
with habitat management.

» Falkland Islands Structure Plan and Stanley
Town Plan — 2004. For future sustainable devel-
opment... contains policies promoting habitat
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management.

* Land is mostly in private
ownership which can be chal-
lenging for habitat manage-
ment

» National Nature Reserve
(NNR) legislation is weak

— however, some Manage-
ment Plans are being drafted,
including habitat-specific
objectives and resources.

» Grants to NGOs for rat
clearance and study of in-
vasive species (£ 20K in
2005/06)

» Biosecurity Strategy: (Dec
2004). Some recommenda-
tions deal with the control of

Example from Falkland Islands Structure Plan
invasive species and their risk to wildlife.

3 Environmental considerations integrated
within socio-economic planning

 All Executive Council reports have a checklist
which includes consideration of environmental
considerations.

 Structure and Town Plans promote sustainable
development and are considered in all new devel-
opment proposals

Biosecurity Strategy (dec 2004)

There |s potential for exolic organisms o enter the Falkland |slands through a wide range of

pathways and for damage to be caused to agriculure, native species or fisheries. The

ikeliood of damaging organisms entering and establishing in the Falkland Islands in any one

year is small, The impacts, however, can be very large

Proposal 1. That a specific information pack on biosecurity concerns in the
Falkland Islands and the management of those risks associataed with yachts
be developed and supplied to all visiting yachts at their first port of call. This
pack should include inform ation on the risks of pet escapes, hull fouling,
unapproved foods use. GASH disposal and visits to sensitive wildlife sites.

Froposal 2. That FIG work with crulse ship operators and local tour operators
to ensure that, where appropriate, there is compliance with IAATO guidelines
and that for visitors fo Port William there is a biosecurity advisory programme.

Proposal 3. That passengers from cruise ships be prohibited from bringing
food for consum ption ashore.

Proposal 4. That inform ation networks such as those available to Falkland
Conservation and the Agriculture Department on international disease trends
in birds and wildlife are used to target higher risk ships or visitors based on
previous ports visited,
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4 Environmental Impact Assessment

» Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) regu-
lations as part of Planning Ordinance (2005) based
on European Directive

» EIlAregulations within the Offshore Minerals
Ordinance (1994)

5 Consultative decision-making

» The Environmental Committee is important in
that it makes key environmental recommendations
to FIG.

» Stakeholders participate in discussions and deci-
sions (see picture below)

» Open to the public which is a key aspect of
democratic decision making in the islands.

6 Implement Multilateral Agreements

Implemented

¢ Convention for the International Trade in En-
dangered Species (CITES)

» Agreement for the Conservation of Albatross
and Petrels (ACAP)(2004)

» Kyoto Protocol (2006)

¢ The London Convention on the Prevention of
Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other
Matter, 1972

¢ The Ramsar Convention

Not implemented yet:

¢ The Aarhus Convention on Access to Informa-
tion and Environmental Justice.

» The Convention on Biodiversity (CBD)

» The Cartagena Protocol (under the auspices of
the CBD)

¢ The Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed
Consent (PIC)

¢ The Stockholm Convention on Persistent Or-
ganic Pollutants (POPSs)

7 Review quality of baseline data for natu-
ral resources and biodiversity

» Baseline Survey (2005) intended as a “live”
document to be updated regularly

» Most other documents subject to reviews (e.g.
Structure and Town Plans)

8 Polluter pays legislation and policies

» Fortunate not to have much pollution
 Legislation not comprehensive (e.g. no equiva-
lent to UK’s Environmental Protection Act 1990).
* Any new development can be controlled (and
enforced) through Planning Ordinance by means of
conditions
 Structure and Town Plans
contain Policies which aim
to allow development which
does not allow unacceptable
environmental impacts

9 Encourage teaching
within schools to promote
local environment and
“act global”

¢ One NGO has much
involvement with children
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by means of its “watch group”.
OTEP funded 18 month place-
ment of Primary School teacher
in Falkland and Ascension
islands.

* Many teachers use local en-
vironment as example in class-
rooms.

10 Promote publications for
islands biodiversity to in-
crease awareness

* All new publications are sub-
ject to public consultation. Use of
radio and local press is extensive.

11 Abide by principles in Rio Declaration.

* Improvement is taking place in many parts of
principles. Current new appointment of full time
“environmental officer” will accelerate implemen-
tation of charter.

Future directions:

» Completion of Conservation & Biodiversity
Strategy and sister documents

» Implementation of actions (and parallel alloca-
tion of resources)

* target “camp” [i.e. areas outside the capital,
Stanley] to support diversification initiatives which
enhance biodiversity e.g.: “set aside”(habitat resto-
ration), visitor management schemes.
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Collaborating with the Organisation of Eastern
Caribbean States Model towards Environment Charter
Implementation: Anguilla’s Approach

Karim Hodge, Anguilla Director of Environment

Hodge, K. 2007. Collaborating with the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States
Model towards Environment Charter Implementation: Anguilla’s Approach. pp
82-85 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas
Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed.

M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The Caribbean Overseas Territories that are members of the Organisation of East-
ern Caribbean States (OECS) have signed the St George’s Declaration of Princi-
ples for Environmental Sustainability in the OECS, and therefore must implement
the instruments of the Declaration as well as those of the UK Overseas Territories
Environment Charter. Close scrutiny of both documents has indicated that they are
quite similar and there is no philosophy or provision in one that is in discord with
the other. Therefore any course of action that will lead to the satisfactory implemen-
tation of one will satisfy the execution of the other. This presentation summarises
Anguilla’s approach and progress in this regard.

Karim Hodge, Director of Environment, Government of Anguilla, P O Box 60,
Parliament Drive, The Valley, Anguilla. karim.hodge@gov.ai

In recent years, the Government of Anguilla
has increasingly recognised the strategic
advantage of environmental management and
conservation. In response to changing pres-
sures from stakeholders such as the electorate,
environmental groups, local communities, and
the island’s administering power, Anguilla
and Anguillians have realized that they need
to analyse strategically their developmental
context, and integrate ecological principles
into their comprehensive national development
strategies. In deciding on an environmental
strategy, the country engaged in a process of
analysis that focused on the internal factors,
such as the resources, infrastructures, and the
dependence on the fragile tourism sector.

Despite the advancement in knowledge and
practices in the area of strategic environmen-
tal management and conservation, Anguilla
was struggling to find the right mix and fit for
an environmental strategy that will allow it

to meet its regional and international obliga-
tions, as well as its commitment to sustainable
national development. As had been found in
other islands in the region during the early to
mid 1990s, there was a potentially caustic gap
that existed between what strategies were in

place and what was really needed to achieve
the desired results.

Governments in the Organisation of Eastern
Caribbean States (OECS) recognised that the
absence of a sub-regional corridor towards
environmental protection and management
was an inevitable time-bomb waiting to ex-
plode. OECS, of which Anguilla is an associ-
ate member, at the 3rd Meeting of the OECS
Environment Policy Committee in September
1999, requested that the OECS Secretariat
prepare an “OECS Charter for Environmental
Management” and “a regional strategy...that
will become the framework for environmental
management” in the region. While the gesta-
tion period lasted two years, to their credit,
the OECS Ministers of Environment signed
the St George’s Declaration of Principles for
Environmental Sustainability in the OECS
(SGD), at St George’s, Grenada in April 2001.
Last month (September 2006), the SGD was
revised by the OECS Member States to ensure
that the key biodiversity conventions and other
international and regional declarations, as well
as international strategies and plans of actions,
are now incorporated in the revised SGD.
Drawing from the examples of the devel-
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oped world and the international community,
where MEAs are signed and the reporting

and enforcement are left to the prerogative of
the member country, the OECS called upon
member countries to develop a National En-
vironmental Management Strategies (NEMS).
The NEMS remains the key mechanism for
implementing the SGD at the national level.
These strategies also offer Member States the
opportunity to set and pursue national goals
and targets in addition to, or at a more rapid
pace than, those included in the SGD. Addi-
tionally, the NEMS provide an instrument for
tracking progress towards the goals and targets
of the SGD and for communicating with other
Member States, national partners and regional
institutions on that progress.

Moving from the regional context to a more
national focus, we see that the preparation of a
National Environmental Management Strategy
and Action Plan (NEMS) for Anguilla is in fact
a requirement of the Government in discharge
of its obligations under the St George’s Decla-
ration (SGD) of Principles for Environmental
Sustainability in the OECS, 2001. There are
21 Principles that have been prescribed in

the SGD. Anguilla, like other OECS Mem-
ber States, has agreed to utilise these in the
governance of national affairs. Most of these
Principles are directly relevant to the opera-
tions of the Ministries and statutory agencies
in Anguilla.

The fundamental challenge for environmental
conservation & management in Anguilla is

to ensure levels of environmental quality that
maximise opportunity for economic and social
development for present and future genera-
tions, without compromising the integrity and
sustainability of biological diversity, environ-
mental and cultural assets. This challenge is
accentuated by the vision of the present gov-
ernment’s Manifesto. This suggests that the
achievement of economic growth, international
competitiveness and improved quality of life
are largely dependent on the appreciation and
management of the environment. Do not get
me wrong: while the road ahead is a long and
arduous one, it would be invidious of me if |

did not acknowledge that the implementation
of the NEMS and the SGD have already begun
to bear much fruit in Anguilla.

Examples of Implementation Successes
based on the 21 Principles of the SGD:-

Principle 2 - Integrate Environmental Con-
siderations into National Social & Economic
Development Plans, Policies and Programmes

Accomplishment — Government, by virtue

of both policy and practice, has made EIAs a
standard requirement for ALL tourism related
developments and projects. This principle is
also evident when one looks at the inclusion
and active involvement of the Department of
Environment and the Anguilla National Trust
in all national discussions relating to economic
and social development. Moreover, we have
seen the Government of Anguilla begin to
mandate to new tourism-related developers
that portions of lands they acquire must be
allocated to green space and/or protected areas.

Principle 3 - Improve Legal & Institutional
Frameworks

Accomplishment — Through funding from
OTEP, the Government of Anguilla has been
able to commence, and are in fact almost ready
to introduce, revised environmental ordinances
in some cases, and introduce new legislation
in other cases. Beneficiaries of this project
have been the Anguilla National Trust, which
now boasts a revised ordinance that gives them
more legal teeth to achieve their mandate; the
Environmental Health (Public Health) Unit,
the Department of Fisheries & Marine Re-
sources, and the Department of Environment
who, as a result of this initiative, are going
through a restructuring and refocusing exer-
cise.

Principle 4 - Ensure Meaningful Participation
by Civil Society in Decision-making

Accomplishment — Anguilla’s implementation
of the NEMS has brought about a new surge
in CBOs. Even more astonishing is the Gov-
ernment’s willingness to build the capacity of
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civil society organisations to be able not only
to participate in decision-making processes,
but also to be able to assist in environmen-

tal conservation and management. Through
partnerships with the Anguilla National Trust,
Anguilla Beautification Club and ALHCS En-
vironmental Club, young people in particular
are being given a new lease on life by having
them help shape the direction and sustainabil-
ity of the country. As an Associate Member
of the OECS, Anguilla’s civil society is able
to tap financial and technical resources from
the UNDP Global Environment Fund (GEF)
Small Grants Programme (SGP) to assist in
environmental projects covering POPs, Land
Degradation, Climate Change, Biodiversity,
and International Waters. The reality is that,
without our membership in OECS and our
implementation of the NEMS — which are
two of the criteria stipulated by the UNDP for
an island from the sub-region to participate

— Anguilla would have been lagging behind
and would have been the laughing stock of the
sub-region.

Principle 12 - Protect Cultural & Natural Herit-
age

Accomplishment — Anguilla is rich in both
cultural and natural heritage resources. With
its revised Marine Parks Bill, Anguilla Na-
tional Trust Ordinance and the vesting of key
terrestrial areas as national protected areas,

the Government of Anguilla’s actions in this
regard are a testament to its implementation

of the NEMS and the SGD. To accentuate the
continuous work on this principle, plans are
afoot for a regional workshop on Leadership
and Governance of Marine Protected Areas

to be held in Anguilla in November that will
address the management and protection of Ma-
rine Parks. We in Anguilla realise that without
collaboration with our sub-regional partners,
the protection of sea turtles in our waters vis-
a-vis our moratorium will prove futile if they
are allowed to be harvested in another. Conse-
quently, our work as a nation in this area is not
only confined to Anguilla but in fact stretches
to the sub-region.

Principle 13 - Protect & Conserve Biological
Diversity

Demonstrating the Government’s recognition
that effective development truly requires sound
environmental considerations, the Executive
Council approved on the 4th October 2001,

the Native Plant and Habitat Conservation
(Biodiversity) Policy as a commitment to
maximising the potential of the diverse natural
resources of Anguilla. There are partnerships
with RSPB, Society for the Conservation and
Study of Caribbean Birds (SCSCB), WWK-
UK, Durrell Wildlife Conservation Trust and
others, so that biodiversity conservation is on a
strong footing in Anguilla.

Article 17 - Negotiate & Implement Multi-Lat-
eral Environmental Agreements (MEAS)

Accomplishment — Again, the implementa-
tion of the NEMS and the SGD required the
involvement of the OTEP. Through funding
from OTEP, Anguilla has been able to make
significant strides towards the achievement of
this principle. As a UK Overseas Territory,
should Anguilla want to conform to certain
MEAs, it must request that HM Government
extend the necessary MEAs to the island.
However, there were certain legislative frame-
works that needed to be put in place and the
OTEP project entitled “Technical Assistance
for Drafting Environmental/Conservation
Legislation for MEA Extension” provided the
necessary resources to facilitate this process.
This project has already yielded the output of a
revised Anguilla National Trust Act, a Conser-
vation Easement Act and an Anguilla Interna-
tional Trade in Endangered Species Act. These
three pieces of legislation will be put before
Government for approval before the end of
2006 for full approval, gazetting, and passage
through the House of Assemble/Cabinet. There
was also a considerable amount of public
awareness that was built into this project and
has yielded significant comments, and support
form the community. This project comes to
close during July 2007. However, before that,
two other outstanding pieces of legislation
remain to be completed:
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a) National Biodiversity and Cultural Heritage
Act — this deals more with national biodiver-
sity, ecosystems, species, biodiversity-related
MEAs, and

b) An Environment Protection Act — this deals
with pollution prevention control, waste etc.
Both these two pieces of legislation are in their
first draft.

What should be evident from the examples
presented above is that the implementation of
the NEMS and SGD has catalysed tangible en-
hancements in environmental management in
Anguilla. In this context, | am using the term
“tangible enhancements” to refer to observ-
able and broad improvement in environmental
quality. The NEMS has been instrumental in
identifying what should be done and the agen-
cies that should do it. Ultimately, we know
however, that the Anguilla’s National Environ-
mental Management Strategy will be success-
ful only if, through implementing the measures
it identifies, environmental considerations are
routinely incorporated into decision-making at
all levels and in all sectors.

NEMS vs. UK Environment Charter

Some agencies and in unique cases individu-
als have sought to bring pressure to bear on
Anguilla for what is perceived by them as
refusal and/or failure to implement the UK
Environment Charter. What is even more
disheartening is that those who have sought
to brand Anguilla as lacking environmental
prioritisation are the same ones who are miss-
ing the mark when it comes to understanding
the complementary and harmonising role that
the UK Environment Charter plays to the SGD
- NEMS or vice versa.

When they are placed side by side one can
only assume that both the SGD-NEMS and
UK Environment Charter documents are mir-
rors of each other. There is no question that
Anguilla has not been flying the flag of the
UK Environment Charter that it signed with
H. M. Government in September 2001; but
that is because any attempt to implement the
Charter on its own and the SGD-NEMS on its

own would prove a wastage of resources and a
duplication of efforts. The reality is that the 11
Commitments of the Government of Anguilla
as articulated in the Charter are IN FACT
being achieved and being worked towards
through the implementation of the NEMS and
the SGD. Every one of the Charter’s Com-
mitments is covered under a Principle of the
SGD-NEMS. Commitment 4 requiring EIAs
be conducted as part of major projects is in
fact a policy and a practice in Anguilla. Com-
mitment 3, which calls for a multi-sectoral
approach to consumption and production is
covered under Principle 2 of the SGD-NEMS
and as aforementioned is in fact being imple-
mented. Commitment 6, which addresses the
extension of MEAs is yet another clear exam-
ple of how these two agreements are working
hand in glove to ensure that Anguilla remains
on course to “meeting the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs.”

The era of competing environmental policies
and programmes are long gone. We are at a
crossroads in our developmental stage and we
must be sure to look at what is essential and
what is practical and pragmatic for Anguilla
amidst its limited resources. This focus on An-
guilla does not require us to discard the NEMS
or the Environment Charter. What it calls

for, and what Anguilla has made a deliberate
decision to do, is to ensure that they continue
to complement, enhance and accentuate each
other. We in Anguilla find that it is easier to
achieve the mandates of the Charter by imple-
menting the NEMS.

As | close, allow me to leave you with the
philosophy of the Department of Environ-
ment on the matter of the SGD-NEMS vs. the
UK Environment Charter. Our philosophy

is that “Together We Aspire...Together We
Achieve...and it is ONLY through collabora-
tion of both Agreements that Anguilla will in
fact move closer to ensuring there is preserva-
tion for generations, which will be achieved
because of our strength and endurance.”

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 85



Bermuda’s biodiversity strategy implementation and its
Environment Charter
Jennifer Gray, Bermuda Conservation Service, Bermuda Zoological Society & Bermuda

Audubon Society

Gray, G. 2007. Bermuda’s biodiversity strategy implementation and its Environ-
ment Charter. pp 86-90 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12t
October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,
www.ukotcf.org

The Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan have been more than just the publication
of a document. Rather, it has been a process in which people from a wide range of
backgrounds have come together to exchange ideas, develop solutions which are
grounded in reality, and provide a clear, step-by-step approach for ensuring that our
conservation targets can be met.

In 2000 the Government of Bermuda embraced and supported the concept of the
BSAP which was officially launched by the Ministry of the Environment at the
UKOT Conference hosted in Bermuda in March 2003

In September of 2005 the Ministry of the Environment hired a BSAP coordinator
and provided an operating budget for implementation. The Biodiversity Strategy
and Action Plan Coordinator, under the direction of the Director of Conservation
Service, administers and supports the implementation of the BSAP. By liaising with
all key stakeholders to monitor, promote and report on actions identified in the plan
we can better facilitate progress toward its stated objectives. The BSAP provides a
forum for us to work together, to learn from each other and exchange ideas, and to
build on the very strong foundations that already exist to protect our unique wildlife.

To date numerous meetings with stakeholders have been held to review existing
commitments, document progress and assess the relevance and potential impact

of each BSAP action based on current issues and needs. To complete this process
many more meetings and workshops will be held in 2006. This essential and time
consuming process will lead the way to increased positive and coordinated action for
conserving our biodiversity and their associated habitats through a widely accepted
and effectively current plan of action.

Increased collaboration amongst NGOs and with Government agencies has been

accomplished and reporting of progress toward objectives is being pursued. It is
intended that by the end of 2006 a full re-
port detailing progress to date will be made
available to all stakeholders. Enhanced
monitoring and reporting of activities will
be an integral part of any fresh collabora-
tion moving forward.

In addition to strengthening ties with
NGOs and members of the community
efforts have also been initiated to increase
public awareness of conservation issues.
These include but are not limited to pub-
lishing of conservation ads, improved com-
munity outreach and engagement through
the implementation of an interactive BSAP
list serve, an innovative Conservation Serv-
ices Website, public lectures, educational
programmes and increased media coverage
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on conservation issues. Action for the environment as outlined in the BSAP is the
driving force behind a group of volunteers who meet regularly to serve the environ-
mental community under the BSAP coordinator.

A major boost toward the implementation of the BSAP and the Environmental
Charter was Bermuda Government’s announcement in January of 2006 to take
receipt of the draft Sustainable Development Plan for Bermuda. In June of 2006 the
Draft Sustainable Development Strategy and Implementation Plan for Bermuda was
released and the public consultation phase launched. A main objective of the plan

is to continue to implement the BSAP. This development ensures central Govern-
ment support in promoting and monitoring the success of the plan. Having BSAP
accepted as a major plank in this keystone plan for the future is a major step forward
for conservation in Bermuda.

Jennifer Gray, (Bermuda Conservation Service, Bermuda Zoological Society &
Bermuda Audubon Society) Bermuda Government Conservation Services,
P O Box FL145, Flatts, Bermuda FLBX. jagray-c@gov.bm

The Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for

Bermuda is not just a document that sits on a

shelf. Rather, it has been a process in which

people from a wide range of backgrounds have

come together to exchange ideas, develop

solutions which are real and are provided in a

clear, step-by-step approach for ensuring that

our conservation targets can be met. The plan

is focused around the following twelve main

objectives:

» Improved coordination, collaboration and
communication between key stakeholders

* Integration of biodiversity conservation
throughout Government

» Improved biodiversity education and train-
ing

* Increased public awareness

* Increased active participation by the com-
munity

 Provision of appropriate economic incen-
tives

 Revision of legislation to address gaps

» Ensuring effective enforcement

» Revision and development of management
plans for species and habitats

 Strengthening of protection through pro-
tected areas system

* Increased management-oriented research
and monitoring

 Securing of public and private financing

The efforts of the Bermuda Biodiversity
Project team and the Department of Conserva-
tion Services have shown that collaboration

across organizations and a passion for what
you want to achieve can lead to success. It
should be noted that the BSAP for Bermuda
was initiated by an NGO resulting in perhaps a
longer time to the goal. Our BSAP took some
five years from inception to implementation.
In 2000 the Government of Bermuda first
embraced the concept of the BSAP and the
consultative process began.

In 2001 the Ministry of the Environment
publicly endorsed the BSAP which was, at that
time, being developed by the Bermuda Biodi-
versity Project and Flora and Fauna Interna-
tional through a grant from the UK Govern-
ments Darwin Initiative.

In 2003, the BSAP was officially launched
during the UKOT conference hosted in Ber-
muda. It was recognized by our Government
that the plan would support our commitment
to the Environmental Charter and our desire to
meet the international obligations as laid out
by the CBD.

An essential component of BSAP was the es-
tablishment of a coordinating unit. In 2005 the
Government cemented its commitment to the
plan by appointing a full time employee tasked
with coordinating, facilitating and monitoring
implementation of the plan by the many lead
and partner agencies. By the end of 2005 the
office of the BSAP Coordinator was occupied
and an operating budget in place.
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Getting all our ‘ducks in a row’ was the first
challenge of the coordinator. The BSAP is
some 68 pages jam-packed with 400 activities
identified to support 77 actions under each of
the 12 aforementioned objectives and involves
a multitude of stakeholders.

Numerous meetings with stakeholders have
been held to review existing commitments,
document progress and assess the relevance
and potential

impact of each

BSAP action based

on current issues

and needs. In this

monitoring process

increased col-

laboration amongst

NGO’s and with

Government agen-

cies has been ac-

complished. Itis

intended, to have

a full report made

widely available.

Enhanced monitor-

ing and reporting of

activities will be an

integral part of any

fresh collaboration

moving forward.

There are too many
completed activi-
ties and successes
to report on in the
time given today
but a few are worth
mentioning. The
creation of an envi-
ronmental coalition
called ECO has
been particularly
effective. ECO
is comprised of
delegates from each
of the fifteen or
more environmental
NGQO'’s, Govern-
ment representa-
tives and a few key individuals. The group
meets regularly to share knowledge, discuss
the issues of the day and most importantly sup-
port each other in efforts to promote a better
Bermuda.

In addition to strengthening ties with NGO’s
and members of the community efforts have
also been initiated to increase public aware-
ness of conservation issues. These include but
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are not limited to the publishing of conserva-
tion ads, improved community outreach and
engagement through the design of an interac-
tive BSAP list serve, planning for an innova-
tive Conservation Services Website, public lec-
tures, educational programmes and increased
media coverage on conservation issues. An
Environmental Youth Conference organised by
the BSAP coordinating unit in collaboration
with NGO’s and experts in the field targeted
youth delegates and teachers from all schools
in the islands in an exciting and full pro-
gramme of environmental learning.

Action for the environment as outlined in the
BSAP is the driving force behind a group of
volunteers who meet regularly to serve the
environmental community under the BSAP
coordinator.

A BSAP Steering Committee has been estab-
lished and meets regularly to guide the direc-
tion of the BSAP. They will review financial
plans and programmes, identify priority
actions moving forward; supervise BSAP’s

performance and the process of receiving and
dispersing funds.

A major boost toward the implementation of
the BSAP and the Environmental Charter was
Bermuda Governments announcement in Janu-
ary of 2006 to take receipt of the draft Sustain-
able Development Plan for Bermuda. In June
of 2006 the Draft Sustainable Development
Strategy and Implementation Plan for Ber-
muda was released and the public consultation
phase launched. The BSAP has been embraced
as a pillar of that plan. This recent develop-
ment ensures central Government support in
promoting and monitoring the success of the
BSAP.

There is no doubt that there is an environmen-
tal awakening emerging in Bermuda and we
hope that the BSAP will be the tool that brings
this awakening to an island-wide change in
behaviours that will benefit our precious biodi-
versity.
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Tristan da Cunha Biodiversity Action Plan 2006-2010

Simon Glass, Conservation Officer, Tristan da Cunha

Glass, S. 2007. Tristan da Cunha Biodiversity Action Plan 2006-2010. pp 91-92
in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Ter-
ritories and other small island communities, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

A presentation was given on the Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) for Tristan. The
presentation gave a brief outline of the BAP and outlined what issues went well with
the BAP and what did not go so well, as well as lessons learnt.

Simon Glass, Conservation Officer, Government of Tristan da Cunha,
Tristan da Cunha. tdcenquiries@stratosnet.com

Background

The biodiversity of Tristan is of global importance
and faces significant threats. At the same time live-
lihoods (fishing, tourism) on Tristan are dependent
on the conservation of its natural assets. The pur-
pose of the Darwin project was to strengthen local
capacity on Tristan so that biodiversity is conserved
and therefore livelihoods secured in the long-term.

Vision

The vision is to
enable the people
of Tristan da
Cunha, in part-
nership with or-
ganisations from
around the world,
specifically UK
and South Africa,
to halt or in the
case of some spe-
cies and habitats,
reverse the rate

of biodiversity decline on Tristan.
Objectives

1. Conservation is integrated into all Government
programmes, policies and plans.

2. Support for biodiversity conservation is
strengthened on Tristan.

3. Tristanians have the capacity to manage biodi-
versity effectively.

4. The impact of invasive alien species is reduced
or eliminated.

5. The sustainable use and management of the
marine environment is enhanced.

6. The knowledge of Tristan’s key habitats and spe-
cies is increased.

Achievements and lessons

A major achievement of the project is that Tristan
is now in a stronger position to manage effec-
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tively its biodiversity. A biodiversity action plan

is prepared, an environment fund established,
conservation laws have been revised, a conserva-
tion office is under construction, a satellite com-
munication system is in place and Tristanians have
been trained. The Government has demonstrated
its commitment to biodiversity by employing a
local conservation officer full time to take forward
proposals in the BAP. Another major achievement
is that the entire population were aware of the
project. Every family has had the opportunity to be
involved.

Activities that did not go so well was the estab-
lishment of the monitoring systems. Fieldworkers
were trained to use one method of monitoring for

two summers,
which was
changed in
the third year.
They had to
learn new
methods with-
in a period of
three months.
It is important
that methods
are agreed at
the start of a
project and
stay the same
to avoid con-
fusion among
fieldworkers.

The main lessons learnt were it took more time
than expected to conduct fieldwork because of the
terrain and climate. Also it will not be possible for
the Tristan Island Government alone to carry out
all the activities set out in the Biodiversity Ac-
tion Plan - some external assistance is required for
bigger projects such as rodent eradication and the
continuation of the invertebrate survey.
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An approach to strategic environmental planning in a
Crown Dependency
Roland Gauvain, Alderney Wildlife Trust

An Overview

Gauvain, R. 2007. An approach to strategic environmental planning in a Crown
Dependency. pp 93-94 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12t
October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,
www.ukotcf.org

The presentation placed Alderney within the structure of the Crown Dependencies,
and outlined Alderney’s current position in regards to environmental legislation,
policy and strategy. It then considered the potential for making use of the Environ-
mental Charter framework, covering the Trust’s /States [Government] of Alderney’s
plans to use the Charter as a policy framework to help with the development of local
strategic planning - as well as the potential for the long-term integration within this
of, for example, the Ramsar Management Strategy.

Roland Gauvain, Alderney Wildlife Trust, 34 Victoria Street, St Anne, Alderney
GY93TA, Channel Islands. manager@alderneywildlife.org

What’s Missing on Alderney

Alderney is part of the Bailiwick of Guernsey. Al- Local government has no formal responsibility for
derney is self-governing apart from some key serv- its environment. Consequently, there is as yet no
ices managed by the Bailiwick. The main island is  policy framework. There is one bird protection act.
9 km? of land but Alderney owns and controls its Otherwise, there is no environmental or environ-
own seabed of 150 km?. The human population is mental impact assessment (EIA) legislation.

2400.
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There is no island plan, economic, social, building
or environment. There is no civil servant with a
responsibility for the environment

Alderney is included in UK’s ratification of the
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands and the Bonn
Convention on Migratory Species, but not to most
other relevant multilateral environmental agree-
ments. Under the Ramsar Convention, Alderney re-
cently designated the first Wetland of International
Importance in the Bailiwick.

Finding AWay In

The Alderney Wildlife Trust was formed in 2002 to
start to rectify the imbalance.

The government has acknowledged the need for
environmental protection and the EIA concept has

been accepted in green-belt planning issues
An Environmental Charter

Alderney is using the UKOT example of Environ-
ment Charters to drive forward a process. How-
ever, this is being done in isolation by government
and NGO in Alderney, without support from the
UK Government or the Bailiwick of Guernsey
support

The Environmental Charter is being used as a
statement of intent in a new island plan, linking
environment with all other aspects of island life.
The process is running parallel to the development
of the Marine Consents Act, which includes an EIA
frame-work.
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Multilateral Environmental Agreements and UKOTs/CDs - a
need for more guidance?
Elizabeth Charter, Head of Isle of Man Wildlife & Conservation Division

Charter, E. 2007. Multilateral Environmental Agreements and UKOTs/CDs - a
need for more guidance? pp 95-97 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on
conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey
6% to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation
Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Some of the internationally most important wildlife on British soil (and waters) is in
Overseas Territories. As such we need to use the international agreements system to
protect it. Despite help which has been given to assist territories in meeting the ob-
ligations of the agreements to which they have signed up, there is still scope to raise
the profile of conservation in some places and to raise awareness of the importance
of the unique and endemic wildlife present. It is difficult for islands which are non-
sovereign states to be players on their own in international conservation. | am all too
aware how familiarity with rare or internationally important species and habitats on
the Isle of Man leads to reduced sense of urgency in conserving them, In this short
presentation, several questions are raised for colleagues to consider, including:
Which key agreements?

How do these conventions work and what do they all aim to do?

How should they be used by Governments?

How can they be used by NGOs?

How can the HM Govt help, and what would participants like to see in the way of
support for international level conservation?

Elizabeth Charter, BSc, MSc, MIEEM, Senior Wildlife and Conservation Officer,
Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, Isle of Man Government,
Knockaloe, Patrick Peel 1M5 3AJ, Isle of Man. liz.charter@gov.im

Introduction in 1998, the Island had agreed to the UK ratification
being extended to the Island for a number of agree-
The purpose of this short presentation is to iden- ments, including Ramsar and Bonn (Convention
tify ways in which the Isle of Man has sought on Migratory Species). It has taken some time to
guidance on Multilateral Environmental Agree- start to comply with the Ramsar, but last month the
ments (MEASs) and ask what would be useful to first Ramsar site at Ballaugh Curragh was formally
other islands. launched. We have been working towards having a

Despite help which has been given to assist
territories in meeting the obligations of the
agreements to which they have signed up,
there is still scope to raise the profile of con-
servation in some places and to raise aware-
ness of the importance of the unique and
endemic wildlife present. The Isle of Man,
like Jersey, is without an Environmental
Charter, but finds the MEAs very valuable to
provide the drivers for conservation.

Some key agreements

Before the Wildlife Office was established
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wetland inventory, and currently there is a database
officer working on that project. In addition, it has
been enormously valuable to be able to accompany
the UK delegation to the Ramsar Conferences of
Parties.

The Island has yet to embrace the Convention

on Biological Diversity. At the suggestion of a
Defra officer, we invited the World Conservation
Monitoring Centre to undertake an evaluation of
what we were doing and what we had still to do to
comply. We found we were already well down the
road to meeting the requirements. In view of the
aspirational nature of this convention, it is possible
to sign up and work towards compliance slowly

as resources become available. The question we
are facing, and which may arise elsewhere, is: is

it better to become a signatory without resources
and trust that resources will be come available after
signing, or wait for agreement to commit resources
before recommending signing?

Complying with Convention on International Trade
in Endangered Species (CITES) requirements
when not in the EU but part of a common trading
area has created a particular difficulty for the Isle
of Man. It is a difficulty which we have still to re-
solve, and we are requesting a bilateral agreement

with the EU to enable us to be treated as part of the
EU for the purpose of CITES, while agreeing to
adopt mirror legislation.

Obtaining international recognition for the habitats
and species present on the Isle of Man is important
— but to Overseas Territories, which have some of
the internationally most important wildlife on Brit-
ish soil (and waters), it is even more significant.
We need to use the International agreements sys-
tem to protect it. However it is difficult for islands
which are non-sovereign states to be players on
their own in international conservation.

How do these conventions work and what
do they all aim to do?

For those here who are less familiar with how these
conventions work this is a very brief summary.

Convention text are made up of articles, ratified
once there are enough signatories. Resolutions
from conferences (usually every 3 years) on key
subject areas develop, expand on, and provide
guidance on the intentions in the articles. National
reporting takes place to identify how intentions are
being followed through with action.

Inclusion of UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies in some key multilateral environmental agreements

Territory WHC | Ramsar | CITES | CBD [ CMS [ ASCOBANS | ACAP AEWA | Eurobats | Turtles
Bailiwick of Jersey no yes yes yes yes no - ? yes nla
Bailiwick of Guernsey no yes yes no yes no - ? yes n/a
Isle of Man yes yes yes no yes no yes yes yes n/a
Anguilla yes yes no no no nla - nla n/a nla
Bermuda yes yes yes no yes n/a - n/a n/a n/a
British Antarctic Territory no no no no no nla yes n/a nla nla
British Indian Ocean no yes yes no yes n/a - n/a n/a yes
Territory

British Virgin Islands yes yes yes yes yes no - n/a n/a n/a
Cayman Is yes yes yes yes yes n/a - n/a n/a n/a
Cyprus Sovereign Base Areas | yes yes ? ? yes n/a n/a ? ? n/a
Falkland Is yes yes yes no yes n/a yes n/a n/a n/a
Gibraltar yes yes yes yes yes n/a - - yes n/a
Montserrat yes yes no yes nla - nla nfa nla
Pitcairn Island yes yes yes no yes nla - n/a n/a n/a
St Helena, Tristan da Cunha | yes yes yes yes yes n/a yes no n/a n/a
& Ascension Island (TdC)

South Georgia & South yes yes yes no yes n/a yes n/a n/a n/a
Sandwich Is

Turks & Caicos Is yes yes no no yes n/a - n/a n/a n/a

WHC = World Heritage Convention

Ramsar = Convention on Wetlands

CITES = Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species
CBD = Convention on Biological Diversity

CMS = Bonn Convention on Migratory Species; the following are Agreements under that Convention:
ASCOBANS = Agreement on Small Cetaceans of the Baltic and North Sea

ACAP = Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels
AEWA = Agreement on the African Eurasian Waterbirds

Eurobats = Bats in Europe

Turtles = Indian Ocean Turtle MOU
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HM Government is the contracting party and it
extends the UK ’s ratification to a territory if the
territory’s government request it.

MEAs are more or less dependent on the voluntary
approach by the parties signing up to intentions,
enacting these intentions and then reporting on
their progress. Most articles commit countries to
putting in place legislation to protect species and
habitats, both in situ and from trade.

How should they be used by Governments?

Contracting governments are expected to bring

in legislation, enforce this legislation and report
on how effective they have been in dealing with
the conservation issue. These agreements need to
be referred to in a Territory’s strategic documents
such as planning strategies, Environmental Char-
ters, land use strategies and policies.

UK authorities report for all Overseas Territories
and Crown Dependencies, and attend Conferences
of Parties representing them as well as metropoli-
tan UK. The ways in which Territory’s progress
and actions are included in national reports is an
area for discussion.

How can they be used by NGOs?

The non governmental organisations which are
familiar with the requirements of these conventions
can remind politicians of the commitments they
have made. They also have a role in reminding
governments at reporting time of the good work
done locally by all the partners in conservation
projects which meets the convention’s objectives.

Is there a case for more guidance from
HMG?

It is suggested that HM Government departments
and agencies should be keeping up the dialogue
on what contracting parties should be doing, and
providing resources to train personnel and establish
management systems (capacity building). Critical
stages in conservation which are often not recog-
nised by authorities, and therefore need encourag-
ing are:
 quality biological databases and mapping sys-
tems,
* value of field personnel with identification
skills, and

* local people with habitat management knowl-
edge and skills.

HM Government has a role in ensuring a meaning-
ful reporting process is developed, using reporting
formats which are as clear as possible and avoid
too much overlap between different agreements.
There are opportunities to contract UKOTCF,
IUCN or other organisations to advise, undertake
reviews (e.g. recently on Ramsar), chase potential
funding sources, organise workshops, and perhaps
coordinate volunteer support.

Opening this to the whole conference, what would
delegates like to see in the way of support for inter-
national level conservation?

Other sources of guidance

CBD assessment:
http://www2.wcmec.org.uk/cbd/assessment/index.
html

Harmonisation of reporting:
http://www.unep-wcmc.org/conventions/harmoni-
zation/index.htm
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Poster: Pitcairn Islands Environmental Management Plan

Noeleen Smyth, Steve Waldren, Jim Martin, Botanical, Environmental &
Conservation Consultants and Naomi Kingston, National Parks and Wildlife Service,

Republic of Ireland

Smyth, N., Waldren, S., Martin, J. & Kingston, N. 2007. Pitcairn Islands Environ-
mental Management Plan. pp 98-99 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on
conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey
6" to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation
Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Pitcairn Island, a member of the Pitcairn Group, is located in the South Pacific
Ocean. The island is remote, with a small population and a relatively underdevel-
oped infrastructure. The flora of Pitcairn is unique, with a number of endemic and
endangered species. Challenges exist for nature conservation on the island, includ-
ing invasive non-native species, soil erosion and infrastructural development issues.
Careful environmental management is needed to ensure sustainable development.

Environmental Management Plans are a necessity in the modern age as they promote
the integration of environment with planning and development issues. The aim of
this project is to deliver an Environmental Management Plan for the Pitcairn group
by the end of 2006.This Environmental Management Plan will enable sustainable
development to proceed alongside environmental protection and conservation of
local natural resources. It will provide the framework by which all activities that
impinge on the environment can be regulated to the benefit of the people of Pitcairn
Island and HM Government.

BEC Consultants are sourcing information on policy issues, legislation and island
practices and are working in conjunction with the stakeholders to prioritize the cur-
rent and anticipated environmental concerns. The first draft Environmental Manage-
ment Plan for the Pitcairn group is currently available from:
pitcairncharter@yahoo.ie.

Noeleen Smyth, Steve Waldren & Jim Martin, Botanical, Environmental
& Conservation Consultants, 27 Upper Fitzwilliam Street, Dublin 2, Ireland.
pitcairncharter@yahoo.ie  www.botanicalenvironmental.com;

Naomi Kingston, National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of
Environment and Local Government, 7 Ely Place, Dublin 2, Ireland.
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Facts and Figures

*Pitcairn Island is the only currently inhabited
island in the group with a population of 48
people descendants of the “"Bounty” Mutineers.
Pitcairn, Oeno & Henderson had former
periods of Polynesian occupation

All islands in the group are volcanic in origin with
Oeno, Henderson and Ducie having developed
carbonate caps and formed atolls.

*Pitcairn Group consists of four islands — Pitcairn,
Henderson, Oeno & Ducie (Fig. 1). Total land
area is 43km?2
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« Priority Bird area (Birdlife International)

» 162 species of native vascular plants (20 of which
are endemic) and 250 introduced species.
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e Land use guidelines
¢ Housing guidelines
o Water & waste disposal guidelines

» Conservation of threatened species
e Control of invasive species
 Designation of protected areas

¢ Habitat restoration

e Environmental awareness campaign
¢ Environmental education in school

e Formation of a committee
¢ Funding to support PEMP actions
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Fulfilling HMG commitments - Foreign and Commonwealth

Office

Helen Nellthorp, Deputy Head of Overseas Territories Department, and Shaun Earl,
Overseas Territories Environment Programme Manager, OTD, Foreign & Commonwealth

Office
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Helen Nellthorp, Deputy Head of Overseas Territories Department, and Shaun
Earl, Overseas Territories Environment Programme Manager, OTD, Foreign &
Commonwealth Office, King Charles Street, London SW1A 2AH, UK.

shaun.earl@fco.gov.uk

We are representing the FCO’s Overseas Ter-
ritories Department. UK government has agreed
ten international strategic priorities (SPs). Under
SP10, the FCO leads on co-ordinating HMG’s re-
sponsibility, as set out in the 1999 White Paper on
the Overseas Territories, for the security and good
governance in the Overseas Territories.

As part of our work on this priority, we support the
UK Overseas Territories in their implementation of
international obligations, and support their sustain-
able long-term development.

Since the start of this financial year (2006-7), our
programme work in the UKOTSs has had a more
strategic focus. The UK OT Environment Pro-
gramme (OTEP) is now part of a larger UK OT
Programme Fund (OTPF) of £4.8m. OTPF funds a
wide range of projects and programmes supporting
sustainable development.

The FCO remains strongly committed to support-
ing the UKOTs’ work on the environment. This

is shown by our continued support to OTEP. We
have ring-fenced funds of £469,000 per annum.
We are also prepared to consider good quality
environment-related programmes, particularly
those with a regional focus and evidence of UKOT
government support, for funding under the wider
OTPF.

The most recent OTEP bidding round focuses on:
environmental governance; capacity building;
invasive species; and climate change.

Under the Environment Charters, the UK Govern-
ment and respective UKOT Governments have
made joint commitments to inter alia: recognise

that all people can help to conserve and sustain
their environment; to aim for solutions which
benefit both the environment and development; to
contribute to the protection and improvement of
the global environment; and safeguard and restore
native species and habitats.

We were interested to see Mike Pienkowski’s
presentation at the start of this session. As a start-
ing point for our discussions today it would have
been helpful if you had consulted FCO, DFID and
DEFRA about our progress on our Charter com-
mitments. A number of the UK Government com-
mitments are to assist or facilitate UKOT Govern-
ments — who of course have the lead responsibility
for their environment and government policies.

For the last three years, OTEP has funded projects
in all these areas. Before that, the FCO’s Envi-
ronment Fund also contributed. But many of the
charter commitments do not require large amounts
of funding before they can be implemented. Most
require a moral commitment from governments
and civil society to ensure that environmental con-
siderations are mainstreamed into all policies. We
hope that this week’s conference will contribute

to this process. We also hope that the sharing of
best practice and experiences will be invaluable for
UKOT environmental experts.

The FCO and DFID are pleased that OTEP is

a partner in this conference we hope it leads to
some measurable outcomes in implementation of
the Environment Charters, and ensuring a better
understanding of progress on commitments. We
look forward to continuing to work closely with all
stakeholders.
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Fulfilling HMG commitments - Department for

International Development

Phil Mason, Head of Overseas Territories Department, and Dick Beales, Senior Natu-
ral Resources & Environment Adviser, Department for International Development
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DFID’s Overseas Territories Department (OTD) aims to meet the reasonable devel-

opment needs of the UK Overseas Territories and to promote their self-sufficiency.
It draws its mandate from a combination of DFID’s 1997 White Paper: Eliminating
World Poverty: A Challenge for the 21st Century; the FCO’s 1999 White Paper:
Partnership for Progress and Prosperity: Britain and the Overseas Territories and
the International Development Act 2002 (which expressly provides for assistance
to the territories as an exception to the poverty-reduction criterion that applies to all

other DFID assistance).

The main targets for its annual budget (approximately £30 million) are the territories
of Montserrat and St Helena, and to a lesser extent Pitcairn Islands and Tristan da
Cunha. The Department also has a regional programme supporting of a range of
activities common to several territories, including HIV and AIDS prevention, law
revision, human rights, child protection, and environmental conservation. Support
for the last of these is provided mainly through the joint DFID/FCO Overseas Ter-
ritories Environment Programme to which DFID allocated £1.5 million for the three
year period 2003/04-2006/07.

Phil Mason, Head of Overseas Territories Department, and Dick Beales, Senior
Natural Resources & Environment Adviser, Department for International Develop-
ment, 1 Palace Street, London SWI1E SHE, UK. PS-Mason@dfid.gov.uk

R-Beales@dfid.gov.uk

I am really pleased to have been invited to this, my
first, UKOTCEF conference. I thought I could best
contribute by saying a few words, for those who
may not know how DFID comes into the picture,
about DFID’s mandate and the basis for our en-
gagement with the Overseas Territories generally.

DFID (and HMG) policy towards the UKOTs
derives from the international moral and legal
responsibilities of sovereign governments towards
their Territories. In particular, Article 73 of the

UN Charter requires governments to accept, as

a sacred trust, the obligation “to promote to the
utmost ... the well-being of the inhabitants of these
territories”. This is the ultimate foundation of our
responsibilities.

This obligation also carries or implies a wide range
of international legal and reporting obligations for
which, under international law, HMG is ultimately

responsible on behalf of the UKOTs. These in-
clude international norms and commitments on, for
example, the environment.

DFID is governed by a specific piece of legislation
- the International Development Act 2002. The
main purpose of this Act was to ensure that devel-
opment assistance is used primarily for poverty
reduction purposes. However, in recognition of
our obligations to, and the special circumstances
of, UKOTs, the Act includes an explicit provision
enabling DFID to support the UKOTSs as an excep-
tion to our normal poverty reduction mandate.

The prevailing policy framework for DFID’s
engagement comprises the three key development
objectives for the UKOTs reflected in the Govern-
ment’s 1999 White Paper. These are:

a) to maximise economic growth and self-suf-
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ficiency through sensible economic and financial
management, leading to graduation from such sup-
port where this objective is feasible;

b) to ensure in the meantime that basic needs are
met, including the provision of essential infrastruc-
ture; and

c) to support the good governance of the territories,
including the proper management of contingent li-

abilities and the fulfilment of the UK’s internation-
al obligations - particularly of human rights and the
multilateral environment agreements/obligations.

DFID’s focus lies on the neediest territories (in
terms of basic needs). We maintain full bilateral
programmes with St Helena (including Tristan da
Cunha), Montserrat and Pitcairn. Together, our
programmes here currently amount to some £32m
a year.

Our approach is very much one of partnership.

We listen very carefully to what the needs are and
respond accordingly. This is especially the case
with our other channel of support which is how we
reach most other territories: thematic cross-cutting
programmes (in total around £1.6m) targeted on
topics that are of common concern for all UKOTSs:
these include HIV/AIDS, human rights, child
protection, law revision, disaster risk reduction -
and, of course, the environment, manifested by the
OTEP programme jointly with FCO.

On that, | am pleased to be able to announce
confirmation that DFID will be supporting a new
three-year round of OTEP, with a further £1.5m
over the next three years carrying

on when the existing one expires at

the end of this FY.

As a relative newcomer to this
family, | feel very welcome already.
The territories are all unique in their
own ways, and we try to respond
accordingly. I know that financial
constraints often bedevil us. 1 am
looking at whether the way we ap-
proach the funding of the UKOT
programmes we have delivers the
optimal outcomes. | have in mind
situations where expenditure spikes,
for example on urgent infrastruc-
ture, cannot be met under existing
programme ceilings with that lead-
ing to us spending a sub-optimal

amount - because that is what we can afford in the
budget - and then having to spend more later be-
cause we could not do the job in full the first time
round, with the result that we can often end up
spending in aggregate more than what the original
requirement was.

We might be able to manage these demands better
if we took a longer perspective than the three years
we currently are obliged to work to. 1 am explor-
ing the scope with my centre for possibly looking
at 10-year horizons. This is very much work in
progress, and does not offer a panacea for every
challenge faced by UKOTSs. But I hope we can
work more responsively to iron out some evident
obstacles that stand in the way of better outcomes.

Shaun Earl (FCO) and Dick Beales (DFID) at the poster displays
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Fulfilling HMG commitments - Department of Environment,

Food & Rural Affairs

Eric Blencowe, Head Zoos & International Species Conservation, Department of

Environment, Food & Rural Affairs

Blencowe, E. 2007. Fulfilling HMG commitments - Department of Environment,
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This presentation reviews progress on implementation of the Environment Char-
ters since their signing in September 2001. It also gives a read-out of the UK
government’s priorities for the coming year, as agreed at the February meeting of
the Whitehall Group on UKOT Environment Charters. The presentation provides
an opportunity to explore strategies for strengthening stakeholder participation in,
and implementation of, the Environment Charters. It explains the various funding
avenues available to the UKOTs for environmental projects, and gives a progress
report on the current FCO Environment Fund bidding round.

Eric Blencowe, Head Zoos & International Species Conservation, Department of
Environment, Food & Rural Affairs (Defra), Zone 1/10a, Temple Quay House,
2 The Square, Bristol BS1 6EB, UK. Eric.Blencowe@defra.gsi.gov.uk

It is a particular pleasure to be here in Jersey, the
home of the Durrell Wildlife Conservation Trust,
and I shall certainly be taking the opportunity to
spend some time there.

I have been asked to say something about Defra’s
mandate. | want to outline how the biodiversity
element of Environment Charters fits with Defra’s
remit, then give some examples of how we work
with others to achieve our biodiversity aims, and fi-
nally give some pointers on what you might expect
from us in the future.

Defra is a large department with a diverse range
of priorities including climate change, sustainable
farming, sustainable consumption and produc-
tion, animal health and welfare, rural issues and of
course natural resource protection.

For any of you who have read Defra’s 2006 Annual
report (and | suspect that is virtually all of you!),
you will know that it states that Defra works for
the essentials of life — food, air, land, water, people,
animals and plants. One of its aims is to secure

a better environment at home and internationally
through the sustainable use of natural resources.
And this is the hook for Defra’s work in the area of
biodiversity.

So what does this mean for the UKOTs and CDs?

I am sure that you are all aware of the UK govern-
ment’s commitments on the World Summit on Sus-
tainable Development target to significantly reduce
the rate of loss of biodiversity by 2010. This target
is the main driver for our work.

One vehicle for addressing the 2010 target is
through our membership of Multilateral Environ-
ment Agreements or MEAsS.

One such MEA is the Convention on Migratory
Species or CMS, and in a number of cases our
interests in CMS daughter agreements are founded
entirely on the UKOTs. The Agreement on the
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP) is
one; the Marine Turtle MoU covering the Indian
Ocean and South East Asia (including BIOT) an-
other. Through these bodies we can direct exper-
tise and funding to help bring about conservation
gain.

A specific example is where Defra (through ACAP)
and the FCO jointly funded a population census for
petrels in South Georgia last year.

And, of course, UK membership of these MEAS is
very much a two-way process. We receive much
from you; our national reports for example are
always well received, and this is very much down
to your input. In addition you have informed our
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positions at international meetings and have been
members of UK delegations.

Of course, there are also areas where Defra acts
unilaterally, through its various funding schemes.

You will all be aware of the Darwin Initiative,
which focuses on capacity building and seeks to
achieve real impact and legacy for biodiversity
conservation. A number of highly successful
projects have been funded in the UK Overseas Ter-
ritories and applications from UKOTs are looked
on favourably in the application process. To date,
over £1.5 million has been used to fund UKOT
projects.

A more recent initiative is the WSSD (World
Summit on Sustainable Development) Imple-
mentation Fund. This fund seeks to accelerate
implementation of the UK’s WSSD commitments
in areas where Defra leads. For example, a capac-
ity building workshop was held earlier this year
in Montserrat on the Global Strategy for Plant
Conservation, with Kew Gardens and JNCC the
key partners.

A smaller scale initiative worth mentioning is the
Defra/FFI Flagship Species Fund. Its focus is pri-
marily on primates, trees and marine turtles. For
example, a marine turtle habitat restoration project
in BIOT was carried out this year with support
from both the FSF and OTEP. The FSF also oper-

ates a small grants fund whereby very small scale
start-up projects can apply for funding through
open-competition.

So what can you expect from Defra in the future?

Our grant regimes will continue to be available.
Our work will continue to be based around the
MEAs to bring about conservation benefits as well
as tapping into the shared global expertise that
membership brings.

Where we can we will support practical conserva-
tion projects through these agreements. However,

our pot is limited, and the prospect of a significant
funding increase for biodiversity is unlikely in the
near future.

Instead we need to continue to work together to
find creative solutions to the challenges we face.
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Fulfilling HMG commitments - JNCC’s involvement in
supporting implementation of Environment Charters in the

Overseas Territories

Marcus Yeo, Director Resources & External Affairs, and Dr Vin Fleming, Head
- International Unit / CITES Scientific Authority (Fauna), Joint Nature Conservation

Committee

Yeo, M. & Fleming, V. 2007. Fulfilling HMG commitments - JNCC’s involvement
in supporting implementation of Environment Charters in the Overseas Territories.
pp 105-106 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Over-
seas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006
(ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Marcus Yeo, Director Resources & External Affairs, and Dr Vin Fleming, Head

- International Unit / CITES Scientific Authority (Fauna), Joint Nature Conservation
Committee, Monkstone House, City Road, Peterborough PE1 1JY, UK.
Marcus.Yeo@JNCC.gov.uk vinfleming@jncc.gov.uk

JNCC advises the UK Government on nature
conservation issues affecting the whole of the UK
and internationally. As part of this remit one of
our strategic objectives is to ‘promote measures
that effectively protect and enhance biological and
geological diversity in the UK Overseas Territories
and Crown Dependencies’.

