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Background

1. At the September 2006 Meeting of the Committee, Secretariat was asked to prepare a
short, strategic paper on flyways for the membersonsider at their next meeting. This followed a
discussion on different models for flyway conseimatincluding the new Partnership for the East
Asian and Australasian Flyway, and the remainirsyies concerning the Central Asian Flyway
(CAF).

2. The first draft of this paper was prepared by Becretariat and reviewed with several
scientists and stakeholders. The current (secamadt) id now submitted for formal consideration by
the Standing Committee.

Biological Context

3. Bird migration is a highly complex phenomenomthb in its spatial and temporal
organisation. The spectacular mass migrationsrgélaoaring birds that fly by day using updrafts,
which impose passage through narrow corridors, artiqular to avoid sea expanses, led early
observers to adopt the concept of migration routes.

4, However, it is now known that this is not typjcand that migration patterns are highly
species-specific. Thus, passerines, especiallgtiveeous birds, largely migrate by night, on aywer
broad front, crossing sea expanses and desehsiimtiddle. Some, especially fringillids and larks
migrate for a few hours just before and after seriAll need relatively close staging points.
Shorebirds, on the contrary, tend to migrate loiggadces, between more or less fixed staging
points, so that they are rarely seen in largectest of land over which they nevertheless pass.

5. The best known migrations, those that link bigdrounds to non-breeding areas and take
place on an annual cycle, probably originated ssadegy by birds of southern latitudes to occupy
northern harsher climates, regions with high seagynThey therefore tend to be orientated from
north to south, both in Eurasia and in the Ameriddss is not though an absolute rule, and some
birds, for instance in Eurasia, travel a strongi-eest course (e.g. Lapwinyanellus vanellus
Sociable Ploveryanellus gregariusPochardAythya ferind.

6. Other types of migration also exist, such asabk-known movements to moulting grounds
by anatids, and the more recently appreciated dscge movements of Mediterranean and Pontic
birds northwards, just after the breeding season.
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7. This biological complexity explains that the inat of migration routes has long been
abandoned, and that even that of flyways, discubséalv, is not, or seldom, used in connection
with many groups of birds, i.e. Passerines.

The flyway concept

8. The concept of flyway is essentially an operaloconcept linked to waterfowl whose
populations one wishes to manage over their emtigration space. It was originally a North
American approach. The North American continent wagded in the 1930's-1940's into four
"flyways" (Pacific Flyway, Central Flyway, Missiggi Flyway, Atlantic Flyway) to provide a
spatial management framework for waterbirds. Thecept was only much later extended to other
continents and in particular to Eurasia, retainingwever, its link to waterbirds and, in part, to
waterbird management and exploitation.

9. In the course of this extension, and of chammjesiance or emphasis, by those that wished
to use, refer to, or promote the concept, a cersmmount of confusion has arisen. A robust
definition of flyway has been proposed by Boere &@tbud (2006: 40) as "... the biological

systems of migration paths that directly link sitwsd ecosystems in different countries and
continents".

10. Thus defined, a flyway is a geographical regiathin which a species or a constellation of

species, or some populations of a species or ainstellation of species complete their annual
cycle. It includes the areas where the birds bréwssl,areas of the main non-breeding or contra-
nuptial range, migration stopover areas, areas evhéds that have not yet reached breeding
maturity may spend the breeding season, moultiegsarpost-breeding expansion areas. Migratory
orientations of many species may more or lessvotloe axis of the overall area, but they do not
necessarily do o

11. Because waterbirds are by definition attachechabitats that are patchily and often
parsimoniously distributed in the landscape, tlieative geographical area thus envisioned is never
the entire land or sea surface over which flyoedes place, but takes more the appearance of an
archipelago or network of sites. Hence the emphalaised by all flyway and related concepts on
networks of sites. These networks need to be &atedi and have close functional connectivity.
Indeed, each site has a role to fulfil as a bregdion-breeding, stopover or moulting site for one
several of the species involved in the flyway. Eadhthese roles requires different ecological
characteristics. The sites must be complementagath other, or some parts of the migratory cycle
will be poorly supported. The weakest link will, afurse, set the overall efficiency of the network.

Overview of World Flyways

12. Regarding flyways not as biological phenomerm, as administrative management units,
but as geographical entities, precisely definedigus of the surface of the earth, as recommended
by Boere and Stroud (2006: 40) considerably singdifeviews and comparisons of the sometimes
contradictory flyway arrangements that have beespgsed by researchers, administrators or
conservationists and the links that have, can oidcbe established between these arrangements
and regional agreements.

13. Indeed, depending, in particular, on whether #fccent is on waterfowl or shorebirds,
depending also on the continental perspective tafliéfierent divisions of the world into flyways

! Thus, it is now known that although White Storkgrate from Europe to Africa along a more or lesgim-south
pattern, they develop at the level of the Sahélang perpendicular east-west to-and-fro compoteekploit the
locusts on which they are dependent.



have been proposed. Thus, from an anatid pointest,\eight relatively short flyways are usually
mapped. On the North American continent they aeefdur classical flyways (Pacific, Central,
Mississippi, Atlantic), which North American worleesee as "converging at Panama". They do not
take into consideration what might happen to therBouth America. In Western Eurasia, they are
essentially the ranges of the three "main geogcappiopulations of Anatidae" defined by Isakov in
1967: Northern White Sea/North Sea, European Sifielack Sea-Mediterranean, West
Siberian/Caspian/Nile (Boere and Stroud, 2006: #8)Central and Eastern Eurasia, they are the
Central Asian Flyway (which includes and extendsstward, northward and eastward Isakov's
Siberian/India population), and the East Asian Elywwhich reaches southward to the Greater
Sunda Islands.

