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REPORT OF THE 11™ MEETING
OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS

INTRODUCTION

1. At the invitation of the Government of Ecuador, the 11" Meeting of the Conference of
the Parties to the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals
(CMS COPI11) was held in Quito, Ecuador, from 4 to 9 November 2014. “Time for Action”
was the driving theme of COP11. The Conference was immediately preceded by a High Level
Ministerial Panel.

2. High Level Ministerial Panel: For the first time before a COP, a High Level
Ministerial Panel was held on Monday, 3 November 2014 (1300 to 1600 hrs.) and was
presided over by H.E. Ms. Lorena Tapia, the Environment Minister of Ecuador. The concept
for this ministerial dialogue was “Green Economy” and the “Rights of Nature”. The concept
note for the event is annexed to this Report. This event, facilitated by leading experts, was
open to all COP participants. The Statement of the Chair of the High Level Ministerial Panel
is annexed to this report.

3. The Conference was attended by representatives of the following 63 Parties and
5 non-Parties.

Parties: Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Benin, Bolivia
(Plurinational State of), Bulgaria, Cabo Verde, Chile, Costa Rica, Croatia, Czech
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Estonia, Ethiopia, European Union, Fiji, Finland,
France, Gabon, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Honduras, Israel, Italy, Kenya,
Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Luxembourg, Mauritius, Monaco, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Moldova, Senegal, South Africa,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Tajikistan, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukraine, United
Kingdom, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Zimbabwe

Non-Parties: Brazil, Canada, Irag, United Arab Emirates, United States of America



Meeting Report CMS COP11 Proceedings: Part |
20f76

4. Observers from governmental and non-governmental bodies or agencies were also
represented. The complete list of participants appears in ANNEX X to the present report.

I. OPENING OF THE MEETING AND ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS

OPENING OF THE MEETING (ITEM 1)

5. The Opening Ceremony was held on Tuesday, 4 November. The Ceremony was
divided into informal and formal segments.

Informal Opening Ceremony

6. The Informal Opening Ceremony was held between 1000 and 1130 hrs. and
commenced with a short video welcoming participants to Ecuador, followed by inspiring and
motivational presentations by three speakers. Ms. Ashlan Gorse Cousteau acted as Master of
Ceremonies.

7. Presentations were made by:
. Mr. Achmat Hassiem (South Africa) - a shark attack survivor and Paralympian
Bronze Medallist, who was now a shark conservationist and advocate
o Mr. Boyan Slat (Netherlands) - a campaigner and coordinator of an ambitious
marine debris reduction programme
. Mr. Philippe Cousteau (United States of America) - a leader in the environmental

movement, and award-winning communicator and philanthropist
Formal High-level Opening Ceremony

8. The High-Level Opening Ceremony was held from 1130 to 1200 hrs. and was
presided over by Mr. Alfred Oteng-Yeboah, Chair of the CMS Standing Committee.

WELCOMING ADDRESSES (ITEM 2)

KEYNOTE ADDRESS (ITEM 3)

9. Addresses were delivered by:

H.E. Ms. Lorena Tapia, Minister of the Environment, Ecuador
H.E. Ms. Tine Sundoft, Minister of Climate and Environment, Norway (by video)
H.E. Mr. Noél Nelson Messone, Minister of the Environment, Gabon

Ms. Elizabeth Mrema, Director of the UNEP Division of Environmental Law
and Conventions

Mr. Achim Steiner, Executive Director of UNEP (by video)
o Mr. John E. Scanlon, Secretary-General of CITES
o Mr. Bradnee Chambers, Executive Secretary of CMS

RULES OF PROCEDURE (ITEM 4)

10. Items 4 and 5 of the Agenda were chaired by the Chair of the Standing Committee,
Mr. Alfred Oteng-Yeboah (Ghana). He introduced the Rules of Procedure for the 11
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Meeting of the Conference of the Parties (UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.4: Rules of Procedure)
and invited the Meeting to adopt them.

11.  The representative of Uganda noted that there appeared to be a conflict between Rule
16 of the Rules of Procedure and Article 7.7 of the Convention text.

12.  This observation was supported by the representatives of Israel, Egypt and Panama.

13.  The representative of Uganda proposed that Rule 16 of the Rules of Procedure be
amended to read: “Except where otherwise provided for under the provisions of the
Convention, these Rules or the Terms of Reference for the Administration of the Trust Fund,
all votes shall be decided by a two-thirds majority of votes cast.”

14.  The Rules of Procedure for COP11, contained in Annex 1 to Doc.4, were adopted,
subject to inclusion of the amendment proposed by Uganda and reproduced as ANNEX | to
the present report. ANNEX Il contains the Rules of Procedure for future meetings of the
Conference of the Parties, endorsed for adoption at COP12.

15. Mr. Chris Wold (Secretariat) made further reference to document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.4: Rules of Procedure, and explained in detail the consequences of
proposed amendments contained in Annexes 2 and 3. If adopted, these amendments would be
applied at future COPs.

16.  The Chair confirmed that these proposed amendments would be further discussed in
the Drafting Group (see Agenda Item 7: Establishment of Credentials Committee and Other
Sessional Committees) but opened the floor for preliminary comments.

17.  The representative of the EU and its Member States supported dealing with this
Agenda Item in the Drafting Group. For consistency the EU would welcome an amendment to
the Rules of Procedure stating that the credentials for EU delegates to CMS meetings could be
signed by the European Commissioner for Environment.

18.  The representative of New Zealand recalled that New Zealand had chaired the
Standing Committee Working Group that had considered this issue. Thanks were due to all
Parties that contributed, as well as to the Secretariat for its support and careful review. Many
of the Secretariat’s proposals in Annex 3 to the document were minor ‘tidying-up’
amendments that were consistent with the Working Group’s intentions and New Zealand
supported those. Others were more substantive and New Zealand therefore supported the
proposal to take this Agenda Item forward in the Drafting Group and looked forward to being
an active participant.

19.  The Chair invited all those Parties and observers who wished to bring forward further
comments or proposed amendments to participate in the Drafting Group discussion of this
Agenda Item.

ELECTION OF OFFICERS (ITEM 5)

20. The Chair recalled that Rule 5 of the Rules of Procedure provided for the election of
the Chair of the COP, the Chair of the Conference of the Whole (COW) who would also serve
as Vice-Chair of the COP, and the Vice-Chair of the COW.
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21.  The Conference elected the following officers by acclamation:

Conference of the Parties (COP)
Chair: H.E. Ms. Lorena Tapia, Minister of Environment (Ecuador)
Vice-Chair:  Mr. @ystein Starkersen (Norway)

Committee of the Whole (COW)
Chair: Mr. @ystein Starkersen (Norway)
Vice-Chair: Ms. Ndeye Sene Epouse Thiam (Senegal)

22.  Taking her place on the podium, the Chair of the COP pledged to do her utmost to
guide the Meeting in the best way possible in the pursuit of a successful outcome.

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND MEETING SCHEDULE (ITEM 6)

Agenda and Documents (Item 6.1)
Annotated Agenda and Meeting Schedule (Item 6.2)

23.  The Chair referred the Meeting to documents:

UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.6.1/Rev.2: Provisional Agenda and Documents
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.6.2: Provisional Annotated Agenda and Meeting Schedule

24.  There being no proposals for amendments, both documents were adopted by
consensus.

25.  The Agenda is attached as ANNEX Il and the List of Documents as ANNEX 1V to
the present report.

ESTABLISHMENT OF CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE AND OTHER SESSIONAL COMMITTEES
(ITEM7)

(@) Credentials Committee, Bureau and Budget Committee

26.  The Chair recalled that Rule 3 of the Rules of Procedure provided for the
establishment of a Credentials Committee of five members. It had been common practice at
CMS COPs for those five members to be drawn from each of the five regional groupings. She
invited nominations accordingly.

27.  The following Parties were elected to serve on the Credentials Committee:

Africa: Uganda
Asia: Pakistan
Europe: Italy

Latin America & Caribbean: Ecuador
Oceania: Philippines

28. The Chair recalled that the Chair and Vice Chair of the Committee of the Whole had
been elected under Agenda Item 5.
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29.  The COP approved establishment of a six-member Bureau, in conformity with Rule 7
of the Rules of Procedure.

30.  Atthe invitation of the Chair, the COP appointed South Africa to chair the COP Budget
Committee. She noted that participation in the Budget Committee was open to all Parties.

(b)  Sub-groups of the Committee of the Whole

31. During the first session of the Committee of the Whole (COW), the Chair suggested
that a number of Working Groups would be necessary but that the number of groups and the
topics to be covered would be up to delegates to decide.

32. Nevertheless, a number of aquatic and avian issues would be considered by the COW.
The Chair asked whether delegates preferred to establish Working Groups immediately,
stressing that he was not precluding debate in the COW, but that he wished to maximize
opportunities for timely discussion.

33. In addition to possible thematic Working Groups, a Drafting Group, to be chaired by
Mr. Oteng-Yeboah, would be open-ended; all delegates would be eligible to participate in this

group.

34.  The representative of Brazil proposed the establishment of Working Groups to discuss
two resolutions that Brazil considered required amendment: Agenda Item 21.3 on relations
between CMS and Civil Society, and Agenda Item 23.4.7 concerning Fighting Wildlife Crime
Within and Beyond Borders.

