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PROPOSAL FOR THE INCLUSION OF SPECIES ON THE APPENDICES OF THE 
CONVENTION ON THE CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF  

WILD ANIMALS 
 
 
A. PROPOSAL: Inclusion of Tursiops truncatus ponticus, population of the Black Sea, 

on Appendix I 
 
B. PROPONENT: Government of Monaco 
 
C. SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
 
1. Taxon 
 
1.1 Classis Mammalia 
1.2 Ordo Cetacea 
1.3 Familia Delphinidae 
1.4 Species and subspecies Tursiops truncatus ponticus, Barabasch, 1940 
1.5 Common name(s) English:  Bottlenose dolphin, common bottlenose dolphin 

Spanish:  Delfín mular 
French:  Grand dauphin 

 
 
2. Biological data 
 
Two main researchers described Black Sea cetacean morphology (body and skull size) and 
compared their results with published data from other oceans (Barabash-Nikiforov 1940 and 
1960, Kleinenberg 1956). Although those studies used a large number of specimens, they led 
to opposite conclusions concerning the morphological uniqueness of Black Sea bottlenose 
dolphins. Barabash-Nikiforov (1940) went so far as to suggest that the Black Sea bottlenose 
dolphins constitute a separate subspecies: Tursiops truncatus ponticus. More recently, a 
worldwide study on bottlenose dolphin genetic patterns, which included some Black Sea 
samples, suggested the isolation of the Black Sea population from Mediterranean populations 
(Natoli et al. 2003). For CITES (2000, 2002) due to the low sample size from the Black Sea, 
the study could not conclude that Black Sea bottlenose dolphins are genetically unique. 
However, in 2003, the IWC Scientific Committee’s Sub-Committee on Small Cetaceans 
reviewed the status of Black Sea bottlenose dolphins and concluded on the base of new 
genetic data that this population should be managed for conservation as a distinct entity (IWC 
2004). Later on, it was shown that the Black Sea population is distinctly differentiated 
genetically from other bottlenose dolphin populations in the eastern and western 
Mediterranean and the northeastern Atlantic (Natoli et al. 2005; Viaud-Martinez et al., 2008), 
and this evidence supports recognition of a valid subspecies, Tursiops truncatus ponticus 
Barabasch, 1940 (Reeves and Notarbartolo di Sciara 2006). 
 
The subspecies Tursiops truncatus ponticus is endemic to the Black Sea and isolated from 
other populations of bottlenose dolphins in the Mediterranean and other waters (e.g., Tomilin, 
1957; Rice, 1998; Natoli et al. 2005; Viaud-Martinez et al., 2008).  
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2.1 Distribution (current and historical) 
 
The bottlenose dolphin (Tursiops truncatus) is distributed worldwide in temperate and 
tropical waters (Wells and Scott, 1999). 
 
The range of Black Sea bottlenose dolphins includes the Black Sea proper; Kerch Strait along 
with the adjoining part of the Azov Sea; and, obviously, the Turkish Straits System including 
the Bosphorus and Dardanelles Straits, and the Sea of Marmara. The genetic data suggest that 
the TSS constitutes an ecological barrier between the Black Sea dolphins and those in the 
Mediterranean, although limited gene flow between the two seas is probable (Natoli et al. 
2005; Viaud-Martinez et al., 2008). 
 
2.2 Population 
 
During most of the 20th century, the bottlenose dolphin was considered the least abundant of 
the three cetacean species in the Black Sea (Kleinenberg 1956; Geptner et al. 1976; Yaskin 
and Yukhov 1997). However, the total population size in the Black Sea remains unknown. 
Region-wide estimates of absolute abundance, based on strip transect surveys carried out in 
the USSR (1967-1974) and Turkey (1987), have been discredited by the IWC Scientific 
Committee due to irremediable methodological and interpretive problems (Smith 1982; 
Buckland et al. 1992). Rough indirect estimates of abundance from more recent (1997-2005) 
line transect surveys in different but quite small parts of the Black Sea suggest present 
population size of several 1000s (Reeves and Notarbartolo di Sciara 2006). 
 
It is thought that overall abundance of dolphins in the Black Sea has declined greatly due to 
severe over-exploitation up into the 1980s by riparian nations. A very large purse-seine 
fishery conducted by the USSR, Bulgaria and Romania collapsed in the 1960s due to over 
harvesting, and large takes by rifle continued by Turkey until a ban in 1983 and possibly 
subsequent years (Zemsky, 1996; Çelikkale et al., 1988; Buckland et al., 1992; Yel et al., 
1996). The proportions of the three endemic small cetaceans (bottlenose dolphin, harbour 
porpoise (Phocoena phocoena relicta) and long-beaked common dolphin (Delphinus delphis 
ponticus) in these catches and their relative degrees of depletion is not known with 
confidence. Besides, no estimates exist of sustainable levels of take. Thus any take for 
purposes of exhibit or export are potentially detrimental to the status of the population.  
 
Because no reliable population trend data are available, harvest figures are used as a 
population trend indicator. Harvest of small cetaceans of three species in the purse-seine 
fishery were in the tens of thousands annually and exceeded 100.000 in some years, followed 
by collapse of the fishery in the 1960s (Zemsky, 1996) although catches continued in Turkey 
(Yel et al., 1996). In the 20th century in the former Russian empire and then in the USSR the 
number of Black Sea cetaceans killed and processed undoubtedly exceeded 1.5 million 
animals of all three species, while other Black Sea states together probably killed about four 
or five million (Birkun et al., 1992; Birkun and Krivokhizhin, 1996 and Birkun, 2002a).  
 
It is suspected that during the period following the ban against cetacean fishery in the Black 
Sea region (1983-2008), the population had a tendency to increase; however, it is also 
suspected that recovery was compromised by a mortality event in 1990 and is continuing to 
be compromised by persistent and probably increasing anthropogenic influences (Reeves and 
Notarbartolo di Sciara 2006; see “Threat data” below).  
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2.3 Habitat 
 
A coastal habitat seems to be preferred in the Black Sea, with occasional movements into 
offshore waters (Reyes, 1991; Yaskin and Yukhov 1997). In the northern Black Sea 
bottlenose dolphins form scattered communities of some tens to approximately 150 animals in 
different places around Crimea, including the Kerch Strait and coastal waters off the western 
and southern extremities of the peninsula (Zatevakhin and Bel’kovich 1996; Birkun 2006). 
Accumulations also are known to form off the Russian Caucasus and close to the Turkish 
coast. Bottlenose dolphins typically aggregate during cold season (late autumn, winter and 
spring) in a relatively small area off southern Crimea between Cape Sarych and Cape 
Khersones (Birkun 2006). There are a few records of bottlenose dolphins entering Black Sea 
rivers, e.g. the Danube in Romania (Police 1930, fide Tomilin 1957) and the Dnieper in 
Ukraine (Birkun 2006). 
 
Limits to the species' range appear to be temperature related, either directly or indirectly 
through distribution of prey. Bottlenose dolphins are primarily piscivorous in the Black Sea, 
taking both benthic and pelagic fishes, large and small. A total of 16 fish species have been 
reported as prey off the Crimean and Caucasian coasts (Kleinenberg 1956; Tomilin 1957; 
Krivokhizhin et al. 2000) including four species of mullet (Lisa aurata, L. saliens, Mugil 
cephalus and M. so-iuy). 
 
2.4 Migrations 
 
Herd migrations (sometimes of several hundred animals) are known along the south coast of 
the Crimea in autumn (Birkun, 2006), but migratory routes should be studied much more 
thoroughly, including, in particular, the Turkish straits system - the single path for probable 
genetic exchange between Black Sea and Mediterranean Sea populations. The Kerch Strait 
and the Bosphorus, and contiguous waters are the most critical places for cetacean movements 
and sedentary habitation because of strong local anthropogenic pressure caused by various 
“beneficial” activities. Studies of human activities within the Turkish straight system suggest 
that historically low levels of movement between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea 
may have further decreased in the past 100 years, although we cannot estimate these 
parameters with data. 
 
Coalescent estimates of migration between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean Sea were 
between 1 and 10 individuals per generation, representing low movement of individuals 
between the two seas (Natoli et al. 2005; Viaud-Martinez et al., 2008). Overall, bottlenose 
dolphins historically moved little between the Mediterranean Sea and the Black Sea, which 
has led to genetic differentiation of the Black Sea subspecies. 
 
It has been hypothesized that Black Sea bottlenose dolphins entered the Black Sea during the 
latest reconnection between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean 7.000-10.000 years ago 
(Kleinenberg 1956). Migration of bottlenose dolphins between the Mediterranean Sea and the 
Black Sea might seem to be restricted because of limited individual movement. Because of 
increasing activities such as boat traffic during the past century within the Turkish straits 
system (Ozturk and Ozturk 1996, 1997, 2002) it is reasonable to believe that bottlenose 
dolphin migration between the Black Sea and Mediterranean Sea may have decreased below 
historical levels.  
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3. Threat data 
 
Acute conservation problems are known or suspected in the Mediterranean and Black Seas, 
where past hunting, incidental catches, and environmental degradation have caused 
population declines (IWC 2004; Reeves and Notarbartolo di Sciara 2006). 
 
In particular the bottlenose dolphin is one of three species of cetaceans living in the Azov-
Black Sea basin. Until the 1980’s Black Sea cetaceans were mainly threatened by dolphin 
fisheries. Since then, anthropogenic impacts from pollution, diminishing food resources, live 
catches, diseases and physical injuries have continued to oppress Black Sea cetaceans (Birkun 
et al. 1992).  
 
3.1 Direct threats 
 
Direct kills: In the past, the Black Sea population was subject to extensive commercial 
killing. Bottlenose dolphins were taken by all Black Sea countries for manufacturing oils, 
paint, glue, varnish, foodstuffs, medicine, soap, cosmetics, leather, “fish” meal and bone 
fertilizer (Kleinenberg 1956; Tomilin 1957; Buckland et al. 1992). The total number of 
animals killed is unknown; however, it is generally acknowledged that all Black Sea cetacean 
populations, including bottlenose dolphins, were greatly reduced by the dolphin fishery (IWC 
1992, 2004). It has been roughly estimated that between the early 1930s and mid 1950s 
bottlenose dolphins constituted 0.5% of the aggregate numbers of Black Sea cetaceans killed 
and processed in the USSR (Kleinenberg 1956) including present-day Russia, Ukraine and 
Georgia. The statistics of the fishery were commonly expressed as total weight or total 
numbers of animals in the catch without species differentiation. Using the value of 0.5%, 
Zemsky (1996) estimated that a total of only 4,279 bottlenose dolphins were taken in the 
USSR (1946-1966) and Bulgaria (1958-1966), with yearly variation from 30 (in 1966) to 656 
(in 1959). These figures are very likely underestimated to a great extent for the following 
reasons: (a) in spring 1946, more than 3,000 bottlenose dolphins were caught during a single 
day in one location close to the southern Crimea (Kleinenberg 1956); (b) in 1961, the 
Bulgarian cetacean fishery concentrated almost exclusively on bottlenose dolphins and about 
13,000 of them were taken (Nikolov 1963 fide Sal’nikov 1967); (c) in April 1966, a single 
dolphin-processing factory in Novorossiysk, Russia, processed 53 bottlenose dolphins 
(Danilevsky and Tyutyunnikov 1968). 
 
Thus, taking into consideration the unknown but presumably significant size of the Turkish 
and Romanian catches, it can be inferred that the number of bottlenose dolphins killed before 
the mid 1960s was sometimes very high. From 1976 to 1981, bottlenose dolphins were 
believed to account for 2-3% of the total catch in the Turkish cetacean fishery, which took an 
estimated 34,000-44,000 small cetaceans annually (IWC 1983; Klinowska 1991). This would 
imply 680-1,320 bottlenose dolphins per year, or 4,080-7,920 for the six years all told. No 
reliable information is available on illegal commercial killing of Black Sea bottlenose 
dolphins since the ban on cetacean fisheries in 1983. Isolated cases of deliberate killing and 
harassment (with pyrotechnic devices and firearms) have been reported in coastal fisheries; 
for instance at least two bottlenose dolphins were reportedly shot in Balaklava, Ukraine 
(Reeves and Notarbartolo di Sciara 2006). 
 
Live capture for trade and maintenance in captivity: Since the mid 1960s, many hundreds 
of Black Sea bottlenose dolphins (more than 1,000 not including those that died during 
capture operations) have been live-captured in the former USSR, Russia, Ukraine and 
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Romania for military, commercial and scientific purposes (Entrup and Cartlidge, 1998; 
Birkun 2002a,b). The capture operations sometimes caused accidental (but usually 
unreported) deaths. In more recent years (before 2002), 10-20 animals have been taken 
annually in May–June from a small area in the Kerch Strait, Russia. At present, live capture 
of bottlenose dolphins is prohibited in all Black Sea countries except for Turkey where 
permits for the live capture of 30 animals in the Black, Marmara, Aegean and Mediterranean 
Seas were issued and realized at least in part (23 captures were reported) during 2006 and 
2007 (Marine Connection 2007; WDCS 2008; Williamson 2008). 
 
