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1.0

O v e rv i e w

The Important Bird Area (IBA)
programme of BirdLife International is
a global initiative aimed at identifying,
documenting and protecting a crucial
network of sites for conservation of
birds. Currently there are about 10,000
Important Bird Areas identified across
the  world, 1,230 of which are found
in Africa and its associated islands.
This regional synthesis report analyzes
the most up-to-date monitoring data
on status and trends of biodiversity at
high-biodiversity sites (Important Bird
Areas) in eight African countries.
The information provided in this
report is based on monitoring data
collected   in 2001, 2008, 2009 and
2010 from 178 sites in Botswana,
Burkina Faso, Burundi, Kenya, Tunisia,
Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe. The

monitoring is conducted using an
internationally agreed methodology
developed by BirdLife International
(2006) and data collected in 2001 are
used as the baseline.
The main information sources for
this report are the National Status
and Trends Reports produced by the
eight implementing BirdLife Partner
organisations.
This is the fourth regional report,
summarizing the latest data on status
and trends of biodiversity in Africa
and drawing conclusions to guide
the future conservation strategy of the
BirdLife Africa Partnership. This report
reflects the status of the   condition,
threats and conservation interventions
at 147 Important Bird Areas in Africa
as of 2010.

Echuya Forest, Uganda © Michael Opige
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Methodology
Process
BirdLife International developed a
baseline status of the sites condition,
threats and conservation interventions
as of 2001, largely based on the
information contained in the regional
IBA directory (Fishpool and Evans,
2001) and after consultation and
verification with the stakeholders at
national level. This was followed by
targeted training of site monitoring
teams, comprising mainly the Protected
Area personnel. Data recorded by field
observers was entered into the World
Biodiversity Database (https://www.
globalconservation.info) by individuals
at designated institutions and the
assessments automated into impact
scores ranging from 0–3. Three aspects
were monitored included the State
(condition of birds and their habitat),
Pressure (threats focusing the sites) and
Responses (the action being taken to
conserve the sites).

Calculating Scores
The monitoring involves assessing
selected indicators that are relevant
for our conservation objectives. The
indicators are classified into three
categories namely; the State (condition),
Pressures (threats) and Responses
(interventions) at IBAs (Bennun, 2003).
Details of scoring State, Pressure and
Response differ, but the resulting scales
are the same; scores for each are
assigned on a simple 4-point scale, from
0 to 3 (BirdLife International, 2006).

Calculating scores for State
State can be assessed based on the
population sizes for one or more
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trigger species (for which there is good
information) or each ‘trigger’ species
assessed individually (then applying the
‘weakest link’ approach). Each species
or habitat is scored independently.
Using a ‘weakest link’ approach, a
status score is assigned based on the
species/habitat with the ‘worst’ status.
The IBA condition status scores are as
follows: 3 = good; 2 = moderate; 1 =
poor; 0 = very poor.

Calculating scores for Pressures
Pressures or threats are assessed by
scoring information on the timing,
scope and severity of each threat.
Timing refers to the period (now or
future) a particular threat is occurring.
Scope refers to the extent of coverage
across the site while severity refers to
the scale of the resultant effect of the
threat. Timing, scope and severity
scores are then combined to give threat
impact scores for each threat. Using the
weakest link approach, the threat with
the highest impact is used to assign the
threat status score for the whole IBA, as
follows: 3 = good; 2 = moderate; 1 =
poor and 0 = very poor.

Calculating scores for
Responses
Response is assessed by scoring
separately each of the degree to which
the site is designated for conservation,
the adequacy of the management
planning and level of conservation
effort for the IBA. Each of these are
also scored on a scale of 0–3, with the
sum then converted onto a further 0–3
scale, to give the overall site response
status score: 3 = high; 2 = medium; 1 =
low; and 0 = negligible.

Status and Trends of Biodiversity in Africa’s Protected Areas (2001–2010: Contribution to Reducing the Rate of Bidiversity Loss
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OVERVIEW OF THE RESULTS OF
BIODIVERSITY AND MONITORING
Introduction
The report summarises analyses of
the most up-to-date monitoring data
on status and trends of biodiversity at
147 sites in six African countries. These
countries, Botswana, Burundi, Kenya,
Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe,
are all participating in a regional site
monitoring initiative funded by the
European Commission. By the time of
compiling this report, data from two
other participating countries, Burkina
Faso and Tunisia, had not yet been
received (Figure 1).

Status
Biodiversity at most Protected Areas, as
shown by birds as proxy, is generally
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improving
despite
considerable
Pressure. The State scores recorded in
2010 imply that there has been slight
improvement in the status of biodiversity
at the 147 sites that were monitored
(Figure 2). Notably, Botswana, Burundi,
Kenya and Uganda have recorded an
increase in the State scores. One would
assume that since the pressures are on
the increase (Figure 3 on next page), the
State scores would inversely be lower.
The fact that this has not occurred is
attributed to the delay in the impact
of reported threats to particular sites
on the trigger species or on the habitat
within those sites. For the six countries
being considered in this report, the
average State score for 2010 stands at
2.04 compared to 1.79 in 2009.

