	AFRICA BIODIVERSITY COLLABORATIVE GROUP (ABCG):

Working Together to Help Conserve Africa’s Biodiversity


Field Level Implementation of Priority Setting and /or

Site Based Planning Initiatives by ABCG Organizations

BACKGROUND:

On 24 May 2000, ABCG held a meeting on "Field Level Implementation of Priority Setting and /or  Site Based Planning Initiatives by ABCG Organizations."  The meeting was held at Conservation International and chaired by African Wildlife Foundation.  The objective of the meeting was to discuss the field level implementation of priority setting and site based planning initiatives including:

Process: 

What are the processes (goals, participants, data, etc)?  What are the pros and cons of the approaches? What was successful?  What’s missing?  What did not work?  What are you still worrying about?  What are the limitations (e.g. results are only as good as the data that goes in)? 

Implementation:

How to apply and implement the results of priority setting and site based planning exercises in order to progress from the theoretical exercise to on-the-ground implementation?  Is there a willingness to make sacrifices in the field?  How to promote collaborative action between government agencies, non-governmental organizations, local people and other stakeholders?  What activities are currently being implemented based on this planning?

Next Steps:

What are the next steps?

Role for ABCG:

Is there a potential for collaborative action and outputs by ABCG on priority setting and site based planning initiatives?  Are there suggestions on how to direct future programming based on the experiences of ABCG Organizations?  

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATIONS:

1.  Conservation International (CI):

· African Conservation Priorities

Tom Brooks presented the work of the University of Copenhagen, University of Cambridge, and the Natural History Museum, London, and Center for Applied Biodiversity Science-CI on Africa-wide conservation priorities.  The program compiles continent-level data on the distribution of tropical species of four terrestrial taxa found in sub-Saharan Africa: birds (1.921 species), mammals (940 species), snakes (406 species) and amphibians (615 species).  The program addresses:

a. An overview of patterns of species richness and narrow endemism across the continent for each group;

b. The use of these patterns to identify areas of high conservation priority that can most efficiently represent each group; and

c. An analysis of threatened species for immediate priorities for conservation in Africa.     

They compile the data into one-degree grids (approximately 105 km on the side).  The database is dynamic, and is added to almost daily by a database manager in Copenhagen. WORLDMAP software is used to assess species richness, endemism, and complementary within the data. 

For more information, contact: t.brooks@conservation.org
· Overview of CI’s Priority Setting Workshop for Upper Guinea Forest Workshop
Mohamed Bakarr presented an overview of CI’s Conservation Priority Setting Workshop entitled “From the Forest to the Sea: Biodiversity Connections from Guinea to Ghana” held in Elmina, Ghana from 6-10 December 1999.  The workshop focused on the Upper Guinean Forests Hotspot from Guinea to Togo.

This area has interesting endemism, and is considered one of the most globally important yet threatened hotspots.  It has a high level of fragmentation, disappearing species, and degradation of ecosystems.  This undermines the natural resource base that is the capital for economic growth and development as well as the livelihood for millions of people.  CI spent 18 months prior to the workshop gathering data from international experts and institutions in region.  This culminated into a 5-day workshop with 150 individual biologists, people of various socio-economic disciplines, government representatives, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), donors and the private sector.  The goal was to build consensus among all stakeholders including institutions and the private sector.  Ministers from countries involved also attended the workshop.  

Key elements of the workshop:

· to gain a scientific consensus about what data is known, not known, and needed; and.  

· to get feedback through a process of transparency and openness. 

Identified threats to biodiversity included:

· over-exploitation of natural resources;

· clearance of land for agriculture; and

· water pollution.

Overall, it was a challenging process.  The priority setting process must be flexible.  Another challenge was incorporating the socio-economic information.  The workshop put together critical areas of taxa, captured lots of data on forms and from discussions, determined major themes that the groups could define, and how to use and add ideas.  Working groups determined areas of exceptional high priority, very high priority, and high priority.  The groups felt these were the areas where they had to concentrate efforts.  

Workshop Results:
· Repatriated data to the region.

· Gathered cross-disciplinary regional and international experts to establish a

comprehensive data record.

· Created maps based on consensus of priorities by experts based on knowledge of Upper Guinea forest ecosystems that included biological and socio-economic priorities in a real context that captured cross border issues and areas of conflict. 

· Helped catalyze networks that are emerging in the region.