35.  The representative of Argentina, on behalf of the Latin America & Caribbean region,
requested clarification concerning the scope of the Drafting Group (DG).

36.  The Executive Secretary stated that the DG would work in parallel to the COW. The
documents envisaged for consideration by the DG all relate to governance issues, notably
those concerning Rules of Procedure; Synergies between CMS instruments and other MEAS;
Restructuring of the Scientific Council; Arrangements for Meetings of the COP; Repeal of
Resolutions and the Review Process (i.e. COP11 document numbers 4, 16.2, 17.1, 18.1, 18.2
and 18.3 respectively). Relations between Civil Society and the CMS could also be included
to address the proposal of Brazil. The DG would take forward discussions only after they had
first been raised in the COW, and would then report back to the COW, prior to final decision
by the Plenary. The Budget Committee and other Working/Contact Groups would meet
outside of the COW sessions (not in parallel with the COW).

37.  The representative of Brazil responded that the only concern was that dealing with
Draft Resolutions, only after they had been considered in the COW, would not allow much
time for some issues.

38.  The Chair instructed the Secretariat to bring forward COW consideration of Agenda
Item 21.3 on Relations between CMS and Civil Society, and to inform the COW accordingly
when this had been done.

39.  The representative of Chile supported the proposal of the Chair to establish Working
Groups on specific issues.
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40.  The Chair concluded that there was support from the COW to establish two Working
Groups covering Aquatic Issues and Avian Issues respectively.

41. During the COP, regular updates were presented to the Committee of the Whole on
the progress made by the Drafting Group and the two thematic Working Groups.

ADMISSION OF OBSERVERS (ITEM 8)

42.  The Chair referred the Meeting to document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.8: Admission of
Observers.

43.  The COP approved admission to the Meeting of all those observers listed in
COP11/Doc.8.

Il. REPORTS
REPORT OF UNEP (ITEM 9)

44, Expressing regret that this Agenda item was addressed towards the end of the
Meeting, following the finalization of Draft Resolutions and other decisions, the
representative of UNEP presented highlights of the UNEP’s report contained in document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc. 9: UNEP Report to the Conference of the Parties to the Convention
on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals at its 11™ Meeting.

45. The Chair asked the representative of UNEP to pass on the Parties’ thanks to the
Executive Director of UNEP.

REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SUBSIDIARY BODIES OF THE CONVENTION (ITEM 10)
Standing Committee (Item 10.1)

46.  The Chair of the Standing Committee, Mr. Oteng-Yeboah (Ghana) recalled that the
present Standing Committee had met for the first time in Bergen, Norway, on 25 November
2011, immediately following the close of COP10. This Meeting had dealt with a limited
agenda, confined to election of officers and agreement of the date and venue for the first full
intersessional meeting. Ghana had been honoured to be elected to succeed Saudi Arabia as
Chair of the Standing Committee. Mr. Oteng-Yeboah wished to place on record his
appreciation of the work accomplished by his predecessor, Mr. Mohammad Sulayem (Saudi
Arabia), during the 2009-2011 triennium.

47.  Three further meetings of the Standing Committee had taken place intersessionally:

e 40"™ Meeting — November 2012, Bonn
e 41% Meeting — November 2013, Bonn
42" Meeting — November 2014, Quito

48. The Committee had received regular reports from the Secretariat and Depositary.
Building on the Future Shape process led by Mr. Olivier Biber, the Standing Committee had
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devoted significant attention to preparation of the draft Strategic Plan for Migratory Species
to be considered by COP11. Particular thanks were due to Ms. Ines Verleye, Ms. Wendy
Jackson and Mr. Dave Pritchard for all their work on the draft Strategic Plan. Among other
activities, the Chair of the Scientific Council, Mr. Fernando Spina, had actively represented
the interests of CMS in IPBES. The Saker Falcon Task Force had tackled a very difficult
issue under the skilful leadership of Mr. Colin Galbraith. The Standing Committee had also
dealt with a broad range of implementation issues such as bird poisoning, illegal trapping,
marine debris, illegal elephant hunting and management of flyways; much of this work
carried out through the CMS Agreements, MoUs and Special Species Initiatives.

49. Mr. Oteng-Yeboah noted that Mr. Bradnee Chambers had kept him apprised of a wide
range of issues since being appointed to succeed Ms. Elizabeth Mrema as CMS Executive
Secretary. He wished to pay tribute to Ms. Mrema for the tremendous support she had
continued to give to the Standing Committee since she had left the CMS Secretariat. He also
thanked the Standing Committee Vice-Chair, Mr. @ystein Starkersen (Norway), as well as the
other members of the Committee for their unstinting support. He wished his successor as
Standing Committee Chair all the very best as he or she took up the important task of leading
CMS on its mission to conserve the world’s migratory species. We live in changing times; the
road ahead would be long and hard, but with determination and mutual support, success was
within reach. Mr. Oteng-Yeboah concluded by saying: “Roll up your sleeves, redouble your
efforts, because it’s time for action!”

50. Reports of the 42" and 43™ Meetings of the Standing Committee are attached as
ANNEX V and ANNEX VI respectively to the present Report.

Scientific Council (Item 10.2)

51.  The Chair of the CMS Scientific Council, Mr. Fernando Spina (Italy) made a
presentation summarizing the activities of the Scientific Council between 2011 and 2014.

52. A number of Working Groups had been very active during the triennium and their
work had been facilitated by promotion of the new online Scientific Council workspace.
Much work had been done on development of the modus operandi of the Scientific Council.
Mr. Spina drew attention to the work of the Saker Falcon Task Force, the Landbirds Working
Group, the Working Group on Minimizing Poisoning, and work on the conservation
implications of cetacean culture. Contacts with other MEAs had been maintained and he, in
his role as Chair of the Scientific Council, had represented CMS at meetings of IPBES and
the Bern Convention. Mr. Spina had secured funding from the Po Delta Regional Park for a
restricted Scientific Council Meeting to be held in Venice, in February/March 2015. The 18"
Scientific Council Meeting, held in Bonn from 1-3 July 2014, had been supported by the
Government of Germany and outputs of that Meeting would provide key contributions to
COP11.

STATEMENTS FROM STATES (ITEM 11)

Depositary and Host Country (Item 11.1)

53.  The representative of Germany presented document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.11.1:
Report of Depositary. Four countries (Fiji, Kyrgyzstan, Swaziland and Zimbabwe), had
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acceded to the Convention since COP10, bringing the total number of Parties to 120 (119
States, plus the EU). Afghanistan and Brazil had indicated that they were both in advanced
stages of the accession process.

54.  The representative of Brazil confirmed that Brazil had finalized the most important
steps for ratifying CMS and that the relevant documentation had been submitted to the
Presidency for signature. This statement was greeted with applause. Brazil was now actively
participating, as it had for some years, in several CMS instruments.

55. H.E. Ms. Lorena Tapia, Minister of Environment of Ecuador, representing the Host
Country, highlighted the growing number of species worldwide under threat of extinction.
Migratory species should be seen as indicators of wider environmental health. States needed
not only to protect wildlife within their national jurisdictions, but also to cooperate with one
another to conserve species that crossed international boundaries. This required effective
governance systems and innovative approaches to development that moved beyond GDP
growth alone. It was important to implement solutions that combined environmentally and
economically sustainable development, incorporating, as was the case in Ecuador, the Rights
of Nature.

Party States (including Regional Economic Integration Organizations-REIOs) (Item 11.2)
Non-Party States (Item 11.3)

56.  The Chair observed that Party and Non-Party States were invited to submit statements
in writing. Nevertheless, if a State wished to make a very short oral comment they were
welcome to do so now. A number of Parties and observers made statements thanking the
Government of Ecuador for hosting COP11. These are summarized under Agenda ltem 31:
Closure of the Meeting.

REPORT OF THE SECRETARIAT (ITEM 12)

Overview of Secretariat Activities (Item 12.1)
Report on CMS Activities in North America (Item 12.2)

57.  The Executive Secretary made a presentation on Secretariat activities between 2011
and 2014. He reported that Fiji, Kyrgyzstan, Swaziland and Zimbabwe had joined CMS since
COP10 and even more countries were taking the last steps to ratify the Convention. CMS had
been strengthened by the Future Shape process which was now being implemented.
Communication and outreach were becoming core activities and the new multi-instrument
website and use of social media were raising the Convention’s public profile. Capacity
building and implementation support were high priorities. The proposed restructuring of the
Scientific Council would strengthen the scientific basis of the Convention, and voluntary
contributions from Germany, Switzerland and the United Kingdom had allowed new
resolutions on the development of a programme of work on Climate Change, Preventing the
Risk of Poisoning to Migratory Birds, an Action Plan for Migratory African-Eurasian
Landbirds and a Global Flyways Programme of Work. Further contributions from Australia,
Italy and Norway had supported work on Marine Debris, Invasive Species and Ecological
Networks. The MoUs continued to grow and attract more Parties and the financial and in-kind
support of the Environment Agency, Abu Dhabi had been particularly crucial to successful
work on the Dugongs MoU and the African-Eurasian Raptor MoU which were coordinated
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from the CMS Office in Abu Dhabi. The Central Asian Mammals Initiative was an example
of a successful regional approach, which might provide a way forward for revitalizing
instruments in Africa. Nearly half of the income for CMS now came from voluntary
contributions from Parties, the Private Sector and public organizations. Threats to biodiversity
had never been greater and the Convention’s budget should reflect an urgent need to maintain
momentum.