14. From a shorebird research, management andreatise point of view, eight flyways are
also proposed (Boere and Stroud, 2006: 42). IrAthericas they now include a Pacific Americas,
a Mississippi Americas, an Atlantic Americas flywayese differ from the North American anatid
flyways in that they extend to the southern en®afith America, that the Central and Mississippi
flyways are combined into one, and that the Paéifiavay is extended somewhat more into the
Pacific Oceah In Eurasia five flyways are distinguished. ThesEatlantic Flyway includes
Atlantic Europe, Greenland, north-eastern Canada #we west coast of Africa. The Black
Sea/Mediterranean Flyway includes Central and akrEastern Europe, Southern Europe, the
Mediterranean and the Black Sea, most of NorthcAfrithe Western Sahara and the bulge of
Africa, to the Gulf of Guinea. The West Asia/Eagtida Flyway includes central northern Siberia,
extreme eastern Europe and western Siberia, thdl®East, the Arabian Peninsula, north-eastern,
eastern and southern Africa, Madagascar and itci@éed Indian Ocean islands. The Central Asia
Flyway includes central Siberia, central Asia amel indian subcontinent. The East Asia/Australasia
Flyway includes eastern Siberia, most of China, &&orJapan, south-eastern Asia, the Sunda
archipelago, New Guinea and Australia.
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- N Shorebird Flyways
Shorebird Flyways. Source: International Wader $Gdoup
15. A practical arrangement that seems to bestnacmmate and integrate the traditions of

waterfowl management agencies and the habits earekers and conservationists in various fields
of avian migration studies while taking fully ineecount the existence of established or proposed

2 Other shorebird evaluations propose five flywaythie Americas (Brown et al., 2001).



regional agreements is outlined below. It is atgligiodification of the scheme outlined by Boere

an

d Stroud (2006: 42), reproduced below.

16.

(i)

(ii)

Figure 5 of Boere and Stroud (2006: 42) - Regidrith® world subject to either
actual or potential multilateral agreements for¢baservation of migratory waterbirds

It divides the world into five flyway areas,tivsome overlaps at the margins :

The African Eurasian Migratory Waterbird Agreement (AEWA) area which includes
north-eastern Canada, Greenland, western, cemtcakeastern Europe, western Siberia, the
western Central Asian republics, the Caucasusiviidele East, the Arabian Peninsula, all of
Africa, Madagascar and its associated islands.

The Central Asian Flyway (CAF) areg which includes central Siberia, Mongolia, the
Central Asian republics, Iran and Afghanistan, fBalf States and Oman, the Indian
subcontinent.

(i) The East Asian Australasian Flyway (EAAF) areawhich includes eastern Siberia, eastern

Mongolia, Korea, Japan, eastern China, south-easfeia, the Sunda archipelago, the
Philippines, New Guinea and Australia. New Zealsnoften included.

(iv) The Americas a surface that includes North, Central and Séutterica and the Caribbean

(v)

and which includes the four traditional North Anoam flyways (Pacific, Central, Mississippi,
Atlantic) as well as the area over which a numbkiSouth American initiatives are in
progress.

The Central Pacific Flyway, an area that extends over the Pacific Ocean Alarska to New
Zealand. It is travelled by a relatively small nienlof species which, however, undertake
some of the most spectacular migrations on eatib.flyway, recognised by many shorebird
researchers, is often appended to either the EsistnAAustralasian Flyway or the North
American Pacific Flyway, neither of which is a hgpgolution. Its originality is worth
emphasising.



Existing Agreements and initiatives and current CMSinvolvement
(i) AEWA.

17.  AEWA is an Article 1V, paragraph 3GREeEMENT under CMS. It meets all the requirements
of such an AREEMENT, which are very clearly spelled out in the coni@mttself, in particular
under Article V, Article VII, Article VIII, Article IX, and are further explicited by Resolutions 2.6,
2.7 and 3.5.

18. It is the most ambitious of the agreements evecluded under CMS and was one of the
original four AGREEMENTSthat the COP, at its first meetfhgasked the Secretariat to develop. It
was signed at the Hague on 16 June 1995. It has demodel for other instruments of the
convention. It has now been signed by 59 state§wich are not parties to CMS.

19. The development and negotiation of AEWA wasrayland delicate process, in particular to
insure smooth articulation with European Union clinees and regulations, which governed a large
portion of the territory included. There was a neeédnsure that the measures envisaged prolonged
the effects of the Wild Bird Directive (79/409) sigte of the borders of the Union without deterring
from its implementation inside these borders. Magportant in that respect, of course, was to
envision a continuation southwards of the Speadiatdetion Area, later Natura 2000, site network
of the European Union and the Emerald network ef @ouncil of Europe. In the preparatory
phases, much new ground was broken, ecologicalageaial and legal paradigms were explored in
depth. Obviously the decision was taken early teecall waterbirds, in the general acceptance of
the term, rather than just anatids as originallyisaged by Resolution 1.6. Reasons to include all
waterbirds, but only waterbirds, and no other geoop animals, were analysed, discussed and
explained at length.

20. The Agreement applies at present to about @86iss of penguins, divers, grebes, gannets,
cormorants, herons, storks, shoebills, ibises, ifigos, anatids, cranes, rails, crab plovers,
oystercatchers, avocets and stilts, stone curlprvesincoles, plovers, scolopacids, gulls, terns and
skimmers. The policy of, in essence, using the ipdg®s of Article IV, paragraph 4 to include
species not on Appendix Il of the Convention, pded that they belong to groups that have
representatives on Appendix Il was clearly souhik perhaps regrettable that a rigid applicatibn o
this criterion excluded closely related groups thauld have benefited from the Agreement,
notably alcids, whose migrations are in part pelagut also largely coastal, and skuas, which
migrate along coasts and across continents. Amton@35 species covered, Rklecanus crispus,
Pelecanus onocrotalus, Geronticus eremita, Ansgtheopus, Branta ruficollis, Marmaronetta
angustirostris, Aythya nyroca, Polysticta stelle@xyura leucocephala, Grus leucogeranus,
Sarothrura ayresi, Vanellus gregarius, Numeniusubestris, Larus leucophthalmusare on
Appendix | of CMS. Two of themAnser erythropusndNumenius tenuirostrjsare the object of a
Concerted Action, with an Action Plan, and, urmenius tenuirostrjs single-species MOU.