· Used regional process as species don’t recognize geographical boundaries.

· Helped lay the groundwork on how to link the Upper Guinean Forests to the Lower Guinean Forests (Nigeria and Cameroon) that was covered by WWF workshop in April 2000.

· Made recommendations for government officials and donors. 

Workshop Outputs:

CI is producing a map of regional conservation priorities, report, and CD ROM - comprehensive data record.

· Next Steps in Implementing CI’s Priority Setting in the West Africa Region 

Mari Omland presented CI’s next steps.  CI vows to continue the priority setting process.  They have progressed a lot and built upon their experiences since priority setting in Madagascar.  

The next step is conservation practice in the region based on priority setting.  The first focus will be a communications strategy.  They plan to bring together powerful actors to catalyze change and resources for this task.

CI’s West Africa programs activities include:

· Repatriating data to region; 

· Linking the regional process to national processes;

· Obtaining donor investments;

· Communicating results; and

· Monitoring networks at a regional scale. 

There has been little conservation investment in the West Africa region, and this could significantly increase.  Therefore, the absorptive capacity must be developed.  There is a need to link multiple ecosystems, so also link policy initiatives.  CI still has terrestrial bias, but they changed the name of the workshop during the process to include marine conservation.  The new name, “From the Forest to the Sea, ” reflected that the workshop was more comprehensive.

CI is working with BSP to link to the relief community.  They will make links through alliances, networks, and partnerships.  

CI’s West Africa Programs has changed over the last eight years to provide a more comprehensive approach through umbrella activities.  

The pillars of CI’s new program are:

1. Governance;

2. Capacity Building;

3. Land-Use Mosaic and Human Pressures; and

4. Environmental and Ecological.

CI has a new way of doing initiatives including results packages and annual planning.  They are working with key actors in the region involving fields of action, and a network of alliances.  

(For more information, contact: m.omland@conservation.org)


2.  World Wildlife Fund

· WWF’s Ecoregion-Based Conservation Program in the Congolian Forests

Richard Carroll described planning for WWF’s Ecoregion-Based Conservation (ERBC) program in the Congolian Forests.  WWF has designated six focal ecoregions in Africa that include 1) Forests of the Congo Basin; and 2) Northwestern Congolian Lowland Forests.  The goal of the ERBC is to develop and implement a long-term vision for biodiversity conservation using a 50-year projection of what successful conservation should look like.  The program is goes from “soup to nuts”, and includes both biological and socio-economic information.  

Richard provided a brief context of conservation in the region.  Since the late 1970s, WWF was working with partners in Central Africa including governments, communities, and projects such as ECOFAC and CARPE.  In past, WWF concentrated on focal countries—megadiversity countries.  In the early 1990’s, WWF switched to a regional approach for forest biomes, which crosses country borders. Currently, they can’t work in the Congo Basin because of the conflict there, but hope to in the future.  In September 1999, WWF placed an ERBC Coordinator in a sub-regional office in Libreville, Gabon.  The ERBC Coordinator works on implementation and conservation on the ground such as transborder Sangha River, transborder corridor work in Gabon, Cameroon, and Congo for forest conservation planning, and helped plan the April 2000 Biodiversity Vision Setting Workshop.  The ERBC process will have concrete actions on the ground.  WWF placed the ERBC Coordinator to pull information on these ecoregions, determine the state of knowledge on the ecoregions, conduct a reconnaissance phase, and look at the institutional context for conservation planning. 

· Biodiversity Priority and Vision Setting Workshop

Jen D’Amico reported about the 30 March to 2 April 2000 Biodiversity Priority and Vision Setting Workshop in Libreville, Gabon.  The workshop included more than 150 participants with broad geographic knowledge, including biological and socio-economic experts.  During the 4-day workshop they identified:

· 46 representative core conservation areas (totaling more than 1 million sq. km.)

· 45 fresh water priority sites.

· 4 proposed corridors (encompassing 150,000 sq. km.)

· Priority short-term actions as well as most significant threats to focus conservation attention.