58.  The Conference took note of the activities of the Secretariat. There were no questions
or comments from the floor.

STATEMENTS ON COOPERATION (ITEM 13)

Biodiversity-related MEAs (Item 13.1)
Other Intergovernmental bodies (Item 13.2)
Non-Governmental Organizations (Item 13.3)

59.  The Chair observed that written statements had been invited and were posted on the
CMS website. He nevertheless wished to give an opportunity for CMS partners to make brief
oral statements, should they so wish.

60.  Statements were made by the observers from: CITES Secretariat; ASCOBANS
Secretariat (referring to the written report contained in document CMS/COP11/Inf.12.3);
EUROBATS Secretariat (referring to the written report contained in document
CMS/COP11/Inf.12.4); AEWA Secretariat; ACCOBAMS Secretariat (referring to the written
report contained in document CMS/COP11/Inf.12.2); and the Permanent Commission for the
South Pacific.

1. ADMINISTRATIVE AND BUDGETARY MATTERS
BUDGET AND ADMINISTRATION (ITEM 14)
Execution of CMS Budget 2012-2014 (Item 14.1)

61. Mr. Bruce Noronha (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.1:
Execution of the CMS Budget during the 2012-2014 Triennium. This represented the situation
as of 31 July 2014. It contained three elements:

. Status of the Trust Fund for Assessed Contributions as at 31 December 2013
. Status of Contributions (income)
. Status of budget implementation for staff and operations (expenditure)

62. As of 31 December 2013, the balance of the Trust Fund was €867,393. Of that
amount, approximately €650,000 was committed for the 2014 budget. Therefore, the
uncommitted Fund balance was €217,685. It was important to consider that the Fund balance
contained unpaid pledges — an amount that had been rising, as shown in Table 3 of the
document, standing at €345,981 as of 31 December 2013. Liquidity of the Fund therefore
relied on unspent carry-overs and operating reserves. To address this trend the Secretariat had
redoubled its efforts to urge Parties to pay their outstanding contributions for 2013 and prior
years and all corresponding invoices had been reissued. In response to these measures the
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balance of unpaid pledges for 2013 and prior years had fallen to €204,964 by 31 July 2014
and to €174,236 by 31 October 2014. Annex I provided an overview of the contributions
status for each Party.

63. With regard to the 2014 budget, the total of unpaid contributions stood at €578,425 on
31 July 2014. However, as of 31 October 2014, this had fallen to approximately €550,000.
Following consultations with some Parties, the Secretariat had been informed that the
payment of approximately €425,000 could be expected shortly. The 2014 year-end balance of
unpaid pledges was expected to be slightly lower than for 2013.

64.  With regard to expenditures, all the resources allocated for staff and operation costs in
2014 would be fully allocated. The information presented in the document had been reviewed
in the light of expenditure during the period August to October 2014 and projections remained
effectively unchanged.

65. Referring to the last two tables presented in Annex Il, it was important to take into
account that most activities with no or low expenditure when the document was compiled
related to COP activities. It was expected that all such funds would be fully allocated.

66. The COW took note of the Secretariat’s presentation.

Draft Costed Programme of Work 2015-2017 (Item 14.2)
Draft Budget for 2015-2017 (Item 14.3)

67.  Taking Agenda items 14.2 and 14.3 together, the Executive Secretary made a
presentation summarizing documents UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.2/Rev.1: Draft Costed
Programme of Work 2015-2017 and UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.3: Proposed Budget for the
Triennium 2015-2017.

68. He noted that the draft Programme of Work 2015-2017 was a response to the Parties’
call for greater clarity, accountability and transparency. A key feature was its prioritization of
tasks. The Programme of Work was closely linked to the draft Budget for 2015-2017 and the
two documents should therefore be considered together.

69. Recognizing the prevailing global economic climate, the draft budget included three
modest scenarios: zero real growth; status quo +3%; and status quo +5%. All three scenarios
incorporated a 2% year-on-year inflation rate. The Executive Secretary briefly outlined how
each of the three scenarios would translate into delivery of the Programme of Work.

70. The Chair recalled that the issues raised in the Executive Secretary’s presentation
would be discussed in depth by the Budget Committee and encouraged Parties to convey their
detailed remarks to that forum.

71. The representative of France called on the Secretariat to provide a fourth scenario
based on the principle of zero nominal growth, i.e., minus the 2% inflation adjustment
included in the three existing scenarios.

72. The representative of Chile requested a number of adjustments to the Programme of

Work to better reflect the priorities of the Latin America & Caribbean region, including the
raising of certain activities to the High priority category and a greater emphasis on training.

10
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73.  The representative of Fiji called for the CMS Pacific Officer position based with
SPREP to be maintained beyond 2014.

74.  The representative of the EU and its Member States welcomed the draft Costed
Programme of Work, which enabled Parties to have a clearer overview. The EU noted in
particular the priority rank assigned to various issues.

75.  The Chair referred further discussion of Agenda items 14.1, 14.2 and 14.3 to the
Budget Committee.

Resource mobilization (Item 14.4)

76. Ms. Laura Cerasi (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.4/Rev.1:
Resource Mobilization and made a presentation on fundraising activities by the Secretariat
between 2011 and 2014. The goals had been to increase the predictability and stability of
funding, to broaden the funding base, to increase synergies, and to promote the mobilization
of resources for actions on the ground. A total of €2.6 million had been raised during the
triennium. This was equal to one-third of the total amount of the core budget. The Secretariat
extended its thanks to all donors, Parties, organizations and institutions, including those who
had made indirect or in-kind contributions. A recent significant development had been the
support of Environment Agency, Abu Dhabi on behalf of the Government of the United Arab
Emirates, which had contributed US$ 1.3 million for operations in 2015. The Migratory
Species Champion Programme would be an important tool. Ms. Cerasi invited the COP to
acknowledge the financial and in-kind support provided, to take note of the efforts of the
Secretariat in providing innovative solutions and urged Parties to provide even greater support
in future.

77.  The representative of the United Arab Emirates observed that the United Arab
Emirates had pioneered many flagship conservation and reintroduction projects both
nationally and internationally, including promotion of international cooperation involving a
wide range of migratory animals. The United Arab Emirates had demonstrated its
commitment to migratory species conservation in several ways and to date, had signed four
CMS MoUs: IOSEA, Dugongs, African-Eurasian Raptors and Sharks.

78.  The CMS Office in Abu Dhabi was hosted by Environment Agency, Abu Dhabi on
behalf of the Government of the United Arab Emirates. The office provided the Secretariat
that oversaw the implementation of two MoUs. Over the last five years, the contribution of
the United Arab Emirates had reached almost US$ 8 million in direct funding, alongside
provision of world-class office space and other logistical support.

79.  The Representative of Chile strongly supported the activities outlined in the
Secretariat’s report and congratulated the fundraisers involved on excellent work. She
expressed regret that the Latin America & Caribbean region had not been in a position to
contribute.

80. The representative of the EU and its Member States welcomed the report. He also
strongly encouraged the Secretariat and all Parties to explore all funding possibilities. In this
context, attention was drawn to the decision taken at CBD COP12, in relation to the Global
Environment Facility, to enhance programmatic synergies among the biodiversity-related
conventions. CBD COP12 had invited the governing bodies of the various biodiversity-related
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conventions to provide elements of advice concerning the funding of national priorities within
their respective mandates that might be referred to the GEF. CMS COP11 should seize this
important opportunity to further mobilize resources for CMS priorities and to provide advice
to GEF accordingly.

81. In order to support both national resource mobilization as well as funding through
GEF, it was necessary to promote further integration of measures to conserve migratory
species into National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) and national
implementation of national biodiversity targets and plans in line with CMS Resolution 10.18.

82.  The Meeting took note of the document and the progress made.

IV. STRATEGIC AND INSTITUTIONAL MATTERS
CMS STRATEGIC PLAN (ITEM 15)

Assessment of the Implementation of the Strategic Plan 2006-2014 (Item 15.1)
Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 (Item 15.2)

83.  The Executive Secretary briefly introduced documents UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.15.1:
Assessment of the Implementation of the Strategic Plan 2006-2014, and
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.15.2: Final Draft Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023.

84. Ms. Ines Verleye (Belgium), Chair of the Strategic Plan Working Group said that it
was a privilege to present the outcome of this fruitful process in the form of the Draft
Strategic Plan and the corresponding Draft Resolution. The Draft Strategic Plan had been
developed with financial contributions from Germany, South Africa, Switzerland and UNEP.
An extensive consultation process had generated strong support for building the Draft
Strategic Plan around the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, and for broadened applicability to the
whole international community. The Draft Strategic Plan included five Strategic Goals and 16
Targets, which were more specific than the Aichi Biodiversity Targets and had an end date
consistent with the CMS COP cycle. How to implement the plan had not been part of the
current Working Group mandate, so it was proposed that a Companion VVolume should be
produced detailing delivery mechanisms and associated activities. The content of such a
Companion Volume was scoped in Annex |1l to COP11/Doc 15.2.

85. The Chair invited comments from the floor.

86.  The representative of Chile congratulated the Working Group Chair on an extraordinary
job. She noted that the Latin America & Caribbean region had contributed through the
participation of two Scientific Councillors in the Working Group. The Region supported
continuation of the Working Group for the reasons specified in the Draft Resolution.