21. The fact that a large proportion of CMS partikat are range states have signed the
Agreement is a measure of the success of AEWA &nbleoAEWA formula. So is the fact that
several non-parties have signed, and that for thenAgreement may be a gateway into the
Convention, as originally envisaged by COP1. AEWdSs fexcellent communication, awareness-
raising and capacity-building strategies and prnognas. It has recently succeeded in acquiring
important implementation tools, and substantialpsufing funds, in particular, through the Wings

3 Resolution 1.6. The Conference of the Partiesd¢dtbnvention on the Conservation of Migratory Seedf Wild
Animals, Recognizinghe importance of demonstrating the effectiverdésbe Convention, Awaref the particular
need to conclude Agreements for appendix |l spetissructsthe secretariat to take appropriate measuresvielafe
Agreements for the following species and groupsiigiratory animals: ... Western Palearctic Anatidae;



over Wetlands (WOW) projett"The African Eurasian Flyways Project”. Theselsocan only
enhance the effectiveness and implementation oAtireement. Some caution must, however, be
exercised so that confusion is not created in thisnof the interested public and that they appear
clearly for what they are, implementation toolst as new enterprises that would parallel and
duplicate AEWA, an impression that could be credbgdexpressions such as, "an innovative
approach that aims to improve the conservatiorustaf African Eurasian waterbirdsand the
switch from the clear conservation vocabulary oM#& to more fashionable jargon.

22. The achievements listed above are mostly ohpsoess. The effectiveness of AEWA still
needs to be fully assessed in terms of conservedguits, in particular, for what appeared to be on
of its major practical conservation objecti¥ethe establishment of a complete, coherent anarsec
network of sites in parts of its range not covdamgdhe Natura 2000 and Emerald initiatives. Very
little data is available in the AEWA documentation such networks or on the evolution of bird
populations concerned by the agreement. In thet @mhtegic Plan for AEWA, which will be
submitted to MOP4 in 2008, more measurable targélls be set which might give more
information on conservation result achieved in tieire. However measuring the success of an
international treaty regarding conservation of gggeds far from easy and not well developed so far.
Most MEAs suffer from similar deficiencies, althdugMS has a programme on developing
migratory species indicators under Res. 8.7 wisdbeing carried out within the framework of the
2010 Biodiversity Indicators Partnership. The CM8e8tific Council agreed at its meeting in
March 2007 to extend its existing work on indicattw see if said indicators could be developed
with other MEAs, including Ramsar.

23.  AEWA has developed or is developing Single-S&seéction Plans for several Appendix |
species within its scope, in particul@eronticus eremita, Anser erythropus, Branta rufisp
Aythya nyroca, Oxyura leucocephala, Sarothrura ayreé/anellus gregariusand Numenius
tenuirostri Again there is not much information available which to base an evaluation of the
practical impact of the instrument in this cruail@main. In accordance with paragraph 7.4 of the
AEWA Action Plan, the Agreement Secretariat, inrcliwation with the Technical Committee and
the Parties, has to prepare a series of interradti@views. For MOP4 one review will address the
preparation and implementation of single specig¢®m@mplans. However this will primarily report
on processes and not on real impact of the impléatien of these Action Plans on the species.

4 The project is a partnership between Wetlandsaténal, BirdLife International, AEWA, the Ramgaonvention,
WCMC and a range of local partners along the Afri€arasian flyway. WOW has a budget of more tha$ WS
million, with core support coming from the GEF thgh UNEP, the German Federal Ministry for Enviromtmé&lature
Conservation and Nuclear Safety, the AEWA Secratamdseveral other donors. The project area includesReltye
States, covering Africa, Europe, south-west AsigeBland and the Canadian Archipelago.

> WOW website.

® Article Ill ¢ —[the Parties shall] identify sites and habitatsrhigratory waterbirds occurring within their tiéory and
encourage the protection, management, rehabilitaiia restoration of these siterticle Il d —[the Parties shall]
coordinate their efforts to ensure that a netwdruitable habitats is maintained or, where appao@y re-established
throughout the entire range of each migratory vimteérspecies concernedAetion Plan, 3.2 Conservation of Areas
3.2.1 Parties shall endeavour to continue estabtigtrotected areas to conserve habitats... 3&rHeB shall
endeavour to develop strategies, ... for the coasien of the habitats ... including the habitdtshmse populations that
are dispersed. 3.3 Rehabilitation and RestoraRarties shall endeavour to rehabilitate or restaneeas which were
previously important



(i) Central Asian Flyway (CAF) Process

24. The CAF territory is essentially centred on afethe three major wintering areas of
waterfowl in the Old World, the Indian subcontinenthe other two being Africa, in AEWA
territory, and south-east Asia, in EAAF territorfhese three wintering areas do not overlap
geographically, and present entirely different egalal, historical and cultural situations. The
second originality of the CAF territory is its midnge migration systems, over the steppes and cold
deserts of Central Eurasia, and mostly over the dtigan chain, where unique, high-altitude
migration voyages such as those of the Bar-headesd&:Anser indicustake place. Overlap with
the other two flyways exists at that level, buinsted.

25. The northern catchment area of CAF inevitablgriaps, and considerably overlaps, with
both those of AEWA and EAAF, mostly within a singleuntry, the Russian Federation. Mongolia,
an immense zone situated in the centre of the Chda,ais barely touched by Africa-bound
migrations, a little more by south-east Asian-bowntkes, mostly in the east. Altogether, the
independence of the CAF area is well established.

26. The CAF Action Plan covers 175 species of divgrebes, pelicans, cormorants, herons,
storks, ibises, flamingos, anatids, cranes, ralmgrebes, jacanas, crab plovers, oystercatchers,
ibishills, stilts and avocets, pratincoles, ployessolopacids, gulls and terns, of which 13,
Pelecanus onocrotalus, Pelecanus crispus, Ansethiyus, Branta ruficollis, Marmaronetta
angustirostris, Aythya nyroca, Oxyura leucoceph@ays leucogeranus, Grus nigricollis, Vanellus
gregarius, Numenius tenuirostris, Tringa guttifeéyrynorhynchus pygmeuare on Appendix | of
CMS.