It was an ambitious workshop because of the area and people.  It was consistent with CI’s workshop, and looked at the Lower Guinea Forest to take advantage of expertise from the region. It focused on biological vision (biological importance, integrity, level of competence, biological inventory needed, and socioeconomic issues) and threats (overarching threats to the region and threats for each site to identify priorities). They looked at biogeographic patterns of sub-regions (representation, viable populations, sustaining ecological processes, large blocks of natural habitat to retain resiliency and integrity).  Seven targets that represent primary biodiversity targets were:

1. distinct assemblages, communities, and habitats;

2. large blocks of intact habitat;

3. intact biota;

4. keystone species, habitats and phenomena;

5. large-scale ecological phenomena;

6. species of special concern; and

7. minimize impact of alien species.

The experts were interested in data gaps because there is still a lot to learn.  They looked at taxonomic groups in basin (species richness, representative, endemism) and sub-regional groups.  People who worked in an area could focus and identify important areas based on the taxomic groups.  Questions involved how to integrate long and short term strategies.  Other questions included how to best bring in socioeconomic issues at this level and when.  This was met with various levels of success.  Biologists working on taxomic groups met separately from socioeconomic group for ranking of conservation opportunities.  Based on the data, they overlaid road systems, logging, railroads, and forest frontiers on the maps in order to identify potential blocks of forests in tact for conservation opportunities and corridors.  Many biologists have worked in region for many years so these priority areas were based on pragmatism.  Although the workshop was for biological data, it already included socioeconomic influence in their thinking.

WWF developed maps of the Congolian forests to see where they had data and existing protected areas.  Then they looked at priorities beyond these protected areas.  This was a constraint because people were timid about making decisions about data poor areas, and there were lots of data gaps.  

· Next Steps for ERBC


WWF is now reviewing their process because it is such a large area and the sub-regions vary.  For the whole region, they are trying to standardize landscape level priorities over next few months.  Activities include:

· Biological Assessment

They are also focusing on data poor areas, and plan to establish training programs for experts on bio-inventory and survey techniques.  They want to help establish a cadre of survey expertise in the region.  WWF has already done training on Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), and plans to go into areas identified as gaps for forest conservation planning.  They plan to begin assessing data poor areas by July 2000.

· Assessment of Human Resources, Institutional, and Political Capacity to Implement ERBC

The socioeconomic group is also helping to design a methodology for looking at landscape level issues.  This assessment will begin in July 2000.

· Follow Up on Yaounde Declaration 

The ERCB Coordinator will inform the Environmental Ministers from Central African governments about WWF’s ERBC process and emphasize the convergence with the Yaounde Declaration.

· Conservation Plan
WWF will have a conservation-planning workshop with different players and stakeholders including decision-makers in region, NGOS and private sector to synthesize for land-use planning in the region.  This will help them to set the agenda for next several years.  The workshop is planned by January 2001.  An economic assessment of the conservation plan is also planned in February 2001.

(For more information, contact: tony.mokombo@wwfus.org)

3.  African Wildlife Foundation

· AWF’s African Heartlands Program

Adam Henson presented AWF’s Heartlands program.  AWF’s program is a newer program (1998), and on a different scale than the hotspot and ecoregion approaches.  Heartlands are large African landscapes of exceptional wildlife and natural values—landscapes that include national parks plus adjacent private and community lands.  AWF works with all interested stakeholders including local people and organizations, businesses, and government to protect and sustain wild species, communities, and natural processes.  Parks and protected areas “anchor” each AWF Heartland and natural corridors connect them to allow wildlife migration.  AWF works with conservation-minded businesses including safari outfitters, tourist lodges, and community-based enterprises to benefit people who live there.  Heartlands are representative of many different ecological zones of Africa.

Currently AWF works in:

1. Amboseli-Longido (Kenya-Tanzania)

2. Tarangire-Manyara (Tanzania)

3. Laikipia-Samburu (Kenya)

4. Greater Virungas (Rwanda, Democratic Republic of Congo, Uganda)
5. Mana-Zambezi, (Zimbabwe, Zambia, Mozambique)
Heartlands Management includes:

· Large “Anchor” Areas-- large parks or reserves;

· Connectivity-- wildlife corridors, tourism routes;

· Niche Opportunities-- community and private lands/enterprises;

· Shared Services-- planning, security, marketing;

· Economies of Scale-- viable wildlife habitat, more visitors 

· Heartlands’ Priority Setting

The science behind Heartlands is priority setting and site-based planning.  Priority setting is defined by AWF as a necessary, though not sufficient, foundation for achieving a particular conservation goal within the limits of available information.  AWF assesses broad scale distribution of biodiversity and major habitats using the best information available.  AWF relies on colleagues for information and good science already gone.  Then AWF applies the following criteria to select landscapes for focused conservation action:

· Biological: ecologically intact core, connectivity potential, species diversity and 

endemism, endangered species?

