Briefing on the Ramsar Convention with respect to the Falkland Islands
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Introduction to the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance
especially as Waterfowl Habitat

Website: https://www.ramsar.org/

How Conventions work
This briefing assumes a working knowledge of how international treaties function.

Background information, especially concerning the nature of obligations and
responsibilities, can be found in Annex 1.

Objectives of the Convention

The objectives of the Wetlands Convention (often known as the Ramsar Convention after
the Iranian town where it was finalised in 1971) have typically been considered under three
‘pillars’ of activity which relate to fundamental obligations assumed by its Parties.

These are:

1. the obligation to designate and use wisely (i.e. sustainably) wetlands of international
importance (Article 2);

2. the obligation to use wisely, as far as is possible, all other wetlands that are not
designated as Ramsar Sites (Article 3); and

3. the obligation to co-operate internationally with other Parties on all issues to do
with wetland conservation (Article 5).

The current Strategic Plan for 2016-2024 develops further priority themes of activity.

In addition to the links given below, the 20 Ramsar Wise Use Handbooks cover a wide range
of practical guidance, and summaries of the Convention’s decisions, on issues including
inventory, assessment and monitoring; designating Ramsar Sites; and addressing change in
ecological character.

This briefing addresses mainly the first pillar issue of Ramsar Site designation, although the
second and third pillar issues are briefly summarised also.


https://www.ramsar.org/
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/hb2_5ed_strategic_plan_2016_24_e.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/resources/the-handbooks
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/lib/hbk4-13.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/lib/hbk4-17.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/lib/hbk4-19.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/lib/hbk4-19.pdf

What are wetlands under the Convention?
The Ramsar Convention has adopted an inclusive definition of what a wetland is:

“...wetlands are areas of marsh, fen, peatland or water, whether natural or artificial,
permanent or temporary, with water that is static or flowing, fresh, brackish or salt,
including areas of marine water the depth of which at low tide does not exceed six
metres.”

Thus, it should be noted that wetlands include the both the coastal zone and near inshore,
but not deep-water marine areas. Ramsar’s definition is now internationally accepted in
other relevant contexts.

1. Designation of wetlands of international importance

In order to join the Convention, Contracting Parties need to designate at least one wetland
of international importance. The process by which that occurs, and the criteria involved, are
laid out in detail in the Convention’s Strategic Framework and guidelines for the future
development of the List of Wetlands of International Importance of the Convention on
Wetlands.

Cross-references to that document are shown below as {# SF # XXX} with XXX being the
relevant paragraph number in the Strategic Framework.

Handbook 17 also gives additional information on processes.

Wetlands of international importance

There are several groups of formal Criteria that the Convention uses to determine the
international importance of a wetland, as shown in Annex 2 below.

These criteria relate to wetland ecosystem type; importance for biodiversity; quantitative
thresholds for waterbirds (which in the context of Ramsar include all birds ecologically
dependent on wetlands for example seabirds); importance for fish? and fisheries; and
guantitative thresholds for non-avian wetland dependent taxa.

It is an expectation, reinforced by multiple decisions of the Conference of {Parties, that
Parties will establish a national? network of qualifying Ramsar Sites {®"SF Section 4:
Establishing a national network of Ramsar Sites; #36-49}. However, it is also recognised that
this will be a progressive task and the rate at which such a network can be created will be
limited by a range of capacity issues including administrative capacity and access to relevant
data and information.

Importantly however, note that the significant information that already exists on possible
Ramsar Sites from past reviews (Annex 3) means that descriptive information on possible

1 The definition of which includes fished invertebrates such as squid.

2 In this context ‘national’ should be read as ‘territory-wide’.


https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/xi.8_annex2_framework_for_new_rsis_e_revcop13.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/xi.8_annex2_framework_for_new_rsis_e_revcop13.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/xi.8_annex2_framework_for_new_rsis_e_revcop13.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/lib/hbk4-17.pdf

further Ramsar Sites in the Falklands is not a constraint to the designation of any of these
sites.

The process of designating a Ramsar Site?

Ramsar’s Strategic Framework (above) gives detailed information on the process of
identification and designation of Ramsar Sites. What follows should be read in conjunction
with that cross-referenced guidance. It relates especially to the situation for UK.

For the UK Overseas Territories, the decision to designate a Ramsar Site lies with the
government of the Territory, although formally the submission process to Ramsar goes
through DEFRA as the nominated UK ‘Administrative Authority’ for the Convention.

The process of designating a Ramsar Site is a sovereign act and it is important to note that
there is no international vetting process involved (unlike for World Heritage Sites — where
national proposals may or may not be ‘accepted’).

The fundamental requirement is a Ramsar Information Sheet (RIS) which describes how and
why the Site qualifies as internationally important, and a map drawn to standards specified
by the Strategic Framework {®*SF Appendix C, pp. 86-89}.

Habitat specific guidance

Note that as well as general guidance to the process of designating a Ramsar Site, the
Strategic Framework gives habitat specific guidance on the identification and boundary
determination for various specific wetland habitats. In a Falklands context, the most
relevant relates to peatlands {®SF Appendix E2, although now updated and replaced by
guidance in Resolution XII1.12}; and wet grasslands {#"SF Appendix E3, pp. 95-98}*.

a) Help, support, and organisational roles

Throughout the process described below, help and support is available from JNCC, DEFRA
and the Ramsar Secretariat. Their roles are different.

JNCC can provide considerable assistance in their role as advisors to DEFRA on international
nature conservation obligations.

The degree to which JNCC could provide institutional support would need to be discussed
with them. Advice on standards and process is part of their role, however the degree to
which significant staff time could be put into a designation process would need to be
discussed, although this may be possible within the context of a funded project.

There may be other sources of pro bono support within the UK to assist FIG with RIS
drafting.

DEFRA are the nominated ‘Administrative Authority’ for the Ramsar Convention within UK
government. They have the formal liaison role with the Convention’s Secretariat. DEFRA

3 Note that it is conventional to capitalise Site when referring to Ramsar Sites.

4 Other habitat specific guidance in SF Appendix E relates to karst and other subterranean hydrological
systems, mangroves, coral reefs, temporary pools, bivalve (shellfish) reefs, and artificial wetlands.


https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/cop11/res/cop11-res08-e-anx1.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/xi.8_annex2_framework_for_new_rsis_e_revcop13.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/xiii.12_identifying_peatlands_ramsar_sites_e.pdf

have access to the on-line data portal that will need to be used to submit a Ramsar
Information Sheet (RIS; below) and from whom access credentials can be obtained.