JNCC'’s current role in supporting nature conser-
vation, and the implementation of Environment
Charters, in the Overseas Territories and Crown
Dependencies (hereafter referred to collectively
as the “Territories’), is modest. Examples of our
input include advising on the implementation of
multilateral environmental agreements (MEAS),
participating in the advisory panel to the Overseas
Territories Environment Programme, and commis-
sioning a review of non-native species occurring in
the Territories.

However, enhanced support for nature conserva-
tion in the Territories is essential if the UK is to
meet its international commitments, such as sig-
nificantly reducing the rate of global biodiversity
loss by 2010, and we feel INCC has an important
contribution to make in assisting the UK to achieve
this.

It is proposed that INCC’s future role should be:

 to engage at a greater level with strategic cross-
territory issues

* to seek greater direct involvement with in-Ter-
ritory projects, especially where these have a

broader application than to a single Territory
alone and/or which would have wider applica-
bility or contribute to capacity building

However, we recognise that any involvement by

JNCC should:

a) be built on collaboration and partnership with
the Territories and other stakeholders,

b) address subjects of mutual interest and

c) focus on areas where JNCC involvement can
add significant value (i.e. be based on our key
strengths).

We need also to focus on those issues which are of

greatest relevance to conservation in the Territo-

ries, such as non-native species or climate change,

and, of course, should be guided by the Environ-

ment Charters or equivalents.

Potential examples of where JINCC might contrib-

ute include:

« stronger support to the implementation of MEASs
in the Territories

* marine issues, especially fisheries, marine habi-
tat mapping, seabirds and cetaceans, and the
strategic and environmental impact assessments
of offshore oil and gas exploration

« Dbiodiversity surveillance and monitoring,
including the development of indicators and
management of biodiversity information

« climate change, including predicting/modelling
potential impacts on the Territories’ biodiver-
sity, risk assessment, and measures that may be
used to mitigate or adapt to these impacts
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* the Ecosystem Approach and its application as a
framework for sustainable development

* non-native species, including audit, prioritising
species for control or eradication, and identifi-
cation of preventative measures

» economic valuation of biodiversity, ecosystem
goods and services

* Earth heritage conservation, including the po-
tential for an overview of geodiversity interests
within Territories.

We look forward to exploring how JNCC might as-

sist Territories in the implementation of the Envi-
ronment Charters.
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Discussion

Several rapporteurs noted the wide-ranging discus-
sions in this session. Some of the main points are
noted here.

There was widespread agreement that the assess-
ing of progress in implementing the Commitments
under the Environment Charters (or their equiva-
lents such as National Environment Management
Strategies or others) was important if there is to be
real progress. There was concern that less informa-
tion had been supplied than would be desirable.
There was some discussion of the difficulty in sup-
plying information, although some of those who
had already tried to supply such information from
a territory said that it was not as difficult or time-
consuming as it might look at first sight. Neverthe-
less, UKOTCF offered to develop a simpler data
supply form. [This was done, resulting in a much
fuller supply of information from the Territories,
which has been incorporated in the updated report
in this Topic section of these Proceedings.]

There was some discussion on what impedes
progress on implementing good environmental
practice in the Territories. Setting some clear,
agreed objectives was a key, and several partici-
pants noted the value of facilitation (such as in
Turks & Caicos and St Helena) in turning the
commitments of Environmental Charters, Mul-
tilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAS) etc
into operational activities. Once an action plan is
agreed, what is needed to implement it? Some key
elements identified are:

» The need for continued strong collaborative
involvement of all players, governmental and
non-governmental;

» The need for a post with the full-time role of
co-ordinating between the players to drive the
implementation forward,;

» The need for maintained political support, and
the recognition that implementation should be
integrated fully into all activities, including
those of Government;

* The need for financial resources (see also be-
low).

Participants from some (but not all) territories

noted that there remain challenges also in achiev-

ing an open approach to policy development,
environmental planning, environmental impact
assessments etc.

In respect of joining MEAS, there was some
debate as to whether it is it better to sign up to
MEAs when one does not now have the resources

to implement (and resources will follow) or wait
until the resources are available. There were strong
arguments from the Territories in both directions.
Perhaps the best answer is a variable approach.
Some MEAs (such as CITES) have very precise
requirements, so that it is necessary to implement
in full on joining and have the resources to do

s0. Others (such as the Convention on Biological
Diversity) include more aspirational (and probably
no country is yet implementing everything in it),
expecting increasing implementation with time, so
that early sign-up may be more appropriate. Analy-
ses can be undertaken identifying the needs and al-
lowing countries to deal with the issues incremen-
tally (as, indeed, was part of the analysis process
in developing strategies for implementation of the
Environment Charters for those countries that have
done this).

There were a series of questions on:

« Why is so little spent by UK Government on the
UKOTs and CDs?

* Is there an assessment by Whitehall on the needs
to meet its international commitments in the
UKOTs and CDs?

* How does Defra decide on its financial commit-
ment (or lack of it) to UKOTs and CDs?

« Why is the small project funding in OTEP often
limited to 2-year projects at most, when much
of the work to meet Environment Charter com-
mitments needs a longer time-frame?

« Why is it that there is a change in OTEP’s focus
as opposed to the issues addressed within the
Environment Charter?

« Invasive (and other) issues are central to many
commitments but can cost millions in imple-
mentation — where can a UKOT go to address
the bigger issues of invasives in terms of fund-
ing?

It was noted that there has been no assessment to
meet World Summit on Sustainable Development
(WSSD) commitments. There was an acknowl-
edgement of the low spend, but it was noted that
officials cannot address the differences; it requires
decisions by UK politicians.

In respect of Defra, it was noted that all priorities
are set by Ministers in consultation with scientific
authorities and public campaigns. It was thought
that there was no consultation with UKOTs or
CDs.

It was reported that OTEP’s project timing is based
on government’s horizon of funding for three
years. It was noted that it would be better if this
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was a moving horizon, allowing a proportion of
longer-term commitment. The possibility of an
exploration for longer-term funding (perhaps a 10-
year horizon) was widely welcomed.

On OTEP’s focus, the independent review of
OTEP had recommended an attempt to focus this
more. In practice, OTEP projects often depend on
opportunities for matching effort, in kind if not in
money, and the timing of availability of this is vari-
able. It is not now expected that any focusing will
restrict OTEP from addressing any elements of the
Environment Charters.

On work, such as Invasive issues, requiring higher
levels of funding, no answer was provided. How-
ever, DFID was going to commission a study on
additional funding sources, as part of HMG’s com-
mitment under the Charters to help UKOTs find
funding beyond what is provided by HMG.

There was a deal of concern that the built and
cultural heritage is becoming threatened by events,
but does not benefit even from the small grants
from UK Government available for the natural
heritage. DFID noted that the amounts of money
which might be needed in support of the built herit-
age could be huge, and well beyond the scope of
OTEP. Some asked: are there opportunities for dis-
cussion with UK’s Department of Culture, Media
& Sport (DCMS)? It was suggested that DCMS
does not have a mandate to deal with UKOTs
(although it does lead, for example, on the World
Heritage Convention, including for UKOTs &
CDs). It was noted that tourism strategies are pos-
sible for the two UKOTs (St Helena and Montser-
rat) that can access programmatic assistance from
DFID within the bilateral framework.

It was noted that other UK government depart-
ments are also involved, for example the Depart-
ment of Constitutional Affairs (formerly the Lord
Chancellor’s Office and previously in the Home
Office [and since the conference translated into
Justice Department]), which is UK Government’s
link to the Crown Dependencies. The question was
raised as to whether the Department of Constitu-
tional Affairs and DCMS had been invited to the
conference. They had, but had not responded to the
invitations.

The question was raised as to how the UKOTs and
CDs could be eligible for National Lottery funds?

It was noted that this too came into DCMS respon-
sibilities, but that the matter would be discussed

further in the Session on Resources, where we
would learn about the better situation in the Neth-
erlands.

It was noted that Bioverseas, involving UKOTCF
in partnership with other umbrella organizations
for French and Netherlands territories and Euro-
pean bodies, were working in parallel with govern-
mental partners in OCTA, to encourage the open-
ing of access to other European Union funds by
UKOTs. This also would be explored further in the
Resources session.

There was a general view from the Territories that
DFID and FCO should work on an educational
programme to sensitise other UK government
departments.

When the UK reports on its MEA commitments,
it has to include UKOTs and CDs. However, they
have very limited capacity allocated to this, and
have often requested, and received, unpaid as-
sistance from UKOTCEF, as well as the territories
themselves. It was noted by the Territories that it
was unfortunate that Defra had no focal point to
interact with the UKOTSs and CDs. The suggested
answer of always working via FCO was not very
helpful, because that simply involved a translation
stage via an agency without technical knowledge
of the subjects involved, especially since FCO had
terminated its environmental posts.

In terms of Defra itself, it was noted that its de-
clared focus on species and habitats did not really
apply in its relationship with UKOTSs and CDs.
Domestic issues and international issues are dealt
with separately in terms of funding, with UKOTs
and CDs often falling into a gap between these. It
was noted that, due to the asymmetry of British
government arrangements, Defra is primarily an
English department, which also has to take a do-
mestic UK lead on some matters, and UKOTs and
CDs represent yet another step. This leads to these
being considered “international” — which seemed
unfair and unreasonable to many present.

All participants were grateful to the panel for

a welcome discussion. Inevitably, many of the
questions had been directed at representatives of
UK government bodies, and these were thanked
particularly for discussing matters so constructive-
ly. The friendly and professional approach by all
parties to the discussion was valued, even though it
is difficult to give the impression of this in a brief
summary of the discussions.
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Topic 4: Integration of conservation and sustainable
livelihoods: Marine, including fisheries

Session Organiser: Dr John Cooper, Chief Research Officer, Avian Demography
Unit, Department of Statistical Sciences, University of Cape Town, South Africa, and an
Honorary Conservation Officer, Tristan da Cunha

This topic, the integration of conservation and sustainable livelihoods, relating to marine areas including
fisheries, explores the complex and challenging nature of this task. The small islands of the UK Overseas
Territories and Crown Dependencies have a large area of marine responsibility, so the key question is
“How can they be managed and looked after effectively?” The session presentations and discussion
explore this huge task.

An introduction by Dr John Cooper (circulated in advance) gives background information and proposes
subjects for discussion. Reviews were commissioned on three topics. One of these (By-catch issues in
fisheries within UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies Territorial and Exclusive Economic
Zone waters) proved too ambitious, but Grant Munro stood in to address by-catch issues in fisheries
within UK Overseas Territories focussed on the South Atlantic. Dr Anne Glasspool reviewed development
issues in the inshore marine zones of UKOTs/CDs. Dr Mike Brooke’s paper (presented by John Cooper

in Mike Brooke’s absence) examined the role of Marine Protected Areas in improving the conservation
status of UKOT/CD territorial and EEZ waters. Grant Munro, Anne Glasspool and John Cooper then
formed a panel to lead the discussion, which is summarised after the reviews.

In addition, poster presentations from BVI (Management of Marine Protected Areas and the Marine
Conservation Programme), Alderney (EIA and tidal power), Bermuda (Reef Ecosystem assessment and
mapping) and Tristan da Cunha (conservation status of the critically threatened Spectacled Petrel) are
included in this section.

Introduction by session co-ordinator

Dr John Cooper, Chief Research Officer, Avian Demography Unit, Department
of Statistical Sciences, University of Cape Town, South Africa, and an Honorary
Conservation Officer, Tristan da Cunha

Cooper, J. 2007. Introduction to Integration of conservation and sustainable liveli-
hoods: Marine, including fisheries. pp 109-111 in Biodiversity That Matters: a con-
ference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island commu-
nities, Jersey 6" to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories
Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Dr John Cooper, Avian Demography Unit, University of Cape Town, Rondebosch
7701, South Africa. jcooper@adv.uct.ac.za

Introduction Territories (as the UK Overseas Territories were
then termed), which she entitled Fragments of Par-

In 1987, Sara Oldfield published a guide for con- adise. When the total land area of the UK Over-

servation action in the United Kingdom Dependent =~ Scas Territories (UKOTs) and Crown Dependencies
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(CDs) are considered, it becomes obvious that one
thing they have in common along with their frag-
mented nature is their small size. The largest (if we
exclude British Antarctic Territory), the Falkland
Islands, has an area of a little over 12 000 km?,

and the smallest, including Anguilla, Ascension,
Bermuda, Gibraltar and Pitcairn, have land areas of
less than 100 km?. These are tiny sizes compared
to those of continental nations. The United King-
dom has an area of a little over 240 000 km?, the
United States covers a huge 9.8 million km? and
even land-locked Andorra has an area of 468 km?.
However, when territorial and Exclusive Economic
Zone (EEZ) waters are included the situation is
somewhat different. EEZ waters usually extend
200 nautical miles offshore and, compared to the
land areas of UKOTs and CDs, these marine areas
are many sizes larger. This makes, for example,
the combined land and sea area of the Falkland
Islands larger than that of Belgium — which is not

a landlocked country. The 200-nm Maritime Zone
encircling South Georgia and the South Sandwich
Islands (with a total land area of only 4065 km?)
makes for a political entity with a larger area than
Switzerland.

The above comparisons would be of little signifi-
cance if these marine components of UKOTs and
CDs were of minimal value or interest. This is not
the case, and a number of them are important for
economic reasons, such as fisheries (e.g. Falkland
Islands, South Georgia), oil exploration (e.g. Falk-
land Islands) and tourism (e.g. Caribbean UKOTs).
Other marine areas, currently without significant
economic activity, such as that of Pitcairn, may
well harbour resources as yet unexploited or even
yet to be discovered, including endemic and threat-
ened species. One thing it may be assumed is that
all UKOT and CD marine areas support habitats
and biota of great conservation significance, al-
though it is fair to say that all have been relatively
little studied. Thus the primary challenge in ensur-
ing sustainable development in UKOT and CD
marine areas is how best to integrate the desire for
economic development with the conservation of
the habitats and species occurring within them.

Format of the discussion session

The following notes outline the initial intentions,
subject to modification in the session. The session
coordinator (John Cooper) and the three session
speakers (Mike Brooke, Anne Glasspool and Grant
Munro) will form a panel to lead the discussion.

Inputs, preferably with specific examples and
recommendations, from the session attendees will
be encouraged and a rapporteur will record the
salient points of the discussion and any specific
recommendations. This record will form part of
the Conference Proceedings, and will also link into
the conference conclusions.

Subjects for discussion

Ensuring existing and new marine fisheries are
managed in a sustainable manner

Matters to address include;

[

Are existing regulations adequate?

2. Is by-catch minimized (are FAO National Plans
of Action in place)?

3. Are fisheries and fishery zones adequately pa-
trolled, including against [UU (Illegal, Unregu-
lated and Unreported) fishing?

4. Are resource research programmes adequate?

Ensuring tourism and other development activi-
ties are properly managed

Matters to address include;

1. Are existing regulations adequate (pollution,
dredging, etc.)?

2. Is income from development activities ad-
equately supporting conservation efforts?

Protecting habitats and species
Matters to address include:

1. Are there lists of threatened marine species with
suitable levels of protection defined?

2. Do species action/management/recovery plans
exist or are they planned for these threatened
species?

3. Are there sufficient Marine Protected Areas
in existence or planned (including sea mounts
within EEZs)?

4. Are quarantine procedures adequate to protect
marine biodiversity (e.g. regulations and in-
spections pertaining to ballast dumping, hull
fouling, mariculture, etc.)?

Making use of international bodies

Matters to address include
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1. What can be the value of World Heritage and
Ramsar Wetlands of International Importance
Conventions, and other conventions (e.g. CBD,
CMS, CITES)?

2. Can membership of and inputs to Regional
Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs)
help manage resources?

3. How can the Agreement on the Conservation of
Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP) support species
protection?

Resourcing conservation efforts
Matters to address include:

1. Do individual UKOTs and CDs have sufficient
resources in the way of funds, infrastructure and
qualified personnel to undertake the necessary
conservation management activities identified
above?

2. If such funds and resources are inadequate how
can they best be obtained (training, NGO and
private sectors, tourist levies, fishing licenses,
UK grants-in-aid (e.g. OTEP), etc.)? (Note that
this links into the Resources session.)

NOTES: the above lists only some of the possible
areas for discussion and is intended to act as an
impetus, and not a prescription. Attendees are en-
couraged to bring up other issues. It will be most
helpful if these could be imparted to a member of
the panel prior to the session, to ensure adequate
time is made available.
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Review 1: By-catch issues in fisheries within UK Overseas
Territories in the South Atlantic, with special reference to
the Falkland Islands

Grant Munro, Falklands Conservation

Munro, G. 2007. By-catch issues in fisheries within UK Overseas Territories in
the South Atlantic, with special reference to the Falkland Islands. pp 112-121 in
Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territo-
ries and other small island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The incidental by-catch and mortality of non-target taxa by a wide range of fishing
methods constitutes a critical threat to many vulnerable species including marine
mammals (seals and cetaceans), turtles, sharks and seabirds. Many fishing meth-
ods are relatively unselective and indiscriminate in the marine species they target.
Catches may contain undersize fish and non-commercial fish species, and “high-
grading” of catches to optimise the value of restricted quota, all lead to a high level
of fisheries discard. This can cause significant impacts to the marine ecosystem and
affect prey availability for higher predators. However, the decline of many species,
most notably albatrosses, turtles and sharks, and the increase in dedicated observer
programmes, have highlighted the significant incidental mortality of non-target taxa
through capture, entanglement or collision.

The Code of Conduct for Responsible Fishing of the Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion of the United Nations’ and its associated International Plan of Action for Reduc-
ing Incidental Catch of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries (IPOA-Seabirds) recognise
the need to minimise incidental mortality if sustainable fisheries and species biodi-
versity are to be maintained. However, such assessments require data not only on
by-catch but also on the dispersal of impacted species at sea, so as to determine the
overlap of foraging ranges with fisheries. The lack of resources in many UK Over-
seas Territories, coupled with the inability to monitor and control extended maritime
zones, mean that little data exist on incidental mortality and may lead to unreported
fisheries activities. It has been shown that voluntary reporting significantly underes-
timates catches and may hide the extent or even existence of by-catch. There is thus
an urgent need for data collection from dedicated marine observers to enable risk
assessments to be undertaken and subsequent advocacy and mitigation methods to
be undertaken and adopted.

In the Southern Ocean, 19 of 21 species of albatrosses are currently classified as
globally threatened by the World Conservation Union (IUCN). Population declines
are attributed to incidental mortality associated with fisheries activities. Longline,
trawl and jig fisheries may all lead to incidental seabird mortality. Thousands of
seabirds are killed annually on long lines as they dive on baited hooks during setting,
an un-quantified number collide with trawl warps as they forage on discards and yet
more may be deliberately targeted as food by jigger crews.

The process from initial identification of the problems, through quantification and
mitigation development, is followed from data and experience in the Falkland Is-
lands, South Georgia, Tristan da Cunha and in adjacent areas, such as South African
waters and on the Patagonian Shelf, where birds forage. This highlights the prob-
lems but also the successes that can be achieved if effective monitoring and mitiga-
tion implementation are adopted.

Grant Munro, Falklands Conservation, PO Box 26, Stanley, Falkland Islands;
grant.munro@conservation.org.tk
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Introduction

Fisheries can have a range of environmental
impacts. Obviously all fisheries are extractive.

At worst this means, if poorly managed and
monitored, stock collapse can occur. This can be
disastrous, not only for the environment but also
economically for the industry. Thus the importance
of precautionary fisheries management has been
widely accepted. Fisheries science deals with the
stock assessment of commercial species and, to a
lesser extent, the discharge of undersize commer-
cial fish and non-commercial fish species that may
be caught through unselective fishing gears. These
estimates, and further estimates of occurrences
such as “high-grading”, all aim to keep stock at
sustainable levels. Management has even been ex-
tended beyond national boundaries to the high seas
where Regional Fisheries Management Organisa-
tions (RFMOs) attempt to regulate effort.

Until relatively recently little consideration had
been given to the capture of non-fish taxa by
management authorities as this had little direct
economic impact. Only recently, with the increas-
ing promotion of an ecosystem approach to fisher-
ies and campaigns such as emphasizing “dolphin
friendly” products in the 1990s and more recently
for albatrosses and turtles, has attention turned to
the significance of fisheries-related mortality on the
populations of other taxa (see figure at top right).
The species most affected are typically those that
are long lived with a low fecundity or sporadic
breeding where even a small increase in adult mor-
tality can lead to long term population declines.

Data from the [IUCN Red List of threatened species
indicate that seabirds are becoming threatened at

a faster rate than other groups. Albatrosses, for
example, are now the most threatened family of
birds with 19 of 21 species classified as threatened
by the World Conservation Union (IUCN) accord-
ing to BirdLife International’s most recent catego-
rizations. Albatrosses may live to over 45 years of
age, do not reach reproductive maturity until about
10 years of age, may lay only one egg every other
year and form long term breeding pairs. These
demographic factors together place them at serious
risk to any anthropogenic increase in adult mortal-
ity. Similarly, turtles may not breed until over 30
years of age and may only breed every three to
eight years. All turtle species are now classified as
threatened by the World Conservation Union.

There is a wide range of fisheries techniques

and the causes of incidental mortality will differ
depending on the fishery and species recorded.
The main industrial fisheries may be divided into
trawling, longlining and purse-seining/gill-net-
ting; however, within each group there are many
sub-divisions. Trawl nets can be demersal (bot-
tom trawling), semi-pelagic, pelagic or pair, all of
which have different specification of nets, sweeps
and trawl speeds and thus give rise to different
interactions. Longlining can be shallow set pelagic,
deep-set pelagic, double line bottom (Spanish) or
single auto-line bottom and again each gear type
can effect different taxa in different ways. Interac-
tion can be exacerbated if the vessel is also dis-
charging processing waste. Whereas comparisons
can be drawn between areas, it is still necessary
to assess each situation as techniques and species
assemblages or even age classes can mean that
mortality may be distinct.

Long-lining

Longlining has received the most attention in re-
cent years. This method became much more popu-
lar in the late 1980s as vessels moved away from
drift/gill nets to target tuna. In itself longlining

is one of the least damaging commercial fishing
methods, it does not impact heavily on the seabed
and cause benthic damage, is selective (relatively)
in both the size and species it catches, meaning that
undersize fish are not caught, and does not “ghost
fish” (abandoned and lost nets continuing to catch
fish and other marine species)— so its greatest en-
vironmental impact is in the capture of non-target
taxa.

Pelagic longlining consists of hooks hanging from
a long drifting line suspended from the surface of
the sea by a number of floats. The floats maintain
the line near the surface and the length of line con-
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necting the floats to the mainline help to determine
the fishing depth of the line. The mainline has a
number of branch lines or snoods, each with a bait-
ed hook. From 300 to 3500 branch lines or hooks
may hang along the mainline which extends from
10 to 180 km in length. The shape of the longline
and the depth of set will vary depending upon the
species that is being targeted. A shallow set, from
35 — 110-m depth would usually target swordfish
whilst a deep set 300 — 400m depth would target
albacore and bigeyetuna. The lines are usually set
and left in the sea for a soak-time of approximately
eight hours before being hauled. This is the most
common form of longlining in warmer low-latitude
fisheries.

Baited hooks are not however just seen as a source
of food by fish but also by seabirds, turtles and
sharks. Seabirds forage behind boats as the lines
are being set and attempt to dive on the baited
hooks. In the process they may be caught on the
hook and dragged underwater and drowned as the
line sinks. This interaction is, however, limited

to periods of setting and hauling when the line is
within the diving range of seabirds although, given
that the line is only lightly weighted, the sink-time
of the line behind the vessel can be slow and lead
to a large danger area astern.

Turtles may be susceptible throughout the time that
the line is in the water and bait is on the hook and
are particularly susceptible to capture on shallower
set longlines used to target swordfish. In limited
observer studies conducted in the Azores 237
turtles were captured in 93 sets. This related to an
overall average of 2.5 turtles per set (1.7 turtles /
1000 hooks) or 3.8 turtles per set (2.5 turtles / 1000

hooks) with turtles present. When considered along
with the statistic that under the management of
International Convention for the Conservation of
Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) 30 — 40 million hooks are
set annually the catch of turtles may be significant.

Sharks are also at risk through the entire operation
and may take both bait and the fish caught on the
line. Pelagic sharks such as the tiger, blue, silky,
oceanic whitetip, thresher, short-finned mako and
hammerhead sharks can all interact with oceanic
longline fisheries; other coastal shark species may
be susceptible to artisanal fisheries. Sharks are sus-
ceptible to overfishing as they grow slowly, mature
late and produce only a small number of young.
There is concern that some species are at unsus-
tainably low numbers.

Bottom-longlining is weighted and set along the
seabed with anchor lines at each end leading up to
the surface. Lines can be double lines utilising an
extra mother line that floats clear of the seabed or
single autolines where hooks come directly off the
mainline that lies on the seabed. Generally they
are set below the feeding depth of seabirds, turtles
and sharks and interaction is limited to the periods
of setting and hauling when birds can dive on the
hooks.

Trawling

Trawl mortality in relation to seabirds is a rela-
tively newly identified problem and may be as
significant as longlining. Mortality can be derived
from three sources, collision with the trawl warps,

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 114



collision with the net-sonde cable or entanglement
or crushing in the net.

Vessels operating in the Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ) waters and distant from shore generally
process fish onboard and thus discharge processing
waste such as guts along with unwanted undersize
fish and non-commercial fish species. This waste
discharge can attract considerable numbers of
birds which forage behind the vessel and this is the
primary cause of almost all interactions. The birds
foraging on waste discharge are then at risk from
the trawl warps as they cut through the water. In
the Falklands observers recorded one bird contact
every minute during periods of waste discharge.
Some of these contacts can lead to damage and

injury to the bird that may effect its future survival.

A proportion are struck by the cable, when their
wings become wrapped around it and, with the
forward motion of the vessel and the inclination of
the cables, are dragged underwater and drowned.
A certain proportion of these birds are recovered
from wire splices or shackles farther down the
cable where they have become lodged. These con-
stitute the confirmed mortalities.

Collision with the net-sonde cable is similar al-
though, as this cable is higher and extends further
behind the vessel, there is a greater susceptibility
to aerial collision. However, these cables are not
now generally used.

Net-related mortality of seabirds is more generally
related to midwater pelagic trawls. These trawls are
larger and can extend to the size of a football field.
Hauling and setting takes longer during which time
the net is floating on the water. Whereas bottom
nets have a small mesh size, the larger mesh size of
pelagic nets allows seabirds to dive through the net
to scavenge fish stuck in the mesh. These birds can
then become trapped and drown or alternatively

be crushed as the meshes open and close under
tension.

By-catch impact assessment

A preliminary review of the range of bycatch spe-
cies and the level of bycatch within United King-
dom Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies
was conducted by correspondence with govern-
ments and relevant NGOs, and by consulting pub-
lished and unpublished literature. However, from
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the few responses received it would seem probable
that data are lacking in many areas.

A format to address the issue of the incidental
catch of seabirds in longline fisheries has been
established through the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations’ (FAO) In-
ternational Plan of Action - Seabirds. This was
initiated in 1997 through the FAO Committee on
Fisheries (COFT) and adopted in 1999, and follows
such initiatives as the FAO Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries. The established system is a
two-stage process. In the first stage a risk
assessment is conducted to determine the

extent and nature of a nation’s inciden-

tal catch of seabirds. If this shows that

there may be a potential problem or that

data are deficient, a second stage is to

commission a National Plan of Action to

address problem areas, be this establish-

ing observer protocols to better determine

the level of the problem or instigating the
adoption of mitigation procedures.

It is obviously impossible to generalise as
fisheries and seabird assemblages differ
widely. However, some general issues to
consider may be:

Is there an established EEZ or fishery
and/or does unregulated fishing occur?

The fact that there is no established
fishery does not mean that bycatch is not
occurring if vessels are using the zone

in an unregulated and unreported
manner or if there is no ability to
monitor the zone. There are in-
stances known and suspected both
in the Overseas Territories of Tris-
tan da Cunha and Ascension in the
South Atlantic where unregulated
fishing has occurred.

Is this fishery managed?

This will provide basic data. What
fish species are targeted may sug-
gest what interaction is occurring
and confers obligations on the
authority for sustainable manage-
ment of all components of the
fishery.

Is the fishery monitored and
how? (patrol vessels, in-port inspections, at-sea
observers, catch returns, etc.)

How the fishery is monitored will determine the
accuracy of available data, whether bycatch is

reported and how additional data may be obtained.

Are catches landed in a UK Overseas Territory
or do international vessels discharge elsewhere?

This may preclude the verification of catches and
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liaison with the fisheries, or even the placing of
observers aboard.

Has an assessment of incidental mortality been
conducted?

It is important to know the basis of the assessment
as voluntary reporting has proved to be very unreli-
able in the past.

What species assemblages are present and what
species have been identified at risk?

The biology, distribution diet and diving ability of
species can all suggest if they may interact with
fisheries.

Is the biological range of species known and
have these been analysed in terms of spatial and
temporal overlap with fisheries?

BirdLife International has co-ordinated the pooling
of satellite tracking data from many albatross stud-
ies. This initiative can be used to determine the

potential for where and when interaction can occur
by overlaying fishing effort on species distribution.

Have bycatch rates or annual mortality been
quantified?

Whereas the most important first step is to quantify
the problem, ongoing monitoring is also essential if
mitigation is to be adopted.

In addition to the voluntary IPOA-Seabirds, the
International Agreement on the Conservation of
Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP, www.acap.aq,)
is a binding agreement that addresses all issues

concerning the conservation of albatrosses. This

Agreement was ratified in 2004
and incurs certain obligations on
signatories, which may be range
states or the flag states of vessels,
to monitor, conserve and reduce
threats both at sea and ashore.
This agreement was made under
the auspices of the Convention on
Migratory Species (CMS). The
CMS is also applicable to turtles
and to some other oceanic spe-
cies, including fish and mammals
that cross international frontiers.
However, although a number of
regional agreements have been
negotiated, such as the Memoran-
dum of Understanding (MOU) on the Conservation
Measures for the Marine Turtles of the Atlantic
Coast of Africa, MOU on the Conservation and
Management of Marine Turtles and their Habitats
of the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia. There is
however as yet no global agreement such as ACAP
for turtles (or for that matter, sharks), although
CMS itself obliges Contracting Parties to give
some protection, in theory at least.

In order to assess correctly the impact of fisheries
it is necessary to obtain impartial and dedicated
observer coverage understanding the nature of the
problem. Voluntary recording by the vessels is
highly unreliable, either due to deliberate mis-
reporting or through the fact that no one person
onboard is specifically tasked to record such occur-
rences. Catches are usually back-calculated from
processed catch, and no accurate record of bycatch
either fish or other is generally recorded. Similarly,
seabird interaction with the trawl warps is not
visible from the bridge of the vessels, or even the
trawl deck in many cases, and may not be noticed.

In Tristan da Cunha in the 2003/04 longline sea-
son, 13 Great Shearwaters were recorded killed in
2.08 million hooks (0.006 birds/1000 hooks) from
fisheries logbooks. However, two observer trips
covering 1.09 million hooks recorded 655 birds or
0.601 birds/1000 hooks — a hundred times more
than had been recorded by the fleet voluntarily!

Fisheries observers are tasked with recording fish-
eries data for stock management and are required
to spend the majority of their time in the factory
and cannot therefore record bycatch interactions
accurately — although a reduced observer protocol
is better than no data. In the Falklands the finfish
and squid fisheries were established 20 years ago,
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although not until the last three years were dedi-
cated observers placed on trawlers, since when no
seabird mortality has been recorded. The story is
not all “doom and gloom”; there have been sig-
nificant steps forward in some areas with dramatic
declines in mortality rates where assessment has
taken place and mitigation been adopted. Some

of the most notable have been in relation to the
reduction of albatross mortalities in the south-west
Atlantic.

The Falkland Islands are the world stronghold of
the black-browed albatross, with approximately
65% of the world population or 371 000 breeding
pairs. However, populations have been declining
at 1% a year and in five years the population has
decreased by 19,000 pairs. As a result of such de-
clines the species has been categorized as Endan-
gered by [UCN. Satellite tracking has shown that,
whereas juveniles and non-breeding adults utilise
the whole of the Patagonian Shelf as far north as
Brazil, during the breeding cycle adults are almost
wholly confined to Falkland Island waters, so
whereas international initiatives are required to ad-
dress the whole problem, advances in the Falklands
can also result in positive outcomes.

The problem of longline mortality has been recog-
nised since the inception of the Falklands commer-
cial fishery in 1994, with mitigation first being in-
vestigated the next year. It was not until 2000 that
an independent assessment was made by dedicated
seabird observers, initially by Falklands Conserva-
tion and then by the Falkland Islands Government
(FIG). The FIG programme is continuing and this
ongoing monitoring has ensured that mortality has
continued to fall. Mortality has fallen a 100-fold
from when the fishery was established and four-
fold since independent monitoring commenced, as
highlighted below.

Incidental Mortality in the Falklands longline
fishery:

Year Albatross Mortality / 1000 Hooks
1995 Summer 0.53

1995 Winter  0.13

2000/01 0.02 (134 birds)

2001/02 0.011 (80 birds)

2002/03 0.005 (45 birds)

At-sea observations on-board trawl fishing vessels
at sea commenced the following year (2002/03)
and highlighted a problem of seabird mortality in
the trawl fishery. Black-browed albatrosses attract-

ed to the vessels through the discharge of onboard
processing waste are struck by the trawl warps

as they foraged behind the vessels. Some birds
are caught by the wing and dragged underwater
and drowned. A proportion of these are recovered
onboard at hauling and count as a confirmed mor-
tality. An unidentified number may be lost from
the warp or may be struck on the surface to float
free. Over 750 hours were spent observing trawl
operations and yielded an estimate a trawl related
mortality of 1500 Black-browed albatrosses a year.

Management and mitigation

During 2003/04 trials were conducted of a variety
of mitigation measures. A simple bird-scaring line
towed behind the vessel (costing under UK£100)
was shown to be the most effective measure and
reduced bird collisions from one bird strike/minute
to one bird strike/hour during periods of offal
discharge. The success of these lines in trials led to
the lines being made obligatory under licence con-
ditions across the Falklands finfish fleet from July
2004. At-sea observations since then to monitor
the success of the fleet-wide adoption has shown

a 90% reduction in confirmed seabird mortality to
169 birds a year across the finfish fleet

During this time Falklands Conservation was con-
tracted by the UK’s Royal Society for the Protec-
tion of Birds to formulate a National Plan of Action
- Seabirds. Separate plans of action were prepared
for the longline fishery, trawl fishery and jig fishery
and, following an 18-month consultation phase
with the fishing industry, these plans were adopted
by FIG Executive Council in March 2004. The
Falkland Islands thus became the first UK Over-
seas Territory to have adopted action plans for all
forms of fishing conducted within its waters. This
coincided with the United Kingdom’s adoption of
ACAP in March 2004.

Arguably the best example of a managed fishery
adopting a suite of mitigation measures is exempli-
fied by the Convention for the Conservation of the
Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR)
and the proactive stance of the Government of
South Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands.
South Georgia is of critical importance for a
number of albatross species, including wandering,
black-browed and grey-headed. All species are in
decline with wandering albatross currently decreas-
ing at 4.5% a year.

Seabird mortality in the legal fishery around South
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in addition. The

CCAMLR Working Group on Incidental Mortality
arising from Fishing (WG-IMAF) was established
in 1993 and mortality has been reduced from 0.66
birds/1000 hooks in 1993 to 0.0003 birds/1000
hooks in 2003, which represented an annual

bycatch of only eight birds by the South Georgia
longline fishery. Positive results followed quickly
once fishing crews became accustomed to the new
mitigation measures . In the first year of adoption,
mortality dropped 10-fold from almost 6000 birds
a year to 640 birds pa and then dropped to 210,
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and finally to 21 or less birds a year in subsequent
years.

However, this success has been achieved only
through patrolling to exclude unregulated fish-

ing and strict enforcement through an observer
programme, port inspections and at-sea boardings
from fishery-patrol vessels. These activities require
considerable investments and resources, that may
not always be available in other areas. The issue of
seabird mortality in Illegal Unreported and Unreg-
ulated (IUU) fisheries is still to be adequately ad-
dressed in Tristan waters as, without an all-weather
port or an ocean-going fishery-patrol vessel or
even reliable telecommunications, it is not possible
accurately to monitor fishing activities. The island
group is critical for many species including the
endemic Tristan albatross, Atlantic yellow-nosed
albatross and spectacled petrel. Additionally, two
thirds of the world population of sooty albatrosses
breed on the islands. Much work has been con-
ducted on terrestrial conservation, management
plans and up-grading of legislation from within the
Tristan islands but, with limited resources, the pro-
tection of the marine environment will be difficult
without strong commitment and assistance from
external sources.
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Review 2: Development issues in the inshore marine zones of
UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies

Dr Annie Glasspool, Bermuda Zoological Society

Glasspool, A.F. 2007. Development issues in the inshore marine zones of UK Over-
seas Territories and Crown Dependencies. pp 122-133 in Biodiversity That Matters:
a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island
communities, Jersey 6th to 12th October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas
Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

This paper gives a synopsis of the development issues impacting the inshore marine
zones of the UK’s Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies, discusses the main
trends driving these development issues, considers mitigating factors and presents
some of the management actions being taken in various jurisdictions, with a view to
stimulating a wider discussion on the subject.

In considering the broad suite of development issues faced by the UK Overseas Ter-
ritories and Crown Dependencies it is readily apparent that geography has been an
underlying factor. Whilst all but two of the jurisdictions (Gibraltar and BAT) share a
level of isolation from continental land masses, it is recognised that those in the most
remote, and/or physically challenging locations, immediately surrounded by deep
ocean and therefore good flushing regimes, have generally been less impacted by
development issues (these include the Southern Atlantic territories as well as Pitcairn
in the Pacific). In contrast, tropical and sub-tropical Caribbean and Western Atlan-
tic jurisdictions, as well as Jersey, Guernsey, and Gibraltar enjoy pleasant climates
and generally safe shallow anchorages within enclosed lagoons or clearly defined
harbours and bays which have lower flushing rates. Coupled with abundant (at least
historically) and readily accessible natural resources they have therefore always
supported much higher population densities and development potential. (BIOT, is an
exception, largely protected from development through its isolation).

Across, and within these geographical regions, the emergent marine environmental
issues have resulted from a fairly common progressive trend of economic develop-
ment, which can broadly be described in three phases. Phase 1) is natural resource
harvesting; common to some extent in all jurisdictions (except BAT), but in many
over-harvesting has decimated local biodiversity, disrupted food chains, impacted
water quality, and provided a potential opening for unwelcome introductions. Phase
2) is trade and farming; again practiced in most of the jurisdictions, trade has trig-
gered increased traffic and population influxes with their attendant needs for ameni-
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Background

ties. The issues faced include degradation of marine habitats for the construction of
larger ports or mariculture activities, dredging of channels for shipping, and in-
creased sewage and solid waste, whilst farming poses run-off issues. Finally, (phase
3)) some jurisdictions are undergoing, or have undergone a metamorphosis into
almost exclusively service-based economies (primarily tourism, and now emerging
international business). Associated impacts include habitat destruction, loss of biodi-
versity, loss of water quality and ecological imbalance from the following; hardscap-
ing/destruction of coastal habitats for houses, hotels, docks, moorings, marinas and
the associated changes in flushing regimes, increased run-off, sewage, solid waste
disposal, light pollution, boating traffic (including cruise ships) leading to noise pol-
lution, groundings, direct collisions with marine life, oil pollution, toxic impacts of
anti-fouling paints and wildlife harassment. (Given their impacts, it is perhaps ironic
that a primary driving factor behind the emergence of these activities has been the
natural beauty and biodiversity richness of the territories!). It is worth noting that
most of the Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies have escaped the impacts
of heavy industry although oil exploration is underway in the Falklands. However, a
number of jurisdictions have served as strategic military outposts with associated
activities causing impacts associated with land reclamation, pollution, waste dis-
posal and noise and light pollution. All jurisdictions face threats from global climate
change.

Current management approaches vary significantly, and resource limitations are
apparent. The availability of information on development impacts for the various
jurisdictions varies according to the amount of research undertaken. This in turn is
directly correlated with the level of development and its threats, but is not surpris-
ingly inversely related to the pristine status of a particular jurisdiction’s biodiversity!
Various international treaties and conventions, coupled with local legislation provide
some framework for management directed at specific issues within the territories,
but this is often tackled in a piecemeal fashion, development by development. An
overarching vision for the forward development of the inshore marine zones of each
Overseas Territory and Crown Dependency seems to be critical.

Dr A.F. Glasspool, Bermuda Zoological Society, P.O. Box FL 145, Flatts, FL BX,
Bermuda. afglasspool@gov.bm

coupled with the reefs of the Caribbean, Bermuda
and Pitcairn, the UKOTSs boast some of the most

Given the broad geographical distribution of the
UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies,
it is not surprising that their shallow inshore waters
support a rich diversity of life. From the exotic is-
lands of the Caribbean to the isolated oceanic vol-
canic seamounts of the western and southern Atlan-
tic and Pacific, or from the vast shallow water reef
system of BIOT to the largely ice-covered British
Antarctic Territory, these jurisdictions represent ex-
amples of some of the most extreme environments,
supporting a broad range of habitats and some of
the world’s rarest and most threatened marine spe-
cies. For example, almost all species of marine tur-
tle, a flagship group in a number of territories are
represented and Green turtles nest on Ascension,
Pitcairn, Cyprus Sovereign Base and several of the
Caribbean UKOTs (1). Marine mammals, another
flagship group, are also found throughout the
UKOTs and CDs and species include the endan-
gered Sei, Fin, Blue and Northern Right Whales.
BIOT alone boasts 1.4% of the world’s coral reefs;

productive inshore waters in the world, whilst the
shallow water fish and corals inhabiting them are
recognised biodiversity hotspots (1). Add to these
a wealth of other invertebrates, including a suite of
lesser known but critically endangered marine cave
dwelling crustaceans and the marine biodiversity
of the UKOTs and CDs represents a significant
proportion of the UK’s overall biodiversity.
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However, almost without exception these diverse
environments are facing increasing threats from
human activities. Land reclamation, habitat de-
struction and hardscaping, over-harvesting, sew-
age, pollutants, litter and solid waste, introduced
species, noise, light and sonar pollution, wildlife
harassment, mineral and oil exploration and

global climate change are proving to be increas-
ingly persistent threats. Add to this the fact that
nearly all these jurisdictions are now economi-
cally dependent on the continued health of these
natural resources, and resource managers are faced
with a daunting task. We should also not forget the
cultural and built heritage, notably ship wrecks,
which present an interesting study, on the one hand
signalling human impact on the other a part of our
heritage we seek to protect from further impact.

In considering the broad suite of threats facing the
UKOTs and CDs, it is also readily apparent that
geography has been an underlying factor shaping
the development issues faced in the territories.
Whilst all but two (Gibraltar and BAT) share a
level of isolation from continental land masses, it
is recognised that those in the less accessible and/
or physically challenging locations have generally
been less impacted by development issues. Those
which are also immediately surrounded by deep
oceanic waters and good flushing regimes which
help to dilute the impacts of pollution events and
sedimentation have also fared better. These include
the Southern Atlantic territories as well as Pitcairn
in the Pacific, ie: south of the Equator.

In contrast, tropical and sub-tropical Caribbean and
Western Atlantic jurisdictions, as well as Jersey,
Guernsey, and the Channel Islands, the Isle of Man
and Gibraltar enjoy pleasant climates and generally
safe shallow anchorages within enclosed lagoons
or clearly defined harbours and bays. Not surpris-
ingly these jurisdictions have been heavily colo-
nized. Coupled with abundant (at least historically)
and readily accessible natural resources these are
now some of the most densely populated territories
on earth with population densities as high as 1,182

Fig. 1. Diagram to show the main regional groupings of the UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies
(adapted from the “Breath of Fresh Air”” Resource materials).
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Fig.2. The extent to which service-based industries support the economies of the northern latitude territories.

people per km2 (Bermuda)(2). With inshore waters  is an exception, largely protected from develop-
surrounded by shallow shelves which have lower ment through its extreme isolation).

flushing rates, the effects of over-population are

significantly compounded particularly with regards It follows that across, and also to some extent

to pollution, run-off and sedimentation. (NB. BIOT  within these geographical regions (notably the Car-

Table 1. Results of questionnaire sent to all UKOTs and CDs identifying threats to their inshore marine zones
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ibbean territories) the emergent marine environ-
mental issues have resulted from a fairly common
progressive trend of economic development, from
colonisation and natural resource exploitation,
through to trade and farming, and on to the service-
based industries currently driving the economies of
the majority of the northern latitude territories as
illustrated in Fig. 2.

Discussion of the Threats

If we follow this theme and consider development
through a phased approach we can consider the
historical and current issues being faced by the ter-
ritories and the solutions being applied. As a basis
for this discussion, a questionnaire was circulated
to all the UK Overseas Territories and Crown
Dependencies seeking input on the threats to their
inshore waters, with a request to try and rank
these. This ranking was undertaken relative to the
threats within each territory; no effort was made to
compare the threat level between territories. The
ranking scale used was 0 — 5 with 0 representing
no threat and 5 representing a serious threat. No
effort is made to distinguish between historical and
current threats; current management practices in
some territories may have alleviated the threat, but
the impact may still be felt.

Phase 1: Natural Resource Exploitation

Early colonisation of the UKOTs and CDs was
usually driven by the plentiful supply of exploit-
able resources. In Bermuda for example the litera-
ture tells of “‘fish so abundant that if a man steppe
into the water,
they will come
around him: so
that men were
faine to get
out for fear of
byting™, and
*“great plenty
whales which
| conceive are
very easie to
bee killed, for
they come so
usually and or-
dinarily to the
shore, that wee
heard them
oftentimes

o in the night
Photo 1. Conch harvesting in Cayman abed” (3). This

Photo 2. Accidental turtle capture in fishing net in
Bermuda

abundant supply of natural resources probably ap-
plied for most of the territories and was enough of
a trigger to encourage ongoing settlement in many.
Inevitably though, this resulted in a sweeping de-
pletion of these resources, and in many territories
this is still an ongoing threat.

Table 1 shows that over-harvesting is considered to
be especially problematic in some of the Caribbean
territories (notably Cayman and the British Virgin
Islands), as well as Bermuda, South Georgia and
South Sandwich Islands, Gibraltar, Guernsey and
the Isle of Man. It is in the tropical and subtropical
jurisdictions where overharvesting has the largest
impact on the inshore waters (as opposed to open
ocean fisheries) and both commercial and subsist-
ence level fishing on the shallow coral reefs has
targeted a broad suite of taxonomic groups, includ-
ing marine turtles, shellfish such as Queen conch
Strombus gigas, and many of the larger grouper
species, driving many to local extirpation and
resulting in ‘knock-on’ impacts to the whole eco-
system; for example the depletion of algae-eating
parrotfish can lead to the general demise of the reef
by allowing the algae to flourish and “suffocate”
the corals. This has been most dramatically seen

in Jamaica, where 94% of the coral reef has died,
but smaller scale examples likely exist within the
UKOTs. As the reef forms the main physical bar-
rier protecting these islands from storms and hur-
ricanes, as well as being pivotal to local economies
for tourism activities and food, any knock-on effect
can have serious ramifications for the territories.

Solutions:

Most jurisdictions have tackled over-harvesting
through a mixed approach of enforcement and
public awareness. Restrictions on fishing range
from complete protection of a species (for example
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marine turtles in most territories) to the establish-
ment of a protected areas system, which may be
year round or seasonal during the breeding season.
Restricted gear types, bag limits and catch size
limits are also in place in most territories for spe-
cies of concern, whilst licensing of commercial
fishermen for certain species and/or gear types,
offers the greatest ability to effectively monitor
and manage the resources. In Bermuda, the taking
of marine turtles below a certain size was prohib-
ited as far back as 1620, although interestingly,
this legislation failed through lack of information;
unbeknownst at the time, the small turtles being
protected did not represent Bermuda’s breeding
population but rather the juveniles of other popula-
tions, whilst the adult turtles which continued to
be exploited were Bermuda’s breeding population,
and were extirpated as a result. This is a classic il-
lustration of the need for informed management!

Public awareness campaigns may also help mini-
mise illegal exploitation by promoting awareness
of the penalties for illegal take, however increas-
ingly some territories are noting problems with the
expatriate workforce who often fail to familiarise
themselves with the local fisheries legislation, and
may struggle with language barriers. A lack of re-
sources is a problem in enforcing fisheries regula-
tions in virtually all of the territories.

Other more hands-on solutions for tackling the
depletion of local fisheries resources include the
implementation of recovery plans, which may
include the establishment of hatcheries or grow
out facilities targeting threatened and endangered
species, eg. Ormers in Jersey; turtles in Cayman;
scallops in Bermuda.

International treaties are in place in certain juris-

dictions which provide for consideration of the
impact of the whole food chain. In Antarctica,

the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) adopts an
ecosystem approach such that commercial fishing
must take into account not only the impact on the
target species, but also the impact on predator or
prey species. More general treaties and charters in
place in many of the territories which call for the
protection of threatened species and/or habitats
including marine include the Environment Char-
ter, Convention on Biological Diversity, Ramsar
Convention, Convention for the Conservation of
Antarctic Seals, Convention on the International
Trade of Endangered Species, The Bonn Conven-
tion, the International Convention on Whaling, The
Convention concerning the protection of the World
Cultural and Natural Heritage.

Phase II: Trade and Farming

Once successfully colonized, farming became a
mainstay and most of the territories established
themselves as active trading stations. This devel-
opment phase has had numerous and far reaching
impacts on the shallow water marine zones, most
notably (but not exclusively) from the increased
shipping. These include:

Habitat Destruction — The challenges of navigat-
ing the often complex reef systems surrounding
many of the UKOTs and Crown Dependencies are
evidenced from the numerous ship groundings that
have occurred. Now often considered important
from a cultural and tourism perspective, many of
these wrecks have left a permanent scar on the
reef. For example, the vulnerability of Bermuda’s
coral

reef

Photo 3 & 4. A ship sits on the reef in
Bermuda whilst the inset photo shows
the total destructive force of such a
grounding on the living corals.
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system was dramatically demonstrated in 1984,
with the grounding of the fully laden super tanker
Aguila Azteca on the reefs to the north of Ber-
muda. Carrying 196,000 tons of heavy Maya crude
oil, this tanker could easily have created the largest
oil spill in history, were it not for the unseasonably
mild weather. However, it is not only the ships
themselves, which damage the reefs when ground-
ing but also the blasting that is often employed to
salvage them. About 70 ha (173 acres) of shallow
outer reef (less than 10 m (33 ft) in depth) have
been severely disturbed by groundings in Bermuda,
representing about 1% of that reef zone. Long-term
monitoring of the Mari Boeing grounding scar, cre-
ated in 1978, has shown that recovery of the reef

is very slow, on the order of 100 years or more (4).
Better navigational aids are the most widespread
solution to accidental groundings. In Bermuda, the
Government petitioned the International Maritime
Organisation to declare a 30 mile “Area to be
Avoided” by all commercial shipping not calling in
to the Island. Additionally, the Government invest-
ed in RACON (active radar responding) beacons
on the fringing reef to mark navigational hazards.

In addition to groundings, the need for port facili-
ties to be expanded in all jurisdictions to accom-
modate the increased shipping activity has neces-
sitated significant dredging and modification of the
shoreline and shallow waters, resulting in habitat
loss. Dredging is listed as a significant threat in all
the Caribbean UKOTs as well as the Isle of Man
and St Helena.

Increased sedimentation, runoff — In an effort
to prevent further groundings, navigational chan-
nels crisscross the shallow waters of many of the
UKOTs and CDs. Whilst reducing the impact of
the groundings, the dredging of such channels has
itself resulted in significant habitat destruction, as
well as contributing to the sediment loading on
the reef. Although the impact of the dredging may
be only temporary, the continual movement of
ships through these channels creates often constant
sediment loading of water on the adjacent reefs.
33% of Caribbean coral reefs are threatened by
sedimentation (5), which smothers the corals pre-
venting the light needed for photosynthesis from
penetrating. Increased sedimentation may also
result from agricultural run-off and soil erosion,
which may contribute pollutants in the form of
pesticides and cause eutrophication of the inshore
waters. Cayman and British Virgin Islands both
cite run-off as a significant threat, whilst in Jersey,
there is concern about eutrophication resulting

from pig farms in nearby France, as well as local
potato farming. Aquaculture too has had a signifi-
cant impact in many of the territories and Cayman
has implemented an Aquaculture Development
Policy to regulate activities. Licensing of dredging
activities is also practiced in several territories.

Oil and other pollutant - Oil pollution is a daily
threat with shipping activity, and is noted as being
a significant threat in Gibraltar, Sark and the Brit-
ish Virgin Islands. Oil “fingerprinting” techniques
have been successfully employed to trace offend-
ers, whilst oil spill contingency programmes can
be activated to contain the spread of oil. Public
awareness campaigns to encourage marine service
stations and the boating public to adopt more care-
ful fuelling practice have also been tried in some
jurisdictions, whilst the Convention on the Preven-
tion of Marine Pollution from Ships had a notice-
able effect on reducing contaminant spills across
the globe.