During the 1980s–early 2000s the number of facilities for dolphin shows, “dolphin assisted 
therapy” and “swim with dolphins” programmes greatly increased in Black Sea countries. The 
export of bottlenose dolphins from Russia and Ukraine for permanent and seasonal shows 
also expanded, e.g. to Argentina, Bahrain, Belarus, Chile, Cyprus, Egypt, Hungary, Iran, 
Israel, Kuwait, Lithuania, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, 
Vietnam, and former Yugoslavia countries. A few captive animals were exported from 
Georgia to Yugoslavia and then re-exported to Malta where they died within a few years. 
According to CITES statistics, at least 92 individuals were removed from the Black Sea 
region during 1990-1999 (Reeves et al. 2003) and Russia reportedly has exported at least 66 
for travelling shows since 1997 (Fisher and Reeves 2005). 
 
While the purpose of captive breeding has often been used to justify the export of Black Sea 
bottlenose dolphins for public display, breeding success with the subspecies has been attained 
in only one oceanarium outside the Black Sea, in Israel (Entrup and Cartlidge, 1998, Birkun, 
2002a). 
 
Incidental catch:  At present, incidental mortality in fishing gear is probably one of the main 
threats to T. t. ponticus, although these animals have never been the predominant species in 
national cetacean bycatch statistics. They constituted no more than 3% of the totals in the 
reports from Black Sea countries during the 1990s (Birkun 2002a,b). At least 200-300 
bottlenose dolphins were estimated as being taken incidentally in Turkish fisheries each year 
(Öztürk 1999). They are known to be susceptible to capture in a variety of fishing nets, 
including bottom-set gillnets for turbot (Psetta maeotica), spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias), 
sturgeon (Acipenser spp.) and sole (Solea spp.), purse seines for mullet (Mugil spp. and Lisa 
spp.) and anchovy (Engraulis encrasicolus ponticus), trammel nets and trap nets. However, 
only bottom-set gillnets are thought to take significant numbers, especially during the turbot 
fishing season between April and June every year (BLASDOL, 1999). 
 
3.1 Habitat destruction 
 
The Black Sea is arguably the most degraded sea in the world. The primary conservation 
problem affecting the surviving Tursiops truncatus ponticus is habitat loss and a decline in 
habitat quality. The ecosystem of the Black Sea is highly changed and disturbed. This is 
primarily due to extensive pollution, coastal development, disturbance caused by extensive 
vessel traffic, over-fishing and the impacts of introduced invasive species, including the comb 
jelly, Mnemiopsis leidyi (Zaitsev and Mamaev 1997; Birkun, 2002a,b; Mee et al., 2005). The 
ecosystem is also affected by global change such as climate change and increased UV-
radiation. 
 
The Black Sea coastal zone is densely populated, containing a permanent population of 
approximately 16 million and another 4 million visitors during the summer tourist season 
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(UNEP, 1999). Almost 1/3 of the land area of continental Europe drains into the Black Sea 
(BSEP, 1996). The drainage area includes major parts of 17 countries, 13 capital cities and 
some 160 million people (BSEP, 1996). The second, third and fourth most important 
European rivers discharge into this sea, but its only connection to the world’s oceans is the 
narrow Turkish straits into the Mediterranean, which are also highly degraded (BSEP, 1996). 
The enclosed nature of the Black Sea basin, and other aspects of the local geography, means 
that it is far more heavily influenced by riverside input that most other seas (GESAMP, 1997). 
It is subject to wide fluctuations in both salinity and temperature. It is also particularly 
vulnerable to destabilization because the waters are highly stratified, causing the larger part of 
bottom waters, saturated with H2S, to be isolated from the ecosystem (GESAMP, 1997). This 
has limited the diversity of species, including predators. 
 
It has been suggested that the vulnerable nature of the Black Sea and the profound impacts of 
human actions have caused the sea to undergo an “ecosystem flip” to a new ecological state in 
which certain marine planktonic predators predominate and fish stocks (including top 
predators) have become greatly reduced. Reduced stocks have contributed to declines in 
dolphin populations. Because of its enclosed nature, limited water exchange and slow 
circulation, the Black Sea is especially vulnerable to pollution. The input of nutrients from 
agriculture, industry and sewage has caused eutrophication and widespread algal blooms. 
Sewage pollution also introduces human pathogens, which have been associated with disease 
in dolphins. Industrial and agricultural chemicals are also present in high concentrations and 
may be responsible for reported immunosuppression and potentially low reproductive rates in 
the dolphins. 
 
3.2 Indirect threats 
 
Habitat degradation: In the Black Sea, bottlenose dolphins appear to accumulate higher 
concentrations of some important synthetic pollutants (DDTs, HCHs and HCB) in their 
blubber than common dolphins, but lower ones in comparison with harbour porpoises (Birkun 
et al. 1992).  Black Sea bottlenose dolphins also accumulate in their tissues (blubber, muscle, 
liver and kidney were sampled) PCBs, heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, aldrin, dieldrin, endrin, 
methoxychlor and mirex (BLASDOL 1999). 
The concentrations of total mercury and methylmercury have been determined in tissues of 
bottlenose dolphins sampled in Crimea (BLASDOL 1999) and along the coast of north 
Caucasus (Glazov and Zhulidov 2001), while the content of cadmium, chromium, copper, 
lead, manganese, selenium and zinc was studied in latter individuals only.  Mercury levels 
found in Black Sea bottlenose dolphins were one order of magnitude lower than in their 
Mediterranean relatives (BLASDOL 1999). It was concluded also that kidney tissue in 
Caucasian bottlenose dolphins is more contaminated by all mentioned elements in comparison 
with harbour porpoises from the same area (Glazov and Zhulidov 2001). 
 
Lack of food resources: Coastal fisheries can affect Black Sea bottlenose dolphins indirectly 
by depleting their prey populations (Reeves and Notarbartolo di Sciara 2006). In particular, 
declining trends have been observed in the abundance of indigenous mullets (M. cephalus and 
Lisa spp.) (Zaitsev and Mamaev 1997). At the same time, the effects of a suspected decrease 
in cetacean forage resources (Bushuyev 2000) might be offset at least to some extent by the 
introduced far-east mullet, M. so-iuy, which has become abundant in the northern Black Sea 
since the 1990s (Zaitsev and Mamaev 1997).  
 

 6



7 of 14 Proposal I / 1 

Disease: The normal mortality rate is not known for Black Sea bottlenose dolphin populations 
but some natural pathogens can lead to lethal diseases in these animals (Birkun et al. 1992, 
Birkun, 2002a,b). According to annual compilations of cetacean stranding records in Crimea 
(Krivokhizhin and Birkun 1999), there was a prominent peak in T. t. ponticus strandings in 
1990 (20 dead animals, representing 44% of all bottlenose dolphin strandings reported from 
1989-1996). The primary cause and magnitude of that spike in bottlenose dolphin mortality 
remains unclear, although it can be inferred that many more than just 20 animals died. Severe 
purulent pneumonia was revealed in some cases. The multi-microbial pollution from 
untreated sewage in coastal waters poses a chronic risk of opportunistic bacterial infections to 
bottlenose dolphins, and there is evidence that they (as well as other Black Sea cetaceans) are 
exposed to morbillivirus infection (Birkun 2002a,b). Another ongoing problem (as a potential 
source of exotic infections and genetic “pollution”) is the poorly managed intentional releases 
and spontaneous escapes of captive bottlenose dolphins and other marine mammals from 
dolphinaria or oceanaria (e.g. Veit et al. 1997; ACCOBAMS 2005).  
 
3.3 Threat connected especially with migrations 
 
There are no known threats different from the ones outlined above. 
 
3.4 National and international utilization 
 
Already covered in section 3.1 above. 
 
 
4.   Protection status and needs 
 
Populations of Tursiops truncatus in the North and Baltic Seas, western Mediterranean and 
Black Sea are currently listed in Appendix II of CMS.  
 
4.1 International protection status 
 
Commercial hunting of Black Sea cetaceans including bottlenose dolphins was banned in 
1966 in the former USSR, Bulgaria and Romania; and in 1983 in Turkey. The riparian states 
assumed international obligations to protect Black Sea cetaceans as contracting parties to the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Convention on the Conservation of Migratory 
Species of Wild Animals (CMS), Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and 
Natural Habitats (Bern Convention), Convention on the Protection of the Black Sea Against 
Pollution (Bucharest Convention), Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 
of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES, Appendix II), and the Agreement on the Conservation of 
Cetaceans in the Black Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Contiguous Atlantic Area 
(ACCOBAMS).  
 
The Bern Convention’s Recommendation No.86 (2001) and Resolution 1.12,  adopted by the 
1st Meeting of the Parties of ACCOBAMS (Monaco, 2002), are intended to strengthen 
prohibition measures for deliberate catch, keeping and trade of Black Sea bottlenose dolphins.  
 
At the 12th Conference of the Parties to CITES (Santiago, 2002), a quota of zero for 
mercantile export of live bottlenose dolphins wild-captured in the Black Sea has been secured. 
This measure prohibits transboundary transport of captive Black Sea bottlenose dolphins for 
“primarily commercial purposes”. 
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In 2003, the IWC Scientific Committee’s Sub-Committee on Small Cetaceans reviewed the 
status of Black Sea bottlenose dolphins and concluded that this population should be managed 
for conservation as a distinct entity (IWC 2004). 
 
The bottlenose dolphin is included in Annex II of the EC Directive No.92/43/EEC on the 
conservation of natural habitats of wild fauna and flora. In 1996 the Ministers of Environment 
of Black Sea countries adopted cetacean conservation and research measures in the 
framework of the Strategic Action Plan for the Rehabilitation and Protection of the Black Sea 
(paragraph 62). 
 
So far, the species T. truncatus is listed as Data Deficient (DD) by IUCN, although the Black 
Sea population is highlighted as a concern in the IUCN 2002-2010 Conservation Action Plan 
for the World's Cetaceans (Reeves et al. 2003). The 3rd Meeting of the ACCOBAMS 
Scientific Committee (Cairo, 2005) encouraged the initiative proposed by the Cetacean 
Specialist Group of the IUCN Species Survival Commission (IUCN/SSC/CSG) concerning 
the development of the IUCN Red List of Mediterranean and Black Sea cetaceans, and the 
IUCN/ACCOBAMS Workshop on the Red List Assessment of Cetaceans in the 
ACCOBAMS Area (Monaco, 2006) assessed the conservation status of Black Sea population 
of the bottlenose dolphin as “Endangered” (EN) and confirmed its belonging to the Black Sea 
subspecies T. t. ponticus Barabasch, 1940 (Reeves and Notarbartolo di Sciara 2006). 
According to the IUCN Red List procedure, it may be expected that the new IUCN status will 
be established before the end of 2008. As interim measure, the results of the 
IUCN/ACCOBAMS Red List assessment were adopted by Resolution 3.19 of the 3rd 
Meeting of Parties to ACCOBAMS (Dubrovnik, Croatia, 2007). 
 
The bottlenose dolphin is included as Data Deficient (DD) in the regional Black Sea Red Data 
Book (1999). However, in 2002 it was listed as Endangered (EN) in the Provisional List of 
Species of Black Sea Importance, an annex to the Black Sea Biodiversity and Landscape 
Conservation Protocol of the Bucharest Convention. 
 
The ACCOBAMS Implementation Priorities for 2002-2006 (Notarbartolo di Sciara 2002) 
envisaged the development of a pilot conservation and management project in the area 
between Cape Sarych and Cape Khersones, southern Crimea (Ukraine), for the purpose to 
establish there a marine protected area specialized in conservation of bottlenose dolphins and 
harbour porpoises. The 4th Meeting of the ACCOBAMS Scientific Committee (Monaco, 
2006) and the 3rd Meeting of Parties to ACCOBAMS (Dubrovnik, 2007) devoted special 
consideration to the ACCOBAMS Work Programme on Marine Protected Areas. In 
particular, it was reminded that the 1st Meeting of the Parties (Monaco, 2002) proposed for 
the development a pilot protected area within inshore waters in the southern Crimea. In 
addition to this area it was recommended that the Parties give priority to assessing the value 
of creating marine protected areas for the conservation of Black Sea cetaceans in territorial 
waters of Georgia (from Cape Anaklia to Sarp), Russia and Ukraine (Kerch Strait), and 
Turkey (Bosphorus, Marmara Sea and Dardanelles).  
 
