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The IBAT brings together protected area data and 
spatial data about threatened and endangered species 
 
It is a product of a unique partnership…. 

 



Decisions affecting critical natural habitats are 
informed by the best scientific information and 
in turn decision makers support the generation 
and maintenance of that scientific information. 



From a Proteus perspective… 

IBAT is the principal vehicle for delivery of  Objective 
2: 
 

Information on sites of global importance for 
biodiversity  
 

• World Heritage Sites, Ramsar Sites etc 

• National Protected Areas IUCN Category I-VI 

• Key Biodiversity Areas  

• Threatened/Endangered Species location (grid) 
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Developing a new global standard… 





IBAT External Review 2013 

Principal Findings… 



The IBAT Partnership… 

How do the Partners view the IBAT partnership? 

Very positively. 
 

What does each Partner want to get from IBAT? 

Increasing business use of biodiversity data, at the same time 
returning funds for reinvestment in data support. 
 

Should IBAT involve additional Partners? 

Potentially, but not for the immediate future 

 



Data layers… 

How fit for purpose are current IBAT data? 
Generally very good. Some changes would be useful to align 
with IFC Critical Habitat. 
 

Should IBAT contain additional data? 
While there is a demand for marine data, the core set of key 
datasets is currently a strength and their improvement is a 
higher priority than addition of new datasets.  
 

Should new data mean new tools? 
The IBAT partners should avoid tool proliferation. However, 
new modules/versions could be introduced as ‘IBAT+’ with 
an additional cost. 
 



Technology and Functionality… 

Are the IBAT’s mapping functions, downloads, reporting 
and other services fit for purpose? 

IBAT functionality can be improved, but website content and 
functionality should be streamlined.  
  

Are the current IBAT website and technology 
appropriate and fit for purpose? 

The current website is cluttered and the technology 
outdated. Non-core elements of the website should be 
removed and different versions of the IBAT combined. 

 



Business interests… 

How do IBAT subscribers view the IBAT partnership? 
Generally very positively as an authoritative 'one-stop shop' 
for global biodiversity data 
 

How does the IBAT help with safeguard policies, risk 
management procedures and project screening? 
IBAT provides essential information, but it falls short of its 
potential to support Critical Habitat assessment (IFC PS6), 
which is fast becoming the global standard for biodiversity 
risk assessment.  
  

What services are needed but not provided by IBAT? 
Many companies need interpretation to use biodiversity data 
effectively.  Additional services could be provided by the 
IBAT Partners and/or they could be ‘outsourced’ to trained 
and ‘certified’ consultants. 
 



Competition… 

Is there potential for the IBAT to be compromised by other 
initiatives? 

Not at the moment, but as the data becomes more widely 
distributed this could happen. There is a need to make more 
transparent the costs of data production, curation and 
provision that are borne by the Alliance partners. 
 

How can use of IBAT be extended to consultancies without 
compromising the business model? 

The Partners wish to see the IBAT used widely and it may be 
appropriate to partner with reputable consultants, offering 
them partnership, training and ‘certification’. 



Conclusion.. 

• The IBAT is the result of a unique collaboration and 
after 6 years the Alliance retains the same objectives. 

• Improvements are needed to website/functionality 
inter alia to meet needs around IFC PS6. 

• A stronger marine focus is needed using relevant data 
held within the Alliance. 

• The Alliance needs to consider how to extend access 
to more users, including consultants. 

• UNEP-WCMC will continue to support Proteus 
partners with interpretation, but a range of options 
are to be considered for the wider community.  

 

 



www.ibatforbusiness.org 
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Development of a global 
standard for Key 

Biodiversity Areas, and 
its relationship with 

other IUCN knowledge 
products 

 
Thomas Brooks 

Head, Science & Knowledge 
IUCN 



IUCN’s triple helix 

Membership: 90 governments, 123 
government  agencies; 102 international 
NGOs, 867 national NGOs 

Secretariat: ~1,000 staff,  HQ in Switzerland, 
offices in 45 countries 

Commissions: ~10,000 voluntary experts in six 
networks: 
Commission on Ecosystem Management 
Commission on Education and Communication 
Commission on Environmental Economic and 
 Social Policy 
Species Survival Commission 
World Commission on Environmental Law 
World Commission on Protected Areas 