The Ramsar Secretariat is the body funded by Parties to maintain the List of wetlands of
international importance (amongst other duties). It has a small staff and is based in
Switzerland. Each Party is supported by a Senior Regional Officer and an assistant (who
change on an annual basis). The contact is via the email mailbox europe@ramsar.org.

Confusingly, the Convention has a main website https://www.ramsar.org/ and a separate
website related to Ramsar Sites, and from which data and information can be downloaded.
This Ramsar Sites Information Service (RSIS) https://rsis.ramsar.org/ is not well flagged from
the Convention home page. The RSIS home page gives log-in access (top right) to the on-
line RIS form.

b) Site identification

The Strategic Framework {<SF #40} notes that “The fundamental first step in establishing any
network of protected areas is undertaking a national wetland inventory. Inventories provide
essential information on the extent and location of wetland types (or wetland species) within a
geographic area from which a network of protected areas can be selected according to
established objectives.”

For the Falklands, a wetland inventory {®SF #44} could readily be assembled from the
following information sources:

e past reviews of sites qualifying for Ramsar status published by government® and for
which draft RIS already exist: https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
(see https://www.ukotcf.org/pubs/ramsarReview.htm for general background on
that review);

e BirdLife International’s Important Bird Area Inventory for the Falklands®;

e outcomes from the present Darwin Plus project 116 (Falklands wetlands’ and aquatic
habitats);

e outcomes from the present Darwin Plus project on peatlands run by Falklands
Conservation; and

e outcomes from the Darwin Plus project 065 on Coastal Mapping.

With this information a systematic, updated review of potential Ramsar Sites could readily
be made {#SF #47-48}.

5 Pienkowski, M.W. ed. 2005. Review of existing and potential Ramsar Sites in UK Overseas Territories and
Crown Dependencies. Final report from UK Overseas territories Conservation Forum on Contract
CR0294 to the UK Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. 152 pp.

6 Falklands Conservation 2006. Important Bird Areas of the Falkland Islands. London.
Sanders, S.M. ed. 2006. Important Bird Areas in the United Kingdom Overseas Territories. Sandy, UK: RSPB.
284 pp.

7 Note the use of the term ‘wetland’ by this project does not equate with Ramsar’s definition of what are
wetlands.


mailto:europe@ramsar.org
https://www.ramsar.org/
https://rsis.ramsar.org/
https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
https://www.ukotcf.org/pubs/ramsarReview.htm
http://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/RamsarUKOTCDRepFull054.pdf
http://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/RamsarUKOTCDRepFull054.pdf

Indeed, an initial listing drawn from the first two sources listed above is given in Annex 3.
Several of the information deficits identified in the 2005 Review (see end of Annex 3) were
subsequently clarified by the 2006 IBA inventory.

c) Determining priorities

In the expectation that multiple designations are unlikely to be progressed simultaneously,
at this stage with will be important to establish priorities {®SF #49}.

There are a number of ways these could be established, for example sites under actual or
anticipated threat, or those which qualify under multiple criteria. Given that a number of
possible sites have been long in the public domain through the UK OT Ramsar Review
(above), these sites would be like contenders for initial designations. JNCC can provide
advice.

d) Preparatory work

Once policy decisions have been made by FI Government as to which sites will be
designated (see Section i below), the detailed planning work can commence.

Basic principles related to boundary determination for protected areas apply, in that the site
should be large enough to support the ecological requirements of the ‘features’ (species or
habitats) by which it has internationally important and for which the site is accordingly
being designated. It should also be large enough to enable the statutory control of those
influences, such as land-use changes or pollution, that may damage the interest of the site.
For freshwater wetlands, this typically includes the surrounding catchment.

General principles related to boundary determination for peatland Ramsar Sites have been
published by Ramsar (above), and for other habitat types, the general guidance provided by
the UK Site of Special Scientific Interest Guidelines is broadly relevant.

Draft maps for the 18 proposed Falkland Ramsar Sites were published as part of the 2005
Review and are available at http://www.ukotcf.org/pubs/ramsarReview.htm.

By designating a Ramsar Site, the government concerned (in this case both FIG and UK
HMG) is undertaking to maintain the ecological character of that site, in perpetuity, for the
international community, as part of the obligations that have been assumed by accession of
the state to the Convention.

How that ‘ecological character’ is maintained is a decision for the OT government concerned
(see Section i below). In Great Britain, this is done through the prior listing of the wetland as
a Site of Special Scientific Interest, but with a priority status (equivalent to EU Natura 2000
sites) in terms of monitoring and management.

As for any other protected sites in the Falklands there would be exception of prior
discussion with relevant landowners (if the land is not in state ownership). The reason a site
is important typically relates to existing ‘land-uses’, and as long as these are not damaging,
the expectation would be that these could/would continue.

For breeding seabird colonies, it is good practice to include also those marine areas
immediately adjacent to the Site which are used for social behaviours by breeding birds (but


file:///C:/Files/Business/Darwin%20-%20Falklands/art-1-rationale-operational-approach-and-criteria-for-site-selection
http://www.ukotcf.org/pubs/ramsarReview.htm

recognising that it is not feasible to include offshore feeding areas). This also allows for
control of potentially damaging activities which may arise in waters adjacent to the Site.
JNCC’s seabird experts can provide advice on the typical extent of such areas, based on
protocols established for sites of European importance in Great Britain and Northern
Ireland?®.

e) Preparing the Ramsar Information Sheet and map

Once decisions about boundaries have been made preparation of the Ramsar Information
Sheet (RIS) can commence.

Ramsar Information Sheet

RIS are entered into Ramsar’s global database which is used for multiple analytic purposes
in relation to wetland conservation at global and other scales, and so these are important
public documents.

The first RIS, is an important statement of the condition of the Site at the time of
designation acting thus as a baseline for future monitoring of condition (below).

‘Old’ format RIS (such as those for Sea Lion Island and Bertha’s Beach) were narrative-based,
with information poorly accessible for analysis. In 2012, the Convention agreed a new
format which moved to more simple categorical reporting (with yes/no, presence/absence
type questions). This format is easier to complete and allows ready access to data via
Ramsar’s database.