The development of Black Sea regional activities on cetacean research, monitoring and 
conservation demands to be well-designed and coordinated. With that end in view, the 
Conservation Plan for Black Sea Cetaceans (Birkun et al. 2006) has been approved by 
Resolution 3.11 of the 3rd Meeting of Parties to ACCOBAMS (Dubrovnik, 2007). Four Black 
Sea states (Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania and Ukraine), being the contracting parties to 
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ACCOBAMS, are already on the way to put into practice this Conservation Plan. Two other 
Black Sea countries (the Russian Federation and Turkey) have the opportunity to join to 
implementation of the plan in 2008 by force of signing the Strategic Action Programme on 
the Protection and Rehabilitation of the Black Sea. This new instrument of Black Sea regional 
importance, drafted by the Black Sea Commission, envisages the ad hoc management target 
on the adoption and implementation of the Conservation Plan for Black Sea Cetaceans by all 
six Black Sea countries. 
 
4.2 National protection status 
 
On a national level, Black Sea cetaceans, including bottlenose dolphins, are protected by 
environmental laws, governmental decrees and national Red Data Books. The bottlenose 
dolphin is listed in the Red Data Books of Bulgaria, Georgia, Russia and Ukraine (which do 
not use the IUCN categories and criteria). In Russia and Ukraine, Red Book inscription means 
that a species should be monitored and managed by appropriate state/national programmes. 
Such a programme exists in Ukraine since 1999 (the Delfin-programme adopted by the 
Ministry of Environment). Action Plans for the conservation of Black Sea cetaceans were 
produced in Ukraine (2001) and Romania (2003) but so far they have no legal effect. 

4.3 Additional protection needs 
 
It is recommend the inclusion of the subspecies Tursiops truncatus ponticus, population of 
Black Sea, in Appendix I of CMS. 
 
 
5.  Ranges states 
 
Listing of states where the occurrence of Black Sea bottlenose dolphins has been proved: 
BULGARIA, GEORGIA, ROMANIA, Russian Federation, Turkey and UKRAINE. 
 
 
6.  Comments from Range States 
 
 
7.  Additional remarks 
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PROPOSAL FOR INCLUSION OF SPECIES ON THE APPENDICES OF THE 
CONVENTION ON THE CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF 

WILD ANIMALS 
 
 
A. PROPOSAL: Include Irrawaddy dolphin Orcaella brevirostris (Owen in Gray, 1866) 

on CMS Appendix I 
 
B. PROPONENT: Government of the Philippines 

 
C. SUPPORTING STATEMENT 
 
1. Taxon 
 
1.1  Classis:  Mammalia 
1.2  Ordo:  Cetacea 
1.3  Familia:   Delphinidae 
1.4  Species  Orcaella brevirostris (Owen in Gray, 1866) 
1.5  Common name(s):  English: Irrawaddy dolphin 

German: Irrawadi Delphin 
Spanish: Delfín del Irrawaddy 
French: Orcelle 
Myanmar: Labai 
Indonesia: Pesut 
Malaysia: Lumbalumba 
Cambodia: Ph’sout 
Lao: Pha’ka 
Philippines: Lampasut 

 
 
2. Biological data 
 
2.1 Distribution (current and historical) - see also 5
 
Dolphins of the genus Orcaella were recently split into two species, the Irrawaddy dolphin 
Orcaella brevirostris, occurring in five freshwater systems and estuarine waters of Southeast 
Asia including a geographically isolated population in Malampaya Sound, Palawan, 
Philippines, and extending west across the Bay of Bengal and south along the east coast of 
India to Vishakhapatnam, and the snub-fin dolphin O. heinsohni, occurring in the coastal 
waters of northern Australia and southern Papua New Guinea (Beasley et al., 2005). The 
following account only addresses O. brevirostris. 
 
Freshwater populations of Irrawaddy dolphins occur in three river systems - the Ayeyarwady 
(formerly Irrawaddy) of Myanmar (formerly Burma), Mahakam of Indonesia, and Mekong of 
Cambodia, Lao PDR  and Vietnam - and two partially isolated brackish or freshwater lakes - 
Chilika of India and Songkhla of Thailand. All five freshwater/brackish populations of 
Irrawaddy dolphins are believed to be demographically isolated from members of the species 
occurring in marine waters. The downstream range extents of the riverine populations are 
about 180, 500 and 1000 km from the sea in the Mahakam, Mekong and Ayeyarwady rivers, 
respectively, and only a few strandings and no sightings of Irrawaddy dolphins have been 
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documented along adjacent coastlines within 80 km of both Chilika and Songkhla lakes 
(Smith et al., in press-a). 
 
Based on a visual boat-based survey conducted in December 2002 of the entire length of the 
Ayeyarwady River (1,788 km of continuous trackline in the main channel and 202 km in side 
channels), the current dry-season distribution of the Irrawaddy dolphin population is believed 
to be limited to a 398-km river segment located between Mingun (about 8 km upstream of 
Mandalay and 970 km from the sea) and Bhamo (about 88 km downstream of the river’s 
origin at the confluence of the Maykha and Maylikha tributaries). The results of this survey 
indicated a range decline of 488 km in river length (or 56.7%) compared with the historical 
distribution reported by Anderson (1879). 
 
During 14 extensive surveys of the entire potential range of dolphin distribution in the 
Mahakam River, from the delta to rapids located ca. 600 km upstream of the mouth and 
including all tributaries in between, 98 sightings of Irrawaddy dolphins were confined to a 
300 km segment of the main river between Muara Kaman (ca. 180 km from the coast) and 
Datah Bilang, Belayan, Kedang Rantau, Kedang Kepala, Kedang Pahu and Ratah tributaries, 
and Melintang and Semayang lakes (Kreb and  Budiondo, 2005; Kreb et al., 2005). 
 
Based on 249 days (1044 hours) of boat-based surveys conducted along 13,200 km of linear 
river length during 2001 – 2005, the current range of Irrawaddy dolphins in the Mekong is 
believed to be generally limited to a 190-km segment between Kratie (about 500 km upstream 
of the river mouth in Vietnam) to slightly upstream of the Lao PDR/Cambodia border at 
Khone Falls, which physically obstructs farther upstream movement (Beasley et al., in press). 
Based on interview surveys conducted by Baird and Mounsouphom (1994) dolphins are 
believed to have been once fairly common in the Sekong River and its tributaries as far 
upstream as the Kalaum District (approximately 950 km upstream of the river mouth in 
Vietnam). Recent interview surveys indicate dolphins now rarely ascend the Sekong River 
and its tributaries. No dolphins have been reported in Tonle Sap Great Lake since 1997 (Baird 
and Beasley 2005). In the Mekong mainstem, Irrawaddy dolphins are now rarely found south 
of Kratie except occasionally during the wet season (June to October) when some animals 
probably follow fish migrations downstream.  During a survey of almost the entire length 
(224 km) of the two main distributaries of the Mekong River (Tien and Hau Giang) in April 
1996, Smith et al. (1997a) were unable to find a single dolphin. A more recent survey of the 
Mekong River in Vietnam was conducted in May 2005 (Beasley et al., 2005b).  A total of 486 
km were searched during 42 hours. No dolphins were sighted. Although no dolphins have 
been recorded alive in the Mekong River of Vietnam during recent years, one dolphin was 
accidentally caught in a set bag net in April or May 2002 in Vam Nao of the Phu Tan District, 
An Giang Province (Chung and Ho, 2000), and another dolphin in October 2005 in Vinh 
Xuong Commune of the Tan Chau District, An Giang Province (adjacent to the Cambodia 
border) (Beasley et al., 2005b). 
 
In northern and eastern Borneo of Malaysia and Brunei, Irrawaddy dolphins have been 
recorded in coastal waters near Muara Island, in Sandakan and Kuching Bays, and in the 
mouths or lower reaches of the Brunei, Sarawak, Rajang, Kinabatangan, Baram, and Batang 
Rivers (Weber, 1923; Banks, 1931; Gibson-Hill, 1950; Mörzer Bruyns, 1966; Pilleri and Gihr, 
1972, 1974; Dolar et al., 1997; Beasley and Jefferson, 1997; Beasley, 1998). 
 
The only records from southern Borneo in Indonesia, outside of the Mahakam River (see 
above), are second-hand reports from the Kumay and Kendawangan river mouths (Perrin et 
al., 1996; Rudolph et al., 1997). The species has been recorded in the Belawan Deli River of 
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northeastern Sumatra, Rajang River, Sarawak, Belitung Island and Cilacap of southern Java, 
Surabaya of northeastern Java, Ujung Pandang or Makassar of Sulawesi, and Biak Island and 
in various river mouths of the southwestern coast of Irian Jaya (Mörzer Bruyns, 1966). 
 
During three surveys of the entire Malampaya Sound, Philippines (total area 231 km2), one 
each in the pre-monsoon, monsoon and post-monsoon seasons, Irrawaddy dolphins were 
observed only in the inner portion (total area 134 km2) (Smith et al., 2005). The Irrawaddy 
dolphin population in Malampaya is the only one known of the species in the Philippines and 
the nearest area where another population of Irrawaddy dolphins is known to occur is northern 
Borneo, some 550km to the south (Smith et al., 2005). 
 
Irrawaddy dolphins occur in marine waters of Cambodia along the coast of the Koh Kong 
Province, Kompong Som Bay and Raem National Park (Perrin et al., 2005). The species 
occurs in nearshore waters of Thailand, in the the Gulf of Thailand at the mouths of the Chao 
Phraya, Mae Nam Chin, Chanthaburi and Pattani Rivers, and was reported by fishermen to 
also occur in Phang Nga Bay and in certain areas of the the Andaman Sea (Chantrapornsyl et 
al., 1996). In Myanmar, the only records of Irrawaddy dolphins in the Bay of Bengal are from 
the semi-enclosed bay offshore the Kyaukpyu and Tennasarim river mouths in the Mergui 
Archipelago in the far south of the country (Smith, 2006), in the Ayeyarwady Delta (Smith et 
al., in press-b) and in the lower reaches and estuaries of the Myebone, Kalidan, and Kyaukpyu 
Rivers along the Rakhine (Arakan) coast in the far north of the country (Smith et al., 1997b). 
In Bangladesh, Irrawaddy dolphins occur in waterways of the Sundarbans Forest (Mörzer 
Bruyns, 1971; Kasuya and Haque, 1972) - mainly in the western and downstream portions 
during the dry season, which are characterized by higher salinity and lower turbidity 
compared with the upstream and eastern portions (Smith et al., 2006) and along the coast near 
Cox’s Bazaar (Haque, 1982) - offshore of mangrove forests near Chittagong (Smith et al., 
2001), and offshore of the Sundarbans and Meghna River mouth. 
 
The species is found in Chilika Lake or Lagoon in Orissa, India (Annandale, 1915; 
Dhandapani, 1992). The outer channel supports about 65% of the entire dolphin population 
while the central and southern sectors support the remaining individuals (Pattnaik et al., in 
press). Although there are published records of the species between Vikshakhapatnam to 
Calcutta (Owen, 1869; Cobbold, 1876; Ellerman and Morrison-Scott, 1951; James et al., 
1989), there is no recent information about its current range along the coast of northeastern 
India. 
 
2.2 Population 
 
Statistically rigorous abundance estimates are available for only a few portions of the species’ 
range: 77 (CV 27.4%) in Malampaya Sound, Philippines (Smith et al., 2004a); at least 125 
(95% CI = 114-152) in the Mekong River (Beasley et al., in press); 70 (CV = 10%; 95% CL = 
58-79) in the Mahakam River, Indonesia (Kreb et al., in press); 58-72 in the Ayeyarwady 
River, Myanmar (Smith et al., in press-b); 62-98 in Chilika Lake, India (Pattnaik et al., in 
press); 5,383 (CV=40%) in freshwater affected coastal waters of Bangladesh (Smith et al., 
2005); and 451 (CV=9.6%) in waterways of the Sundarbans mangrove forest of Bangladesh 
(Smith et al., 2006). 
 
Probable declines in the number of individuals can be inferred for several populations. For 
small cetaceans generally, it is recommended that yearly removals (due to entanglement, boat 
collisions, live-captures, etc.) should not exceed 1-2% of the population size (Wade, 1998) – 

 17



Proposal I / 2 4 of 14 

the lower bound being more applicable to very small populations that are already vulnerable 
to extirpation due to demographic, genetic, and other factors. 
 
The Irrawaddy dolphins of Malampaya Sound was first estimated in 2001 (Smith et al, WWF-
Philippines, 2002) at 60.4 individuals (CV = 25.7%). Aquino et al (WWF 2006) estimated the 
population at 20.06 (CV = 77.6%) individuals. The survey also documented the presence of 
calf indicating continuous reproductive activity. Matillano (WWF, 2007) tallied dolphin 
mortality from 2001 to 2007 at thirty four (34) individuals.  
 