27. The species for which the CAF initiative woulave the greatest significance, because they
are entirely or almost entirely restricted to th&FCarea arésrus nigricollis, Rynchops albicollis,
Anser indicus, Ibidorhyncha struthersii, Larus bnizephalus This is also the case of significant
populations of other species, such as the centgalilption ofGrus leucogeranusnd the eastern
population ofVanellus gregariusboth critically endangered, Indian subcontinespiydations of the
vulnerable Pelecanus philippensispopulations of vulnerableLarus relictus of Glareola
nordmannii, Charadrius asiaticus, Limnodromus seaimatus

28. The desirability of creating an instrument pHatdo AEWA for the eastern Palaearctic and
its associated subtropical and tropical regionthefindian subcontinent and south-eastern Asia was
first recognised by the second meeting (Bonn, 14viEsch 1991) of the Scientific Council of
CMS. The Scientific Council instructed the Secrietato prepare a draft "agreement on Asian
waterfowl". This draft agreement was tabled by $leeretariat at the third meeting of the Scientific
Council (Geneva, 9-13 September 1991) as UNEP/CMS84.4. The document was reviewed,
broadly approved, and a Focal Point Councillor (doser) and Working Group were established.
At the fourth meeting of the Scientific Council (Bg 17-19 May, 1993) a revised draft "agreement
on the conservation of Asian/Australasian waterfoAWA), with an associated Action Plan,
were again reviewed, and target dates for the rega session of what was then envisioned to be
an Article IV, paragraph 3 @REEMENTwWere envisaged. In particular AAWA documents werbe
presented at a Ramsar conference in Japan in 993e 1

29. At COP 4 (Nairobi, June, 1994), agreement efiias were reviewed as part of the
preparation of "Convention Development Strategi@$NEP/CMS/Conf. 4.11). This review was
summarised in Resolution 4.4. Progress towardsrgpuoehensive Asian-AustralasiarGREEMENT,
now dubbed APWA (Asia Pacific Waterfowl Agreememtps reiterated. The strategies thus
adopted, in principle, at COP 4 (Conf. 4.11, Retsmu4.4) were revised and confirmed by COP 5
(Geneva, 10-16 April, 1997). They were spelledinwutetail in Resolution 5.4, which classified the
Asian Flyway AGREEMENT among the "High Priority" developments (the higheategory), as
Objective 2.3. This Objective 2.3, however, dividedthe first time the Asian endeavour into two
parts, requesting CMS to "continue to support amaige input to the Asia-Pacific Migratory
Waterbird Convention Strategy (1996-2000), whichynk@ad in the future to a more formal
multilateral agreement" and to "take an active inl¢he development of a conservation initiative
for migratory waterbirds of the Central Asian-Indidlyway". This had resulted from the
observation by COP 5 (point 107 of minutes) thatrehwere too few parties at the time in the Far
East to initiate a process and that the "Brisbaiteative" had the full potential of operating deet
needed seed project.

30. From this point on the Central Asian Flywayqass followed a path independent from that
of the East Asian process. A detailed Action Plath wsts of Range States and of species to be
included was prepared and presented to a two-daynational workshop organised in Tashkent,
Uzbekistan in 2001. This action plan was revisdterdurther consultation, and discussed and
endorsed in principle at a second meeting heldew Welhi, 10-13 June 2005. It was agreed that
the Action Plan would be circulated by the CMS $tamiat to the Range states for final review and
comment prior to its adoption at future intergoveemtal meeting. The Executive Secretary sent
the revised Plan to all range states by letter @3y 2005. In November 2005, COP 8, through
Resolution 8.5, welcomed the finalisation of thenttal Asian Flyway Action Plan, urged the
Range States to officially adopt the Action Plarotlygh a correspondence procedure, recognized
the need to establish an appropriate legal andutishal framework to support the Action Plan’s
implementation, and appealed to all Range Statéiserointerested States, AEWA, other
intergovernmental organisations and interestedrnat®nal non-governmental organisations to
generously support these efforts by providing feiahand in kind resources.



31. The question of the institutional framework floe Action Plan had been put to the Tashkent
and New Delhi meetings but not resolved. CMS CORoR#ion 8.5 hotesthe Range State
participants’ preference at the New Delhi meetiogthe Action Plan to be appended to a legally
binding instrument, and for this instrument to Ihe tAfrican-Eurasian Waterbirds Agreement
(AEWA)". But this preference is not entirely refted in the conclusions of the New Delhi
meetind, and Resolution 8.5 makes no further recommenalaiio the form to be taken by the
agreement or its implementation tools. Options mwred were an Article 1V, paragraph 3
AGREEMENT, as originally envisaged, an Article IV, paragraptagreement, or merging with an
existing AGREEMENT, hamely AEWA.

32. Between the Tashkent and New Delhi meetingsateampt was made by India at COP 7
(Bonn, 18-24 September, 2001) to correctly re-fotlimprocess, in continuity with Resolution 5.4,
by introducing a Recommendation 7.5: Central Adraian Waterbird Flyway Initiative. However,
guestions of semantics and mandate prevented tbeusdion of the proposal and the
recommendation was regrettably withdrawn.

33.  As its Action Plan now stands, the CAF Initiatcomprises 30 identified Range States, of
which 20 are core countries. 10 of these are gatteCMS (Bangladesh, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
India, Mongolia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Tajikistamitéd Kingdom (British Indian Ocean Territory),
Uzbekistan) and 3 are also parties to AEWA (UnKeshdom, Georgia and Uzbekistan).

34. The Action Plan is well conceived, with adeguatovisions for species conservation,
including single species action plans, emergencgsues, and re-establishment philosophies, as
well as for habitat conservation and managemenlyding establishment of a CAF Site Network
and rehabilitation and restoration procedures. [gameent of human activities, including hunting,
eco-tourism, research, capacity-building and imgetation are also covered. The crucial next step
is to bring it into effect via an interim coordif@t mechanism as request by Res 8.5. However this
depends on obtaining additional resources.

35. At the end of 2006, CMS contracted Wetland®rhstional to provide technical and
logistical support as part of an interim co-ordimatmechanism for the Action Plan, and to help
fulfil CMS Resolutions 5.4 and 8.5. Implementing) thie required activities, including a website,
developing 4 project proposals and obtaining foremorsement of the Action Plan, are dependant
on financial contribution promised from other sagadncluding the Government of India. Further
progress report will be given at the Standing Cotteaimeeting on 8-9 November 2007.

