CCF summer symposium: Climate Change Adaptation in the International Year of Biodiversity, 21st June 2010

Summary of speed date discussions

1. The challenge of measuring adaptation in the natural environment

Discussion leader: Nikki Williams, Atkins

Introduction to topic

Until recently, thinking about climate change adaptation has been largely limited to assessing potential impacts and identifying appropriate responses. As more adaptation actions are realised on the ground, the need to measure and evaluate their success is likely to increase. The Adaptation Reporting Power refers to the need to monitor the effects of implementing the adaptation plan and the need for ongoing evaluation. At the moment there is relatively little guidance about how to develop a monitoring and evaluation strategy although this is an area UKCIP are starting to give some thought to. 

I have been involved in a piece of work for Natural England, looking at how adaptation can be monitored and evaluated in the natural environment. The project looked at identifying a basket of indicators which could potentially be used to evaluate Natural England’s progress with adaptation. The work forms part of the evidence base to inform the development of indicators. The work is about to be published as a Natural England research report.  

Through discussions with academics and practitioners and the work I’ve been involved in with Natural England, a number of questions around the topic of measuring adaptation have arisen which I wanted to raise in the speed dating session:

· Why would you want to measure adaptation – what is the value of doing so?

· What is the objective of adaptation? How do you measure it?

· How can existing monitoring programmes contribute to measuring adaptation? 

Summary of discussion

· We may need to measure adaptation because funders require it – need to justify money spent on ‘adaptation’ projects. This can be difficult in reality as separating adaptation from other drivers is difficult. 

· It may be necessary to measure adaptation in order to indicate when a change in approach is needed – adaptive management to more transformative adaptation. 

· Measuring adaptation can play a role in cataloguing the decision making process and informing new decision making e.g. when new targets are required, identify when adaptation action needs to change, identify successes and failures – learn from past experience. 

· There is a question over whether adaptation is something new or part of existing good conservation (which should be monitored already). We may not need to, or be able to, monitor adaptation separately. 

· A risk of measuring adaptation is that organisations will not want to be seen to have done the wrong thing e.g. invested in something that turned out not to be necessary. Measuring adaptation could therefore become an exercise of measuring how good our projections were rather than how good the action was. 

· Both process and outcome indicators are required to measure adaptation – process indicators (e.g. do conservation plans and policies consider climate change adaptation?) can tell us about an organisation’s adaptive capacity and can inform the decision making process. Outcome indicators are required to measure the success of adaptation on the ground. 

· There is an issue over scale at which measurement takes place – large and small scales may require different monitoring frameworks and aggregation of indicators from the small scale to the large scale might not be possible. For example, a national target of no net loss of biodiversity might be being met but indicators of biodiversity at a local scale might look very different, resulting in a change of management. 

· There is a need for better planning, policy making and data sharing between organisations. Lessons learnt through measurement of adaptation should be shared. 

2. Linking people and nature

Discussion leaders: Esther Bertram and Helen Anthem, Fauna and Flora International

FFI is currently developing an adaptation planning process, which has a number of elements and levels to it.   We are developing an overall planning resource, comprising a word document and an accompanying excel worksheet, that provides in-country teams with guidance and background information in order to adapt the planning to their areas of work. This also includes advice and information on various approaches of working with communities living in or near the site to ensure their perceptions and needs are incorporated into the site-based adaptation planning process.

The four main questions we were keen to ask of our CCF colleagues were:

· What challenges have you faced in developing adaptation-planning processes within your organisations?

· Can a single process or tool effectively capture both biodiversity and people when planning for adaptation at sites?

· What timescale should planning occur at (planning for 5, 10, 50 or 100 years time)?

· What geographical scale should project adaptation occur at (taking into account the wider communities other than those directly involved in the site conservation etc)?
The session raised many important issues, mainly concentrating around community issues.

· Starting point should be at the community level

· Empowerment is key! Needs to be a sense of ownership of adaptation planning as well as the capacity to adapt.

· Inherent challenge in biodiversity conservation tends to be top down planning leading to “clash of cultures”, community v conservation priorities and issues of scale

· Difficult issues in terms of ownership of the process

· Raising expectations can be a big issue working with communities and need to be realistic about timescale of when benefits would be seen

· Requires participatory approaches from the start

· Need to get people to the same place in terms of understanding of climate change – impacts and threats

· Perceptions/knowledge of different people

Policy and wider planning

· Need to look at payment of ecosystem services and ecotourism and look at the impacts of climate change on these issues.

· Scale in terms of climate change data is key as there remains uncertainty in data and policy makers don’t like uncertainty 

· Need to think strategically to look at the opportunities at a national level and build on these.

What CCF colleagues are doing on this topic?
· Birdlife and RSPB work on the role of ecosystems in reducing vulnerability and we will be in contact with one another to discuss approaches further

· WCMC is developing and planning for work looking at what are the large-scale global adaptation planning needs (better description would need to come from them).

Uncertainty of climate data – which timescales to use?