For the Mekong River, using an estimate of four deaths per year as the annual incidental catch 
rate (calculated from the mean number of carcasses recovered and determined to have died 
from gillnet entanglement by Beasley et al. (2002) and Beasley (unpublished) during 2001-
2003), the kill represents 5.8% of the population, according to the best estimate of abundance 
(69) made during surveys conducted in the same years. 
 
The Mahakam population has been subject to a mean annual mortality rate of greater than 
10% in recent years, with the majority of deaths attributed to gillnet entanglement (Kreb et 
al., in press). 
 
In Songkhla Lake circumstantial evidence from sighting rates indicates declining numbers, a 
conclusion  reinforced by the high mortality experienced by the population (as evidenced by 
the large number of recorded deaths – 43 between January 1990 and December 2003; Beasley 
et al., 2002; Smith et al., 2004) in relation to its extremely low (although precisely unknown) 
population size. 
 
Considering that the small sizes of these populations already make them vulnerable to 
extirpation from demographic variability, inbreeding depression and catastrophic 
environmental and epizootic events, the current rate of removals will almost certainly lead to 
extirpation within a short time (decades, at most). 
 
2.3 Habitat 
 
Irrawaddy dolphins are adapted to relatively rare ecological conditions – deep pools of large 
rivers and nearshore marine environments (including appended lakes) with freshwater inputs 
(see reviews in Stacey and Leatherwood, 1997; Stacey and Arnold, 1999; Smith and 
Jefferson, 2002). The geographically isolated Philippine population is patchily distributed 
within the inner portion of Malampaya Sound. Their existence in the area is heavily entwined 
with that of the communities surrounding the Sound particularly with fishery activities 
(Aquino et.al.,WWF, 2006).These habitats are subject to intensive and increasing 
development and use, which could result in population displacement and extirpation. 
 
2.4 Migrations
 
No information is available on the long-range movements of Irrawaddy dolphins, but sighting 
data from waterways of the Sundarbans mangrove forest in Bangladesh show clear seasonal 
movements in response to changes in freshwater inputs, with the species moving seasonally 
along a south-west/north-east axis following the salinity gradient. Irrawaddy dolphins occur in 
the adjacent section of the Sundarbans forest in India but their condition is unknown. 
Movement across national borders is known to occur in the Lao PDR/Cambodia transborder 
pool of the Mekong River. 
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3 Threat data 
 
3.1 Direct threat to the population
 
Irrawaddy dolphins have been documented accidentally caught in fishing nets in almost all 
areas where they have been studied, including all five of the freshwater populations (Smith et 
al., in press-a). The most detailed information on bycatch comes from the Mekong River 
where, of the 15 deaths confirmed to be have been caused by humans in 2001-2005, 13 or 
87% were due to gillnet entanglement (Beasley et al., in press). Based on reports from local 
fishermen and the retrieval of eight carcasses between 1995 and 2005, Kreb et al. (in press) 
documented 48 deaths of which 66% occurred as a result of gillnet entanglement in large 
mesh (10 –17.5 cm) gillnets. Mortalities have also been recorded in drifting gill nets targeting 
elasmobranchs in coastal waters of Bangladesh (Smith et al., 2005) and bottom-set nylon 
gillnets used for catching crabs in Malampaya Sound (Smith et al., 2004).  
 
Beasley et al. (2002) listed 28 records of dolphins that stranded in Songkla Lake between 
January 1990 and April 2001. At least 13 of these were judged to have died from net 
entanglement, based upon the presence of net scars on the carcass or the reports of local 
fishermen. Of the total strandings, at least nine were neonates (i.e., one meter in length or 
smaller). Since that report, 15 additional strandings have been recorded, including nine calves 
(four of these in February 2003 and two in December 2003) and a pregnant female (Smith et 
al., 2004). Several of those 15 animals were believed to have been killed accidentally in gill 
nets and fish traps set for sea bass, the carcasses having been discarded and then drifting 
ashore. 
 
Smith et al. (in press-b) recorded a total of 5,701 fishing gears in the main channel of the 
Ayeyarwady River during November-December 2002. Gill nets accounted for the majority of 
fishing gears (53.5%). Gill nets were also the most widespread gears in terms of their 
distribution throughout the river, and there was a significant positive relationship between gill 
net encounter rates (i.e., number of gears observed each day) and downstream progress on the 
survey. The fact that gillnets were present in higher frequencies in areas where dolphins were 
reported to occur historically but were not observed during the 2002 survey implies that these 
fishing gears may be at least partially responsible for the range decline of the species. 
 
During interviews conducted during 2005, fisheries officials, fish contractors and local 
fishermen from the Ayeyarwady reported that electric fishing represents the greatest threat to 
the dolphins due to the risk of electrocution. Several fishermen stated that fish catches had 
declined substantially since electric fishing became widespread several years ago and that 
dolphins now avoided certain areas because they were afraid of being shocked (Smith et al., 
in press-b). Electric fishing is popular in the Ayeyarwady because the equipment is relatively 
inexpensive (and the battery can be used in the home for other purposes), needs little 
maintenance (unlike nets, longlines, bamboo traps and fishing fences which require constant 
repair), and results in relatively large catches with little effort (Smith et al., in press-b). 
Electric fishing has been cited as being responsible for the largest number of recent known 
deaths of the baiji Lipotes vexillifer, a “critically endangered” dolphin in the Yangtze River of 
China, and has come to be regarded as the main anthropogenic threat to the survival of that 
species (Zhang et al., 2003). 
 
Identified threats to the Irrawady dolphin’s survival in the Philippines include fishery by 
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catch, habitat degradation, and possibly prey depletion (Dolar, 1999). Majority of the cause of 
death is fishery by-catch. This was confirmed by a study on the CPUE of fishing gears 
implicated with dolphin mortalities (Gonzales and Matillano, WWF, 2007) states: The 
distribution of fishing gears shows that almost all of the areas of the Inner Sound are occupied 
by the seven gears related to Irrawaddy Dolphin conservation and describes how narrow is the 
swimming path left for the dolphins to move around freely in the Inner Sound. There is only a 
slim chance that the dolphin could not encounter a net, while navigating in the water column. 
With current fisheries and Irrawaddy Dolphin interaction and other circumstances: 1) 
increasing number of Irrawaddy Dolphin mortality, 2) increase in kinds of gears associated 
with the mortality, 3) increasing efforts of Irrawaddy mortality-associated fishing gears, and 
4) co-occurrence of Irrawaddy mortality-associated fishing gears and identified Irrawaddy 
Dolphin sighting areas , the future of the Irrawaddy Dolphin  population seemed uncertain, 
while hope lingers because fishermen still observe young Irrawaddy Dolphins wandering 
around the Inner Sound.  
 
3.2 Habitat destruction 
 
Many dams have been proposed that may adversely affect the channels inhabited by 
Irrawaddy dolphins in the Mekong River Basin. Of greatest concern are the large run-of-the-
river dams (dams without a reservoir that generally preserve a relatively natural flow regime) 
proposed for the Mekong mainstem near Stung Treng and Sambor (Perrin et al., 1996; also 
see Mekong Secretariat, 1995). In the Sekong River system, at least two dams have been 
proposed tens of kilometers below the reported upstream limit of the Irrawaddy dolphin. 
Dolphins are also threatened in the Sekong system by the proposed Xakaman and 
Xepian/Xenamnoi dam projects. This last project would divert almost all of the flow from the 
Xepian River to a reservoir behind another dam on the Xenamnoi River (Baird and 
Mounsouphom, 1997). According to Öjendal et al. (2002) dams that will probably be 
constructed in the Se San/Sre Pok watershed, which comprises a network of tributaries that 
converge (together with the Sekong River) with the Mekong and provide about 10% of the 
total flow at Stung Treng, Cambodia, include the Se San 3 (located in Vietnam about 50 km 
from the Cambodian border and 20 km downstream of Yali Falls (with a generating capacity 
of 260 MW at an estimated cost of US$ 320 million),,Se San 4 (located in Vietnam about 
eight km from the Cambodian border (with a generating capacity of 300 MW at an estimated 
cost of US $338 million) and the Upper Kontum (located in Vietnam in the Dak Nghe 
tributary of the Sesan River upstream of Yali Falls). In addition to dams in the Se San/Sre Pok 
of Vietnam, a number of projects have been proposed in this river basin downstream in 
Cambodia, including the Lower Se San 2 and Lower Sre Pok 2, but these are unlikely to be 
built in the near future (Öjendal et al., 2002). The only dam currently in place in the Se 
San/Sre Pok watershed is at Yali Falls, Vietnam. This dam was completed in 2001 and is 65 
meters high with a 64.5 km2 reservoir. It generates 720 MW of electricity and is believed to 
have cost about one billion US dollars (Öjendal et al., 2002). Serious declines in fisheries 
followed closure of the dam due to reduced and erratic flows during the dry season and 
changes in the overall morphology of the river downstream. Proposed navigation 
improvement schemes in the Mekong River, which entail blasting the pool-riffle sequences 
that compose dolphin habitat, would also probably lead to a dramatic decline, if not 
extinction, of the Irrawaddy dolphin population due to the elimination or severe degradation 
of their deep pool habitat (Smith et al., in press-a) 
 
At the northern tip of Songkhla Lake a small connecting channel to the Gulf of Thailand 
previously existed but was blocked by a dam constructed in 1955 to support irrigation of 
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surrounding agricultural fields. The reduced salinity in the northern portion of the lake, which 
is the only area available for dolphins to inhabit due to habitat loss in the middle and southern 
portions (see below), has dramatically affected the species composition and overall catches of 
fisheries in the lake with unknown effects on the dolphins and their prey. Blockage of the 
northern channel has also probably reduced freshwater flushing in the lake and therefore 
exacerbated already existing problems of sedimentation and high pollutant loads from 
expanding agriculture and aquaculture activities (Smith et al., in press-a). 
 
In waterways of the Sundarbans mangrove forest the dependence of the Irrawaddy dolphins 
on relatively deep waters and large-small channel confluences suggests that the animals may 
be particularly susceptible to potential habitat loss from sedimentation caused by declining 
freshwater supplies (Smith, 2005). Water is abstracted from the Ganges-Brahmaputra-Meghna 
basin (which is the primary source of freshwater flow for the Sundarbans) by an extensive 
network of at least 20 high dams and 21 low-gated dams (barrages) and lost to evaporation 
from reservoirs and open canals and seepage to recharge groundwater supplies that are 
generally declining due to intensive extraction by tube wells (Smith and Reeves, 2000, Smith 
et al., 2000).  The problem of declining freshwater supplies to the Sundarbans Delta will 
become a much greater threat to dolphins if India proceeds with a collection of large-scale, 
inter-basin water transfer projects which will involve additional dam construction and 
diversion of water from rivers within the Ganges-Brahmaputra-Meghna system (Smith et al., 
in press-a). 
 
Deforestation and mining of gold, sand and gravel introduce and redistribute large quantities 
of sediments, causing major changes to the geomorphologic and hydraulic features of rivers 
and marine appended lakes that allow them to support dolphin populations. A total of 890 
gold mining operations were recorded in the Ayeyarwady River during a dolphin survey in 
2002, including 180 operations within the extent of dolphin occurrence. These operations, 
including large boat dredges (15.8%) and hydraulic land blasters (13.4%), were generally 
located in areas of reduced current, above and below defiles and near channel convergences – 
the same areas that constituted the preferred habitat of Irrawaddy dolphins (Smith et al., in 
press-b). Although no large-scale gold mining operations occur in the Mekong mainstem, 
gold mining dredges operate in the Sekong River where dolphins have been reported 
occasionally to occur. Operations also exist on smaller tributaries, such as the Kampi River 
which flows into the Mekong close to an area of core dolphin distribution (Beasley et al., in 
press). 
 
Increased sedimentation resulting from deforestation in surrounding watersheds has resulted 
in declining water depths in Songkhla, Chilika and Semayang Lakes. The latter water body is 
appended to the Mahakam River and previously supported dolphins throughout most of its 
breadth. Now it contains suitable habitat only in a small area near the channel connecting it 
with the mainstem (Kreb et al., in press). Between 1992 and 1997 the maximum depth of 
Chilika Lake declined from 3.4 to 1.4 meters and the accumulation of sediments led to 
shrinkage of the opening channel and a dramatic decline in salinity. A new channel dredged in 
the northern portion of the lake in 2000 has apparently mitigated at least some of the problems 
caused by sedimentation (Pattnaik et al., in press). 
 