87.  The representative of New Zealand, speaking in her country’s capacity as Vice-Chair
of the Working Group, thanked all who had contributed to the work of the Group, and
especially the Chair of the Group and the Secretariat. Extensive consultation had led to
development of an extremely useful and robust plan, which would also be valuable at the
national level. She hoped the COP would adopt the Draft Resolution and New Zealand looked
forward to contributing further to the process.
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88.  The representative of the EU and its Member States, referring to COP11/Doc.15.1,
endorsed the usefulness of the report of the Secretariat and agreed that the general
recommendations made by the reviewer should be considered in drafting the new Strategic
Plan. He then made the following statement:

“The EU and its Member States would like to acknowledge the hard work and
commitment of the Strategic Plan Working Group members, and other contributors,
whose expertise has produced a clear and comprehensive document. The EU and
its Member States wholeheartedly welcome the financial contributions given so far
by different Parties to support the drafting of the Strategic Plan. We believe that the
Strategic Plan is an important document for providing a coherent direction for the
CMS, aiming to ensure that all parts of the CMS Family make a coherent and
effective contribution to the delivery of the CBD Aichi Targets. The EU and its
Member States endorse the adoption of the draft resolution (Doc. 15.2 Annex I)
subject to some amendments. The EU and its Member States also acknowledge the
need for additional intersessional work to strengthen the suite of materials to
support implementation of the Strategic Plan, including an open-ended register of
Plan sub-targets and a Companion Volume on Implementation, and consider that
the CMS Family Secretariats should be involved in the Working Group. We expect
that the development of sub-targets, where agreed by the appropriate decision-
making body, will ensure that matters of particular relevance to specific
instruments are recognized. In developing sub-targets we consider it is important to
be able to demonstrate how they contribute to the delivery of the broader goals in
the Strategic Plan. We note that budgetary pressures may limit the degree to which
these activities could be progressed but consider this an important activity that
should be given priority. The EU and its Member States fully endorse the vision and
mission of the Strategic Plan and agree with the goals and targets identified by the
Working Group in the final draft of the Plan. We note that goals and targets are
ambitious and recognize that they could be difficult to achieve. We welcome that
the Strategic Plan builds on the Aichi Targets and that indicators in the Strategic
Plan for Biodiversity provide much of its basis. We also note that the Programmes
of Work and Action Plans of the CMS Family instruments have their own indicators
and that the decision-making bodies of those instruments will want to consider
linking those to the Plan. We agree that efforts should be put in developing clear
and effective indicators to track progress towards the achievement of goals and
targets over different timeframes, and at various geographical and territorial
scales. However, whilst we recognize that some work will be necessary to ensure
that indicators are useful in measuring the achievement of the targets, we are
conscious that developing new suites of indicators has potential resource
implications, risks increasing the reporting burden on Parties, and potentially
diverts effort from implementation to monitoring activity. We therefore believe it is
important that wherever possible existing indicators should be used, such as those
linked to the Aichi Targets, or that indicators should be formulated around
information that can currently be drawn from national reports. We also believe that
this presents a valuable opportunity to review the current reporting process and to
consider opportunities for reducing the current reporting burden on Parties by
linking the information requested in National Reports directly to the indicators
developed for the Strategic Plan. Finally, we recognize the need for this work to
receive the necessary resources and look forward to having a discussion on this in
the budget group. However, we are aware of the overall budget restraints and the
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need to make the most effective use of available resources. Given the central
character of the Strategic Plan, we believe that its follow-up development could
equally support the necessary activities regarding other strategic activities for the
next period. This will need a coherent approach during the budget discussions to
support the development of a Companion Volume that addresses the key elements.”

89.  The Executive Secretary of EUROBATS, Mr. Andreas Streit, thanked the Strategic
Plan Working Group for its hard work over several years. He reiterated the Chair’s
observation that for the first time there was a Strategic Plan covering the entire CMS Family.
He observed that this would benefit the conservation of all the species that the CMS Family
was working for.

90.  The representative of Brazil supported the remarks made by Chile on behalf of the
Latin America & Caribbean regional group. He thanked the Working Group and considered it
relevant to extend the Group’s mandate into the future. Regarding the Companion Volume,
the fourth Global Biodiversity Outlook report demonstrated in 2013 that the world was on
track to achieve only five out of 53 indicators for the 20 Aichi Targets. These disappointing
outcomes made it important for CMS to prioritize implementation of the Strategic Plan.

91.  The representative of South Africa, supported by Uganda, thanked the Chair and Vice-
Chair of the Strategic Plan Working Group. She thanked the Secretariat for supporting the
process of preparing the Plan, and urged Parties in a position to do so, to provide resources for
its implementation.

92.  The representative of IFAW congratulated the Chair and members of the Working
Group, and observed that implementation of the Strategic Plan would help lift CMS to the
next level. He offered assistance with implementation.

93.  The representative of the EU and its Member States requested a little more time to
submit its amendments to the Draft Resolution, which had been delayed by a technical
problem.

94. The Chair agreed to postpone completion of discussion of this issue until the EU’s
proposed amendments became available.

95. Following further consideration by Parties, a final version of the Draft Resolution was
endorsed by the COW on 6 November (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed
In-Session page 57 below).

FUTURE SHAPE AND STRATEGIES OF CMS AND THE CMS FAMILY (ITEM 16)
Short- and Medium-Term Activities under Resolution 10.9 (Item 16.1)
96. The Executive Secretary made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.16.1: Future Structure and Strategies of CMS: Short- and Medium-

Term Activities under Resolution 10.9.

97. He recalled that COP10 had adopted a set of activities listed in Resolution 10.9 based
on options for the future organization and strategic development of the CMS Family.
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Activities in Resolution 10.9 were divided into those for implementation in the short term
(2012-2014), medium term (2015-2017) and long term (2018-2020), to be used in the
development of the CMS Strategic Plan 2015-2023. The activities for implementation in
2012-2014 were to be carried out with means provided by the core budget (including staff
time) and voluntary contributions.

98. Document COP11/Doc.16.1 reported on progress made since November 2012
regarding the short-term activities (as at July 2014) and followed the structure of Resolution
10.9 Annex I. As many activities concerned the CMS Family, decision-making meetings of
CMS instruments were invited to become involved with the implementation of those
activities, as appropriate.

99. COP11/Doc.16.1 also indicated the Secretariat’s plan for carrying out medium-term
activities.

100. Key Achievements to date included the following:

o Production of CMS Family website in three languages;

o Development of the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 as an
overarching framework for the entire CMS Family (Draft Resolution in
COP11/Doc.15.2);

o Restructuring of the Scientific Council to maximize capacity of expertise and
knowledge (Draft Resolution in COP11/Doc.17.1);

. Enhancement and use of the existing Online Reporting System by the CMS
Family and promotion of its use by other biodiversity-related MEAS;

o Development of criteria for assessing potential new agreements under CMS
(Draft Resolution in COP11/Doc.22.2);

. Coordination of capacity efforts within the CMS Family through development
of the Manual for the National Focal Points of CMS and its Instruments and
related training sessions in the regions; and

o Coordination of fundraising activities through development of the Migratory
Species Champion Programme to ensure sustainable and long-term voluntary
funding income for the CMS Family.

101. Among highlights for future work were:

. Coordination of scientific research programmes based on identification of
common issues/threats shared across the CMS Family (e.g., Draft Resolutions
contained in documents: Doc:23.1.1 on Flyways ; Doc.23.4.6 on Marine Debris
; Doc.23.4.3 on Renewable Energy);

o Development of a resource assessment for the Convention (CMS Secretariat
and MoUs) if funding becomes available; and
o Collaboration and cooperation on sharing of common services and synergies

among the CMS Family (Draft Resolution contained in COP11/Doc.16.2).

102. The Executive Secretary ended his presentation by inviting Parties to take note of the
efforts made to date, to implement the short-term activities during 2012-2014 and to provide
comments that would further guide the Secretariat in the implementation of medium-term
activities during the 2015-2017 triennium.
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103. The Chair opened the floor to comments.

104. The representative of Brazil suggested including a line in the matrix of activities for
2015-2017 to extend beyond the CMS Family efforts to maximise synergies and avoid
duplication, to include cooperation with all relevant MEA Secretariats.

105. The representative of Chile, supported by the representative of Costa Rica, underlined
the importance of CMS capacity-building training workshops for the Latin America &
Caribbean region, citing the example of the pre-COP11 workshop held in Santiago, and called
for the medium-term work plan to include such activities.

106. The representative of the EU and its Member States welcomed the positive progress
made on several fronts. This work cut across the activities of the whole CMS Family, seeking
to ensure that it was fit for purpose and could make an effective contribution to the
conservation of the species listed on the CMS Appendices. It was, therefore, important that all
parts of the CMS Family were fully engaged in the process.

107. The EU noted that much positive collaborative work with the AEWA Secretariat had
taken place and would encourage the decision-making bodies of the CMS Family Agreements
to engage proactively in the Future Shape work, and to explore opportunities for greater
coordination and collaboration, delivering benefits across the whole CMS Family.