· Rachel Warren provided a very useful approach to dealing with the uncertainty of climate modelling data in adaptation planning: She suggested that a staged approach is important. Taking into account that climate impacts could be listed as a scale between reasonably severe to very severe, that adaptation planning should provide linked/staged planning. i.e. suggesting that if climate impact were reasonably severe – X action should occur and taking this along the continuum to if climate impact were very severe –  X action should occur. Then adaptation actions along this continuum could be chosen as knowledge increases on severity of impact.

3. The role of protected sites in a changing climate

Discussion leader: James-Pearce Higgins, British Trust for Ornithology

Climate change is projected to result in considerable shifts in species’ distributions, which are already being detected. This has lead to considerable debate about the role of protected sites in a changing climate, as the habitat, species or species assemblage for which a site is designated may shift, or be lost from that site. Some have suggested that a landscape network is approach is required, where conservation should aim to maximise large-scale connectivity to facilitate species’ range shifts. Others have suggested that climate change means that the area of protected sites should be increased, to maximise the likelihood of those protected areas continuing to support populations of particular species. It may also be possible to implement management to reduce the severity of detrimental climate change effects at protected sites. This debate has lead some to question whether the current focus on site-based conservation is still appropriate in a changing climate. How do we decide which approach is likely to be most effective in particular circumstances, and what research should we prioritise to improve our decision making?

One of the biggest constraints in making effective conservation decisions is the lack of monitoring and distributional data. This not only limits our ability to assess future climate impacts on those species and populations, but also to make good conservation decisions now. Together, this results in considerable uncertainty when making decisions about climate change adaptation. Reducing current knowledge gaps, particularly for less well covered taxa and regions should be a high priority. Not only will this produce significant tangible conservation benefits now, but also increase the potential for effective climate change adaptation in the future. 

Conservation decisions that take account of future climate change must be underpinned by the best assessments of the likely impacts of climate change on species and habitats possible. Currently, the most widespread tool for doing this is bioclimatic modelling. This approach does have limitations, and has been subject to criticism, but has significant explanatory power in explaining some recent population trends. Future validation and developments of these and related approaches should be a high research priority. Alternatively, mechanistic approaches can provide more detailed projections of climate impacts for individual species and populations, for example using demographic models. In particular, such mechanistic understanding can inform potential adaptation management to directly address climate change impacts, but more examples of this approach are required. Although powerful, such models required good ecological understanding and demographic information and may therefore be more limited in scope. In order to be most useful, studies using this approach should focus on species likely to be indicative of a wider suite of species or the quality of particular habitats. 
Much of the uncertainty about the potential for landscape network or protected area approaches is related to uncertainty about the effectiveness of management to increase connectivity, and the scale at which such management should operate. This could be addressed through research to understand the limits to dispersal for individual species and how those might be related to variation in habitat quality. Similarly, there is a lack of understanding regarding what determines the success of species’ colonisation, which is also a key determinant of the success of any adaptation strategy that relies upon facilitating range-shift. Research quantifying variation in both dispersal and colonisation rates for different species and habitats will therefore be valuable in helping assess the potential for increasing connectivity to be an effective adaptation option, perhaps as a component in a demographic model. In time, bioclimatic and mechanistic demographic approaches should be linked, to develop much more robust assessments of future climate change impacts, and the potential for climate change adaptation. 
Given that this is a new and developing field, it is important that any adaptation management, whether aimed at increasing connectivity or managing individual sites, is accompanied by effective monitoring of the outcomes, so that an adaptive management approach can be applied. Much can be learned from existing conservation practise. With climate change likely to result in an increasing need to manage or facilitate species’ range shifts, there may ultimately be a need to translocate species or even communities to match their climate space. Research to understand the best methods and potential limits to such translocation, which could be gained from current attempts at ecosystem restoration, is therefore also required.
Summary of research priorities

1. Enhancing taxonomic and geographical coverage of species’ distribution data.

2. Increased taxonomic and geographical coverage of population monitoring programmes.

3. Further development and validation of bioclimatic models.

4. Further development and validation of mechanistic demographic models.

5. Improved quantification of species’ dispersal and colonisation rates.

6. Research to understand the effects of habitat quality on dispersal and colonisation.

7. Monitoring to assess the success any adaptation management, to facilitate an adaptive approach.

8. Research into best practise for ecosystem restoration and species / community translocation

4. Climate change is causing species distribution to change. How should protected area priorities change to face the new challenges?

Discussion leaders: Aldina Franco (UEA) and Jenny Hodgson (University of York)

Setting the context:

Climate is changing and will continue to change. Most climate zones will move north and east; some will disappear altogether and new non-analogous climates will appear. This is likely to drive distribution change in species - we showed 2 examples from the detailed climate change atlases that have recently been produced for butterflies and birds. But these atlases only show the potential future range of species: to realise this range, sustainable populations must be maintained in the current range, and at every step along the way of the future climatic changes.

In most parts of the world we protected areas networks are still being built. For example, of all EU countries only 9 out of 27 countries have their Natura 2000 network of sites fairly complete. The criteria for classifying sites currently focuses on species (or habitat type) threat status and population size. Should it take into account other factors (climate refugia, site heterogeneity, predicted changes in species distributions/abundance...)?