A source of habitat loss and population fragmentation in several areas has been the 
proliferation of fixed fishing gears. In the middle and southern portions of Songkhla Lake 
about 27,000 Sai nong or sitting traps (two wings composed of small mesh nets suspended 
between bamboo poles, each about 100m long, deployed in a V-formation, with a large trap at 
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the apex) and 13,000 Sang sai or barrier traps (closely spaced bamboo poles, sometimes with 
a net suspended in between, starting from the shore and extending 200-300 m out with traps 
placed periodically along its length) create more than 8000 km of linear barrier in multiple 
rows. These fishing structures are left in place year-round and restrict dolphin movements 
such that their habitat is substantially reduced and the potential for demographic interaction 
with individuals in the Gulf of Thailand is eliminated (Smith et al., 2004). Fixed fishing gears 
also occupy most parts of Semayang Lake and limit dolphin movements to a narrow, dredged 
channel that is subject to intensive vessel traffic (Kreb et al., in press). 
 
During a survey in the Mekong Delta, Smith et al. (1997a) observed several dozen stow nets, 
each one stretching 200-400 m, and over 10 rows of gillnets laid out so that they stretched 
across nearly the entire channel with only small openings to permit vessel traffic. These 
authors speculated that the effective blockage of the delta by these nets may at least partially 
explain the lack of dolphin sightings during a comprehensive survey in the Mekong River of 
Vietnam conducted in 1996. 
 
3.3 Indirect threat 
 
During a survey in December 2004 of the Ayeyarwady River between Mandalay and Bhamo, 
61 samples of fish muscle tissue were collected (51 of Ompok sp. and 10 of Crossocheilus 
burmanicus). The mean mercury concentration for the Ompok specimens was 182 ng/g (SD = 
96, range = 82-684), and for the C. burmanicus samples was 30 ng/g (SD = 18, range = 15-
75). Although these levels are not dramatically elevated, the measured concentrations were 
high enough to give reason for concern about their potential effects on piscivorous wildlife 
and humans. Three of the Ompok samples (5.8%) were above the 300 ng/g limit established 
for human consumption by the United States Environmental Protection Agency and one 
sample was above the 500 ng/g standard set by the World Health Organization. It is important 
to note that these criteria are human-based and assume that fish are only a small portion of an 
individual’s diet. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service is currently defining a mercury 
concentration effect level for the prey of piscivorous wildlife, and it will probably be set at 
around 100 ng/g (Darell Slotton, personal communication). Forty nine of the Ompok samples 
(or 96% of the total) were above this level. This is significantly higher than the levels 
recorded for Ompok fish during an investigation in 2002 investigation when only one out of 
26 (or 4% of the total) samples of Ompok tested for mercury was above 100 ng/g (Smith et 
al., in press-b). 
 
3.4 Threat connected especially with migrations 
 
The lack of information on movement patterns of Irrawaddy dolphins makes it difficult to 
directly connect realized and potential threats to migrations but plans for dams and proposed 
navigation improvement schemes (see above) would undoubtedly interfere with upstream and 
downstream movements of the species in the Mekong River. In Songkhla Lake and the mouth 
of the Mekong River, the extremely high density of fixed fishing gears also eliminates any 
possibility of movements in or out of these water bodies. 
 
3.5 National and international utilization 
 
Removal from the wild for live display is an additional threat to the species. These removals 
have the same effects as accidental or deliberate killings on the viability of wild populations. 
The charismatic appearance of Irrawaddy dolphins and behavioral characteristics they exhibit 
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in the wild (e.g. spitting water, spyhopping, fluke-slapping, etc.) make them especially 
attractive for shows and display in dolphinariums. The commercial motivation for capturing 
Irrawaddy dolphins is also high due to the ability of the species to live in freshwater tanks, 
which avoids the high cost of water quality systems necessary for maintaining a saline 
environment. 
 
Sixteen Irrawaddy dolphins were captured from Semayang Lake (Tas’an and Leatherwood, 
1984; an appended water body to the Mahakam River; 6 in 1974 and 10 in 1978). Six more 
Irrawaddy dolphins were removed from the Mahakam River and exported to the same 
aquarium in 1984 (Wirawan, 1989). The first known live-capture of Irrawaddy dolphins in 
Cambodian waters occurred in 1994 (Perrin et. al., 1996). In January 2002, at least eight 
Irrawaddy dolphins were captured by local Cambodians. No credible population assessments 
were conducted prior to any of the captures discussed above. 
 
Another form of use is dolphin watching in the wild. Irrawaddy dolphins are the subject of 
nature tourism programs in the Mekong River and Chilka Lake. Although this form of tourism 
has in some cases been promoted as a substitute for captive displays, in the latter two 
situations, there is concern among scientists that collisions with dolphin watching vessels and 
the habitat disturbance caused by this activity may threaten the viability of these populations. 
 
 
4 Protection status and needs 
 
4.1 National protection status 
 
Directed taking of cetaceans is prohibited in Bangladesh, India, Laos, Malaysia, and Thailand. 
The legal status of Irrawaddy dolphins in Indonesia, Myanmar and Timor Leste is unclear. In 
Cambodia a new fisheries law and royal decree will provide protection to all cetaceans. In 
Vietnam all cetaceans are protected by a decree of the national assembly but this is not 
generally enforced. Some cetaceans are given legal protection in the Philippines but as of 
2002 Irrawaddy dolphins are not included in the list of species (Perrin et al., 2005). 
 
Although a few areas where the species occurs have been designated as protected, little has 
been done to conserve dolphin habitat. Malampaya Sound was proclaimed a protected 
seascape in 2000, but this is the lowest possible prioritization given to a protected area. 
Portions of Irrawaddy dolphin habitat in the Sundarbans Delta of Bangladesh and India are 
included within Protected Forests and World Heritage Sites, but no specific provisions have 
been implemented for conserving dolphins or their habitat. The Cambodian Department of 
Fisheries has drafted a Royal Decree for protection of Irrawaddy dolphins in the Mekong 
River, which includes the designation of eight protected areas (5721 hectares) in a 190 km 
segment of the river above Kratie. In December 2005, the Department of Fisheries, Myanmar, 
announced the establishment of a protected area for Irrawaddy dolphins in a 74-km segment 
of the Ayeyarwady River between Mingun and Kyaukmyaung. Protective measures in the 
area include requiring fishermen to immediately release dolphins if found alive and entangled 
in their nets and prohibiting the catching or killing of dolphins and trade in whole or parts of 
them and the use of electricity fishing and gill nets that obstruct the water-course, are more 
than 300 feet long, or spaced less than 600 feet apart (Smith et al., in press-b). 
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4.2 International protection status 
 
Irrawaddy dolphins are listed by the IUCN as “data deficient” although the IUCN is currently 
reassessing the status of the species. Five geographically isolated populations: Ayeyarwady, 
Chilika, Mahakam, Mekong, Songkhla and Malampaya (see above) have been Red-Listed as 
“critically endangered.” The species was included in CITES Appendix I in response to 
concern about the potential for international trade in live specimens to adversely affect wild 
populations. 
 
4.3 Additional protection needs 
 
The Action Plan for the Conservation of Freshwater Populations of Irrawaddy Dolphins 
(Smith et al., in press-c) noted that multiple-use protected areas will play a key role for 
conserving freshwater populations of Irrawaddy dolphins. Protected areas could be a 
particularly effective conservation tool due to the fidelity of the species in freshwater systems 
to relatively circumscribed areas, which aids effective management. Priority areas for 
protected area status include: (1) in the Mekong River, nine deep pool areas between Kratie 
and the Lao PDR-Cambodia border totaling 5,632 ha; (2) 10-20 km segments in the Mahakam 
River, at the Kedang Pahu tributary mouth at Muara Pahu Town, the mouths of the Kedang 
Kepala and Kedang Rantau, and the Pela tributary including the southern portion of 
Semayang Lake; (3) in the Ayeyarwady River, segments between the Taping river confluence 
at Bhamo to the upstream end of the second river defile at Sinkan (36 linear km), the 
downstream end of the second river defile to Tagaung (165 linear km), and the downstream 
end of the third river defile at Kyaukmyaung to Mingun (74 linear km); (4) in Songkhla Lake, 
the middle portion of upper Thale Luang and (5) in Chilika Lake, the area between 
Magamukh and the outer mouth. 
 
The Action Plan for the Conservation of Freshwater Populations of Irrawaddy Dolphins also 
provided details on strategies for mitigating bycatch that included (1) establishing core 
conservation areas where gillnetting would be banned or severely restricted; (2) promoting net 
attendance rules and providing training on the safe release of entangled dolphins; (3) initiating 
a program to compensate fishermen for damage caused to their nets by entangled dolphins 
that are safely released; (4) providing alternative or diversified employment options for gillnet 
fishermen; (5) encouraging the use of more benign fishing gears by altering or establishing 
fee structures for fishing permits to make gillnetting more expensive while decreasing the fees 
for non-destructive gears; and (6) experimenting with acoustical deterrents and reflective nets. 
 
 
5. Range States 
 
BANGLADESH, Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, INDIA, Indonesia, Lao People’s 
Democratic Republic, Malaysia, Myanmar, PHILIPPINES, Singapore, Thailand, Timor-
Leste, Viet Nam. 
 
 
6. Comments from Range States 
 
 
7. Additional remarks 
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PROPOSAL FOR INCLUSION OF SPECIES ON THE APPENDICES OF THE 
CONVENTION ON THE CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF  

WILD ANIMALS 
 
 
A. PROPOSAL: Include the Atlantic humpback dolphin Sousa teuszii (Kükenthal 1892) on 

CMS Appendix I. 
 
B. PROPONENT: Senegal 
 
C. SUPPORTING STATEMENT: 
 
1. Taxon 
 
1.1 Classis Mammalia
1.2 Ordo Cetacea 
1.3 Familia Delphinidae 
1.4 Genus or species Sousa teuszii (Kükenthal 1892) 
1.5 Common names English: Atlantic Humpback Dolphin 
  French: Dauphin à bosse Atlantique 
  Germany: Kamerun-Flußdelphin 
  Spanish: Delfín jorobado del Atlantico 
  Portuguese: Golfinho-corcundo-do-Atlântico 
 
 
2. Biological data 
 
2.1 Distribution (current and historical)
 
The Atlantic humpback dolphin is a small delphinid regionally endemic to the tropical and 
subtropical eastern Atlantic nearshore waters of West Africa (Culik, 2002; Jefferson et al.). Its 
status was recently and comprehensively reviewed as part of the CMS/UNEP Wafcet-2 project 
(Van Waerebeek et al., 2003, 2004). S. teuszii was described in 1892 from a carcass found in 
Cameroon. Second and third specimens were collected respectively in 1925 and 1943 in Senegal. 
Next it was sighted south of Conakry, Guinea, in 1953. Over the next half-century it was 
encountered in Dakhla Bay (Rio de Oro/Western Sahara), Banc d'Arguin (Mauritania), Siné-
Saloum delta (Senegal), Niumi National Park (The Gambia), Canal do Gêba-Bijagos (Guinea-
Bissau), southern Guinea, Gabon Estuary and finally in southern Angola, but it has never been 
considered a common species (Beaubrun, 1990; Robineau and Vely, 1998; Van Waerebeek et al., 
2003; Collins et al., 2004). 
 
Some authors have argued for a largely discontinuous distribution (Maigret, 1980; Ross et al. 
1994; Van Waerebeek et al., 2000), while others indicated a more or less continuous coastal range 
from Dakhla Bay or Senegal to Cameroon (Dupuy, 1983; Klinowska, 1991; Rice, 1998; Jefferson 
et al., 1993) which is possible but theoretical. The information on the presence or absence of 
Atlantic humpback dolphins is incomplete due to a paucity of field survey effort. While a quasi-
continuous distribution may have existed historically, indications of contemporary distribution 
gaps are emerging, presumably the result of sustained bycatches and creeping human 
encroachment on once desolated coasts. 
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2.2 Population
 
Population identity 
Intraspecific geographic variation in morphology and molecular genetics of S. teuszii has not been 
studied. The samples required for biological population assessments are currently lacking. 
However, for practical and conservation purposes Van Waerebeek et al. (2004) provisionally 
designated eight management stocks, comparable to the biogeographically defined IWC 
management units for large whales where biological stock data are absent or deficient (Donovan, 
1991). In the definition of the seven confirmed extant stocks, guidance was taken from sightings 
and specimens clustered around a documented habitat, i.e. from north to south, Dahkla Bay, Banc 
d'Arguin, Saloum-Niumi, Canal do Gêba-Bijagos, South Guinea, Gabon and Angola. The species 
holotype was collected from near the port of Douala, Cameroon. The species was never again 
reported from this country, thus an 8th stock remains hypothetical. Potential existence of a 9th 

management stock, western Togo/Volta delta, requires investigation. Although no firm claims of 
biological population status can be made here for any of these management stocks, at least some 
are expected to acquire such status with further research. Notably, the three northernmost stocks 
(Dahkla Bay, Banc d'Arguin, Saloum-Niumi) are thought to be relatively restricted in terms of 
gene flow, possibly a recent phenomenon following local extinctions of communities in-between 
as the result of mounting human pressure. Some other stocks may coalesce into single biological 
populations. 
 