Submission of the RIS also moved on-line via the RSIS (above), and now occurs through a
password-restricted portal, to which DEFRA can facilitate access by providing user
credentials for RSIS and creating a draft — empty — RIS on the RSIS.

Many UK users have found it easier to complete the initial drafting of the RIS on a ‘paper’
document in Word format, and then transfer this data to the RSIS when complete. Thisis a
personal preference. JNCC can provide an unofficial Word version of the RIS which mirrors
the on-line structure should this be preferred.

See also #SF Section 7 — Ramsar Site description: guidance on describing the site at
designation #263-394.

Many possible Falkland Sites have very significant information already available. Indeed, for
18 sites there are already draft RIS, albeit in the pre-2012 format, and draft boundary maps
so it should not be a major task to collate this information for the RIS.

There is already adequate information to hand to proceed with designation for any/all of
these proposed sites as well as IBAs subsequently identified.

The RIS guidance gives useful guidance to the effect that:

4. Important note on completion of RIS fields. Please note that it is not expected that
most Contracting Parties will be able to complete all fields for all Ramsar Sites. Data,

8 Note that some of the maps of possible Ramsar Sites published at
http://www.ukotcf.org/pubs/ramsarReview.htm include adjacent marine areas within suggested
boundaries, however others do not. These boundaries will need assessment on an individual basis.



https://rsis.ramsar.org/ris/1104
https://rsis.ramsar.org/ris/1103
http://www.ukotcf.org/pubs/ramsarReview.htm

information and capacity are all variable worldwide and develop through time. Compilers
should consider the following principles:

a) If no information exists relating to a specific field, please leave this field
uncompleted (or indicate ‘unknown’). After completing the RIS, an overall
assessment of those issues that are lacking information should guide future priorities
for research and survey at the site (for example, within the context of the site’s
management plan).

b)  Recording some information — even if this is an incomplete or merely
provisional assessment — is more useful than giving no information at all.
Provisional assessments of knowledge are useful and can be expanded in subsequent
updates of the RIS, so Parties are urged to complete as much of the form as
possible.

c)  Please focus on the following sections as priorities for completion (to the extent that
available information allows): Part 1 (fields 1-11), Part 2 (field 12) and the ecological
character statement in field 13 of Part 3. Part 4 (fields 28-35) contains important
information on site management and should be completed if possible.

There is benefit in involving relevant NGOs and experts in commenting on the draft RIS to
ensure that all sources of data are collated.

Map production

It is a legal obligation to produce a definitive map of the Site (and more recently, to provide
the Secretariat with relevant GIS shape-files that define the site). Ramsar has defined a
standard protocol for maps in the Strategic Framework {®SF Appendix C; pp. 86-89}.

Submission of GIS shape files occurs as a necessary part of the RIS submission.

Site photographs

Ramsar encourages the submission of at least two copyright-free photographs of the Site as
part of the RIS for use in international and other publicity purposes.

f) Designation and submission of RIS

Following the collation of information for the RIS and its uploading to the RSIS, the date of
designation needs to be decided between Falklands Islands Government and DEFRA. There
is no particularly significance to the date, but it can be used to reinforce OT/UK input to
wider processes, such as World Wetlands Day (the day the Convention was signed) on

2 February, or the International day for Biological Diversity on 22 May. It is useful to
determine the designation day significantly in advance to provide a deadline to work to.



Date stamped map(s)

To provide legal certainty, it is good practice that the definitive ‘paper’ site map is date-
stamped —i.e. contains the following text “Map of XXXXX Ramsar Site as at [designation
date]”. For that map to be submitted as part of the RIS, it thus needs to be produced in
advance, hence again the value of early decision on the designation day.

Publicity material

The designation of a Ramsar Site provides a ‘good news’ story that typically attracts
significant press attention nationally and sometimes internationally. In the run-up the
designation day, it is useful to develop a press release. Including supporting material and a
link to copyright-free photos will enhance the potential for uptake. Liaison with relevant
NGOs who can issue their own PR material welcoming the designation is useful.

The Press Release will typically have statements from both the head of the OT government
as well as the UK Environment Minister.

Typically, such a press release is best issued, on an embargoed basis, about a week prior to
the designation day to allow time for media to develop their coverage (including potentially
to undertake local interviews).

On designation day, DEFRA will formally submit the RIS.

As relevant and possible, sometimes public events occur on the Site on the day of
designation to raise the profile of the event.

Diplomatic issues

Note that the Argentine Republic made formal diplomatic protests to the inclusion of the
Falkland Islands within UK accession to the Convention, and again at the time of designation
(24 October 2001) of Bertha’s Beach and Sea Lion island?®.

It can be anticipated that diplomatic protests will follow any further Ramsar designations by
UK in the Falklands.

g) Designation vs. Listing

Designation is the process by which UK/OT government authorities legal assume the
obligations to protect the Ramsar Site. The Ramsar Secretariat, however, are responsible to
adding the Site to the formal List of Wetlands of International Importance and this is called
Listing.

This Listing occurs after designation and follows a check of the RIS by Secretariat staff. If the
RIS has been adequately prepared, then this Quality Assurance process should be a
formality.

However, as noted above, in the past experience has shown that the Secretariat has been
unrealistic in their expectations of the extent data and information are available for OT (and

° https://www.ramsar.org/news/the-uk-names-two-ramsar-sites-in-the-falkland-islands-malvinas



https://www.ramsar.org/news/the-uk-names-two-ramsar-sites-in-the-falkland-islands-malvinas

UK) Sites. JNCC can assist in determining the extent to which it is feasible to address any
issues which may be raised at this stage.

After the Secretariat checks the correct qualification of the Site, they add it to the Ramsar
List.

An alternative approach is to undertake consultation with the Secretariat on the draft RIS in
advance of the formal submission to allow designation and listing to occur on the same day.
Typically, UK has not undertaken this approach however, as — diplomatically — it can suggest
prior ‘approval’ by the Secretariat for which they have no mandate.

h) Post-designation obligations
Developing a management plan

The fundamental obligation assumed by designation is to maintain the ecological character
of the Site. Indeed, there is requirement to inform the international community, via the
Ramsar Secretariat, if the ‘ecological character’ of the Ramsar Site is changing or is likely to
be changing (Article 3.2).