" The conclusions of the New Dehli meeting staté ‘ftielegations expressing an official view werenheananimous
in their preference for a legally-binding instrurhand, of these, there was near unanimity for tbgéof Plan to be
integrated with the existing African-Eurasian Whtat Agreement (AEWA)”, but go on to note that “efficial view
was still awaited from 18 of the Range States comak and most of the others had still to confineirt position on a

Government level”



(iif) East Asian-Australasian Flyway (EAAF) Process

Copyright 2006 BirdLife-Asia

36.  As noted above under CAF, early stages in thpgration of this process were not distinct
from the CAF process. To recapitulate them brieflyis the second meeting of the Scientific
Council (14-15 March 1991) that requested the pedfmm of a draft AREEMENT. This draft
agreement was tabled by the Secretariat at thal thieeting (Geneva, September 1991,
UNEP/CMS/ScC/3.4.4) and a revised version was densd at the fourth meeting (Bonn, May
1993), under the acronym AAWA (Asian/Australasiaratéffowl Agreement). COP 4 (Nairobi,
June 1994) listed the AsianGREEMENT as a Strategic priority (Document 4.11, Resolutdof).
This was confirmed by COP 5 (Geneva, April, 199Wijch, however, split the Asian process into
two parts, choosing for the easternmost portiohctmtinue to support and provide in part to the
Asia Pacific Migratory Waterbird Conservation Sé@ (1996-2000), which may lead in the future
to a more formal multilateral agreement". As expid in point 107 of the proceedings of COP 5,
this decision resulted from the observation thatd¢hwere too few parties, at the time, in the Far
East, to initiate a process, and that the "Brisbiaiteative" offered an adequate possibility. The
Scientific Councillor in charge of birds, Dr. Mosexplained to the Conference of the Parties that
"the Secretariats of CMS and Ramsar had been thvdesupport and assist in supervising the
progress of that initiative", and that he "conseadkesuch activity by CMS as fully justified, since
there was a definite possibility that, in future, AGREEMENT for the region could arise under the
Convention".

37. The Asia-Pacific Migratory Waterbird Conserwati Strategy, 1996-2000 (APMWCYS),
formally endorsed by Resolution 5.4, was co-ordidaby a 22-member international committee
(APMWCC), with representations from 9 governmerftsconvention secretariats -- CMS and
Ramsar --, 2 international development agenciaggional agency, 4 NGO's, 3 technical groups
and specialist groups. Within this strategy, ActRlans were developed for anatids, shorebirds and
cranes. The strategy evolved in 2002 into a Tydealtnership short-titled Partnership for the East
Asian - Australasian Flyway (the governments of thalg&a and Japan, and Wetlands International
being the original partners). The CMS Standing Cattem at its 31 Meeting, endorsed the East
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Asian-Australasian Flyway Partnership initiativedanoted that the Secretariat and 5 parties
(Australia, Bangladesh, Mongolia, New Zealand, tR&ilippines) acknowledged that the
Partnership could fulfil the conditions of an agreat under Article 1V, paragraph 4.

38. As it stands, the East Asian-Australasian Fy@BAAF) initiative encompasses 22 states.
Five of them, Australia, Bangladesh, Mongolia, Nésaland, the Philippines, are CMS Parties.

39. The initiative includes 55 species of divenrgbgs, cormorants, shearwaters, storm petrels,
pelicans, herons, storks, ibises and spoonbillsatidsy cranes, rails, finfoots, jacanas,
oystercatchers, stilts and avocets, pratincolesyeps, scolopacids, gulls, terns, skimmers, skuas,
alcids, of which 21Ardeola idae, Egretta eulophotes, Gorsachius gajs&iconia boyciana,
Platalea minor, Anser cygnoides, Anser erythropAsas formosa, Polysticta stelleriGrus
japonensis, Grus leucogeranus, Grus monacha, Gigsicollis, Grus vipio, Tringa gulttifer,
Eurynorhynchus pygmeus, Larus relictus, Larus satsid Sterna bernsteini, Synthliboramphus
wumizusumegre on Appendix 1 of CMS.

40. The initiative is extremely important for mahighly threatened species and their habitats.
Indeed, 28 globally threatened species migrateutiirats area. Endangered or critically endangered
species, such a€iconia boyciana, Nipponia nippon, Grus japonensirus vipio, Sterna
bernsteiniare essentially endemic to the flyway.

(iv) American Flyways Processes

Flyways within the United States. Source: Uniteat& Fish and Wildlife Service

41. North, Central, South America and the Caribbaen probably best viewed as a single
flyway space, in which contrasting organisationehesnes exist. In North America, that is the
United States, Canada and Mexico, the space hdisdreally been divided into 4 flyways, Atlantic,
Mississippi, Central, Pacific, with strong fedeyatlacked administrative structures, and limits
drawn to respect, except in the west, the bounslafiéJS states, though not of Canadian provinces
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or Mexican states. The Flyways were established981, although the mode of federal - state
partnership in wildlife management that they emburebeived its first stimulus from the Pittmann-
Robertson Act of 1937.

42. The Atlantic Flyway passes through 6 Canadiaovipces, 17 US states and 2 US
territories. The Mississippi Flyway extends ove€@nadian Provinces, 15 US states and Yucatan;
one Canadian province, Ontario, is split betweent#to. The Central Flyway includes 3 Canadian
Provinces, 10 US states and Eastern Mexico; onadiam province, Saskatchewan, is shared with
the previous flyway. The Pacific Flyway includesaska, Hawaii, 4 Canadian Provinces, 11 states
of the contiguous United States and Western MexXdBanadian provinces and 4 US states overlap
the two flyways, to respect in this case the phaldioundary offered by the Continental Divide.

43. To each Flyway corresponds a Flyway Council,administrative body that forges co-
operation among public wildlife agencies for thegmse of protecting and conserving migratory
birds in western North America. The Council is carsgd of the director or an appointee from the
public wildlife agencies in each state and provimecethe United States, Canada and Mexico.
Flyway councils have responsibilities in the annpaicess of setting migratory bird policy and
regulations within the US and conduct and contgbiot migratory bird research and management
throughout the US, Canada and Mexico. Each Coum@sksisted by both a Game and Non-game
Migratory Bird Technical Committee that providesolbgical advice to the council. Two
representatives from each of the four Flyway Cdsntiake up the National Waterfowl Council.
This Council, meeting with representatives of Cowvsigon organisations and of the Fish and
Wildlife Service, constitutes the Waterfowl AdvigaCommittee.