Four business lines in 2013–6 IUCN Programme  

1) Providing knowledge 
products 

2) Delivering results on the 
ground 

3) Strengthening policy and 
governance 

4) Engaging and leveraging 
the union 



Knowledge “baskets”, or “ngaa kete aronui” 

IUCN mobilizes a number of globally standard data systems, of which 
three are particularly important in monitoring progress towards these 
targets 

©J. Alcorn 



Six flagship knowledge products mobilized 
through IUCN 

Development of standards 
and processes 

Knowledge product Development of data, tools, 
products, & capacity 

Advanced, already  widely 
published and agreed 

Red List of Threatened 
Species 

Advanced, datasets 
comprehensive globally for 
many taxa, ecosystems, and 
countries Protected Planet (powered 

by the WDPA) 

Undergoing active 
consolidation and revision 

Key Biodiversity Areas 

Red List of Ecosystems Prototype test datasets only 

At inception phase Human Dependency on 
Nature Framework 

Natural Resource 
Governance Framework 



Relationships among the knowledge products 

Red List of 
Threatened 

Species 

Red List of 
Ecosystems 

Key 
Biodiversity 

Areas 

Identification Identification Identification 

Other 
biodiversity 

data 

Other 
site 
data 

Units are biodiversity features 

Protected 
Planet 

(WDPA) 

Units are sites 



Numerous approaches for identifying Xxx sites 



Example IBAs: Nug-as and Tabanan, in the 
Philippines 

Documenting significant sites for the global persistence of 
biodiversity (Key Biodiversity Areas) 



Disadvantages of the proliferation of approaches 
for identifying important sites 

• Policy confusion 

• Discrepancies in application between different 
taxonomic groups and different regions 

• Underrepresentation of less charismatic 
taxonomic groups 

• Delineation challenges – different boundaries 

• Duplication of efforts 



IUCN WCCRES3.013 

REQUESTS the SSC, working in 
partnership with IUCN members, to 
convene a worldwide consultative 
process to agree a methodology to 
enable countries to identify Key 
Biodiversity Areas, drawing on data 
from the IUCN Red List of Threatened 
Species and other datasets, building on 
existing approaches 



CBD Aichi Target 11 

By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and 
inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal and 
marine areas, especially areas of particular 
importance for biodiversity and ecosystem 
services, are conserved through effectively and 
equitably managed, ecologically representative 
and well connected systems of protected areas 
and other effective area-based conservation 
measures, and integrated into the wider 
landscape and seascapes 



Joint taskforce 

http://www.iucn.org/biodiversity_and_protected_areas_taskforce/ 

Five technical working groups: 
1) A. Criteria & B. Delineation 
2) Thresholds 

3) Governance 
4) End-user applications 
5) Marine (joint with GOBI) 

Thanks to: 



Regional consultation process 

Convention on Biological Diversity 
COP, Hyderabad, Nov 2012 

Convention on 
Biological  Diversity 
SBSTTA, Nairobi, May 2010 

20 

40 

50 

25 

International Congress for 
Conservation Biology, 

Auckland, Dec 2011 

SCB Regional 
Congress, 

Bangalore, 
Aug 2012 

SCB Regional Congress, 
Glasgow, Aug 2012 

ConGRESS, 
Gregynog, 

Apr 2013 

20 

30 

International 
Association 
For Impact 
Assessment, 
Washington 
DC, Feb 2012 

60 

IUCN World Conservation 
Congress, Jeju, Sep 2012 

Natural 
Heritage 
conference, 
Portland, 
Apr 2012 

BioPama 
workshop, 

Johannesburg, 
Dec 2012 

SSC Chairs’ 
Meeting, 

Abu Dhabi, 
Feb 2012 

BioPama workshop, 
Dakar, Feb 2013 

BioPama 
workshop, 
Barbados, 
Jan 2013 

Natural Heritage 
conference, 

Baltimore, Apr 2013 

BioPama 
workshop, 
Fiji, 
Feb 2013 

40 

20 

36 

50 

147 

40 

63 

25 



1A: KBA criteria (draft): sites contributing 
significantly to the global persistence of... 

A. ...threatened biodiversity (1, Species; 2, 
Ecosystems) 

B. ...geographically restricted biodiversity (1, 
Species; 2, Assemblages; 3, Ecosystems) 

C. ...biodiversity through their ecological integrity 
(1, Intact species assemblages; 2, Relatively 
intact and regionally distinct a, assemblages 
and b, ecosystems) 

D. ...outstanding biological processes (1, 
Evolutionary processes; 2, Aggregations and 
congregations; 3, Ecological processes) 

E. ...biodiversity as determined by quantitative 
analysis 



1B: KBA delineation (what is a “manageable 
site”?) 