108. The EU noted that the Annex to COP11/Doc.16.1 referred to the resources that would
be required to continue taking this work forward in the next triennium. Given pressures on
resources it was understood that external funding would be key to making good progress.
Next steps on the activities proposed would, therefore, need to be considered in the context of
the budget negotiations. However, it was difficult from the information provided to assess the
likely budgetary pressures arising from this work, with limited detail provided about the
medium-term activities that would be undertaken or the expected costs.

109. The EU urged the Secretariat to provide more detail on the activities planned for the
coming intersessional period and to provide information on the expected costs in order to enable
CMS Parties to make an effective evaluation of the Secretariat’s budget proposals as a whole,
and the likely need for additional resources from either the core budget or external sources.

110. With regard to medium-term activities, the EU had a number of specific comments
and suggested that a Working Group might be a helpful means of considering in more detail,
how these could be taken forward.

111. The representative of South Africa congratulated the Secretariat on the work done to
implement the Future Shape decisions taken at COP10. Within the Africa region there were
constraints on regional coordination for CMS implementation, especially with regard to
partnership building and resource mobilization. Among the short-term activities that had been
due for completion by 2014 was an activity to “Regionalize conservation efforts by having
local coordinators, with assistance from UNEP, NGOs, Parties and MEAs, leading to greater
presence in each of the regions if appropriate.” However, there was no reported progress in
this regard. The Secretariat was requested to deal with this issue proactively; support for
enhanced regional coordination was really needed.
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112. The Meeting took note of the Executive Secretary’s presentation and of the comments
made by Parties.

Synergies with the Wider CMS Family: Analysis for Shared Common Services (Item 16.2)

113. The Executive Secretary made a detailed presentation of document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.16.2: Analysis of Shared Common Services between CMS Family
Instruments. He recalled that discussions on synergies had been taking place for several years
and noted a number of the meetings and processes that had stimulated the current debate. The
CMS was a complex system of MoUs and Agreements and Parties had long remarked on the
need to bring increased coherence to the CMS Family. The Future Shape process was a key
response to such concerns.

114. The CMS had proposed to the 9™ Meeting of the AEWA Standing Committee that
CMS and AEWA should establish common services and a shared Executive Secretary. The
AEWA Standing Committee mandated the sharing of services and referred the matter of a
shared Executive Secretary to its next Meeting of Parties in November 2015. This decision
had been communicated to the 41% Meeting of the CMS Standing Committee, which had
agreed to pilot the sharing of common services by AEWA and CMS. Following further
consultations, a pilot common Communications and Outreach Unit had been established and
an interim report on the outcomes presented to the CMS Standing Committee.

115. The Executive Secretary outlined the benefits to be gained from increased synergies
within the CMS Family and possible means of achieving these. He concluded by summarizing
the provisions of the Draft Resolution contained in COP11/Doc.16.2.

116. Mr. Jacques Trouvilliez, Executive Secretary of AEWA, confirmed that the 9™
Meeting of the AEWA Standing Committee had decided to enhance synergies with CMS to
strengthen the efficacy of both instruments. A joint pilot unit had been created at the end of
January 2014. The Parties to AEWA would make a final decision on this matter at the 2015
Meeting of Parties.

117. The representatives of a number of Parties, including Argentina, Chile, Egypt, the EU
and its Member States, Georgia, Kenya, Monaco, Switzerland and Uganda, as well as the
observer from the United States of America, endorsed in principle the desirability of increased
synergies and appreciated the opportunity to discuss the issues raised. However, they also
expressed concern that much more in-depth analysis would be required before any
fundamental decisions could be taken. In particular, several Parties wished to see greater
consideration of the potential costs and risks of merging the AEWA and CMS Secretariats;
currently the document appeared to highlight mainly the potential benefits. The implications
for other CMS daughter instruments also required further consideration.

118. The representative of Uganda was unable to support the Draft Resolution in its present
form, while the representative of the EU and its Member States announced that the EU would
table a number of proposed amendments to the Draft Resolution. The representative of
Switzerland commented that the synergies exercise should not focus primarily on cost-
savings, but rather it should prioritize improved implementation. Switzerland would be
bringing forward amendments to the Draft Resolution in this regard.
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119. The Chair concluded that a Working Group would be established to take forward the
debate on this topic.

120. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

OTHER STRATEGIC AND INSTITUTIONAL MATTERS (ITEM 17)
Options for the Restructuring of the Scientific Council (Item 17.1)

121. Mr. Marco Barbieri (Secretariat) made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.17.1: Options for the Restructuring of the Scientific Council,
including the Draft Resolution contained in Annex Il to the document.

122.  The current structure of the Scientific Council included 100 Councillors with a bias
towards expertise in birds, forests and wetlands. There was a need to use resources more
efficiently, to balance expertise and to enhance intersessional activity. Four costed scenarios
for restructuring the Scientific Council were put forward in the document. The COP was
requested to consider the report on options for the restructuring of the Scientific Council, and
to review and endorse the associated Draft Resolution.

123. The Chair advised that this Agenda Item would be discussed further in the Drafting
Group but opened the floor to preliminary comments. Interventions were received from the
representatives of Australia, Chile, Ecuador, Egypt, the EU and its Member States, New
Zealand, Switzerland and Uganda, as well as the observers from the United States of America
and Humane Society International.

124. Points raised included the following:

o The importance of representative regional and taxonomic expertise;

o The need for greater use of modern technology such as use of teleconferencing
and electronic workspaces;

. The unacceptability of a ‘business as usual’ approach;

o The necessity for organizations such as IPBES to be represented,

o The need for voluntary participation of Observers including Parties, NGOs,
relevant institutions and experts;

. The advantages of starting work intersessionally;

. A reluctance to restrict the number of COP-Appointed Councillors;

. The need to appoint the most appropriate experts regardless of the status within
CMS of their country of origin; and

. The advantages of a fully open relationship with all who wished to contribute

to the work of the Scientific Council, including NGOs.

125. Mr. Barbieri responded briefly to the comments made and the Chair and deferred
further discussion to the Drafting Group, remarking that a balanced compromise was needed.

Election and Appointments to the Scientific Council and the Standing Committee (Item 17.2)

126. Referring to document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.17.2: Nominations for the COP-
Appointed Councillors for Aquatic Mammals and Birds, the Chair recalled that the Scientific
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Council at its 18" Meeting unanimously nominated, for the consideration of COP,
Dr. Giuseppe Notarbartolo di Sciara as Appointed Councillor for Aquatic Mammals. There
had been two candidates for the position of Appointed Councillor for Birds. The two
nominees, Dr. Rob Clay (Paraguay) and Prof. Stephen Garnett (Australia) had agreed to share
the position at no extra cost.

127. At the invitation of the Chair, the COP approved the appointment of:

o Dr. Giuseppe Notarbartolo di Sciara as COP-Appointed Councillor for Aquatic
Mammals

o Dr. Rob Clay and Professor Stephen Garnett as COP-Appointed Councillors
for Birds

128. The Chair read out the list of existing COP-Appointed Councillors eligible and willing
to continue serving for a further triennium:

Mr. Barry Baker, COP-Appointed Councillor for Bycatch

Prof. Colin Galbraith, COP-Appointed Councillor for Climate Change

Dr. Zeb Hogan, COP-Appointed Councillor for Fish

Dr. Colin Limpus, COP-Appointed Councillor for Marine Turtles

Dr. Rodrigo Medellin, COP-Appointed Councillor for Neotropical Fauna
Dr. Taej Mundkur, COP-Appointed Councillor for Asiatic Fauna

Prof. Alfred Oteng-Yeboah, COP-Appointed Councillor for African Fauna

129. At the invitation of the Chair the COP confirmed the re-appointment of these
Scientific Councillors for the 2015-2017 triennium.

130. Nominations for the Standing Committee: At the invitation of the Chair, nominations
for election to the Standing Committee were made as follows:

Africa (nominated on behalf of the region by Uganda)
Representatives: Republic of Congo, South Africa, Uganda
Alternate Representatives: Algeria, Mali, United Republic of Tanzania

Asia (nominated on behalf of the region by Pakistan)
Representatives: Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia
Alternate Representatives: Pakistan, Tajikistan

Europe (nominated on behalf of the region by Poland)
Representatives: France, Norway, Ukraine
Alternate Representatives: Georgia, Latvia, Switzerland

Oceania (nominated on behalf of the region by New Zealand)
Representative: Australia
Alternate Representative: Philippines

South & Central America and the Caribbean

Representatives: Bolivia, Costa Rica
Alternate Representatives: Argentina, Panama
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131. The Chair confirmed that the Chair and Vice-Chair of the new Standing Committee
would be elected during a short meeting of the Committee that would take place immediately
after the close of COP11.

132. At the invitation of the Chair, the COP approved the composition of the Standing
Committee for the 2015-2017 triennium.

Gap Analysis of the Convention on Migratory Species (Item 17.3)

133. Mr .Barbieri (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.17.3: Draft
Global Gap Analysis of the Convention on Migratory Species. He recalled that Resolution
10.9 had requested a global gap analysis at Convention level to be supported through
voluntary contributions. In the absence of voluntary contributions, the Secretariat had
undertaken a draft analysis with its own capacity, COP11/Doc.17.3 being the outcome of this
exercise. An initial draft had been prepared by the Secretariat and presented at the Strategic
and Planning Meeting of the Scientific Council in October 2013 and at the 18" Meeting of the
Scientific Council in July 2014. The COP was asked to consider whether any further
development of this activity was needed or feasible, in the absence of voluntary resources to
support it.