44, The main objective of the North American Flywsgucture is to administer migratory bird

resources within the US, taking into account thigjua biological character and relative number of
hunters of each region. It is a very well estalgdststructure, with strong traditions, roots and
reference value among all North American actorsvaferfowl management. Various initiatives,

originating in North America, have endeavoured tace the North American Flyways into a

broader, hemispheric perspective. Most comprehensvthe Western Hemisphere Migratory
Species Initiative (WHMSI) which seeks to forge reations through the Americas for the benefit
of all migratory species (birds, marine turtlesrima and terrestrial mammals, fish, invertebrates),
which held its first conferences in 2003 and 2006

45.  Also noteworthy is the longer established Whaskéemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network
(WHSRN). This conservation strategy launched in5188w has over 21 million acres of shorebird

habitat in its network. The Network currently h&sgites in 9 countries, from Alaska in the north to
Tierra del Fuego in southern South America. WHSRiks to build a system of international sites

used by shorebirds throughout their migratory rareyed establish local, regional and international
recognition for sites, raising new public awarenemsd generating conservation funding

opportunities.

46. More recently, in January 2007, the Waterbimhg&rvation Council proposed, on the
occasion of a joint meeting with WHSRN, attended@yS, the development of a “range-wide,
integrated approach to waterbird conservation i@ Americas”, under the leadership of the
Waterbird Conservation Council and possibly nameteAcas Water Birds Partnership.

8 Its objectives include promoting the adoption e§bmanagement practices, mitigating primary tsreastoring
populations of threatened species, articulatingpomgand planned conservation efforts, communigagind raising
awareness of the ecological, economic and cultomabrtance of migratory species, and increasingtmestituency
that supports the conservation of migratory speanetuding through the promotion of local initiatis. The strength of
this initiative is broad-based collaboration.
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47. From a South American perspective, severaatiies under CMS can be seen as leading to
a Flyway agreement. The most directly relevant ecdtmendation 7.7, proposed by Chile,
Argentina and Peru, as draft recommendation UNERB@Rc 7.4, and formally adopted by COP 7
(Bonn, 18-24 September 2002), calling on the RaBtses and the Secretariat to support an
"America Pacific Flyway Programme". This recommeiatais building, as explicitly stated in the
whereas, on previous work by the late Pablo Camef@amer CMS Scientific Councillor for
Argentina, former member of the CMS Secretarias dbjective, as explained in COP 7
Proceedings, paragraphs 361-362, is to lead yma§l agreement similar to AEWA.

48. Three other CMS instruments can contribute te éstablishment of such a flyway
agreement originating in South America. One is arideandum of Understanding concluded on 21
November 2006, under the auspices of CMS, by Argardnd Chile for the conservation of the
continental population of the Ruddy-headed God3kloephaga rubidicepsone of the most
threatened intra-South American migrants.

49. A second one is the Article 1V, paragraph 4 é&gnent prepared between Argentina,
Bolivia, Peru and Chile, for the conservation ajthiAndean flamingos, which concerns species of
waterfowl on Appendix | of the Convention.

50. The third such instrument is the Article IV,rg@graph 4, agreement concluded between
Argentina, Paraguay, Uruguay, Brazil and Boliviatbe conservation of southern South American
migratory grassland bird species and their habitdisis agreement, is implemented by a
Memorandum of Understanding signed on 26 Augus?2@ds not limited to what is traditionally
regarded as waterfowl. However, of the 11 specidsmits scope, 2 are shorebirds migrating from
North America Numenius borealigsnd Tryngites subruficollisand the other 9, all passerines, are
to a lesser or greater extend linked to wetlandsituation that arises from the unique nature of
South American grasslands, of which many are flbtelaAll could thus be relevant to a waterbird
flyway agreement.

51. Among potential Range States of an Americasv&yyagreement, CMS has 14 parties,
Antigua and Barbados, Argentina, Bolivia, Chile,s@o Rica, Ecuador, France, Honduras, the
Netherlands, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, the Unitedyd&m, Uruguay. They are unequally

distributed, with only 1 in North America, Franc®a{nt-Pierre-et-Miquelon), 3 in Central America

(Costa Rica, Honduras and Panama), 4 in the Cambl{Antigua and Barbados, France, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom), and a goodessmtation in South America, 10 in all

(Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Ecuador, France, thetidglands, Paraguay, Peru, the United Kingdom
and Uruguay).

52. Species of waterfowl, strictly speaking, thatild be covered by such an Agreement include
eight Appendix | specie§pheniscus humboldtii, Phoenicopterus andinus, Rlopterus jamesii,
Chloephaga rubidiceps, Calidris canutus rufa, Numsrborealis, Tryngites subruficollis, Larus
atlanticus
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(v) Central Pacific Flyway

Source: US Geological Survey

53. The Central Pacific Flyway includes New ZealamdCMS Party, and hundreds of islands
spread over the northern and southern Pacific, nafillgem belonging to CMS Parties, Australia,
Chile, Cook Islands, France, New Zealand, SamoaetKingdom. The catchment area for the
species that travel the flyway include the eashefRussian Federation and Alaska.

54.  Although the Central Pacific Flyway has unidu@ogical characteristics, it does not seem
to have given rise to organisational developmems would amount to a flyway agreement. Parts
of the flyway are often included in other flywayopesses. New Zealand is part of the EEAF
process and is indeed reached by species follotiagAsian continental shelf route, but recent
maps of the EAA Flyway all cave in to avoid the iad-lyway itself. Similarly, the wording
"America Pacific" suggests intentions of includihg Central Pacific, but again, maps do not. The
high conservation significance of the flyway haswkver, generated numerous research and
awareness-raising initiatives, in particular by t® Fish and Wildlife Service, the US Geological
Survey, Point Reyes Bird Observatory.