Metal-based anti-fouling paints used on boat bot-
toms are one of the main sources of metal contami-
nation in the marine environment. Many of these
paints contain TBT (Tri-butyl tin) which is highly
effective as an anti-fouling agent. It has been
linked to “imposex” in gastropods, in which the fe-
male develops a penis and becomes infertile. There
is evidence of imposex in older Harbour Conch

in Bermuda (2) although the cause has not been
definitely attributed to TBT. This condition may
pre-date the local ban on the importation and use
of TBT-based paints in 1988. However, TBT is still
used on cruise ships and most large ships. Concen-
trations of TBT in Bermuda’s inshore waters are

Photo 5. Female Harbour Conch in Bermuda exhibiting
imposex
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still elevated despite the ban of anti-fouling
paints and additives, as paint chips scraped
off boats are often washed into the water
and become buried in the sediment. TBT is
still widely used in the British Virgin Islands
because of concerns about the impact of
invasive species on the marine environment.

Ballast water (Invasive species) - Ballast

water from visiting ships presents a poten-

tial problem in that it provides an avenue

for the introduction of invasive alien species
(IAS). For many territories, however, ships

come laden with goods and then only take

on ballast water when they are leaving, hav-

ing off-loaded their cargo, so that the threat

is minimal. Solutions to the inadvertent introduc-
tion of IASs through ballast water include restrict-
ing dumping of ballast water, public awareness
and control/eradication of the invasive species (the
most challenging option in the marine environ-
ment). However, IAS have shown up; Sargassum
mutans is a problem in Jersey, whilst the Pacific
Lionfish Pterois volitans is now resident in Ber-
muda, its ecological impact as yet unknown. Both
the British Virgin Islands and Gibraltar note IAS
as presenting a significant threat, whilst they are
of concern in the Channel Islands, Isle of Man and
Sark

Phase I1I: Service-based Industries

A number of the UK Overseas Territories and
Crown Dependencies jurisdictions are undergoing,
or have undergone a metamorphosis into almost
exclusively service-based economies (primarily
tourism, and now emerging international busi-
ness). Associated impacts include habitat destruc-
tion, loss of biodiversity, loss of water quality and
ecological imbalance from the following; hard-
scaping/destruction of coastal habitats for houses,
hotels, docks, moorings, marinas and the associat-
ed changes in flushing regimes, increased run-off,
sewage, solid waste disposal, light pollution, boat-
ing traffic (including cruise ships) leading to noise
pollution, groundings, direct collisions with marine
life, oil pollution, toxic impacts of anti-fouling
paints and wildlife harassment. Some examples are
discussed below.

Coastal Development and land reclamation —
Coastal development presents one of the most seri-
ous threats to the inshore waters of the UKOTs and
Crown Dependencies, fuelled by growing tourism
and the development of international business. In

Photo 6. Land reclamation underway in Jersey

Jersey, one of Europe’s largest land reclamation
schemes using recycled glass occurred adjacent

to a Ramsar site in 1995 — destroying one of the
Island’s most diverse reefs. Meanwhile, the Isle of
Man is currently faced with the challenge of a land
reclamation scheme for their new airport develop-
ment. In Bermuda the construction of the Air Force
Base (the present-day airport) during the 1940s
necessitated extensive dredging and land reclama-
tion in Castle Harbour. The construction required
the bulldozing of a dozen islands and the dredging
of sediments and near shore coral reefs to generate
landfill. In all, approximately 24.4 ha of coral reef,
18.2 ha of seagrass beds and 5.7 ha of mangrove
habitats were destroyed; the fine silt material that
spread over the entirety of St. George’s and Castle
Harbours choked the coral, permanently altering
the marine environment. The new land restricted
tidal flow and was insufficient in removing the silt
that remains trapped and continually re-suspends
to this day (4). The popularity of marinas is also
increasing in those jurisdictions catering to serv-
ice-based industries; whilst these minimise the
destructive impacts of moorings (especially on
seagrasses where they carve ‘halos’ into the grass
beds) and anchors on both seagrasses and coral
reefs, their construction and ongoing operation can
be detrimental, particularly as important nursery
habitats are typically to be found in the sheltered
bays around the shoreline which lend themselves to
marinas. Planning zonings are designed to control
development activities, and most jurisdictions call
for Environmental Impact Assessments on large
scale projects (although in many, approval often
effectively precedes the EIA). Land reclamation is
also recognized as a significant threat in the British
Virgin Islands, Cayman, Gibraltar and Guernsey.
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Photo 7. Dredging underway in Cayman

Increased sewage — Increasing
populations have inevitably led
to an increased sewage output.
Analyses of ground water in
Bermuda for example, indicate
that some contaminants, notably
nitrates, are attributable to cesspit
seepage. However, the amount
and rate of contamination to date
has been surprisingly low and
has not presented a health threat.
Meanwhile, some of the larger
hotels and the urban develop-
ments dispose of sewage effluent
through ocean outfalls which do
not extend beyond the outer reef-
line. Whilst studies have shown
no alarming alteration of the reef
ecology, probably due to the high
levels of dilution, improved levels
of treatment and re-use of this
effluent are an ultimate objective.
Heated water from the incinerator and hyper-saline
water from reverse osmosis plants is also pumped
into the ocean. Monitoring has shown that such
inputs have had little or no effect on the marine
environment. In Jersey, however, the sewage treat-
ment works empties into an enclosed bay where
plankton blooms have been documented. In other
territories, the problems of the increasing sewage
load accompanying rapidly expanding population
growth is exacerbated by the low flushing rates
which persist in many of the sheltered bays and
harbours where these developments are occurring.
St. Helena noted sewage as a developing problem
in one specific location.

Solid waste and dumping of debris — Increased
populations and intensive development have also
resulted in large volumes of solid waste. This has
been addressed through various methods, including
land reclamation (in Jersey, solid waste production

increases by 3% p.a. and this goes into land fill),
incinerators, artificial reefs, cleanups, export, and
fines.

Litter/trash - Increased activity in all of the
Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies
inevitably led to increased litter. In the marine
environment, plastics, ranging in size from large
sheets to microscopic pieces, and helium balloons
are a major problem. Marine turtles, whales and
seabirds are killed each year from ingesting plas-
tics or becoming entangled in fishing gear. Public
awareness, fines and coastal cleanups are the most

Photo 8. Hawksbill turtle in Bermuda which died after ingesting the jar of

plastics shown in the inset.

common methods for tackling this problem.

Tourist-related Impacts — With the expansion

of tourism in many of the UKOTs and Crown
Dependencies, public awareness of the marine
environment has increased significantly, however
some aspects of the tourist industry remain un-
sustainable; coral collection, spear fishing and the
trade in endangered species are examples. In most
territories, these activities are now prohibited,
however other tourist-related impacts include;
mooring/anchor damage (managed through pro-
tected areas or strategic positioning and the in-
stalment of environmentally-friendly moorings);
boat collisions with wildlife (and their habitat (eg.
cruise ship groundings), direct wildlife harassment
and touching of corals (managed through guide-
lines for operators and tourists (Bermuda), licens-
ing of operators (Cyprus — turtles), no-go zones
and operations restricted to shoreside (eg. Ascen-
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Photo 9. Diver touching a coral in Cayman

sion); impacts on animal behaviour (controlled by
limiting/prohibiting activity); and loss of historic
artefacts (managed though legislation, fines, public
awareness, Wrecks Act (Bermuda). Most of these
problems arise in the Caribbean UKOTs, Bermuda,

Photo 10. Sting Ray City in Cayman; new guidelines

have been implemented to stop handling of the ani-

mas, but the animals would appear to have become
habituated to the daily provision of food.

the Channel Islands and Gibraltar and Cyprus, but
St. Helena also reports concerns.

Light, noise, sonar pollution — Development

results in increases of all of these. The impact of
light pollution in deterring turtles from nesting has
been well documented and the Turks and Caicos
noted light pollution as a significant threat. In
Gibraltar, noise pollution is deemed a significant
threat. In Bermuda, observers note that turtles ap-
pear slower to respond to boating traffic perhaps
because they are having increasing difficulty in iso-
lating the direction of the threat with the dramati-
cally increased boating traffic. A number of marine
mammal strandings have also raised questions
about the cause; there has been no documented
evidence of sonar pollution but it remains a threat.

Photo 11. A stranded dolphin is assisted in Bermuda’s
inshore waters

In Bermuda, a recent research request to undertake
seismic testing was denied on the grounds that the
potential threat to marine life was too great.

Natural Resource Exploitation

In recent years natural resource exploitation has
expanded beyond fisheries resources to include
bioprospecting for compounds of potential valu-
able for pharmaceutical purposes. Both Cayman
and Bermuda report examples of such exploitation;
in both territories there have been past examples of
overseas companies collecting specimens without
contracts being drawn up with the local Govern-
ment, thereby contradicting the principles of the
CBD which call for appropriate local benefit shar-
ing. Many of the territories are also of interest to
the scientific community in general and the ongo-
ing, unmonitored collection of specimens should
be of concern for potentially threatened species in
some jurisdictions. Licensing of researchers, public
awareness and the legal protection of endangered
species is part of the solution, and territories are
being encouraged to develop policies that consider
requests from companies to search and sample on
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Photo 12. Sponges are a common target species for phar-
maceutical companies looking for compounds of potential
value.

a ‘case by case’ basis. The establishment of Sites
of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) for example
in the British Antarctic Territory allows regulated
access for scientific study in accordance with man-
agement plans.

Oil prospecting is currently underway in the
Falkland Islands, whilst preliminary exploration
for minerals has commenced in Bermuda’s wa-
ters. Still in the exploratory stage, it is too early to
determine what impacts these activities might have
on local biodiversity, but in both cases these activi-
ties are being carefully monitored. The Convention
on the Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resource
Activities (CRAMRA) and the more recent Proto-
col on the Environmental Protection to the Antarc-
tic Treaty of 1991, provides an indefinite prohibi-
tion on mineral activities at least for the British
Antarctic Territory.

Global Climate Change

Beyond the scope of this summary, global climate
change must nevertheless be mentioned given the
low lying nature of many of the territories and their
dependence on their coastal environments. Impacts
already being felt include increased coastal erosion
from more frequent and stronger storm activity
(eg. hurricanes), changes in species composition
(eg. White Bream in Jersey) as well as increased
incidence of coral disease such as black, white and
yellow band disease, as well as bleaching which in
many parts of the world have been linked to global
warming. There is ongoing monitoring throughout
the Caribbean and Bermuda for the incidence of
disease, but little means to mitigate against such
threats. Global solutions to develop alternative en-
ergy sources are not without their impacts also. For

Photo 13. Band band disease on Caribbean Coral

example, in Guernsey there is concern about the ef-
forts to generate hydro electric power, whilst there
is concern in Jersey about plutonium pollution
from the Cap de la Hague nuclear power station on
the French coast.

Conclusions

In conclusion it is apparent that the UK Over-

seas Territories and Crown Dependencies face
mounting pressure in trying to protect their shal-
low water marine zones from increasing levels of
development. As more territories, particularly in
the Caribbean and Channel Islands look to expand
their role in the international business sector, this
development shows no signs of abating. Those
jurisdictions which have previously been buffered
to some extent by their isolation, but which are
now evolving into growing tourism destinations
are also starting to witness the potential threats
such development may pose. Whilst management
practices have been developed to try and mitigate
against these threats (and in this, there should be
much to be learned from some territories about the
successes and failures of various approaches), there
are a number of notable stumbling blocks. The key
problem expressed by most of the territories seems
to be the overall lack of an integrated marine spa-
tial plan. Development activities are being carried
out in a ‘piecemeal’ fashion in the absence of an
overall vision. Additionally, there is a general lack
of awareness with a feeling that no weight is given
to biodiversity in decision-making. Instead, there is
a sense that protecting the environment continues
to be viewed as a ‘cost’ to society. Adherence to
the principles of the Environment Charter is weak
throughout the UKOTs and CDs and a general lack
of political will is a clearly voiced concern. Poor
communication between scientists and policy-
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makers is viewed as another significant problem,
whilst often the regulatory framework is inade-
quate, and there is a need to revamp legislation. A
lack of capacity and resources is a common theme
throughout the territories, and increased regional
cooperation is seen as beneficial.

Maintaining the health and integrity of the shal-
low marine coastal waters is pivotal to both the
economic stability of all of the UK Overseas Ter-
ritories and Crown Dependencies, as well as the
preservation of their rich biodiversity. An over-
arching vision for the sustainable development of
the inshore marine zones of each Overseas Terri-
tory and Crown Dependency is essential if these
are to be maintained.
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Review 3: Marine Protected Areas in territorial and EEZ
waters of UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependen-

cies: useful tools in the box?

Dr Mike Brooke, Department of Zoology, University of Cambridge, and Chairman

UKOTCEF Pitcairn WG

Brooke, M. 2007. Marine Protected Areas in territorial and EEZ waters of UK
Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies: useful tools in the box?. pp 134-137
in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Terri-
tories and other small island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

This presentation reviews Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in the territorial and
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) waters of United Kingdom Overseas Territories
(UKOTs) and Crown Dependencies. Whereas most territories and dependencies
have some sort of protected area(s) lying offshore, many of the areas were estab-
lished primarily to protect onshore or coastal features, for example sites registered
within the international World Heritage and Ramsar Wetlands of International
Importance Conventions. In such cases the truly marine component of the reserve
is incidental but nevertheless valuable, especially when it extends as far as 12-nau-
tical mile territorial limits. That said, there are MPAs of various status across the
UKOTs. I examine the variety of ways by which MPAs have been established and
try to identify what features are associated with a MPA achieving its aims, and what
features are associated with a lack of success. Based on information supplied from
the territories and dependencies, I attempt to identify where new MPAs could most
beneficially be designated in the near to medium future. Ensuring the effective pro-
tection of offshore MPAs is likely to be major constraint. The Caribbean Overseas
Territories that are members of the Organisation of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS)
have signed the St Georges Declaration of Principles for Environmental Sustainabil-
ity in the OECS, and therefore must implement the instruments of the Declaration
as well as those of the Overseas Territories Environment Charter. Close scrutiny of
both documents has indicated that they are quite similar and there is no philosophy
or provision in one that is in discord with the other. Therefore any course of action
that will lead to the satisfactory implementation of one will satisfy the execution of
the other.

Michael de L. Brooke, Department of Zoology, University of Cambridge, Downing

Street, Cambridge CB2 3EJ, United Kingdom; mb10005@cam.ac.uk

This talk brings together scattered information pro-
vided by a generous network of correspondents on
the Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) currently exist-
ing in the UK’s Overseas Territories and Crown
Dependencies, considers their effectiveness, and
details where further MPAs could usefully be
established.

In the Crown Dependencies there are no reserves
which are formal MPAs. However Alderney,
Guernsey and Jersey have designated Ramsar sites
which include features of considerable marine
interest. Since the Ramsar definition of wetlands
is broad, “areas of marsh, fen, peatland or water,
whether natural or artificial, permanent or tem-
porary, with water that is static or flowing, fresh,

brackish or salt, including areas of marine water
the depth of which at low tide does not exceed six
metres”, there is evidently scope for using the des-
ignation for protecting nearshore marine areas.

In the Caribbean Territories, MPAs are found in
Anguilla, in Bermuda in a multiplicity of forms, in
the British Virgin Islands, in the Caymans (num-
bering 26) and in the Turks and Caicos (34). Only
Montserrat lacks any MPA or equivalent.

In the ‘tropical’ Territories, MPAs are absent from
the Pitcairns, have been proposed but not desig-
nated in Ascension, designated but not adopted in
St Helena, and actually established in BIOT and
Gibraltar.
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Turning to the Southern Oceans, Tristan da Cunha
has de facto MPAs, since the Gough and Inacces-
sible Island Nature Reserves have been extended
to 12 nautical miles offshore. The Falklands and
South Georgia & South Sandwich Islands lack
MPAS. The British Antarctic Territory has many,

and they will be discussed later in this presentation.

While this brief survey may give the impression
that MPAs are effectively members of one species,
such an impression would be false. The protected
areas actually come in many guises, tailored to lo-
cal circumstances. This is especially well exempli-
fied by Bermuda where: -

1. The entire 200 mile EEZ is a marine mammal
preserve.

2. “Areas to be avoided” are indicated to shipping
with the aid of multi-million dollar expenditure
on navigational radio beacons.

3. Coral reef preserves have been established to
prevent damaging land reclamation.

4. 39 protected areas are designated and provided
with permanent mooring buoys (to reduce or
eliminate anchor damage). Within the areas,
there is no line, spear or lobster fishing.

5. One strict Marine Park exists where this is no
mooring, anchoring, or fishing.

6. No fish pots, or spear fishing are permitted
within one mile of the shore while there are ad-
ditional areas where net fishing is prohibited.

7. Seasonally protected areas with specified aims,
for example protection of grouper spawning
grounds, are gazetted.

8. In sea-grass areas, planning applications are

discouraged.

. Special measures may be taken to protect spe-

cies of local or global conservation concern.

10. Historic wrecks may or may not be closed to
diving.

Ne)

Clearly this variety of marine conservation meas-
ures has been possible only because Bermuda is a
populated and prosperous Territory, with resources
available to consider carefully what is required

to effect useful marine conservation, and then to
designate, monitor and enforce. Such luxuries are
simply unavailable in many Territories where the
marine protection framework is necessarily cruder.
This alternative situation is exemplified by BIOT.

In BIOT a Conservation Zone was established in
2003 stretching from the 200 mile limit to within 6
miles of the coast. In practise it remains to be seen

what practical effect this designation has. There are
additional Strict Nature Reserves centred on Eagle
Island and Peros Banhos in the west and north of
archipelago, respectively. Finally, the populated
island of Diego Garcia contains a Ramsar site in
which are Strict Conservation Areas, Restricted
Areas and beach walking areas, which together ac-
commodate a variety of uses and users.

A variety of uses - but perhaps not users - is also
reflected in the many protection categories created
in the Antarctic Treaty area, of which the Brit-

ish Antarctic Territory is an important part. That
importance is reflected (table below) in the rela-
tively high numbers of at least some protected area
categories that are to be found in the British Ant-
arctic Territory and South Sandwich Islands when
viewed as a proportion of all such areas within the
Antarctic Treaty region.

Table. Types of Protected Area in the Antarctic
Treaty region

N = Number in BAT or SSI/Number in whole
treaty area

Category of protected area N

A | Fully and partially marine Ant- 5/10
arctic Specially Protected Areas
(ASPAs) of interest to CCAMLR

B | Antarctic Specially Protected Ar- | 5/6
eas (ASPAs) with a marine com-
ponent (not requiring CCAMLR
approval)

C | Antarctic Specially Managed Areas | 2/3
(ASMAs)

D | Multiple-use Planning Areas (Mu- | 0/1
PAs)

E | CCAMLR Ecosystem Monitoring | 0/3
Program (CEMP) Protected Areas

F | Convention for the Conservation 2/2
of Antarctic Seals (CCAS) Seal

Reserves
G | CCAS Sealing Zones 0/6
H | Marine Protected Areas under 0/2
proposal

| | Marine Protected Areas within the
CCAMLR Convention Area under
national jurisdiction

It is perhaps no coincidence that the three Ter-
ritories whose MPA networks I have described in
some detail include one that is large (in population
terms) and wealthy, and two that largely uninhab-
ited. I would argue that networks can be most read-
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ily established either where there is extensive local
expertise or where there are (virtually) no people,
and therefore no vested interests to resist designa-
tion. The problems arise in Territories of modest
capacity where resources are sparse and yet there
are enough voices and vested interests to make
reserve designation contentious.

Given the variety of types of MPA, there is a
wealth of reasons why MPAs are designated. How-
ever, these reasons can usually be placed within
one of three over-arching umbrella categories.
These first is that the area is a more or less intact
and representative example of some particular type
of marine ecosystem. The second is that the protec-
tion of the area may have scientific importance, in
providing a control to help distinguish between the
effects of harvesting and natural ecosystem chang-
es, and in providing an area for study not subject
to human interference. The third is the protection
of an area or species potentially vulnerable to hu-
man activities such as a coral reef or a sea mount.
Perhaps surprisingly no correspondent mentioned
as a reason for establishment the role that MPAs
are known to have in providing a refuge in which
numbers of fished species can build up and spill
out into the surrounding areas to the benefit of
fishermen.

Even well-endowed Territories
are likely to face problems
policing MPAs. The problem is
yet more acute in remote and
barely inhabited Territories.
Both Territory classes are faced
with patrolling a 200-mile EEZ
that may cover a sea-area the
size of England. In such cir-
cumstances, it is evident that
enforcement is likely to be
difficult or impossible. Even

a dedicated fishery protection
vessel is barely sufficient. That
assumes a vessel is available
which, at present, is not the
case in most Territories. This
situation is unlikely to change
given a reluctance of the British
Government in London to fund
such vessels. Only when a local
fishery exists on a scale suf-
ficient to provide license fees
adequate to run a protection
vessel is there a fair prospect
of offshore MPA enforcement.

Currently this outcome has been realised only in
the Falklands, and South Georgia.

Enforcement of nearshore reserves that are often
extensions of onshore reserves is a more attainable
aim, and it is one that could be pursued in more
UK Overseas Territories.

Despite these difficulties, correspondents mostly
reacted positively when asked whether MPAs in
their Territories were effective, with, for example,
positive impacts on local fisheries reported from
Turks and Caicos and Tristan da Cunha. However,
Anguilla and British Antarctic Territory reported
an absence of evidence and this is likely to be more
generally true than indicated. The monitoring pro-
tocols needed to establish whether MPAs are or are
not effective are simply not in place on an adequate
scale. This is not likely to change in the short-term,
bearing in mind how difficult it has proven to es-
tablish effective monitoring in the mainland UK.

Many Territories and Crown Dependencies re-
ported aspirations to establish further MPAs. These
included, from north to south: -

Isle of Man — south coast areas
Jersey — St Ouen’s area
Anguilla — Prickly Pear area to provide linkage

The islands of British Indian Ocean Territory shown at the same scale as Eng-
land and Wales. BIOT’s Exclusive Economic Zone (and Conservation Zone) if
shown at the same scale would extend well into the Irish and North Seas, the

English Channel and Scotland.
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between existing PAs

Ascension — but progress constrained by lack of
resources

St Helena — offshore stacks but resource shortage
as above

Tristan da Cunha — seamounts but uncertain how
protection could be enforced

South Georgia — MPAs under consideration

Antarctic Treaty area — high seas MPAs under
consideration.

In general, correspondents were positive when
reporting their experience with MPAs. However,
there is a clear need for establishing more such
areas, ensuring that protection is enforced and that
the areas are not ‘paper parks’, and for monitoring
whether the MPAs actually achieve the aims for
which they were designated.
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Discussion following the review presentations

Questions, Answers and General Comments
Bycatch in fisheries

The Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) was set up
with an ecosystem approach under the Antarctic
Treaty. There is a good suite of mitigation meas-
ures. Raising awareness of these with other fisher-
ies (Regional Fisheries Management Organisations
— RFMOs) is required. The Agreement on the Con-
servation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP) needs
to be used to influence fisheries and mitigation
measures. The lead is being taken by the UK in
assessing the level of bycatch by ACAP members
fishing in the S. Atlantic, and will give an aware-
ness of the scale of the problem and the mitigation
measures to be introduced.

The Falkland Islands and South Georgia moni-

tor Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ) using two
fisheries patrol vessels. There is also aerial surveil-
lance and satellite surveillance. Licenced vessels
are also monitored via GPS. In addition, there is
self-monitoring by licensed fishing vessels.

Satellite tracking relating to ACAP might be of use
in the future for tracking illegal fishing vessels.

Reference was made to a UK Defra-led action
plan, with the question as to whether other terri-
tories were being drawn in, but participants were
unaware of this.

There were difficulties in the suggestion of a shar-
ing agreement between Falkland Islands and other
South Atlantic islands (e.g. Ascension).

It was noted that blue-dyed fish bait increases fish
catch and decreases turtle by-catch. There was

an economic saving to the fishery of not catch-
ing albatross as a bycatch. Saving albatross from
by-catch was not yet reflected in increased popula-
tion. There were other pressures in other areas,
with long-lived individuals with onset of breeding
at a late age, and not breeding in every year. There
might not be measurable increased recruitment for
10 years. Also, the fisheries in the Falklands rep-
resent only a small area of the fisheries that affect
albatrosses.

Development issues in inshore marine zones

Concerns were expressed that anti-fouling paint
containing TBT was still being used in many
places. In BVI it affects conch and makes them
infertile. In France and Britain it impacted on dog
whelk. Unfortunately new anti-fouling paints are
also toxic.

Marine Protected Areas

In some areas, for example the Marshall Islands,
fisheries enhancement is the only way in which
MPAs can be “sold” as there is no tourism. There-
fore protection of seagrasses was promoted for
fisheries enhancement to make it acceptable to the
public.

Specific discussion relating to subjects pro-
posed in the introductory paper

Ensuring existing and new marine fisheries are
managed in a sustainable manner

The Foreign & Commonwealth Office is responsi-
ble for EEZs, and also take the lead on CCAMLR.
The regulation of long-line fishing in Tristan da
Cunha is a massive problem, and UK will miss
ACAP targets by far if something is not done.
Ascension now has the right to sell its own fishing
licences (since 2004) but for Ascension the reply to
each of the four questions under this heading in the
Introduction is “no”. Falklands had received large
funding for the start up of their fishery. Would
there be any funding for the start-up of the Ascen-
sion fishery? It was acknowledged that there was
a huge challenge regarding ACAP targets. Work
was being done with RFMOs, and also alongside
partners such as RSPB and Birdlife, to try to get
people on ships to use mitigation measures. Polic-
ing was impracticable with current resources.

It was noted that the French authorities were now
quite active, using satellites which can scan boats
for a signal, and sending policing boats to those
fishing without a signal. Why not have extensive
collaboration between countries on this? Techni-
cians and officials in Brussels should be lobbied to
ensure a vessel monitoring system (VSM) At the
Greenland meeting of EU and OCTs, the Falk-
lands representative had spoken about the lack of
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EU involvement in policing in the South Atlantic.
Members of CCAMLR have to have 100% moni-
toring.

One thing that was needed now was an immediate
point of contact when situations occurred. Illegal
fishers have got away in the past in Ascension,
even though UK had been informed.

Ensuring tourism and other development activi-
ties are properly managed

Aquaculture raises many issues, ¢.g. breeding
alien species, dredging, nitrification, damage to
mangroves, fishing to provide food (junk fish) for
farmed fish.

Cayman has an aquaculture policy. The legislation
has not yet happened, but they do have a draft bill.

This issue was relevant to JNCC and its economic
development tools. There was a need to tie dollar
values to resources under threat. The information
available to date is not specific and very dated. It
was hoped that this could be explored with INCC
and assistance given.

One problem was that assessing environmental im-
pact tends to happen at the individual project scale,
and ignores the cumulative effect of, for example,
5-10 similar developments in the same area. Con-
cerns were expressed on aggregates and fossil fuel
licensing on the sea bed.

There was a clear need for advice and guidance in
UKOTs on marine issues. JNCC could help with
fisheries, MPAs, environment and impact assess-
ment — including oil and gas. JNCC agreed to dis-
cuss further what more they can do to help UKOTs
and CDs with their needs.

Is income from development activities adequately
supporting conservation efforts? Absolutely not.
In BVI development areas were affecting existing
MPAs, not supporting them.

Protecting habitats and species

In BVI lots of work had been done but it was very
hard to compete with major development projects;
small islands have small spaces. The importance
of independent NGOs was highlighted in putting
pressure on government. An example was given
of a territory which did not have effective NGOs
because the government did not want them. In this

example the government simply decided what it
wanted, and what it would do.

BirdLife International have a best practice docu-
ment available for undertaking risk assessments
and plans of action for seabirds. One needs to be
produced for turtles.

Making use of international bodies
Some specific examples were discussed.

CITES is moving more towards marine species,
and could be the right mechanism to support
fishery management. It has teeth, and has closed
fisheries down. Gibraltar implements CITES (but
leaving most of the work to an NGO), but there
was no follow-through. What do you do with the
animals which are seized as a result of CITES?

The World Heritage Convention currently has a
huge emphasis on sites that are marine or a large
percentage of marine environment. Tristan has
two islands which form a World Heritage site. The
question was “what is the value of these sites?”.
They highlight the value for tourism, develop

a sense of pride in people who live in or near a
World Heritage site, and provide emotional tools
for engagement. The disadvantages were relatively
low, there was paperwork to get registered, and the
need for a management plan.

There were issues on islands where people do not
feel able to speak out. The question was raised as
to whether UKOTCEF could raise issues and apply
pressure to local bodies and others. Is that what
this conference wanted UKOTCEF to do? UKOTs
should let the Forum know of any such issues to
raise in its meetings with FCO and others.

Resourcing conservation efforts
There was unanimous concern over the lack of

funds, budgets and a generic capacity problem in
UKOTs for environmental work.
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Poster: Assessment & Improved Management of New and
Existing Marine Protected Areas in the British Virgin Is-
lands

Joseph Smith Abbott, British Virgin Islands National Parks Trust

Smith Abbott, J. 2007. Assessment & Improved Management of New and Exist-
ing Marine Protected Areas in the British Virgin Islands. p 140 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small
island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

This OTEP funded project aimed to assess the efficacy of the BVI’s existing Marine
Conservation Programme (MCP), and develop ways to improve it. The BVI NPT
had a proposed system of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and wanted to determine
(a) whether these areas were representative of all marine habitats within the BVI that
required protection, especially habitats of critical importance, (b) how well were the
MPAs performing and their effectiveness on the marine environment and stake-
holder use through the acquisition of baseline ecological data and, (c) what adaptive
management practices were required to ensure the Trust’s ability to conserve, man-
age or restore these key marine habitats? These questions were answered during this
two year project conducted in collaboration between the BVI National Parks Trust,
Conservation and Fisheries Department, and Dr. Charles Sheppard of the University
of Warwick.

Joseph Smith Abbott, British Virgin Islands National Parks Trust, P O Box 860,
Road Town, Tortola, British Virgin Islands. director@bvinationalparkstrust.org

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 140



Poster: The British Virgin Islands Marine Conservation
Programme
Nancy K Woodfield Pascoe, British Virgin Islands National Parks Trust

Woodfield Pascoe, N.K. 2007. The British Virgin Islands Marine Conservation
Programme. p 141 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK
Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th October
2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.
ukotcf.org

Marine conservation and management ensure habitat and species survival and
provide for adequate fish stocks and enhanced visitor enjoyment, while protecting
delicate coral reefs. Through the Marine Conservation Programme, the BVI Nation-
al Parks Trust has actively conserved coral reef environments from anchor damage
by the installation of mooring buoys at popular dive and snorkel sites throughout
the BVI. The programme is manned by a staff of six (6) Marine Wardens who are
responsible for the maintenance and patrol of these moorings. The programme is
administered by a Marine Programme Coordinator, based in the Trust Office. Fees
collected for the use of the moorings represent a substantial component of revenue
generated by the Trust.

Nancy K Woodfield Pascoe, Planning and Development Coordinator, British Virgin
Islands National Parks Trust, P O Box 860, Road Town, Tortola, British Virgin
Islands. nkwoodfield@yahoo.com
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Poster: Environmental Impact Assessment and Tidal Power;
filling the legislative vacuum: A case study from Alderney
(Bailiwick of Guernsey)

Roland Gauvain, Alderney Wildlife Trust

Gauvain, R. 2007. Environmental Impact Assessment and Tidal Power; filling the
legislative vacuum: A case study from Alderney (Bailiwick of Guernsey). p 142 in
Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territo-
ries and other small island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Alderney’s tidal races (the Alderney Race and Swinge) are recognised as being
one of the Europe’s most powerful tidal resources. With the recent growth in the
development of tidal energy devices, and due to the political situation of the island
Alderney is the only Island within the British Isles to own and control its own sea-
bed (approximately 90 sq.miles), Alderney finds itself in a unique position.

The poster display will layout the processes taking place within the political, com-
mercial and environmental sectors, which is leading towards the placement of the
first tidal devices within Alderney’s waters.

e The creation of an independent body to oversee all aspects of tidal power devel-
opment within Alderney’s Waters.

* The establishment of a commercial agreements between State and developer.

* The development of an Environmental Impact Assessment framework, both the
establishment of a baseline and longer term environmental scoping and device
specific Impact Assessment.

* The creation of a legislative framework.

* The development of monitoring and control processes.

The purpose behind the display is to layout the current tidal power development

strategy on Alderney in brief and highlight what might be considered its successes
and failures.

Roland Gauvain, Alderney Wildlife Trust, 34 Victoria Street, St Anne, Alderney
GYO93TA, Channel Islands. manager@alderneywildlife.org
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Poster: Bermuda Reef Ecosystem Assessment and Mapping
(BREAM) Programme 2006

Thaddeus J.T. Murdoch, Anne F. Glasspool, Mark Outerbridge, J. Clee, C.
Lustic, A. Wanklyn, A. Batson, Mike Colella, G. Toro Farmer and E. Salas,

Bermuda Zoological Society

Murdoch, T.J.T., Glasspool, A.F., Outerbridge, M., Clee, J., Lustic, C., Wanklyn,
A., Batson, A., Colella, M., Toro Farmer, G. & Salas, E.. 2007. Bermuda Reef
Ecosystem Assessment and Mapping (BREAM) Programme 2006. pp 143-144 in
Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territo-
ries and other small island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Bermuda’s coral reef system is particularly significant in that it is the most northerly
in the world. Over the past couple of decades, there has been a dramatic decline in
the health of coral reef systems globally. Estimates indicate that about 27% of the
world’s reefs have been degraded beyond recovery and a further 16% are under
serious threat. Whilst coral reefs throughout the rest of the Caribbean have suffered
dramatic declines in the amount of living coral, Bermuda is one of the few remain-
ing locations with relatively healthy reefs, probably in part due to the fact that our
corals are isolated from many of the destructive processes found further south, and
because all corals and herbivorous fishes are completely protected across the island.
For this reason Bermuda’s shallow water marine habitats are not only important lo-
cally, but also regionally.

The BREAM project, has been launched in recognition of the fact that there is a
need firstly, to support multidisciplinary studies of Bermuda’s coral reef complex to
eliminate the information gaps; secondly, to properly document and orchestrate data
collection, management and sharing in order to promote improved local, regional
and international understanding of coral reef systems; thirdly, to integrate the re-
source managers, the scientific community and the users in the management proc-
esses to define common goals and to recognise the significant pressures and conflicts
that are placed upon our marine environment; and finally, to promote a range of
public awareness programmes, with the goal of encouraging care of our unique coral
reef ecosystem.

At present, baseline surveys are being conducted across the entire shallow water
marine platform to assess the ecological condition and biodiversity of the reefs.
Protocols and a preliminary overview of the findings are presented.

Thaddeus J.T. Murdoch, Anne F. Glasspool, Mark Outerbridge, J. Clee, C.
Lustic, A. Wanklyn, A. Batson, Mike Colella, G. Toro Farmer & E. Salas,
Bermuda Zoological Society, P.O. Box FL 487, Flatts, Bermuda, FL BX. E-mail:
timurdoch@gov.bm

Introduction monitoring these marine communities over an
ecologically meaningful length of time.
The Bermuda Reef Ecosystem Assessment and

Mapping (BREAM) Programme began in 2004, In the summers of 2004 and 2005 we assessed the
and focuses on the marine aspect of the Bermuda ecological condition of the corals, algae and fish at
Biodiversity Project. 25 rim reef sites, 35 lagoonal patch reefs and four

forereef sites using a modified version of the Atlan-
One of our goals is to collect data on the ecological  tic and Gulf Rapid Reef Assessment (AGRRA) and
condition and biodiversity of coral reefs located Reef Environmental Education Foundation (REEF)
over the entire Bermuda Seamount, and to continue  survey protocols.
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Fig 1. A GIS map showing the location and relative coral cover of patch, rim and forereef reef assemblages across
the Bermuda reef platform

Reef Corals

At the 64 sites, team members accounted for a
total of 3,658 stony corals, on 297 transects. Coral
cover varied from a low of less than 10% to a high
of over 75% of the benthic substrate. Fore and rim
reefs consisted of almost identical stony coral spe-
cies assemblages, dominated by Diploria strigosa
and Diploria labyrinthiformis. Species diversity
was relatively low both on the rim reef (H’ =
1.288) and on the fore reef (H’ = 1.215). Families
represented on these reefs, in order of abundance,
include Diploria, Porites, Montastrea, and Mille-
pora. Lagoonal patch reefs were characterized by
the highest species diversity (H”=2.094) and were
dominated by Porites astreiodes and D. strigosa.
This habitat also supported the greatest number of
families, including Diploria, Porites, Montastrea,
Millepora, Madracis, Oculina and Stephanocoenia.

Reef Fish

Team members recorded a total of 18,510 fish on
1,320 transects. Patch reef assemblages consisted
of almost 75% haemulids, with pomacentrids,

scarids and acanthurids making up most of the
remainder and were less diverse than the other
three habitat types (H”=2.169). Fore and rim reef
assemblages were almost identical. The reef fish
communities in these habitats were dominated by
scarids and acanthurids. The species diversity in
these habitats was high (H’=2.878, H = 2.816,
respectively).

In 2006 we plan to survey additional forereef sites
at depths of 10- and 20-m, completely encompass-
ing all reef habitats across the Bermuda platform.
The information collected will be used to better
guide marine research, resource management and
education.
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Poster: Assessing the conservation status of the critically

threatened Spectacled Petrel
Contact: Geoff Hilton, RSPB

Hilton. G. 2007. Assessing the conservation status of the critically threatened Spec-
tacled Petrel. pp 145-146 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6th to 12th
October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,

www.ukotcf.org

An OTEP-funded project, executed by the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds,
the Tristan da Cunha Natural Resources Department, the University of Cape Town
and Projeto Albatroz, Brazil.

Dr Geoff Hilton, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, c/o Sociedade Portugue-
sa para o Estudo das Aves (SPEA), Rua da Vitdria n® 53, 3° Esq., 1100-618 Lisboa,

Portugal.

Project Background

The Spectacled Petrel Procellaria conspicillata

is ‘critically endangered’, and, so far as is cur-
rently known, endemic to Inaccessible Island in the
Tristan da Cunha group. It was given its very high
threat status because it was thought to have a small
population that was likely to be declining because
of high mortality as longline fishing bycatch.

A previous population census in 1999, and an esti-
mate of longline mortality in 2000 were in urgent
need of updating, and it was feared that the species
might be getting close to extinction. This project
attempted to determine the current conservation
status of the species.

Spectacled Petrels are large, burrow-nesting
seabirds. Their at-sea distribution and ecology are
not well understood, though they are known to be
among the most abundant birds foraging around
fishing vessels off the Brazilian coast.

Activities and Results

Census of the breeding population on Inacces-
sible Island

A repeat of the 1999 breeding census was con-
ducted during the 2004 breeding season, led by

the University of Cape Town. The census involved
estimating the number of burrows in all nesting
colonies, coupled with intensive counts in a sample
of these colonies to determine the proportion of
burrows that are missed during estimated counts.
The proportion of burrows that were actually oc-

geoff.hilton@rspb.org.uk

cupied by an incubating pair was estimated using a
combination of methods; in particular, we deter-
mined the call-response to tape-playback of calls
at burrow entrances. The number of breeding pairs
was derived from the total number of estimated
burrows, and the apparent occupancy rate of these
burrows.

The census indicated that the population had
increased rapidly since 1999. The 2004 population
was thought to be around 10,000 breeding pairs,
compared to 7,000 breeding pairs in 1999 — an in-
crease of ca. 45%, or 7% per annum. This remark-
able result was unexpected and very heartening,
but posed new questions: how could the population
be increasing so rapidly, in the face of apparently
massive adult mortality? We concluded, based on
the limited historical data available, that the popu-
lation has probably been undergoing a sustained
recovery since the early twentieth century, when
introduced pigs Sus scrofa — which were probably
catastrophic predators of nesting Spectacled Petrels
— died out on the island. Other conditions were so
favourable (because the population was well below
carrying capacity) that the development of lon-
gline mortality did not prevent the increase from
continuing. Also, since earlier population censuses
probably under-estimated the true population size,
the estimated longline mortality was somewhat
less severe, in terms of the proportion of the total
population killed each year.

Assessment of the current rate of longlining
mortality
Observers were placed by Instituto Albatroz on
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nine pelagic longline cruises performed from April
to December 2005 off Brazil. In total, onboard
observers recorded data from 117 longline sets and
115,730 hooks deployed, to estimate current rates
of seabird bycatch, fishing locations, catches and
bycatch mitigation behaviour.

An extensive review of data on Spectacled Petrel
occurrence and seabird bycatch in demersal and
pelagic longline fisheries in the Southwest Atlantic
Ocean was conducted. A new longline database
and GIS system was developed by Instituto Alba-
troz.

No Spectacled Petrel or other seabird was killed
during the observed cruises. It is difficult to
interpret these data clearly, because only a small
proportion of total longline effort could be cov-
ered, and mortality is known to be highly stochas-
tic. Bycatch mitigation measures were not used on
these cruises.

Abundance data showed that Spectacled Petrel is
the most frequent and abundant species attend-
ing vessels. Other common species were Great
Shearwater Puffinus gravis, White-chinned Petrels
Procellaria conspicillata, Atlantic Yellow-nosed
Albatross Thalassarche chlororhynchos, Black-
browed Albatross Thalassarche melanophrys and
great albatrosses Diomedea spp. The great major-
ity of these birds is likely to have originated in the
UKOTs of Falkland Islands, South Georgia and
Tristan da Cunha, indicating the importance of
Southwest Atlantic waters for OT’s seabird popula-
tions.

Assessment of whether there might be another
breeding location

Recent sightings of rafting birds off the coast of
Tristan da Cunha suggested that there might be

a second nesting population on this island. Other
islands in the region might conceivably also sup-
port undiscovered populations: although the spe-
cies comes ashore during daylight in the breeding
season, so is not hard to detect, it is a winter-nester,
and very little fieldwork generally takes place at
this time of year.

New searches were conducted on land and from
sea in the remoter areas of Tristan da Cunha during
winter 2004. In addition, genetic material was tak-
en from 50 breeding birds on Inaccessible Island,
and from more than 100 birds caught alive (and
released) at longline vessels off Brazil. Microsatel-
lite analysis of the samples was used to examine

whether the birds at the longlines were from the
same population as the Inaccessible Island breed-
ers. A genetic difference between the Brazil birds
and the Inaccessible birds might indicate that there
is a second, unknown, breeding population repre-
sented among the birds feeding off Brazil.

The searches on Tristan da Cunha did not reveal
any Spectacled Petrel colonies, and indeed, other
petrel populations on Tristan da Cunha seem now
to be only remnants: cats and rats have destroyed
the once enormous colonies. The genetic analy-
sis has just been completed, and results are being
analysed.
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Topic 5: Integration of conservation and sustainable
livelihoods: Terrestrial
Session Organiser: Dr Oliver Cheesman, UKOTCF Council

Integration of Conservation and Sustainable Livelihoods:
Terrestrial — Introduction, Overview and Conclusions
Dr Oliver Cheesman, UKOTCF Council

Cheesman, O.D. 2007. Integration of Conservation and Sustainable Livelihoods:
Terrestrial — Introduction, Overview and Conclusions. pp 147-149 in Biodiversity
That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other
small island communities, Jersey 6" to 12! October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Oliver D. Cheesman, 108 Cholmeley Road, Reading, RG1 3LY, UK.
oliver@dipsacus.org

Introduction

Most of us who work in nature conservation, or related environmental fields, feel that we are contributing
to the pursuit of sustainability or sustainable development, although our interpretations of these terms
may differ in subtle ways. Sustainability (or sustainable development) has been defined in various ways.
An influential and memorable interpretation is that given in the Brundtland Report (WCED 1987):
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations
to meet their own needs”. Subsequently, sustainability has come to be seen more precisely in terms of
the interaction of the social, economic and environmental dimensions of human endeavour (see e.g.
Adams 2006). Thus, the pursuit of sustainability can be seen as the intersection of efforts to enhance
the environment, the economy, and society (as described, for example, in relation to work towards
sustainability in the States of Jersey - see Freeman, this volume). Various combinations of environmental,
economic and social elements can be said to underpin the concept of livelihoods. The idea of sustainable
livelihoods is preferred to that of sustainable development by many workers (e.g. Sneddon 2000),
because it represents a
more ‘people-centred’
approach. Sustainable
livelihoods emphasises the
role of local communities,
and the importance of
their participation in the
development of strategies
for natural resource
management (e.g. Pound
et al. 2003).

The international
community has
increasingly embraced the
concept of sustainability
at a global level. It is
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embedded in the 1992 Convention on Biological
Diversity (CBD), notably in the call for sustainable
use of biodiversity and advancement of the
ecosystem approach (see also CBD 2002). The
2000 Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)
acknowledge the need for sustainable use of
environmental resources, and sustainability took
centre stage at the World Summit on Sustainable
Development (WSSD) in 2002, and in the Plan of
Implementation that arose from that meeting. The
urgency of the need to adopt a more sustainable
approach was re-emphasised by the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MEA) which reported

in 2005, highlighting the extent and rate of

global environmental degradation as a result of
unsustainable exploitation of natural resources.

At a regional level too, the importance of
sustainability has been increasingly recognised in
recent years, not least for small island communities
whose natural resources can be particularly

fragile. For example, at around the same time as
the Jersey Conference, the 2006 Pacific Island
Forum saw renewed commitments to linking
conservation and development made at the Global
Island Partnership event Beyond the Micronesia
Challenge: Sustainable Livelihoods for Pacific
Communities, and 2006 also saw at least two major
conferences on sustainable tourism held in the
Caribbean region. At a national level, sustainability
is increasingly integrated into country plans and
strategies, including those addressing biodiversity,
environmental management and economic
development. In the context of the UKOTs,
sustainability is an important aspiration of most, if
not all, of the Environment Charters.

Despite the apparently enthusiastic adoption

of the principles of sustainability, sustainable
development and sustainable livelihoods at these
various scales, serious questions remain over real
progress towards sustainability in practice. As
Adams (2006) puts it:

“On the one hand, the twenty-first century is
widely heralded as the era of sustainability, with a
rainbow alliance of government, civil society and
business devising novel strategies for increasing
human welfare within planetary limits. On the
other hand, the evidence is that the global human
enterprise [is] rapidly becoming less sustainable
and not more. Much has been achieved — but is it
enough? Are global trends towards sustainability or
away from it? Have the concepts of sustainability
and sustainable development offered a coherent

basis for change?”
Session Overview and Conclusions

Such questions are often most usefully addressed
with reference to activities at a local level. The
Jersey Conference session on the integration

of conservation and sustainable livelihoods

in terrestrial environments included four
presentations, describing work from very different
parts of the world, and involving very different
core elements. Gordon Liddle (Government of
South Georgia & the South Sandwich Islands)
spoke about South Georgia, a UKOT with no
indigenous population and a relatively pristine
environment, where the impacts of visitors can

be relatively easily managed. In this context,

the concept of livelihoods is very different to

that applied in most other situations. However,

it remains relevant in relation to generation of
income for tour operators, and fees accrued by

the local government which has responsibility for
environmental management in the face of a number
of challenges. Bryan Naqqi Manco (Turks &
Caicos National Trust) described work in the Turks
& Caicos Islands, where the small communities of
Middle Caicos have been key participants in the
development of a biodiversity management plan,
and the development of small scale, low impact
eco-tourism. Indeed, the impetus for this project
came from the local communities themselves.
They sought to preserve their natural and cultural
heritage, and to stimulate local economic activity
based on an alternative model to the usual large-
scale built developments (resorts) for tourists,
which often appear to conflict with the protection
of the local environment and culture. Dick Beales
(Department for International Development, UK
Government) gave an overview of the proposed
airport for St Helena. This major infrastructural
development project is seen by many as essential to
the survival of local communities here (the human
population has contracted from 5500 to 4000 in
just 10 years), but has substantial implications
also for local biodiversity — on the conservation of
which the viability of future tourism will depend in
large part. John Mauremootoo (CAB International,
formerly of the Mauritius Wildlife Foundation), the
2002 winner of the prestigious Whitley Award for
International Nature Conservation, described the
situation in Mauritius and Rodrigues. Here, efforts
have focused on mainstreaming conservation
objectives (in particular, ecosystem restoration
following environmental degradation brought
about by alien invasive species), by linking them
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to other national priorities such as watershed
management. Such approaches have proven to be
very effective elsewhere in leveraging additional
resources for conservation, in the wider context of
sustainable development (see Mauremootoo, in
Topic 6 of this volume). The damage to ecosystems
caused by species invasions illustrated clearly

how environmental degradation can itself impact
negatively on livelihoods.

Lively discussions followed each of the
presentations. The session concluded that
‘integration’ was the key word in ‘integration

of conservation and sustainable livelihoods’.
Opportunities needed to be grasped which
reminded policy makers in particular that
biodiversity was part of the solution, and which
reminded those concerned with conservation

that ‘the human dimension’ also needed to be

part of their agenda. Processes which engaged

all stakeholders from an early stage were most
likely to succeed in these aims, and in the wider
aim of integrating conservation and sustainable
livelihoods. Creative solutions adapted to local
needs would more likely be found where all
stakeholders were engaged in the process. It was
acknowledged that (eco)tourism had considerable
value as a potential vehicle for the integration of
conservation and sustainable livelihoods in many
island situations. However, management of tourism
to maximise benefits to local communities and
biodiversity also presented considerable challenges
(for consideration of such issues, see e.g. Pattullo
1996; Tapper 2006). The value of up-scaling and
mainstreaming conservation objectives was also
acknowledged, although it was recognised that this
approach often appeared easier in principle than in
practice.
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Managing the impact of tourism: lessons from South
Georgia

Gordon M. Liddle, Operations Manager, Government of South Georgia and the South

Sandwich Islands
Liddle, G.M. 2007. Managing the impact of tourism: lessons from South Georgia.
pp 150-153 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Over-
seas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006
(ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

It is vital to have environmental baseline knowledge in order to evaluate tourist
impact. This should ideally be carried out prior to the industry beginning, but can
be done at any time to measure continued or changing impacts. Monitoring is then
necessary to detect environmental changes. From there, one needs a process of

data gathering on who is doing what and where in order that the managers can see
the true cause of any changes detected. This is, we think, best done by a post-visit
reporting procedure informing our tourism database. All visitors must have a permit
to visit. Active management of sites of tourism is, of course, necessary and can vary
enormously depending on the type of tourism and the sensitivity of the sites. Thus,
individual site management plans can (and should) be created to ensure that what
the visitors come to see they do not damage. All of this can work only if it is done
in partnership with the tourism industry. It is one thing to try to impose regulations,
but far better if the industry buys in to the process and (in effect) becomes self-
regulating, as they see the economic benefits to themselves in so doing. This proc-
ess is cemented by a process of education for the visitors themselves, which allows
them to understand that they are valued and a positive contribution to conservation,
and not just a source of general revenue. Many also are concerned about their own
impact and want to be reassured that sufficient protection is in place to ensure that
they are not adversely affecting the environment. It is important also to remember
biosecurity.

Gordon M. Liddle, Operations Manager, Government of South Georgia and the
South Sandwich Islands, Government House, Stanley, Falkland Islands
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Building the TCI Biodiversity Management Plan with the
local community and putting it into practice: surveying
biodiversity, designing trails, recruiting guides, encouraging
crafts

Bryan Naqqgi Manco, Senior Conservation Officer, Turks & Caicos National Trust

Manco, B.N. 2007. Building the TCI Biodiversity Management Plan with the lo-
cal community and putting it into practice: surveying biodiversity, designing trails,
recruiting guides, encouraging crafts. pp 154-168 in Biodiversity That Matters: a
conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island com-
munities, Jersey 6 to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territo-
ries Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The Plan for Sustainable Development and Biodiversity Management around Turks
& Caicos Ramsar Site was published and presented for public and government
circulation in 2002. The Plan presents new information found during biodiversity
surveys, and includes recommendations for future research, sustainable livelihoods
and development on North, Middle, and East Caicos as well as other islands.

Biodiversity research provides data for protected areas management, support for
the development of conservation guidelines and legislation, and material for educa-
tion. National Trust field staff, TCI Government workers, and high school students
are given opportunities to gain hands-on experience during field research conducted
by specialists. Research outputs are incorporated into the Plan, publications for the
general public, and the national curriculum.

Several projects have been involved in implementing major aspects of the recom-
mendations in the Plan. These were resourced by a combination of local support,
the work of international partners, and the UK Foreign & Commonwealth Office
and Department for International Development, most recently through their joint
Overseas Territories Environment Programme (OTEP). For example, the Field-roads
Project upgraded 14 traditional routes into fully interpreted hiking trails, highlight-
ing endemic plants and animals, plants of important cultural use, and historic sites
in different habitats. Numbered cairns mark points of interest along the field-roads,
and full-colour laminated Field-road Guide Cards, keyed to the numbered markers,
provide site interpretation. Guide Cards are sold to visitors, providing maintenance
funding for the field-roads.

Encouragement and training of tour guides and National Trust field staff has en-
hanced local capacity for sustainable development and environmental stewardship.
Workshops have built better understanding between the National Trust and the tour
guides, and have encouraged the local residents to take ownership of their resources
for ecotourism. Support for traditional cultural crafts, protection of natural material
harvest locations, and small business workshops have created a growing local craft
industry. Product enhancement and development workshops led by the National
Trust have improved product quality and encouraged individual specialities.