Accordingly, there is an expectation that appropriate monitoring is undertaken at a site to
detect such change. This is typically undertaken within the context of a management plan.
The Strategic Framework provides a definition of, and further information about, ‘ecological
character’®,

Ramsar’s guidance on management planning can be found in its relevant Handbook on
inventory, assessment and monitoring. There is simple guidance also here.

There is an expectation that all Ramsar Sites will have a management plan as the means
through which the Site’s ‘wise-use’ will be delivered and ecological character thus
maintained. Wise use (see below) is a central concept of the Convention and equates with
the concept of sustainable use as used by the Convention on Biological Diversity and other
international processes.

The 2001 RIS for Sea Lion Island and Bertha’s Beach Ramsar Sites indicate that management
plans were then under development. It is presumed these were finalised.

Establishment of monitoring

As for any protected area, establishment of monitoring is an integral part of the
management planning process for which much published guidance exists. Essentially, the
extent and frequency of monitoring will depend on an assessment of the likely risks of
adverse change to the reasons for which the Site is internationally important (qualifying
habitats and species). More pragmatically, it will also be determined by resource
availability.

10 Additionally, an excellent relevant summary of ecological character in the context of the ‘Emerald Network’
of internationally protected sites under the Bern Convention on the conservation of European wildlife
and natural habitats is given by https://rm.coe.int/the-concept-of-the-ecological-character-of-sites-in-
the-bern-conventio/168073f68d

10


https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/lib/hbk4-13.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/wurc_mgt_planning2008.pdf
https://rm.coe.int/the-concept-of-the-ecological-character-of-sites-in-the-bern-conventio/168073f68d
https://rm.coe.int/the-concept-of-the-ecological-character-of-sites-in-the-bern-conventio/168073f68d

For remote areas, subject to little direct human influence — such as seabird breeding
colonies —a monitoring regime may comprise relatively low frequency assessment of trends.
These trends may be assessed on the basis sample counts within a colony rather than a
complete census (although clearly the later is preferable if feasible).

For terrestrial Sites where, for example, restoration of degraded habitats is part of the
management, then more frequent, perhaps annual, monitoring would be typical so as to
inform management activity such as changing grazing levels.

JNCC can provide advice on appropriate monitoring regimes and as stressed above, these
decisions are best made within the structured process of developing site management
plans.

In Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Ramsar Sites monitoring is typically undertaken in
partnership with relevant NGOs, especially in relation to bird monitoring, and presumably
Falklands Conservation will have an important partnership role with FIG in this regard.

Article 3.2 of the Convention, however, requires that:

“Each Contracting Party shall arrange to be informed at the earliest possible time if
the ecological character of any wetland in its territory and included in the List has
changed, is changing or is likely to change as the result of technological
developments, pollution or other human interference. Information on such changes
shall be passed without delay to the [Secretariat].”

In summary, the critical issue is that monitoring is undertaken at sufficient frequency to
detect any changes to the ecological character of the Site (above) as this is the legal
obligation that is assumed by Ramsar designation. For most Sites, the six-year cycle of RIS
update provides an ecological sensible periodicity on which to undertake a ‘health check’.

The role of the landowner

For Sites that are in private ownership, the role of the landowner would be determined
through consultation and agreement. Local processes would likely be no different from
other protected areas on private land in the Falklands.

In Great Britain and Northern Ireland, landowner obligations are specified in a mutually
agreed ‘management agreement’* which provides a succinct statement of the reasons why
the site is of importance, and those management actions which will benefit the site, and
those that will harm it’s interests. Where it is necessary to constrain economically
significant activities (such as limiting grazing levels), then these agreements provide the
basis for financial ‘compensation’.

Most agreements, however, do not have financial implications since the reasons why a site
is important typically is a consequence of existing management, the continuation of which is
thus important.

Existing Ramsar Sites in the Falkland Islands

The Falkland Islands Government have designated two Ramsar Sites as follows:

1 The terminology varies in different UK countries.
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Sea Lion Island was designated in 2001 and is an important breeding site for Southern Sea
Lion Otaria flavescens and Southern Elephant Seal Mirounga leonine. The link gives access
to further information, site map and the RIS.

The 2001 RIS states “Under the new Falklands conservation legislation, now in preparation,
management provisions will need to be defined on Sea Lion Island, in association with the
land owner and manager. This will involve development of management prescriptions,
guaranteeing the conservation of this site as a wetland.” The outcome of these discussions
are not known

Bertha’s Beach was also designated in 2001 and the site is a good representative example,
in relatively natural state, of several different wetland habitat types found along this coast,
including shallow marine waters, kelp beds, rocky shores, peatlands, and coastal freshwater
lagoons, as well as tussac vegetation on two islands. The site supports appreciable numbers
of threatened fauna and flora including endemic Falkland Steamer Duck Tachyeres
brachydactyla and several endemic subspecies, such as Upland Goose Chloephaga picta
leucoptera, Kelp Goose Chloephaga hybrida malvinarum, White-tufted Grebe Podiceps
rolland rolland and Tussacbird Cinclodes a. antarcticus are also present, together with
breeding Southern Sea Lion and colonies of Gentoo Penguins Pygoscelis papua. The link
gives access to further information, site map and the RIS.

The 2001 OT Ramsar Review recommended the extension of “the existing Bertha's Beach
site eastwards to Kelp Point or Pleasant Point, to achieve more natural boundaries and
include much more coverage of the important wintering shorebird population.”

The 2001 RIS states “Under the new Falklands conservation legislation, the Conservation of
Wildlife and Nature Ordinance 1999, Bertha’s Beach will require management provisions to
be agreed, in consultation with the land owner and manager. These would include
measures to guarantee continued use for sheep farming and conservation of wetland
values; they might include further restrictions on access, to avoid disturbance to sheep at
critical periods like lambing. The military activities within the site should be controlled in
sensitive areas and the level of education on site should be increased. The oil spill response
plan from the nearby port at Mare Harbour should also be reviewed as part of any
management strategy.” It is not known whether any of these proposed activities occurred.

Update of RIS

Although not a strict obligation, Parties including the UK, have accepted the need to update
the Site Information Sheets at least every six years.