55. The most emblematic waterfowl species thatetrétvis flyway are shorebirds that achieve
remarkable transoceanic flights. Species of shearwand petrels also are included. Among the
shorebirds, all of which are on Appendix Il of CM&e flyway is crucial for the Bristle-thighed
Curlew, Numenius tahitiensjsthe Pacific Golden PloveRluvialis fulvg the Wandering Tattler
Heteroscelus incanysand a population of Bar-tailed Godwitimosa lapponicaSome of these
species perform amazing migratory journdyimosa lapponicamakes a 11000 km non-stop flight
from Alaska to New ZealantNumenius tahitiensiandPluvialis fulvamake 6000 km or more non-

® Maps issued in the framework of the Asia-Pacifigidtory Waterbird Conservation Strategy did inelutle Pacific
Flyway; maps issued in the framework of the EAAR&YI Partnership no longer do.
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stop flights both in spring and autumn. This expdathe high profile of the species in the Region.
Thus,Numenius tahitiensigppears on the stamps of at least 6 island states.

Policy proposals
(i) AEWA

56. AEWA is an Article IV, paragraph 3GREEMENT. As such, its terms of reference and
relation to the mother convention are completebkatl out by the Convention and associated
Resolutions. The BREEMENT clearly fulfils its role and has been regardedaamodel in the
development of other similar instruments. BecauB&VA plays such an essential role model it is
important that concrete conservation achievemeamtparticular those related to population trends
and secure site networks, are assessed and engghasis

(i) CAF

57. The necessity of a CAF instrument has been asigpdd for many years. The process is now
very near to operational completion, and a conseAgtion Plan exists. It appears that indecision
over the precise form to be given to the instrunienbw the main delaying factor.

58. Of the three options circulated, extension BMWA, Article IV, paragraph 3 AREEMENT or
Article 1V, paragraph 4 agreement, the first, esten of AEWA, detracts from the visibility and
clarity of the process and does not seem to bmygoanefits. Indeed:

a) The merger would transform the AEWA area intoatner unwieldy ensemble in which the
specificity of the two flyways, with their highlyitinct tropical areas would be lost.

b) The argument that costs would be reduced bynirge because 50% of the CAF area is already
within the AEWA area is not convincing. Indeed, gub-areas within CAF on which conservation
efforts need to be concentrated are the subtropiedltropical area (the Indian subcontinent) and
the highly distinctive trans-desert and trans-Heah migration routes. Those areas, that should
receive 90% of the effort, do not overlap with tklEWA area. The areas of overlap between CAF
and AEWA, but equally between CAF and EAAF, whiake &ndeed very substantial in terms of
surface, are mostly in the catchment areas fronchvthe birds that follow either flyway might
originate. It is easy to imagine that the concerRadge States and the administrative bodies of the
two agreements will take all necessary dispositiongvoid duplication of efforts. This will in fact
be a useful case of inter-instrumental co-operatddare generally, a solution must be found, so
that Range States that overlap several complenyeatgeements, can join them all at no additional
cost, otherwise the problem will arise every times#fort at a coherent world coverage is made.

¢) The situations, ecological, political, culturalimatic, economic, in the main interest sub-ar&fas
the two flyways are entirely different.

However, the AEWA Secretariat has valuable expertend needs to play a major role in the
institutional arrangements for CAF, also on groummdseconomy, and in managing overlaps
between the two Agreement areas. We would thusmre@nd, whatever the institutional option
chosen, a joint CMS-AEWA Secretariatserve it.

59. Between the options paragraph 4 agreementragmph 3 AREEMENT, the choice is less
obvious. However, the fact that geographical oyedaeas exist with both AEWA and EAAF,
which may require flexibility, the need to finalises rapidly as possible a process that has been
rated as a priority for 16 years, the preferencdicated for an "Initiative" by the aborted
Recommendation 7.5, all plead in favour of a parplyr4 agreemelft This could be formalised

1% see remarks concerning CMS COP Resolution 8.5age .0
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through a Memorandum of Understanding or any otlegal tool that could be considered
appropriate. Whatever the tool chosen, howevertekieshould include provisions for financing by
the parties to the agreement, similar to thoseataattached to paragraph 8®EEMENTS

60. Formally, the process can be redirected inodidlk CMS procedure by a Conference of the
Parties Resolution of the type:

Convincedof the necessity of developing an instrument figr ¢co-operative conservation of
waterbirds that migrate within the Central Asiapviry,

Aware of the evaluation of this instrument as a Conwanpriority, first recognised by the
second meeting of the Scientific Council of CMS iBp1991), and embodied in Resolution
4.4 (Nairobi, 1994) and Resolution 5.4 (Geneva,7)99

Mindful of the proposition of India at COP 7 (Bonn, 20@i)neet this priority by adopting
an appropriate Initiative, as an Article 1V, paragjn 4 agreement,

Noting with satisfaction the great progress made towaocdemplishment of the process, by
the drafting of a Concerted Action Plan and itcdssion at Range State conferences in
Tashkent, 2001 and New Delhi, 2005,

Further notingthe encouragement to proceed stated in Resol8tHn
61. The Conference of the Parties

Requestshe Secretariat, in co-operation with the AEWA 1®¢ariat, the Scientific Council
and the Parties that are Range States, to firatis&rticle 1V, paragraph 4 agreement, to be
known as the Central Asian Flyway Initiative,

Urges Parties that are Range States to sign at the slagassible opportunity the legal
instruments that would formalise and institutiosalthis agreement,

Encourage®Range States that are not parties to CMS to f@ragreement.

(iii) EAAF

62. The EAAF process towards an Atrticle 1V, parpipr@d agreement is nearly completed. It
remains to re-situate it clearly and transpareilya CMS perspective, as was pledged by all
parties, when, at COP 5 (1997), the decision wieesnt@o support the Brisbane Initiative instead of
pursuing independent preparatibng he right steps were taken by the 31st meetirtg@Standing
Committee (Bonn, 2006) in its CMS Statement to Basian-Australasian Flyway Partnership
Meeting, but they probably need to be formalisedh®yConference of the Parties.