134. The Chair felt it fair to say that those who had followed the development of the
document would know it had been a difficult task. He invited comments from Parties.

135. The representative of Switzerland was of the view that a gap analysis should be a
regular agenda item for the Scientific Council, but was not in favour of it being a special
activity needing additional financial support.

136. The representative of the EU and its Member States was grateful to the Secretariat for
preparing the document. The analysis showed that the potential for further work was
enormous. The EU proposed taking the current gap analysis into account when developing the
Companion Volume for the Strategic Plan and recommended that all further work on gap
analysis should be done in the framework of the Companion Volume.

137. The Chair invited the EU to participate in the proposed intersessional Working Group
on the Companion Volume.

138. The Meeting took note of document COP11/Doc.17.3 and of the comments made by
Switzerland and the EU.
V. INTERPRETATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION
PROCEDURAL ISSUES (ITEM 18)
Arrangements for Meetings of the Conference of the Parties (Item 18.1)
139. Mr. Wold (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.18.1:
Arrangements for Meetings of the Conference of the Parties and the Draft Resolution annexed

to it. The Standing Committee had established a Working Group on this issue and the
Standing Committee had accepted all the Group’s recommendations at its 41% Meeting. The
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document also contained additional recommendations from the Secretariat including inter
alia:

o Whether certain proposals of the Standing Committee might better be
addressed through adjustments to the Rules of Procedure;

o Observations relating to practical concerns, especially with regard to the
proposed timing of specific meetings;

o Provision of documents on memory sticks; and

o A lack of reference to the flexibility that would be needed for the Secretariat to

put in place the best possible arrangements for each meeting of the COP.

140. Taking these and other considerations into account, the Secretariat wondered whether
a Resolution on this topic would be the best way forward.

141. The Executive Secretary noted that the document entered into very fine detail. It was
sometimes extremely difficult to abide by very strict rules in all regards. It might be better to
retain flexibility. Some of the current proposals could have the effect of tying the hands of the
Secretariat. Therefore, rather than a Resolution, it might be better for the COP to simply take
note of the document as guidance to the Secretariat.

142.  The Chair opened the floor for comments.

143.  The representative of the EU and its Member States stated that the EU supported the
principle of improving the operation of the COP, but wished to bring forward a number of
proposed amendments. He detailed these proposals to the Meeting and confirmed they had
been sent to the Secretariat.

144, Referring to the substantive comments from the Secretariat and from the EU, the
representative of New Zealand felt it would be possible to build in the necessary flexibility
requested by the Secretariat, while maintaining the Draft Resolution. She suggested referring
the matter to the Drafting Group or to a small ‘Friends of the Chair’ group.

145. The Chair invited New Zealand and the EU to hold bilateral discussions.

146. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Repeal of Resolutions (Item 18.2)

147. Mr. Wold (Secretariat) made a presentation introducing  document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.18.2: Repeal of Resolutions and Recommendations, prepared by the
Secretariat on behalf of the Standing Committee. At its 41° Meeting, the Standing Committee
had considered recommendations of a Working Group established to consider: (a) the lack of
definition of the terms “Resolution” and “Recommendation”; and (b) the need to retire
Resolutions and Recommendations (or specific paragraphs thereof) that were no longer in
force. The Standing Committee had accepted all of the Working Group’s recommendations. A
Draft Resolution was contained in the Annex to the document and this set out proposed
definitions, as well as a process for retiring Resolutions and Recommendations. Within the
Draft Resolution, the Secretariat had also proposed changing the term “Recommendation” to
“Decision”, as well as a provision for Resolutions and Decisions to come into effect 90 days
after the meeting at which they were adopted, unless otherwise specified.
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148. The Chair invited comments from the floor.

149. The representative of the EU and its Member States indicated that the EU could
support the Draft Resolution subject to the inclusion of two amendments which he proceeded
to table. These would be communicated to the Secretariat in writing.

150. The representative of Australia believed that further clarification was required
surrounding the definition proposed for “Decision” in the Draft Resolution. She tabled a
specific amendment in this regard.

151. There being no further comments, the Chair invited Australia and the EU to come
together with the Secretariat in a ‘Friends of the Chair’ group in order to finalize the text of
the Draft Resolution.

152. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November (see
heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57).

A Review Process for the Convention (Item 18.3)

153. Mr. Wold (Secretariat) made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.18.3/Rev.1: Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Convention through
a Process to Review Implementation. He noted that CMS was in a very small category of
MEAs without such a review process. The paper summarized the relevant processes used by
other MEAs and other relevant agreements to enhance implementation and compliance. The
Draft Resolution contained in the Annex to the document proposed a way forward by which
the Parties could consider establishing such a review process for CMS.

154.  The Chair opened the floor for comments.

155. Interventions were made by the representatives of Chile (on behalf of the Latin
America & Caribbean region), Ecuador, Egypt, the EU and its Member States, Israel,
Switzerland, Uganda and the Observers from ACCOBAMS, EUROBATS, IFAW, UNEP and
Wild Migration.

156. While some of the above-mentioned delegations expressed general support for the
Draft Resolution, others raised substantive concerns, relating in particular to the justification
for, and likely effectiveness of, a review process or compliance mechanism.

157. The Chair emphasized that the Draft Resolution would only establish a process for
undertaking work on this issue in the run-up to COP12. It would not be obliging the Parties to
establish a review process or compliance mechanism at the present COP. He recalled that the
slogan of COP11 was “Time for Action” and it therefore seemed a pity to defer this important
topic.

158. The representatives of Switzerland and Egypt supported the Chair’s comments.
159. The representative of New Zealand tabled a specific amendment to operative

paragraph 2 of the Draft Resolution, which she felt might offer a way forward that all Parties
could be comfortable with.
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160. Following further discussion, with additional remarks made by the representatives of
Chile, Ecuador, the EU and its Member States, Peru and Uganda, the Chair concluded that
this matter should be referred to the Drafting Group.

161. At a subsequent session of the Committee of the Whole, the Chair invited the
Secretariat to update the COW on the progress of discussions within the Drafting Group.

162. Mr. Wold (Secretariat) reported that there had been a lively debate, with views for and
against the proposals set out in the paper and Draft Resolution. Other participants had stated
that while they felt the case for embarking on such a review process had not been sufficiently
justified until now, they would be open to looking at the issue in the future.

163. Mr. Wold recalled that the intent of proposals contained in the Draft Resolution was to
establish a targeted means of providing capacity building support to assist Parties with
implementation. It was not a case of applying sanctions.

164. The Chair felt that it could be helpful to simplify the proposals somewhat, but he
invited comments from Parties to help identify whether there was a need for a further
Working Group to meet.

165. The representative of the EU and its Member States appreciated the report from the
Drafting Group but still felt there was insufficient justification of why a review process was
needed. That had to be the first step; only then could other issues be addressed.

166. The Chair emphasized that the Draft Resolution was not establishing a review process,
but simply initiated the necessary intersessional analysis required to inform an eventual
decision at COP12.

167. The representative of Switzerland shared the view of the Chair. Switzerland supported
the Draft Resolution and was open to considering a role as a funding partner.

168. The Chair indicated that Norway would also be inclined to find financial support.

169. The representative of the EU and its Member States proposed that Terms of Reference
for a possible intersessional Working Group on this matter should be submitted to the
Standing Committee for its consideration.

170. The Born Free Foundation, speaking on behalf of a coalition of NGOs, felt that the
issue of justification had been fully addressed within the existing documentation. To defer
action on this issue would send the wrong signal to the public and be a missed opportunity to
drive the Convention forward.

171. Following further discussion, with contributions from the representatives of Australia
and the EU and its Member States, the Chair proposed a series of amendments to the Draft
Resolution.

172. The representatives of the EU and its Member States and of Switzerland indicated that
they could support the Draft Resolution as amended by the Chair’s proposal.

173. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).
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COMMUNICATION, INFORMATION AND OUTREACH (ITEM 19)

Implementation of the Outreach and Communication Plan 2012-2014 (Item 19.1)
Communication, Information and Outreach Plan 2015-2017 (Item 19.2)

174,  Mr. Florian Keil (Secretariat) made a presentation introducing documents
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.19.1: Implementation of the Outreach and Communication Plan
2012-2014 and UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.19.2/Rev.1: Communication, Information and
Outreach Plan 2015-2017: Promoting Global Action for Migratory Species, including the
Draft Resolution contained in the Annex to the latter document.

175.  He highlighted in particular the pilot CMS/AEWA Joint Communications Team.

176. Benefits of the Joint Team included:

. Sharing many of the same communication activities, products and tools;

o Sharing specialist expertise — information management, campaigns,
press/media work, publications, social media, audio-visual, multi-media,
website etc.;

o Strengthened coordination, sharing of resources; and

o A more strategic approach to communications.

177. Challenges included:

. Adapting to the changes inherent in merging the teams;

. Little time for the Joint Team to settle in prior to the COP;

. Limited capacity to cope with the workload;

. Balancing CMS and AEWA needs;

. The need for further strategic direction (hence proposed Communication
Strategy); and

o The absence of a budget for communications — a critical issue.