Figure 1. Number of protected Important Bird Areas that have been
monitored annually in the project implementing countries
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Pressure
Unfortunately the pressures on IBAs
continue to increase, with the average
mean score at 1.81 compared to 1.67
in the year 2009. In Botswana, the
IBA with by far the most threats is
Makgadikgadi, owing to its enormous
size and the wide variety of land use
changes and developments around the
wetland. In particular, mining activities
at a soda ash mine as well as at diamond
and copper mines in the catchment,
have led to an increase in the overall
threat level to Lake Makgadikgadi to
a score of 3. Threats to the Okavango
and Lake Ngami have also increased,
reaching threat scores of 3 at both
Figure 2. Overall State of 147
Protected IBAs in 6 countries

Figure 3. Overall Pressure on Protected
Areas (IBAs) at 147 sites in 6 countries



sites on account of, respectively,
poisoning and fishing pressures.
Indeed, poisoning has become such a
serious issue that impacts on vulture
populations are being observed across
the country. Threats at Chobe are largely
the result of farming (and its associated
deleterious activities, e.g. poisoning)
and pollution.
The overall threat level affecting the
Kenyan sites that have been monitored
has decreased from an average mean
of 2.28 in 2009 to an average mean
of 2.15 in 2010. One example is the
Jatropha growing in the Dakatcha
woodland, the timing of which is likely
to be in the near future while severity
is yet to be known, though the scope
is estimated to affect a huge area. The
same applies to the impact the oil
drilling will cause in the Tana River
Delta or the anticipated construction of
a multi-purpose dam within the South
Nandi Forest.   Sites that recorded the
highest number of threat incidences
included Lake Naivasha, Mt Kenya,
Kikuyu Escarpment, South Nandi, Yala
Swamp and Dakatcha Woodlands.
Extractive industries continue to pose a
significant challenge to Africa’s IBAs as
the demand for resources is rising. Four
of Zambia’s IBAs namely Wonder Gorge,
Lukusuzi National Park, Jimbe Drainage
and North Swaka are affected by small
scale mining operations, carried out
largely by local and unlicensed people.
In the Lower Zambezi National Park,
a large scale mining license has been
“granted subject to an Environmental
Impact Statement”. It is feared that
once operational, this mine is likely
to dissect the Park into two parts. The
potential impact of this on the local
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birdlife cannot be over emphasized as
many habitats, including breeding site,
roosting sites and feeding sites will be
destroyed. Lower Zambezi National
Park is within proximity of Mano
Pools National Park (an Important
Bird Area and World Heritage Site) in
neighbouring Zimbabwe. The Lower
Zambezi National Park is endowed
with important elephant corridors
linking Mano Pools National Park, and
Mutulanganga IBA in southern Zambia.
The development of a large scale mine
on this site will significantly impact
the corridors. Opening of the site
would subsequently expose elephant
populations and those of other wildlife
to more threats.  
In Zimbabwe, eight IBAs namely
Batoka Gorge, Chirinda Forest,
Chizarira National Park, Matobo Hills,
Nyanga Mountains, Robert Mcllwaine
Recreational Park, Save-Runde junction
and Stapleford Forest experienced
high pressures. The major threats that
affected these protected IBAs included
invasive plant species; uncontrolled
veld fires; over-exploitation of natural
resources, especially gathering of
plants for firewood and illegal hunting;

and agriculture expansion into these
sites through smallholder farming and
smallholder grazing.

Response
In most countries, vconservation
responses to pressures at PAs/IBAs have
improved. In Uganda, data information
generated from monitoring helps to
guide conservation actions. At the
moment, data storage is by National
Biodiversity Data Bank that uses it to
produce the biannual ‘State of Uganda’s
biodiversity’ report. Such information is
helpful in the production of advocacy
materials, reviewed papers and other
publications.
In Zambia, the type of responses at
sites included patrols, whistle-blowing,
environmental education, research
and IBA monitoring focusing mainly
on extent and quality of habitats.
Other responses included community
participation in activities likely to
link sustainable site management
and livelihood sustenance and IBA
branding and advocacy/lobbying for
increased protection. This was done
for Mutinondo, Mutulanganga and
Kasanka sites.

Figure 4. Overall Response at Protected Areas (IBAs) at 147 sites in 6 countries
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Conclusion

The scores for State, Pressure and
Response all show an upward trend.
Amongst other pressures, extractive
industries seem to be gaining
momentum. This report urges the
responsible authorities not to grant
concessions to mining companies,
without giving due attention to the

environment. An integrated approach
is also required especially in the
formulation and implementation of
legislation at the national level. The
private sector is also called upon to
appreciate the significance of IBAs as
key sites for conservation and to finance
and promote their conservation.

IBA monitoring in Malindi, Kenya © Michael Macharia, Birdlife
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