Updated RIS for Sea Lion Island and Bertha’s Beach Ramsar Sites have been undertaken by
the current Darwin Plus project.
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https://rsis.ramsar.org/ris/1104
https://rsis.ramsar.org/ris/1103

Environment Charter obligations

Designation of a territory-wide network of Ramsar Sites would contribute to the Falkland
delivery of Principle No. 7% of the 2001 Environment Charter as delivered by Falkland Island
Government Commitment No. 213,

Ramsar Sites and development

Under Article 2.5 of the Convention, Ramsar provides that designated Ramsar Sites may be
de-designated, or their boundaries modified, in response to the Contracting Parties “urgent
national interests”.

Such an eventually is very much the last resort in addressing development issues and the
Convention has provided guidance through STRP Briefing Note No. 3 on Avoiding,
mitigating, and compensating for loss and degradation of wetlands in national laws and
policies as well as in its Wise Use Handbook series.

Where restriction to Ramsar Site boundaries occur, the Parties have agreed that at least an
equivalent area of similar habitat is designated in mitigation.

i) Delivery of Ramsar obligations within the context of Falkland legislation
Falklands context
In the 2001 Environment Charter, the Falkland Islands Government committed, inter alia, to:

“2. Ensure the protection and restoration of key habitats, species and landscape features through
legislation and appropriate management structures and mechanisms, including a protected areas
policy, and attempt the control and eradication of invasive species.”

and

“6. Implement effectively obligations under the Multilateral Environmental Agreements already
extended to the Falkland Islands and work towards the extension of other relevant agreements.”

In its Biodiversity Strategy 2008-2018, to that end, the Falkland Islands Government agreed
the following priority actions:

“29. Revise the system of nature reserves designated under the Conservation of Wildlife and
Nature Ordinance to establish a network of sites that are key for the protection of terrestrial,
freshwater and marine species and habitats.

30. For the key biodiversity areas and designated lands (see Action Task 13), (a) develop, adopt
and (b) implement Site Management Plans with landowners to ensure adequate long-term
protection, particularly for the management of invasive species, be it prevention, control or
eradication. At least 30 sites (e.g. National Nature Reserves, Important Bird Areas and

12 47 To safeguard and restore native species, habitats and landscape features, and control or eradicate
invasive species.”

13 “2. Ensure the protection and restoration of key habitats, species and landscape features through
legislation and appropriate management structures and mechanisms, including a protected areas
policy, and attempt the control and eradication of invasive species.”
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https://www.fiassociation.com/shopimages/pdfs/11.%202001%20Environment%20Charter.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/bn3.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/bn3.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/bn3.pdf
https://www.ramsar.org/resources/the-handbooks
http://www.globalislands.net/userfiles/Falklands4.pdf

Important Plant Areas) are identified as potentially requiring the preparation of or the
documentation of management.”

The need to create a coherent national network of well-managed protected areas is
required also as part of the Islands implementation of the Ramsar Convention.

Global context

The global context by which this issue is framed is the global biodiversity crisis is outlined by
the Global Assessment on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services published by the
Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in 2019.

One of the key responses by the international community is the development of so-called
‘Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework’ under the Convention on Biological Diversity (an
applicable to all states and MEAs), informed also by the international communities failure to
achieve the preceding Aichi Targets agreed by CBD in 2011.

The Post-2020 Targets will be formally agreed by CBD COP 15 in late 2021, but current
negotiating drafts suggest that there will be a strong emphasis on an ambitious target for
protected areas — as a critical element of biodiversity conservation. This is likely to be
strongly supported by HMG and the delivery of agreed commitments to implement a
coherent network of protected areas in the Falklands Islands could be a very significant
contribution.

Mechanisms

As noted above the basic obligation that a country (or in this context, a UK Overseas
Territory) assumes by designating a Ramsar Sites is to maintain, in perpetuity, its ecological
character. This essentially means the favourable conservation and ecological status of the
features that make it internationally important and for which it has been designated. (Note
these exactly match obligations already undertaken by FIG through the 2001 Environment
Charter and 2008-2018 Biodiversity Strategy).

The Convention itself does not specify how this should be done, this is for the country itself
to determine.

In metropolitan UK, the determined policy approach is that internationally important sites
should first be notified as Sites of Special Scientific Interest in GB or as Areas of Scientific
Interest in Northern Ireland. This allows the use of domestic legislation related to the
protection of nationally important S/ASSIs to be applied to internationally important sites
also.

Given the additional requirements of the EU Birds and Habitats Directives for relevant
Natura 2000 Sites, there are addition Regulations established as Statutory Instruments.
These spell out in more detail the approaches to be taken to assessing ‘plans or projects’
than have the potential to adversely affect the site.

In essence thus, the approach is that before a site is designated as internationally important
it is first designated as nationally important. As well as being logical, this is in order to
ensure the statutory ability of government authorities to control land-use and ensure
delivery of international obligations.
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http://ipbes.net/sites/default/files/2020-02/ipbes_global_assessment_report_summary_for_policymakers_en.pdf
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https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/3064/749a/0f65ac7f9def86707f4eaefa/post2020-prep-02-01-en.pdf

However, it should be stressed again that this is just the metropolitan UK approach —its is
not required by Ramsar. Indeed, many other countries (often with less developed legislative
frameworks for conservation) designate Ramsar Sites first, and then use this as a
justification (typically within government) to progressively develop protective and
management measures for the site(s). That can be high risk approach as, post-designation,
political attention may not be sustained to deliver these needs. Consequently, there are a
significant number of unprotected and degraded Ramsar Sites around the world.

How the Falklands Island’s Government choses to designate Ramsar Site is its own policy
choice. However, from superficial review of the relevant Ordinances there would seem to
be (at least) two options. An initial reflection of the risks and benefits are as follows.

Designation without underpinning status

In this scenario, designation by FIG could occur without the underpinning legal protection
provided by the 1999 Conservation of Wildlife & Nature Ordinance. This would be
administratively simple in that, following consultation with the landowners, the only
required task would be designation (amounting to a formal statement by the government)
and the submission of RIS and map of the Site to Ramsar Secretariat (see above for process).

The risks however are that there are no legislative tools to address protective or
management requirements, and solutions to such issues would need to be found as future
problems arise. For offshore seabird colonies that are essentially natural, ‘non-intervention’
protected areas this may, however, be a low risk. Likewise, where the Site is on wholly
Crown Land and thus FIG by definition is the sole landowner and can determine its own
actions in relation to conservation management, the risk may also be practically slight.