178.  Priority activities for 2015-2017 included:

. Development of a global Communication Strategy and Common Branding;

. Strengthening the Joint Communications, Information Management and
Awareness-raising Team; and

. Initiating the development of a Communication, Education and Public

Awareness (CEPA) Programme.

179. The observer from UNEP highlighted work underway through the Information
Knowledge Management Initiative for MEAs (MEA IKM) that was coordinated by UNEP.

180. The Executive Secretary of AEWA thanked Mr. Keil and his team. 2014 had been a
year of transition and there had not yet been much time for the team to settle in. Thanks
were due to colleagues for the efforts made to adapt to working together and he wished to
reaffirm his confidence in the whole team. The work being undertaken would ensure greater
visibility for CMS, AEWA and the wider CMS Family. The AEWA Secretariat encouraged
support for the Draft Resolution and also voluntary contributions to enable implementation
of the 2015-2017 Communications Plan.
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181. The representative of the EU and its Member States considered that the establishment
of the Joint Team was a relevant example of synergy and could be considered as a pilot
project demonstrating the advantages of sharing services. With regard to CEPA, the EU
suggested that integration with CEPA efforts, developed under CBD and Ramsar, should be
considered, rather than a stand-alone CMS/AEWA CEPA initiative. The EU endorsed the
Communication, Information and Outreach Plan 2015-2017, while recognizing that
implementation was dependent upon the availability of adequate resources. The EU supported
the Draft Resolution, subject to incorporation of some minor amendments that had been
communicated to the Secretariat.

182. The representative of Senegal agreed that it was beneficial for CMS and AEWA to
work together in this way and the benefits of synergy had been seen in the field, for example
through support provided for World Migratory Bird Day.

183. The Chair concluded that the documents under this item had been broadly supported
by the COW, subject to some minor amendments to the Draft Resolution.

184. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Analysis and Synthesis of National Reports (Item 19.3)

185. Mr. Francisco Rilla (Secretariat) briefly introduced this Agenda Item and invited
Ms. Patricia Cremona (UNEP/WCMC) to make a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.19.3: Analysis and Synthesis of National Reports.

186. Ms. Cremona recalled that the online reporting system had been used for the first time
for national reports to COP11. Half of CMS Parties had submitted national reports in time to
be included in the analysis. Europe was the region with the highest response rate (69 per cent
of 42 Parties); Africa was the region with the lowest response rate (32 per cent of 44 Parties).
Among the principal conclusions were that: Parties were taking action against threats; a
majority of Parties prohibited taking of Appendix | species; migratory species had increased
in certain areas; Parties were collaborating to implement transboundary measures; and there
was evidence of increasing public awareness.

187. Recommendations arising from the analysis were that Parties should complete
adoption of legislation prohibiting take of Appendix | species; take increased action to
mitigate threats; and increase cooperation, capacity-building and knowledge-sharing.

188. In addition, CMS should enhance collaboration with related international agreements
and bodies, and advance online information management to support implementation. There
was also a need for increased funding and capacity for effective implementation.

189. UNEP/WCMC would welcome feedback from Parties on their experience of using the
online reporting system.

190. The representatives of Costa Rica, Egypt, Kenya and South Africa welcomed the
online reporting system, emphasizing the value to Parties. However, attention was also drawn
to opportunities for further streamlining the system to make it more user-friendly, particularly
with regard to generating printed reports.
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191. Mr. Rilla and Ms. Cremona confirmed that the online reporting format would be
further developed under the framework of the new CMS Strategic Plan. The CMS Secretariat
and UNEP/WCMC were committed to making the revised format as helpful as possible to
Parties. Feedback such as the comment on the difficulty of printing clear reports from the
system would be valuable in making such changes.

World Migratory Bird Day (item 19.4)

192. The representative of Kenya briefly introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.19.4: World Migratory Bird Day, which included a Draft Resolution
on this topic.

193. The representative of the EU and its Member States supported the Draft Resolution.

194. The Chair, supported by the representative of Kenya, confirmed that the square
brackets around one section of text should be removed.

195. The representative of Ecuador invited all delegations to support the Draft Resolution
but noted that May was not a suitable month for World Migratory Bird Day (WMBD) to be
held in much of the Latin America & Caribbean region; October would be much better.

196. The Chair noted that the issue of the timing of WMBD had been raised on a number of
previous occasions and asked the Secretariat to take note of Ecuador’s concerns and to engage
with Ecuador bilaterally on this matter after the COP.

197. The Chair concluded that the document and its associated Draft Resolution appeared
to be ready for endorsement and forwarding to the Plenary for adoption.

198. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

CAPACITY BUILDING (ITEM 20)

Implementation of the Capacity Building Strategy 2012-2014 (Item 20.1)
Capacity Building Strategy 2015-2017 (Item 20.2)

199. Mr. Rilla (Secretariat) introduced documents UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.20.1:
Implementation  of the Capacity Building Work Plan  2012-2014 and
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.20.2: CMS Capacity Building Strategy 2015-2017.

200. The observer from UNEP recalled that UNEP had supported the CMS Manual for
National Focal Points, CMS regional consultations in Africa and the Pacific and development
of a CMS e-learning course under the umbrella of the InforMEA initiative. UNEP had also
furthered the objectives of biodiversity-related MEAs through capacity building workshops
for the development of National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs). UNEP
welcomed the CMS Capacity Building Strategy 2015-2017 and stood ready to continue to
assist.
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201. The representative of the EU and its Member States underlined that all capacity
building work should be within the framework of the new Strategic Plan for Migratory
Species and the associated Companion VVolume.

202. The representative of Argentina, speaking on behalf of the Latin America &
Caribbean region supported the Capacity Building Strategy 2015-2017, which would be of
great importance to the region. He asked the COP to consider the region as a focal point for
CMS training activities.

203. The representative of New Zealand welcomed capacity building activities by CMS,
especially the recent regional workshop for the Pacific, which had an important positive effect
in the region.

204. The Chair concluded that the COW had endorsed the Capacity Building Strategy
2015-2017 for forwarding to the Plenary.

SYNERGIES AND PARTNERSHIPS (ITEM 21)
Report on Synergies and Partnerships (Item 21.1)

205. Ms. Melanie Virtue (Secretariat) briefly introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.21.1: Report on Synergies and Partnerships.

206. The Chair opened the floor to comments.

207. The observer from the CITES Secretariat noted that the grouping of Chairs of the
Scientific Advisory Bodies of the Biodiversity-related MEAS, currently not mentioned in the
document, offered a useful platform for collaboration.

208.  There being no other interventions, the Chair concluded that the COW had taken note
of the report.

Draft Resolution: Synergies and Partnerships (Item 21.2)

209. The representative of Switzerland made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.21.2: Draft Resolution Synergies and Partnerships.

210.  The Chair opened the floor for comments.

211. The representative of the EU and its Member States endorsed the Draft Resolution and
encouraged the Secretariat and other CMS bodies to continue developing effective and
practical cooperation with relevant stakeholders, including other biodiversity instruments and
international organizations. However, the EU wished to see stronger integration with the
Convention on Biological Diversity and increased cooperation with the Ramsar Convention
and therefore requested that these aspects be covered more explicitly in a revised Draft
Resolution. Written amendments to this effect had been provided to the Secretariat.

212. The observer from the United States of America tabled amendments to the Draft
Resolution and confirmed that these had been transmitted to the Secretariat.
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213.  There being no further requests for the floor, the Chair invited the representatives of
the EU and its Member States and Switzerland and the observer from the United States of
America to work together to finalize the Draft Resolution for forwarding to the Plenary.

214. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Draft Resolution Enhancing the Relationship between the CMS Family and Civil Society
(Item 21.3)

215. Mr. Oteng-Yeboah (Ghana) made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.21.3/Rev.1: Enhancing the Relationship between the CMS Family
and the Civil Society, which included a Draft Resolution submitted by the Government of
Ghana.

216. It was timely and appropriate that CMS Parties were fully apprised of what the NGO
community might be able to contribute to CMS in future. Models needed to be explored to
facilitate NGO involvement in CMS processes, and Wild Migration had agreed to take a lead
in this. Mr. Oteng-Yeboah concluded by inviting the COW to support the Draft Resolution
contained in document COP11/Doc.21.3.

217. The Chair reminded the Meeting that this Agenda Item had been brought forward at
the request of Brazil so that it could be referred to the Drafting Group for further discussion
and amendment. The floor was opened for preliminary comments.

218. Interventions were made by the representatives of Australia, Brazil, Chile, Egypt and
the EU and its Member States, together with observers from the Born Free Foundation, IFAW
and Wild Migration. All speakers thanked the Government of Ghana for preparing the
document and all looked forward to further discussions in the Drafting Group.

219. Substantive points raised included the need for enhanced cooperation — not only with
NGOs as expressed in the text, but also among CMS Parties — and the need to make full use
of available ‘citizen science’.

220. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 6 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

CMS INSTRUMENTS (ITEM 22)

Implementation of Existing Instruments (Item 22.1)
Developing, Resourcing and Servicing CMS Agreements (Item 22.2)
Assessment of MoUs and their Viability (Item 22.3)

221. Ms. Virtue (Secretariat) introduced documents UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.22.1:
Implementation of Existing CMS Instruments and UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.22.3: An
Assessment of MoUs and their Viability. These covered 19 MoUs, plus the Gorilla Agreement
which was implemented in the same way as an MoU. A total of 14 MoUs and the Gorilla
Agreement were serviced by the Secretariat, three instruments were serviced by out posted
offices of the Secretariat and two by Parties themselves. A difficult situation had arisen since
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the number of instruments had increased but not the funding for their coordination or
implementation.