· Utility: social benefits, economic opportunities, threat abatement capabilities?

· Feasibility: appropriate partners, insurmountable political barriers, cost effectiveness of conservation activities?

AWF Heartlands program seeks to build upon protected areas and private reserves to develop landscape areas where natural species, habitats, and ecological processes dominate.  It addresses the key threat of habitat loss and fragmentation, and manages for site level results through a focus on conservation targets.  It creates a vision and a plan to collaboratively manage large areas as functional landscapes for the benefit of wildlife and people.  

· Heartlands’ Site Conservation Planning

For ground level impact, AWF uses site-based conservation planning.  AWF defines site-based planning as a process for collaborative conservation planning at priority sites.  Working with The Nature Conservancy (TNC), AWF has adapted TNC’s Site Conservation Planning (SCP) methodology and facilitated workshops in 3 Heartlands with key stakeholders.  Steps include to:

1. Establish Conservation Targets: What species, communities or ecological systems do they want to conserve, and what are the long-term goals for these targets?

2. Identify and Prioritize Key Threats to Targets: What current and potential activities interfere with the maintenance of ecological processes that sustain the conservation target?

3. Determine Stresses: What types of destruction, degradation, or impairment are significantly reducing the viability of each priority conservation target at the site?

4. Determine Sources of Stresses: What is most causing the destruction, degradation, or impairment of the priority conservation targets at the site?

The results of the April/May 2000 Mana-Zambezi SCP workshop were highlighted.  The workshop looked at broad scale targets from systems and communities down to species.  It received inputs from all stakeholders including protected area authorities, local communities, private landowners, and tour operators from Zimbabwe, Zambia, and Mozambique.  They looked at cultural, political and social indicators as well as ecological ones.  Management practices will be based on targets, and conservation activities will be based on the most important threats.  

· Next Steps for AWF Heartlands
The next steps for are to refine TNC’s SCP and measures of success framework for AWF and partner use in Africa.  Measuring success in Heartlands will focus on:

· Reduction of identified threats;

· Improvement in status of selected species;

· Economic success of the parts and the whole;

· Essential land units incorporated; and

· Quality of the partnerships. 

Michael Wright said that AWF is working at a different scale than other conservation organizations.  It is useful to share information as groups look to scale down to the site level, and as AWF goes up the scale to include a more representative sample of ecoregions as they expand in Southern Africa.  AWF has modified SCP approach to work in Africa especially for socioeconomic and pragmatic reasons, although some of the same questions remain.  SCP has been a useful exercise for AWF, and has led to a productive partnership with TNC.  TNC is interested in expanding its program to Africa.

(For more information contact: ahenson@awf.org)

4.  Wildlife Conservation Society

· WCS’s Landscape Species Conservation Methodology 

Andrew Plumptre presented WCS’s new Living Landscapes Program being headed by Amy Vedder.  This is not a priority setting approach.  WCS picks where to work, when, and selects sites on the ground.  Traditionally, they looked at “furry” animals with low densities that are slow at reproducing, and need large areas for viable population.  However, the new Living Landscapes Program will take a broader look at these issues by using a landscape species methodology.  The program is not just terrestrial, but also looks at marine mammals and sharks.

Landscape Species:

Landscape species are often the component of biodiversity that is most threatened.  Typically these species compete with or threaten humans and their livelihoods.  Landscape species frequently have a significant impact on the structure of the biological communities, in which they live, and thus have major influences on biodiversity as a whole.  If predators, they can structure trophic levels and relationships.  If large, they can act as natural architects – physically structuring the natural world.  If occurring in large aggregations they can have local and disproportionate effects on biological communities and ecosystem processes.  Their loss as ecologically functioning populations can tear at the very fabric of biodiversity.  Finally, these same species are often those that are most valued culturally by local and national peoples.

WCS uses biological data with landscape species to define landscape where they will work.  The process involves to:

1. Select a Landscape- e.g. death valley

2. Select a Species - e.g. coyote, look at animal areas outside of protected areas used by species, identify threats, look at suite of species.