Designation with underpinning NNR status

An alternative approach would be to ensure the prior designation of Ramsar Sites as
National Nature Reserves under Part Il of Conservation of Wildlife & Nature Ordinance.

This gives ‘national’ status to an international designation — which is logical. More
importantly, it allows the provisions of Section 16 of the Ordinance to be used to control, as
necessary, potentially damaging activities, and more positively, the provisions of Section 14
to establish, as required, an appropriate management regime with landowners (including
the Crown).

This approach would seem to give FIG greater security that the assumed international
obligations can be delivered, but would require, as necessary, the prior step of NNR
designation through an NNR Order. As these Orders require landowner consultation
(needed anyway for a Ramsar designation), the additional ‘burden’ of this approach is just
administrative (i.e. where NNR status does not already exist, a national as well as an
international process rather than just an international process).

If this latter approach was followed, then the following proposed eight Ramsar Sites
(Annex 3) already have NNR Orders in Place. However, note that for three of these, the
existing NNR provision does not include the whole of the larger proposed Ramsar Site:

e Jason Islands NNR;
e New Island South NNR (partly - New Island South is part of New Islands Group);
e Bird Island NNR;
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e Beauchéne Island NNR;
e Bleaker Island NNR;

e Kidney & Cochon Islands NNR (partly — excludes the Kidney Cove component of the
proposed Ramsar Site);

e Stanley Common NNR (partly — excludes Cape Peninsula and Port Harriet component
of the proposed Ramsar Site); and

e Cape Dolphin NNR.

2. Wetland wise use

As well as the wise use of Ramsar Sites, Article 3 of the Convention requires that Parties
“shall formulate and implement their planning so as to promote ... as far as possible the
wise use of wetlands in their territory.”

This is a wider requirement to ensure wetland conservation beyond internationally
important sites i.e. either other protected areas or in the ‘wider countryside’.

3. International co-operation

International co-operation with other Parties is implicit in all multi-lateral environment
agreements, but Article 5 specifically requires it, especially in the context of transboundary
wetlands or “where a water system is shared by Contracting Parties.”

Subsequent decisions stress the obligation relates to other shared wetland resources,
notably migratory species that use wetlands in multiple countries.
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Annex 1. How international treaties work

This briefing assumes a working knowledge of how international treaties function.

There is background/introductory information in a range of textbooks. Both de Klemm &
Shine (1993) and Birnie & Boyle (1992), although not including recent developments, are
excellent, thorough summaries of the legal background and history to international
environmental treaties. More recent good summaries include Fitzmaurice et al. (2017),
Bowman et al. (2010, 2016) and Kuokkanen et al. (2016).

Stroud et al. (2021) provide a thorough introductory explanation to the workings and
functions of international treaties.

Essentially, there are two different types of relationship (legal) relationship involved in the
implementation of international treaties. The first relates to the obligations assumed by a
country (a state ‘actor’) when it joins or accedes to a multilateral environmental agreement
(MEA). This is a direct country — MEA relationship.

The second type of relationship is that between the state’s government and its subjects with
respect to the implementation of the assumed obligations that the state has taken on.
Typically, this is undertaken through the legal transposition of the international obligations
into national statute.

State obligations and compliance

When a state joins (or accedes to) a Convention it agrees to undertake certain obligations.
Yet typically (there are a few exceptions) whilst the Conventions amount to hard
international law, there are no mechanisms that can enforce compliance (or have
consequences for non-compliance). This means that, notwithstanding that a country has
agreed to undertake various commitments, there is usually no international sanctions if that
state decides to do little or nothing to deliver those obligations (although some have —
general weak — compliance processes).

In the context of the Falklands, one exception is CITES — where other Parties can refuse to
trade with a non-compliant country leading to economic implications.

For most MEAs'* the main form of compliance is international peer pressure through
‘naming and shaming’ at the triennial Conferences of the Parties (COPs). Yet even on the
very rare occasions when that occurs (diplomatically considered its bad form to criticise
another state), it seems to do little to force compliance if a Party has decided that non-
compliance (for whatever reason) is easier.

14 Some have more effective compliance mechanisms. Thus, the African-Eurasian Waterbirds Agreement
recently found against the English and Welsh governments for their persistent failure to provide statutory
protection for a Critically Endangered goose species — in clear contravention to their legal obligations under
the Agreement. Compliance required a change of policy.

18



However, the UK has a long history of seeking to implement international obligations in
good faith. It typically will not enter into treaties until it is clear that it can and will be able
to achieve that implementation.

National transposition

Once a state has become a Party to a Convention it then needs to ensure it can legally
implement its obligations nationally. This is typically through transposition of the
requirements of the MEA into national® law (and policies). This is the second relationship
issue, which is that between the state and its population.

Until the obligations have been transposed into national statute, there are no implications
for a member of the public of a state’s accession to a MEA. So —as an example —if there is
no national legislation protecting a threatened species, then there is no implication on the
public if that state becomes Party to a treaty which gave strict protection to the species.
The legal implication for a citizen would only arise when the international obligation in
transposed into national legislation. Until that point, it would be quite legal for an individual
to kill such a species. In that example, the state would be in breach of its obligations to the
MEA, but not the individual.

So, the issue of adequate transposition arising from the MEAs below into Falkland
Ordinances is fundamental and clearly critical. The Falklands Islands Government
committed, in the 2011 Environment Charter (below) to “Implement effectively obligations
under the Multilateral Environmental Agreements already extended to the Falkland
Islands...”.

15 and Territory
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Annex 2. Criteria for the designation of Wetlands of International

Importance.

Group A of the criteria

Sites containing
representative, rare or
unique wetland types

Criterion 1:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it contains a representative, rare, or
unique example of a natural or near-natural
wetland type found within the appropriate
biogeographic region.

Group B of the criteria

Sites of international
importance for
conserving biodiversity

Criteria based on
species and
ecological
communities

Criterion 2:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it supports vulnerable, endangered,
or critically endangered species or threatened
ecological communities.

Criterion 3:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it supports populations of plant
and/or animal species important for maintaining
the biological diversity of a particular
biogeographic region.