Development of a former school building on Middle Caicos has created a base of
operations for biodiversity research, field-road management, capacity building and
training, and environmental education. The Middle Caicos Conservation Centre will
officially open in November 2006, and will feature an exhibit hall, National Trust of-
fice, research laboratory and accommodation for visiting specialists. The Conserva-
tion Centre, an idea originally proposed in 1998, represents concrete and successful
implementation of the Plan for Sustainable Development and Biodiversity Manage-
ment around Turks & Caicos Ramsar Site.
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Bryan Naqqi Manco, Senior Conservation Officer, Turks & Caicos National Trust,
P O Box 540, Providenciales, Turks & Caicos Islands. naqqi@aol.com

Introduction

This is the location of the
Turks & Caicos Islands
(TCI), a UK Overseas
Territory which is
geographically part of the
Bahamian Archipelago but
politically separate from
the Bahamas.

TCI comprises 9 (soon to
be several more) inhabited
islands, as well as over 100
other islands, cays, and
rocks. These are divided
into two groups, those of
the Turks Bank to the east,
and those of the Caicos
Bank to the west. All are
low-lying islands, formed
principally of limestone.

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 155



The Plan for Sustainable Development and
Biodiversity Management around Turks &
Caicos Ramsar Site

The Turks

& Caicos
National
Trust, the
UK Overseas
Territories
Conservation
Forum and
other members
of UKOTCEF,
including
CABI
Bioscience,
worked with
the local
community
and volunteer
biodiversity
specialists for
several years
to produce
the Plan for
Sustainable
Development

and Biodiversity Management around Turks &
Caicos Ramsar Site. The Plan was published and
presented for public and government circulation in
2002.
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The Plan includes geo-environmental,
natural, cultural, and historic baseline
data on the Turks & Caicos Islands,
the Ramsar Site and surrounding
areas. Much of the information,
particularly in relation to biodiversity,
was newly collected. A habitat map
(previous page) showing distribution
of different vegetation types was
constructed by analysis of satellite
imagery and ground-truthing studies.

The three main islands covered

by the Plan differ in their degree

of disturbance of natural habitats.
North Caicos is an agricultural
island, rapidly moving towards built
development. It is approximately

45 square miles with a population

of around 2500. Middle Caicos

is a largely undeveloped island,
approximately 50 square miles with a
population of about 275. East Caicos
is the largest uninhabited island in
the Caribbean and, like the others, is
now under pressure for large-scale
development.

The Plan was moulded through collaborations
with the Middle Caicos community in particular.
Frequent community meetings like those in the
photographs above solicited valuable guidance
for the project from local people, and ensured that
their interests were central to the Plan.

As well as baseline information, the Plan

includes recommendations for future research,
environmental management and sustainable
development for North, Middle, and East Caicos as
well as other islands. Sustainable livelihoods are a
particular focus for the inhabited islands.

Biodiversity Research

The biodiversity research conducted under this
project has provided valuable baseline data.
This informs protected areas management, the
development of conservation guidelines and
legislation, provides material for education and
popular publications, and contributes to regional
and worldwide scientific study.

Five major taxa have been considered in the
project’s biodiversity research: plants, insects
(particularly butterflies), reptiles, birds, and bats.

Bee-mimic Fly on Peas n’ Rice bush Melochia tomentosa

Heather Limonium bahamense, endemic to TCI
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Endemic Pygmy Boa Tropidophis greenwayi, the smallest constrictor snake in the world (left), and its
main prey, the endemic Dwarf Gecko Sphaerodactylus caicosensis

January 2005 research team at Wild Cow Run, Middle Caicos: launch point for East Caicos expeditions

Other taxa are also considered where specialist expertise is
available.

Recent research sessions under the project have included
fieldwork in January 2005 which focused on East Caicos,
and was the first biological study of the Caribbean’s largest
uninhabited island in nearly 70 years. As well as work on
the plant and animal groups listed above, research included
cave exploration and mapping, and survey of sea turtle
nesting beaches.

Redman’s Long-tongue Flower Bat Monophyllus redmani (left)
and Waterhouse’s Big-Eared Bat Macrotus waterhousii
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Fieldwork in March-April 2006 co-ordinated

by Royal Botanic Gardens (RBG) Kew focused

on herbarium collections of endemic plant

species, botanical field training, and survey of the
introduced scale insect which is killing the national
tree Pinus caribaea var. bahamensis (see above for
pictures of earlier, healthy forest, current damaged
forest and detail; see also Hamilton, this volume).

Fieldwork in April 2006 (below) collected 14 new
species for RBG Kew’s Millennium Seed Bank,
and launched an on-going collection programme
with plans for further international training.

Specialists leading the biodiversity studies

have been recruited from top-class institutions,
which have donated their staff time to the
project. Independent specialists have generously
contributed in a voluntary capacity. Research
sessions have provided training opportunities

as well as collecting data. National Trust field
staff and TCI Government workers are invited
to participate in the field research, thus gaining
hands-on experience. High school students have
also been actively involved in field activities.

Data collected during research sessions has been
incorporated into the Plan, which
additional information from on-
going activities will be used to refine.
Information from specialists’ reports is
also incorporated into publications for
the general public, and into the National
Trust’s children’s publications and
ultimately the national curriculum. The
information gathered during research
sessions also underpins the interpretation
material which has been developed for
protected areas and ecotourism sites.
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Above: British West Indies Collegiate and Depart-
ment of Environment & Coastal Resources person-
nel participate in training in the use of dichotonous
keys by an exercise in identifying the specialist
scientists that they had just met at the start of the
training.

Right: TCNT Education Officer leads a field trip on
Silver Buttonwood Field-road based on Biodiver-
sity Management research

High school students receiving training from visit-
ing specialists,Stubbs Guano Cave 1, East Caicos,

Field-roads

January 2005

“Field-road” is a local Caicos Islands term

describing a footpath
through the bush,
used to access
agricultural areas,
ponds, wells, or
other important sites.
The Field-roads
Project upgraded
traditional field-
roads into fully
interpreted hiking
trails for ecotourism
and environmental
education, and
implemented major
aspects of the
recommendations

in the Plan. Field-
roads range from
short, easy walks to
all-day adventure
hikes and for most,
the National Trust
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recommends a local guide for safety. Traditional
limestone cairns, with plastic laminate engraved
numbers, mark points of interest along the field-
roads. Full-colour Guide Cards, keyed to the
numbered markers, provide full site interpretation,
including a map (based on aerial photos when
available), along with trail conditions and area
history or special interest information. Guide
Cards are sold to serve as tickets to the field-road,
providing funding for maintenance of the path and
acting as a souvenir for visitors.

Far left: Lorimers Vil-
lage Field-road, before
widening & trail bed
work

Near left: Wade’s
Green Plantation
1: Entryway and
Town, completed to
Field-road Project
specifications for short
field-roads. Different
standards apply to
adventure hike field-
roads.

Each field-road highlights endemic plants and
animals, plants of important cultural use, and
historic and cultural features of interest. The field-
roads cover a range of different habitat types, and
pass through (or by) a number of important historic
sites. The first field-roads to open were Haulover
Plantation and Crossing Place Trail Part 1 on
Middle Caicos in June 2004. A further 11 field-
roads have been created on Middle, North, and
East Caicos in subsequent years. Some, such as the
two at Wade’s Green Plantation (North Caicos),
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Left: Garden Pond Field-road as an example of a line
map; and Big Pond Field-road:as an example of an
aerial photo-based map.

Below: Field-road card in use at Wade’s Green Plan-
tation Field-road 2: Well and Dry Tropical Forest
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and those at Cheshire Hall Plantation and
Little Water Cay (Providenciales) have
already become popular tourist sites.

The Field-roads Project was funded
primarily by the UK Foreign &
Commonwealth Office (FCO) and most
recently by the joint FCO/Department
for International Development (DFID)
Overseas Territories Environment
Programme (OTEP), together with major
volunteer specialist input from UKOTCF
throughout.

Sustainable livelihoods

Encouragement and training of tour

guides and National Trust field staff has enhanced
local capacity for sustainable development and
environmental stewardship. A series of workshops
and one-on-one meetings with local tour guides
have proven valuable in furnishing understanding
between the National Trust and the guides. The
National Trust receives reports from tour guides
on any unusual activity or occurrences in and
around the ecotourism sites. The National Trust’s
implementation of the Plan’s recommendations for
management of Conch Bar Caves National Park
on Middle Caicos has been particularly successful
in establishing a sense of cooperative stewardship
with the local guides. Training sessions for guides
include guidance on customer service and business
management, and draw on biodiversity data from
the field research (with advice from specialists) as

Left above: Visitors on the field-road at Little Water Cay,
famous as the site where visitors are guaranteed to see the
endemic Rock Iguana (below) and their visitor fees help
cover the cost of managing the reserve.

Left: Students use a field-road card to fol-
low Crossing Place Trail 1, Middle Caicos.
Below: Turks & Caicos endemic Curly-tail
Lizard or “Bugwally”” Leiocephalus psam-
modromus, one of several endemic species
and sub-species likely to be seen on the
field-roads
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Guide training certificate for first two opened field- Conch Bar Caves National Park: an important eco-
roads tourism destination managed by Turks & Caicos

National Trust

Left: Caicos sloop builder Headley Forbes at Bambarra Settlement, Middle Caicos; Middle: crab hunter Dion
Outten (with Cardisoma guanhumi) at Kew Settlement, North Caicos; Right: Alton Higgs, bush doctor at Lorimers
Settlement, Middle Caicos

ecotourism activity provides a local market for
traditional craft products. The National Trust also
sells traditional crafts on behalf of artisans in
three locations on the tourism-dominated island of

needed. The ecotourism industry in Middle Caicos
is steadily expanding and the National Trust’s
workshops and training sessions have encouraged
the local residents to take ownership of their
resources for ecotourism.

Small business workshops conducted by the
National Trust also encourage other businesses
that can profit from the field-road tourism
infrastructure, such as bed & breakfast and room
rental, restaurants and catering, crafts, taxis, and
bike and car rental.

Support for traditional cultural crafts and
local small business

Support for traditional cultural crafts, protection
of locations where natural materials are harvested,
and small business workshops have nurtured

a growing local craft industry. The increasing

Artisans’ Small Business Enhancement Workshop at
Bottle Creek Settlement, North Caicos - organised and
run by Turks & Caicos National Trust
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Tattyland Down Pond, North Caicos, a traditional har-
vest area for ““dawn” Typha domingensis

Providenciales (photo above), and supplies several
other retailers as well.

Workshops with traditional artisans revealed

their concerns about coastal development that
threatened harvest areas for craft materials. The
National Trust worked with the Department of
Planning to redesign a subdivision that threatened
Tattyland Dawn Pond. The National Trust
continues to pursue land protection for coastal and
wetlands areas with populations of plants used

in traditional crafts. Product enhancement and
development workshops led by the National Trust

Big Top Palm Sabal palmetto used in traditional crafts

have improved product quality and encouraged
individual specialities.

Middle Caicos Conservation Centre

Development of a building on Middle Caicos

has created a base of operations for biodiversity
research, field-road management, capacity building
and training, and environmental education. The
Middle Caicos Conservation Centre (MCCC)

will officially open in November 2006, having
been converted from a disused primary school
with grant monies from the Turks & Caicos
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MCCC building before (top right) and after (bottom) reconstruction, and interior under construction (top left)

Government’s Conservation Fund, OTEP and
several private benefactors, and UKOTCF
volunteers.

The Conservation Centre’s exhibit hall
showcases exhibits explaining the natural,
cultural, and historical heritage of Middle, North,
and East Caicos, including artefact displays and
live exhibits. The Conservation Centre’s office

Examples of exhibit panels: above: label for live
exhibit of Caicos Barking Gecko Aristelliger hechti;
right: Lucayans;
following page: endemic animals and plants
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Below: Grounds of MCCC, with the main building at left.
Right: Aerial view and yard, with main building at bottom left of the
grounds outlined in blue
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serves as a base of operations for the National

Trust in Middle Caicos, and the Centre also has
a research laboratory for field research and can
provide accommodation for visiting specialists.

Future plans for the Centre include outdoor
exhibits and botanical displays in the large yard.
The Conservation Centre, an idea originally
proposed in 1998, represents a concrete and
successful example of implementation of the Plan
for Sustainable Development and Biodiversity
Management around Turks & Caicos Ramsar Site.
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Environmental considerations in the planning of an airport
for St Helena: getting the balance right

Dick Beales, Senior Natural Resources & Environment Adviser DFID (prepared with
Isabel Peters, Environmental Co-ordinator, St Helena Government)

Beales, R.-W. & Peters, I. 2007. Environmental considerations in the planning of
an airport for St Helena: getting the balance right. pp 169-177 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small
island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Over-
seas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The decision by the St Helena and UK governments in March 2005 to build an
airport at St Helena, allowing air access for the first time, is expected to bring
long-term economic and social benefits to the island that would not be realised by a
continuation of current arrangements for access only by sea. The prospects for the
island’s sustainable economic regeneration and ultimate financial self-sufficiency are
expected to be enhanced largely through the development of tourism.

Among the principal attractions of St Helena as a tourist destination are its unique
environmental assets and natural resources. The construction of the airport and the
development of a tourism-based economy that air access is expected to stimulate,
will not only carry risks but also offer opportunities to create benefits for the envi-
ronment. The risks associated directly with the construction of the airport and sup-
porting infrastructure can be assessed, and will be managed. Potential environmen-
tal benefits are emerging as a result of the sharpened focus on environmental issues
that the project has brought about. It is not yet possible, however, in the absence
of any firm commercial proposals, to assess the possible wider environmental and
social effects of generated development, including that in the tourism sector, other
than in general terms.

Topographical constraints have dictated that the runway be located on the eastern
edge of Prosperous Bay Plain, an environmentally sensitive area containing a unique
assemblage of endemic invertebrates and a range of indigenous and endemic plant
species. It is also an important habitat (among others on the island) for part of the
small and declining population of the endemic St Helena Wirebird Charadrius
sanctae-helenae.

This presentation describes how environmental considerations have been taken into
account through a phased process of environmental impact assessment linked to
scheme design and the procurement of a contract for its delivery. It also describes
how a balance has had to be struck between the economic and social imperative of
air access development and the protection (and enhancement where possible) of St
Helena’s precious environmental assets on which the quality of life for its residents,
and its economic future, largely depend.

Dick Beales, Senior Natural Resources & Environment Adviser, Overseas Ter-
ritories Department, Department for International Development, 1 Palace Street,
London, SW1E SHE, UK  R-Beales@dfid.gov.uk;

Isabel Peters, Environmental Co-ordinator, Environment Planning and Develop-
ment Section, Development and Economic Planning Department, 1 Main Street,
Jamestown, St Helena Island, STHL 1ZZ  isabel@sainthelena.gov.sh
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Test flight over St Helena

Although Isabel Peters is associated with this
presentation, she was unable to attend the
conference for the reasons that underpin this
issue, i.e. St Helena’s isolation and infrequent ship
voyages.

In giving the presentation, Dick Beales spoke
from his perspective as natural resources and

environment adviser to the St Helena Access Team.

of the Department for International Development’s
(DFID) Overseas Territories Department.

Although the project is a highly complex one, time
constraints on this presentation will allow only
a somewhat superficial treatment. It is intended,

therefore, given the focus of the Conference, to
highlight two particular biodiversity issues.

The background to the access project is in the
abstract above, but it is worth highlighting some

‘givens’ at the outset.

Starting points

Aiir access is a social and economic imperative

for the island;

» Economic regeneration and future financial
sustainability are likely to lie in tourism
development;

» The environment constitutes a large part of the
tourism product;

» A political decision to build an airport has been
taken by St Helena Government (SHG) and
DFID (March 2005);

» Approval by DFID Ministers was conditional on
a rigorous Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) being undertaken;

* There is only one possible site on the island for
a runway of the required length;

» There will be direct environmental impacts but
these can be managed;

* There are opportunities to create environmental
benefits;

» Air access has been on the island’s agenda for a
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RMS St Helena

long time (probably since 1947)

» St Helena is a much-studied island — a lot of
knowledge exists

+ It is not a pristine environment, having been
constantly modified by human activity since the
16th Century.

St Helena

St Helena has a mid-ocean location (see map on
previous page). Access is only by sea. The current
- and probably the last - RMS St Helena (above) is
a specialised cargo-passenger ship built specifically
for St Helena’s needs in1990. It is due to be retired

around 2010. It has provided a subsidised service.
However, this cannot form the basis of economic
regeneration and financial sustainability.

At 122 km? (approximately 17 x 10 km), St Helena
is roughly the same area as Jersey. The highest
point is 825m above sea level (ASL). It has a
population of about 4000, down from 5500 ten
years ago. The main settlements are shown in pink
on the map below, with the road network in yellow.
The planned runway location at Prosperous Bay
Plain is shown in red.

View towards Prosperous Bay Plain from the Peaks

St Helena: Location of the proposed
airport in relation to populated areas
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Main components of the project

The photograph on the previous page looks
northeast to the airport site at Prosperous Bay
Plain, from the Peaks in the centre of the island.
The Plain is at approximately 300m ASL, with
cliffs to the north, east and south.

The total runway length will be 2250m. Although
the Plain looks reasonably level, approximately 8
million cubic metres of rock will need to be shifted
for an embankment in Dry Gut (near the southern
end of the runway) to enable the full length to be
realised.

The satellite image above shows the location of the
key features of the project. Possible landing points
for plant and construction materials are at Rupert’s
Bay (1) and Prosperous Bay (6). There are strong
economic, technical and developmental reasons,
and some environmental ones, for favouring the
former. For example, it would enable the bulk

fuel installation at Rupert’s Bay to be moved away
from the residential area, producing health and
safety benefits. The haul route from the coast at
Rupert’s Bay would most likely follow the route
from Deadwood Plain to Bottom Woods (2).

While a route through Fisher’s Valley (3) might

be preferable in terms of Wirebird conservation,

it would impinge on a proposed Wetland of
International Importance under the Ramsar

Enhanced satellite image of key
features

Convention. In the event, this option proved not
technically feasible. The airport runway (4) and
terminal complex (5) are shown lying to the east
of the central basin (the pale-coloured area) of
Prosperous Bay Plain.

Other important elements of the airport project
include:

* Inshore sea rescue

* Fire and rescue services

» Remote obstacle lighting — power/access issues
* Meteorological station — power/access issues

» Security fencing.

Key environmental issues

We will focus on two areas: Deadwood Plain and
Prosperous Bay Plain. There are environmental

St Helena Plover or Wirebird Charadrius sanctaehelenae
(Image courtesy Mike and Ann Pienkowski)
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View across the central basin of Prsprous Bay Plain
headaches here, but also opportunities for creating  important habitat for the Wirebird. The population

environmental benefits. of about 220 adults shows a 43% decline over the
past 5 years. This is considered to be due to habitat
Deadwood Plain and adjacent areas are critically degradation through reduced grazing and invasive

Map of environmental constraints from
draft Environmental Management Plan
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plants, as well as to predation by feral cats and,
possibly, mynas.

Prosperous Bay Plain is unprotected. The studies
by the Ashmoles and the airport project have
focused attention on the need for protection.

Philip and Myrtle Ashmole’s work has confirmed
the central basin of Prosperous Bay Plain as a
hotspot of invertebrate endemicity (notably of
spiders), with more than 20 endemic species.

It is also an important habitat (among others on the
island) for the endemic Wirebird, and for several
species of indigenous and endemic plants. A survey
of lichens by a Dutch specialist is taking place as
we speak.

The airport project offers an opportunity to bring
about a long-term beneficial effect, by arresting
the gradual decline on a habitat whose global
biodiversity significance has only recently been
fully appreciated.

There are a number of environmental constraints
to be taken into account in project planning. The
airport itself will have a footprint of approximately
100 ha. The map on the previous page shows (in
green crosshatch) areas of particular environmental
constraints, particularly Deadwood Plain and
Prosperous Bay Plain.

Wirebird territories are shown in blue (April-May
2006 survey) and green (November-December

Cross sections of central basin of Prosperous Bay
Plain showing possible final runway levels

2005 survey), resulting from the updating study
commissioned by DFID from Neil McCulloch
through RSPB. The sensitivity of Deadwood Plain
(along the west side of which the access route runs)
and the Prosperous Bay Plain area are clear.

An OTEP-funded project is helping to formulate

a species action plan, involving work with RSPB,
St Helena National Trust (SHNT), the St Helena
Government’s Agriculture and Natural Resources
Department (ANRD) and others. The Air Access
project will support habitat restoration elsewhere
in compensation for habitat lost at Prosperous Bay
Plain.

As noted above, the central basin of Prosperous
Bay Plain was identified by the Ashmoles and
others as an invertebrate biodiversity hotspot. Their
work has already contributed to the outline design
by, for example, influencing the location of the
terminal. The airport works will involve the loss of
15-20% of the habitat of the central basin but it is
expected that the remaining area will be afforded
greater protection than it has at present. There
will, however, be a change in topography, with the
loss of some of the upwind protective ridge to east,
which may affect the micro-climate of this desert.

The west-east sections across central basin and
runway below show the lowering of the eastern
part of the central basin and the ridge to the east.
This will lower the level of the runway and its
surrounds, in order to provide a balance of cut
material along the runway sufficient to fill Dry Gut.
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Deadwood Plain looking north

The runway edges need to slope at 7% to meet the
safety requirements of the airport regulator.

The final level of the runway surface cannot be
determined until detailed design takes place. In
the meantime there remains some uncertainty
about likely future conditions in the central basin.
Wind effect modelling studies to assess possible
effects of changed dynamic processes have been
completed. The results of particle analysis are
awaited.

Key environmental issues

A wide range of issues is being addressed,
but detailed assessment on many of these, is

Schematic diagram show-
ing environmental assess-
ment and management
process

dependent on the level of design achieved at each
stage of the Design, Build and Operate (DBO)
procurement process. These issues include:

Noise and vibration

Air quality, carbon emissions, dust arisings

Effects on marine and terrestrial ecology

Effects on biodiversity

Land take and land use

Landscape and visual impact

Effects on residential, commercial, industrial,
agricultural and other land uses

Disruption to users of roads, footpaths and amenity
areas

Effects on surface water environment

Effects on heritage features

Waste management

Opportunities/benefits

EIA process

Because there are few local standards for
environmental impact assessment (EIA), the
consultants have been tasked with applying
international good practice in a proportionate
manner and adapted to the circumstances of St
Helena. The process will be generally consistent
with the requirements of St Helena’s Land
Development Control Plan (LDCP) which requires
environmental statements and social impact
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St Helena Access Project: policies, main players and oversight

POLICIES
ST HELENA
NAT DEVT GOVERNMENT
STRATEGY
ST HELENA
ACCESS TEAM

TOURISM

SCRUTINY
DFID
UK PARLIAMENT
DFID ACCESS
TEAM EXCO/LEGCO

ST HELENIANS

LDCP/LAND

FEASIBILITY STUDY
CONSULTANTS

USE PLAN

ENVIRONMENTAL

DESIGN
CONSULTANTS

CIVIL SOCIETY

CONTRACT
PROCUREMENT
CONSULTANTS

CONSULTANTS
INVESTMENT
ENVIRONMENTAL
SUB-CONTRACTORS
IMMIGRATION
POTENTIAL
INVESTORS

REGULATORS

POTENTIAL
TENDERERS

assessments to be submitted with applications for
development permission for any major scheme.

The project is required to meet the highest
possible standards of environmental assessment
and management. It has been agreed with the
environmental consultants that the outputs of the
EIA to be submitted in support of the Application
for Development Permission should be defensible
in terms of the normal expectations of the planning
process in the UK.

The outputs will be:

* Environmental assessment reports

* Environmental Management Plan

» Public Consultation and Disclosure Plan

* Additional specialist studies and mitigation
proposals

* Local skills transfer

+ Compliance monitoring during construction

However, EIA is a process, not a single output.
The environmental assessment process has to run
alongside the DBO contract process (see diagram
on previous page). The red arrow is where we are
now.

The EIA is taking place:

* in the midst of a wide range of actors (see
diagram above)

+ against new policies being developed by SHG
to meet the new challenges; and

* quite properly, under scrutiny, both internally in
St Helena and externally.

We are fortunate to be able to call on the expertise
of a wide range of specialists, both on St Helena
and elsewhere. We are fortunate also to have been
able to develop constructive dialogues even with
those external specialists and commentators who
— in the interests of biodiversity conservation —
might prefer an airport not to be built, but who
recognise that the
social and economic
future of the
island’s people is
dependent on taking
this major step now.

Rupert’s Bay: existing
infrastructure
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Key biodiversity and environmental issues

Sensitive Features at Rupert’s Bay and the
Wharf Area

Commercial Properties:

 Fish processing — includes landing stage, two
processing plants all of which are essential to
the island’s economy

* Bulk fuel farm

» Warehousing

Coastal and Marine:
» Sensitive marine and coastal habitats and
wildlife

» Coastal scenery

Rupert’s Beach:
» Important beach and amenity area to remain
open

Heritage interest:

* Fortification wall, Rupert’s Lines

» Boer prisoner of war desalination plant,
including chimney

» Banks Valley Battery

Sensitive features at Deadwood Plain and Long-
wood

Residential areas and community facilities:

* housing on route of haul/access road

* schools, amenity areas (Millennium Forest)
» meteorological station, landfill waste site

Footpaths and Roads:
* existing roads, paths to landmarks

Agriculture:
* arable and pastoral farming crossed by haul/
access road

Left:
View from Pros-
perous Bay Plain
down to Prosper-
ous Bay

Right:
View south across
Dry Gut towards
Great Stone Top

Heritage Interest:
* Longwood House & conservation area, Boer
POW camp

Key Wirebird Habitat

(NB Since this presentation was made (October
20006), the project has been re-tendered against
reference designs prepared by SHG/DFID’s
consultants, into which the environmental
consultants have had significant input. Under the
revised timetable, it is expected that a contract will
be let in 2008.)

Enhanced satellite image of Longwood and Deadwood
Plain
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Terrestrial biodiversity conservation in Mauritius and
Rodrigues: the upscaling and mainstreaming challenge
John Mauremootoo, CAB International, formerly Mauritius Wildlife Foundation

Mauremootoo, J. 2007. Terrestrial biodiversity conservation in Mauritius and
Rodrigues: the upscaling and mainstreaming challenge. pp 178-191 in Biodiversity
That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other
small island communities, Jersey 6" to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The terrestrial biodiversity of the Mascarene Islands (Mauritius, Rodrigues and La
Réunion) exhibits high levels of endemism typical of tropical islands of their age
and isolation. Introduced species have been and continue to be the main cause of
extinctions in the Mascarenes since their colonization by man from the late sixteenth
century. Mauritius and Rodrigues are the two major islands that make up the Repub-
lic of Mauritius. While both islands have had many documented extinctions since
colonization, they can also boast of many conservation success stories in which
species have been brought back from the brink of extinction by a combination of
single species and habitat management. The primary focus of habitat management to
date has been the intensive control of introduced species in small areas selected for
their biodiversity importance. While the management of biodiversity in these areas
has been successful, in most cases native biodiversity in surrounding habitats is
continuing to decline due to the impact of introduced invasive species. Having saved
many species from the brink of extinction, today’s challenge is to increase the scale
of ecosystem restoration efforts in order to make these gains sustainable. Ecosystem
restoration in Mauritius and Rodrigues is a costly undertaking. In order to increase
the scale of restoration efforts it will be necessary to attract increased funding. It is
unlikely that finance on the scale needed can be found from traditional conservation
funding sources alone. Mainstreaming conservation - the integration of conservation
into priority national objectives - is a possible way of sourcing the necessary funds.

Several mainstreaming possibilities for Mauritius and Rodrigues are examined and
their pros and cons are summarised. Possibilities include the restoration of native
forests for watershed management, the promotion of native forests as a tourist re-
source, and the use of forest restoration as a social welfare activity.

Dr J.R. Mauremootoo, Senior Scientist — Invasive Species, CABI Africa Regional
Centre, P O B 633 - 00621, Nairobi, Kenya. j.mauremootoo@cabi.org

1. Introduction

The Republic of Mauritius comprises the two
major islands Mauritius (1865 km?) and Rodrigues
(109 km?) and their 67 associated islets (49 islets
inside and outside the lagoon around Mauritius
and 18 all inside the lagoon of Rodrigues), as
well as several other small Indian Ocean islands.
Mauritius lies about 900 km east of Madagascar
and Rodrigues a further ca. 600 km east of
Mauritius. The Mascarene archipelago (Fig. 1.a)
includes Mauritius and Rodrigues, together with
La Réunion (politically a Département Outre Mer
of France).

Concerted conservation efforts began in Mauritius
about 25 years ago with intensive species recovery

programmes for several bird species that were

on the brink of extinction. These efforts have

since expanded into further species recovery
programmes for endangered vertebrates and plants,
and intensive ecosystem restoration programmes
of mainland and islet sites of key biodiversity
importance. The methods and impressive
achievements of these programmes are summarised
in this paper. The next challenge for Mauritius is
to scale up ecosystem conservation efforts while
consolidating the gains made to date. The main
areas that need to be developed in order to scale

up restoration efforts centre on the management

of invasive alien species and in particular invasive
weeds. Possible ways in which this can be
achieved and potential mechanisms for financing
these programmes are outlined in this paper.
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Figure 1.a. Mauritius and Rodrigues in the Indian Ocean

1.1 A Globally Significant Biodiversity

The Mascarenes stand alongside the Galapagos,
New Zealand and Hawaii as archipelagos, which,
by virtue of their situation, age and isolation have
become homes for a fascinating flora and fauna

Table 1: The level of endemism of selected elements
of the Mauritian native biota (figures include species
known or thought to be extinct)

Flowering | Birds Reptiles
plants
Total native | 685 28 19
taxa
Strict 311 (45%) | 15 (54%) 17 (89%)
endemics
Mascarene | 459 (67%) |19 (68%) 17 (89%)
endemics
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Figure 1.b. Mauritius - Sites of major
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with many unique species. This high degree of
endemism can be illustrated using the example of
Mauritius (Table 1).

The high level of endemism and species diversity
per unit area has resulted in the islands being
identified as a Centre of Plant Diversity (CPD Site
102) by the IUCN (Strahm, 1994) and the inclusion
of the Mascarenes in the
Madagascar and Indian
Ocean islands biodiversity
hotspot (Myers et al. 2000).
1.2 Extinctions and Rarity (o ox Sables
caused by Habitat De-
struction, Direct Exploi-
tation and Alien Species
Invasion

1':'
h‘le A Cocos

Mauritius only has about
2% of native forest
remaining and even this

Figure 1.c. Rodrigues - Sites
of major biodiversity impor-
tance referred to in the text.
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is degrading at a rapid rate. Of its
remaining 11 remaining species of land
bird 9 are endangered and 105 species
of flowering plant in Mauritius are
considered to be Critically Endangered
(sensu IUCN, 1998). In Rodrigues the
losses are even greater. No contiguous
areas of native forest are left, only 3
species of the 17 original vertebrate
species remain, and 35 of the remaining
37 endemic plant species are endangered.
Port . e

These dramatic statistics are a
consequence of a range of anthropogenic
factors, which have acted on the islands
since their colonisation just 400 years
ago. This section details those processes
and impacts.

1.2.1 Habitat Destruction

Habitat destruction, chiefly for
agriculture and settlement has been very
» rapid on both Mauritius and Rodrigues.
Agriculture is very intensive with 45%

4 of Mauritian land under cultivation, and
with nearly 1.2 million people Mauritius is one
of the world’s most densely populated countries.
Major clearance of forests on Mauritius ceased

in the 1970s after the end of a large-scale scheme
to replace native forest with pine plantation
forestry. Clearance of land in Rodrigues was
mainly for agriculture, which at one time or
another was attempted on practically all areas of
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the island including the major watersheds (Gade
1985). Reafforestation of watersheds has been
implemented in Rodrigues over the past 30 years
using alien forestry plantation species, many of
which are invasive or water-demanding species.

On Mauritius, the remaining native forests are
highly fragmented. The majority of remnant
patches are situated in the uplands of the south-
west of the island, in the 6,574 ha. Black River
Gorges National Park. Smaller remnants of high
biodiversity importance are found in the southeast
and the northern mountain ranges. In addition,
there are a few other forest patches which are
important for particular rare plants and animals;
only a few of these areas are in managed nature
reserves. All of the non-managed areas of native
forest on Mauritius are invaded to some extent by
alien invasive woody weeds.

The situation is even more extreme on Rodrigues,
where there is no surviving contiguous native
forest canopy at all. Patches of endangered

plant species are scattered across the island. The
Mourouk Valley has the largest concentration

of native plant vegetation and diversity. Grande
Montagne nature reserve contains a number of
specimens of key Critically Endangered plant
species. Anse Quitor nature reserve contains a
range of lowland Critically Endangered plant
species not represented in Mourouk or Grande
Montagne. Although they contain some of the
‘best’ remaining native vegetation of Rodrigues, all
three areas are dominated by alien invasive woody
weeds.

A significant amount of native biodiversity still
remains on the small islets off Mauritius and
Rodrigues. By virtue of lack of settlement, and

in many cases relatively limited introductions of
invasive alien species, these areas have been spared
some of the worst destruction that has affected
equivalent areas on the mainland. Round Island, a
169 ha islet about 20 km from the northern coast
of Mauritius contains at least four (possibly five)
species of reptile found nowhere else on earth.
These species were spared extinction because rats
have never colonised the island (Bullock 1986).
Round Island also contains the last remnants of

the palm-rich forest that once clothed much of
northern Mauritius. Ile aux Aigrettes, a 26ha islet
less than one kilometre from the southwest coast of
Mauritius, contains the best remaining remnant of
coastal ebony forest that used to surround much of
the main island. Like the mainland forest remnants,

all of the non-managed offshore islets are highly
invaded by alien invasive weeds. Round Island is
the only islet that has escaped invasion by woody
weed species.

1.2.2  Direct Exploitation

Direct exploitation of certain species has pushed
them towards extinction. Mauritius was originally
settled for its hardwood timber, which was highly
prized. Many of the species that were exploited
are now extremely rare. All of the Mauritian palm
species were probably exploited for their edible
hearts and all are now threatened (Maunder et al.
2002). The five endemic species of Mascarene
giant tortoises (two species each on Mauritius and
Rodrigues and one species on La Réunion) are all
now extinct having been massively exploited for
their highly palatable meat (Cheke 1987). Direct
exploitation of most species has now largely
ceased although certain plant species are still
being taken from the wild in large quantities for
medicinal purposes, notably in Rodrigues, and
endemic reptiles have been illegally caught for the
international pet trade.

1.2.3 Invasive Alien Species

At least 21 introduced species of mammal, reptile
and mollusc are naturalised in Mauritius, with
assumed detrimental effects on native flora, while
18 plant species have been identified as particularly
aggressive invaders in Mauritius (Strahm 1999).
Animals such as Javan deer Cervus timorensis,
introduced to Mauritius in 1639, browse native
seedlings and spread alien seed. Feral pigs Sus
scrofa, introduced in 1606, disturb the soil and
spread alien seed. Egg predation by pigs was also
probably partly responsible for the extinction of
several endemic species that nested on the ground,
notably the dodo Raphus cucullatus and two
species of giant tortoise Cylindrapsis inepta and
Cylindrapsis triserrata. Feral pigs also probably
adversely affect ground-dwelling invertebrates.
Javanese macaques Macaca fascicularis,
introduced at the turn of the seventeenth century,
damage native fruits before maturation and predate
on eggs and chicks of native birds. Rats Rattus
rattus and Rattus norvegicus, possibly introduced
prior to first settlement, predate on eggs and chicks
of native birds (Safford & Jones 1998). Both

rat species also predate on invertebrates and are
notable seed predators (Cuddihy and Stone 1990).

As highlighted in section 1.2.1, all of the
vegetation zones of Mauritius and Rodrigues, apart
from those areas that are undergoing restoration,
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are highly invaded by alien invasive weeds. The
dominance of invasive weeds is rapidly increasing
in all areas that are not managed. This degradation
is caused by a diverse suite of alien weed species.
Their impacts can be illustrated by the examples
of Chinese guava Psidium cattleianum and privet
Ligustrum robustum, two of the dominant invasive
plant species in the upland forests. Psidium first
noted as being present in Mauritius in 1763
(Rouillard and Guého 2000), is spread by native
and exotic birds as well as by invasive mammals
such as wild pigs and macaques (Strahm 1999).
Ligustrum, first cultivated in plantations in 1902
(Rouillard and Guého 2000), is spread by native
and alien bird species. Both Chinese guava and
privet are capable of establishing under deep shade
and have relatively rapid growth rates, high fruit
establishment and long fruiting seasons (Smith
1985 and Lavergne et al. 1999). All non-managed
areas of native upland forest on Mauritius are
highly invaded by Chinese guava and privet. A
recent quantitative survey of ten 50 x 20 m plots
of native Mauritian upland forest, first surveyed 60
years before, has shown that only 29% of native
trees and shrubs remained after the 60 year period
(Motala 1999). These losses included many large
mature trees. This is clear evidence that the upland
native forest is very rapidly being strangled by the
alien weed invasion.

2. Terrestrial Conservation methods
and achievements in Mauritius & Rodrigues

The wide range of activities that make up the

conservation programme in Mauritius and

Rodrigues can be divided into distinct categories:

* Species recovery programmes

* Weeded and fenced conservation management
areas

» Active restoration of degraded areas by weeding
and planting

* Islet restoration

This section reviews the methods used in each
category of action in the Mauritian context, and the
resulting conservation achievements to date.

2.1 Species Recovery Programmes

In recent years Mauritius has had the dubious
distinction of being home to the worlds most
endangered raptor, pigeon and parrot; the Mauritius
kestrel Falco punctatus, down to a single known
pair in 1973, the pink pigeon Columba mayeri,
down to 10 known birds in the wild in 1990, and

the echo parakeet Psittacula eques echo, down

to 12 known birds in the wild in 1986. Concerted
conservation work in Mauritius began with the
species recovery programme for the Mauritius
kestrel in the early 1970s (Jones and Hartley 1995)
along with preliminary conservation work on the
pink pigeon and echo parakeet. Rare plant species
recovery work began in the early 1980s.

The rationale behind each species recovery
programme is that as much effort as is practically
possible must be made to enhance the survival
success of each individual of the endangered
species in question. There are several reasons
behind this.

» These species are very rare so every individual
is precious.

* Each individual (at least in the founder
population) must have the chance to reproduce
to maximise the genetic variability in the
recovered populations.

» The chances of emerging from a genetic
bottleneck with the maintenance of a high
degree of population heterozygosity is
maximised if the numbers can be rapidly
increased (Frankel and Soulé 1981).

* The threats that made the species endangered in
the first place are probably still be present and
therefore any recovery programme is unlikely
to succeed if these threats are not managed.

2.1.1  Species recovery management methods
Management techniques used in Mauritius for bird
conservation focus on intensive management of
wild populations backed up by captive rearing and
releases. These techniques include: harvesting wild
eggs to encourage extra production in the wild and
for captive rearing, fostering of chicks to wild or
captive pairs without offspring (or in captivity to
related bird species where appropriate), predator
control around nests and in feeding areas, provision
of artificial nest boxes, supplementary feeding of
released birds, and veterinary intervention where
necessary. The use of these methods in Mauritian
bird species conservation has been documented in
detail elsewhere (e.g. Jones and Duffy 1993).

The plant species recovery programmes in
Mauritius and Rodrigues include population
surveys and intensive efforts to propagate rare
plant species from seed or vegetatively. Trials
are undertaken in order to optimise growing
conditions. Amongst the factors that have been
investigated in order to optimise propagation are:
media used, seed treatment, pest management in
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the nursery, and planting practices. Plants are not
necessarily planted in the area of origin of the
parent stock, as it may be very difficult to manage
the threats to the plant in these locations. Therefore
many plants are reintroduced to appropriate
locations in managed nature reserves, Conservation
Management Areas (Section 2.2.) and intensively
managed islets. In recent years there has been an
increasing emphasis on after-care of those plants
that have been reintroduced.

2.1.2  Species recovery achievements
Intensive management has helped the kestrel to
reach a population of over 600 birds at the time
of writing; as this is a healthy population size
for an island raptor the Mauritius kestrel is now
considered to have been saved from extinction
(Jones, pers. comm.). The pink pigeon and echo
parakeet currently have wild populations of
between 350 to 450 and between 150 and 170
birds respectively and are on their way to safety,
although both populations still require intensive
management. Part of this management has been
habitat manipulation such as area-wide predator
control. The potential for self-sustaining pink
pigeon and echo parakeet populations in the long
term is limited by the lack of available habitat
(unlike the Mauritius kestrel which has adapted
well to secondary forest). Therefore, integration
of species recovery with ecosystem restoration
programmes will be critical to the long-term
success of these species recovery programmes.

The intensification of plant species recovery
efforts in Mauritius and Rodrigues in recent years
has resulted in the production of large numbers

of endangered plants. From 1998-2001 70,000
individuals of 39 species of endangered plants
have been propagated on Rodrigues, 17,000
individuals of 21 species of endangered plants on
Ile aux Aigrettes. Nearly 9,000 individuals of 48
species of endangered plants have been propagated
on the Mauritius mainland over the 10 years to
the end of 2000. All of these specimens have been
reintroduced into appropriate areas of managed
native forest.

2.2 Weeded and Fenced ‘Conservation Manage-
ment Areas’ (CMAs)

The concept of small managed areas for the
protection of endangered forest types and Critically
Endangered plant species was spearheaded in the
late 1930s by Vaughan and Wiehe. These authors
surveyed ten 50 x 20 m plots in the Macabé

forest in the south-western uplands of Mauritius
(1941). One of the ten plots was earmarked as an
intensive study plot (‘Vaughan’s plot’). The authors
recommended that this plot was weeded of all

alien species and fenced to keep out introduced
deer and pigs. The plot was weeded sporadically
from the late 1930s but was not fenced until 1986.
In 1986 Strahm and Dulloo resurveyed the woody
plants in this plot (Strahm 1994). In spite of the
inconsistent management Vaughan’s plot was
considerably more diverse in 1986 than an adjacent
non-managed plot.

The results of the surveys at Macabé inspired

the setting up of a series of weeded and fenced
Conservation management Areas (CMAs) in
different parts of the upland forest that were
representative of the different ecotypes identified
by Vaughan and Wiehe in 1937. Overall
management of the CMAs in the National Park is
by the Mauritian Government’s National Parks &
Conservation Service (NPCS) with the Mauritian
Wildlife Foundation (MWF) in a consultative
capacity. MWF also manages individual projects
within the National Parks and the CMAs. The
CMAs outside the park are managed by a variety
of public and private agencies.

2.2.1 CMArrestoration and management
methods

In spite of the fact that the CMA sites are chosen
for their relatively high proportion of native
canopy cover, amongst other criteria, initial
weeding is still a labour-intensive task. The first
step of initial weeding is to hand-weed all of the
relatively easily removed alien seedlings, saplings
and herbaceous vegetation. This is followed by
the cutting of woody stumps (which are mostly
of Chinese guava and privet) with a machete and
manually uprooting the stumps with the aid of
hand tools. Cut stump treatments using herbicides
have been used sporadically in the past but with
little consistent documentation of the methods or
monitoring of efficacy. A trial of initial weeding
using herbicide treatments is currently ongoing
(Mauremootoo and Florens unpublished data).
Occasionally individuals of some non-native
species have been left or allowed to regenerate
in areas that are highly degraded. These are

then slowly removed as native species establish
themselves.

The number of man-hours that it takes to initially
manually weed an area varies with biotic factors
such as initial forest quality, site substrate and
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alien species composition as well as logistical
considerations such as remoteness of the site and
degree of motivation of the labour team. Time-
motion studies have estimated initial weeding to
vary from between 315 and 890 man-hours per ha,
costing an estimated $US9,000 per ha on average
(all costs, in US dollars are given are at 2001 prices
and exchange rates).

The CMAs are fenced using 2 m high chain link
fencing of 7.5 mm mesh size, topped with barbed
wire to a varying height to keep out passers-by.
Posts are 3 m apart and of 11.5 cm thick treated
wooden poles. In most instances the base of the
fence on the outer side is covered with small rocks
to prevent pigs from burrowing into the fenced
area. The total fence cost is ca. $70 per running
metre.

Until recently each weeded area has been
‘maintenance’ weeded four times per year. The
annual budget for maintenance weeding of the 38
hectares of weeded CMA under the management
of the National Parks and Conservation Service
(NPCS) is $74, 000. Since 1999 the frequency of
maintenance weeding has been reduced to three
times per year.

Control of predators is carried out in CMAs
where intensive management of native birds, in
particular pink pigeons and echo parakeets is
being undertaken i.e. Brise Fer, Mare Longue and
Fixon (Roy 2001). Cats and mongooses have been
systematically controlled in these areas since the
early 1990’s. They are live trapped throughout the
year in an intensive grid and along access points.
Rats have been controlled sporadically in some
CMAs since 1992, mainly using the anti-coagulant
Brodifacoum.

2.2.2  Conservation Management Area
achievements

Currently eight weeded & fenced CMAs, covering
an area of ca. 40 ha, have been created in the Black
River Gorges National Park. Three plots covering
an area of approximately 17 ha are being managed
in a similar way outside the park (Table 2).

Table 2. Fenced and weeded Conservation
Management Areas in Mauritius created from 1969-
2002

Name Size (ha.) Date first
weeded
CMAs in the National Park
Bellouget 2.5 1994
Brise Fer 24 1986-87
Fixon 4.3 1994
Florin 2.53 1995
Pétrin 6.2 1994
Macabé 0.4 1986
Mare Longue |3.46 1993
Montagne 0.338 1987
Cocotte
CMAs outside the National Park
Mondrain 5 1979
Perrier 1.44 1969

In order to gauge the effectiveness of CMA
management several studies have been undertaken
to assess the densities of key taxa inside CMAs
and in comparable adjacent non-managed areas.
These include studies on the following taxa:
native tree and shrub saplings (Eydatoulah 1999),
native butterflies (Mauremootoo unpublished
data), native and non-native land snails (Florens
1996) and native passerines (Hill unpublished
data and Ali Boyla 2000). No studies were carried
out on the effects of CMA management on pink
pigeons and echo parakeets, as any effects would
be compounded by the fact that these birds are
being released and fed in these areas. However,

it has been observed that pigeons increase

the use of these sites immediately after initial
weeding (Jones, pers. comm.). The effect of CMA
management on kestrels has not been assessed
because of methodological difficulties.

The results of the above CMA studies can be

summarised as follows:

* Consistent weeding and maintenance of fences
appears to result in a high level regeneration
of native flora. In the Brise Fer ‘Old Plot’,
first weeded and fenced in 1987, a minimum
of between 53% and 68% of native tree taxa
are regenerating compared with between 32
% and 40 % in an equivalent non-managed
area. Differences for numbers of individuals
regenerating are even greater with 4.5 times
more individuals in managed than in non-
managed area. It is likely that the numbers of
species regenerating would have been higher if
this plot were larger due to species areas effects.
However, some species would be unlikely
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to regenerate even in a larger plot possibly
because of the action of mammals that cannot
be excluded by conventional fences.

» The diversity of native seedlings and saplings is
relatively low in a more recently managed part
of Brise Fer and in the nearby Mare Longue
CMA respectively. In the former this may be
due to the fact that several deer were fenced
into the CMA for over two years. In the latter,
rocks were not placed at the foot of the fence,
thus allowing pigs to burrow into the plot.

* Native butterflies were on average nineteen
times more abundant in the surveyed
CMAs than in non-managed areas. Species
composition varied between different CMAs
in relation to canopy cover, which is well
correlated with years since initial weeding.

* The results for native birds were equivocal. It
is clear that very degraded forest areas were
poor for native birds but one group (the Not
Threatened endemic grey white eye Zosterops
borbonica) was found in higher numbers in
non-managed areas with the equivalent native
canopy.

» The densities of some native snail groups were
lower in the Old Plot than in an equivalent non-
managed area. This may be due to the effect
of persistent rat poisoning and the change in
habitat after initial weeding.

These summaries therefore show that the current
CMA methodology can be highly effective if the
fencing is maintained to a consistently suitable
standard, and if any incursions of deer and pigs are
dealt with rapidly. They also show that weeding
methods may have to be modified to minimise
non-target damage. For example, weeding could be
carried out in relatively small patches, in contrast
to current practices of weeding contiguous areas
systematically. This could provide relatively
sessile organisms, potentially negatively impacted
by initial weeding, with refugia from which to
recolonise weeded areas as native vegetation
regenerates. In addition, non-regenerating or
negatively impacted species may have to be
managed individually. Finally, as rat and monkey
predation of eggs, chicks, fruits and seeds are
likely to be major limiting factors in the recovery
of more sensitive bird and plant species, it may be
cost effective to complement or replace current
CMAs with areas protected by predator-exclusion
fences. Predator-exclusion fences are successfully
and increasingly being used in analogous situations
in New Zealand and Australia, and a pilot

testing of this technology is just about to start in

Mauritius.

2.3 Restoration of Extremely Degraded Areas
by Intensive Weeding and Planting

In some cases even intensive weeding and fencing
will not be enough to secure the ecosystem
restoration goals we have set ourselves. Some of
our restoration sites have become so degraded
that weeding alone may simply provide the
conditions for the huge weed seedbed to germinate
and rapidly choke the area with weeds once

again. In addition there are likely to be very few
native species in the seedbank to compete with
the weeds. In these cases we will weed (either
partially or completely depending on factors such
as slope and shade requirements of the plants we
are planting) and plant native pioneer plants in
order to colonise the site. At first hearing it seems
strange that we would chose a restoration site

that is almost completely invaded. The sites are
chosen because they contain some very endangered
plant and animal species (e.g. Grande Montagne),
because they form a part of an otherwise fairly
well conserved ecosystem (e.g. the areas of Ile
aux Aigrettes close to the ebony forest zone) or
because the area is part of a small island which,

in the long term may be restored to an almost
completely native cover with minimum reinvasion
from alien seed sources (e.g. Round Island).

2.3.1 Methods used in active restoration of
extremely degraded areas

Initial weeding of extremely degraded areas is
very intensive. The following figures from Ile aux
Aigrettes are typical of the sites being restored in
Mauritius and Rodrigues. Initial weeding (mainly
by hand) of degraded areas takes about 1920 man-
hours per hectare. This translates into a cost of
approximately $3,000 per hectare. These weeded
areas are then planted with nursery-grown native
pioneer species. The initial heavy weeding must
soon be followed up by intensive light weeding
because the sudden increase in light levels in the
newly weeded areas results in a rapid germination
of the very large weed soil seed bank. Such

high intensity maintenance weeding may take
another 1920 man-hours per hectare in the first
year of management. The effort then diminishes
exponentially in subsequent years as the weed soil
seedbank is exhausted and planted native species
grow, thus decreasing light levels on the ground
and increasing competition with regenerating
weeds. Once a good canopy is established (within
4-10 years following initial weeding) the area
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needs to be weeded only once every five
years (ca. 440 man-hours per hectare or 88
hours per ha. per year). This translates into
a long-term maintenance cost of ca. $140
per ha.

2.3.2  Achievements in active
restoration of extremely degraded areas
The focus of active restoration of
extremely degraded areas has been in the
two original nature reserves of Rodrigues
(Grande Montagne and Anse Quitor) and
on Ile aux Aigrettes (an offshore islet

of Mauritius). Intensive restoration of
extremely degraded areas of Round Island
has been started very recently (mid 2002).

From 1998 — 2002 around 15 ha of
degraded forest has been restored in the
two nature reserves on Rodrigues. The
plants have grown faster than anticipated
with some species capable of putting

on over a metre of growth in height in a
year. Survivorship levels have also been
high with many species showing over
80% survival. The restored upland plot
at Grande Montagne is now beginning to
attract rare endemic birds which are using
the newly planted trees as nest sites.

From 2000 — 2002 around 7 ha of

degraded forest has been actively restored on

Ile aux Aigrettes. Growth and survival rates of
the introduced plants have been similar to those
on Grande Montagne. The restored areas are
beginning to attract the reintroduced pink pigeon.

2.4 Islet Restoration

In theory most of the islets that surround
Mauritius and Rodrigues could be restored given
the relative ease with which mammals such as

rats and cats can be eradicated and reinvasion

minimised and our increasing abilities to grow

and plant out native plants. However resources are
always limited so the management of Mauritian
islets has been prioritised based on each islet’s
intrinsic conservation value, ease of restoration
and competing priorities of other sectors. The
following categories have been chosen (Bell et al.

1994):

* Strict nature reserves: Islets with high endemism
and relatively few invasive species problems
e.g. Round Island.

* Open nature reserves: Islets with Conservation

Plate 1. Restoration of degraded forest in Rodrigues: Photopoints

- Grande Montagne Rodrigues

potential that can be used for controlled
tourism. Already with a lot of invasives present
e.g. lle aux Aigrettes.
Tourism and recreational islets: Those that are
highly degraded but have important leisure
and tourism value and long term potential for
restoration

» Passive reserves: The remaining islands on
which any developments must be carefully
considered so that their (current and potential)
values are maintained.

2.4.1 Islet restoration methods

Once an island has been chosen for restoration
management, the first step has been to legally
ensuring there are no inappropriate development
projects, next to eradicate introduced vertebrates
as far as is possible, and then to manage its
vegetation through a mixture of CMA-type
management and active restoration (as outlined

in section 2.3.1). Once the restoration process is
started, the establishment and maintenance of good
quarantine controls is essential, and must continue
indefinitely. This is necessary to prevent reinvasion
of the mammal species that have been eradicated

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 186



or never have reached the island and to keep out
plant species, many of which would be difficult or
practically impossible to eradicate from even the
smallest of islands.

2.4.2 Islet restoration Achievements

Rabbits and goats have been eradicated from
Round Island, rats and cats were eradicated from
Ile aux Aigrettes, hares have been eradicated from
Gunners Coin and mice have been eradicated from
Ile aux Cocos (Rodrigues).