African examples:

Landscape - Tarangire; Species- Elephants

With AWF, WCS works with Charles Foley who studies elephants in areas east of Tarangire National Park in Tanzania.  Elephants use areas outside of the park in wet season and inside the park in the dry season.  There are increasing conflicts between people and elephants.

Landscape- Serengeti; Species- Cheetahs

WCS supports the Serengeti Cheetah project.  The mortality of cheetah cubs is higher than recruitment.  Cheetahs are recolonizing from elsewhere so the project is looking at woodlands and plains around Serengeti National Park in Tanzania.  They will work with pastoralists to maintain viable cheetah.  Currently, there are about 100 cheetahs in Serengeti, and the population has to expand outside the park boundaries.

Landscape - Laikipia; Species - Hyenas and Lions

WCS supports Lawrence Frank who is studying hyenas and lions in Laikipia, Kenya.  They are looking at how pastoralists can live with predators, and how to reduce conflicts for the survival of these predators.

Landscape - Uganda; Species- Chimps

Andrew Plumptre works in Uganda on Chimp populations.  WCS may work with WWF on the development of a corridor to link remnant forests and savannas.

Landscape species can also be birds.  For example, Crowned Crane don’t only live in protected areas.  They need habitats outside.  Woodpeckers can also be landscape species as they serve functional roles.

WCS is planning a test site working with Steve Blake on Elephants and Bongos in the Ndoki-Likouala Landscape, Congo.  Bongos move over 70 km a day, and elephants up to 100 km.  WCS will work with logging concessions which have agreed to ban hunting of elephants, and plan to determine how to set up sustainable harvesting system for bongos.

White Oak Workshop

In early May 2000, WCS hosted a workshop in White Oak, Florida.  The purpose of the White Oak workshop was to help WCS refine the definition of a “landscape species” using scientific criteria, and explore the advantages and limits of such a concept as a focus for WCS’ conservation action.  The workshop consisted of a variety of presentations, break-out groups and plenary discussions with a written product by the end of the meeting

(For more information, contact aplumptre@wcs.org).

5.  Biodiversity Support Program

· BSP’s Experience with Priority Setting: Southern Africa Example

Judy Oglethorpe presented BSP’s experience in priority setting.  BSP has worked on priority setting for many years, but not just in Africa.  BSP participated in both CI and WWF’s workshops in West and Central Africa.  They have been very involved with socioeconomic input, and are very interested to collaborate and develop further the best approaches for priority setting. 

When BSP tried to conduct a priority setting exercise in Southern African for Transboundary Areas to select priorities for donor and NGO support, they failed.  This was due to resistance by people in the region to make tough decision.  People felt that their areas were important and didn’t want to make concessions. 

BSP is analytic instead of working on the ground.  The Analysis and Adaptive Management program within BSP has priority setting as one of its themes.  BSP is interested in the determining what is best for conservation.  It is currently conducting a review of BSP and other priority setting experiences.

· Geographic Priority-Setting Exercises for Biodiversity Conservation: Lessons Learned

BSP consultant, Sheila Duffy presented her study to review priority-setting experiences.

Rationale for Study

To protect land and resources for the future, governments and organizations need to set effective conservation priorities. The process of doing so, however, is complex and difficult.  The biological data necessary for setting priorities are often incomplete–and where they are not, they are overwhelming in quantity; different procedures for setting priorities yield profoundly different results; and conservation goals vary among individuals and organizations.  Despite these difficulties, conservation actions have to be economical and prompt, as little funding is available to protect rapidly disappearing natural habitats. Over the past decade, numerous exercises have set geographic conservation priorities, yet the most effective means in doing so remains unclear. 

Geographic priority setting exercise methodologies are in the experimental stages, are constantly evolving, and are not well understood.  While the biological outcomes of geographic priority-setting exercises will not be known for many years, sharing experiences across institutions about processes, methods, and outcomes to date of completed or in progress exercises can make future exercises more useful tools for biodiversity conservation.

(For more information, contact: DuffySB@aol.com)

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS:

ABCG Organizations’ Activities:

· ABCG Organizations Focus Their Priority Setting on Two Scales: 

1) Regional Level e.g. CI and WWF and

2) Site-Based Level e.g. AWF and WCS

The linkage is about who is going to scale up or down.

· Next Steps After Priority Setting Exercises: Directions of ABCG Organizations

Following the priority setting workshops and activities, the question was raised about what would be the next projects and analysis.  Will the organizations go up or scale between regional and site levels?