  
  



2: KBA thresholds (in progress) 

Southern Africa Bird Atlas 

European Atlas of Breeding Birds 

Altas of Australian Birds 



3: KBA governance (draft): how might different 
constituencies interact with KBAs? 

Capacity 
building 

Data 
validation 

IUCN secretariat & 
commissions 

Reports & 
research 

Technical 
support 

National assessors, e.g., IUCN 
members and others 
Collect  and maintain best available 
biodiversity information and use 
IUCN standard to identify  key 
biodiversity areas 

End-users, e.g., IUCN members and 
others 
Take decisions affecting biodiversity 
guided by knowledge of key 
biodiversity areas 



4: KBA end-use applications (in progress) 

Intergovernmental treaties (e.g., CBD 
esp. Aichi Target 11, Ramsar, CMS, WHC) 

Industry/industry associations 
(including certification bodies) 

Intergovernmental agencies (e.g., UNDP) Investors 

Intergovernmental coalitions (e.g., EU, 
Africa Union, Micronesia Challenge) 

Cultural and spiritual institutions  

International Financial Institutions (e.g., 
World Bank, IFC, IADB, ADB) 

National conservation and development 
NGOs 

Donors (e.g., USAID, CEPF) Climate change community 

Multinational companies and industry 
associations  

Ecosystem services community 

International conservation and 
development NGOs (e.g., WWF) 

Restoration community 

National and local government 
conservation agencies  

Indigenous peoples 



A subset of KBAs will represent Critical Habitat 
under IFC PS6 

IFC PS6 Critical 
Habitat criteria 

KBA criteria 

Critically Endangered 
and/or Endangered 
species 

(Subset of) 
Threatened species 
(A1) 

Endemic and/or 
restricted-range 
species 

Geographically 
restricted species & 
assemblages (B1, B2) 

Migratory species 
and/or congregatory 
species 

Aggregations and 
congregations 
(D2) 

Highly threatened 
and/or unique 
ecosystems 

Threatened,  and 
geographically 
restricted, 
ecosystems (A2, B3) 

Key evolutionary 
processes 

Evolutionary process 
(D3) 



5: Marine sites 



Joint taskforce timeline 

2004 

2007 

2009 

IUCN RESWCC3.013 approved in Bangkok 

“Identification and 
Gap Analysis of Key 
Biodiversity Areas” 
published  

WCPA/SSC Joint Taskforce on “Biodiversity and 
Protected Areas” established 

Jun 
2012 

WCPA/SSC Joint 
Taskforce convenes 
KBA “framing 
workshop” 

Mar 
2013 

WCPA/SSC Joint Taskforce 
convenes workshop on KBA 
criteria and delineation 

Nov 
2013 

Workshop on KBA 
governance 
planned 

Dec 
2013 

Workshop on KBA 
thresholds planned 

2014 

Online 
review 

Nov 
2013 

Launch of new KBA 
standard at Sydney 
World Parks Congress 



What will be launched at the Nov 2014 Sydney 
World Parks Congress? 

• Booklet documenting the new standard, criteria, 
and thresholds 

• Electronic guidelines, providing scientific and 
technical rationale, and detailing access to the 
large volumes data mobilized by existing 
approaches 

• Portfolio of case studies of end-user applications 



Mobilizing and maintaining data for KBAs (and 
other knowledge products) 



Summary characteristics of KBAs 

KBAs are... Conversely, they do not... 

Sites contributing significantly to the global 
persistence of biodiversity 

Prescribe any formal designation or 
management scheme 

Identified using scientifically robust and 
globally standard criteria and thresholds 

Require perfect data – they are identified 
pragmatically, using the best available data 

Identified for biodiversity at all levels 
(follows CBD definition of “biodiversity”) 

Exclude any specific levels of biodiversity 
(e.g., genetic, ecosystem) 

Delineated based on “manageability” (land 
use and environmental pattern) 

Equate with regions (e.g., hotspots, 
ecoregions) or grid cells 

Identified through nationally (regionally) 
legitimate processes 

Get identified by “top-down” by any global 
institutions (e.g., IUCN) 

Designed to harmonize existing approaches 
(e.g., IBAs, IPAs, AZE, etc) 

Compete with or subtract value from these 
existing approaches 

Input data into end-use applications in 
many sectors 

Represent systematic conservation 
priorities per se (but they do inform them) 
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Development of a 

Global Red List of Ecosystems 

 

Jon Paul Rodríguez 

Deputy Chair, IUCN Species Survival Commission 

Lead, IUCN Red List of Ecosystems Thematic Group 

Proteus Annual Meeting 

18 June 2013 









IUCN Red List of Threatened Species 

http://www.iucnredlist.org/ 



www.iucnredlistofecosystems.org 

• Documents, support, case studies, communications. 

