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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 UKOTs 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 UKOTs. 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.

Topic 3: Environment Charters and strategic planning                                                                
Session Organiser: Dr Mike Pienkowski, Chairman, UK Overseas Territories 

Conservation Forum
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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 

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  PE1 4DG    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 UKOTs 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 UKOTs, 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 (UKOTCF), 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. 
UKOTCF 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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UKOTCF has been asked by various people in the 
UK and the UKOTs, 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, 
UKOTCF 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”.

UKOTCF took the opportunity to invite further 
contributions and enquired whether there were 
blockages which could be addressed. There was 
general agreement from UKOTs 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 UKOTCF 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 UKOTCF 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 UKOTs 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.
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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 UKOTCF 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 UKOTs 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.

UKOTCF 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 
UKOTCF 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, 
UKOTCF (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 UKOTs 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. UKOTCF, 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 6th to 12th 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 UKOTs to follow.  Such a milestone was achieved by 
employing the expertise of the United Kingdom Overseas Territories Conservation 
Forum (UKOTCF), 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 UKOTs 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
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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, 
•   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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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.

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 
questionnaire showing resource implications.

The current review is proving very time consuming 

A sample page from the matrix 
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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.

Blank Form S

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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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. 

•   A draft 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).  

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 6th to 12th 
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 
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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 

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

Example from Falkland Islands Structure Plan 
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4   Environmental Impact Assessment

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

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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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-

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 6th to 12th 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 
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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 I 

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-
à-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, I 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 I 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.” 
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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 6th to 12th 
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.  It is 
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 
NGO’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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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-

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 6th to 12th 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 
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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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What’s Missing on Alderney

Local government has no formal responsibility for 
its environment. Consequently, there is as yet no 
policy framework. There is one bird protection act. 
Otherwise, there is no environmental or environ-
mental impact assessment (EIA) legislation.

An approach to strategic environmental planning in a 
Crown Dependency
Roland Gauvain, Alderney Wildlife Trust

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 6th to 12th 
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 

An Overview

Alderney is part of the Bailiwick of Guernsey. Al-
derney is self-governing apart from some key serv-
ices managed by the Bailiwick. The main island is 
9 km2 of land but Alderney owns and controls its 
own seabed of 150 km2. The human population is 
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 A Way 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 
6th to 12th 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. I 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  IM5 3AJ, Isle of Man.   liz.charter@gov.im

Introduction

The purpose of this short presentation is to iden-
tify ways in which the Isle of Man has sought 
guidance on Multilateral Environmental Agree-
ments (MEAs) and ask what would be useful to 
other islands. 

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 

in 1998, the Island had agreed to the UK ratification 
being extended to the Island for a number of agree-
ments, including Ramsar and Bonn (Convention 
on Migratory Species). It has taken some time to 
start to comply with the Ramsar, but last month the 
first Ramsar site at Ballaugh Curragh was formally 
launched.  We have been working towards having a 
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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 n/a 
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 n/a - n/a n/a n/a 
Bermuda yes yes yes no yes n/a - n/a n/a n/a 
British Antarctic Territory no no no no no n/a yes n/a n/a n/a 
British Indian Ocean 
Territory 

no yes yes no yes n/a - n/a n/a yes 

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 n/a - n/a n/a n/a 
Pitcairn Island yes yes yes no yes n/a - n/a n/a n/a 
St Helena, Tristan da Cunha 
&  Ascension Island 

yes yes yes yes yes n/a yes
(TdC) 

no n/a n/a 

South Georgia & South 
Sandwich Is 

yes yes yes no yes n/a yes n/a n/a n/a 

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.wcmc.org.uk/cbd/assessment/index.
html

Harmonisation of reporting:
http://www.unep-wcmc.org/conventions/harmoni-
zation/index.htm



Biodiversity That Matters: a conference on conservation in UK Overseas Territories and other small island communities, page 98

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 
6th to 12th 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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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

Nellthorp, H. & Earl, S.  2007.  Fulfilling HMG commitments - Foreign and Com-
monwealth Office. p 100 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

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 UKOTs 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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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  SW1E 5HE, UK.  PS-Mason@dfid.gov.uk   
R-Beales@dfid.gov.uk  

I am really pleased to have been invited to this, my 
first, UKOTCF 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 UKOTs 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 UKOTs: 
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, I 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, I 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.  I am 
looking at whether the way we ap-
proach the funding of the UKOT 
programmes we have delivers the 
optimal outcomes.  I 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.  I 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 UKOTs.  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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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. I 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 I 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 MEAs.

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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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 JNCC has an important 
contribution to make in assisting the UK to achieve 
this.

It is proposed that JNCC’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 JNCC might contrib-
ute include:
•   stronger support to the implementation of MEAs 

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

•   biodiversity 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 
so. 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 UKOTCF, 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 UKOTs 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 UKOTs 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. 