CI explained that their West Africa Program is being shaped by the priority setting process.  They are working with other actors so CI can do broader work to shape decisions.  Their activities are focusing on the regional scale. CI is trying to foster partnerships.  They plan to gear up to a wider regional efforts with a more technical or ambassadorial function.  They plan to staff up on the ambassadorial level or have partners to bring their strategy forward.  This may also affect their staff such as who is in Washington.  Opportunities go beyond the map. They plan to bring in other actors such as sustainable cocoa when determining how to deal in other map areas such as the yellow zones (high priority level zones). CI will have to determine how to back off on site based programs.  Yet some site level programs such as Kakum National Park in Ghana serve as anchors and can be used as models.  If priority setting was done at the national level, these areas may come forward as priorities, but CI’s future efforts are regional.

AWF also commented that their future role may become more ambassadorial.  NGOs can have a niche by helping to “connect the dots.”  NGOs can work across borders and assist national governments by giving a larger overview to conservation efforts that are broader and can cross borders.  

WWF plans to focus within ecoregions, and will work at the site-based level.  Within the ecoregion, they are looking at endemism and representative of habitat types.  They will also look at redundancy, how much of the areas are in conservation management, and conductivity to other areas.  In Congo, there are large blocks of forests that have diversity.  While in Madagascar, it’s different as they have smaller areas to capture endemism.

Regarding scale, WWF is going from ecoregions to large landscape blocks.  Landscape blocks in the Congo, for example, could be considered “Heartlands” with core areas and bufferzones.  WWF is looking at the operational level (functional unit) then applying conservation methodology such as development of protected areas, community forests, etc.  They are determining how to capture things that affect the site level such as root causes like World Bank policies, national and international policies that have to be dealt with, as well as how players are addressing those issues.

· Past and Future Priority Setting Activities

· Past Activities 

CI learned a lot since their priority setting exercise in Madagascar 7 years ago.  They have since refined the process, on ground conservation efforts, and working with donors based on results of the Madagascar workshop.  

Other organizations are also working on priority setting.  There was a medium-size initiative in January 2000 in Nigeria and in February 2000 in Ethiopia.  There was also an Eastern Arc Meeting in Morogoro last year, and priority setting for the Albertine Rift Montane Forests was held in Kampala, Uganda, in July 1999 by the Albertine Rift Conservation Society (ARCOS).

· Future Activities 

CI - Angola upper boundary river basin and Southern Mozambique

CI will do priority setting exercise for these areas.

WWF - East and Southern Africa

WWF Harare is going to be doing maps.  African Scientists supported by NASA on climate change looking at land use change.  They will look at how land use will evolve using vegetation map of Miombo ecoregion. 

Mozambique

Mozambique will be part of WWF efforts.  The Southern Africa coast was recently done.

Mauritania

Nigeria - WWF to focus on coastal forest zone, border and highland zones.

Cameroon - WWF will use data from Libreville workshop for conservation plan.

AWF - Southern Africa

AWF is expanding to Southern African Heartlands.

Places Not Currently Fitting in Framework
Whole of Africa and Angola 

Implications of Priority Setting and Site Based Planning Initiatives

· Beware of “Triage” Interpretation of Priority Setting Maps

There was a discussion about whether or not priority setting was like the past concept of triage.   Conservation Triage, which is now considered heresy, was an idea similar to medical triage to make a choice among the wounded about which was the most likely to survive.  In terms of imperiled and limited species and habitats, the purpose of triage was to determine priorities about which should be saved.  This idea was popular for only a brief time, as conservationists quickly realized that triage does not work as you can’t make decisions such as writing off species such as pandas.  Also what would happen to species and habitats that were not placed on the priority list.

An example was given that when The Nature Conservancy first did their heritage program, the timber companies thought that they could log everything that was not a priority.  It is human nature to try to make policy decisions based on information available, even if the intention is to present biological information.

The group discussed some similarities and differences between Priority Setting and Triage.  Some participants felt that priority setting was a form of triage, while other participants did not want to associate priority setting with triage.  

· Differences between priority setting and triage

With priority setting, all areas (including the “grey’) are considered important.  No areas
are being written off.

· Triage was about policy, while priority setting is a biological technique.

· Similarities between priority setting and triage

Both priority setting and triage deal with the issue of how to make decisions when only limited conservation dollars are available. 