• English, Spanish and French. 



1990s: major paradigm shift 

• Species assigned to categories on the basis 

of quantitative criteria and thresholds. 

 

• Separation of risk assessment (scientific 

exercise) from definition of conservation 

priorities (societal process). 



Quantitative criteria:  

new categories for  

IUCN red lists 

   Thresholds 

Critically 

endangered 

Endangered 

Vulnerable 

Population decline 

Small range: fragmented  

/ decline / fluctuation 

Very small or  

restricted population 

Quantitative assessment 

Reproductive population 

small and declining 

Georgina M. Mace Russell S. Lande 



Conservation 

Priorities 

Weighting  

system 

Conservation 

priorities 

Extinction Risk 

Logistical Factors 

Economic Factors 

Societal Values 

Distributional Factors 

Other Factors  

(legal, institutional, etc.) 

Biological Factors 



Extinction risk vs.  

conservation priorities 

Troupial 

Icterus icterus 

Anopheles sp. 
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Least Concern 



RISK – the probability of a bad outcome over a 

specified time frame. 

 

Bad outcome: ecosystem collapse. 

• Endpoint to ecosystem decline: 

– Ecosystems rarely disappear or go “extinct” (cf. species). 

– “Collapse”: transformation of identity, loss of defining 

features (characteristic biota and function), replacement 

by a novel ecosystem. 

The concept of ‘risk’ for ecosystems 



Aral Sea: a collapsed ecosystem 

1989 2008 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3AAral_Sea_1989-2008.jpg 



Aral Sea: a collapsed ecosystem 
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Aral Sea: a collapsed ecosystem 

• One of the four largest lakes. 

• Characteristic native biota: 12 freshwater fishes, 

diverse invertebrate fauna (~150 spp.), costal 

wetlands used by migratory birds.. 

• 2005: 28 aquatic species, coastal wetlands gone, 

volume and area reduced to fraction of original, 

salinity increased 10X. 

• Human health impacted by dust clouds. 



Venezuelan tepuis: no imminent risk 

Román Rangel, Cerro Roraima 



Categories of IUCN Red Lists of Ecosystems 

Colapsed 

Critically endangered 

Endangered 

Vulnerable 

Near threatened 

Least concern 

Data deficient 

Not evaluated 

Threatened 

Risk 

Do not reflect risk 



Ecosystem assessment process 

No global classification, ecosystems may be 

defined at various scales (raindrops – oceans). 

Approach:  

i) Adopt widey accepted conceptual definition 

(Tansley 1935). 

ii) Apply a risk assessment method applicable to any 

classification and spatial scale. 

iii) Promote development of a global ecosystem 

classification. 

iv) Require documented ecosystem descriptions as 

part of each risk assessment. 



Describing ecosystems for assessment 

Conceptual definition:  

(4 key elements, Tansley 

1935) 

 

1. Characteristic assemblage 

of biota.  

2. Associated physical 

environment. 

3. Processes & interactions 

between components: 

– among biota, 

– between biota and 

environment. 

4. Spatial extent. 

Description template:  

Classification (IUCN habitats, 

etc.) 

 

1. List defining biotic 

features.  

2. Identify defining abiotic 

features.   

3. Describe key ecosystem 

drivers.  

4. Maps (time series, 

projections): 

– past, present, future. 



PS 6: Habitat is defined as … 

… a terrestrial, freshwater, or marine 

geographical unit or airway that supports 

assemblages of living organisms and their 

interactions with the non-living environment. 



PS 6: Critical habitats are … 

… areas with high biodiversity value, including 

… highly threatened and/or unique 

ecosystems. 



2008: World 
Conservation 

Congress 
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List Thematic 

Group 
established. 
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list categories 
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2011: Global 
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2012:  
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Jeju WCC. 