Pilot restoration activities on Round Island were
carried out periodically from the early 1980s to
mid 2002. All major weeding and planting were
planned for completion on Ile aux Aigrettes

by 2003; major acceleration of the intensive
restoration of Round Island vegetation started in
mid 2002.

Rats have also been eradicated from other islets of
high conservation potential; restoration of these
islets will be possible given additional funding,
time, enhanced techniques and avoidance of
inappropriate development projects.

3. The Next Step: The Challenge of
Large Scale Restoration?

After about 25 years of hands-on conservation in

Mauritius we can summarise some of our major

achievements as follows:

* We have saved many of our most endangered
species from the brink of extinction

* We can probably save most of our remaining
endangered species from the brink of extinction,
given sufficient resources

* We can restore Mauritian forest ecosystems to
something approaching their former state in a
relatively short period of time period through
intensive restoration programmes

» We can propagate most of the endangered plant
species of Mauritius and Rodrigues

» Conservation capacity in Mauritius has
increased hugely in recent years

* Mauritius has provided examples of successful
conservation efforts which have inspired others
in similar ‘desperate’ circumstances to believe
that success is possible.

These conservation achievements are already very
impressive, however we are still only working

to conserve a very small proportion of the areas
that have restoration potential. Currently we are
actively restoring only 18% of the area of islets

that have high restoration potential, and only 2% of
mainland areas that have high restoration potential.
In the meantime, ‘good quality’ native forest that

is not being managed is very rapidly degrading
(Motala 1999).

It could be argued that the Mauritian conservation
effort should stick with the tried and tested
techniques, continuing to intensively manage
individual species and small areas, and not try

to over-stretch itself by scaling up the effort.

We agree that we must consolidate our gains.
However, it is clear, from the combined evidence
of the limitations of our current achievements, that
we can only create truly viable populations of our
endangered plant and animal species if we scale up
our existing efforts. There are several reasons why
this is imperative:

Lack of habitat for many endangered species:
Taking the example of the Critically Endangered
echo parakeet population, this species is already
apparently food limited and its numbers are a
long way below its minimum viable population.
The echo parakeet is also limited in terms of
nesting sites, because it nests in cavities in large
native emergent trees which are dying rapidly
due to unmanaged weed competition (although
this might possibly be rectified by the provision
of artificial nest boxes). Pink pigeons, known to
favour native foliage, flowers and fruit are also
probably food limited and are currently dependent
on supplementary feeding. Good regeneration
levels for many native tree species are occurring
in the best managed CMAs but most species are
only regenerating in very low numbers because
of an absolute lack of suitable areas. Without
very significant expansion of the area of managed
upland forest, it is likely that much diversity and
many species will be lost in the long-term through
processes such as genetic drift and stochastic
factors (notably cyclone impacts).

Likelihood of extinction of the many species for
which individual species recovery programmes are
not practical: We are well aware that the situation
is critical for our endangered birds and for many of
our endangered plant species. It is also extremely
likely that the loss of habitats for these species is
resulting in an unseen but equally dramatic loss

in the diversity of less charismatic biota such as
native invertebrates, lower plants and fungi.

Viability of managed areas is likely to be positively
related to fragment size: The smaller CMAs such
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as Macabé are proving very difficult to maintain,
as the weed reinvasion rates are so rapid. Cyclone
impacts are also increasing because the forests
surrounding CMAs are degrading to a low

stature Chinese guava dominated thicket, with

the result that the taller vegetation within CMAs

is decreasingly buffered against cyclones. In
addition such plots provide limited parent material,
a problem exacerbated by the degradation of the
surrounding non-managed area.

Even if it is agreed that the scaling up of forest
restoration is a desirable goal, it could be argued
that this aim is unrealistic given the fact that
current approaches to restoration are so labour
intensive. The tacit assumption behind advocating
an increasing in the scale of restoration operations
must therefore be that we can either reduce costs or
raise additional financing. This could be achieved
through: (1) Reducing the unit cost of restoration
activities; primarily through minimising the cost
of weed management. (2) Additional government
investment in conservation. (3) Development

of alternative financing mechanisms for some
components of restoration. Several approaches

to this problem, all of which need urgent
investigation, are outlined below.

3.1.1 Fine tuning existing techniques

It is clear that we can improve current practices.
Initial weeding costs, for example, can be halved
by replacing labour intensive uprooting with
paintbrush herbicide application to cut stumps.
Observations indicate that it is not necessary to
weed CMAs nearly so frequently as is currently
the case following the initial need to reduce the
high residual levels of alien weed seed in the

soil seed bank. Maintenance weeding can also

be rationalised by concentrating on removal of
species that represent a threat to native species
regeneration, rather than removing every non-
native plant to produce a ‘clean’ plot. It may

also be possible to save on fencing costs in the
upland forests by conducting park-wide deer

and pig control, probably at zero cost (e.g. by
granting concessions for responsible hunting). By
integrating these measures it would be possible to
considerably increase the area of managed CMAs
within the current budget. However, even if this
fine-tuning resulted in a five-fold increase in the
managed area, the total area of conserved forest
would still be relatively small.

3.1.2 The use of fire
Fire has been widely used as a weed management

tool around the world (Hardy and Arno 1996). In
some ecosystems burning is a way of stimulating
the regeneration of native species. This is not

the case for Mauritian ecosystems, which show

no signs of being adapted to fire. Therefore it is
not feasible to use fire in areas that already have

a good cover of native vegetation. However, in
areas that are almost completely covered with alien
weeds a controlled burn may be the most efficient
way of initially reducing this weed infestation. The
use of fire could therefore significantly reduce the
costs of active restoration of extremely degraded
areas.

3.1.3 The use of grazers

The Mauritian ecosystem has lost many of its

key components in the 400 years since man’s
colonisation (Cheke 1987). This includes the giant
tortoises that once roamed the Mauritian landscape
in enormous herds. These animals must have

had a huge influence on the ecology of pristine
Mauritius and may have been keystone grazers
and seed dispersers. Because the tortoise densities
were so large, plants would have been under
strong selection pressure to defend themselves
against tortoise herbivory. It has been proposed
that heteroblasty (markedly different leaf forms of
the foliage on the same individual plant depending
on the height of the foliage from the ground),
which is very pronounced in many Mauritian and
Rodriguan plants, is an evolutionary response to
tortoise herbivory (Eskildsen 2000). Furthermore,
anecdotal evidence suggests that Mauritian native
plants species are very tolerant of trampling.

Unfortunately the two Mauritian species of

giant tortoise are now extinct. However there

is a possibility of using an alien but closely
related extant species, the Aldabran giant tortoise
Geochelone gigantea, as a functional analogue for
the extinct Mauritian giant tortoise species.

Aldabran giant tortoises were introduced to Ile aux
Aigrettes in late 2000 to experimentally investigate
their role in vegetation management and in seed
dispersal. It is still too early to make definitive
conclusions, but preliminary findings are as
follows. Tortoises do seem to have the potential to
maintain weed populations at low levels but they
cannot suppress large existing tall woody weed
populations in the short term. Tortoises are also
effective seed dispersers of both native and alien
species. Therefore, it appears that tortoises might
be very effective restoration tools once weed levels
are initially suppressed. Nevertheless, potential
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negative impacts on native species, and rarer
species in particular have not yet been ruled out,
so final conclusions on suitability of this method
cannot yet be made.

Even if grazing by giant tortoises does prove to

be a safe and effective conservation management
tool, in practical terms it would be several decades
before tortoises would be available in the quantities
required to play a significant role. They may

also be relatively less effective in the cooler and
wetter uplands than in lowland areas such as Ile
aux Aigrettes. Nevertheless they may be critical
weapons in our restoration arsenal in the long term.
They could be used seasonally in upland areas
simulating a possible annual movement that may
have occurred in pristine Mauritius (V. Florens,
pers. comm.). In the meantime an alternative
possibility is to use mammalian exotic grazers (e.g.
sheep) as part of a managed programme to scale up
ecosystem restoration to larger areas.

3.1.4 Integration of cost-reducing restoration

methods

The most likely design for large-scale ecosystem

restoration programmes for Mauritius and

Rodrigues would be an integration of cost-reducing

tools with current methods. Below we give a

hypothetical generic scheme for an integrated

large-scale restoration approach in the Mauritian
context:

1) Initial weeding of a degraded area using an
integrated approach (area-specific combinations
of manual and mechanical weeding, use of
herbicides, use of fire and use of grazers and
browsers).

2) Regular monitoring of the level of weed species
in the soil seed bank from the completion of the
initial weeding.

3) Sowing of non-invasive pasture grasses into
weeded area to suppress weed resurgence.

4) Stock fencing of managed area to prevent
access of domestic stock to zones under long-
term conservation management or to degraded
zones not yet under a management programme.

5) Release of pre-determined densities of domestic
stock into the managed area to control the level
of weed resurgence from the soil seed bank.

6) Removal of domestic stock when the weed seed
bank has reached very low levels.

7) Managed area left to regenerate from native
parent trees in the vicinity or planted with
native ‘framework’ species depending on the
prevailing densities of parent plants in the area.

8) Selective low frequency manual weed control

continued as necessary.

9) Option to periodically introduce livestock into
the area if they prove to be relatively selective
to the benefit of native species.

10) Long-term option of introducing tortoises as a
permanent or seasonal feature of the area to aid
in weed management and native seed dispersal.

3.1.5 Mainstreaming our restoration activities
Even if all of our restoration activities are
operating at their optimum efficiency they are
likely to cost more than they do at the moment

if operations are scaled up. The ultimate key to
raising the sums of money needed to undertake
these efforts will be to incorporate biodiversity
conservation into mainstream concerns. The
benefits of this would be both in terms of cost
recovery and in making conservation activities
more central to peoples’ lives. Below we give a
range of financing ideas, including some currently
adopted initiatives:

Exploitation of woody material produced following
initial weeding: Initial weeding usually results

in the production of a large quantity of organic
material, which is either left to rot or is burned.

In both cases a potential resource is not being
exploited. The wood could be chipped and used
as mulch, which will aid native saplings (either
planted or naturally regenerating) and help to
suppress weeds. Waste wood may also be a
potential feedstock for biomass fuel production. A
limitation of these approaches is the need to get a
chipper close to the weeded area. A trailer version
can be used for many areas of the forest but not
those that are too far away from good quality
tracks.

Taxation on forest products: This is currently being
undertaken for one form of forest exploitation, the
export of introduced monkeys from Mauritius for
biomedical research. Currently about 8,000 wild
caught and captive-bred monkeys are exported
each year from Mauritius. A levy of $50 per
monkey is paid into the (National Parks and)
Conservation Fund. This fund is used to pay for
activities relating to the conservation of Mauritian
and Rodriguan native biodiversity.

Leasing of grazing rights in restoration areas:
We have already mentioned grazing as a means
to extensify restoration. Leasing of grazing

rights could also provide income to partly cover
costs. This approach is becoming more and more
widespread in restoration schemes throughout the
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world.

Leasing of hunting rights for park-wide predator
control: Many of the mammal species that if
unregulated have the potential to damage our
native wildlife, are valued game species. Regular
culls may be self-financing to some extent if the
hunting rights are leased out. Mauritius has a
strong hunting constituency, which would probably
be very supportive of such initiatives

Ecotourism: Mauritius receives about 600,000
(mostly affluent) tourists every year many of
whom would be interested in contributing to

the protection of the country’s natural heritage,
if this concept was marketed in the right way:.
For perfectly valid reasons most visitors do not
know of our greatest terrestrial biodiversity
treasures. Round Island is rightly kept as a
restricted access nature reserve because of the
treacherousness and fragility of its terrain and
the vulnerability of its biota to invasive alien
species. Many of the best areas for seeing our
endemic birds are also restricted access because
of our intensive management activities. Only
the island nature reserve of Ile aux Aigrettes is
geared up for conservation and ecotourism. Well
designed attractions on the mainland for example
conservation management areas specifically

for ecotourism with features such as clear
interpretation, canopy walks and animal viewing
hides could not only provide sustainable income
for conservation but also serve as a powerful
awareness-raising tool.

‘Environmental’ taxes on tourism: This approach
has been pioneered by Ecuador as one means

of financing the conservation of the Galapagos
Islands. The Government of Mauritius has
implemented such an approach to raise funds

for environmental protection in general by
establishing an Environmental Protection Fee
within the tourism industry (a 0.75% levy on all
hotel turnover). These funds are invested in a
Government trust fund, the National Environment
Fund, which is managed by the Ministry of
Environment. It is possible that some of these
funds could be made available for large-scale
restoration in future.

Ecosystem services: It seems very likely that
native forest can provide important ecosystem
services such as watershed protection. To some
extent this function appears to be adequately
provided by secondary forest in Mauritius.

However, this does not seem to be the case in
Rodrigues, which is relatively dry compared

to Mauritius and where much of the exotic

forest that clothes the watersheds is of water-
greedy trees such as Eucalyptus. As it is almost
universally acknowledged that chronic water
shortages are Rodrigues’ number one problem a
great opportunity exists to implement a watershed
rehabilitation scheme of the type pioneered by the
‘Working for Water’ (WfW) programme in South
Africa in Rodrigues. By focusing a scheme for the
removal of alien plants on the provision of water,
the South African scheme has managed to tap into
funding sources that would not be available for
biodiversity conservation alone.

Employment generation: Even at their optimum
efficiency ecosystem restoration activities will
remain labour-intensive. WfW heavily emphasises
its socio-economic value as a generator of
meaningful employment. Again in Rodrigues, there
is a great opportunity to provide employment in
an area where there is widespread un-employment
and under-employment. An opportunity for linking
forest conservation and meaningful employment
to prevention of another conservation threat is the
system of bad weather payments in Rodrigues.
This is a government-funded stipend paid to all
registered fisher people each day that fishing is
not possible due to bad weather. The result is that
the Rodrigues lagoon is severely over-fished and
damaged, notably by ‘piqueses d’ourite’ fisher
women who walk out to and onto the reef to

spear octopus. Many of these women admit that
they make negligible income from the fish that
they catch, and that they register as fisher people
in order to get the bad weather payments. The
government could thus help solve two biodiversity
conservation problems by rechannelling the funds
for bad-weather payments into paying these
effectively unemployed people to provide labour
for forest restoration.

The use of volunteers: Current conservation
projects in Mauritius would not be as successful
as they have been if it were not for the input

of volunteers, some of whom possess a high
level of skill. MWF uses volunteers to some
extent in most of its projects. A great deal of
the labour used in the field in the pink pigeon
species recovery project is provided by (mainly
expatriate) volunteers. Volunteers have undertaken
a little over half of the work undertaken for the
restoration of Grande Montagne Rodrigues. In
this case the volunteers are mostly Rodriguan, a
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phenomenon that owes much to the Rodriguan
management of the project on the ground and

the existence of an active community education
project that brings the conservation message to all
Rodriguans. With increasing local management
of projects and community outreach projects such
as that pioneered in Rodrigues becoming adopted
in Mauritius, it is likely that the contribution of
volunteers to restoration efforts will increase.

Even if the above list is far from exhaustive, it
does indicate that an integrated approach to the
financing of restoration activities coupled to a
similar approach on the technical side gives us

the chance to be part of a very exciting future in
ecosystem restoration in Mauritius and Rodrigues.
We are convinced that the conservation community
in Mauritius and Rodrigues can restore large areas
of indigenous forest sustainably by harnessing

the same creativity and energy that have been
responsible for the conservation and economic-
development successes in our country to date.
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Introduction

Since the invasive species session at the Bermuda
conference (Cheesman et al., 2003), a number of
important developments have occurred in relation
to invasive species in the UKOTSs and more widely.
Of particular note, a review and database now exist
which summarise baseline information on non-na-
tive species in the UKOTs (Varnham, 2006; see
Varnham & Fleming, this volume). In addition, the
UK Government has published a review of policy
on non-native species (Defra, 2003). Although this
review confines its attention to Great Britain, its
recommendations are more widely applicable. The
key recommendations of the review were that the
UK Government should:
1. Designate or create a single lead organisation

to co-ordinate and ensure consistency of ap-

plication of non-native species policies across

Government;

2. Develop comprehensive, accepted risk-assess-
ment procedures to assess the risks posed by
non-native species, and identify and prioritise
prevention actions;

. Develop (with the participation of stakeholders
in all relevant sectors) codes of conduct to help
prevent introductions;

4. Develop a targeted education and awareness

strategy involving all relevant sectors;

5. Revise and update existing legislation to im-
prove handling of invasive non-native species
issues;

6. Establish adequate monitoring and surveillance
arrangements for non-native species;

7. Establish policies and capacity to manage and
control invasive non-native species currently
present or newly arrived in the wild

8. In developing policies and actions, engage with
stakeholders through a mechanism such as a
consultative forum.

Moore (this volume) summarises steps towards

implementation of the first of these key recommen-

dations.

w

Relevant regional projects are also underway;, ei-
ther focused specifically on UKOTs (the Increasing
regional capacity to reduce the impacts of inva-
sive species on the South Atlantic UKOTs project
—see Box 1) or more broadly (CAB International’s
Mitigating the threats of invasive alien species

in the insular Caribbean project — see Box 2),
although the extent to which UKOTs will be able
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[Box T. Tncreasing regional capacity to reduce the impacts of Invasive species on the South
Atlantic UKOTs

Alien species can now be regarded as the greatest threat to biodiversity in the South Atlantic UKOTSs.
|Non-native rodents, invasive plants and feral cats are amongst the key challenges. Following discussions
at the Bermuda conference and within UKOTCF, work started on the development of a proposal to sup-
port a regional project to address invasive species threats across the South Atlantic Territories. After some
hree years of hard work, EU funding was finally secured and the project got underway in late 2006.

The project involves all five UKOTs in the South Atlantic (St Helena, Ascension, Tristan da Cunha, the
Falkland Islands and South Georgia & the South Sandwich Islands) with two principal NGO partners
(Falklands Conservation and the St Helena National Trust). St Helena is the lead government for the
project, which is being implemented by the RSPB. The overall objective is to conserve native biodiver-
sity, and therefore enhance economic prosperity and quality of life for people living on the South Atlantic
Overseas Territories

Although the approach of the project is regional, enhancing the potential for co-operation on common
challenges, it is clear that each of the five UKOTs has unique characteristics; consequently, cross-sectoral
Steering Groups are being formed in each Territory. Baseline information on non-native species, and the
systems and capacity in place to deal with species invasion threats, is being collated. This will inform the
work of Steering Groups in developing action plans and identifying key issues to be taken forward by the

Eradication/control of key species;
* Awareness raising activities;
» Fund raising for longer-term work.

|regional initiatives of this kind.

|project. Anticipated next steps will involve (according to local priorities):
» Building capacity (enhancing training and local employment opportunities where possible);
* Enhancing infrastructure and systems (e.g. quarantine facilities);

|in the longer term, it is planned to hold a regional conference, develop a regional strategy and early
warning system, produce a range of facilitating materials, and maintain and develop contact with other

IFor further information, contact Clare Miller at RSPB (clare.miller@rspb.org.uk).

to participate in the latter still requires clarification.
Colleagues in the French Committee of the IUCN
have also been developing an initiative on invasive
alien species for the French overseas territories
(see Palasi & Soubeyran, this volume). A number
of Territory-focussed projects on invasive species
in the UKOTs are also underway (see summary
papers in these Proceedings and recent issues of
Forum News).

The general literature on invasive species has also
been growing. Regional reviews of various kinds
have included those for the Caribbean (Kairo et
al. 2003a, b; Lopez & Krauss 2006), the Austral-
Pacific (Shine et al. 2003a, b), the Western Indian
Ocean (Mauremootoo 2003), South and Southeast
Asia (Pallewatta et al. 2003a, b), Southern Africa
(Macdonald et al. 2003a, b), Western Africa (CAB
International 2004) and South America (Ziller et
al. 2005a, b). New books have been published, for
example, on pathways and vectors (Ruis & Carlton

2003), species invasion ecology (Sax et al. 2005),
management of marine invasives (Hilliard 2005),
and reviewing the first phase of the Global Inva-
sive Species Programme (GISP) (Mooney et al.
2005). Materials and information available on the
Internet have also been growing. A recent Google
search on ‘alien invasive species’ resulted in >1.3
million hits! Useful online resources include those
provided by The Global Invasive Species Pro-
gramme (www.gisp.org), the Invasive Species Spe-
cialist Group (www.issg.org) and the CBD website
(www.biodiv.org/programmes/cross-cutting/alien).
For further details on general information sources
like these, see Cheesman et al. (2003).

Since the Bermuda conference, discussions on
invasive species in the UKOTSs have tended to
focus on the need for mechanisms to prioritise
projects (e.g. see Varnham 2006, Annex 2, Section
2). Whilst many of the factors to be considered

in building invasive species management infra-
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[Box 2. Mitigating the threats of invasive alien species (IAS) In the insular Caribbean

Several major species invasions in recent years (e.g. the introduction and rapid spread of the Pink Hibis-
cus Mealybug Maconellicoccus hirsutus) have served to emphasize the regional nature of threats from
IAS in the Caribbean. Such invasions pose a significant potential threat to agriculture in the region, as
well as to the endemic-rich biodiversity of the Caribbean islands (Kairo et al. 2003b). It has been recog-
[nised that a region-wide response to the IAS problem is essential in order to maximize benefits from the
li

imited and often scarce resources available. Building on a preliminary assessment of invasive species
hreats in the Caribbean carried out by CABI in 2002/3 (Kairo et al. 2003a), a major regional initiative
was designed, based around the following components:

* Development of national 1AS strategies;

» Caribbean-wide cooperation and strategy;

» Information and knowledge generation, management and dissemination;

* Prevention of species invasions in terrestrial, freshwater and marine systems;

» Early detection of, rapid response to, and control of, IAS impacts in terrestrial, freshwater and marine
systems.

A network of regional partners was established, national consultations were undertaken, and GEF funding]
was obtained for the initial (PDF-A) phase of the initiative. This supported a regional workshop held in
Trinidad & Tobago in January 2007, which refined objectives and arrangements for the overall initiative.
In parallel with these activities, CABI also undertook a review of marine invasive species issues in the
Caribbean (Lopez & Krauss 2006).

A proposal for the second (PDF-B/PPG) phase of the project has now [September 2007] been submitted
0 GEF, with implementation anticipated during late 2007 and 2008. The full-scale project arising from
he initial phases is anticipated for the period 2008-2012. CABI has always been keen that the Caribbean
UKOTs should be involved in this regional initiative, but it is not possible to use GEF funding to sup-
port their participation. Unfortunately, a proposal to facilitate their involvement under the fourth round of
OTEP was unsuccessful, but efforts to identify resources for UKOT participation continue.

For further information, contact Marion Seier at CAB International (m.seier@cabi.org).

2. The infrastructure, in a broad sense, which

exists locally for invasive species management
- prevention of introduction and establishment,
as well as control or eradication (including, for
example: the implications of adopting particular
control strategies - cf. Parkes, this volume; op-
portunities for ‘mainstreaming’ invasive species
management activities — cf. Mauremootoo, this
topic section of volume).

structure are fairly clear (see below), their relative
importance for any given Territory will inevitably
be determined by the local situation. Similarly, the
priority attached to short-term control/eradication
projects will be substantially influenced by con-
text-specific factors. It is possible, therefore, that
a straightforward, universal mechanism for priori-
tising projects cannot be developed. Discussions
during the Dealing with Alien Invasive Species
session at the Jersey conference focussed on gen-

eral considerations in relation to the prioritisation
of projects.

Session Overview and Conclusions

A fundamental requirement for assessing priorities
for the management of invasive species threats is
baseline information on:

1. Invasive species themselves - those non-na-
tive species which are present in, or likely to be
introduced into, any given Territory; the actual/
potential impact of those species on biodiversity
and/or human endeavours;

Information on non-native species in the
UKOTs

Varnham (2006) provides a foundation resource for
information on non-native species in the UKOTSs,
and there is much potential for enhancing the
database produced under this review. Opportunities
should be taken to fill existing gaps and to develop
the database as a baseline resource. Potential re-
finements include clearer categorisation of the spe-
cies listed, e.g. according to the level of threat that
they pose in each Territory. Currently, the database
includes apparently benign non-native species, as
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well as invasive ones (i.e. those that have spread
rapidly with negative consequences).

Information on infrastructure for invasive spe-
cies management in the UKOTSs

In most cases, information on the infrastructure
which exists for management of invasive species is
yet to be collated. However, for example, a recent
report on Biosecurity for the Falkland Islands
includes an important review of infrastructure, as
well as key pathways for species introductions.
Similar exercises are likely to be conducted for
other South Atlantic UKOTs under the project
described in Box 1.

Whilst detailed information on infrastructure may
currently be lacking for most UKOTs, a range of
sources indicate the typical, key features of such
infrastructure. These illustrate the breadth and
diversity of components that need to be considered
when assessing, identifying gaps in, and ultimately
enhancing the invasive species management infra-
structure. Examples of relevant sources include:
the CBD Guiding Principles for the prevention,
introduction and mitigation of impacts of alien spe-
cies that threaten ecosystems, habitats or species
(CBD 2002); the invasive species components of
the CBD Work Plan on Island Biodiversity (CBD
2006); the existing Regional Strategy for invasive
species management in the Pacific (Sherley 2000).

The same fundamental elements of infrastructure
occur repeatedly in these and other documents on
invasive species management (see also Table 1 and
Figure 1). These are measures to:

* Raise awareness at all levels of society, and
across all relevant sectors, including through
education programmes;

» Engage all relevant stakeholders in development
of policy, management plans etc., and imple-
mentation activities;

» Enhance cooperation and communication be-
tween relevant sectors and authorities (includ-
ing within governments);

» Develop and enforce appropriate legislation,
voluntary codes of conduct etc.;

 Establish facilities (including technical capac-
ity) for research, monitoring, surveillance and
control activities;

» Apply risk assessment to characterise critical
vectors, pathways and species;

* Participate in relevant regional initiatives and
establish linkages with relevant international
instruments.

Importantly, CBD (2002) recognises that imple-
mentation of its Guiding Principles is dependent
on availability of resources. Similarly, Sherley
(2000) identifies inadequate funding as a constraint
on implementation of the Pacific strategy.

Additional guidance on prioritising invasive
species projects

Other key points that have arisen from recent dis-
cussions over prioritisation of measures to tackle
invasive species in the UKOTSs include the follow-

ing:

1. Priority should be given to the protection and/
or restoration of sites of greatest value

This is an obvious principle, but one which is very
difficult to apply. Value can be assessed in many
different ways, all of which are valid: in biodiversi-
ty, economic or social terms, for example. It is also
important to remember that a given situation may
not be seen in the same way from different per-
spectives. For example, an ecosystem threatened or
afflicted by invasive species may be of relatively
little value in a global context, but of very great
value to a local community. Both perspectives may
need to be considered when assessing whether
action to protect or restore that ecosystem is a high
priority. In general, however, it is likely that pre-
vention/detection measures will be of highest pri-
ority where a threatened ecosystem is in relatively
pristine condition, and that control/eradication
measures will be of highest priority where a dam-
aging species invasion is already well advanced.

It is important to ensure with any control/eradica-
tion process that adequate thought and funds are
allocated to post-control monitoring to ensure non
reoccurrence of the alien species, otherwise scarce
funds allocated to the initial control/eradication
will have been wasted (cf. Point 4 below).

2. Priority should be given to the most cost effec-
tive measures

Prevention is invariably more cost effective than
control (e.g. CBD 2002). However, the success of
a good prevention programme (i.e. species inva-
sions do not occur) is inevitably less “visible’ than
the success of an eradication programme that leads
to the removal of a devastating invasive species
and facilitates the reversal of its many negative
impacts. Thus, money invested in preventing the
establishment of invasive species tends not to
show the short-term results that are apparent from
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Alien Species Introductions
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International International
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Invasive Fail
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Figure 1. Summary of options to consider when addressing alien species. Black bars mark the potential final stages
of introduced alien species. Diamonds symbolise important bifurcations and decision points. From Wittenberg &
Cock (2001).

(successful) eradication projects, and investment in ~ (Varnham 2006, Annex 2, Section 2).

prevention may therefore be less attractive to fund-
ing agencies despite its greater cost effectiveness
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Information/awareness Prevention/detection Control/eradication
Strategy | Assess information needs, eg: | Assess prevention needs, eg: | Assess control needs, eg:
e baseline data on invasive | e identification of e which invasive species
species already present key pathways for already present are a)
and their impacts introductions most damaging and b)
e data on potential invasive | e risk assessment have greatest potential
species threats e  cross-sectoral issues for successful control/
e co-operation with e Cco-operation with eradication?
regional/international regional/international e control or eradicate?
bodies bodies e co-operation with
e awareness-raising at e obligations under existing regional/international
all levels of society regulations/ legislation bodies
(practitioners, policy e obligations under
makers, public) Develop strategy to address existing regulations/
e obligations under existing | these needs legislation
regulations/ legislation
Develop strategy to address
Develop strategy to address these needs
these needs
Local Assess local capacity to Assess local capacity to Assess local capacity to
capacity address information needs, address prevention needs, eg: | address control needs, eg:
eg: e who is responsible ¢ who can undertake
¢ who can establish/ for implementation of control/eradication
maintain databases? prevention measures? programmes?
e who can undertake/ e what limitations exist to
facilitate awareness- enforcement? Build local capacity to
raising activities? address these needs
Build local capacity to
Build local capacity to address these needs
address these needs
Interven- | Action to address information | Action to address prevention | Action to address control
tion needs, eg: needs, eg: needs, eg:
e establish/maintain e enhance co-operation e control/eradication
databases between implementation/ programmes against
¢ build information-sharing enforcement agencies particular species
networks e enhance prevention
e undertake awareness- mechanisms
raising activities

Table 1. Aspects of invasive species management projects. This matrix was developed following discus-
sions on prioritisation of invasive species projects at the UKOTCF Wider Caribbean Working Group in
2003. Rather than indicating where priority should be placed, it was intended to illustrate the range of
inter-related issues that projects might be expected to consider.

3. Priority should be given to measures which

demonstrate a holistic approach, and maximise

synergies/linkages with other relevant policies

and activities

The many dimensions of the invasive species
problem are interlinked — for example, successful
prevention or control strategies rely on good co-op-
eration and coordination, which themselves rely on

high levels of awareness (cf. Table 1). Key chal-

lenges to tackling invasive species in any country
arise from the fragmentation of responsibility
among different government departments and other

stakeholders, and poor communication between
different sectors. Hence, measures which enhance
co-operation, coordination and communication
between individual initiatives, and between stake-
holders, are of particular value in efforts to manage
the threats and impacts of invasive species.

4. Priority should be given to measures which can
demonstrate a high likelihood of success

Projects intended to tackle invasive species issues
must be feasible in the short-term and sustain-
able in the long-term. Increasing experience in the
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control/eradication of island invasives (e.g. see
Veitch & Clout 2002) suggest that the feasibility
of such operations can be assessed, and that many
such programmes have a reasonable likelihood of
success. However, to ensure that this success is
sustained in the longer term, control/eradication
programmes should wherever possible also consid-
er measures to restore habitats and prevent re-inva-
sions. This may involve the development of robust
prevention and early detection measures, in concert
with control activities.

Conclusions

In planning this session, we had hoped to identify
ways of prioritising activities in relation to inva-
sive species — not identifying which species were
the most important to control (which is relatively
straightforward), but in terms of broader, strategic
issues. In fact, there is no simple formula for strate-
gic priority setting. However, the session touched
on a number of themes that will undoubtedly be
amongst key priorities, as outlined above. In plan-
ning the next steps, we perhaps need to consider, in
particular:

» Enhanced information gathering and informa-
tion sharing, including development of the
database arising from Varnham (2006);

* An audit of measures that are already in place in
each UKOT for invasive species management;

* Planning for better co-ordination of activities,
within and between UKOTS, and across the
regions in which UKOTS are located;

» The development of rapid response mechanisms.

Perhaps the best approach would be for each
UKOT to conduct a Needs Assessment in relation
to invasive species, perhaps as part of an audit of
measures which are already in place. This approach
is consistent with the CBD Guiding Principles

for the prevention, introduction and mitigation of
impacts of alien species that threaten ecosystems,
habitats or species (CBD 2002). Indeed, CBD
(2002, Paragraph 10) urges parties to develop
National Invasive Alien Species Strategies and
Action Plans, possibly as components of National
Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans, as a basis
for identifying national needs and priorities in this
area.

Post-Jersey conference developments
In June 2007, JNCC hosted a workshop on inva-

sive species in the UKOTSs, which brought together
a wide range of participants from governments,

NGOs and academia. Discussions centred on
strategic prioritisation of invasive species projects,
regional approaches, development of the UKOTs
non-native species database managed by JNCC,
and general aspects of the way ahead. Full details
of the meeting and its outcomes can be found at
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/page-4081, however, the
main conclusions were:

Strategic prioritisation of projects

* the lack of mechanisms for strategic prioritisa-
tion of projects remains a concern;

» mechanisms for strategic prioritisation must
consider impacts on biodiversity and socio-eco-
nomic elements;

» aworking group should be formed to take
this issue forward, ensuring direct input from
UKOTs;

Regional approaches

* regional approaches provide many potential
benefits through the pooling of resources, ex-
perience and effort (for example, in relation to
awareness raising across sectors);

» aworking group should be formed to take this
issue forward, initially with focus on Caribbean
UKOTSs;

UKOTs non-native species database

 gaps remain to be filled in the baseline informa-
tion held in the database;

* additional functionality should be developed ac-
cording to the needs of users;

» aworking group should be formed to take this
issue forward.

In addition, the establishment of a working group
to consider aspects of awareness raising and stake-
holder engagement was proposed.
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Non-native species in the UK Overseas Territories and
Crown Dependencies: outcome of a review
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A review of non-native species was undertaken, based on a desk study of available
data and consultation with individual experts, the first time such an exercise had
been attempted for the UKOTs and CDs. The resulting report and database provide
valuable baseline information, a key resource in addressing invasive species threats,
and have been made freely available through the JNCC website. Numbers of non-na-
tive species records from each UKOT/CD vary substantially, according to the level
of local survey work undertaken. Small numbers of records often indicate lack of
survey work rather than absence of non-native species. Filling of information gaps,

regular updating and some refinement will be required if the database is to fulfil its
potential value as a tool in support of future priority setting and research.

Karen Varnham, 42A Albert Park Place, Montpelier, Bristol BS6 5ND, UK.
kjvarnham@btopenworld.com; Vin Fleming, Joint Nature Conservation Committee,
Monkstone House, City Road, Peterborough PE1 1JY, UK.

vin.fleming@jncc.gov.uk

In 2004 the Joint Nature Conservation Committee
commissioned a review of non-native species in
the United Kingdom’s Overseas Territories (UKO-
Ts) and Crown Dependencies (CDs), the first of its
kind (Varnham, 2006). For their size, the UKOTSs
and CDs contain a disproportionately high number
of threatened and endemic species relative to the
metropolitan UK. According to the Millennium
Ecosystem Assessment (MEA, 2005), invasive
species are the biggest threat currently facing the
biodiversity of the world’s small islands, so gather-
ing baseline information on the nature and scale of
this threat is extremely important. This informa-
tion is a vital first step in assessing the scale of

the problem in the UKOTs & CDs and may help,
for example, to prioritise which invasive species
should be controlled first.

The first phase of the project was a desk study, re-
viewing the existing literature on invasive species
in the UKOTs and CDs. In addition to published
material, unpublished reports and papers, many lit-
tle known outside their particular territories, were
a particularly important source of information. In
the second phase of the project, the data gathered
so far was sent to experts with first hand experi-

ence of the UKOTSs and CDs in order to validate
the existing information and to add further species
records. This second phase proved very successful
and resulted in the number of species records in
the database more than doubling to almost 3000;
important additional information was also collated
for many of the existing records.

Although the project had initially been conceived
to collect information on ‘invasive’ species, it
became apparent early on that, in most cases, there
was simply not enough data available to determine
whether most species known to be introduced were
actually invasive in the ecological sense. There

is no single universally recognised definition of
what constitutes an invasive species. However, one
useful definition is supplied by the [UCN Invasive
Species Specialist Group, which characterises them
as: species, usually transported by humans, which
successfully establish themselves in, and then over-
come, otherwise intact, pre-existing native ecosys-
tems. This distinguishes them from species which
have formed self-sustaining populations in the wild
but do not cause harmful changes to the nature

of the ecosystems around them (usually termed
naturalised species). Other introduced species, such
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as most ornamental plants, may never form self-

sustaining populations at all and remain entirely The bar chart below (Figure 1) shows the number
dependent on humans. Since, in most cases, we did  of non-native species recorded from each UKOT
not have the information necessary to decide which  and CD. The most striking result is the number of

species were invasive, we made the decision to records from Bermuda, for which the database con-
include all introduced or non-native species, taking  tains records of 1139 non-native species, almost
the view that it was better to exclude species at a three times as many as St Helena which, at 414,
later date, rather than to miss potentially damag- has the next highest number of records. For two
ing species simply because there was no accessible  regions, the South Sandwich Islands and the Cy-
data on their invasiveness. prus Sovereign Base Areas, no non-native species
were recorded. However, these raw figures prob-
The database consists of an Excel spreadsheet ably do not always present an accurate picture of

with a page for each territory, plus some additional  the numbers of non-native species in each territory.
summary pages. The categories of information held A great many records were available to us from a
within the database were designed to capture the small number of recent pieces of work which had
kind of information necessary to determine wheth-  systematically gathered records, namely: Ashmole
er a species was invasive or was likely to become & Ashmole (2000) for St Helena & Ascension,

so. Key areas included distribution and rate of Mary Walker (pers. comm.) for plants on Anguilla,
spread, including present and potential distribution,  and Andy Douse (pers. comm.) for the Falkland Is-
routes of entry and modes of transmission withina  lands. Bermuda has recently carried out an island-
territory, known and potential ecological impacts wide Biodiversity Project, collecting data about all
and, finally, details of actions taken or planned to species present there, native and introduced (see
tackle the species in each territory. We were also Glasspool et al. 2000). Invasive species are cer-
keen to make the information as relevant as pos- tainly a serious problem in Bermuda, but the high
sible to people living or working in the UKOTs and  number of records collected for this territory is due
CDs by including local common names as well as more to this recent in-depth study. A similar pattern

internationally recognised scientific names. The underlies all the territories on the left hand side of
database and an accompanying report have been Figure 1 —in all cases from Tristan da Cunha up-
sent to all contributors and are also available as a wards, the great majority of the records have come
free download through the JNCC website (www. from existing systematic collections of data.
jncc.gov.uk/page-3634).
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Figure 1. The number of non-native species recorded in each Territory ranked in order of the number of non-native
species (BIOT — British Indian Ocean Territory; BVI — British Virgin Islands; TCI — Turks & Caicos Islands; BAT
— British Antarctic Territory; SSI — South Sandwich Islands). Source: Varnham (2006)
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Territories with fewer records of non-native spe-
cies are predominantly those for which systematic
collections of records were unavailable or inac-
cessible. For most of these territories we received
fairly small numbers of records, usually from one
or a few local experts. These records, although
small in number, often contained very full and
up-to-date information about non-native species,
especially the ones known to be causing ecological
problems in the territory. This is in contrast to the
records taken from systematic lists which, in some
cases, had little or no supporting information be-
yond a scientific name and, perhaps, some sketchy
information on distribution. However, for most of
the territories on the right hand side of the Figure
1, the numbers of non-native species are probably
seriously under-recorded. The exceptions are the
British Antarctic Territory and the South Sandwich
Islands, for which the figures are based on recent
work by the British Antarctic Survey and are be-
lieved to be an accurate (but non-natives on South
Georgia are probably under-recorded; adminis-
tratively, South Georgia and the South Sandwich
Islands are one UKQOT).

This database is just one of a range of resources
on invasive species now available. Other database
projects, such as the CABI Invasive Species in the
Caribbean database (Kairo et al., 2003) and the
Global Invasive Species Database (http://www.
issg.org/database) are also extremely useful
sources of complementary information. The unique
feature of this project, however, is that the majority
of the entries in this database have come directly
from people living and working in the UKOTSs and
CDs and we hope these people will be the ones to
benefit from it. Although there are clearly some
gaps in information, the database is potentially a
valuable tool for sharing information and expertise
within the UKOT and CD community. It contains
data from a wide range of unpublished written
sources, many of which are difficult to access, and
thus allows this information to be shared more
widely for the first time. The database could also
have an important role to play in helping to priori-
tise which invasive species are posing the biggest
threats to biodiversity and hence which should be
tackled first. It could also be an important research
tool for studying the distribution and effects of
invasive species.

So what are the next steps in using this database to
inform work on non-native species in the UKOTs
and CDs? As with all databases, it will quickly
become obsolete if it is not updated regularly.

Accordingly, INCC are committed to continue

to keep this database up to date and to publish
periodic updates on the internet. We recognise that
this is a two way process, requiring us having to
search actively for new information (and we are
aware of some datasets that we have missed) but
we also hope that colleagues in the UKOTs/CDs
may inform us of any new information which
becomes available. We are also conscious that the
accessibility of the database on the internet could
be improved, for example, through better search
functions and links to other relevant sources of in-
formation and we hope to address these. However,
the true value of the database will be realised only
if it used to make a practical and tangible contribu-
tion to tackling the problem of invasive species in
the UKOTs and CDs.
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Non-native species — Current Great Britain Perspectives
Niall Moore, Non-native species Secretariat, CSL

Moore, N. 2007. Non-native species — Current Great Britain Perspectives. pp 204-
205 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas
Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6 to 121" October 2006 (ed.
M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Due to the growing global problem with invasive non-native species, Defra and the
devolved administrations in Scotland and Wales instigated (in 2001) a comprehen-
sive review of policy in this area. The first of the eight key recommendations of
this review (see Cheesman & Clubbe, this volume) was the need for more effective
co-ordination across Government. Ministers agreed to the establishment of a cross-
departmental co-ordinating mechanism for non-native species and this Programme
Board was set up in September 2005.

The Programme Board is intended to deliver strategic consideration of the threat of
invasive non-native species across Great Britain, and to co-ordinate non-native spe-
cies policy across Government. It comprises a small and highly focussed Board of
key individuals, exercising power and responsibility in their own areas and acting as
representatives of wider interests. This approach demonstrates a step-change in the
development of ideas and delivery of outcomes on non-natives species issues across
Great Britain.

The Board’s remit includes:

« Developing a vision for addressing non-native species issues

e Coordinating research

< Ensuring the exchange of experience, information and specialist expertise

« Increasing public awareness of the key issues

< Encouraging constructive engagement with industry and other key stakeholders.

The Programme Board is supported in its work by an independent Secretariat, based
at Central Science Laboratory (CSL). This secretariat consists of two full-time staff.
Current work includes:

< Developing a GB Strategy on non-native species

e Setting up a risk assessment panel

e Setting up a monitoring system for non-native species

e Carrying out rapid reaction (e.g. to recent arrival of the water weed Ludwigia)

e Setting up a website.

Niall Moore, Non-native species Secretariat, CSL, Sand Hutton, York YO41 1LZ,
UK n.moore@csl.gov.uk  nnss@csl.gov.uk
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Initiative on Invasive Alien Species in the French Overseas

Territories

Jean-Philippe Palasi, IUCN Office for Europe and Yohann Soubeyran, IUCN

French Committee

Palasi, J-P. & Soubeyran, Y., N. 2007. Initiative on Invasive Alien Species in the
French Overseas Territories. pp 206-207 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference
on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities,
Jersey 6 to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Con-

servation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Initiative on invasive alien species
in the French overseas territories

A major threat on biodiversity worldwide

extinctions in the past 400 years.

According to IUCN Red List of threatened species, exotic invasive species are the
third global threat on biodiversity in the world. They played a role in half of every

Globalisation of human activities means the phenomenon is increasing very fast. Habitat destruction and global
warming are also key factors contributing to the expansion of invasive species.

Invasive species can have dangerous consequences for natural ecosystems and human societies. They impact
tourism by reducing landscapes attractivity, damage agriculture, and can even be a threat for human health in the

case of viruses, bacteria and some insects.

French overseas territories on the front line

French overseas regions and
territories host a biodiversity of
worldwide importance, with 3450
endemic plants and 380 endemic vertebrates.

They are however very sensitive to introductions of species, in
particular in islands, where fauna and the flora often evolved
without the pressure of predators or competitors.

invasive Alien species ?

Aliens species whose introduction, installation and
propagation threaten indigenous ecosystems, habitats or
species with environmental and/or economic and/or
sanitary negative consequences.

Introduced voluntarily or accidentally, they occur in both
terrestrial and marine fields, with a particular impact on
insular terrestrial ecosystems.

With the arrival of humans, many plant and animal species were introduced (for example 2200 plants in Réunion island,
1350 in New Caledonia, 1700 in French Polynesia), and more are still being introduced currently. Some of them are
very invasive and aggressive, and become a major cause of biodiversity loss.

A large number of international cases of combating invasive species show that success is possible. French
overseas territories must be mobilized to defend their natural wonders, which are a key element of their cultural

identities and economic assets.

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 206



Building an action network for all French overseas territories

Many actors in overseas territories mobilize against invasive species. In spite of their geographical and ecological
differences, French overseas territories are often confronted with common difficulties: weak awarness of the
public, poorly accessible scientific data, lack of tools for coordination, unsuited legal instruments, etc.

This program aims to support exchange of information and coordination between all actors involved (NGOs,
researchers, national and local authorities). It will be carried out in collaboration with [UCN'’s Invasive Species
Specialists Groupe (ISSG), and will also be a contribution to a key priority of the French Strategy for the
Biodiversity adopted in 2004.

carry out a review of information
- Scientific : identification of the most dangerous species (biology, distribution, dispersion, impacts, etc)
- Technical : inventory of management and research programs, and good practices
- Legal : evaluation of the existing legal tools and their application

Improve the diffusion of information
- Organization of a network of exchange between overseas territories
- Publication of a synthesis including a guide of good practices
- Diffusion of data through an online database

Propose recommendations
- To improve awarness of authorities, NGOs, population, the private sector
- To improve the legal framework for prevention and control of invasions
- To increase the means and funding dedicated to fight invasive species

The initiative is open to all actors concerned. Its purpose is to reinforce at the same time prevention
(awarness, tools) and actions on the ground (coordination, access to data, priorities identification).

K \ To get involved, please contact :

Yohann Soubeyran

Program officer on invasive species

IUCN French committee

c/o Cirad - UMR PVBMT

7 Chemin de I'lrat, Ligne Paradis, 97 410 Saint-Pierre, La Réunion

Comité frangais pour 'UICN yohann.soubeyran@uicn.fr
36, rue GeOffrc_)y Saint-Hilaire This initiative belongs to a program on French overseas territories
75005 Paris - France developped by IUCN French Committee. Priorities are : improvement of
: : _ : scientific knowledge, analyze and influence on public policies, local
\ uicn@uicn.fr - www.uicn.fr J capacity building. For more information contact Jean-Philippe Palasi,
Program officer for Overseas Territiories :

ip.palasi@uicn.fr

With support from :
#

ReGION REUNION

November 2005. Credits : O. Gargominy, JM. Meyer, J. Le Breton, JP. Palasi, Megaptera.
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Turks and Caicos Islands Invasive Pine Scale
Martin Hamilton, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew

Hamilton, M. 2007. Turks and Caicos Islands Invasive Pine Scale. pp 208-213 in
Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories
and other small island communities, Jersey 6" to 12 October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

An invasive non-native scale insect pest was discovered on Caribbean Pine Pinus
caribaea var. bahamensis in the Turks and Caicos Islands (TCI) in 2005. Since
then, it has spread rapidly and caused high levels of mortality to the pine, leading to
degradation of habitats. Experience with this devastating pest in TCI emphasises the
need for rapid response mechanisms when dealing with invasive species.

Martin Hamilton, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, Richmond TW9 3AB, UK.
m.hamilton@kew.org

The Caicos Pine

The Caribbean Pine Pinus caribaea var. baha-
mensis is the national tree of the Turks and Cai-
cos Islands (TCI). It is endemic to the Bahamian
Archipelago, but has a disjunct distribution within
that area. In the Bahamas, it is restricted to the
northern islands of Grand Bahama, Abaco, Andros
and New Providence. South of the Bahamas but in
the same geographical system, in TCI the Caicos
Pine occurs on Pine Cay, Middle Caicos and North

Caicos, where it is the key species of the pineyard _ i )
Developing cones, Middle Caicos

ecosystem.
) tional Trust (TCNT) and the UK Overseas Territo-
Infection ries Conservation Forum, non-native scale insects
were first observed and collected on Middle Caicos
In January 2005, during fieldwork for the OTEP- by personnel from TCNT and the Royal Botanic
supported project run by the Turks & Caicos Na- Gardens (RBG) Kew. In April 2006, scale insects
N

FProvidenciales

_g AL aheoe Caicos Bank South Caicos S8 & %
# Grand Turk®

Turks & Caicos Islands ’ ;
Ambergris Coys Salt Cery If

==
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Pine tortoise scale Toumeyella parvicornis Range of damage on Pine Cay

April 2006: Recording & Monitoring Dead trees on Pine Cay

were recorded and collected on North Caicos, Mid-
dle Caicos and Pine Cay.

Initial diagnosis suggested that the rapidly spread-
ing pest was the pine tortoise scale Toumeyella
parvicornis, a well known species in North Ameri-
ca on Pinaceae. If this is the species now occurring
in TCI, the infestation represents both a new host
record and the first record for the region. [Since the
presentation, this has been confirmed.]

The impact of the scale insect is severe, but varies Developing cones on Pine Cay

somewhat between sites. Some areas contain no areas. In combination with massively reduced cone

live trees or seedlings; others still support some production by mature trees, this threatens on-go-

live pines amongst dead and moribund trees. ing recruitment into the pine population, with the

Infestation levels are high on seedlings in many prospect that the tree could be lost altogether from
“Healthy” trees on Pine Cay Infested pine on Pine Cay
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Infested/dying trees on North Caicos Martin Hamilton and B. Naqgqi Manco observing seed-
lings, Middle Caicos

Scale on seedling, North Caicos Infested seedling, Middle Caicos

Monitoring tape applied to pine branches, North Caicos

Dead trees, Middle Caicos

Collecting sampling tapes, Middle Caicos
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Above is a screen-grab from ArcView showing a table of data collected during April 2006 monitoring of the pine
scale. Below (and part of Middle Caicos at larger scale on the next page) are screen-grabs from ArcPad showing the
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places visited during the April 2006 trip to collect data. Green symbols are either herbarium specimens or vegeta-
tion assessment points, black pushpins are places, black “x’* scale recording points.

The diagrams below show average infestation levels and canopy damage for the pine trees at the sampling points
visited on the three islands

Middle Caicos Pine Cay
5 5
g 3
E 37 i o -
Y @ Scale Infestation Level ; @ 5Scale Infestation Level
E 24 @ Canopy Damage =] s | @ Canopy Damage
C | | CN
JHHIN L
1 2 3 4 5 6 7T 8 9 10 1T 2 3 4 5 B 7 8 9 10
Survey Point Number Survey Point Number
Morth Caicos
. Infestation levels:
5 0 = novisible scale
g 4 : S = totally infested
: . o Scale Infestation Level
? mCanopy Damage
521 .
s Canopy _damage.
0 0 = no visible damage
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 —_ H
Survey Point Number 5 - tree morta“ty
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Fire ignited by lightening in the pineyard, North Caicos

many areas. The loss of trees is already resulting
in visible habitat degradation in TCI pineyards. As
well as further impacts of the pest itself, lighten-
ing-induced fires may be more frequent in areas
with greater concentrations of dead trees, leading
to further losses.

Recommendations

RBG Kew and TCNT have been working together
to develop proposals for measures to tackle the
threat posed by this invasive alien insect pest. Key
recommendations include:

 Establishment of a nursery

 Establishment of a seedling rescue programme

 Establishment of a seed collecting programme

» Awareness raising throughout TCI (see RBG
Kew’s poster on its UK Overseas Territories
Programme in the section on other topics)

» Control of importation of infected plant material

» Enhanced monitoring of the scale insect and its
impacts

» Alerting NGOs and governmental agencies in
the region

» Conducting targeted research on the pest

» Evaluation of systemic insecticides for control

» Evaluation of managed burning (for pest control
and removal of surplus dead wood)

 Acquisition of funding for on-going work,
including:

Provision of GIS system for monitoring and

mapping

Investigation of biocontrol options

Education and awareness raising

Investigation of prospects for pine reintro-

duction.

The speed with which this pest has spread, and the
damage that it has already done to the native pine
and its associated ecosystem in TCI, emphasises
the need for rapid response mechanisms in invasive
species management.

Section of North Caicos pine yard
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The Repercussions of Hurricane Ivan for Invasive Species in
Grand Cayman, Cayman Islands
Dr Mat Cottam, Cayman Islands Department of the Environment

Cottam. M. 2007. The Repercussions of Hurricane Ivan for Invasive Species in
Grand Cayman, Cayman Islands. pp 214-217 in Biodiversity That Matters: a confer-
ence on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communi-
ties, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories
Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

In 2004, the Cayman Islands contributed to the JNCC report on Non-native species
in UK Overseas Territories (N0.372), identifying some 110 locally naturalized /
invasive species of flora and fauna. With respect to impact on the natural environ-
ment, feral cats, dogs, rats and Green iguanas Iguana iguana are probably the most
significant faunal invasives. Whistling Pine Casuarina equisetifolia, Scaevola Scae-
vola seriacea, Wild Tamarind Leucaena leucocephala and Logwood Haematoxylum
campechianum are the most significant floral invasives. The long-term on-island
persistence of these species has contributed to public acceptance: a shifting-baseline
which complicates control efforts and the effectiveness of awareness raising.