The point was raised that in order to avoid having to treat priority setting as a form of triage, more money needs to be raised for conservation.  Also a plea was made not to write off areas of conflict as reforestation efforts are still needed as refugees live in these areas and relief groups work there.  

· Selecting Priorities between Biodiversity Value and Threats:

At WWF’s Biodiversity Workshop on the Congolian Forests, they did priority setting by ranking biodiversity value against threats.  They used a four level matrix to determine low, medium, high and very high conservation priorities based on biodiversity values and threats.  For example, Madagascar has high biodiversity value and high threat.  Conservation organizations must determine on a big scale where to invest conservation dollars.  There are different ends of the spectrum such as conserving hot spots that are under threat verses conserving existing intact large landscapes.  CI, for example, has their hotspots program, as well as their tropical wilderness program which focus on the different sides of this spectrum.

· Lack of Data in Grey Areas on Maps

A difference between CI’s and WWF’s experiences with priority setting was the nature of the forests where they were working.  For example, the Guinean forest is fragmented with little areas remaining, but considerable data available.  While the Congolian Forests are still vast, but have little data recorded.

Lack of data is a problem with priority setting. However, just because the area is considered “grey” on the map, this does not mean it is not biologically significant.  It may just mean that there is no biological data available for this area.

CI gave an example about how they handled a lack of data for a potentially important area.  Although they did not have a lot of data about the Togo Highlands during their workshop, they decided that this area should be given the highest priority (red) because they didn’t know, and didn’t want to take the risk.  

· What Priority Setting Maps Do and Do Not Mean

· Areas Not Highlighted on Maps
When areas are not highlighted on the priority setting maps, it does not mean that these areas should be written off.  It just means that these areas did not emerge as a priority or that data was not available.  But through site based planning, these areas need to be redefined.  These “grey” areas may be appropriate for corridors and other conservation functions.  

It was suggested that no areas should be colored grey on the maps.  They could be colored yellow (or green) to avoid misinterpretation that these areas are not important.   

It is interesting to draw contrast between conservation biology literature in developing and developed nations.  In Western Europe and Australia, conservationists are using data sets and algorithms to set priorities, but this is not relevant to tropics because they don’t have the available data.  An example was given of Canadian providing sophisticated data such as the life history of fish in a given river in Canada, while his colleague from a developing countries didn’t even know where a given river in his own country was.  It’s hard to put this together.

· Avoiding Misinterpretation of Maps

A potential problem with priority setting maps is that they can be misinterpreted. Conservationists must be aware of what they communicate to the outside world regarding these maps.  There must be a clear message that these “grey” areas are still important, and must not be written off.  These areas may be “grey” because of lack of data, not lack of biological significance.  It is important to educate decision-makers and other organizations, such as development NGOs, about how these priority setting exercises and maps should be interpreted.  How to read between the lines.

An example was given that after the priority setting exercises in Papua New Guinea, someone commented that the grey areas on the map provided a land use plan on where they could do logging.  Grey areas were seen as an invitation for land use, not as areas that lack data. Conservationists must assume that maps will be used politically, and must ensure that the maps are clearly understood, especially what these grey areas mean.  This is presents an opportunity for ABCG Organizations to work together to present a unified front to educate decision-makers and others about how the priority setting results should be used.  

· Maps Are Part of a Process

It must be understood that these maps are a step in a process where experts have shared their opinions about what is biologically significant with an overlay of socio-economic and political realities.

WWF’s workshop, for example, focused on biological priorities.  Other phases for WWF include working with decision-makers about development and agriculture.  WWF is conducting reconnaissance and socioeconomic surveys to gather information about government and private sector plans, roots causes, and policy issues.  In the Fall 2000, they will have a workshop with decision makers from government ministries and the private sector. This information will be synthesized with the biological data to develop a conservation plan. 

· Incorporating Socio-Economic and Political Information into Priority Setting

There was a question about when to incorporate socio-economic and political information into the priority setting exercises.

CI decided that they must make socio-economic and political issues part of their conservation objective, including infrastructure planning.  They saw the priority setting workshop as an opportunity for education across sectors, e.g. scientists could learn about other sectors.  They felt that this integration was integral, so people didn’t feel left out of the process.  They tried to create a multi-sector unit.  In areas where data was poor, they could cross check.  When things won’t fit on the map such as planning on tourism infrastructure, CI plans to use a technique called “Planning Sharettes” to catch things that fall off the map.  “Planning Sharettes” is an architectural technique used for planning.