Past, present and future 
of the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 



2008: World 
Conservation 

Congress 
(Barcelona). 

2009: IUCN Red  
List Thematic 

Group 
established. 

2010: Draft red 
list categories 

and criteria 
available. 

2011: Global 
consultation 
and testing 
initiated. 

2012-2014: IUCN 
Red List of 

Continental 
Ecosystems of 
the Americas. 

2012:  
Synthesis and 

presentation at 
Jeju WCC. 

Past, present and future 
of the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 



2008: World 
Conservation 

Congress 
(Barcelona). 

2009: IUCN Red  
List Thematic 

Group 
established. 

2010: Draft red 
list categories 

and criteria 
available. 

2011: Global 
consultation 
and testing 
initiated. 

2013: IUCN 
Ecosystem Red 
List Office and 

Task Force 
established. 

2013: Proposal 
for formal 

adoption of 
categories and 

criteria by IUCN. 

2012-2014: IUCN 
Red List of 

Continental 
Ecosystems of 
the Americas. 

2012:  
Synthesis and 

presentation at 
Jeju WCC. 

2015:  
Standardized 

protocols and on-
line tools fully 

available. 

2015-2020: 
Expansion to 

other biological 
realms and 

regions initiated. 

2020: Report on 
progress towards 

achieving Aichi 
Biodiversity 

Target 5. 

2025: First 

IUCN Red List 

of Ecosystems 

completed. 

Past, present and future 
of the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 



2008: World 
Conservation 

Congress 
(Barcelona). 

2009: IUCN Red  
List Thematic 

Group 
established. 

2010: Draft red 
list categories 

and criteria 
available. 

2011: Global 
consultation 
and testing 
initiated. 

2013: IUCN 
Ecosystem Red 
List Office and 

Task Force 
established. 

2013: Proposal 
for formal 

adoption of 
categories and 

criteria by IUCN. 

2012-2014: IUCN 
Red List of 

Continental 
Ecosystems of 
the Americas. 

2012:  
Synthesis and 

presentation at 
Jeju WCC. 

2015:  
Standardized 

protocols and on-
line tools fully 

available. 

2015-2020: 
Expansion to 

other biological 
realms and 

regions initiated. 

2020: Report on 
progress towards 

achieving Aichi 
Biodiversity 

Target 5. 

2025: First 

IUCN Red List 

of Ecosystems 

completed. 

Past, present and future 
of the IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 



PLoS ONE 8(5): e62111 (2013) 



Risk model for 

ecosystems 

• Threats to defining 

features (distribution, 

biota & function). 

• Multiple mechanisms 

(causes of threat). 

• 4 symptoms (of 

decline) = 4 criteria. 

• Plus one overarching 

criterion (probability of 

collapse). 

Threatening processes 

Threatening processes 

Risk of loss  

of characteristic  

native biota 

A Declining  

distribution 

C Environmt’l  

degradation 

D Altered biotic  

processes 

Ecosystem 

distribution 

Ecosystem 

function 

B Small  

distribution 

E Quantitative  

risk analysis 



Scientific Foundations for an  

IUCN Red List of Ecosystems  
(Keith et al. 2013, PLoS ONE) 

20 case studies: 

 

  7 marine & coastal 

  2 freshwater 

11 terrestrial 

  



IUCN Red List of Continental 

Ecosystems of the Americas: 

 

top-down 

+ 

bottom-up 



Top-down: 

• Continental 

coverage. 

• Map of potential 

and current 

ecosystems. 

• Map of change 

(2000, 2010). 

• Led by 

Commissions + 

secretariat. 

 



Bottom-up: 

• Seven countries. 

• Governments + 

NGOs/academia. 

• Ask policy-makers 

what they need. 

• Flexible maps and 

classification. 

• Led by local 

organizations. 



Outcomes (2014): 

• Terrestrial ecosystems 

continentally and 

nationally. 

• Freshwater ecosystems 

in two/three major 

watersheds. 

• Top-down vs. bottom-up 

visions. 

• Publications, media, 

training, etc. 
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Data integration and access 

Global 



Data integration and access 

Global 



Data integration and access 



A growing network 

http://puj-portal.javeriana.edu.co/portal/page/portal/PORTAL_VERSION_2009_2010/es_inicio
http://invemar.gov.co/


@redlisteco 

IUCN Red List of Ecosystems 

www.iucnredlistofecosystems.org 
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