Hurricane lvan impacted both native and non-native species. High winds and heavy
seas destroyed significant areas of coastal forest, especially along the southern shore
of the island. Additionally, large areas of damaged vegetation were bulldozed, prior
to potential regeneration. This combination of natural and mechanical clearance
contributed to large areas of disturbed ground being opened-up for colonization by
invasive species.

Biological surveys indicate that Grand Cayman’s bat population was reduced by
some 84%, with many bird species suffering similar or even greater losses. In the
wake of the storm, the evacuation of over 10,000 inhabitants contributed to the aban-
donment of many domestic pets.

Damage to mangroves was exacerbated in some areas by the interruption of natural
drainage channels by road developments. The resultant standing floodwater drowned
large areas of trees. An almost total loss of the island’s greenery contributed to an
increased public interest in the value of native trees, especially mangroves. How-
ever, limited capacity contributed to emergency priorities overriding long-term
environmental management, compromising opportunities to capitalize on the storm’s
temporary impact on invasive flora. Two years later, invasive flora are significantly
more widespread than prior to the storm.

Towards initiating practical control of invasive flora, the Department of Environment
is working with the Queen Elizabeth Il Botanic Park and Darwin Initiative partners
to establish a native tree nursery: encouraging the public to plant with native spe-
cies, and generating stock for restoration of native landscapes. The implementation
of improved conservation programs is also a key focus, including the Royal Botanic
Gardens Kew Millennium Seedbank Project.

Invasive species present an ever-evolving issue for the Cayman Islands. In 20086,

Pink Hibiscus Mealy Bug established for the first time in Grand Cayman.

Dr Mat Cottam, Special Projects Officer, Cayman Islands Department of the
Environment, PO BOX 486GT, Marco Giglioli Building, Grand Cayman , Cayman
Islands  Tel: +1 (345) 949 8469 Fax: +1 (345) 949 4020 Mat.Cottam@gov.ky
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Before Hurricane lvan

The 2006 JNCC report by Karen Varnham indi-
cates some major invasive species:

Non-native Scaevola Scaevola sericea, used for
green coastal landscaping

Whistling Pine Casuarina equisetifolia, shade tree
and “whistling needles”

Logwood Haematoxylum campechianum, used in
the dye trade

Wild Tamarind Leucaena leucocephala, possibly
an accidental introduction.

The OTEP-funded Cayman plants Red List was
completed in 2006, showing:

Critically Endangered — 83 taxa

Endangered — 64 taxa

Vulnerable — 45 taxa

Near-Threatened — 6 taxa

Least Concern — 131 taxa

Date-Deficient — 86 taxa.

Whistling Pine Casuarina equisetifolia

Scaevola
Scaevola sericea

Public perceptions to non-native species before Ivan
included shifting baselines; invasive species insinu-
ated themselves into the local environment — and
also into local culture.

Hurricane lvan

Hurricane Ivan struck Grand Cayman on 12th
September 2004. It exposed Grand Cayman to hur-
ricane category 4-5 force winds for many hours.
High seas and giant waves impacted the south coast,
and torrential rain contributed to the majority of the
island being underwater during this period.

Darwin Initiative

At the time that Ivan struck, a Darwin Initiative
application was in preparation. This was rewritten
to take account of the impact of the hurricane and
need for new environmental assessment. It was
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successful in acquiring funding for updated habitat
mapping and production of a National Biodiversity
Action Plan (NBAP) for the Cayman Islands.

After lvan
There was extensive loss of, and damage to, sur-
viving vegetation: loss of leaves, branches, thrash-

ing effect, salt-water inundation, and standing
water.

There were impacts on invasive species. Some
were positive, such as:

» Toppling of Casuarinas

 Increased public interest in the value of man-
grove for storm protection.
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Many others were negative:

“Brown island” — leads to desperation for any
greenery

 Large areas of native vegetation lost - damaged
vegetation tidied up (by bulldozer)

* Invasives quickly colonised open / “tidied”
areas

* No capacity for immediate response... leaving
invasive species free to re-establish and more...

The current situation

Black mangrove has been devastated, destroying
important nest-sites for parrots. A nest-box scheme
has had some limited success.

The Department of the Environment has recently
purchased weed wrenches and will enjoy some
field-testing on Casuarinas.

Removal will be futile if replanting with native
species is not undertaken immediately, due to top-
up effects from neighbouring properties.

There is work on improving and developing new
conservation programmes at QEII Botanic Park, in
partnership with Royal Botanic Gardens Kew e.g.
Native Tree Nursery and Millennium Seed Bank.

These provide practical alternatives to non-native

landscaping, and stock for replacement of invasive
species.
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Intervention strategies in pest control

John Parkes, Landcare Research

Parkes, J. 2007. Intervention strategies in pest control. pp 218-219 in Biodiversity
That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other
small island communities, Jersey 6" to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Pest control requires both the tools and the knowledge of where and when to use
them, in particular for tools that require an ‘on’ and ‘off’ application. These deci-
sions have to be made in the context of the economics of the intervention, and funds
available. This paper describes two eradication case studies to illustrate start-and-
stop rules using some elements of risk analysis.

John Parkes, Landcare Research, PO Box 69, Lincoln 8152, New Zealand.
parkesj@landcareresearch.co.nz

Introduction

Pest control requires both the tools to manage the
pest (better mouse traps) and the knowledge on
where and when to use them. For most pests we
have an array of tools from simple traps and rifles,
albeit now used with smart technologies such as
GPS and radio-telemetry (Campbell et al. 2005),
through to designer baits and toxins (e.g. Morgan
2004), with even more high technology solutions
being researched (e.g. species-specific toxins and
genetically-engineered biocontrol agents.

However, for all tools that require an ‘on’ and ‘off’
application, the tricky decisions remain on where
and when to intervene against the pest — unless of
course one has unlimited funds to intervene eve-
rywhere all the time! This is essentially a bioeco-
nomic problem if optimal solutions are to be found
(Parkes et al. 2006).

Managers of pests have three general strategies to
consider for pests: doing nothing, sustained con-
trol, or eradication. Each of course requires a dif-
ferent set of decisions on intervention. A decision
not to intervene against a pest may be made when
no tools (or funds) are available to be effective, a
sensible decision for say most established marine
invasive pests. Optimal intervention under the sus-
tained control strategy requires knowledge on how
the pest-resource system interacts so that either
acute or chronic impacts can be managed (Parkes
1993), or biological thresholds identified and target
densities set (Choquenot & Parkes 2001).

Eradication is strategically simpler than sustained
control as it is not necessary to understand these
complex interactions. Intervention is based on
some analysis of feasibility (e.g. Parkes 2006) and
a decision to stop is based on achievement of zero
pests.

In this paper, | will use two eradication case studies
to illustrate start and stop rules using some ele-
ments of risk analysis.

Eradication of red deer from Northland,
New Zealand

The problem

The Northland region of North Island in New
Zealand is free of wild deer Cervus elaphus but has
58 farms where a total of 12 520 deer were held in
the late 1990s (Fraser et al. 2003). Managers of
the conservation estate consider these exotic deer

a pest, and farmers are concerned that wild deer
present risks to the bovine TB-free status of the
region.

Between 1993 and 1999, deer escaped from these
farms on 27 occasions with 26% of the farms re-
porting at least one event. A mean of 13 deer were
involved per event (range 1 to 270 animals). In
85% of events the animals were recaptured and in
all the rest the escapees were shot by government
employed hunters at a cost of ¢. £30 000 per year.
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A question

Should managers allocate more funds to being
proactive or more to being reactive? Proactive
management would include enforcing fencing
standards, and public relations to encourage good
practice and discourage bad practice such as illegal
liberations. Reactive management would include
surveillance and prompt response to events.

The answer depends on the causes of the escapes
and the cost of dealing with them. In this case,
the costs of dealing with them are affordable and
the problem tractable, so the issue becomes one of
cause.

Results

36% of events were caused by human error (e.g.
gates left open by mistake), 30% by “acts of God”
(e.g. storm damage to fences), and 33% were
caused by manageable flaws (e.g. inadequate
fences).

Thus, a rough partition of the funds to match the
risk would be to spend 67% on being reactive and
only 33% on being proactive.

Eradication of feral pigs from Santa Cruz
Island, California

The problem

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) has spent a large
sum of money (many millions of dollars) attempt-
ing to eradicate feral pigs Sus scrofa from Santa
Cruz Island (25 000 ha) in the Channel Islands of
California (Ramsey et al. in prep). The hunting
contractors (Prohunt Ltd) have removed several
thousand pigs since they began in late 2005 but
have not killed any, despite large efforts, since
mid-2006. The eradication has been politically
sensitive and TNC has been forced to spend large
sums defending their actions in the courts.

The cost of falsely declaring eradication and
paying off the contractor is not large in terms of
reacting technically to any future sighting of a pig,

BUT the cost in terms of litigation might be fatal to

the cause.
Questions

How certain can TNC be that the string of zero
detections equal eradication, or how much more

monitoring with zero detection would achieve a
desired level of certainty?

Results

Ramsey et al. (in prep.) have used the hunting data
from helicopter hunting, ground hunters with dogs
and radio-telemetered Judas pigs to calculate the
detection probabilities for each hunting method,
i.e., the probability that if a wild pig was present it
would be detected on x occasions by the method.
Using Bayes theorem, the probabilities that a pig
remains despite the strings of zero detections can
be calculated and the risks of false conclusions
assessed.
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Introduction and history of the Working for
Water programme

Invasive alien plants have become established on
over 10 million hectares of land in South Africa.
Modeling studies have demonstrated how some
lightly infested catchments can become densely
infested over a period between 10 and 15 years (Le
Maitre et al. 1996). This has a serious economic
cost, which will rise if timely management is not
carried out.

South Africa is a dry country and water scarcity

is likely to limit economic growth (Huntley et al.
1989). Reviews published in the 1980s and 1990s
suggested that invasion of catchments by alien
trees in South Africa would seriously reduce water
supplies (e.g. Versfeld and van Wilgen 1986). This
issue had been long recognized by ecologists but
this knowledge had not yet filtered into the con-
sciousness of decision-makers (van Wilgen et al.
1996).

In 1995 the argument was put forward by Guy
Preston, then a researcher at the University of Cape
Town (now National Leader of the WfW pro-
gramme), that the new post-apartheid government
of South Africa should not build dams and water-
transfer schemes until catchment management is
optimised in ways that are efficient, equitable and
sustainable. The then Minister of Water Affairs and
Forestry, Kader Asmal (a former university profes-

sor), was convinced by the scientific
arguments that clearing of invasive
alien plants was central to efficient
catchment management. The Fynbos
Forum, a collection of academics and
practitioners in the Western Cape,

was also very instrumental in bringing the issue
of invasive species to the attention of key decision
makers.

Job creation and the pursuit of social equity were
central to the manifesto of the new regime under
Nelson Mandela, which came to power in 1994.
The Working for Water Programme (WfW) was
launched in 1995 as a means of achieving social
and economic benefit through an environmental
programme. The justification for the programme
was also very linked to the protection of biological
diversity, the need

to stem exacer-

bating problems

associated with

fire (as well as

flooding, erosion,

water quality, etc)

and the need to

maintain land for

productive use.

WfFW stands out as
a classic example
of mainstream-
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ing of invasive species management programmes
(Cowling et al. 2002). These mainstream concerns
are encapsulated in the WfW Mission Statement
which is as follows: “The Working for Water
programme will sustainably control invading alien
species, to optimise the potential use of natural
resources, through the process of economic em-
powerment and transformation. In doing this, the
programme will leave a legacy of social equity and
legislative, institutional and technical capacity.

WITFW focuses on four main areas to support strate-
gies for dealing with the problem of invasive alien
plants:

1. Job creation

2. Biological control

3. Public education and communication

4. Creating an enabling legislative environment.

The programme has now grown to the point that its
budget for 2003/4 is R442 million (c.$US68 mil-
lion at November 2003 exchange rates). It directly
employs over 20,000 people in over 300 separate
projects throughout South Africa. The programme
targets some of the most marginalized groups in
South African society including women, single par-
ent heads of households, the youth, the disabled,
those leaving prison, and military veterans.

The achievements of the WfW programme have
been recognized worldwide. This recognition is
reflected in its association with 38 national and

international awards.

Reasons for the success of Working for
Water

Good science

From the outset the
programme was based
on good science. It
was this science that
persuaded decision-
makers to act in the
first place. However,
the WfW programme
has not waited for ab-
solute scientific proof
before acting. In many
cases the science that
can aid management
has been catalysed

by the practical work
in the field. Typi-

cal of the research catalysed by WfW have been
studies on the impacts of invasive alien plants on
hydrological regimes (Le Maitre et al. 2000), the
modeling of management methods at the landscape
scale (van Wilgen et al. 2000) and research and
development in biological control techniques (Zim-
mermann & Kilein 2000). An indication of WfW’s
role in catalysing research in many disciplines was
the first WfW research symposium held in 2003
which presented outcomes of research in hydrol-
ogy, biological control, ecology, social develop-
ment, occupational health and safety, and resource
and development economics.

Good marketing

The WFW programme has always marketed itself
well. WfW has developed a very distinctive logo
that evokes inclusiveness, and progress, areas of
great importance for post-apartheid South Africa.
The distinctive yellow WTW tee shirts have been
worn by countless celebrities at countless photo
opportunities. The fact that the programme’s patron
is Nelson Mandela is indicative of well-placed sup-
port. In addition WfW supports, and is supported
by, high profile events and campaigns such as
Arbour Week, which focuses on indigenous veg-
etation and 20/20 the Vision Programme that works
with the Department of Education to develop water
audits in schools.

Mainstreaming
This has been already highlighted and is a theme

that runs throughout the programme. The work
carried out under WfW on HIV/AIDS awareness,
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the promotion of safe sex and of family planning
are illustrative that the thinking of those involved
in the programme goes a long way beyond invasive
plants (McQueen et al. 2000).

Creating partnerships

The programme was established as a multi-depart-
mental initiative led by the Departments of Water
Affairs and Forestry, Environmental Affairs and
Tourism and Land and Agriculture. Additional
national partners now include all government
departments but particularly Health and Welfare,
Public Works, Provincial and Local Government,
Correctional Services, Trade and Industry, Finance,
Labour and Arts and Culture. In addition there are
international partners with whom WfW has strong
links including those dealing with 1AS such as
IUCN (the World Conservation Union), GISP (the
Global Invasive Species Programme) and CABI
(Centre for Applied Bioscience International) and
regional blocks such as SADC (Southern African
Development Community) and NEPAD (the New
Partnership for Africa’s Development). Partner-
ships with the private sector are also very strong.

High level political support

As mentioned Nelson Mandela is the patron of the
WTFW programme. The importance of the support
given by Kader Asmal in establishing the pro-
gramme cannot be underestimated. Indeed it seems
likely that without his efforts WfW would not have
got off the ground. The continuation of this politi-
cal support, notably from the Ministers of Water
Affairs and Forestry (Mr Ronnie Kasrils), Envi-
ronmental Affairs and Tourism (Mr Valli Moosa)
and Agriculture (Ms Thoko Didiza), has helped to
ensure the programme’s continued success.

Total integrity

The WFW programme is well known to operate a
policy of zero tolerance of corruption. This means
that every Rand spent must be accounted for. This
can slow down some activities but it sends a clear
message to stakeholders. This attitude is made very
clear when reading WfW reports that discuss staff
dismissals in a very frank manner.

The time was right
The ending of apartheid was probably a necessary

but not sufficient condition for the development
of WfW. It was this favourable timing together

with some of the other factors discussed above that
turned a potential into reality.

Challenges for WfwW

This paper discusses the reasons for the success of
WIW. It would be naive to assume that the jour-
ney has been, or still is, plain sailing. There are
many problems. These include institutional ar-
rangements, a lack of autonomy, unclear decision-
making powers, unclear mandates, and adequate
staffing. Indeed, it is has only been through the
resolute dedication of many of its staff that Wfw
has been able to do what it has done. The need for
dedication to the cause is very important to bear

in mind as if this is not present even the best ideas
can be destroyed by bureaucratic inertia, conserva-
tism or downright antagonism.

Can we apply this approach regionally — the
case for WFW Rodrigues

Rodrigues, the smaller of the two main islands

that form the Republic of Mauritius has enjoyed
considerable conservation success over the last few
years. To maintain recent momentum it is impera-
tive that existing efforts are scaled up (Maure-
mootoo, this volume). A WfW-type project to
restore the invaded watersheds of Rodrigues using
native species is a possible means of achieving this
increase in scale. Among the conditions prevail-
ing in Rodrigues (some of which are analogous to
those in South Africa) are the following:

Lack of water

Although almost all houses in Rodrigues are linked
to a piped water supply many only receive piped
water as infrequently as once per fortnight. Insuffi-
cient water is available for agricultural demand and
development needs, notably in the tourist sector.
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Most water
is pumped
from
groundwater
sources that
are being
used unsus-
tainably.

Poverty
and high
unemploy-
ment

Rodrigues
is the least
developed
district of
the Repub-
lic of Mau-
ritius with 33% of households, many of whom
are female-lead, being classified as poor (<$1,250
household income per year) and 11% very poor
(<$450 household income per year). Figures are
not readily available, but is well known that un-
employment in Rodrigues is considerably higher
than the ¢.10% levels prevailing in the Republic of
Mauritius as a whole (CSO 2002).

Introduced plants affecting water security

It is believed that introduced trees, many of which
are known to be water-demanding are exacerbat-
ing water shortages in Rodrigues. Although data
are lacking the morphological characteristics of
most native trees (e.g. leathery leaves, slow growth
rate, short stature and mainly shallow but wide-
spreading roots) appear likely to make native trees
relatively water-efficient. Many of the species

that are known to be water-demanding are also
highly invasive in Rodrigues so it seems likely the
problem of water-demanding trees will increase if
nothing is done.

Overfishing in lagoon

The Rodrigues lagoon is highly overfished. In
2001 ¢.2,000 Rodriguans were registered as fish-
ers (AFRC 2001). Some of their income comes
from fishing but in many cases the majority comes
from a Government bad weather allowance, which
serves as a form of social security. A certain
number of days per year must be fished if fishers
are to qualify for the allowance. Many of these are
women who trample the lagoon to spear octopus.

Octopus is highly overfished and trampling fur-
ther damages the lagoon ecosystem as a whole.

A labour-intensive forest restoration programme
could help remove the need to overfish for octopus
while at the same time having a positive effect on
the environment.

Models for restoration can be scaled up

The restoration work undertaken in Rodrigues in
the last few years has provided a model that can be
extended to larger areas given sufficient funding,
manpower and technical support.

A new political regime

Although it is not comparable with the ending of
Apartheid in South Africa, the coming of regional
autonomy in Rodrigues in 2002 was a very sig-
nificant step for the island. The locally elected
regional assembly is headed by a chief commis-
sioner for the island. The chief commissioner, com-
missioners for key areas (analogous to ministers at
the national level) and the assembly are responsible
for day-to-day governance of the island. Clearly
the new regime is anxious to make a decisive and
positive impact on the day to day life of the island.
An environment project that addresses social and
economic concerns clearly has great potential in
this respect.

Can we apply the model to other islands in
the Indian Ocean region?

It is unlikely that most islands in the 10C region
will have such similar circumstances to South Af-
rica as those currently prevailing in Rodrigues. In
the relatively wet island of Mauritius for example
it would be hard to sell a project for the clearance
of invasive alien plants on the issue of water se-
curity. However, there might be other entry points
that could be utilised to allow an up-scaling of res-
toration work. In the case of Mauritius it could be
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employment generation, much needed for the sugar
estate labourers now being laid off because of the
increasing mechanisation of sugar cane production.
Other islands, no doubt, will have analogous entry
points through which IAS management can be
mainstreamed. The initiation and implementation
of such projects depends on experts in specialist
fields making the effort to show that their work is
relevant to the wider society of which they are a
part. If this can be done IAS management can be
carried out on the scale necessary to make efforts
ecologically and financially sustainable in the high-
ly invaded islands of the Western Indian Ocean.
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Project Background

Tristan da Cunha is the most important UKOT

for biodiversity conservation, holding the highest
numbers of endemic and globally threatened spe-
cies. The archipelago is perhaps the most important
breeding site for seabirds in the world, holding
millions of pairs of over twenty species, including
three endemic species. There are also five endemic
landbirds, and numerous endemic plants and in-
sects.

The two largest islands in the Tristan da Cunha
group — Tristan da Cunha and Gough Island, have
introduced rodents — Ship Rats Rattus rattus and
House Mice Mus musculus on the former, and
house mice only on the latter. Introduced rodents
have devastating effects on the biota of oceanic
islands, and are the primary cause of historical bird
extinctions. They are thought to have had, and to
continue to have, a profound impact on the biodi-
versity of Tristan and Gough. The Gough Island
World Heritage Site is under threat of losing the
biodiversity values for which it was inscribed. The
draft Tristan da Cunha Biodiversity Action Plan,
produced through stakeholder workshops in Tristan
and the UK, cites rats as the most important nega-
tive factor operating in the terrestrial environment,
and recommends an assessment of potential actions
to remove this threat. The revised Gough Island
Nature Reserve Management Plan cites mice as a
major negative factor affecting the island’s biota.
Consequently, the Natural Resources Department
of Tristan has requested that an investigation into
possible responses to this problem be carried out.
An assessment of the options for reducing or

removing the impact of rodents on these islands is
being produced, with the aim of preventing further
biodiversity losses, and permitting restoration of
native ecosystems.

Activities and Results

1. A Review of the Impacts of rodents on Tris-
tan da Cunha and Gough

A desktop synthesis of what is known, and can be
inferred about the overall impact of rodents on the
islands has been produced. This includes historical
impacts, ongoing impacts and likely future im-
pacts, as well as assessing the benefits for biodi-
versity conservation of reducing rodent impacts. It
also indicates significant gaps in information that
require new fieldwork. This Review will shortly be
formally published in the RSPB Research Report
Series (contact Geoff Hilton for a copy).

The rats on Tristan da Cunha (in combination

with predation by cats and humans, which has
now ceased) are thought to have greatly reduced
the size of seabird populations, which were once
massive, but are now very small. Some seabird
species are probably already extirpated from the
island. Rats may also have been responsible for the
extinction of two endemic landbirds. Very little is
known about the impacts of rodents on the native
biota of the island. Although very under-studied, it
seems probable that the Ship Rat on Tristan has led
to local population reductions and possibly extinc-
tions of native plants (especially tussock grass)
and invertebrates. No recovery of native biota can
be foreseen without removing rat impacts. Rapid
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recovery and recolonisation of native biota is likely
if rat impacts are removed.

Gough Island is in a more natural state than
Tristan, and historic rodent impacts are far less
obvious. Ongoing and future impacts are how-
ever, much more severe. Impacts on plant and
invertebrate communities are as yet unknown, but
are thought likely to occur, based on studies from
other islands. Two species of endemic flightless
moths may be at particular risk. The House Mouse
on Gough has been recorded preying upon and
killing chicks of the Endangered Tristan Alba-
tross Diomedea dabbenena, Vulnerable Atlantic
Petrel Pterodroma incerta and Great Shearwater
Puffinus gravis. Circumstantial evidence suggests
strongly that it also preys upon eggs and chicks of
the Vulnerable endemic Gough Bunting Rowettia
goughensis. Breeding success of both the albatross
and the petrel are too low to sustain their popula-
tions. Impacts on other bird species are currently
unknown, but are predicted to occur to all the
winter-breeding species (when avian material
peaks in mice stomachs), as well as to the smaller
burrowing petrels, especially the storm-petrels and
Common Diving-petrel Pelecanoides urinatrix. If
the House Mouse is removed from Gough Island,
recovery of impacted flora and invertebrates is
expected, and a recovery of affected bird popula-
tions is expected, leading to an improved conser-
vation status, as well as the maintenance of plant
and invertebrate communities indirectly through
manuring and burrowing activities.

In conclusion, rodents (in conjunction with other
anthropogenic factors) have destroyed much of
Tristan’s biodiversity interest, especially seabirds,
but there is potential for recovery of most popula-
tions over time if rodent impacts are removed. On
Gough, the impacts of mice are perhaps as severe,
but are yet to be fully played out, with massive
population reductions and extirpations forecast for
the future. Again, a major recovery is expected if
mouse impacts can be removed.

2. An assessment of the feasibility of available
options, with identification of preferred option

An expert consultant was recruited to conduct a
full feasibility study for Tristan da Cunha in 2005.
He made a site visit, as well as inspecting relevant
facilities in Cape Town (the port of boat departure
for Tristan). He assessed various options, namely:
(1) begin planning for an eradication of rats or rats
and mice; (2) strengthen biosecurity/quarantine

arrangements to prevent further introductions;

(3) localised, ongoing control of rodents in key
sites where their impact on bird populations is
particularly important; (4) conduct all necessary
background research, and then wait (e.g. for 10-20
years) for improvements in rodent control/eradica-
tion technology. This Feasibility Study is available
as an unpublished report from Geoff Hilton.

The consultant was unable to visit Gough Island

in person. Based on discussions with biologists
who had worked there, and analysis of key features
of the island (size, terrain, biota, climate, human
population and livestock), the consultant produced
an interim feasibility study for Gough, but reported
that a site-visit was necessary to confirm his con-
clusions. The draft feasibility study for Gough is
included with the Tristan study.

A site visit to Gough, with a view to producing a
formal and definitive feasibility study, will take
place in September 2007.

The Tristan Feasibility Study concluded that the
eradication of rodents is likely to have significant
ecological, financial and social benefits for the
island, far greater than any practical level of on-go-
ing control. The eradication of rats and mice from
Tristan appears technically feasible, but presents
significant challenges, with an unprecedented
combination of issues. The prospects for success-
ful eradication appear to be very high for Ship
Rats and possible, but with a lower expectation of
success, for House Mice. If successful, it would
be the largest island from which either Ship Rats
or House Mice, or the two in combination, have
been eradicated, although larger islands have been
cleared of Norway Rats Rattus norvegicus. Aerial
broadcast of cereal-based pellets containing the
anticoagulant toxin brodifacoum using helicopters
equipped with bait-dispensing buckets and Dif-
ferential GPS would be used. There are particular
issues related to potential effects on the human
inhabitants of the island, on their livestock, and on
several important wildlife species. There are also
issues surrounding anthropogenic food resources
for commensal rodents and quarantine measures.
All these issues must be managed and overcome,
with full community support, before any eradica-
tion is attempted. A preliminary estimate of costs
of an eradication operation on Tristan is in the
order of £ 1.5 to 2 million.

The interim Feasibility Study for House Mice
on Gough concluded that in order to protect the
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globally important Tristan Albatross and Atlantic
Petrel populations the eradication of mice from
Gough is desirable, and the most practical long-
term solution to the current problem of mouse
predation. Aerial broadcast of brodifacoum would
again be required. Gough Island presents signifi-
cant challenges for potential mouse eradication. It
is considerably larger than any island successfully
cleared of the House Mouse to date, while it also
has significant issues in relation to its isolation,
climate and behavioural aspects of its mouse popu-
lation. There are more unknown aspects surround-
ing the eradication of mice from islands, largely
because less experience has been accumulated in
mouse eradication technology. There are significant
potential risks to some non-target species.

3. Produce a detailed, costed plan of action for
preferred option

Having reached a consensus at the stakeholder
workshop (see below) that eradication of rats on
Tristan da Cunha was feasible and desirable, the
external consultant was contracted to produce a
detailed Operational Plan to conduct such a pro-
gramme.

This Operational Plan, currently in late-draft form,
describes the planning, eradication and follow-up
stages. It discusses the requirements for the project
team, helicopters, ships, poison-bait, bait-sowing,
planning and logistics, health and environmental
safety, and contingency operations.

If the Gough Island Feasibility Study similarly
suggests a clear way forward, a second Operational
Plan will be commissioned.

4. Develop agreement among stakeholders re-
garding the preferred options

A stakeholder workshop was held in Cape Town

in October 2005, to review the Feasibility Study
for Tristan and the Review of Impacts, evaluate
the options, and agree on the preferred course of
action. The workshop involved Tristan Natural Re-
sources Department, Tristan Administrator, Tristan
Island Council, RSPB, University of Cape Town
and the external consultant. The workshop report
is available as an unpublished report from Geoff
Hilton.

The workshop participants reached consensus
that (1) an Operational Plan for the eradication
of rodents from Tristan should be commissioned

without delay, using project funding. (2) a visit to
Gough by an expert consultant, in order to produce
a definitive Feasibility Study for that island, should
be urgently organised.

The Tristan Biodiversity Officer (an employee of
the Natural Resources Department) will engage
with the Tristan Community during 2007 to inform
them of the study’s results and the implications of
potential actions against rodents.

When all Feasibility Studies and Operational Plans
are complete — probably in early 2008, a technical
expert will visit Tristan to discuss them with the lo-
cal community. They will be asked to describe the
potential benefits and costs of the potential actions,
to gauge support, and to answer queries.

5. Conduct ecological research on rodents and
their impacts to inform planning

To facilitate the development of a detailed plan,
the ecology of the rodent species needs to be well
understood. An RSPB Senior Research Assistant
and Natural Resources Department staff undertook
an initial assessment of rat ecology on Tristan da
Cunha in 2005-6. Similarly, on Gough Island, an
RSPB-funded PhD (2003-7) and an additional
tranche of fieldwork in 2005-6 is addressing these
data requirements.

The rodent ecology work on Tristan has confirmed
the breeding phenology of the rodent species,
which is required information for planning an
eradication. It has also determined the relative
abundance of rats in different habitats on the
island, which helps with planning baiting require-
ments. It also enhanced our knowledge of the cur-
rent status of bird species on the island, uncovering
various remnant colonies, and establishing ongoing
monitoring protocols.

Research into the mouse population on Gough is
ongoing. The species reaches unprecedented densi-
ties and body size. Diet is complex and seasonally
variable. The reasons for localised variation in the
extent of seabird predation are being explored.
Current investigations into home-range size will
help evaluate the poison bait density requirements.
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Hilton, G. 2007. An experimental assessment of the impact of rats on the biodi-
versity of the Centre Hills, Montserrat. pp 229-230 in Biodiversity That Matters: a
conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island com-
munities, Jersey 6 to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territo-
ries Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Research forming part of the Darwin Initiative project ‘Empowering the people of
Montserrat to conserve the Centre Hills’, managed by the Montserrat Ministry of
Agriculture, Lands, Housing and Environment, Montserrat National Trust, Montser-
rat Tourist Board, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, Durrell Wildlife Conser-
vation Trust and Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew.

Geoff Hilton, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, c/o Sociedade Portuguesa
para o Estudo das Aves (SPEA), Rua da Vitéria n° 53, 3° Esq., 1100-618 Lishoa,
Portugal. geoff.hilton@rspb.org.uk

Project background

The bulk of Montserrat’s remaining forest cover
forms a more or less contiguous block of ca.14 km?
in the Centre Hills range, ranging from sea-level

to 740 m asl. This forest supports populations of
many globally threatened and/or endemic species,
and is the focus of most conservation efforts on the
island. Previous work, particularly the ‘Emergency
Conservation of the Montserrat Oriole’ project, has
suggested that one of the main threats to the biodi-
versity of the forest is invasive alien species (IAS).
Prominent among these IAS are rats (both Ship
Rats Rattus rattus and Norway Rats R. norvegi-
cus), which are abundant in the Centre Hills.

Predation by Ship Rats is known to be the major
cause of nesting failure in the “critically endan-
gered’ endemic Montserrat Oriole Icterus oberi.
Rats are also known to attack the “critically en-
dangered” Mountain Chicken Leptodactylus fallax
(a giant frog) and to predate nests of the globally
‘vulnerable’ Forest Thrush, but the magnitude of
impacts on the populations are not known. Howev-
er, based on evidence from other islands, including
neighbouring Antigua, rats might be having wide-
spread pernicious effects on native biodiversity.
Rat control or eradication on islands has led to in-
creases in plant regeneration and ground flora, and
increases in populations of macro-invertebrates,
reptiles, amphibians and birds, although such re-
coveries are neither universal nor well-studied.

Based on this, some form of rat control or exclu-
sion for the benefit of biodiversity might become a
management target for the Centre Hills. However,
such management is likely to be costly. It is there-
fore very important to determine the real impacts
of rats, to find out whether any expenditure on such
management would be justified. It is also important
to understand the reasons why rats are so abundant,
since this may help with the design of management
recommendations.

There is also major concern about the potentially
devastating impacts of introduced pigs Sus scrofa,
while little is known about the scale of adverse
impacts caused by feral cats Felis catus and feral
goats Capra hircus, and a number of invasive plant
species. The research team of the Darwin project is
attempting to clarify the scale of problems caused
by these species.

Activities and Results

An experimental study of the impact of rats on
the biodiversity of the Centre Hills

The study site, in the north-west of the Centre
Hills, is divided into three areas. A central ‘ex-
perimental area’ will be the subject of rat control
effort, while two flanking (but not immediately
adjacent) ‘control areas’ will be left untouched.
The experiment will have three phases: baseline
data collection, knockdown, and post-knockdown.
The baseline data collection comprises a period in
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which data on the abundance of various taxa are
gathered in the study site, while rats are not con-
trolled. Following this, the rats in the experimental
area will be knocked down using a combination of
trapping and poison-baiting. Following an initial
intensive phase, involving poison-baiting, low (but
not zero) rat numbers in the experimental area will
be maintained using trapping. During this knock-
down phase, the rats in the two control areas will
be left uncontrolled. Data on biodiversity will con-
tinue to be gathered through this period. Finally,
the rat control will cease in the experimental area,
and we will continue to monitor biodiversity as rat
numbers return to normal levels.

The baseline data collection will last for five
months. The knockdown and post-knockdown
phases will last for approximately two years.

Data on the abundance of plant seedlings, reptiles
and amphibians (including Mountain Chickens),
macro-invertebrates will be gathered, plus informa-
tion about bird nesting success, so that the diverse
potential effects of rats can be evaluated.

Although the practical challenges are formidable,
we hope that the experimental approach taken here
will provide a robust test of whether rats affect the
biodiversity of the Centre Hills. We will effectively
be testing for a divergence in biodiversity trends
between the control and experimental areas after
the knockdown takes place, followed by a conver-
gence once the rat control ceases.

An assessment of rat ecology in the Centre Hills

Rat trapping lines have been established in wide-
spread parts of the Centre Hills. This gives infor-
mation on abundance of the two rat species, and
how it varies across the hills and over time. We are
also dissecting these rats, to look at diet, and breed-
ing seasonality.

Initial analyses, conducted for the ‘Montserrat
Biodiversity Assessment’ co-ordinated by Durrell
Wildlife Conservation Trust, indicates that Norway
Rats are most abundant in the lower altitude areas
and around forest-edges, whereas Ship Rats are
abundant throughout. Interestingly, both species
tend to be most abundant in areas where there are
small agricultural clearings and large (mostly non-
native) fruit trees. This possibly provides a hint
about why rats are so abundant in the Centre Hills.
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Pelembe, T., Benjamin, R. & Pelembe, A. 2007. Ascension Island Seabird Restora-
tion Project. pp 231-233 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12t
October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,
www.ukotcf.org

The introduction of cats on Ascension Island by human settlers since the 1800s has
resulted in greatly reduced populations of breeding seabirds, and the extinction of a
rail and a heron. Despite this, Ascension is still the most important breeding sta-
tion for seabirds in the tropical Atlantic. The Ascension Island Seabird Restoration
project, starting in 2001, aimed to remove the feral cats to enable recolonisation of
the main island. This paper describes the success of this project, and gives informa-
tion on the lessons learnt.

Tara Pelembe, Conservation Officer, Raymond Benjamin & Anselmo Pelembe,
Field Officers, Ascension Island Government Conservation Office, Ascension Island,

South Atlantic ASCN 1ZZ Telephone +247 6359 Facsimile; +247 6359 E-Mail:
conservation@atlantis.co.ac www.ascensionconservation.org.ac

The Problem

Islands around the world have suffered dramati-
cally as a result of mammalian introductions, often
resulting in insular avian extinctions. The south At-
lantic island of Ascension is no exception. Ascen-
sion Island lies 7°57S, 14°22W. It is a small vol-
canic island with an area of 97 square kilometres.
Evidence from historic records, subfossil evidence
and distribution of guano deposits indicates that
once large colonies of seabirds nested on the main
island of Ascension (Ashmole 1963a, Olson 1977,
Blair 1989). Humans settled in the 1800s and their
subsequent introduction of cats led to the extinc-
tion of 2 avian species, a heron and a rail. Simi-
larly, there were large seabird population declines
(Ashmole et al. 1994). Even though populations
are greatly reduced, Ascension is still the most
important breeding station for seabirds in the tropi-
cal Atlantic. Stonehouse (1962) estimated these
remaining seabird population sizes as follows:

Estimated breeding populations of Seabirds on
Ascension in1962:

Red-footed Booby Sula sula 30
Brown Booby Sula leucogaster 2000
Masked Booby Sula dactylatra 9000
Ascension | Frigatebird Fregata aquila 6000
Red-billed tropicbird Phaethon aethereus 500

Yellow-billed tropicbird Phaethon lepturus 2000
Sooty Tern Sterna fuscata 750000
Fairy tern Gygis alba 2000

Black Noddy Anous tenuirostris 75000
Brown Noddy Anous stolidus 1000
Madeiran Storm Petrel Oceanodroma castro 3000

Ten of these eleven native seabird species (exclud-
ing the Sooty Terns Sterna fuscata) were limited to
a few small colonies on 14 small offshore islands,
inaccessible cliffs and the 5 ha Boatswainbird Is-
land (BBI), the latter being the sole global breeding
site for the endemic Ascension Frigatebird Fregata
aquila. Sooty Terns Sterna fuscata continued to
nest on the main land although their numbers were
greatly reduced by the presence of feral cats. Their
continued presence is assumed to be a result of
their non-annual 9.6 month breeding cycle which
includes 4-5 months away from the island. This
species has been studied separately by the Army
Ornithological Society and will not be reported in
this paper.

What was done about the problem

In an attempt to increase breeding seabird num-
bers, the Ascension Island Seabird Restoration
Project was initiated in 2001. It aimed to remove
the primary seabird predators: feral cats from the
main island of Ascension, thus providing an unlim-
ited number of nesting sites for all seabird species.
It was anticipated that this would result in recolo-
nisation of the main island by seabirds. Recoloni-
sation by the IUCN redlisted endemic Ascension
frigatebird was a primary goal.
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Masked Booby adult

The Ascension Seabird Restoration project marks
an important landmark in conservation history. It is
the first time that feral cat eradication has been at-
tempted on a large island with a significant human
population, while retaining domestic cats. There
was significant interest expressed in the project
from other Overseas Territories and internationally.

The feral cat removal proved successful and cat
numbers declined rapidly. Most feral cats were
gone by 2003 and the last confirmed feral cat was
recorded in February 2004. (Bell et al. in prep).
Since February 2004 the island has been con-
tinuously monitored and no feral cats have been
detected.

Seabird recolonisation of the main island occurred
almost immediately in 2002. Five species of sea-
birds have recolonised the main island of Ascen-
sion during and post cat-eradication: Masked Boo-
bies, Brown Boobies, Brown Noddies, Red-billed
and White-billed Tropicbirds. The two tropicbird
species have been combined for the purposes of
analysis as there have only been 3 breeding at-
tempts by the Red-billed tropicbird: 1 in 2004 and
2 in 2005. Figures for 2006 are incomplete as data
collection stopped at the end of May.
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Population trends of recolonising seabirds on Mainland
Ascension Island

Masked Booby chick

Masked Boobies, Brown Boobies and tropic birds
started to return in 2002, the year that cat eradi-
cation was initiated. The Brown Noddy return

was a year later. Each species displays a different
increase trend: the number of Masked Boobies
returning to nest on the mainland has increased
annually by approximately 20 birds; the number
of Brown Noddies by differing intervals 4, 59, 20;
the number of Brown Boobies and Tropic birds has
not shown an annual increase after with the former
decreasing in 2004 and the latter in 2005. There is
an overall annual increase in the number of sea-
birds returning to the mainland, however it is not
a total standard annual increase (2003= 63, 2004=
92, 2005 = 44).

It should be noted that the highest total annual
increase is in 2004, the first year after the majority
of feral cats has been eradicated

Lessons learnt

The success of the seabird restoration project was
the result of team work on a large scale, there were
a large number of stakeholders, various organisa-
tions directly involved and the people of Ascension
whose lives were affected by the project.

Although the project took longer than expected, the
time taken for the feral cat eradication on Ascen-
sion was comparatively low to similar islands.
Many lessons were learnt including:

1. The importance of enlisting high-level political
support. We would never have secured the funding
for the project without the support of the Adminis-
trator on Ascension.

2. We underestimated the length of time needed
to remove all the feral cats and consequently the
resources required for the exercise. The initial
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funding catered only for the eradication stage and
not the long term monitoring for either presence/
absence of cats nor for the return of seabirds, so
further, limited funding had to be sought.

3. Ascension has extremely rugged, undulating
terrain, which is very different from situations we
or others whose advice we sought, are used to.
This posed challenges to the eradication methods
employed.

4. Radio tracking should have been carried out
before the start of the project to gain a better
understanding of the distance domestic cats on As-
cension will travel and to determine the extent of
the buffer zone. For example, had the buffer zone
been 2km rather than 1km (the distance advised
by RSPCA/CPL) domestic cat deaths would have
been avoided.

5. Although it would have taken more time ini-
tially, local people should have been involved in
the feral cat eradication team from the beginning
of the project to build support and capacity on the
island. This would have resulted in a trained cadre
of persons remaining on Ascension when the New
Zealand team left to take forward the feral cat
monitoring and respond to contingencies. Instead,
the New Zealand team contract had to be extended
at the project’s end to train persons on the island.

6. Consulting CPL and the RSPCA on methods
used for cat eradication to ensure feral cats were
removed in as humane manner as possible was
essential. While neither organisation could fully
support the project, they were very helpful in offer-
ing advice. On the only occasion this project was
reported in the UK press, they were supportive.
On Ascension, the Ascension Island Society for
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, acted as the
focus for all animal welfare issues. Without their
support the project would have had immense prob-
lems and perhaps failed.
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Pelembe, T., Ratcliffe, N., Bell, M., White, R. & Sanders, S. 2007. Spatial and
temporal patterns of seabird recolonisation of mainland Ascension following cat
eradication. p 234 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK
Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6% to 121" October
2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.
ukotcf.org

Ascension Island was formerly home to large seabird colonies, but the introduction
of cats in the 1800s led to rapid population declines. Relict populations survived on
inaccessible cliff ledges and offshore stacks, the largest of which is Boatswainbird
island. In 2001 a feral cat eradication programme was initiated and the last known
feral cat was removed from the mainland in March 2004. Seabird recolonisation of
the mainland was first recorded in May 2002 and numbers have increased steadily
since. Most species have occupied main island sites immediately adjacent to existing
colonies, although Masked Boobies exhibit a higher degree of dispersal. The species
that have recolonised are those that previous work suggested were most stressed

for breeding space: Masked Booby Sula dactylatra, Brown Booby S. leucogaster,
Brown Noddy Anous stolidus and White-tailed Tropicbird Phaethon lepturus, but

to date there is no evidence of the endemic Ascension Frigatebird Fregata aquila
recolonisation. Overall breeding success was relatively low compared to estimates
elsewhere in each species range, and possible reasons for this will be discussed. We
developed population models to assess demographic mechanisms of recolonisa-
tion. These indicate that a putative floating population that might have colonised the
mainland rapidly did not in fact exist, probably owing to cat predation of recruiting
birds attempting to recolonise the mainland prior to eradication.

Tara Pelembe & Richard White, Ascension Island Government Conservation
Department, Georgetown, Ascension Island, ASCN 1ZZ, South Atlantic. email: tara.
pelembe@ascension.gov.ac; Norman Ratcliffe, RSPB Scotland, 10 Albyn Ter-
race, Aberdeen, AB10 1YP, UK; Mike Bell, Wildlife Management International
Ltd, PO Box 14 492, Wellington, New Zealand; Sarah Sanders, RSPB, The Lodge,
Sandy, Bedfordshire, SG19 2DL, UK.
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The St Helena Wirebird, critically endangered
and endemic to St Helena, has seen a population
decline of 43% in the last 5 years to about 220
adults. Research findings so far indicate that
habitat degradation, scrub invasion and feral
cats are key factors in the decline. Trial habitat
restoration and controlled grazing are being
undertaken to increase the area suitable for the

birds.

Cathy Hopkins, Director, SHNT and Gavin Ellick Conservation Officer, St Helena
National Trust, Broadway House, Main Street, Jamestown STHL 1ZZ, St Helena.

sth.nattrust@helanta.sh

The St Helena Plover (Wirebird) is a Critically
Endangered species, endemic to St Helena and
with a population of about 220 adults. It is found
in semi-desert, dry pasture and wet pasture areas.
On Prosperous Bay Plain (semi-desert) these birds
are found around and above the Central Basin
area. It also favours other habitats such as Dead-
wood Plain, Bottom Woods, Woody Ridge and
Man & Horse — dry pastures; and Broad Bottom

— a wet pasture. In the last 5 years we have seen a
significant decline of 43% in the population. The
main causes appear to be habitat degradation due
to reduced grazing, the proliferation of introduced
predators and invasive plants. Of the latter, Wild
Coffee Chrysanthemoides monilifera, Lantana
Lantana camara, Gorse Ulex europaeus, Creeper
Carpobrotus edulis and Bull Grass Juncus capil-
laceus, are most evident on Deadwood and Bottom
Woods areas.

Under the auspices of an OTEP/ RSPB funded
project, the SHNT is undertaking research into the
breeding distribution and success of the Wirebird
in these differing habitats and the causes of the
decline, with the aim of increasing its population
to a higher and stable level. The co-operation of
the local cattle syndicate on Deadwood Pasture and
the Agriculture & Natural Resources Department
as well as private sector cattle and sheep owners is
much appreciated by the SHNT.

From research carried out since the project’s start
in April 2006, we have found that feral cats are
likely to be the most important predator and a key
factor in the decline of this species as they use the
scrub cover to approach and take chicks. Remov-
ing the scrub should enable the Wirebirds to nest
more safely.

The picture below shows a wirebird getting up
from eggs — the nest is a scrape in dried creeper
and the bird would cover the eggs when leaving
them




Invasive bull grass, disliked by the wirebird; gorse invading pasture; and kikuyu grass overgrazed and interspersed
with bare ground, preferred by the wirebird

However, the invasive plants give the greatest
cause for concern across the island, particularly in
the semi-desert and dry pasture habitats. All those
mentioned above currently give rise for concern.
Of them, the greatest proportionate gain could
probably be achieved on the Bottom Woods area
if better land management was put in place. This
area held 44 birds in 1989 but in 2005 there were
only 5 birds recorded - a huge drop in numbers. It
is likely that this decrease in population occurred
because of the invasive scrub gradually taking over
the area. Prickly Pear Opuntia sp., Carpobrotus,
Lantana and Aloe bushes are widespread. Since
April, we have found 16 birds where there is less
scrub and survey work found 5 nests with 4 chicks
(unfortunately apparently taken by feral cats).

On Deadwood Pasture there is evidence of wide-
spread Bull Grass in some areas with other ar-

eas invaded by Lantana, Coffee and Everlasting
Helichrysum bracteatum. Gorse is also prevalent.
The winter rains (July-August) has seen all of these
invasive species growing vigorously.

Of the other pastures where survey work is being
carried out, Woody Ridge has a small amount of
Wild Mango Schinus terebinthifolia, Gorse and
many other weed species. However, the manage-
ment of this pasture in terms of cattle rotation
keeping the sward short is good. On Man & Horse
pasture we have a lot of Bull Grass and Lantana
with a small amount of Gorse.

The importance of reducing the spread of the inva-
sive weeds cannot be over-emphasised in respect
of the benefits to the Wirebird - research shows that
it is a “fussy” bird when it comes to choosing nest-
ing sites. It will not nest where its circle of vision
is limited and, given the height of the invasives,
this means that where they are found, the Wirebird
is generally absent or in reduced densities. Even
grass left to grow above a few inches reduces the
potential nesting area for the Wirebird as well as
severely reducing their feeding efficiency.

As part of the SHNT/OTEP/RSPB project, a trial
restoration project is being undertaken on Dead-
wood Pasture. This includes the removal of inva-
sive weeds from certain pastures combined with
controlled grazing on these. On another paddock,
just controlled grazing is taking place. We wish to
see how different management techniques affect
the Wirebird breeding success. We believe that this
part of the project will increase the area of suitable
nesting sites whilst improving the pasture for the
cattle. We would wish to build upon this trial and
welcome the opportunity to access funding for fur-
ther work under the EU Invasives Species project.
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and restoration of the threatened native flora of Pitcairn
Island, South Central Pacific Ocean

Noeleen Smyth, Steve Waldren, Trinity College, Dublin, Naomi Kingston, National

Parks and Wildlife Service, Jay & Carol Warren, Pitcairn Island
Smyth, N., Waldren, S., Kingston, N., Warren, J. & Warren, C. 2007. Invasive spe-
cies control (Roseapple Syzygium jambos) and restoration of the threatened native
flora of Pitcairn Island, South Central Pacific Ocean. p 237 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small
island communities, Jersey 6" to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Over-
seas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The introduced Roseapple Syzygium jambos has grown and spread considerably,
and regeneration of native species is inhibited under its dense canopy. A native plant
nursery provided plants to re-introduce in trial plots where Roseapple plants had
been removed by chemical treatment. Using these results, a detailed management
plant for the control of Roseapple is currently being developed.

Noeleen Smyth & Steve Waldren, Dept. of Botany, Trinity College, Dublin 2,
Ireland Tel +353 1 4972070 Fax +353 1 6081147 email: nsmyth@tcd.ie and
swaldren@tcd.ie internet: www.tcd.ie/Botany/garden.html; Naomi Kingston,
National Parks and Wildlife Service, Department of Environment and Local Govern-
ment, 7 Ely Place, Dublin 2, Ireland; Jay & Carol Warren, Pitcairn Island, South

Central Pacific Ocean.

Background

Roseapple Syzygium jambos was originally intro-
duced to Pitcairn Island as a source of fuel-wood in
the 19th century. The decline in the local popula-
tion coupled with modernisation and use of gas
cookers has meant that Roseapple has grown and
spread considerably and now dominates much

of the vegetation on the north side of the island
beneath the main ridge. Regeneration of native
species is inhibited under the dense canopy of
Roseapple.

Experimental treatments

80 trial plots (10x10m?) were selected randomly in
areas dominated by Roseapple. Baseline informa-
tion on Roseapple (seedling, sapling and adult
density) was recorded. Soil fertility, canopy cover
and details of any remaining native vegetation also
were recorded. Investigation into the proportion of
Roseapple present in the soil seed bank was car-
ried out. A nursery was established to propagate
native and rare species to replace Roseapple in trial
plots and increase the small numbers of severely
threatened endemic plant species.

Results to date

Data on planted native species survival and growth

rate, and Roseapple mortality were recorded from
experimental plots in 2005 & 2006. The overall na-
tive plant survival rate in plots was high (63.37%).
One thousand nine hundred and twenty-seven
sapling and adult plants of Roseapple were treated
chemically and only five of these showed signs

of active re-growth in 2005 (99.75% mortality).
Secondary invasion by other invasive and weedy
plant species was found to be problematic in plots
where Roseapple was cut and the stumps chemi-
cally treated (80.80% weed cover).

Future work

A detailed management plan for the control of the
species is currently being developed and the plan
will provide an exit strategy for the initial investi-
gative phase and provide the framework to secure
more funding for more extensive control of Rosea-
pple on Pitcairn Island.

Publications

Waldren, S., Kingston, N., Smyth, N., Warren, J. &
Warren, C. 2005. Integrated plant conservation
on Pitcairn Island, South Central Pacific Ocean.
Journal of Botanic Gardens Conservation
International. Special Biodiversity Issue 2 (1):
22-24.

Waldren, S., Kingston, N., Smyth, N., Warren, J. &
Warren, C. 2004. Plant conservation activities on
Pitcairn Island. Flora English Nature. Summer
2004: 14-15.
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Glasspool, A.F., Sterrer, W. & Ward, J.A. 2007. Invasive Alien Species in Bermuda
— The Current Situation. pp 238-242 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on

conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey
6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation

Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Whilst Bermuda’s marine environment has largely been unaffected by invasive
alien species, Bermuda’s terrestrial biota have been drastically altered. At least 1200
exotic species (mainly flowering plants, insects, spiders, snails, birds, reptiles and
amphibians) have become naturalised. This means that, of more than 1600 resident
terrestrial plant and animal species, only 27% are native. Verrill (1902) estimated
that “perhaps 90% of all the insects have been introduced by man, since settlement”.
Amongst the plants, at least 22 considered invasive are now a dominant feature

of the 33% of Bermuda’s land area that remains undeveloped. And 23 of the “100
World’s Worst Invasive Alien Species” (www.issg.org/database) occur in Bermuda.
This poster details the current situation, considers pathways of entry including ac-
cidental and deliberate introductions, and outlines the regulatory framework includ-
ing; prevention of introductions, control and eradication and education and public

awareness.

Anne F. Glasspool & W. Sterrer, Bermuda Zoological Society, P.O. Box FL 487,
Flatts, Bermuda, FL BX. email: afglasspool@gov.bm; J.A. Ward, Department of
Conservation Services, P.O. Box FL 145, Flatts, Bermuda, FL BX. email: jaward@

gov.bm
Introduction

The dramatic increase in global trade and travel
over the last few decades has led to rapid ac-
celeration of alien species movements. Bermuda
now imports nearly everything it needs (including
tourists and foreign workers). In 1999 an estimated
300,000 metric tonnes of goods were imported, of
which the majority arrived by container ship. In
the same year, there were 6,024 aircraft landings
with 481,274 passengers, and 1,550 cruise ship and
yacht arrivals carrying 195,586 visitors.