WWF’s workshop was more biological in its approach.  They plan to hold a separate workshop for decision-makers, ministries, private sector, etc., to incorporate more socio-economic and political information.  Part of their next step is getting others to accept this data and foster ownership.

· Ownership of Priority Setting Maps

A comment was made that there was a good sense of ownership of the maps generated at the priority setting workshops which goes beyond the conservation organizations.  This issue of “ownership” is important as a larger audience must feel that these maps include their priorities and that they (governments, NGOs, etc) can use the maps and information.  The workshops have helped to create linkages between governments and NGOs.   Governments can use this regional process and adapt it to their countries.  They can build it into their own strategies.  It will be interesting to see what products will come out, and to monitor who is using the maps and information and how.

· Joining Maps

There was a suggestion that CI and WWF join their maps of the Guinean and Congolian Forests in order to get a bigger picture of priorities.  Although CI’s and WWF’s methods were similar, the  way the questions were asked were different (e.g. opportunities or threats.)  Also the scales of the maps are different.  Yet, ABCG Members felt that this would be an important contribution.

Larger Issues:

· Root Causes of Conservation Problems

Root causes of conservation problems, such as the impact of the Asian Economic Crisis on logging in Africa, can not be mapped.  It was observed at the priority setting workshops that you can not map these root causes, and the factors are left off.  A methodology on how to handle root causes is still being worked out.  The question remains on how to keep these root causes on the radar screen.

Root causes help articulate the relationship between the regional and site based scales.  The value of the ecoregion and hotspot approaches are that they look at large root causes issues, while historically conservation organizations focused on localized issues on the ground.  As conservationists come up on things against their reach, they get more involved at other scales such as looking at the big framework.  This makes you scale up your vision to use a portfolio approach that looks at root causes at the broader regional scale.

· Land Use Planning

Conservationists must look at land use planning for biodiversity conservation over time.  Likewise, biodiversity consideration must be part of development planning.  Planning must be cross sectoral.  For example, in Africa, there is a linkage between biodiversity and agriculture.  Although agriculture and biodiversity conservation make strange bedfellows, agriculture must be seen as an opportunity for conservation and not as a threat, as agriculture is the reality in Africa.  We must not get stuck only on species conservation, but must look broader to natural resources.  The sustainable livelihood of African people (and the global community) depend on natural resources. 

· Institutional Frameworks for Implementation of Priority Setting and 

     Land Use Planning

A lot of ABCG Organizations mentioned the need to build the institutional capacity of governments.  Currently, many institutional structures and planning processes are weak. 

WWF, for example, is gathering institutional data in Madagascar, East Africa, and Congo for development planning.  They will compare institutional structures and factors, and look at the affect on land use planning.


· Marine Priority Setting 

No marine examples were presented at the meeting.  Part of the problem with marine priority setting is the lack of data.  Often physical parameters are used to determine levels of diversity.  Kate Newman had just returned from a meeting in the Mediterranean where they discussed mapping the amount of change in the landscape.  For example, there was an assumption that the bumpier the landscape then the more diversity exists as more species will thrive.  Surprisingly, there is little information about biodiversity of the Mediterranean.  

There is some controversy about using physical parameters in absence of biological data.  WWF, for example, had faced problems from critics when they looked at rain patterns and ice refuga, as the data on rainfall is as lacking as the biological data.  More techniques are needed.  CI has a draft paper available on marine data and priority setting. 

· Priority Setting Software

WWF will have a demonstration of SEA PLAN software.  This is like GIS, but incorporates change factors such as rainfall changes with climate change.  The time frame is from 5 years or 20-50 years.  It will demonstrate how to manipulate data with land use planning.  It would be useful to have technical people work with practitioners to know the value of the information and software.  CI also has different softwares that they could demonstrate.  In addition, more LandSAT data is available for use.  LandSAT data sets are almost free, and new data is available quarterly.


For additional information about the meeting, please contact:

Program Coordinator

Africa Biodiversity Collaborative Group (ABCG)

C/o Africa Division, Conservation International

1919 M Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036

Phone: (202) 912-1444

FAX: (202) 912-1026

Email: n.gelman@conservation.org.  

Website: www.frameweb.org/Partner_pages_ABCG.html
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