Ideas that participants had: 

· do not be too keen to allow declassification (if a site loses the features for which it was designated)

· build in a time lag before declassification is allowed

· have different criteria for entry to and exit from the list of protected sites

· in the UK the directives would be interpreted such that if the site was lost for any reason, it would have to be "replaced", e.g. in the case of managed coastal retreat, new habitats should be created further inland

· currently, classification is reviewed every 7 years, which seems adequate

· species criteria -based and percentage of population targets do not fully describe the importance of a site (some people thought). 

· habitat criteria (thinking of habitats directive) are going to become inappropriate as community composition changes. Protection of ecological processes/services (prevention of floods, provision of clean water) could also be included as criteria to classify protected sites

· higher priority should be given to:

· sites that are more resilient to climate change (based on future climate models)

· bigger and heterogeneous sites

· buffering around existing sites 

· expanding sites' altitudinal limits

· climatic refugia sites

· basing site selection on unchanging features such as geology and hydrology

· changing the criteria should not make a big difference to which sites are protected 

· it should still protect sites which have been free from intensive human use, fertilisation etc

· everyone agreed that there should be an intermediate level of classification for sites that are predicted to become important in the future (from future species distributions) but do not currently qualify for protection. This should prevent the destruction of sites that may become important in the future.

5. How to improve synergies between the environmental conventions on the role of ecosystems in adaptation?
Rio Conventions are addressing the role of ecosystems in adaptation:
UNFCCC

· integrating adaptation into environmental policies, vulnerable ecosystems, environmental evaluations of adaptation options, building ecological resilience

· natural resource components of National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) and Nairobi Work Programme

CBD

· report of expert group on Biodiversity and Climate Change 2009

· guidance on contribution of biodiversity and ecosystem services to climate change mitigation and adaptation 

UNCCD

· National Action Programmes – identification of factors contributing to desertification and measures to combat it

Others – Ramsar (enjoys unique status?) ?
Discussion
1. Advantages and difficulties
2. Possible ways to improve synergies
· intervention through overarching UN body or process
· working to improve existing systems/cooperative text 
· new/revived processes within current system
· working with Parties – national engagement
3. What can CCF Partners do individually or jointly?
Advantages
· strengthening joint efforts – biodiversity outcomes
· use available resources more efficiently 
· avoid unnecessary duplication of efforts
· avoid work in one Convention undermining another
Difficulties
·  differences in process/legally binding nature/agenda out of sync 
·  differences in Parties to the Conventions 
·  different ministries and focal points 
·  inconsistent or Convention specific language or definitions (e.g. EbA)
·  funding silos and competition for resources/ added complexity and costs
A. Top down – intervention through overarching UN body or process, e.g. 
· UNGA and UN Secretary General
· Rio+20
· UNEP IEG
· Pitch in terms of cost-effectiveness of synergies
B. Working to improve existing systems, International Conventions e.g. 

· Joint Liaison Group (Executive Secretaries of UNFCCC, CBD, UNCCD)
· SBSTTA ‘cooperation’ agendas
· Nairobi Work Programme
· On case by case issue basis
· Harmonise reporting frameworks
C.  New/revived processes within current system, e.g. 

· National level reporting – promote cross-sectoral/cross-institutional linkages
· Joint SBSTTA meetings (e.g. Montreal 2005)
· Joint meetings of SBSTTA Chairs
· Joint COP/SBSTTA Bureau meetings
· Joint Convention Focal Point meetings
D. Bottom up – 

· Working with sympathetic Parties
· Understanding barriers, concerns and politics – consistent definitions (e.g. EbA)
· Continued awareness raising and capacity building – guidance material/case studies
· NGO action at events – Ecosystems and Climate Change Pavilion, joint NGO statement (UK and/or international – take forward by providing note to UK environmental NGO Directors/CEOs meeting) 
6. Does biodiversity increase forest resilience to climate change?
Biodiversity and resilience in relation to mitigation and permanence (adaptation of the system)

a) There is plenty of evidence for the argument that biodiversity increases resilience, but the evidence on biodiversity increasing productivity is somewhat less convincing.  A useful argument can be made on the basis that old growth and big trees are the most important carbon stores and that the rest of biodiversity is very necessary to keep them going (pollinators, dispersers, soil microbes and all the things that keep all of them going - in short, ecology)

b) People think it IS useful to start making the arguments about biodiversity as an enabling condition for mitigation and its permanence; there is considerable enthusiasm for seeing this case made more and in better ways for a climate audience - some suggestion that Rio+20 could be a god focus for this.  BUT we also agreed that this is distinct from the co-benefit argument, which is needed to promote action in specific places - i.e. bigger biodiversity bang for carbon buck.  

c) An interesting insight on the links between degradation and permanence:  at present, the degradation question is being addressed mostly in terms of carbon emissions from the degradation itself and in relation to short-to-medium-term vulnerability in relation to, e.g. fire.  However there is an important point to be made about vulnerability in the context of climate change: degraded and fragmented habitats are more vulnerable (e.g. Amazon dieback more likely in these places) and their remaining carbon stores will be more vulnerable to CC related change.
d) A related point is on permanence of other ecosystem service benefits.