Whilst the Island’s marine environment has largely
been unaffected by invasive alien species (the most
notable exception being the Pacific Lionfish), Ster-
rer et al. (2004) report that Bermuda’s terrestrial
biota have been drastically altered. At least 1200
exotic species (mainly flowering plants, insects,
spiders, snails, birds, reptiles and amphibians) have
become naturalised, which means that of more than
1600 resident terrestrial plant and animal species
only 27% are native. Verrill (1902) estimated that
“perhaps 90% of all the insects have been intro-

duced by man, since settlement”. Amongst the
plants, at least 22 considered invasive are now a
dominant feature of the 33% of Bermuda’s land
area that remains undeveloped. And of “100 of the
World’s Worst Invasive Alien Species” (Www.issg.
org/database), 23 species occur in Bermuda.

Pathways of Entry - A Brief History of Alien
Invasions in Bermuda

Since the time of the first human visitors, Bermu-
da’s shores have been assaulted by an almost con-
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Changes in species composition since human colonisation for the better-known
taxa of terrestrial and freshwater plants. (From Sterrer et al, 2004).

Insects: The total for introduced species excludes interceptions and isolated records
Flowering Plants: The total for introduced species only includes naturalised, self-propagat-

ing species

tinual procession of invaders as detailed by Sterrer
et al. (2004). This history has shown that there are
three main pathways by which an invasive alien
species can enter Bermuda and establish itself:

1. Accidental introductions

Perhaps the most notorious, and ecologically cata-
strophic local example of an accidental introduc-
tion was that of the Oyster-shell scale Insulaspis
pallida and the Juniper scale, which arrived on
shipments of conifers and which proved near-fatal
to Bermuda’s endemic Cedar Juniperus bermudi-
ana in the 1940s. By the 1950s, an estimated 90%
of the Island’s Cedars had succumbed, requiring a
massive effort of removing dead trees, and replac-
ing them with imports. The Australian Whistling
Pine Casuarina equisetifolia became the stand-in
of choice, and today it dominates much of Ber-

muda’s landscape. Many other alien species were
mass-planted in the 1950s, from coconuts to hibis-
cus, Indian Laurel, Natal Plum and Norfolk Island
Pine, setting the stage for a new wave of invasive
aliens of which the Brazil Pepper was to become
the most notorious.

2. Deliberate introductions

As a Food Resource - It was a passing visit by a
Spanish vessel in the mid 1500s that saw the first
deliberate introduction of an invasive alien species
into Bermuda, in this case, the hog, left ashore as a
future food resource for later visits, which wreaked
havoc on the native flora and fauna.

For Ornamental Purposes - By the time of Ver-
rill’s (1902, 1907) and Britton’s (1918) pioneer-
ing surveys of Bermuda’s biotas, the replacement
of native flora and fauna with exotics was quite
advanced. The once dominant endemic Cedar
Juniperus bermudiana had been decimated, first
by burning (in the early 1600s, to rid the Island of
rats), then increasingly for its value in export and
shipbuilding, which by the late 1800s left large
tracts of the Island clear-cut, with opportunities for
deliberate replacement or invasion by exotic plants.

As a Biological Control - The best local exam-
ples of biological control were the efforts to stem
the cedar blight. Between 1946 and 1951, several
million natural insect predators belonging to more
than 100 species (mostly coccinellid beetles and
parasitoid wasps) were introduced from all over
the world. An entomological survey in the 1980s
recorded 9 coccinellid species as established
(Gordon & Hilburn 1990). When it was realised
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that coccinellid beetles were heavily preyed on by
previously introduced lizards (Anolis grahami in
particular), 200 specimens of the Kiskadee Fly-
catcher Pitangus sulphuratus were brought in from
Trinidad in 1957 to control the anoles. The Kiska-
dee increased explosively, becoming a major threat
to other birds, and being implicated in the extinc-
tion of the endemic Cicada in the late 1990s.

Species brought in to be held in “captivity”, i.e.
pets, which then escape/are released into the wild
- Pets, if not wanted any more, have occasionally
been released or escaped “back’ into the wild. The
most notorious of these is the red eared slider ter-
rapin Trachemys scripta elegans which was intro-
duced through the pet trade and now resides in all
of the Island’s ponds, posing a potential threat to
native fauna.

Reintroductions - There have been two document-
ed reintroductions locally; the large West Indian
Topshell Cittarium pica, known as a common fos-
sil, and the Yellow-crowned Night Heron Nyctan-
assa violacea, of which an endemic form had been
breeding here in the 1600s. Despite some concerns
about the extent to which the population of Com-
mon land crabs has declined with the re-introduc-
tion of the Yellow-crowned Night heron, neither
species has been documented as being ecologically
disruptive.

3. Via vectors for spread sometime after an
alien species has been introduced

In many cases, invasive alien species become pests
only after a considerable time-lag during which
they persist in small numbers until an outbreak is
triggered. The giant Indian Laurel tree Ficus re-
tusa, extensively planted in the 1950s as a replace-
ment of the endemic cedar, remained sterile until
its pollinator, the fig wasp Parapristina verticillata,

arrived accidentally in the early 1980s. This stran-
gler fig has now become an island-wide problem,
its hemi-epiphytic seedlings sprouting from roof
gutters, cracking stone walls and water tanks, and
killing palms and cedar trees.

The Current Picture Summarised

Bermuda currently plays host to 23 of the IUCN’s
listing of the Top 100 Worst Invasive Alien Spe-
cies. Although one of these is a native (the comb
jelly Mnemiopsis leidyi), and several others are
not (yet?) locally invasive (the African tulip tree
Spathodea campanulata; the Little Fire ant Was-
mannia auropunctata; and domestic species such
as goat, pig, and rabbit), this still leaves 17 spe-
cies that are invasive here as elsewhere, including
the water hyacinth Eichhornia crassipes, Kudzu
Pueraria lobata, the Brazilian Pepper tree Schinus
terebinthifolius, Giant Reed Arundo donax, Lan-
tana Lantana camara, Leucaena Leucaena leuco-
cephala, Wedelia Wedelia trilobata; the Argentine
ant Linepithema humile, Big-headed ant Pheidole
megacephala, Rosy Wolf snail Euglandina rosea,
Sweet Potato whitefly Bemisia tabaci, the Western
mosquitofish Gambusia affinis, Giant toad Bufo
marinus, Starling Sturnus vulgaris, Red-eared
slider Trachemys scripta, Domestic cat Felis catus,
Mouse Mus musculus and Ship rat Rattus rattus.

Between 1998 and 2000 the Bermuda Biodiversity
Project conducted 1,440 surveys of Bermuda’s
vegetation (Anderson et al., 2001, Glasspool et al.,
in prep). In total, 394 plant species were recorded,
of which 112 were native, and 282 non-native. As
might be expected, anthropogenic habitats (Way-
side, Hedgerow, Arable, Garden and Golf Course)
are the most heavily invaded by aliens. Coastal
habitats and Peat Marshes are relatively uninvaded,
at least in numbers of aliens, and natives retain
dominance. By contrast, Upland habitats are a
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Alien plant species considered locally invasive
from the findings of the Bermuda Biodiversity
Project Survey (in prep).

Participants in the 2003 Darwin-funded Invasive
Alien Species Workshop also identified the fol-
lowing species as cause for concern; Morning
glory Ipomoea indica, Schefflera, Murray red gum,
Madagascar olive Norhonia emarginata, Paragrass
Panicum barbinodes, Kudzu Pueraria lobata,
Solandra, Yew, Elephant Ear Philodendron gigan-
teum, Black medic, Calophyllum, and Sanseveria
as potential problem species.

diverse mix of aliens in which native trees persist
largely thanks to protection and planting in gardens
and nature reserves. A group of 11 invasive canopy
plants headed by the ubiquitous Casuarina and
Brazil Pepper is present in 9 (60%) or more of the
15 habitats, and is at least visually prevalent even
in exposed coastal habitats. Understorey plants

are severely invaded by Wedelia, Fern Asparagus,
Fennel, Japanese Hawksbeard, Sow Thistle and
Cane Grass. Furthermore, the frequency in the
understorey of recruits of Brazil Pepper, Surinam
Cherry, Allspice, Chinese Fan Palm and other inva-
sive canopy species suggests that the replacement
of native forests with alien species is an ongoing
process.

Although there are no quantitative data on the
fauna of these habitats, it is expected that habitat
homogenisation brought about by the spread of so
many invasive plants has affected the composition
of associated biota including bacteria, fungi, and

invertebrates.
The Regulatory Framework

Regulatory responsibilities for dealing with inva-
sive alien species lie with several different govern-
ment departments. The activities undertaken fall
into three broad categories: those with legislative
responsibilities, including licensing; those provid-
ing technical support and advice; and those un-
dertaking protection, enforcement and control. No
single department has exclusive responsibility for
any of these activities.

Today, there are several legislative instruments for
tackling invasive aliens. The 1972 Fisheries Act
prohibits the importation of any fish. The 1930 Ag-
ricultural Act covers the control of plant diseases
and pests through the 1970 Regulations; this Act
also covers restrictions on animal importations.
The 1975 Protection of Birds Act specifically ex-
cludes four bird species from protection; these are
the Common crow, Starling, Kiskadee and House
sparrow. There is a gaping hole in the legislation
with respect to the importation of plant species
which is currently being addressed.

1. Prevention of Introduction

With the recent restructuring of the Ministry of
Environment, the Department of Environmental
Protection has responsibility for conducting a risk
assessment to determine which non-native animal
species are permissible. Health certificates must be
presented for all imported animals, and there is a
quarantine facility for placing animals in the event
of any problems. The front line enforcement of
these regulations lies with the Bermuda Customs
who liaise with the Department of Environmen-
tal Protection. In 2000, the Government Plant
Protection Laboratory inspected 813 shipments

of plant material containing a total of 850,000
plants - from bedding plants and bulbs to cacti,
Christmas trees, fruit trees and orchids - in addi-
tion to 10,622 fruits and vegetables, 7,231 cases of
citrus and 3,440 bags of seed potatoes. In 1999 the
Laboratory made 108 interceptions of which mites,
thrips, whiteflies, mealybugs, aphids, spiders and
snails were the most frequent. Despite this effort,
it is accepted that there are improvements that
could be made in current preventative measures:
e.g. shipping containers which have been stored
on soil lots, arrive on Bermuda’s docks without
sterilization; imported plants are transported from
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the airport to the Botanical Gardens before being
inspected; cruise ships arrive and dock with pot-
ted plants on board; and plants and some animals,
such as dormant triops shrimp, may be purchased
through the internet and mailed through the postal
system undetected.

2. Control and Eradication

Bermuda bears history to a number of eradication
efforts, one of the earliest being the torching of St
Georges Island in the 1600s in an effort to get rid
of the plague of rats. Given that many alien species
remain relatively dormant for at least some period
of time before really establishing themselves, there
is an opportunity for immediate action when an
alien species is first identified. This has been dem-
onstrated with such species as guinea pigs, when a
prompt response to an illegal release into the wild
has enabled their speedy capture. Responsibility
for early detection typically falls on the Depart-
ments of Environmental Protection, Conservation
Services and Parks. However members of the
public also have a critical role to play. The recent
reports of the Pacific Lionfish in local waters, have
all been through public reporting. Whilst Island-
wide eradication is a lofty goal, eradication of a
pest species on “‘ecological islands’ has been ap-
plied in Bermuda with great success. The most ob-
vious example is Nonsuch Island, which has been
restored and now represents Bermuda’s pre-set-
tlement habitats. More typically though, complete
eradication is not a realistic option,

and at best, an invasive alien species

can be controlled. Priority is gener-

ally given to areas of ecological sig-

nificance, such as the Island’s nature

reserves and successful restoration

efforts are underway in Paget Marsh

and Walsingham.

3. Education and Public Aware-
ness

Despite the impact of the cedar
blight of the mid 1950s, the visual
presence of known predators such as
Red eared slider terrapins and feral
cats, and the persistence of nuisance
pigeons and chickens, not all policy-
makers or members of the public
share the view that invasive spe-
cies negatively impact biodiversity.
NGOs have an important role to play
in raising awareness, as does the

Department of Conservation Services. A number of
publications have been written for the wider public
audience highlighting the threat posed by invasive
species, whilst local expositions such as the Annual
Exhibition and the Eden Project and the biennial
Environmental Youth Conference, have been used
as a platform for further broadcasting this message.
Pamphlets produced by the Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection also highlight the dangers

of illegally importing plants and animals. There is
a recognized need for more extensive training of
front line enforcement agencies.
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Poster: Eradicating New Zealand flax Phormium tenax at
Tristan da Cunha
Peter Ryan, Sarah Sanders, James Glass & Simon Glass

Ryan, P., Sanders, S., Glass, J. & Glass, S. 2007. Eradicating New Zealand flax
Phormium tenax at Tristan da Cunha. p 243 in Biodiversity That Matters: a confer-
ence on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communi-
ties, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories
Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Tristan da Cunha faces numerous problems with invasive alien species, chiefly on
the main island of Tristan. The two outer islands, Inaccessible and Nightingale, are
both free of introduced mammals and have only a few species of introduced plants.
One of the most intrusive plant invaders is the New Zealand flax Phormium tenax, a
large, long-lived species that has the potential to transform the vegetation over large
parts of the islands, which could negatively impact on seabird nesting sites. Accord-
ingly funds were sourced from the Overseas Territories Environment Programme
(OTEP) to start an eradication programme for the species at both islands.

The initial clearing programme planned for 2003 had to be postponed due to lack of
space on ships to Tristan, but in September 2004 a team of four led by Peter Ryan set
off from Cape Town armed with 1000 m of rope and an arsenal of clearing equip-
ment to tackle the plants growing on the 200-300 m high sea cliffs of Inaccessible
Island. Boosted by two high-altitude experts from South Africa’s highly successful
Working for Water alien clearing programme, they were able to remove almost all
existing plants, estimated at some 500 fully grown individuals and several thousand
smaller plants. Later that year Peter returned to the island on a bird census and was
able to remove the last few large plants.

In the same summer, a team from Tristan led by James Glass, head of Tristan’s Natu-
ral Resources Department, tackled the hundred or so plants growing on and around
the Ponds on Nightingale. This was no mean feat, as some of these plants had grown
to house-size dimensions and required a concerted team effort to uproot.

Nightingale Island is visited regularly by personnel from Tristan’s Natural Resources
Department, and they will continue to check for seedlings or re-growth of plants
there. Inaccessible Island is seldom visited, and with the majority of plants growing
on near-vertical cliffs, it requires dedicated follow-up. We are currently hoping to
revisit the island in 2007, three years after the initial clearing, to remove any new
growth.

Peter Ryan: Sarah Sanders; James Glass & Simon Glass, Government of Tristan
da Cunha, Tristan da Cunha. tdcenquiries@stratosnet.com
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Poster: Alien plant invades Montserrat
S. Barrios, M. Hamilton and C. Clubbe

Barrios, S., Hamilton, M. & Clubbe, C. 2007. Alien plant invades Montserrat. p
244 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Ter-
ritories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M.
Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Alien plant invades Moniserrat

Casuarina equisetifolia is an alien invasive plant that is threatening
Montserrat’'s native habitats. Originally from Australia and the Pacific
Islands, it is a species that spreads rapidly by wind blown seeds.

How to recognize the invader:

 Prefers dry sandy soils, especially
near the seashore

* Colonises fresh volcanic ash

* Is a tree to more than 100ft

producing a dense shade

» Has fine green branches, often
drooping (A)

 The fruit is a small nut that
contains many winged seeds

B that are wind dispersed (B)

For more information contact the
Centre Hills Project Office.
Tel: 491 3088
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Topic 7: Obtaining and using resources (not just money)
Session Organiser: Nigel Crocker (UKOTCF Treasurer)

Introduction

The Invasive Species session concluded by identifying a requirement for a needs analysis. The Resources
session will continue that theme, whilst identifying the challenges presented in Overseas Territories in ob-
taining resources to facilitate evaluation and delivery of solutions for those priorities. There are cross-cut-
ting environmental issues to address — for example, implementation of charters and multilateral environ-
mental agreements (MEAS), and invasive species often requiring rapid solutions and actions.

Contributions will be received from those engaged with biodiversity conservation in the Overseas Coun-
tries & Territories (OCTSs) and Outermost Regions (ORs) of some of our European partner states, notably
the Netherlands and France. These highlight similar challenges which they have faced and how these have
been addressed, including access to funding from their metropolitan states and territory governments and
agencies, and how these have shaped the biodiversity effort.

An overview of the recently formed Bioverseas initiative for biodiversity and environment in EU ORs
and OCTs will be presented, enabling us to see how collaboration within the EU can assist in providing a
unified approach to biodiversity conservation, especially where territories are grouped in a geographical
area and share similar issues and challenges.

There will be an opportunity to discuss how these might be implemented elsewhere and whether there are
lessons to be learned which could inform initiatives on behalf of UK Overseas Territories and Crown De-
pendencies. In particular, we will explore what additional support might be forthcoming from UK Gov-
ernment for ongoing implementation actions, building on the excellent seed-finance provided by OTEP.

Funding can arise from non-governmental sources, especially where there are financial and charitable
bodies willing to support local initiatives. These may be supported by local territorial environmental
taxation levied on tourists, but there is a need to ensure that those funds are directed to the acquisition of
habitat under threat and support for ongoing conservation management.

Some resources are less easily defined in financial terms, although these are as important if not more so,
especially when enthusiastically pursued by local activists with something to offer the community in
return. Support from and to the community through involvement in local conservation, both inform and
educate an appreciation of the environment and engender ownership of solutions.

Support from UK Overseas Territory Conservation Forum member organisations can take many different
formats. We are aware of the excellent work carried out by RSPB and RBG Kew, as well as UKOTCF
itself, on the ground in UKOTs, and we should be aware of the sabbatical scheme offered by RSPB and
subject matter expert support from RBG Kew, as well as current pilot work by UKOTCF on deploying
volunteers.

All of these presentations and the discussions that they generate will assist in informing the options avail-

able to UKOTs and CDs, as well as other territories, as well as in identifying solutions which might be
sought to address issues and priorities for the future.
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Resources for conservation and sustainable development in
ORs and OCTs : integration in European strategies for Con-
servation and Research?

Philippe Feldman, Cirad, and Josiane Irissin-Managata, Réunion Regional Council

Feldman, P. & Irissin-Managata, J. 2007. Resources for conservation and sustain-
able development in ORs and OCTs : integration in European strategies for Con-
servation and Research? pp 246-248 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on
conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey
6" to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation
Forum, www.ukotcf.org

Biodiversity in Outermost Regions (ORs) and Overseas Countries and Territories
(OCTs) is exceptional but most exposed to climate change, natural hazards and
pressures of human activities. Biodiversity is a fundamental asset for economy in
all ORs and OCTs. Nevertheless, this reality remains poorly known and understood,
despite the visible importance and richness of ecosystems. For example, the French
ORs and OCTs have 26 times more endemic plant species, 60 times more endemic
birds, and over 100 times more endemic fishes than continental France. But ORs
and OCTs also have to answer the immediate needs of a growing population, which
means building infrastructure, increasing urbanization, strengthening economic
activity. This situation leads to enormous challenges in terms of biodiversity conser-
vation and sustainable development.

Financial support to ORs and OCTSs include regional, national or European funding
and numerous fiscal advantages. Amounts and rules differ depending on the different
statutes, but in most cases these financial tools have a major impact on development
choices - and biodiversity. It is of crucial importance to take biodiversity into con-
sideration in all development tools and projects, and that specific long term regional,
national and European means can be identified for biodiversity conservation. A
complete analysis of these issues in the French ORs and OCTs has been published in
September 2006 by IUCN French national Committee, showing which proportion of
funding is devoted to biodiversity conservation and the impacts of development poli-
cies and projects.

Networking research in ORs and OCTs is also fundamental to address the numer-
ous questions and problems linked to biodiversity, climate change and sustainable
development. Biodiversity policies in the EU are highly fragmentised within and
between the Member States. This situation is amplified in ORs and OCTs. Several
critical barriers hinder cooperation of the overseas regions and territories between
themselves, with continental Europe and with third countries, among which very
long distances, isolation and time differences between these regions spread over the
world, deficiency of resources and critical mass, lack of timely access to facilities,
lack of awareness and difficult access to information.

A first initiative has been proposed at the European level to support the cooperation
and coordination for research on biodiversity and sustainable development between
all ORs and OCTs. This project called Net-Biome, intends to use the ERA-NET
Scheme, which is a tool of the European Framework Programme allowing funding
for Coordination Actions. This project is currently under preparation after a first
positive evaluation during the Sixth Framework Programme. By substantially im-
proving the knowledge and coherence of funding of both basic and applied research,
Net-Biome aims at making an important contribution to improve RTD efforts across
European ORs and OCTs and to support long-term perspectives in European re-
search policies to address the need to prevent, avoid and remedy the serious impacts
of climate change and anthropic pressures on tropical and subtropical biodiversity.
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Finally, a coherent framework could be initiated on sustainable management of bio-
diversity, with adequate tools and means. It is important for ORs and OCTs to build
it together, with the active support of the European Commission. Such framework
could take the shape of a “European initiative for ORs and OCTs biodiversity”.

Philippe Feldman, Biodiversity Scientific Officer, Cirad, TA40/PS1, 34398
Montpellier Cedex 5, France. email : feldmann@cirad.fr;
Josiane Irissin-Managata, Research & Innovation Chief Officer, Réunion Regional

Council, Réunion Island;

Why?

Understanding the interactions between ecosys-
tems and human activities, especially specific agri-
culture, forestry and fisheries, is essential to ensure
sustainable development in these areas.

Rationale

The seven RUP (French abbreviation for ORs)
and the 21 PTOM (OCTs) are exceptional in terms
of tropical and subtropical biodiversity. They are
more fragile and threatened by global climatic
changes and human activities than continental
Europe. They are located in or near several biodi-
versity hotspots.

Due to the isolation and fragmentation of the ORs
and OCTs, conservation and scientific activities are
less developed. They have unique opportunities to
develop regional and international collaborations
for Europe.

Most of the proposals made at European level
failed year after year due to lack of visibility and of
*“vision” (too much concerned by local preoccupa-
tions to be “understable” at European level ).

Recommendations from a workshop on
biodiversity and specific agriculture, Las
Palmas, June 2002

It is necessary to bring together European teams
with local political/scientists/environmentalists and
small and middle-sized enterprises (SMES) in one
of the largest coordinated tropical and subtropical
biodiversity network to date, including Macaro-
nesian, Caribbean, Latin and South America and
Indian Ocean countries.

How can the Framework Program help ?

Different tools:

ERA-NET Net-Biome:

Experience in building an ambitious partnership
between most European OCTs and ORs.

Why should Europe be interested?

Because of its diversity, the whole European
Overseas offer opportunities which are unique in
Europe:

» Development of models for understanding the
interactions between Man and Nature and the
impact of global changes, which can be trans-
posable

 Innovation in the means of local and global
biodiversity management

« International cooperations

Need of a research programme meeting the stakes
in the European Overseas

ERA-NET

Challenge: How can a general consensus be
changed into an operational action plan (from diag-
nostic to action)?

How can the local actors be in the heart of the ini-
tiatives and projects? How can all the stakeholders
interact efficiently at the regional, national, Euro-
pean and international levels?

Networking research activities conducted at the re-
gional and national level, and ensuring their mutual
opening Participation of the 7 Outermost Regions
and of most of the tropical OCTs (11: FR, NL, UK,
except Aruba, Mayotte, Wallis & Futuna).

Objectives

 Listing efficiently the local priorities with all
stakeholders
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 Stimulating the cooperation and coordination of
the research programmes on integrated and sus-
tainable management of tropical and subtropical
biodiversity

* Identifying and removing the barriers to coop-
eration

* Promoting the widening of cooperation to the
Third-Countries: development cooperation
organised in sub-regions

* Implementing in the long term an ambitious
European research programme

Beyond biodiversity research

» Contributing to the reinforcement of the re-
search efforts in the European Overseas

» Developing the abilities of implementing a com-
mon project for research programming

* Improving integration in the EU

 Bringing visibility and a real acknowledgement
of the importance and role of Overseas stakes
in the Framework Programme and more widely
for Europe

» Reinforcing the scientific excellence of Europe
thanks to the ORs and OCTs

Today’s situation

This is the first and unique example of collabora-
tion widely associating the whole tropical and
sub-tropical territories and regions of EU states
Overseas.

Elaborating the proposal and the resulting eligibil-
ity demonstrated the ability to work together.

It is very important to maintain this dynamic and
the quality of the confidence between all the
parties involved - of which it enabled creation.

It has shown that building up an equitable network
has permitted development of a project previ-
ously thought impossible, because it linked ORs
with OCTs, research teams with conservation-
ists and with politics, gathering fragmented and
isolated regions and territories which applied
for an ambitious competitive EC call and suc-
ceed.
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Obtaining resources for conservation: a Dutch Caribbean
perspective
Kalli De Meyer, Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance

De Meyer, K. 2007. Obtaining resources for conservation: a Dutch Caribbean
perspective. pp 249-252 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation
in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12t
October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum,
www.ukotcf.org

Many protected areas have been created since the first on Bonaire in 1969, with
designated areas on all islands subsequently containing high levels of endemism, yet
all have few resources are under-staffed and under-funded. The Dutch Caribbean
Nature Alliance was founded and mandated by central government to manage Im-
portant Nature Conservation Areas in the Netherlands Antillies. Whilst some central
government funding is provided, DCNA has explored and been successful in obtain-
ing further funding notably from the Dutch Postcode Lottery, whilst other European
funding potential continues to be explored.

Kalli De Meyer, Executive Director, Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance, Kaya Grandi
#20, Bonaire. Tel: + 599.717.5010 Fax: + 599-786.0675 email: kdm@telbonet.an
www.DCNAnNature.org

Netherlands Overseas Territories: locations,
areas, human populations

Overseas Countries and Territories: coral reefs
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Netherlands Caribbean Territories: lush Netherlands Caribbean Territories: dunes,
rain forest salinas

Netherlands Caribbean Territories: desert Netherlands Caribbean Territories: coral
landscapes reefs
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Netherlands Caribbean Territories: man- Netherlands Caribbean Territories: 200 spe-
groves cies of endemics (ABC islands)

marine snails
(57sp),

beetles (27sp),
spiders (13sp),
birds (21 sub-
species),

land snails (15sp)
reptiles (11sp) .

Dutch Caribbean

islands are with-

out a doubt the

biodiversity hotspot within the Kingdom.

Netherlands Caribbean Territories: Saba

Bank
Protected areas

The earliest park was Washington Slagbaai Park on
Bonaire, designated in 1969.

Today, every island has one or more protected
areas.

Each Park is run by a local non-governmental, non-
profit foundation.

Each Park has opted for a co-operative manage-
ment arrangement with stakeholders.

There are five Wetlands of International Impor-
tance under the Ramsar Convention on Bonaire
and one of Aruba (see map on next page).

UNEP/ICRAN: Bonaire National Marine Park is
recognised as a Demonstration Site, and Saba Na-
tional Marine Park recognised as a Target Site.

Yet ...the parks have few resources, are under
staffed and under funded. On St Eustatius, the
parks had to close their doors in October 2003
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when there was simply no money left.

Challenge: the Netherlands Antilles and Aruba are
not eligible for development aid because we are
part of the Kingdom of the Netherlands. However,
we are not eligible either for most conservation
funds in the Netherlands. We are also remote and
small.

Dutch Caribbean Nature Alliance

DCNA is committed to working together to safe-
guard biodiversity.

The Mission is to safeguard the biodiversity and
promote the sustainable management of the natural
resources of the islands of the Dutch Caribbean by
supporting and assisting the protected area man-
agement organisations and nature conservation

activities in the Dutch Caribbean.
Trust Fund

Nature Forum (1998, 2000, 2002) mandated Cen-
tral Government to execute a study of a Trust Fund
for the Management of Important Nature Conser-
vation Areas in the Netherlands Antilles.

The Trust Fund study started in 2003, and the Trust
Fund Report published in 2005: www.DCNAna-
ture.org/donations/trustfund.html

It concluded that € 18.9 million (in an endowment
fund) is needed (revenue of 6%) to cover the basic
management costs per island.

IUCN NL lobbying activities resulted in a motion
being brought before the Dutch Parliament in 1998
requesting substantial financial support for the
Trust Fund.

In 2005 the Dutch Ministry of the Interior sent a
‘Letter of Intent’ and € 1 million, with a ten-year
agreement for € 1 million / year.

Dutch Postcode Lottery supplied in 2005 project
funding of € 500,000, and in 2006 special project
funding of € 1.9 million. Further developments are
in negotiation, including requesting beneficiary
status.

The European funding potential is being explored
in conjunction with our partners, including
UKOTCEF, in Bioverseas. This is explored further
in the following presentation. However, it is worth
recalling here also the challenge to the European
Union from the Paris conference Integrating
Biodiversity into European Development Co-
operation:
Challenge 4 — Recognition of biodiversity in
Overseas Countries and Territories:
The EU should develop a coherent
framework for environment in OCTSs to
promote sustainable management of their
important biodiversity areas, and also
encourage joint efforts with Outermost
Regions including adequate funding
mechanisms.
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Bioverseas: Initiative for biodiversity and environment in
EU ORs and OCTs

Jean-Philippe Palasi, IUCN, Europe Regional Office

Palasi, J.-P. 2007. Bioverseas: Initiative for biodiversity and environment in EU
ORs and OCTs. pp 253-257 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conser-
vation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6%
to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation
Forum, www.ukotcf.org

With a secretariat in Brussels, Bioverseas seeks to provide a co-ordinated approach
to European Union institutions for the several umbrella conservation bodies includ-
ing UKOTCF and equivalents that come together via it. The Overseas Territories and
Countries (OCTs) and Overseas Regions (ORs) occur in major biodiversity hotspots,
including in the Caribbean, Indian Ocean and South Pacific, as well as hugely im-
portant islands in temperate and arctic regions. Recent conferences in Nuuk, Green-
land and Paris, linking with the Overseas Countries and Territories Association,
provided a useful platform for OCTA to launch their report From the Tropics and the
Polar OCTs to the EU and to build on this and Bioverseas initiatives. The challenge
for the EU is to develop a coherent framework for environment in OCTs to promote
sustainable management of their biodiversity, supported with adequate funding.

Jean-Philippe Palasi, Programme Coordinator, European Overseas Regions &

Territories, Development cooperation, [UCN Regional Office for Europe, Boulevard
Louis Schmidt 64, Brussels 1040, Belgium. jean-philippe.palasi@iucn.org

There are 20 Overseas Countries and Territories erlands and Denmark, which have a relationship
(OCTs), of France, the United Kingdom, the Neth-  with the European Union.
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Seven Outermost Regions (ORs), French Guiana,
Réunion, Martinique, Guadeloupe, Madeira,
Azores and the Canary Islands, form part of the
European Union.

These include superb natural areas, as we saw in
the previous presentation. | show some photo-
graphs here from New Caledonia.

New Caledonia supports the same order of endem-
ic species as the whole of Europe, despite being
much smaller. It is shown at the same scale on the
map below.

In common with many other islands, it has suffered
large losses in natural ecosystems since human
settlement, including almost total loss of dry forest
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and huge reductions in wet forest.

The Overseas Countries and Territories of France,
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom are
spread around the world, as shown in the map
above.

The map on the next page adds the Outermost Re-
gions of the European Union, the overseas parts of
metropolitan France, Portugal and Spain.

Evolution of natural ecosystems on
New Caledonia since human beings
arrived

That map shows also some of the centres of bio-
diversity, but not the endemic bird areas, which
would include some of the temperate islands.

The Bioverseas Initiative has been liaising with
the Overseas Countries and Territories Associa-
tion (OCTA) to explore and take forward common
areas of interest. OCTA is an association of the
governments of the territories.

OCTA has regular joint meetings with the Euro-
pean Commission, attended also by representatives
of the relevant European Union Member States ond
of the current Presidency State.

At the instigation of the governments of Greenland
and French Polynesia, representatives of Biover-
seas were invited to the regular OCTA/European
Commission meeting at Nuuk, the capital of
Greenland in September 2006. Mike Pienkowski of
UKOTCEF and Jean-Philippe Palasi of [UCN filled
these roles.

Apart from presentations from Bioverseas, the
conference received also an update from the
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Challenge 4 of this message is:

Recognition of biodiversity in Over-
seas Countries and Territories

The EU should develop a coherent

framework for environment in OCTs
to promote sustainable management
of their important biodiversity areas,
and also encourage joint efforts with

consultants retained by the European Commission to develop
environmental profiles on the OCTs. There was also a launch
and presentation of OCTA’s own report From the Tropics and
the Polar OCTs to the European Union.

OCTA mandated its members, Greenland and French Polynesia,
to take its environmental message to the conference Biodiversity
in European Development Cooperation in Paris from 19 to 21
September 2006.

The conference developed the Message of Paris: Integrating
biodiversity into European development cooperation.
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Outermost Regions including adequate funding
mechanisms.

The conference amplified this with more detailed
points:

While building the spirit of the 2006 OCT-EU
Forum in Nuuk (Greenland), and recognizing
the global importance of their biodiversity as
well as taking into consideration the special
responsibility of the EU for its OCTs, and Out-
ermost Regions (ORs):

Participants encourage the European Commis-
sion and Member States to:

» Develop a coherent framework for envi-
ronment in OCTs, aiming, among oth-
ers, towards a sustainable management of
important biodiversity areas, and allowing

joint efforts with Outermost Regions as they

are the entities with the most similar stakes
within the European Union;

» Ensure that adequate funding is given to
environmental and biodiversity issues in the
OCTs, including an outsourced small grants
facility and improved access to European
programmes for local bodies and NGOs in

coordination with the local authorities;

» Develop joint research programmes focusing

on the biodiversity of OCTs and ORs, and
also strengthening joint efforts with regional
partner countries;

« Strengthen both the OCTs and the EU posi-

tions in the international debate on climate
change, by making use of the worldwide and
diverse network of OCTs and ORs to evalu-
ate the interactions between ecosystems,
climate change and local communities.
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Discussion

A panel of the three speakers from other EU states were joined by Erik van Zadelhoff, of IUCN Office for
Europe and Bioverseas Secretariat, to discuss the issues raised in those presentations and to garner views
from others present.

Eric Blencowe of Defra, on behalf UK Government representatives present, answered a question on
endowment funding to say that thinking had progressed since the time of total opposition, but a special
case would need to be made that endowment was warranted in a particular situation. This might result in
a lengthy and unproductive process.

The panel were questioned on the issue of involvement of IUCN, rather than direct representation from
OCTs and ORs in the Bioverseas initiative. It was noted that it is still early days. IUCN, with the other
partners, provides a common international perspective, but nothing can be achieved without full coopera-
tion and involvement of OCTs and ORs, including UKOTS.

On the question of involvement of Crown Dependencies, there was a commitment to cooperate, whilst
recognising that there were issues relating to legalities that needed to be addressed.

On the question of the possibility of access to UK Lottery monies being organised via the Forum, it was
agreed that there was a need to investigate and press for a different response from the Heritage Lottery
Fund (HLF) which has previously regarded the Forum and UKQOTSs as being outside its scope, possibly on
the basis of misunderstanding.

Suggestion was made that funding bodies be invited to future conferences to enable them to understand
priorities, their urgency and speed up funding applications. It might even be productive to invite repre-
sentatives from HLF.

It was noted that approaches to high net worth individuals with large villas or land holdings in Carib-
bean territories might be a worthwhile source of funding, especially if they are directly involved with the
project on their doorstep.

Local corporate funds are accessible in some UKOTSs; these are often enhanced by good public relations
and personal relationships between OT NGOs and local corporations. Similarly, charitable trust grants
are sometimes available through partnerships at an international level. In each instance OT NGOs should
consider whether corporate financial assistance is from an ethical origin. There is also a need to share
resources between territories with similar issues, for example in the Caribbean.

It was noted that it could be beneficial to acquire a contact MEP how would speak on issues affecting
UKOTs and champion their cause in the European Parliament.
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The Blue Iguana Recovery Programme
Fred Burton, Blue Iguana Recovery Programme

Burton, F. 2007. The Blue Iguana Recovery Programme. pp 259-262 in Biodiversi-
ty That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other
small island communities, Jersey 6 to 12™" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK
Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The Blue Iguana, endemic to Grand Cayman, was reduced to 10-25 individuals in
2002, an estimated 90% decrease over 9 years. In effect, in 2002, the Blue Iguana
became functionally extinct in the wild. Invasive species and habitat lost were major
factors in this decline. This project has used captive breeding and re-introduction to
increase numbers and establish viable breeding populations. A major focus has been
on using the Blue Iguana as a flagship species to protect a meaningful area of Grand

Cayman’s unique xerophytic shrubland. The Salina reserve, of 625 acres, includes
100 acres of xerophytic shrubland, and has 90 iguanas, with over 100 more joining
them by December 2006. The pilot project has proved the success of this strat-
egy. Funding remains a critical concern, and it is crucial that long-term sustainable
finance is secured, along with habitat protection.

Fred Burton, Blue Iguana Recovery Programme, P O Box 10308, Grand Cayman
KY1 - 1003, Cayman Islands. fjburton@blueiguana.ky

Background

The Blue Iguana Recovery Programme has grown
from efforts which began on Grand Cayman

in 1990. I am going to describe the time-frame
mainly from 2002, which was the year the Grand
Cayman Blue Iguana’s remnant wild population
hit the point of functional extinction.

The Grand Cayman Blue is a west indian rock
iguana. This is the genus Cyclura which has radi-

ated across the Caribbean, and is in serious trouble

almost throughout its range.

Cyclura lewisi is endemic to Grand Cayman,
where it once occupied coastal habitats now taken
over by humans, but also the floristically diverse

xerophytic shrubland of Grand Cayman’s east
interior.

The Blue Iguana is a perfect flagship species for
that xerophytic shrubland, which is badly under-
represented in the Cayman Islands’ protected area
system. It is big and spectacular, its behaviour is
easy to relate to and, above all, it goes bright blue
when it wants to be noticed.

Status

In 2002, we estimated that between 10 and 25 indi-
viduals survived, from the wild population, down
90% from the only comparable previous survey 9
years before. The survivors were dispersed, breed-
ing was restricted to one location and, even there,
the offspring were not surviving to adulthood.
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Fire ant damage on dead hatchling

Blue iguana ““Slugger” killed by a dog

Invasive species are a big part of the problem here,
as everywhere. Fire ants and rats attack nests and
hatchlings. Cats kill young up to about 2 years old.
Dogs kill adults, especially nesting females.

Habitat destruction is the other big issue. Current
projections suggest the Cayman Islands will have
no natural areas left by the end of this century,
except for those areas brought under protection in
the next few years. We could save the Blue Iguana
on golf courses, resort grounds and such-

like, but that really is not the point: we

should be able to use this species to pro-

tect a meaningful tract of Grand Cayman’s

unique xerophytic shrubland.

Recovery programme

So far, we have developed, tested and
proved our conservation strategy from a
biological and practical point of view. Our
pilot project in the QE II Botanic Park now
has 30 free-roaming Blues with permanent
territories in the Park (e.g. picture here of
“Gorgeous George” in 2006).

The Park’s Blues are breeding. So are the captive
founders we are managing in our expanding cap-
tive and head-starting facility. We have been head-
starting hatchlings from captive and Park nests,
rearing the young to two years old. This has given
us enough numbers to start repopulating a much
larger protected area.

The Salina Reserve is 625 acres, of which about
100 acres is xerophytic shrubland, i.e. iguana habi-
tat. There are 90 iguanas restored there now, and
114 more going out this coming December.

“PRP” with radio transmitter

Human resources

As the programme transitions from pilot project

to full scale population restoration, our recurrent
budget is growing towards US$ 200,000 per an-
num. This figure would be far higher but for major
voluntary resources which we are fortunate to be
able to access.

Our human resources include only two full-time
employees on Grand Cayman, currently working
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under a full-time volunteer director. Our core staff
is supplemented by international volunteers during
major fieldwork periods, seasonally swelling the
project personnel to as many as 12 at a time, at
negligible additional cost. Local volunteers, espe-
cially local service clubs, are another significant
source of short-term manpower.

Overseas, the International Reptile Conservation
Foundation (www.ircf.org) created and maintains
the programme’s web site (www.Bluelguana.ky ),
handles all program publications, assists in recruit-
ing and coordinating international volunteers,
raises funds, manages US purchasing of equip-
ment and supplies, and promotes the programme
throughout the USA.

The Durrell Wildlife Conservation Trust (www.
durrell.org), based here in Jersey, is the pro-
gramme’s other key partner, raising major funds,
providing skilled personnel support, and assisting
in strategic programme planning.

The US zoo community is also involved, with per-
sonnel and technical assistance coming especially
from San Diego Zoo, Fort Worth Zoo, the Wildlife
Conservation Society, Houston Zoo, Milwaukee
County Zoo, and Indianapolis Zoo.

The International Iguana Foundation has also
channeled grants to us from the American Zoo As-
sociation Conservation Endowment Fund, and the
Disney Wildlife Conservation Fund.

Aerial view of Captive Breeding Centre

Financial resources

To date approximately 50% of the programme’s
annual expenditure has been met by local corporate
grants. The balance has been met from overseas

grant sources, especially those channeled through
the programme’s overseas partners.

Local corporate grants that we have been able to
access typically run in the range US$ 5,000 to
20,000 per grant, and it is extremely difficult to get
serious consideration for applications in excess of
$100,000. In recent years we have been raising be-
tween $50,000 and $150,000 per annum from these
sources. Charitable residues of Special Purpose
Financial Vehicles, which are a notable element of
the Cayman Islands’ offshore financial industry,
are one key source. Corporate sponsorships, linked
to branding and publicity, are also important. In
accessing these funds we are always in competition
with other local charitable initiatives, especially
socially oriented charities. However, personal con-
tacts with the key decision-makers (often a single
person or a very small group) are the critical factor
in securing these grants.

Ultimately, we need about 1,000 Blues in the wild,
from at least 20 different founder lines. We are on
course to achieve that, but only if we can protect
enough shrubland habitat to support that many. The
Salina’s shrubland just isn’t extensive enough.

We are looking at two options, hoping to leverage
the small amount of Crown land that we might be
able to incorporate. For the rest, we will have to
raise the funds to buy privately owned land. It is
the only real option in the Cayman Islands social
and legal framework, and it is going to cost some
millions.

This substantial capital expenditure is beyond the
scope of the funding options we currently have
access to. There are no UK government grant
sources in this league, local corporate grants rarely
exceed tens of thousands of dollars, and many
major international grant sources are not simply
available to UK Overseas Territories, as a result of
constitutional relationships. The Cayman Islands
Government’s so-called “Environmental Protection
Fees” should be the primary source of this kind

of funding, but to date they have been variously
misused to substitute for government’s recurrent
expenditure, and have rarely been applied to con-
servation land purchase. Discussions earlier in this
session about changing policies in the EU, and the
possibility of UK/France/Netherlands collaboration
to bring EU funds to bear on conservation in their
respective territories in the Caribbean, are therefore
of great interest.
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Tour with “Forrest”

Sustainability

Long term, once the capital costs of land protec-
tion are met and the population restoration of Blue
Iguanas is complete, there will still be ongoing
costs to be met. The causes of the original decline
of the Blue Iguanas are still present, and any large
protected area with Blue Iguanas must have ongo-
ing management. In particular cats and dogs must
be permanently excluded or at least continually
controlled.

We are looking at expanding commercial activities,

such as guided tours and retail products, to gener-
ate the sustainable funding that will be needed to

maintain this effort indefinitely. Maintenance costs,

such as staff salaries, are always the most difficult
to meet by short-term grants, and this will only
become even harder once the iguanas cease to be

so critically endangered. An endowment is the only
credible alternative (or supplement) to commercial

activities set up to fund the programme.

Conclusion

So that is where we stand today — the Blue Iguana
iS a species we can certainly save. The question

is: how effectively can we leverage this successful
conservation story to preserve the habitat this spe-
cies belongs in, with all the biodiversity values that
go along with that?

Yearlings eye
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Support through volunteers
John Cortes, Gibraltar Ornithological & Natural History Society

Cortes, J. 2007. Support through volunteers. pp 263-268 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small
island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Over-
seas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

There is a need for both resources and resourcefulness. Resources are needed to
obtain ‘the four Ps’ — People, Premises, Projects and Props — but some of these can
be obtained without funds. Use of local resources is essential, be it schools, clubs,
societies, military or other volunteers. Engagement is at the heart of all these activi-
ties, especially if local conservationists are to gain respect and influence. Resources
are there to be used and small organisations in small places should be willing to use
more resources than they have — even if they are somebody else’s.

Dr John Cortes, Gibraltar Ornithological & Natural History Society, P O Box 843,
Gibraltar. jcortes@gonhs.org

4 birdwatchers and a £250 budget, no staff
and no premises, to a Society with about 400
members, a (largely restricted funding) budg-
et of about £200,000 pa, seven staff and 5
premises. This happened due to commitment
to move forward, without waiting around for
the resources to appear.

Funds are needed to obtain “the four Ps”, Peo-
ple, Premises, Projects and Props. Some of
these can be obtained without funds, however.

People can be volunteers. Premises can be al-
located (in Gibraltar we have obtained former
MOD premises for our use). Projects can be
volunteer-run. Props can sometimes be do-

The aims of nature conservation NGOs
include the achievement of environmen-

tal stability, biodiversity conservation and
enhancement, and scientifically based species
and habitat management. In order to achieve
this, and more, we need both resources and
resourcefulness.

In the example of Gibraltar, we are faced with
a small territory (7 km?), with 28,000 inhabit-
ants. This means both limited resources and
tremendous pressure on space. The Gibraltar
Ornithological & Natural History Society
(GONHS) has grown, in the 30 years since its
foundation in 1976, from a small club with
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nated, but is perhaps the “P” that most depends on
financial resources to acquire.

Non-funding, activity-based resources can include
the use (not abuse) of schools, clubs, societies,

the military, other volunteers. But is this always
practical? They often have so much else to do, and
in any case, is it enough, and are they really going
to take our aims in the direction we want?

The best volunteers are those who will work within
the NGO’s structure. They don’t need to be many,
but it is best if they are good at:

* running the organisation

* running activity groups

 providing data

 keeping in the public eye.

You can come to depend on them (although this in
itself can become a problem when one day they are
not there).

Some of what has been achieved in our situation

over the years includes:

 Continuous monitoring of raptor migration since
1967

» Continuous monitoring of seabird migra-
tion
* 44,401 birds ringed up to end of 2005

» Thorough knowledge of nesting bird com-
munity

* Full inventory of higher plants

» Ongoing cataloguing of invertebrates.

One inexpensive and vital form of non-funding
resources is Influence, which, among its many
representations can include:

* Networking

» Getting around

» Knowing who to talk to and talking to them
Using the media

» Using active websites

Influence is useful when tackling other resources
that we seek, such as:

Support from

* the Public

* Organisations

* Authorities/Government

* International bodies

* the Membership

» Business, including developers and the like
(even if they are sometimes the “enemy”!).

Influence is something that must be worked on. It

helps if key organisation members are well known
— appear in the local media, including TV,
radio and newspapers, give talks to schools and
associations, etc. It also helps if the organisa-
tion has one notable success which catches the
public eye. In Gibraltar, convincing the plan-
ning authorities after a lengthy public campaign,
to deny a wealthy developer from building a
funicular railway to the top of the Rock gained
GONHS great respect and credibility.

Once respect has been gained, it is important to
engage with those entities which may either help
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the organisation, or against whom you may have
a battle to fight (e.g. a development planned for a
sensitive wildlife area). The same entity may fill
both roles on different occasions.

Their respect is important because they have to
take you seriously. There must be no empty threats
or your bluff will be called and you will be left
looking silly.

Let them in particular worry about their public

image:

* they must know you will embarrass them if you
have to.

» make them realise that they can become your
friends.

* never compromise on principles, only on those
things you are genuinely willing to concede in
the first place.

* use the public.

Engage with the authorities (usually the local Gov-
ernment, but in some territories also others, such as
the Ministry of Defence):

» Be able to provide a service that they will find
useful. This will often be expertise in the field
of ecology. Be willing to offer genuine advice
in good faith — even if this is free.

* Genuinely gain their confidence.

» Be available to offer advice and support.

» Congratulate them when they act positively.

» Convince them there is no-one better to have on
side (and make sure there isn’t)!

» Be willing — and let them know you are — to
work on and make the most of public support.

» Be serious about your priorities and principles
and never compromise on them. They will then
know you’ll go to the Press, or take them to
Court if you really have to.

When considering a project from which you want
practical results:

» Never be afraid of the scale of your project.
 Ifitis important, do not hold back through lack
of funds.

» Do it yourself, or get someone else to do it for
you.

Engage with businesses, make good use of friends
and kindred institutions and organisations (includ-
ing Museums, Botanic Gardens, etc.).

Credibility is helped, and sound conservation
practice requires, a good scientific base. Small
territories often do not have sufficient people with

the right training, experience or qualifications.
NGOs should encourage members and other local
or locally-based people to acquire such knowledge,
but much can come from outside. Contacts are
often readily available from institutions in the UK,
or elsewhere, depending on the territories’ loca-
tion. Gibraltar often works with European univer-
sities, some South Atlantic territories work with
South African institutions, etc. In order to attract
students and others to work in the territory, the fol-
lowing are useful:

* Premises for accommodation and as a base for
field work

» Asmall but fairly well-stocked library concen-
trating on local species/habitats and on the dis-
ciplines of interest or that are being worked on.

* Basic laboratory facilities

» Easy access to field locations

* Interesting subject matter

» Collaboration agreements.

Collaboration agreements in particular are vital.
They must clearly set out the terms under which
all research is carried out. We recommend joint
ownership of data and full rights to use these, even
if unpublished, if they will assist in achieving
conservation aims. Co-authorship of publications,
if appropriate, should also be covered.
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Some cases from Gibraltar

The Great Sand Slopes of Gibraltar’s Mediter-
ranean coast

Vegetation covering the entire surface of the slopes
The matting is degrading rapidly - 2005

Water catchment sheets covering the East Side
sand slopes 1989 (above)

Regenerated East Side sand slopes from below

The Artificial Reef of Gibraltar’s south-western
coast

Part of sheets removed. Regeneration of vegetation
under way - 1999 (above); All the sheets removed
and matting laid down

Regeneration of vegetation progressing well - 2003
(below)
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Growth of the Gibraltar Artifiicial Reef to 1995

Area (m2)

What will result from the use of the resourc- * Know your aims

es? » Keep to your principles

» Be totally and relentlessly devoted
Knowledge Do not forget your roots
Practical conservation achieved * Keep in the public eye

More support

In Gibraltar, this success has led, for example, to:

» Representation in Committees/Commissions

* Ongoing consultation

» Getting on their minds, and hopefully under
their skin,

leading to:

» Government contracts

» EU structural funds (ERDF) £97,000 + £30,000

* EU INTERREG FUNDS (Gibraltar-Morocco)
(£150,000)

» OTEP funds (Gibraltar Biodiversity Action
Plan)

* Important Bird Areas (IBAS)

» Natura 2000 Candidate Special Areas for
Conservation (cCSACs) under the EU Habitats
Directive

* Gibraltar’s Environment Charter (a different ar-
rangement to those for other UKOTS).

Conclusions

In conclusion, then:
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» Gain recognition and respect
* Do not hesitate — go for it!

And finally, some thoughts to ponder on:

» Resources are there to be used, not stored or
banked where they will invariably expire or lose
value.

* Large organisations in large places tend to have
more resources and work within these, always
needing money in the bank.

» Small organisations in small places cannot af-
ford to wait or to store. They should be willing to
use more resources than they have — even if they
are somebody else’s!
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RSPB’s Sabbatical Programme
Sarah Sanders, RSPB

Sanders, S. 2007. RSPB’s Sabbatical Programme. p 269 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small
island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Over-
seas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

After working at the RSPB for 7 years, all RSPB employees qualify for a four-week
sabbatical on full pay. It can involve doing a project that specifically supports the
work of the RSPB or is more broadly conservation related.

When thinking about potential sabbatical projects, remember that RSPB staff are not
all ornithologists. There are a range of skills that can be drawn upon. These include
fundraising, marketing, membership, advocacy, strategic planning, GIS, environ-
mental education and so on.

Previous RSPB sabbaticals in the UK Overseas Territories have included:

a. Bird Monitoring in Anguilla

b. Wardening at Volunteer Point, Falklands

c. Computerising David Wingate’s fieldnotes, Bermuda.
Although RSPB staff can receive up to £750 to assist with the costs of a sabbatical,
it does help if the Territories can offer support with local transport and accommoda-
tion as these costs tend to be much higher than other parts of the world.

It is much better to be proactive rather than responsive. There is considerable inter-
est at the RSPB to visit the UK Overseas Territories so please do send in your ideas
for sabbaticals (project outline, costs, timing and skills required). They will then

be advertised in the RSPB sabbatical catalogue. This is illustrated in the following
example:

The Project: Falklands Conservation have one or two spaces available for as-
sistants on a rat eradication programme. This would involve all of August in the
Falklands, based initially in Stanley and then going out to offshore islands to
undertake baiting (warfarin based) programmes to clear islands of introduced
rats. Most trips around 1 week involving camping in often cold and uncomfort-
able conditions (mid-winter) on uninhabited islands.