Abundance 
No abundance estimates for S. teuszii are available from any area, but density is certainly low 
compared with that of widely distributed, oceanic delphinids. The above-mentioned stocks are 
thought to amount to at most hundreds, not thousands, of animals. Some estimation of relative 
density can be gained as follows. The northernmost community, Dahkla Bay, is smallest by any 
definition. In four sightings, the aggregated total number observed was 28 dolphins, and some of 
these may have been resightings (Notarbartolo di Sciara et al., 1998). The Banc d'Arguin stock 
was suggested not to exceed more than 100 individuals (Maigret, 1980). A more recent guess puts 
it 'at least at high hundreds' (Alex Aguilar, pers. comm., cited in Van Waerebeek et al., 2004). 
However a 2006 survey of PNBA waters sighted many (11 sightings) common bottlenose 
dolphins Tursiops truncatus but did not encounter a single Atlantic humpback dolphin in 
226nmiles (27h 59min) of survey effort (Van Waerebeek and Jiddou, 2006), which suggests that 
humpback dolphins may have become, or have remained (Maigret, 1980) quite rare. A 
guesstimate of "not more than 100 animals" was also cited for the Saloum Delta population by 
Maigret (1980), while Mitchell (1975a) stated that for coastal waters of southern Senegal "it is 
rather common" (p. 910). Based on observations of the Saloum-Niumi stock since 1997, it 
appears highly unlikely that abundance could exceed the low hundreds. From Spaans (1990) and 
Powell et al. (1996), and more recent sightings, it follows that at least until 1998 the species was 
not uncommon in the waters of Canal do Gêba and Bijagos Archipelago in Guinea-Bissau; and 
that may be one of the healthiest extant stocks. Nothing can be said about the Guinea-Conakry 
and Angola stocks, except that recent records have confirmed their existence, but groups seen off 
southern Angola were small, less than ten individuals. Off Gabon three groups ranged from 6-35 
individuals (Collins et al., 2004). No meaningful guesses can be made for Cameroon, Togo, nor 
for any other West African country. 
 
Fisheries monitoring in western Ghana (Debrah, 2000; Van Waerebeek and Ofori-Danson, 1999; 
Ofori-Danson et al., unpublished data) documented hundreds of landed delphinids taken in 
coastal fisheries, none S. teuszii. Atlantic humpback dolphins, if not entirely absent, must be very 
rare west of Tema, central Ghana. The void may extend west several hundreds of kilometers into 
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Ivory Coast, for there are no reports from there. The absence may be due to local extirpation after 
decades of high levels of bycatches, if not directed harvest. 
 
In the absence of scientific abundance estimates, unknown recruitment, population structure, and 
trends, combined with a lack of understanding of local threats, adherence to the precautionary 
principle seems advised. 
 
2.3 Habitat
 
No offshore sightings have been reported. Atlantic humpback dolphins inhabit predominantly 
tropical coastal and estuarine habitat with soft-sediment bottoms. In the Saloum Delta and Niumi 
National Park it is seen nearshore within 100-200 m from the beach. Also, off southern Angola 
and in Gabon, animals were sighted within a short distance from shore. A young individual was 
taken alive in a beach-seine near Joal in 1955 (Van Waerebeek et al., 2003, 2004; Collins et al., 
2004). 
 
Tolerance for variable salinity levels seems high and includes both the brackish water of large 
estuaries and highly saline waters such as found in the Saloum Delta during the dry season (Van 
Waerebeek et al., 2000). Although S. teuszii has repeatedly been suggested to also occupy riverine 
habitat (Dupuy, 1983; Jefferson et al., 1993; Klinowska, 1991; Powell et al., 1996), there is no 
evidence for that. There are no positive records from the fresh water biotope, beyond seawater 
intrusion of rising tides in estuaries. This is a relevant difference with Sousa chinensis, for 
instance, which does occasionally occur in riverine habitat. 
 
Claims of sightings of S. teuszii in the Niger, Senegal, and Casamance Rivers (Klinowska, 1991) 
are unsupported. Interestingly, common bottlenose dolphins are confirmed to penetrate 
considerably upstream with rising tide in the Casamance and Gambia Rivers and may have been 
mistaken for Atlantic humpback dolphins (Van Waerebeek et al., 2003, 2004). 
 
2.4 Migrations 
 
Populations or communities that straddle two nations almost certainly move between them with 
high frequency. For instance, cross-border movements between Senegal' s Saloum Delta and The 
Gambia's Niumi National Park were observed on several instances, and the Saloum-Niumi is 
considered a single stock (Van Waerebeek et al., 2004). Some movements between Saloum- 
Niumi and the Bijagos Archipelago (Guinea-Bissau) are also expected, considering the relatively 
limited distance (ca. 280 km) and very suitable coastal habitat in-between. 
 
Unpublished and published observations from October through March (Cadenat, 1959), a sighting 
in April (Cadenat, 1959), and a capture off Joal in August point to a year-round presence in 
Saloum-Niumi (Maigret, 1977). 
 
Maigret (1980) suggested a possible seasonal movement between Banc d'Arguin (Mauritania) 
and the Saloum Delta (Senegal). However, there is no evidence of seasonality in occurrence in 
either area, nor any observations that would point to regular long-distance seasonal movements 
between the suggested 'home ranges'. Perhaps more probable would be that some season-
dependent movements occur around one particular stock' s core area. 
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3. Threat data 
 
3.1 Direct threat to the population
 
Bycatches 
The majority of specimens archived in collections are derived from dolphins taken either 
incidentally or directly in small-scale coastal fisheries. The only specimen record from Rio de 
Oro/Western Sahara was a carcass found entangled in an octopus line in 1996. Imragen fishermen 
of Mauritania were photographed in 1967 cutting up an animal reported 'stranded' (Busnel, 
1973). However, being fresh it was most probably a dolphin by-caught in nets. Another animal 
killed in a gillnet at Ile Arguin in 1995 was eaten by local fishermen. At least five individuals 
from Senegal have come from bycatches in shark gill nets in the period 1955-1956 (Cadenat 
1956a, 1957; Cadenat and Paraiso, 1957). 
 
In November 1996, three carcasses of S. teuszii were found together on uninhabited (sacred) 
Sangomar Island with nylon rope knotted around the tailstocks of two animals. They were 
abandoned on the island presumably for animist-religious reasons (Van Waerebeek et al., 1997). 
The only known specimens from Guinea-Bissau and Guinea died in a fishing trap in 1989 
(Sequeira and Reiner, 1992) and an unidentified fishing device in 2003, respectively (Van 
Waerebeek et al., 2004). 
 
Importantly, the true extent of fisheries-related mortality in all range states is expected to be 
considerably higher than these few opportunistic findings suggest, as reporting is next to 
nonexistent. Based on specimens recovered and well-documented steep increases in artisanal 
fishing effort (e.g., Khan and Nikkola, 2002), incidental mortality may be the most important 
threat to the species' survival and one of the hardest to address (Van Waerebeek, 2003). 
 
Directed catches 
The species lives in an area of high human population growth and protein food deficit, so there is 
potential for fisheries for human consumption (Klinowska, 1991). The nearshore habits of 
Atlantic humpback dolphins make them readily accessible targets. Specific accounts of directed 
takes are scarce but they are believed to occur with some regularity. A female taken alive in a 
beach seine near Joal in 1955 was not returned (Cadenat, 1956a ). The fishers communities of 
Joal, Fadiouth, M'Bour and some others along Senegal's Petite Côte, have long been known to 
harpoon dolphins until at least 1996 (Cadenat, 1947, 1956b; Van Waerebeek et al., 1997), 
including humpback dolphins of the Saloum-Niumi population. The illegality of the practice 
induces fishermen to hide all evidence, which they do efficiently, so estimates of numbers taken 
are elusive. Butcher remains are either discarded at sea, used as bait, or buried on the beach (Van 
Waerebeek et al., 1997, 2000). 
 
3.2 Habitat destruction
 
The Atlantic humpback dolphin is a shy species; when approached by boat it will flee. All 
possible forms of coastal development with accompanying disturbance and degradation known to 
occur in West Africa (see Khan and Mikkola, 2002) will directly or indirectly affect the species. 
These include, but are not limited to, over-exploitation of mangroves, coastal construction 
(harbours, residences, refineries, shipyards), aquaculture, oil and gas exploration and extraction 
(drilling), accidental spills, increased shipping, tourism, and effluents (domestic, agricultural, 
chemical). Huge fisheries effort exploiting neritic fish stocks, both artisanal and industrial (e.g. 
Armah et al., 1996; Deme, 1996; Khan and Mikkola, 2002), including on both known prey 
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species of S. teuszii, are thought to cause a major impact. Reduced foraging success may hamper 
recovery from high bycatch mortality. 
 
3.3 Indirect threat
 
No dedicated research has been initiated and therefore no specific information is available on 
such indirect threats, but, as indicated above, the exclusive nearshore habits of Atlantic humpback 
dolphin would give it the dubious distinction of being West Africa's cetacean most likely to 
receive the most severe impact. 
 
3.4 Threat connected especially with migrations
 
There are no known threats different from the ones outlined above. 
 
3.5 National and international utilization
 
 
4. Protection status and needs 

4.1 National protection status
 
No specific legislation seems to exist that protects Atlantic humpback dolphin. However, all small 
cetaceans are formally protected by national legislation in Senegal, The Gambia, Mauritania, 
Ghana, Benin and Togo, and presumably in several more range states. Nonetheless, in practice, 
bycatches of small cetaceans in fisheries, even if systematic and predictable, or even somehow 
directed or assisted (e.g. live-caught animals not being returned), are not being monitored. 
 
4.2 International protection status
 
Recognizing its vulnerable situation, the Atlantic humpback dolphin has since 1991 been assigned 
to CMS Appendix II. Since then coastal degradation has vastly increased region-wide (e.g. Khan 
and Mikkola, 2002) and pressure on this species can only have risen. Despite much increased 
search effort, sightings remain scarce. CITES in recognition of its vulnerable situation bans all 
international commercial trade (Appendix I). IUCN considers the species 'Data Deficient'. For 
the species to survive, S. teuszii will need the maximum possible legal and other protection, 
considering its low abundance, threatened habitat, suspected fragmentation of distribution range, 
unknown natural history and low prospects for efficient monitoring of stock status. 
 
4.3 Additional protection needs
 
Cetaceans should be added to the template of reporting forms used to gather national statistics on 
landings of marine biological resources. It is recommended that fisheries observers receive some 
basic training as to improve the quality of reporting. Although most fishermen will hide cetacean 
bycatches for fear of sanctions, some bycatches are openly landed and could be documented. 
Considering the poor state of knowledge on this species, even isolated cases may provide useful 
information. 
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5. Range States of the Atlantic humpback dolphin 
 
Confirmed range states: ANGOLA, CAMEROON, Gabon, GAMBIA, GUINEA, GUINEA-
BISSAU, MAURITANIA and SENEGAL. 
 
Possible range states: GHANA and TOGO 
 
 
6. Comments from Range States 
 
The proposal is supported by Guinea and Mauritania 
 
 
7. Additional remarks 
 
While distribution historically may have been quasi-continuous over the species' range, 
indications of contemporary distribution gaps are emerging. Precise documentation of present-
day distribution and baseline abundance data need to be obtained. To start with, for several 
coastal nations, simple information on whether or not they are range states should be gotten. 
Other research priorities include assessment of the levels of gene-flow between the eight defined 
management stocks, the collection of carcasses and biological samples and the study of 
behavioural ecology. The IUCN CSG (Cetacean Specialist Group) appropriately tagged S. teuszii 
as a high priority for research and conservation because of its restricted range, narrow ecological 
niche, generally low abundance, and continuing threats (Reeves et al., 2003). 
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4.3 Additional protection needs 
 
As reported throughout Africa, cheetahs are not doing well in protected wildlife reserves due 
to increased competition from other, larger predators such as lion and hyenas. Therefore, the 
majorities of the remaining, free-ranging cheetah populations are found outside of protected 
reserves or conservation areas and are therefore increasingly in conflict with humans. As 
human populations increase, the reduction of prey species available to cheetahs and the loss 
of habitat are the biggest threats facing the cheetah today. If these populations are to be 
protected, legislation must be reinforced and implemented, and education campaigns must be 
developed, on the model of what has been developed in Namibia. 
 
There is a need to continue enhancing captive management to ensure optimal captive 
breeding. The implementation of management programs such as the African Preservation 
Program (APP) within the Pan African Association of Zoos, Aquariums, and Botanical 
Gardens (PAAZAB) are designed to facilitate cooperative management to the benefit of the 
population as a whole. As free-ranging populations of cheetahs continue to decline, and a 
large amount of genetic diversity of the wild population is lost, the captive and wild 
populations should be managed in cooperation. In the future, in the absence of further imports 
from the wild, the size of the world’s captive population could be expected to decline, unless 
there is continued improvement in captive breeding efficiency. This trend, coupled with the 
continuing decline of the wild population, leaves the species extremely vulnerable.  There is 
only one Asiatic cheetah in captivity, a wild-caught female in the Teheran Zoo.  
 