Criterion 4:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it supports plant and/or animal
species at a critical stage in their life cycles, or
provides refuge during adverse conditions.

Specific criteria
based on waterbirds

Criterion 5:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it regularly supports 20,000 or more
waterbirds.

Criterion 6:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it regularly supports 1% of the
individuals in a population of one species or
subspecies of waterbird.

Specific criteria
based on fish

Criterion 7:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it supports a significant proportion
of indigenous fish subspecies, species or families,
life-history stages, species interactions and/ ot
populations that are representative of wetland
benefits and/or values and thereby contributes to
global biological diversity.

Criterion 8:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it is an important source of food for
fishes, spawning ground, nursery and/or
migration path on which fish stocks, either within
the wetland or elsewhere, depend.

Specific criteria
based on other taxa

Criterion 9:

A wetland should be considered internationally
important if it regularly supports 1% of the
individuals in a population of one species or
subspecies of wetland-dependent non-avian
animal species.
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Annex 3. List of sites qualifying for potential Ramsar Site designation in the Falkland Islands.

Sources are the 2005 UK Overseas Territories Ramsar Review'®, and the 2006 UK Overseas Territories Important Bird Areas Review!’. Further
sources of information are Standring 19828 who undertook an earlier review of the application of the Convention to the Falklands, whilst the
islands were covered by the earlier international wetland inventories of Scott and Carbonell 1986%°. Hepburn et al. 19922° reviewed UK OT
potential Ramsar Sites, predating DEFRA’s more comprehensive 2005 review).

Note that, on evidence from the IBA Review it is possible that a number of sites (and maybe others not listed) additionally qualify for seals
under Criteria 9, but this has not been assessed.

Matching against National Nature Reserves has been undertaken using a FIG listing on https://www.fig.gov.fk/epd/19-environment/66-site-
management-plans but this is not up to date, excluding at least Sea Lion Island National Nature Reserve Order 2017 and the Patricia Luxton
National Nature Reserve (Chartres) Order 2009, so the matching is should not be taken as definitive.

Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Status NNR? Source

SOUTHERN FALKLAND ISLANDS

Beauchéne Island v v v v v Proposed/IBA Yes UK OT Ramsar Review
2001; IBA FKOO1

EAST FALKLAND & SURROUNDS

Hummock Island Group v v v IBA IBA FKOO6

16 pienkowski, M.W. ed. 2005. Review of existing and potential Ramsar Sites in UK Overseas Territories and Crown Dependencies. Final report from UK Overseas

territories Conservation Forum on Contract CR0294 to the UK Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. 152 pp.

17 sanders, S.M. ed. 2006. Important Bird Areas in the United Kingdom Overseas Territories. Sandy UK: RSPB. 284 pp.
18 Standring, K.T. 1982. Application of the Ramsar Convention to the Falkland Islands. RSPB report to the Nature Conservancy Council, UK.
1% Scott, D.A. & M Carbonell, M. 1986. A Directory of Neotropical Wetlands. Cambridge/Slimbridge, England. IUCN/IWRB.

Hepburn, 1., Oldfield, S. & Thompson, K. 1992. UK Dependant Territories Ramsar Study: Stage 1. Unpublished Report submitted to the UK Department of the
Environment by IWRB and the NGO Forum for Nature Conservation in UK Dependant Territories.

21



https://www.fig.gov.fk/epd/19-environment/66-site-management-plans
https://www.fig.gov.fk/epd/19-environment/66-site-management-plans
https://www.legislation.gov.fk/view/html/inforce/2021-01-11/fisl-2017-26?query=((Repealed%253DN%2520AND%2520DocType%253D%2522fiord%2522%2520AND%2520PitValid%253D%2540pointInTime(20210111125334)%2520AND%2520DocStatus%253D%2522inforce%2522)%2520OR%2520(Repealed%253DN%2520AND%2520DocType%253D(%2522fisl%2522%2520OR%2520%2522fiproc%2522)%2520AND%2520PitValid%253D%2540pointInTime(20210111125334)%2520AND%2520DocStatus%253D%2522inforce%2522))%2520AND%2520(Content%2520%253D%2520(%2522National%2522%2520AND%2520%2522Nature%2522%2520AND%2520%2522reserve%2522%2520AND%2520%2522order%2522))&displayQuery=%5B%7B%22name%22%3A%22Document%20types%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22In%20force%20Ordinances%2C%20In%20force%20Secondary%20Legislation%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Query%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20for%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22National%20Nature%20reserve%20order%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20in%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22All%20content%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20using%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22All%20of%20the%20words%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Year%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Number%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Point%20in%20time%22%2C%22value%22%3A%2211%2F01%2F2021%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%5D
https://www.legislation.gov.fk/view/html/inforce/2021-01-11/fisl-2009-25?query=((Repealed%253DN%2520AND%2520DocType%253D%2522fiord%2522%2520AND%2520PitValid%253D%2540pointInTime(20210111125334)%2520AND%2520DocStatus%253D%2522inforce%2522)%2520OR%2520(Repealed%253DN%2520AND%2520DocType%253D(%2522fisl%2522%2520OR%2520%2522fiproc%2522)%2520AND%2520PitValid%253D%2540pointInTime(20210111125334)%2520AND%2520DocStatus%253D%2522inforce%2522))%2520AND%2520(Content%2520%253D%2520(%2522National%2522%2520AND%2520%2522Nature%2522%2520AND%2520%2522reserve%2522%2520AND%2520%2522order%2522))&displayQuery=%5B%7B%22name%22%3A%22Document%20types%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22In%20force%20Ordinances%2C%20In%20force%20Secondary%20Legislation%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Query%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20for%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22National%20Nature%20reserve%20order%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20in%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22All%20content%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20using%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22All%20of%20the%20words%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Year%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Number%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Point%20in%20time%22%2C%22value%22%3A%2211%2F01%2F2021%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%5D
https://www.legislation.gov.fk/view/html/inforce/2021-01-11/fisl-2009-25?query=((Repealed%253DN%2520AND%2520DocType%253D%2522fiord%2522%2520AND%2520PitValid%253D%2540pointInTime(20210111125334)%2520AND%2520DocStatus%253D%2522inforce%2522)%2520OR%2520(Repealed%253DN%2520AND%2520DocType%253D(%2522fisl%2522%2520OR%2520%2522fiproc%2522)%2520AND%2520PitValid%253D%2540pointInTime(20210111125334)%2520AND%2520DocStatus%253D%2522inforce%2522))%2520AND%2520(Content%2520%253D%2520(%2522National%2522%2520AND%2520%2522Nature%2522%2520AND%2520%2522reserve%2522%2520AND%2520%2522order%2522))&displayQuery=%5B%7B%22name%22%3A%22Document%20types%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22In%20force%20Ordinances%2C%20In%20force%20Secondary%20Legislation%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Query%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20for%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22National%20Nature%20reserve%20order%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20in%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22All%20content%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Search%20using%22%2C%22value%22%3A%22All%20of%20the%20words%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Year%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Number%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%2C%7B%22name%22%3A%22Point%20in%20time%22%2C%22value%22%3A%2211%2F01%2F2021%22%2C%22operator%22%3A%22AND%22%7D%5D
https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
http://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/RamsarUKOTCDRepFull054.pdf