Additional Information: You would need to be fit and generally operate well

in field conditions joining a team of two FC researchers and other local volun-
teers in carrying out the work so you must be able to fit into a small team and
able to "‘muck in’in a field situation. Minimum of four weeks would be required,
although five would be ideal. Top-up funds for flights and accommodation to the
Falklands would be provided.

When: August / all year round
Contact: mailto:grant.munro@conservation.org.fk

www.falklandsconservation.com

Sarah Sanders, Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, The Lodge, Sandy, Bed-
fordshire SG19 3JH, UK. sarah.sanders@rspb.org.uk
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Capacity Building at the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew
Colin Clubbe, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew

Clubbe, C. 2007. Capacity Building at the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew. pp 270-
271 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas
Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed.
M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

For over two centuries, staff at the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew have been actively
committed to sharing information and expertise with colleagues from other botanical
institutions around the world. As the need for specialist skills in botany, horticulture
and conservation increased, RBG Kew responded by establishing a series of interna-
tional diploma courses to provide training in identifying and conserving biodiversity
and in using it sustainably. The continuing need to build capacity for the conserva-
tion of plant diversity is highlighted in two key commitments made by global con-
servation community of the end of the twentieth century: the Convention on Biologi-
cal Diversity (CBD) and the Global Strategy for Plant Conservation (GSPC). Article
12 of the CBD and Target 15 of the GSPC highlight this need to help build capacity
to conserve, sustainably utilize and manage our botanical resources. These have
become the two key drivers for the further development of Kew’s capacity building
programme at home and internationally.

The summer school programme at Kew is now well established and four courses are
regularly run at Kew over our summer period (July-August):

+ Plant Conservation Strategies

« Botanic Garden Management

e Herbarium Techniques

» Botanic Garden Education

Full details can be found on our website at: http://www.kew.org/education/highered.

html We actively encourage applications from UK Overseas Territories and will
help to try and locate funding to attend these programmes.

Course
leaflets
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The international diploma programme at Kew is now well established and 377
practitioners from 103 countries have participated in this programme over its 20-
year history. This in itself is an important contribution to Target 16 of the GSPC
—“networks for plant conservation activities established or strengthened at national,
regional and international levels”. Designed to provide specialist training for people
working in botanic gardens, arboreta, herbaria and other conservation organisations,
these courses bring together participants from around the world. Through lectures
and workshops with staff from RBG Kew and other international conservation bod-
ies and visits to other UK organisations, they explore a wide range of topics related
to their chosen disciplines. Specialist options and projects enable each participant
to become more confident in developing plans for implementation at home. By
exchanging ideas and sharing problems amongst themselves, participants from dif-
ferent countries often discover common solutions. Funding for participation in this
programme remains a challenge, but solutions are being found. For some partici-
pants, their home institution is able to sponsor participation either from core funds,
directly from a Government Ministry or as specified in a technical training budget
line of a project. Recent examples of the latter are within Darwin Initiative funded
projects (www.Darwin.gov.uk). Others have been successful in gaining Winston
Churchill traveling fellowships (www.churchilltrust.com.au), or grants from educa-
tional charities. We strongly encourage applicants to register their interest for course
participation early so that help in securing funding can be provided.

Long after a course ends, the links between its participants remain strong through
individual contacts and through the wider network of International Diploma alumni
and its regular newsletter OnCourse (www.kew.org/education/highered.html).

In recent years we have been responding to requests for developing regionally-based
training programmes in collaboration with in-country partners and most recently

to specifically address the implementation of the GSPC. Courses have been held
recently in Uganda and Montserrat.

Dr Colin P. Clubbe, Head, Conservation & Higher Education, Herbarium, Royal
Botanic Gardens Kew, Richmond, Surrey, TW9 3AB, UK. c.clubbe@kew.org

The graduating class of 2007 Plant Conservation Strategies course
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Major Project Needs Requiring Resources both Financial
and Non-Financial — a framework
Nigel Crocker, UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum

Crocker, N. 2007. Major Project Needs Requiring Resources both Financial and
Non-Financial — a framework. pp 272-281 in Biodiversity That Matters: a confer-
ence on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communi-
ties, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories
Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

There is an urgent requirement to prepare a biodiversity inventory and threat as-
sessment to inform discussion and solutions relating to priority needs in each of

the UKOTs. This is especially so when considering the high level of endemism

and unique habitats and ecosystems represented in the UKOTSs, and threats to their
future existence and conservation management. There are numerous cross-cutting
environmental issues which provide focus for project needs in the UKOTSs, which
may be classified under broad headings, whilst appreciating that there are a wide
range of underlying needs specific to individual territories. Nevertheless, there are
opportunities for synergies and leveraging of resources. To inform decisions on
scoping, planning and implementing future projects there is a need to understand
the scale. Whilst precise costing may not be possible at the outset there is an urgent
requirement to identify priority needs so that the Forum can look for synergies and
economies of scale that enable approaches to be made to UK Government and others
to lobby for future funding.

Nigel Crocker, Treasurer, UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, Salida, The

Street, Ubley, Bristol BS40 6PN, UK. nigelberylcorax@btinternet.com

Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to record and highlight
the major project needs in the UK Overseas Ter-
ritories (UKOTSs) and Crown Dependencies, and
discuss ways and means of finding resources to
perform the actions required to meet those needs.
(For simplicity, this document does not specifically
include Crown Dependencies at each mention of
UKOTs, but we assume that most references are
relevant to include them; we welcome specific
guidance from Crown Dependency colleagues.)

It is important that the document addresses broad
conservation needs, and does not limit its scope to
those few which can be covered by existing fund-
ing mechanisms. If there is to be any chance of se-
curing new funding sources, it is essential that the
scope of resources needed is assessed and (as far
as possible) costed. The estimated costs for each
programme need not to be too precise initially, but
can become increasingly so with time. It is intend-
ed that this will be a living document in that it will
commence with what is initiated at the conference
in Jersey and will be available subsequently to be

supplemented and enhanced with other needs as
and when they arise.

The Resources session at the conference will there-
fore concentrate on collation of the initial informa-
tion on needs. It will also aim to learn from the
experience of those who have found resources to
meet specific needs, and look at the problems of
securing resources. There will be links here with
the environmental education session where, in con-
sidering good practice in environmental education,
opportunities offered by wider human and other
resources will be explored.

Biodiversity inventory and threat assess-
ment

The high level of endemism and unique habitats

/ ecosystems represented in the UKOTs makes it
imperative that we have an increasingly complete
knowledge of local biodiversity and the threats that
it faces. Ideally, this information would be held in
a database, which could act as a central reference
point that is easy to update and access, especially
when issues arise within each UKOT. It is appreci-
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ated that some work has already been undertaken
in this area, and the database on the Forum website
is evidence of this, but we must ensure that this
does not become a time capsule, but is updated
regularly and expanded.

There is an urgent need to fill the gaps in our un-
derstanding of what natural and other heritage re-
sources exist (and their status) across the UKOTSs.
To this end, baseline biodiversity surveys are still
required for many taxa in most UKOTs, simply to
provide checklists of species which occur there.
Even for better studied taxa, there is a need for
more detailed information on status: initial data on
distribution and abundance, on-going monitoring
to assess changes in status, and assessment of fac-
tors driving changes in status — particularly threats.
Such information underpins formal status assess-
ments, such as the compilation of Red Lists. There
is also a need for greater understanding of the ecol-
ogy of species, particularly those whose status give
cause for concern. To prepare any management
plan for species recovery, for example, there is a
need to understand specific habitat requirements
and other factors critical to the survival of the spe-
cies in question.

In summary, the following are key headings for
information needs on species. These should be
reproduced under broad taxonomic headings (i.e.
the following are all required for i) plants, ii) birds,
iii) reptiles, iv) beetles, v) fungi, etc., etc.:
» Occurrence (which species are present?)
0 Trends (which species have become extinct,
or arrived only recently?)
« Distribution (where does each species occur?)
o Trends (is the range of each species stable /
increasing / decreasing?)
» Abundance (how many of each species occur?)
0 Trends (are populations of each species sta-
ble / increasing / decreasing?)

Alternatively, these needs could be expressed in

terms of activities and outputs:

* Biodiversity surveys for the compilation of
checklists of species present

* Biodiversity surveys and monitoring pro-
grammes for the preparation and updating of
distribution maps for species

* Biodiversity surveys and monitoring pro-
grammes to obtain and update population
estimates for species

‘Preparation of Red Lists’ could be taken as an
over-arching activity/output, as a comprehensive

Red List requires all three elements of species-
level information noted above, and points the way
to targeted species recovery programmes. Once
species in particular need of conservation atten-
tion have been identified, additional information is
required for the development of a species recovery
programme, such as:

» Threats to the survival of the species

» Ecological requirements of the species

Similar levels of baseline information (i.e. on oc-
currence, distribution, abundance and threats) are
required for habitats, and ideally for ecosystems
(although species assemblages may be a more
practical alternative). The concept should also be
extended to consider, for example, geological and
landscape features, and might be further expanded
to take account of built (as well as natural) heritage
features.

Effective conservation of biodiversity demands
that acquiring such baseline information, and on-
going monitoring, is conducted in a more or less
systematic fashion. This requires that significant
local infrastructure and information management
capacity is in place. As such, another over-arching
activity/output which should be considered here

is ‘Establishment of an Environmental Records
Centre’ for each UKOT. In general, where project
implementation relies heavily on technical input
and expertise from elsewhere, opportunities should
be taken to enhance local infrastructure and capac-
ity as part of the project’s core activities.

Cross-cutting environmental issues

A range of cross-cutting environmental issues pro-
vide further foci for project needs in the UKOTSs.
These include broad headings such as:

* Implementation of Environment Charters

» Establishment/management of Protected Areas
» Environmental education

» Environmental legislation

» Environmental democracy

» Climate change

» Habitat loss/restoration

* Invasive species

 Sustainable use of biodiversity

* Institutional capacity for conservation

Under each of these (and other) broad headings,

a wide range of specific needs may apply in any
given UKOT. A first requirement may be the de-
velopment of a local strategy (such as that required
under the Environment Charters) through which to
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address the cross-cutting issue. The development
of such a strategy will help to identify particular
needs (as well as existing assets in the relevant
area). Individual projects can then be identified
which address specific, priority needs. For exam-
ple, sub-headings for needs under the broad head-
ing of ‘Invasive species’ might include:
* Information/awareness
* baseline data on invasive species already
present and their impacts
* data on potential invasive species threats
* co-operation with regional/international bod-
ies
» awareness-raising at all levels of society
* Prevention/detection
* identification of key pathways for introduc-
tions
* risk assessment
» implementation of monitoring/surveillance
measures
* cross-sectoral communication
* co-operation with regional/international bod-
ies
» Control/eradication
* identification of priority species for control/
eradication
* implementation of control/eradication meas-
ures
* habitat restoration following control/eradica-
tion

As with biodiversity inventory needs, infrastruc-
ture and technical capacity are key considerations
when addressing needs under cross-cutting envi-
ronmental issues. Taking invasive species as an
example again, there may be a need to establish a
central co-ordinating body to oversee development
and implementation of strategy, as well as (for
example) infrastructure to screen goods arriving

at ports of entry, and even a native plant nursery

to provide landscaping material as an alternative
to suppliers of imported, exotic species. As noted
above, projects which rely on external expertise
should include capacity building as a core compo-
nent, to enhance prospects for long-term sustain-
ability of project outputs (and potential for increas-
ingly locally-led activities in related areas).

Opportunities for synergies and leveraging
of resources

As well as defining the range of projects which are
needed, we need also to look at opportunities for
synergies with existing activities, and for leverag-
ing resources using existing assets. In other words,

how can much needed projects be enhanced, and

made more attractive to prospective funders,

through linkages to existing infrastructure, local

(and wider) demand, and global priorities?

Examples of considerations in this area include:

* local government planning policy and its inte-
gration with conservation and sustainable use

* local education policy and programmes
— schools / colleges

* public awareness of conservation issues (e.g.
species under threat of extinction, the threats
posed by invasive species)

* self-help — local community commitment
through ownership and guardianship

* sustainable development which enhances biodi-
versity conservation - enabling local people to
live within an economy that supports their way
of life, whilst recognising the need to manage
resources for the future benefit of the commu-

nity and the environment, e.g.:

— widespread conservation of mangrove belts
to provide hurricane protection in the Carib-
bean

— links to food, forestry and farming e.g.
sheep farming in Falkland Islands and some
farming and forestry in St Helena

— water-catchment management, for which
natural vegetation has been shown to be very
important

— sustainable nature-based and cultural tourism

— links to fisheries (fishing represents a major
source of income for the South Atlantic
UKOTs, as well as some local fishing within
the Caribbean UKOTS) - our knowledge on
the sustainability of these activities is insuf-
ficient given issues such as:

o 1impact of long-line fisheries
0 impact of rise in ocean temperatures
leading to redistribution of fish into other
waters or becoming unsustainable
o 1impact of fishing on sea-birds, especially
albatross and petrels in South Atlantic
both direct and indirect
0 impact of variable annual cycle (eg South
Georgia)
o 1impact of foreign vessels fishing in
UKOT waters
0 need to maintain a system of manage-
ment that ensures the future of ocean and
sea bird biodiversity
* external education opportunities (e.g. for rang-
ers / wardens via schemes such as those run by
Royal Botanic Gardens (RBG) Kew)
* species recovery / restoration (see above)
* bird monitoring surveys as undertaken in UK,

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 274



but not currently widespread in UKOTSs — Brit-
ish Trust for Ornithology (BTO) surveys might
be used as a framework (note also the bird
monitoring workshop after this conference)

* use of volunteers to carry out survey / conserva-
tion work — UK examples from BTO / County
Trusts / Conservation Volunteers

* use of visiting tourist volunteers — many visiting
eco-tourists already keep records of what they
see, but these records are not always copied to
local organisations / recorders

* ensuring that there is a local recorder to collate
records of all reported flora and fauna

* greater liaison between UKOT NGOs and UK
based organisations to share expertise and as-
sist in the training and encouragement of local
UKOT participants

» UKOT governments note the financial plus at-
tached to these activities particularly from visit-
ing tourists adding to the local economic purse
— use of taxation to build a resource for sustain-
able management of the environment

A key consideration in maximising synergies and
leveraging resources is local community involve-
ment. In some cases, the initial call for particular
projects arises from within local communities
themselves (as with the on-going biodiversity man-
agement and eco-tourism initiative in TCI). Advo-
cacy in support of projects is particularly powerful
when it involves non-scientists informing other
parts of the local community of the underlying
need, and highlighting the value of a diverse envi-
ronment in which to live. If local people generally
(as well as conservation NGOs and departments)
understand the problem, and the consequences of
inaction, they are more likely to support interven-
tions and own the solution, if not provide some of
the resources to resolve underlying issues. In this
respect, public awareness-raising is analogous to
technical capacity building, and elements of envi-
ronmental education (in the broadest sense) should
be included in most, if not all, projects.

Scoping, planning and implementing
projects

Projects must be scoped to address these issues as
a matter of urgency. Some work may be capable
of being done largely by self-help (but will still
need some resourcing) whilst others might involve
costly, externally funded programmes. The bird
restoration programme on Ascension Island is a
case in point, where very major funding and exper-
tise were required to ensure a successful feral cat

eradication and rat control programme.

When projects advance from scoping to planning
(and development of concrete proposals, grant ap-
plications, etc.), careful consideration must be giv-
en to project design and management, to enhance
prospects for funding and to ensure that all projects
are implemented in a manner that will ensure their
success. There will be many common issues, proc-
esses and experiences that can be shared across
UKOTs in this respect, and lessons to be learned
which will provide a general framework for project
planning and implementation. Establishing that
framework will ease the task of calculating the
resource requirement for each project, and (to an
extent) assist in identifying the sources from which
resources might be drawn. Once again, this is fun-
damentally an issue of infrastructure and techni-
cal capacity (this time for project management in
general), and opportunities to enhance these should
be taken wherever possible as part of the process of
designing and implementing individual projects.

Government support: UK and UKOT

Financial support specifically for the UKOTs

is provided through OTEP, but this is only seed
finance and there is still a requirement for UKG

to provide additional funds to support a range of
projects and activities. UKOT Governments also
provide financial support for some conservation ac-
tivities, for example, through environmental taxes
levied on tourists which are subsequently used as

a resource to address environmental needs. Where
they do not already exist, it may be appropriate to
develop stakeholder forums locally to assist UKOT
Governments in identifying priority needs for such
financial support.

As well as contributing to financial support, UKOT
Governments often play a vital role in implement-
ing conservation projects and enhancing local com-
munity involvement and ownership, although such
activities often fall to small, local NGOs. Ideally,
such activities are undertaken in partnerships be-
tween governments and NGOs (and, in some cases,
the private sector). The example of the Bahamas

iS a case in point, where the government trans-

fers ownership of all protected areas to the local
National Trust (NT) for the NT to manage. There
is a clear example here to UKOTS also to establish
NGOs as the primary custodians of protected areas,
in partnership with government, as part of a wider
portfolio of responsibilities. Strong partnerships of
this kind are dependent on (government and NGO)
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institutional capacity, and on UKOT governments’
willingness to make use of civil society in all its
richness. The Forum and its member organisa-
tions can play a crucial role in helping UKOT
governments and NGOs to maximise the value of
partnerships.

Counting the cost

Whilst we have identified that some self-help
might be possible in some instances, in reality all
projects do require financial resourcing at some
level. Whether this is provided within UKOTs
locally or from external sources will to a large
extent depend on the size and complexity of the
project.

Each UKOT will have a number of specific needs
and there will be other core needs (i.e. in relation
to infrastructure and technical capacity) that might
affect all or a number of UKOTSs. The following
section provides the means to build a matrix of the
need areas and to identify where needs are spe-
cific to given UKOTs or common across a group
of UKOTs with close geographical, habitat-based
or other links.

Needs might be easy to identify, although their
costs may be unknown. The sharing of knowl-
edge and experience can assist in extrapolating
the cost of a similar project elsewhere, to arrive
at a cost calculation of the resource requirement,
which can be progressively refined from order-of-
magnitude to costed project.

Please see appendix which attempts to provide a
structure to quantify and summarise actions and
costs and includes some examples for guidance
and comparison with similar situations in other
UKOTs. These are by no means exhaustive, so
please feel free to add to each of these matrices
and to add any additional matrix that you feel
should be included.

Conclusion

This is only the beginning of what might become
a point of reference and resource for UKOT
NGOs and others who are seeking to plan, and
seek significant resources for, environmental
projects. Please be involved in the process. You
and others will be glad you did.

Additional notes concerning completion

of the Appendix to Major Funding Needs
Requiring Resources — a framework aris-
ing from discussion with participants of the
Wider Caribbean Working Group in Jersey
11th October 2006

The Resources Session at the conference introduced
a template as the appendix referred to above. As
discussed this is a living document and its use will
develop and change over time in response to the
needs of individual and collective territories. Those
needs will vary from large scale projects, where it
might be possible to leverage some common ap-
proach involving more than one territory, to smaller
tasks which can be addressed locally, either finan-
cially, through practical help or both. The template
should therefore be used for all projects and is to be
considered as inclusive of the small as well as the
large.

In the first instance it was agreed that all territories
should define their top three priorities within their
territory in the short to medium term. These might
include:

» Urgent action to control / eradicate invasive spe-
cies

* Restoration of habitat

* Species recovery

* Environment charter commitments / implementa-
tion

e Education initiatives

 Local initiatives for reserve management

» Core activities of local NGO

» Others — (this is only a suggested list to inform
thoughts and is not exclusive)

Secondly, consider how those three priority areas
may be resourced:

 Local funding from territory Government, corpo-
rate or NGO source

 Application for funding to UK Government (eg
OTEP)

¢ Link to similar issues in other territories (this will
inform UKOTCF Council in considering what
might be possible through partnership with other
EU member states, as well as considering further
approaches to UK Government and other fund-
ing bodies where applicable)

« Use of local volunteer assistance (NGO person-
nel — members / enthusiasts)

« Use of educational activity linked to volunteer
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* Use of informed eco-tourists to provide data on
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Having identified the three top priorities for your
territory, this information should be fed to the

him to begin to collate a database of projects with
a common theme, and to identify key needs areas
within each territory. Please use the template as far
as possible to enable information to be collated in a
standard format, but please feel free to change the
detail to fit individual circumstances.

Forum Treasurer Nigel Crocker preferably by e-
mail — nigelberylcorax@btinternet.com, to enable

As an example of common interests, you will recall

that INCC has already prepared a detailed database
of invasive species for overseas territories, and it

is possible that we might consider a similar unified
database for indigenous species, collating informa-
tion already available and filling the gaps in our
collective knowledge.
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Topic 8: Environmental Education and the UKOTs

Session Organisers: Ann Pienkowski (teacher & conservationist) and Dr Juliet Rose
(UKOTCF Council, and the Eden Project)

Introduction to the session
Education is important - We are living in critical times and facing huge changes.

Environmental Education has a critical role to play in broadening people’s understanding of some of the
complicated issues we face and encouraging our engagement and participation in the decision making
processes.

We know that it is important that environmental education reaches everyone: children, parents, tourists,
businesses, governments, everybody. However, this is a vast topic area - so the majority of this session
has a schools focus, but we can discuss these other areas after the presentations if people would like to.

We know that there is some great work going on in the Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies,
and we know that Environmental Education is a real strength - so this an opportunity to share experi-
ences and approaches of all this good work.

As part of this session we would like to explore the possibility of developing a shared learning resource to
further encourage the exchange of ideas.

Examples of these types of shared resources already exist such as the Science across the world project
which is a resource for teachers to develop and explore science topics locally and then share their insights
globally. Bermuda, Cayman, Falklands and Gibraltar are already signed up to this.

Another example is the Gardens for Life project — co-ordinated from the Eden project — a schools gardens
initiative running in several different countries, integrated into the national curriculum. It encourages the
exchange of materials and ideas through its website

So, with this in mind, we would like to get your feedback on developing a ‘portfolio of possibilities’ for
environmental education in the Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies — to encourage the dissemi-
nation of all our good practice and help us to continue to develop good projects.

We would also like to draw your attention to the posters and other material, with some examples of some
of the work by various participants and their colleagues, before turning to the discussion paper, circulated
earlier.

We are very pleased that this conference,
for the first time, has a group of local
students taking part. They gained their
sponsored places by demonstrating an in-
terest in, and commitment to, environmen-
tal issues. They have already impressed us
with their enthusiasm, and their eagerness
to learn. (In addition to participating in the
conference sessions, in the closing session
the student team jointly produced a short
presentation of their impression, and also
supplied some notes. Some of their impres-
sions of the conference are included at the
end of this Topic section.)
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Good Practice for environmental education projects in the
UK Overseas Territories: a draft paper for consideration by

participants

Ann Pienkowski (teacher & conservationist) and Dr Juliet Rose (UKOTCF Council,

and the Eden Project)

Pienkowski, A. & Rose, J. 2007. Good Practice for environmental education
projects in the UK Overseas Territories: a draft paper for consideration by partici-
pants. pp 284-289 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK
Overseas Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6" to 121" October
2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.

ukotcf.org

There have been many environmental education projects in the UKOTSs, of a high
standard. However, their impact and usefulness often remains fairly localised. In
this introduction we attempt to summarise key points which make environmental
education programmes effective, and discuss issues and challenges. Following these
discussions, we hope that future environmental education projects can benefit from
experiences gained from previous programmes.

Ann Pienkowski, 102 Broadway, Peterborough PE1 4DG, UK.
apienkowski@clara.co.uk; Dr Juliet Rose, Eden Project, Bodelva, St Austell,
Cornwall, UK. jrose@edenproject.com

Introduction

To date the standard of environmental education
projects in the UK Overseas Territories has been
extremely high. The UK Overseas Territories
represent a unique resource for environmental
education through their exceptional environmental
and cultural heritage. In addition small islands
have the potential to act as models for sustainabil-
ity for a much wider regional and global audience.
Environmental education in the UK Overseas Ter-

ritories is key to establishing a positive legacy for
the environment within territory but is also critical
in raising awareness of the importance of the UK
Overseas Territories in UK and elsewhere.

Can we identify good practice approaches to envi-
ronmental education projects in the UK Overseas
Territories?

Can we start to develop a series of case studies

Unique resources in exceptional environments
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Can we increase the

impact of UK Over-

seas Territories envi-
ronmental education
projects?

What do we mean
by good practice?

Some initial thoughts:

1) Uses a range of
partners

Definition: teachers,
education departments,
NGOs, local busi-
nesses, tourist offices,
local government envi-
ronment departments,

Endangered and Endemic Species: Bermuda Cultural heritage in use: Mr Elton Higgs,
overseas partners.

Cahow (above) and Cayman Blue Iguana bush doctor, Turks and Caicos Islands
(below)

Why ?
from each of the overseas territories that demon- * increase resources, _
strates what we mean by good practice? « offers additional viewpoints,

* spreads the workload.......
Can we use these case studies to help us identify _ _ )
gaps in knowledge, resources, policies and curricu- ~ Discussion points:

lum frameworks? o _
For existing projects:

How were partnerships established?

Overseas partners: the Bermuda Conference 2003
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Local community participation: community meeting on
environmental project in the Turks and Caicos Islands

For future projects:
What types of partnerships should be involved?

Challenges: too many partners can be counter-pro-
ductive

2) Local community participation

Definition: Parents, community officers, local busi-
nesses, local community groups e.g. rotary, church,
guides and scouts, Kids clubs etc.

Why?

* involving parents can motivate both the children
and themselves ( changing attitudes)

* involving the local community can increase
resources available

Discussion points:

For existing projects:
What type of community engagement took place?

For future projects:

What type of community engagement should take
place during the project?

How should this engagement be carried out? At
what point of the project should the community
become involved?

Challenges: Apathy, lack of awareness ......
3) Access to a wide range of resources available

Definition: Physical resources and media, study
sites e.g. resources that make use of the local envi-
ronment, human and financial.

Why:

* increase motivation of students
* increase understanding

* increase the project’s impact

Access a wide range of resources, natural and human:
students visiting caves in the Turks and Caicos Islands

Discussion points:

For existing projects:

What resources were identified which could con-
tribute to the success of the project?

Were any resource constraints identified?

If so, what activities were identified to overcome
these?

For future projects:

What types of resources would be needed?

What kind of “in kind” support is possible?

What resources are available to maintain the
project’s legacy?

What kind of training and support should be given
to establish the project?

Challenges: isolation, capacity — multiple responsi-
bilities...

4) Supportive teaching framework
Definition: curriculum links

Why?

* clear and easily accessible framework allows a
wider range and number of people to make use
of it

Discussion points:

For existing projects:

Was it felt that curriculum links were important? If
not, why? If yes, how were these achieved?

For future projects

Does the existing curriculum create any incen-
tives or disincentives to carrying out these types of
projects?

Are new syllabuses needed?
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Challenges:
Involving over-stretched education departments
and teachers.

5) Long-term viability

Definition: Project materials and activities can
continue to be used in the long-term

Why?
» Environmental issues are not a short term fix /
they span generations

Discussion points:

For existing projects:

How will the outputs of the project be sustained
(ie updated ) and continue to be of use in the long
term?

For future projects:

What systems need to be considered at the plan-
ning stage to ensure that these types of project are
viable in the long-term?

Challenges: consistency, changing staff, short-lived
resources

6) Creativity

Definition: interactive learning, inspirational
techniques, harnessing children’s enthusiasm for
technology.

Why?
* increase understanding, enjoyment and involve-
ment

Discussion
points:

For existing
projects:
What can
be gleaned
from other
projects that
can be used
to motivate
children and
adults?

For future
projects:
How can we

be innovative?

7) Transferability / generic models and ap-
proaches

Definition: Develop models that can be populated
with relevant local examples

Why?

* increase the project’s impact

 will allow others to build on the project’s suc-
cesses

* raise awareness

* generic issues such as climate change are be-
coming more important

Discussion points:

For existing projects:

How do you find out what’s already happening

— eg Web resources that can inform other places
e.g. UK education institutions — can this help us es-
tablish partnerships (eg US migratory bird project)
Avre there any examples where project ideas and
structures have been used in different situations?

For future projects:
How can we establish and keep networks and links.

Challenges:

* isolation — not reinventing the wheel
e access to information and contacts

8) Wide communication and consultation

Definition: disseminating information to a wide
audience, influencing decision makers, informing
parents and the local community

Why?
* awareness raising
* increase project impacts
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Raise awareness and understanding

Biodiversity

 changing attitudes
Discussion points:

For existing projects:

How are public made aware of projects? Who
funds this? Which established networks do you
use?

For future projects:

Should wider public awareness be part of the plan-
ning stage?

Are new networks needed? If yes, what is needed
and how

can this be

achieved?

Challenges:

e resources
and technol-

ogy

Points to

consider

regarding recommendations for the
future

Can we agree a ‘Good Practice for Environ-
mental Education projects in the UK Over-
seas Territories’paper?

Can we suggest some key issues for future

Climate change

projects to try to address?
For example:

» Climate change issues

» Conservation of Biodiversity

* The role of education in helping to implement
the Environment Charters

 Sustainable Development

* Whatelse ......?

There is a lot at stake!
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British Virgin Islands Environmental CD Atlas and Teaching

Resource

Nancy K. Woodfield-Pascoe, British Virgin Islands National Parks Trust, Mark
Hayward, BVI Conservation and Fisheries Department, and Bob McKay, Dougal

Thornton Associates

Introduction

Woodfield-Pascoe, N.K., Hayward, M. & McKay, B. 2007. British Virgin Islands
Environmental CD Atlas and Teaching Resource. pp 289-294 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small
island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Over-
seas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The BVI is comprised of over 60 islands and cays, yet the majority of the popula-
tion resides on Tortola, with schools of varying sizes on three of the sister islands:
Virgin Gorda, Anegada and Jost Van Dyke. School visits to the sister islands are not
included within the curriculum, so many students never visit the other islands in the
BVI and as a result have extremely limited knowledge of the BVI’s natural environ-
ment. Additionally the teaching of geographic components of social sciences and
environmental awareness in BVI schools has relied upon the use of regional and
international atlases, which have minimal relevance to the BVI.

Developed as a locally implemented initiative, an informational CD Atlas has been
created by the NGIS TSC as a resource for schools and the general public to engen-
der a comprehensive understanding of the environments of the BVI and we are now
seeking funding to publish and launch this product. By using an interactive atlas,

a series of maps, charts, diagrams, tables, photographs, text and internet links, a
dynamic web based CD allows students to explore the real world distribution of the
environments of the BVI.

Nancy K. Woodfield-Pascoe, British Virgin Islands National Parks Trust

BVI National Parks Trust, P O Box 860, Road Town, Tortola, British Virgin Islands.
nkwoodfield@yahoo.com; Mark Hayward, BVI Conservation and Fisheries De-
partment, mark _w_hayward@yahoo.com; Bob McKay, Dougal Thornton Associ-
ates, bob.mckay@dougalthornton.com

created by the BVI National Parks Trust and the
Conservation and Fisheries Department, in col-

The British Virgin Islands (BVI) are comprised of
over 60 islands and cays, yet over 80% of the pop-
ulation reside on Tortola, with schools of varying
sizes on three of the sister islands: Virgin Gorda,
Anegada and Jost Van Dyke. School visits to the
sister islands are not included within the curricu-
lum, so many students never visit the other islands
in the BVI and as a result have limited knowledge
of the BVI’s natural environment. Additionally the
teaching of geographic components of social sci-
ences and environmental awareness in BVI schools
has relied upon the use of regional and interna-
tional atlases, which have minimal relevance to the
BVI which has a total land area of 153.67 km? (59
square miles).

Developed as a locally implemented initiative,
an informational Environmental Atlas has been

laboration with regional and international scientists
as a resource for schools and the general public to
engender a comprehensive understanding of the
environments of the BVI. By using an interactive

View of Road Town, Tortola
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Tropicbird nesting

atlas, a series of maps, charts, diagrams, tables,
photographs, text and internet links, a dynamic
web based CD allows students to explore the real
world distribution of the environments of the BVI.

Context of Atlas Development

The teaching of environmental issues in BVI
schools has thus far relied mainly upon the use of
regional and international atlases. Whilst it is very
important to understand the relative location of the
BVI within this wider context, especially in the
case of small island systems that rely upon interna-
tional sources of revenue and resources, the need
for greater awareness and ownership of the local
environment are critical for sustainable national
development. Therefore the BVI Environmental
Atlas project aims to provide factual and current
information about the environments of the differ-
ent islands in a format that will encourage learn-
ing and increase overall awareness of the BVI’s
environments within the classroom of every school
throughout the BVI.

Although the atlas was originally created with
an environmental focus, the opportunity existed
to expand it to include other topics commonly
found within a traditional school atlas. Therefore
students will now be provided with information
on such topics within physical geography such
as topography, vegetation, geology, soils, marine
habitats, climate, meteorology, biogeography, the
environment, in addition to topics within human
geography such as cultural, historical, social and
infrastructural resources.

The presentation of the BVI Environmental Atlas
on a CD and printed format rather than a web-
based system evolved as only a few schools within
the BVI have access to the Internet. Background

Hawksbill turtle

research with BVI students and teachers over a
period of four years revealed a great demand for
teacher resources to compliment the social studies
curriculum which has been recently revised. Sup-
port was also sought from the Ministry of Educa-
tion and Culture, and the Department of Education
for the development of the BVI Environmental
Atlas.

Primary and secondary level students will be the
main users of the BVI Environmental Atlas, and
students in class 4, aged 10 years old will instantly
benefit as it is during this year that students are
first taught BVI social sciences, environmental
and historical awareness. Whilst all secondary and
tertiary level students will benefit from the BVI
Environmental Atlas as a critical reference tool for
environmental studies projects that will provide
access to information to students throughout the
territory, particularly those students and teachers
on the sister islands who cannot visit the Govern-
ment Departments responsible for environmental
and cultural issues.

The National Parks Trust and the Department of
Conservation and Fisheries are continuously ap-
proached by students searching for information
on topics ranging from marine resources, flora

Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 290



Anegada Horseshoe Reef

and fauna of the BVI and its cultural resources,

yet there are no comprehensive printed materials
available at either of these departments that cover
all of these topics. It is anticipated that the BVI
Environmental Atlas will empower students to
independently research projects and be provided
with a wide array of technical information which
was previously widely dispersed throughout many
Government Departments, unpublished reports and
unite them in one central location. The BVI En-
vironmental Atlas will more than fill this existing
void in educational materials and will present all
aspects of the BVI’s environmental, social and cul-
tural resources in a user-friendly format. The BVI
Environmental Atlas has united all of the National
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data, maps,
images, and environmental descriptions into one
interactive location that can be easily updated with
the addition of new data and information.

Additionally, the BVI Environmental Atlas will

be distributed to every journalist within the BVI,
every Government Department with linkages to the
natural and built environment, every library in the
BVI, decision makers, and environmental educa-
tors in the UK Overseas Territories in an effort to
provide a comprehensive source of reference on
the BVI environment and broaden public aware-
ness locally and internationally.

Compilation Process

The BVI National Parks Trust and the Conserva-
tion and Fisheries Departments have acquired an
extensive image library and information on the
BVI’s marine and terrestrial resources as a result
of the many years of collaborative projects funded
by the Darwin Initiative, the Foreign and Com-
monwealth Office and the Overseas Territories
Environment Programme. Consequently the main
requirement was the compilation and creation of

text for each section within the atlas and the assess-
ment of images within the existing photo archives
and the acquisition of additional photographs as
the project evolved. Content for sections was either
created by area experts or drafted by the project
managers and edited by area experts so that ac-
curacy was ensured. Video clips were also acquired
by the project managers, in addition to clips copied
with permission from Dr Peter Mumby of Exeter
University from his web site entitled Reef Vid
which allows for the downloading of free video
clips for education benefit (www.reefvid.org).

An interactive glossary was also created by the
project managers that would allow technical terms
to be used in context within the relevant sections
and expose students to the correct terminology.
This would have resulted in the text exceeding the
understanding of the primary target audience if a
glossary had not been created as a reference tool.
Consequently the glossary evolved into a resource
containing over two hundred words which have an
interactive link to the text so that the user clicks
on the word as they are reading the section and the
glossary appears.

The project managers’ major goal was to ensure
that the BVI Environmental Atlas was a very in-
teractive resource that would be easy to use and en-
joyed by all ages. This required the development of
computer-aided graphics such as Flash animation.

Financial Implications

The primary expenses for the BVI Environmental
Atlas include the graphics, computer animation
using Flash software, Dream weaver internet
software, design and layout of the CD in addition
to the design, layout and production of the printed
version. The BVI National Parks Trust and the
Conservation and Fisheries Department provided
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all images, text and maps as in-kind contributions,
whilst funding for the production costs were sought
from the UK Overseas Territories Environment
Programme (OTEP). Prior to the creation of the
OTEP fund as a potential source of project funding
the BVI Environmental Atlas could not move be-
yond the compilation phase. The project managers
were successful in securing a grant for £40,150.00
which allowed for the production of 5,000 CDs and
printed atlases, 1,000 posters, a laptop computer,
and a teacher training seminar with 30 teachers to
introduce the BVI Environmental Atlas.

CD Technical Specifications

Due to the nature of the project and the large
amount of information, photos, video and au-
dio clips involved, a tool was developed to help
manage the data. This “tool’ was the creation of
a control panel which was produced as an online
application so that multiple people could access
it simultaneously. This meant that content for
the BVI Environmental Atlas did not need to be
emailed backwards and forwards between the
project managers. The data from the control panel
is then exported ready for use on the CD.

The Information Systems Unit of the BVI Gov-

ernment was consulted to determine the screen
size and resolution used on the PCs in the public
schools. This was determined to be 1024 Pixels
wide by 800 pixels high and so the BVI Environ-
mental Atlas was formatted with this in mind.

Processor Power

The speed at which the animation and video clips
work is linked to the manner in which the BVI
Environmental Atlas has been programmed, so that
it compensates for slower computers by automati-
cally lowering the visual quality, keeping the same
content visible. To maximise the usage and access
to the BVI Environmental Atlas in CD format it
was developed in Macromedia Flash as this is a
cross platform which can run on Windows based
PCs but also on Apple Macintosh computers.

Due to the strict limitation on storage space on a
CD (700mb of raw space), all of the data is format-
ted to save space, with all video clips and photos
being compressed. An alternative was to use a
DVD as the storage medium but at the present
time, this is far too restrictive and would restrict
the number of people able to easily access the BVI
Environmental Atlas.
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The BVI Environmental Atlas was developed in
Macromedia Flash version 8 which is the most
recent version of the Flash development tools. Us-
ers will not be required to have the “Flash Player”
installed on their computer to be able to run the
BVI Environmental Atlas as it has been pre-com-
piled with the atlas.

Wider Project Significance

The BVI Environmental Atlas is a regional exam-
ple of how beneficial a national integrated GIS can
be, and how it can be utilized for student educa-
tion of environmental issues. The most important
aspect of this project is its collaborative nature,
with environmental data and maps freely supplied
by a number of government departments, local area
experts and scientists for the direct benefit of all
educational institutions and the major distributors
of public information, the media.

The BVI has already been commended within the
region for its extensive GIS database, which allows
the production of maps to visually show the current
state of the BVI’s environment and the change over
time. This is key to the education of students who
have no knowledge of the BVI’s historical
environmental resources and are only wit-

nesses to its current state. Understanding the
changes in the natural environment and view-

ing these through digital maps and images

will ensure that a clear perspective is always
maintained. These are important lessons

for all small island systems and developing
countries with limited financial resources,

widely distributed populations, but a wealth

of environmental resources.

The Department of Education has been
involved in this project since its inception in
2002 ensuring that the BVI Environmental
Atlas would compliment the revised social
studies curriculum and they will continue to

be a key collaborator, with primary assistance of
the organisation of the teacher seminar which aims
to introduce teachers to the products and assist
them in understanding how they can be used.

The BVI Environmental Atlas is anticipated to be-
come a critical resource for teachers and students,
hence the production of CDs and printed versions
for individuals that are not computer literate and
would prefer a hard copy. The cost limitations of
printing restrict the amount of information that can
be included in the printed version but it will be a
very useful reference tool that is visually appealing
with many images, maps and tables.

Long Term Project Goals

The economy of the BVI is largely dependent upon
its natural environment. Unsustainable develop-
ment practices could lead to environmental catas-
trophe. The accessibility and comprehensive scope
of the environmental information that will be pro-
vided in the BVI Environmental Atlas will greatly
contribute to the overall teaching and awareness
raising of environmental issues throughout the
territory as this information will be freely available
and in a central location so teachers will not be

Red mangrove
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Sunset over Jost Van Dyke

required to travel unnecessarily from the sister is-
lands in their search for educational resources and
they will be more effective in their delivery of the
national curriculum. Ultimately, this project will
ensure that every child in the BVI is exposed to
environmental information that will influence their
behavior and attitude towards the development of
the BVI as they become adults and the decision
makers of the future.

This project will ensure that students are educated
about the natural and cultural environments from

a young age, which may lead to an increase in

the number of students that pursue science based
vocations required for effective environmental
management. The BVI is currently challenged by

a lack of trained BVIslanders to fill the positions at
the Conservation and Fisheries Department and the
National Parks Trust, as many high school students
are attracted to the high profile offshore finance in-
dustry in the BVI. Additionally, the use of GIS and
other modern technologies will introduce students
to the variety of tools utilised for environmental
management.

Technical Challenges

The compilation of the BVI Environmental Atlas
required considerable software development and
trouble-shooting — which continues. Experience
was developed in the process, and there is now ef-
fectively a framework which can be used by others
wishing to undertake a similar project. Details and
contacts are available through BVINPT.
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High Schools Native Plant Nursery Project in the Turks &
Caicos Islands
Ethlyn Gibbs Williams and Bryan Naqqi Manco, Turks and Caicos National Trust

Gibbs Williams, E. & Manco, B.N. 2007. High Schools Native Plant Nursery
Project in the Turks & Caicos Islands. pp 295-296 in Biodiversity That Matters: a
conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island com-
munities, Jersey 6 to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territo-
ries Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

The Turks & Caicos National Trust Conservation and Education staff collaborated in
writing two model proposals for high school projects from which the faculty could
select to submit to the Turks & Caicos Islands’ (TCI’s) Conservation Fund (funded
by a tax on tourist accommodation and restaurants). One of the model proposals
was for the development of a school herbarium, the other for a school native plant
nursery. The National Trust, in cooperation with Clement Howell High School on
Providenciales, was awarded a project proposal to create a native plant nursery on
the high school grounds for the environmental group in the student biology club.
The Turks & Caicos Conservation Fund awarded this grant in May 2006. The project
is underway now, and includes the construction of a fenced nursery yard and shade
lath with potting benches, purchase of supplies and books, native plant propagation
training by National Trust staff and volunteer horticulturists and landscapers, and
field trips to find plant materials for propagation, focusing on land scheduled to be
cleared for development.

Successes in this programme have included the collaboration of high school faculty
(specifically the principal and head science teacher) with National Trust staff, and
pro bono advice from government engineers, private architects, horticulturists, and
landscapers.

Difficulties encountered have mainly been from the prohibitive cost of materials and
labour for construction in the Turks & Caicos Islands, and the difficulty of locating
a contractor that can devote a team to the project full time due to the high degree of
well-funded tourism construction occurring now.

Ethlyn Gibbs Williams, Executive Director, & Bryan Naqggi Manco, Senior Con-
servation Officer, Turks and Caicos National Trust, PO Box 540, Butterfield Square,
Providenciales, Turks & Caicos Islands. tc.nattrust@tciway.tc & naqgi@aol.com

Blackbead Bumbo bush
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Lantana

Orchid Horsepear
Joewood Caicos Pine
Monkey fiddle
(left)
Gymnonota
(right)
Oxeye and Skipper butterfly Turks & Caicos Heather Smoothpear
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Jersey Environment Week

John McGuinness, Deputy Headteacher, Le Rocquier School and Jersey Ecology Fund

Trustee

McGuinness, J. 2007. Jersey Environment Week. pp 297-301 in Biodiversity That
Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small

island communities, Jersey 6™ to 12" October 2006 (ed. M. Pienkowski). UK Over-
seas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

‘Developing a long term strategy to win over the hearts and minds of young and old
to the importance of environmental education and sustainable living.’

John McGuinness, Deputy Headteacher, Le Rocquier School and Jersey Ecology
Fund Trustee, Jersey. jjmcguinness@yahoo.co.uk

A new concept has been born here in Jersey
in 2006 that will run and run, but why?

Question. How do you go about involving 30
schools, over 200 teachers, 5000 students and
coordinate 100 school visits in one week in June?
Read on.

For long term success one must look at why some
projects and initiatives fail to succeed after opti-
mistic starts. Financial constraints, lack of planning
or resources and poor communication between
interested parties all create a growing number of
restraining forces that hinder change, creativity and
innovation.

Jersey Environment Week had Guiding principles
and clear Targets.

Guiding principles:

Conservation and Protection

Sustainable Development

Community Involvement

Citizenship, looking after our environment

Target 1:
Involve 75% of primary school children in en-
vironmental based school visits to sites of local

ecological interest

Target 2:
Every school to examine energy / water conser-
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at 4

vation within their school, and the recycling of
materials

Target 3:
All schools to establish a productive link with an
environmental interest group

( Island ecology group/ International / National
environmental group)

Target 4:
Every school to actively promote environment
week with parents & local community culminating

in a school-based environment week display Jersey Environment Week has managed to harness

the support of interest groups and sites, creativity
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of teachers and imagination of pupils. Put together
these made for a successful recipe for environmen-
tal education where learning is relevant, meaning-
ful and enjoyable. Jersey Environment Week was
built around a clear strategic plan to engage as
many schools, teachers and pupils in positive expe-
riences IN, FOR and ABOUT the unique environ-
ment of Jersey. Working to a short 6 month time
frame funding was secured through private and
state partnership to a total of £25,000. This funding
was also secured for three consecutive years.

At the start of the initiative, research was undertak-
en to engage with all partners in the Jersey Envi-
ronment Week strategy. Headteachers were per-

sonally consulted and a “school support package’
produced including a short DVD movie for staff
meetings, a wide range of useful ideas for environ-
mental projects, useful websites, 50 local venues

to visit along with details on funding to support
longer term environmental projects and school vis-
its in June. A website was also established to offer
schools easy access to information and to improve
communication with all partners. www.jerseyenvi-
ronmentweek.je

Thirty schools were involved in Jersey Environ-
ment Week 2006. Seventeen applications were
received for funds to support longer-term school-
based projects. Nine schools received between
them £6000. £4,400 was awarded to six schools
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showing best
practice.

5000 pupils
were actively
involved in
environmen-
tal projects
12-16th June.
Approximately 180 - 200 teachers were involved
in environmental activities.
Nearly 100 (99) environmental school visits were
made 12-16th June 2006.

Jersey Environment Week has been extremely well
received and well publicised. Evaluations and feed-
back from all partners has been outstanding. Plans
for Jersey Environment Week 2007 are already
underway. Next year we hope that 50 schools will
take up the challenge involving over 7000 pupils
and 300 teachers (a conservative estimate based
upon the success of our experiences this year).

Tell me and I’ll forget. Show me, and | may not remember. Involve me, and I’ll understand.
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Environmental Education Programme (including education
packs) for the Falkland Islands and Ascension Island
Ali Liddle & Grant Munro, Falklands Conservation and Tara Pelembe,

Conservation Centre, Ascension Island

Liddle, A., Munro, G. & Pelembe, T. 2007. Environmental Education Programme
(including education packs) for the Falkland Islands and Ascension Island. pp 302-
309 in Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas
Territories and other small island communities, Jersey 6" to 121" October 2006 (ed.
M. Pienkowski). UK Overseas Territories Conservation Forum, www.ukotcf.org

There are four areas covered during the short presentation:

1. Reasons for the project. This will introduce the rationale behind the project and
why it was felt to be vital for the schools in the Falkland Islands and Ascension
Island to have access to locally focused environmental education resources.

2. Main objectives of the project. The main objectives were set out in the OTEP
application and subsequent work plan. This will just highlight the main objec-
tives of the environmental education project.

3. Main outputs of the project. Again these outputs were highlighted in the OTEP
application to give focus and direction to the project and ensure there was a

relevant end-product.

4. The project so far. This will outline the work completed during the first 12
months of the project and other areas for future development.

Ali Liddle & Grant Munro, Falklands Conservation, P O Box 26, Stanley
F1QQ 1ZZ, Falkland Islands. grant.munro@conservation.org.fk
ali.liddle@conservation.org.fk; Tara Pelembe, Ascension Island Government
Conservation Department, Georgetown ASCN 1ZZ, Ascension Island.
tara.pelembe@ascension.gov.ac

Introduction

I am going to begin by giving a short introduction
to the Environmental Education Programme with
Falklands Conservation.

The project is just part of
a larger project entitled
Community Environmen-
tal Awareness and Citizen
Science Programme that is
currently underway in the
Falkland Islands. The edu-
cational side of things is
an 18 month joint project
run between Falklands

Conservation and the Conservation Department

on Ascension Island and is headed by Ali Liddle,

a Primary School teacher based in the Falkland

Islands.

Funding for the project has been received from
OTEP (Overseas Territories Environment Pro-
gramme), FIG (Falkland Islands Government),
Edinburgh Zoo and Falklands Conservation.

I will be covering four main areas during this short
presentation:

1. Reasons for the project

2. Main objectives of the project

3. Main outputs of the project

4. The project so far.

Reasons for the project

“ Everybody knows that children would rather
be out than in.” Quote from Growing Schools
website. This quote applies to adults as well as
children! First-hand experiences of the natural
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environment are the most valuable tool available
to teachers to ensure that children develop their
knowledge and understanding of the world around
them. The main reason for developing environ-
mental education resources for the schools in the
Falkland Islands and on Ascension Island was to
give a local focus to some areas of the curriculum
being taught. Students in both locations follow the
National Curriculum for England and Wales. As a
result, the teaching focus and commercially avail-
able teaching resources are all UK-based. It was
hoped that by producing material with a local focus
students would develop a greater understanding of
the environment around them and the species liv-
ing there, whilst still fulfilling the requirements of
the National Curriculum.

Main objectives of the project
The main objectives stated in the project are to:

a. Provide environmental teaching resources for
use in Falkland Island and Ascension Island
schools;

b. Provide environmental education support and
opportunities for hands on involvement in con-
servation activities for all ages and all sectors of
the community.

Main outputs of the project
The main outputs of the project are:

a. Environmental resources provided for Falkland
Islands and Ascension Island teachers and youth
group leaders;

b. Children informed of and interested in the
environment around them, developing a lifelong
respect and responsibility for their local natural
heritage;

c. A conservation group for 13 — 16 year olds tack-
ling practical conservation issues and assisting
with basic scientific research.

The project so far

The project so far has resulted in a number of
‘teaching packs’ to be used in school. These teach-
ing packs are based on some of the units of work
set out in the QCA National Curriculum for Sci-
ence and Geography.

11 Science units have been targeted ranging from
a Year 2 (age 6-7 years) unit entitled Plants and
Animals in the Local Environment to a Year 9 (age
13-14 years) unit covering aspects of Inheritance
and Selection.

In Geography so far there have been 3 units re-
sourced and completed in the Primary curriculum
and 5 units of work of the Secondary curriculum
are currently being developed.

The “teaching packs’ for the Primary sector include
things such as:

a. Lesson plans for teachers based on the learning
objectives set out in the QCA units of work;

b. Details of activities to complete both in the
classroom and out ‘in the field’;

c. Locally based teaching resources and materials
to enable teachers to complete successfully the
activities and deliver the lessons and so fulfil
the requirements of the National Curriculum.
Resources include ID fact sheets for local spe-
cies, which can be used in a variety of activities
throughout the age range, posters and work-
sheets to name but a few.

d. Packs have been produced in such as way as
to ensure that there are enough activity packs
for a class of 25 — 30 students to work in small
groups to complete the tasks. This means that
there is minimal teacher preparation time re-
quired for the sessions.

In the secondary sector the packs are a slightly dif-
ferent format. The subject teachers involved have
been provided with a range of resources that could
be used to achieve the learning objectives set out in
the QCA documents but there is a little more flex-
ibility in order for them to plan their own specific
lessons and activities. This is rather like giving
them the tools but with the freedom to use them

as they wish. Things, such as these ID fact-sheets
(see two examples on following page), can again
be used throughout the secondary age range in a
variety of activities.

Identification fact sheets form the basis for many
different activities and have been completed for
birds, mammals, plants, invertebrates and marine
species. They include details such as a descrip-
tion, breeding information and habitat information.
Young children can complete simple sorting activi-
ties such as grouping species according to their
features or the habitat in which they live. They

can be used to build simple food chains or more
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complicated food webs. Older students can use the
fact sheets for extended classification of families These have been completed for species in both the
and sub-species. Falkland Islands and on Ascension Island (example
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for the latter above). ing aids and as a stimulus for learning. For exam-
ple the posters (below and next page) show the
Photo posters have been produced to use as teach- different habitats in the Falkland Islands and on
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Ascension Island and the most common species
you would expect to find in those habitats.

These habitat posters have been completed for
both the Falkland Islands and Ascension Island.
Children can see the habitat location and quickly
identify the most common species they are likely
to find there.

Posters (example below) showing classification

of species using species found locally have been
designed so that students can focus on the local
species rather than those found in the UK. Badgers,
squirrels and foxes living in British woodland areas
are great but not entirely relevant at times!

The posters have been
completed to include
mammals (next page),
reptiles and insects etc.

Other resources that
have been produced
include photos guides to
species in various local
areas, posters, photo-
copiable worksheets,
jigsaw puzzles, and slide
show present