 
5 Range States 
 
The African Range States are ALGERIA, ANGOLA; BENIN; Botswana; BURKINA FASO; 
CAMEROON; Central African Republic; CHAD; THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF 
CONGO; EGYPT; ERITREA; Ethiopia; KENYA; Malawi; MALI; MAURITANIA; 
Mozambique; Namibia; NIGER; NIGERIA; SOMALIA; SOUTH AFRICA; Sudan; 
Swaziland; the United Republic of Tanzania; TOGO; UGANDA; Zambia; Zimbabwe.  
 
In Southwest Asia, only a very small population remains in Iran (and possibly Pakistan?). 
 
Cheetahs have become extinct in at least 18 countries in the very recent past (50-100 years): 
Djibouti, Ghana, India, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Morocco, Nigeria, Oman, Saudi Arabia, Syria, 
Tunisia, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan. (Note: In the 
former Soviet Republics, considered extinct as of 1989. No confirmed sightings in the past 
few years. Cheetahs existed in many areas until the 1940's and 1950's when their prey, the 
goitered gazelle, was reduced drastically from over-hunting. Some cheetahs were believed to 
have moved down into Afghanistan when the goitered gazelles conducted a permanent move 
southward. In the 1960's and 1970's the last cheetahs existed in parts of Turkmenistan and 
Uzbekistan (east and west of Murgab, east of the Caspian sea, and in the Badkhyz Preserve). 
In these areas they lived mostly on remnant populations of goitered gazelle and arkhar sheep, 
saiga antelope, kopet-dag sheep and hares. In 1972 it was suggested that the cheetah be listed 
as a living monument and very strict international laws be proposed to save the last of the 
Asian cheetahs. There are proposals to reintroduce cheetahs into areas with sufficient prey 
populations such as the Ustyurt Plateau of Uzbekistan (Marker, 1998).  
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6 Comments from Range States 
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ANNEX 
 
Current status, Range State by range State: 
 