63. Thus, the Conference of the Parties shouldaviasolution that repeats the terms of the
Standing Committee statement:

(i) endorse the East Asian-Australasian Flyway riaship initiative and its documents and action
plans,

! Also endorsed by Ramsar CoP 6 in 1996
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(i) recognise that the Initiative is an Article |\paragraph 4 agreement, by stating that the
obligations of the parties, under Article IV, paragh 4, towards the conservation of species
migrating in the EAAF, are met by implementatiortloé initiative.

64.  The resolution could be of the type:
RecallingResolutions 4.4 and 5.4,

Notingwith great satisfaction the progress accomplishede direction envisioned by these
resolutions through the Asia-Pacific Migratory Waied Conservation Strategy,

Further notingthe recommendations of the thirteenth Standing Citi@enand several
Parties on the subject of the Eastern Asian-Awsdrah Flyway initiative,

65. The Conference of the Parties

Endorsesthe Eastern Asian-Australasian Flyway Partnersitip, supporting texts and
Action Plans,

Recogniseshat this initiative constitutes an Article IV, nagraph 4 agreement under CMS,
in that the obligations of the Parties towardsdbaservation of the waterfowl species that
travel the flyway are met by implementation of Beatnership and its objectives.

(iv) American Flyways

66. Considering the seniority, complexity, admiraste sophistication, and organic links with
US hunting policies and regulations of the Northekiman flyway system, it seems that any effort
to extend this flyway system southwards would leSwvath America, where most of our parties are
situated, as a poorly covered appendage, and nhigkenant on CMS procedures very difficult. It
appears best to proceed from the South and estabfigway agreement in South America, Central
America and the Caribbean, as had been envisageRelspmmendation 7.7 and encouraged
throughout the discussions that led to its adoption

67. Because three instruments that would consitem@mtribute to and easily articulate with
such a flyway agreement already exist (Ruddy-he&itsase, Andean Flamingos, Grassland Birds),
an Article IV, paragraph 4 agreement would appedbd the most effective formula. It could be
formalised by a fourth Memorandum of Understanding.

68. Experience with CAF shows that problems of deination can be a hindrance. Possibilities
for this agreement could include Initiative for tmnservation of Migratory Waterbirds of the
South American Flyways (SAFI) or of the NeotropiEffways (NEOTROFI). Others undoubtedly
exist.

69. Once such an agreement exists, its administratould easily negotiate partnership
arrangements with the North American initiatives.

70. The agreement should be established by a tesolf the Conference of the Parties which
could be of the type:

RecallingRecommendation 7.7,
Paying tributeto the work accomplished by the late Lic. Pablo &ani, which was the

foundation of this Recommendation,
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Consciouf the great importance of South America, Cerrakrica and the Caribbean for
migratory shorebirds, waterbirds and marsh birds,

Noting with great satisfaction the instruments developad South America for the
conservation of Ruddy-headed GooGéJoephaga rubidicep®f Andean Flamingos and of
Grassland Birds,

Anxiousto see these initiatives develop into a compltedy initiative, as envisioned by
Recommendation 7.7,

71. The Conference of the Parties

Requestshe Secretariat, in co-operation with the Scientffouncil and the Parties that are
Range States, to prepare an Article IV, paragramgdement for the conservation and
restoration of shorebirds and wetland birds of Slmeith American, Central American and
Caribbean Flyways, with an associated Action Pl initiative will take full account of
existing South American instruments on Ruddy-hea@edse, Andean Flamingos and
Grassland Birds,

Urges Parties that are Range States to sign at the slagassible opportunity the legal
instruments that would formalise and institutiosalthis agreement,

EncourageRange States that are not parties to CMS to i@ragreement.

(v) Central Pacific Flyway

72. The advantages of installing a CMS agreemerdoiger the Central Pacific Flyway are
many. The migration phenomena that take place witisi range are unique and spectacular, and
protecting migration phenomena is one of the ohjestof CMS. The threats that are faced by the
birds that travel these migration routes, all ofickhare on Appendix Il of CMS, are very real.
Because their migrations are such extreme phengm#hey are particularly sensitive to
perturbations of the global environment, such as lof beaches and other stopover sites through
sea-rise.

73. The increasing pressures encountered on thégetion routes are a focus of world
attention and research. A leading role by CMS at field would contribute very substantially to
raising the world profile of the Convention as dife&ive and responsive conservation instrument.
In addition, such a high visibility agreement instiarea would be a powerful tool to promote the
Convention among small island states, for manyhitivthese species are highly emblematic.

74. The nature of the area, with its constellatibrisland states, may justify a paragraph 3,
rather than paragraph 4, agreement, provided tpbtlgl greater complexity of the first does not

delay the action. In either case, the agreemergegsocould be immediately established by the
Conference of the Parties, through a Resolutionabald be of the type:

Aware of the exceptional evolutionary and eco-ethologataracter of the Central Pacific
Flyway, as the site of some of the most strenuagsations on earth,

Notingthat the species that travel the Flyway are onefppx Il of CMS,
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Consciousof the increasing threats encountered by theseiespas a result of various
components of global change,

Convincedhat the existence of an agreement in that regomd substantially improve the
conservation status of the species concerned,

Further convincedthat such an agreement would greatly contributdemonstrating the
effectiveness of the Convention, raising its peofily association with a world-unique
phenomenon and augmenting its appeal to islandsstidr many of which these species are
of great cultural significance,

75.  The Conference of the Parties
Requestshe Secretariat, in co-operation with the Scientffouncil and the Parties that are
Range States, to prepare an Article 1V, [parag@@GREEMENTOr paragraph 4 agreement]
and an Action Plan for the conservation of mignatards of the Trans-hemispheric Central
Pacific Flyway,

UrgesParties that are Range States to join the agreemhéim earliest possible opportunity,

Encouragesthe Secretariat to pursue efforts to bring inte onvention Pacific island
states that could benefit from this agreement,

EncouragesRange States that are not parties to CMS to supper agreement and
contribute to its implementation.

Action requested

The Standing Committee is invited to
(a) consider the Review;

(b) request the Secretariat to present it, with amgndments agreed by the committee, to the
next meetings of the Scientific Council and the feoence of the Parties and to other bodies
including the Secretariats of AEWA and EAAF,;

(c) identify immediate flyway priorities where Ranétates and the Secretariat should focus
their attention in the period 2007-8, prior to tiext CoP.
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