Limpet Creek and Cape
Bougainville, East Falkland

Name 2 3 5 6 7 8 Status NNR? Source

Keppel Island v v v v Proposed/IBA UK OT Ramsar Review
2001; IBA FKO08

New Island Group v v v v o v v? Proposed/IBA | (Yes: Newls. | UK OT Ramsar Review

South only) 2001; IBA FKO11

Passage Island Group v IBA IBA FK012

Sea Lion Islands Group (includes v v IBA/Ramsar | (Yes: Sea Lion | FKO15 (includes Sea

Sea Lion Island Ramsar Site) Site Island only) Lion Island Ramsar
Site)

Speedwell Island Group v v v IBA FKO16

Bull Point, East Falkland v v Proposed/IBA UK OT Ramsar Review
2001; FKO18

Seal Bay, East Falkland v v v v Proposed/IBA UK OT Ramsar Review
2001; FK020

Volunteer Point, East Falkland v v v Proposed/IBA UK OT Ramsar Review
2001; FK021

Bertha’s Beach, East Falkland v v va |y IBA/Ramsar FK 022 / Bertha's

Site Beach Ramsar Site

(see note below)

Cape Dolphin, East Falkland v v Proposed Yes UK OT Ramsar Review
2001

Concordia Beach & Ponds, v v v Proposed UK OT Ramsar Review

2001

21 Qualifies under Criteria 5 according to IBA data but not formally classified as such
22 Qualifies under Criteria 6 according to IBA data but not formally classified as such
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https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
https://www.ukotcf.org/pdf/Ramsar/54Falklands.pdf
https://rsis.ramsar.org/ris/1104
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Name 1 3 4 6 Status NNR? Source

Swan Inlet and Ponds, East v 4 4 Proposed UK OT Ramsar Review

Falkland 2001

Flats Brook and Bombilla Flats, v Proposed UK OT Ramsar Review

East Falkland 2001

Lafonia Ponds and streams v v Proposed UK OT Ramsar Review

catchment, East Falkland 2001

NORTHERN FALKLANDS

Jason Islands Group v v v Proposed/IBA UK OT Ramsar Review
2001; IBA FKOO7

WEST FALKLAND &

SURROUNDS

Beaver Island Group v IBA IBA FK002

Bird Island v v v v Proposed/IBA Yes UK OT Ramsar Review
2001; IBA FKOO3

Bleaker Island Group v v IBA Yes IBA FK004

Elephant Cays Group v v IBA IBA FK0OO5

Kidney Island and Kidney Cove, v v v Proposed/IBA Yes UK OT Ramsar Review

East Falkland 2001; IBA FKO09

Lively Island Group IBA IBA FKO10

Pebble Island Group (includes v v v v Proposed/IBA IBA FK013 (UK OT

Pebble Island East), West Ramsar Review 2001)

Falkland

Saunders Island v IBA FK014

West Point island Group v IBA FKO17
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Name 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Status NNR? Source

Hope Harbour, West Falkland 4 4 IBA FKO19

East Bay, Lake Sulivan and River | v v v v Proposed UK OT Ramsar Review
Doyle, West Falkland 2001

Cape Peninsula, Stanley v v v Proposed (Yes: Stanley | UK OT Ramsar Review
Common and Port Harriet, East Common only) | 2001

Falkland

Hawks Nest Ponds, West v v v v Proposed UK OT Ramsar Review
Falkland 2001

The following recommendations were made as part of the 2001 OT Ramsar Review:

In addition to the identification of the new (or revised) proposed sites, several other priorities were identified.

1.

The need to extend the existing Bertha's Beach site eastwards to Kelp Point or Pleasant Point, to achieve more natural boundaries and include
much more coverage of the important wintering shorebird population.

The need to include representation of the Loligo and kelp beds (see Criterion 8; note that "fish" here includes fished invertebrates) as well as for
other reasons. This is important both for its intrinsic interest and because of the role of nursery areas for the crucially important squid fishery.
Further information and consultation with the fishery authorities are required before specific recommendations can be made. Three basic
approaches have been suggested by various persons, and these are not mutually exclusive:

a) adding such areas to any of the appropriate coastal areas already identified; this would have the advantage of an integrated approach;
b) adding a large marine site, one suggestion being Queen Charlotte Bay, to include the shallow margins and the enclosed deeper area; and
c) separate areas if necessary.

It might be advantageous to investigate options as part of a strategic approach to inshore marine management and conservation (through
something like a coastal management strategy).

Because of the large extent of the islands and the high proportion of wetlands, there is still a need for further survey information. In some
cases (such as the Lafonia wetlands and Swan Inlet areas) this is needed to refine the tentative areas indicated. In other cases (e.g. West
Lagoon area, West Falkland), the uncertainty has prevented recommendation of some sites which had originally been put forward as
candidates, even though it is strongly suspected that they qualify. Similarly, some sites put forward (e.g. Saunders Island; the Lively Island
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Group) are undoubtedly of great wildlife importance, but it is not yet possible to confirm this in a Ramsar context. Further work will clarify
this?. Finally, in this category, there are probably important sites not yet found or suspected; West Falkland in particular needs more
investigation in this respect.

4. Work is needed on developing and implementing management on the designated sites as well as those proposed for designation.

23 Note that the IBA inventory in 2006 has confirmed the qualification of these areas.
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