1. Afghanistan: Population. No information at this time. Possibly still a few animals in the 
southwest above Baluchistan, Pakistan and the Iranian border region. There is no protection 
for cheetahs. 
2. Algeria: Population. Still to be found in a few areas of southeast Algeria, between 3 1/2 E 
to the Libyan border and between 27 1/2 N to 20 1/2 N, with  concentrations in Tassili N'Ajjer 
Range, Tassilis du Hoggar, Ahaggar, and Teffedest. Females with two cubs are seen regularly 
by tribesman complaining that cheetahs attack their camels. Rainfall was good from 1987-
1990 in these areas, and there were increasing populations of Dorcas gazelle and Barbary 
sheep for cheetahs to prey upon. It is thought that the majority of the remaining Algerian 
cheetahs are living in the mountains of Tassili n’Ajjer and Ahaggar, because these areas are 
far more rich in water and vegetation. It is difficult to see the last Algerian cheetahs, native 
people know their presence mainly through their traces. This country could be a very 
important area for saving the North African cheetah. Principal Threats: conflict with nomadic 
herders and individual persecution by armed officials 
3. Angola: Population. No recent information due to the long-standing civil war. Estimate of 
500 with a range of 200- 1000 animals. Range was confined to the drier, arid areas in the 
central and southern parts of the country. In 1975 cheetahs were reported in the following 
parks and protected areas: Iona National Park (14,500 Km2), Bicuar National Park (7,900 
Km2), Cameia National Park (14,450km2), Luando National Park (8,280 km2), Quicama 
National Park. The cheetah was declared protected game in 1957, but legislation is difficult to 
enforce, and the military community is exempt from these provisions of the law. Principal 
Threats. Large scale poaching which has helped support the long, civil war, cultivation and 
overgrazing of cattle in the arid areas will contribute to the elimination of cheetah habitat. 
4. Benin: Population. Thought to be extinct outside of the tri-country national park in the 
north of Benin, the Park Nationale du W, which adjoins Niger, Burkina Faso and Benin. In 
this park, a very small population of 2 or 3 pairs may exist. A few cheetahs exist in and 
around the Pendjari complex of protected areas in northwestern Benin. Principal Threat. 
Insufficient numbers of cheetahs to sustain a viable population and lack of habitat. 
5. Botswana: Population. Estimates vary between 1,000 and 1,500. Cheetahs have a wide 
distribution throughout Botswana, but are absent from areas of dense human settlement in the 
extreme south. In the northern districts of Ngami West, Ngami East, and Tutume areas, the 
cheetah is found throughout and is often in conflict with communal farmers who graze 
livestock and the commercial farmers of the Botswana Livestock Development Corporation. 
Freehold lands make up a small percentage of the overall land base in Botswana, but appear 
to harbour relatively large cheetah populations. This is especially true in the commercial 
farming areas of Ghanzi district and the Tuli Block and communal livestock areas in the south 
central Ghanzi district. Cheetahs have been reported in the following protected parks and 
reserves: Chobe National Park (11,000 km2), Moremi Wildlife Reserve (3,880 km2), Nxai 
Pan National Park (2,100 km2), Makgadikgadi Pans Game Reserve (3,900 km2), Kalahari 
Game Reserve (24,800 km2). Cheetahs have been protected game since 1968 but can be shot 
for livestock defense even before any damage has been noted. Recent quotas set by CITES in 
1992 allows for 5 animals for export. Principal Threats. Livestock farming and poaching. 
6. Burkina Faso: Population. Extremely low. Estimated at 10. Perhaps only found, now, in 
the complex of national parks and protected areas and the tri-country national park in the 
eastern point of the country that borders Niger and Benin where 2 or 3 pairs exist. A few 
cheetahs exist in the Singou Fauna Reserve and the adjacent proposed Arli National Park. 
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Cheetahs may now be extinct in the vicinity of Kabore Tambi National Park and the Nazinga 
Game Ranch in southern Burkina Faso. The cheetah is totally protected but enforcement is 
likely to be inadequate. Principal Threats. The country is under growing invasion by large 
numbers of nomads from the north, which has increased the pressure on the cheetah's range. 
Loss of habitat, poaching and insufficient numbers of cheetahs to sustain a viable population. 
7. Cameroon: Population. Population very small. In 1975, small populations of cheetahs 
were still found in Bénoué National Park. Between 1974 and 1976, a census was carried out 
in Bouba Nr’dijida National Park, which resulted in finding no cheetahs. Principal Threats. 
Decline of prey species, poaching and environmental degradation. 
8. Central African Republic: Population. Still found in the southeastern area of the country, 
bordering Sudan and in the southern middle of the country, bordering Democratic Republic of 
Congo. A small population still existed in Saint Floris National Park boarding Chad and the 
hunting domains in the north. Principal Threats. Extensive poaching and limited prey species. 
Taxonomy. North Central African Republic listed as A.j. soemmeringii, there is no listing for 
southern Central African Republic. 
9. Chad: Population. Possibly a very small population still exists in the Tibesti Highlands 
where prey species still are rather abundant, and there may also be a very small population in 
the Ennedi mountains. As of 1975, there was a small population of cheetahs in the Zakouma 
National Park. Principal Threats. Changing climate conditions have reduced the carrying 
capacity of the land and have over-burdened the sensitive environment. Currently, the many 
years of war have armed the general population, which puts all wildlife in danger of poaching 
for food and profit.  
10. Democratic Republic of the Congo: Population. No current information. Estimated at 
300 and could be below 100. Small populations found in parts of Shaba, Kasai and Kwango 
Provinces in the southern and southeastern part of country. Kundelungu National Park (7,600 
km2) and Upemba National Park (10,000 km2) did contain a few cheetahs. Principal Threats. 
Agricultural development, poaching and loss of habitat. Taxonomy. There is no listing for the 
Northern Congo population. 
11. Egypt: Population. Cheetah tracks have been seen and at least 5 animals were seen 
around the Sitra water source in the Qattara Depression in the western and northwest parts of 
the country, and north of Qara Oasis. It is believed there is still a small population that 
remains there. In 1994, tourism was banned in Marsa Matruh Province (where the Qattara 
depression is situated) for five years to protect wildlife from poaching. A proposed cheetah-
gazelle sanctuary in northwest Qattara has been prepared. The cheetah is totally protected, 
although enforcement is likely to be inadequate. Principal Threats. Restricted habitat, 
possible conflict with nomadic herdsmen, and insufficient numbers of cheetahs to sustain a 
population. 
12. Ethiopia: Population. In 1975 the population was estimated to be 1000 animals and it 
was believed that the populations could decline to 300 animals by 1980. The cheetah was 
widely distributed from Addes (?) to Djibouti in eastern Ethiopia. Also widely distributed 
through the southern parts of the country, between 200-1500m elevation, absent from the low 
lands of the Ogaden in the east, and no sightings in the north since 1937. A small population 
was known to be in the Danakil Reserve. In 1995, cheetahs were sited near Dolo. Two 
cheetahs were seen in the dry desert scrub, 100km from Dolo, by American oil company 
employees. The cheetahs were seen on a rocky plateau. This area has a fairly large antelope 
prey population. Other cheetah sightings have recently been in the Afder Zone, in and around 
the CherriHi/El Kere area, and in the Dolo region skins and live cheetahs are offered for sale. 
One cheetah from the Dolo region is in captivity at the Royal Palace as of 1996. Cheetahs are 
protected against hunting and capture although legislation is difficult to enforce. Principal 
Threats. Civil war, habitat loss, extensive poaching, decline of prey, and fur trade. 
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13. Gambia: Population. Reported that cheetahs may wander into Gambia from Senegal. 
14. Iran: Population. Estimates of  30-60. Twenty years ago, the population was estimated at 
400-450. As of 1998 cheetahs are still to be found in very small groups in a variety of areas of 
this large country. A relatively recent survey has been conducted by Hormoz Asadi showing 6 
areas in the country where cheetahs still exist. 1.Evidence indicates definite dispersal of 
cheetahs from the Koshe-Yeilagh and Miandasht protected areas towards the southern 
Khorasan. The survey indicates that there are at least 15 to 20 cheetahs in southern Khorasan 
and groups of 5-8 cheetahs have been reported to be hunting wild sheep. 2. Cheetahs are 
surviving in the unprotected areas in Bafgh region of Yazd province. A protected area has 
been designated, the Kuh-E Bafgh PA. Much of this region consists of arid mountains and 
population estimates are still 10 to 15 animals including the Kalmand protected area. 3. A 
population is in the unprotected area of eastern Isfahan where the terrain consists of vast 
expanses of desert, unpopulated except for herdsmen grazing goats and camels. Here 
livestock numbers have increased and the past gazelle population has decreased, but this 
region may still support 5-10 cheetahs that are widely scattered. 4. A population is found in 
Kavir National Park and reports are frequent in this vast desert with arid mountains. The 
population corresponds with a gazelle population and there may still be 10 to 15 cheetahs 
here. 5. A population exists in the Garmsar, Damghan and Semnan unprotected areas in the 
northern part of the plateau. Here, 5 to 10 cheetahs are in conflict with growing agriculture 
and human populations. 6. A population is found in the Khar Touran National Park and 
protected area, which may possess the highest cheetah density in Iran. Cheetah reports are 
frequent in this vast expanse of desert where there may be 15 to 20 cheetahs still alive.  
Principal Threats. Loss of habitat, poaching, limited numbers of prey species. Direct 
persecution by humans, either shepherds or local hunters. They are easy targets for people in 
four-wheel drive vehicles and motorbike riders who chase cheetahs if they see them, causing 
them to die of exhaustion or leave the area. 
15. Kenya: Population. Estimation of 1,200 animals. Species still occurs throughout the 
country, except in forests, montane moorland, swamps, and areas of dense human settlement 
and cultivation. Cheetahs are absent in western Kenya, the more densely populated parts of 
Central Province, and most parts of the coastal strip. Its distribution coincides with the 
distribution of Thompson's gazelle, Grant's gazelle, and gerenuk. Cheetahs occur throughout 
most of the arid northern and north eastern parts of Kenya. Although this area is vast and 
mostly unpatrolled and poaching is on the increase. Populations of cheetahs are found in the 
following national parks and reserves: Nairobi National Park (114 km2), Tsavo National Park 
(20,821 km2), Amboseli National Park (329 km2), Meru National Park (870 km2), Samburu-
Isiolo Reserve (504 km2), Kora Reserve (1500 km2), Masai Mara Reserve (1510 km2), 
Marsabit Reserve (2088 km2), Tana River Reserve (165 km2). All hunting of cheetahs is 
completely banned. Exports of live cheetahs stopped in the 1960's. Principal Threats. 
Poaching, habitat loss, competition with agriculture and farming development. 
16. Libya : Population. Cheetahs may still live around Fezzan oasis, SE of the country. Little 
information is available. Formerly found across the south of the country, but last seen in 1980, 
possibly still exist in the south west corner where the country borders Algeria, in the Tassili 
National Park. Until 1969 still found sparsely throughout the country except for the south and 
southeast. Principal Threats. Unknown, lack of information, presumed lack of prey species 
and habitat loss. 
17. Mali : Population. Estimated to be 200 to 500, believed to be much less than this 
currently. Probably a small population still exists in the north west of the country bordering 
Mauritania and in the south part of Adrarh des Ifora mountains, where cheetahs have been 
reported in late 1970’s. In 1990 skins were found for sale in Tibuta, north Mali. There were a 
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few cheetahs in Gurma National Park in the 1970’s. Principal Threats. Decline of prey, 
poaching, environmental desiccation and reduction of habitat due to drought conditions. 
18. Malawi: Population. Estimated at 50. Absent in southern part of the country. A small 
population still exists in the western parks and a few individuals around Chiperi area south of 
Kasurgu Park. Animals seen to be coming and going from Zambia into parks with very few 
resident individuals in Malawi parks. There have been sightings of individual cheetah in 
Nyika National Park (3134 km2), Vwaza Marsh Game Reserve (986 km2), and Kasunga 
National Park (2316 km2). Principal Threats. Human population growth, loss of habitat and 
poaching. 
19. Mauritania : Population. Estimated at 100 to 500. Possible small population and isolated 
individuals still exists in Aouker Plateau, Mauritania Adghagh, at the NE of Banc d’Arguin 
National Park, in the northwest of the country (thought to be extinct due to the disappearance 
of their main prey, the Mhorr gazelle and decrease of dorcas gazelle) and Tidjika. No cheetahs 
exist in protected areas. Principal Threats. Decline of prey, poaching, environmental 
desiccation and reduction of habitat.Taxonomy. Northern Mauritania are A.j. venaticus and in 
the south, A.j. hecki. 
20. Mozambique: Population. Estimated at 100. Once widely distributed, now relic 
populations perhaps survive in parts of Gaza and Inhambane Provinces and south of the 
Zambezi River, and in the southern regions of Tete Province. The Tete Region is believed to 
be absent of cheetahs now. The Gorongoza National Park (3,770 km2) had a small population 
of cheetahs. Principal Threats. Poaching due to civil war situation, lack of enforced 
protection. 
21. Namibia: Population. Estimated at 2,000-3,000 animals. Still widely spread throughout 
the country, although only small populations are found in the southern part of the country due 
to small stock farming, jackalproof fences and eradication of predators. Ninety-five percent of 
the population is on commercial farmlands to the north of the Tropic of Capricorn. Apart from 
farmlands, very small numbers of animals still occur in communal farming areas of 
Damaraland, Hereroland, Bushmanland, and Kaokaland. Individual animals are seen in 
Kavango and Caprivi. Only two conservation areas have populations of cheetahs Etosha and 
the Namib/Naukluft, but only 1.4 to 4% of the population lives in proclaimed conservation 
areas. Possibly less than 100 animals live in the 2 conservation areas, Etosha National Park 
(22,270 km2) because high predator competition, and Namib/Naukluft National Park (49,768 
km2), because of low prey density. Although protected game, cheetahs can be killed if 
livestock is threatened. In January 1992, at the CITES meeting a quota of 150 animals was 
given to Namibia for live export and trophy hunting. Principal Threats. Live capture and 
shooting by livestock farmers and game farmers. Cheetahs are easily trapped, in large 
numbers, on farms that have "cheetah play trees". The trapping is indiscriminate. These 
animals are then shot as there is little export market for live animals. The majority of the 
current world's captive population of cheetahs has originated from Namibia. 
22. Niger: Population. Estimated at 50 to 40. Still found in the Niger Sahel running from 
Mali to Chad with concentrations of 10 to 15 pairs in the Air Tenere RNN (77,360 km2) in 
the northwest central park of the country. A few remain in the Termit Area. In Niger’s Park 
W (the entire tri-country park is over 11,000 km2 of which Niger  part is about 2,200 km2) in 
the extreme south west of the country bordering Benin and Burkina Faso there are still 
cheetahs. In a study between 1993 and 1995, 22 cheetahs were seen in this park in eight 
sightings with an estimation of at least nine cheetahs living in the park. Principal Threats . 
Poaching, lack of prey species, conflict with livestock. Taxonomy. A.j. venaticus in northern 
Niger and A.j. hecki in southern Niger. 
23. Pakistan (Possibly Extinct): Population. Information collected suggests that there are no 
more cheetahs in northern Baluchistan from Quetta westward. This was thought to be the last 
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area claiming cheetahs in Pakistan. Possibly some still exist in southwest Baluchistan on the 
Iranian border. It is very difficult for Pakistan officials to get information from these semi-
autonomous areas. Specimens of hides were collected in the early 1970's. There is a current 
proposal to conduct a survey in Baluchistan and the Nushki desert region close to Iran for the 
potential occurrence of the cheetah. Principal Threats. Loss of habitat, competition with 
livestock and poaching. 
24. Senegal: Population. No current information. Possibly still a few animals in Parc National 
du Niokolo-Koba (8,000km2).Principal Threats. Lack of habitat. 
25. Somalia: Population. Only proof of existence is from cubs being sold by locals in the 
Kismajo area. The situation for cheetahs in the country is at a critical point. They have been 
on the decline since the 1970’s, in the north the records are old and not current and in the 
south of the country the civil war has caused an impact on the species. Estimated at 300. A 
traveler reported seeing eight animals in one days travel in the south of the country along the 
main road from Kenya, suggesting some numbers still occur in this region. Formerly found 
throughout the entire country, reduced by half to two thirds as of 1975. Previously found 
along the Ethiopian border in the north west and central areas of Somalia. Live cheetahs and 
skins for sale in Djibouti market place and thought to come from Somalia. Principal Threats. 
Civil war, agriculture expansion caused reduction of prey, and poaching for skins and live 
trade. Due to Shifta bandits and civil war, enforcement is inadequate.  
26. South Africa: Population. Estimated at 500-800. Individuals occur sporadically in the 
northern parts of the Cape Province. In the Kalahari Gemsbok National Park there is a small 
population of approximately 50 animals. A small population is found on the extensive 
commercial farmlands in the north western, northern and eastern Transvaal, to the southern 
border of the Kruger National Park and along the Zimbabwe and Botswana borders. They 
were exterminated in Natal by the 1930's. Since 1965, 64 animals from Namibia were 
reintroduced to Hluhluwe/Umflozi, 33 into Mkuzi Game Reserves, 18 into Eastern Shores, 13 
into Itala, and 14 into Ndumu and over 10 into Phinda. Other reserves contain isolated groups 
too small to be considered as viable populations. The population in the Kruger National Park 
is approximately 250 animals. Many cheetahs are imported to South Africa from Namibia for 
zoos, parks and private facilities, as well as for trophy hunting in small camps. South Africa 
does have several successful captive breeding facilities. Only two parks hold large enough 
populations: Kruger National Park (19,485 km2) and the Kalahari Gemsbok National Park 
(9,591 km2). The cheetah was taken off the South African endangered species list in 1989. 
Permits are issued to control problem animals through shooting and live capture. Trophy 
hunting is allowed, but there is no legal export of the trophy. Principal Threats. Livestock 
farming, small populations in unconnected conservation areas, and the believed success of 
captive breeding programs in South Africa, which has eliminated the need to put much effort 
into the conservation of the remaining wild populations. 
27. Sudan: Population. Recent reports indicate that cheetahs are mainly distributed in 
Southern Sudan.  Estimates are of 1,200 animals, which could have declined by half by 1980. 
Recent information in the north indicates that cheetah skins are used to make slippers and 
these are in great demand by rich Sudanese. Populations may still be present where adequate 
prey and livestock exist in semi-arid areas below the true desert in the central middle of the 
country. Widely distributed throughout the south, as of 1982. Recent information is lacking 
from the south of the country due to the long civil war. The population there could be greatly 
affected by the eight years of war. All wildlife has been severely affected by the availability 
of guns and ammunition. Were very rare or non-existent in all parks and reserves. Sightings 
of 10 animals in the southern reserve, Southern National Park (23,000 km2), sightings also 
seen in Boma National Park (22,800 km2), Boro Game Reserve (1,500 km2), Meshra Game 
Reserve (4,500 km2), Badingile Game Reserve (8,400 km2), Ashana Game Reserve (900 
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km2), Chelkou Game Reserve (5,500 km2), Kidepo Game Reserve (1,400km2), Numatina 
Game Reserve (2,100 km2), and Shambe Game Reserve (620 km2) (Hillman,1982). The 
cheetah has been a protected species since 1972. Effective 1 January 1989 Wildlife 
Conservation and National Park forces of Sudan issued a 3-year notice banning the hunting 
and capture of mammals, birds and reptiles in the Republic of Sudan. Principal Threats. 
Poaching, loss of prey, indirect affects of the long civil war in the south of the country. 
28. Tanzania: Population. Estimated at 1000, with a range of 500-150062. Found in the 
grasslands of Masailand and a few localized areas of woodlands. Populations do exist in the 
Serengeti/ Ngorongoro Conservation Area (25,000 km2), possibly as many as 500, however, 
the population suffers due to competition with lions and hyenas. There have been sightings in 
Mikumi National Park (3,230 km2), Tarangire National Park (2,600 km2), Katavi National 
Park (2,250 km2), and Ruaha National Park (10,200 km2). Principal Threats. Poaching, 
predation and competition with other large predators. 
29. Uganda: Population. Estimated less than 200. No current information available. Small 
numbers are thought to be found in the north east sector of the country and a few may still 
found in Kidepo National Park (1,400 km2). Principal Threats. Poaching and loss of habitat. 
30. Zambia:  Population. Although cheetah records are very scant, the species distribution in 
the last three decades is encouraging. The species is uncommon in many areas, however, as of 
1969 cheetahs were still widely distributed in various parts of the country, but in low 
densities. Populations were concentrated in the flood plains and along dry riverbeds. It was 
thought that the majority of the suitable habitats would disappear by the 1980's. Recently 
cheetahs occur in relatively low numbers in Kufe National Park (22,400 km2), South 
Luangwa National Park and Sioma Ngwezi National Park. In Lower Zambezi National Park, 
one or two have been sighted by tour operators at Jeki plain since 199075. Experimental re-
introduction of three male cheetahs into the Lower Zambezi took place in 1994. Principal 
Threats. Poaching, loss of habitat, and expanding human population. 
32. Zimbabwe: Population. Estimated at 500-1000. A 1991 Department of National Parks 
and Wildlife Management (DNPWLM) report estimated cheetah numbers using a computer 
model. This model predicted there were over 600 cheetahs within the Parks and Wildlife 
Estates, nearly 200 in communal lands, 400 on alienated land and nearly 200 on other state 
land, resulting in a total of 1,391 cheetahs throughout Zimbabwe. These estimates should 
however, be treated with caution as they are not based on actual data. Farmers on private and 
commercial land in southern Zimbabwe have indicated an increase in the cheetah population 
and are concerned over the loss of valuable game and livestock to cheetahs. According to a 
1997 report from the Ministry of Environment and Tourism DNPWLM, the amount of 
commercial ranchland with permanently resident cheetah populations has more than doubled 
in the last decade, with an estimate of 5,000 animals. Cheetahs are largely absent from the 
northeast part of the country. Two main populations are found in the southern commercial 
farming areas and in the northwest conservation areas. These two areas account for about 400 
animals. The remainder of about 100 animals is distributed over the middle Zambezi Valley, 
the Midlands and Gonarezhou. Over 50% of the population occurs on privately owned 
farmland. Less than 200 animals are thought to be in the conservation areas including 
Hwange National Park (14,650 km2), Matetsi Safari Area (2,920 km2), Kazuma National 
Park (313 km2) and Zambezi National Park (564 km2). Occasional sightings are reported in 
Matobo National Park (432 km2) and 10-20 animals are in the National Park and Safari area 
around Lake Kariba Valley. Small numbers occur in the Mana Pools National Park (2,196 
km2) and the lower Zambezi area, unknown number in the Gonarezhou National Park (5,053 
km2). Cheetahs are on the sixth schedule of the Parks and Wildlife Act and are also specially 
protected, which means that it is illegal to kill a cheetah under any circumstance without a 
Section 37 permit. This includes trophy hunting a cheetah, killing one as a problem animal or 
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live capture. The Government opened trophy hunting on the cheetah in 1990, which is 
monitored by "hunting returns". Quota's set at the January 1992 CITES meeting allows for the 
export of 50 animals. Principal Threats. Conflict with farmers and livestock and illegal 
killing of cheetahs. 
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