222. Ms. Virtue introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.22.2: Developing,
Resourcing and Servicing CMS Agreements: A Policy Approach and in particular the Draft
Resolution contained in Annex 2. Parties had requested the development of a set of criteria to
guide the development of any future agreements and 14 such criteria were presented.

223. The representative of Chile, referring to document COP11/Doc.22.1, observed that a
Plan of Action for Andean Flamingos had been developed under the Andean Flamingo MoU
but that the First Meeting of Signatories to the MoU was still pending. She expressed a wish
to schedule such a meeting during COP11 so that the relevant countries could take forward
the MoU. Document COP11/Doc.22.3 indicated incorrectly that there were information gaps
for certain species in the Latin America & Caribbean region. All relevant information had
already been communicated to the Secretariat.

224. The representative of Belarus, as a key Range State, reported on the status of the
Aquatic Warbler MoU. Belarus considered the MoU to be a useful tool for management of the
species, and the sharp declines that had occurred during the 20™ century had been stabilized.
Belarus thanked the Secretariat for its support and invited those Range States that were not
yet Signatories to join the MoU as soon as possible.

225. The representative of the EU and its Member States expressed satisfaction with
progress reported on most MoUs but found it unfortunate that some were not functioning
properly. The EU tabled proposed amendments to the Annex of the Draft Resolution
contained in document COP11/Doc.22.2.

226. The representative of Argentina followed up the intervention of Chile on document
COP11/Doc.22.1, by noting that information provided by Argentina on actions taken for the
conservation of the Ruddy-headed Goose (Chloephaga rubidiceps) were not reflected in the
report. Argentina had reported actions under the MoUs on the Ruddy-headed Goose and
Huemul (Hippocamelus bisulcus) at a workshop held in Santiago, and offered to provide any
further information required.

227. The representative of Switzerland welcomed the reports and the suggested criteria and
supported the Draft Resolution. However, some improvements in clarity were needed in
document COP11/Doc.22.2, for the benefit of those developing new instruments in the future.

228. The representative of Senegal enquired about the MoU on the Atlantic Marine Turtles.
The Coordination Unit in Dakar had been closed, since then the MoU had ceased to function
effectively.

229. The observer from the United States of America noted that her country was a
Signatory to several CMS MoUs. Under Agenda Item 22.2 the United States of America
supported the concept of criteria for assessing proposals for species-specific instruments.
With regard to Agenda Item 22.3, it was pleasing to note that the vast majority of comments
made by the United States of America and other countries had been reflected in the document.

230. Ms. Virtue responded on behalf of the Secretariat. She thanked Chile and Argentina
for their comments regarding information on South American species. The Secretariat greatly
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appreciated the efforts of the region and confirmed that all the expected information had been
received by the Secretariat, even if this was not explicit in the document. The Secretariat had
noted the request for a Meeting of Signatories to the Andean Flamingo MoU. The point raised
by Senegal had been taken on board and underlined the difficulty of working on many MoUs
with so little funding.

231. The Chair observed that Parties had endorsed the Draft Resolution contained in
document COP11/Doc.22.2 subject to inclusion of the amendments tabled by the EU. He
concluded that that the Draft Resolution could then be forwarded to the Plenary for adoption.

232. A final version of the Draft Resolution was subsequently endorsed by the COW on
9 November (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57).

Concerted and Cooperative Actions (Item 22.4)

233.  Mr. Barbieri (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.22.4:
Concerted and Cooperative Actions, drawing attention to the Draft Resolution contained in the
document. A voluntary contribution from Germany had supported a consultant to develop a
proposed rationale, criteria and guidance on designating species for Concerted or Cooperative
Actions, and on the outcomes sought when species were proposed for such Actions.

234. The EU and its Member States supported consolidating the two categories of actions
in a single category of “Concerted Actions”. The Draft Resolution should specify this
explicitly and it might be appropriate to repeal parts of Res.3.2 and Res.5.2 which had defined
Concerted and Cooperative Actions thus far. Implementation of the measures set out in the
consultant’s recommendations should be completed by COP12 and undertaken in the
framework of preparing the Companion Volume under the new Strategic Plan.

235.  Mr. Barbieri confirmed that the Secretariat would liaise with the consultant to clarify
whether the proposal of the EU would require revision of the Draft Resolution.

236. The Chair observed that the absence of comments from other delegates suggested that

the EU’s proposal could be endorsed. He invited the EU to liaise directly with the Secretariat

to amend the Draft Resolution, if necessary, so that it could be taken forward to Plenary.

237. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November

(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).
CONSERVATION ISSUES (ITEM 23)

Avian Species (Item 23.1)

Programme of Work for Migratory Birds and Flyways (Item 23.1.1)

238. Mr. Borja Heredia (Secretariat) referred the Meeting to document

UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.1.1: Programme of Work for Migratory Birds and Flyways

including the Draft Resolution contained in Annex | to the document, as well as the

Programme of Work on Migratory Birds and Flyways (2014-2023) contained in Annex 2, and
the Americas Flyways Framework contained in Annex 3.
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239. Mr. Taej Mundkur, Chair of the Intersessional Working Group on Flyways, made a
presentation introducing these documents and the supporting information papers. This work
had been mandated by Resolution 10.10 and there had been two meetings, in Jamaica in
March 2014 and in Bonn in July 2014. The main focus of the Draft Resolution was the
implementation of the Programme of Work, and the Americas Flyway Framework.

240. The representative of Switzerland welcomed and fully supported the Draft Resolution,
the Programme of Work (POW) and its Annexes. The POW provided a good example of how
to implement the mission of CMS under the new Strategic Plan. The Plan was very ambitious,
and the POW would help the Parties and others to focus on priority actions.

241. The representative of the United States of America believed that the Migratory Bird
Framework for the Americas could make an important contribution to bird conservation, at
last extending substantial CMS efforts on migratory birds to the Western Hemisphere. Thanks
were due to the Secretariat, including the Washington Officer, for strengthening links between
CMS and the Western Hemisphere Migratory Species Initiative (WHMSI).

242. The representative of the EU and its Member States supported the adoption of the
Draft Resolution and the associated documents, and recognized a need to streamline and focus
the actions foreseen by Resolution 10.10 (on Guidance on Global Flyway Conservation and
Options for Policy Arrangements) into more detailed and specific programmes. The EU
considered the POW to be a useful tool to better drive the planning and development of
conservation actions for migratory birds and their habitats, and hoped that there would be
adequate funds dedicated to the implementation of the POW.

243. The representative of Egypt endorsed the Draft Resolution with minor suggested
amendments.

244. The representative of Ecuador, on behalf of the Latin America & Caribbean region,
welcomed this very complete and ambitious document. The region especially recognized the
value of the Migratory Bird Framework for the Americas. A wide range of initiatives would
be able to use this as a common platform to protect migratory bird species. An amendment to
the Draft Resolution was suggested to ensure an effective framework in the intersessional
period.

245.  The representative of the Philippines endorsed the documents, particularly welcoming
the clear timeline and indicators. The Philippines belonged to the East Asian — Australasian
Flyway Partnership and the POW provided guidance relevant to this and all flyways.

246. The representative of Kyrgyzstan welcomed and supported the POW, and in the light
of continuing decreases in populations of Central Asian migratory birds, supported the
initiative to join the Central Asian Flyway to AEWA. AEWA was a more powerful
conservation tool than the Central Asian Flyway Action Plan, which had not implemented any
significant activities in its nine years of existence.

247. The representative of Brazil supported the Draft Resolution, recalling that Brazil had
participated since 2008 in implementing the Action Plan of the MoU on the Conservation of
Southern South American Migratory Grassland Bird Species and Their Habitats. Brazil
implemented large-scale bird banding activities, and a team from the National Center for Bird
Conservation Research was also working continuously on the standardization of data
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collection protocols for migratory birds in Brazil, with published protocols available online.
Brazil offered to host a workshop in 2015 with the goal of integrating and merging initiatives
in order to implement the POW, especially through an integrated Action Plan for the
Americas Flyways.

248. The representative of Pakistan welcomed the document and requested information
from the Secretariat about the proposed merger of the Central Asian Flyway Action Plan and
AEWA.

249. The representative of Argentina supported the comments made by Ecuador and
welcomed Brazil’s offer to host a workshop. A minor proposed amendment would be
provided to the Secretariat.

250. Final versions of the Draft Resolution and POW were endorsed by the COW on
9 November (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Guidelines to Prevent Poisoning of Migratory Birds (Item 23.1.2)

251. Mr. Heredia (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.1.2:
Review and Guidelines to Prevent the Risk of Poisoning of Migratory Birds including the
Draft Resolution contained in Annex | of the document. The document had been prepared by
the Intersessional Working Group to Prevent Bird Poisoning and the draft Guidelines, which
covered different types of poisoning, had been discussed in a technical workshop.

252. The Chair noted that the document was undergoing detailed consideration in the Avian
Issues Working Group and requested only brief interventions in the COW.

253.  The observer from the United States of America stated that regulation of ammunition
for the protection of wildlife was the responsibility of individual states of the USA. She
confirmed that the US Federal Government would not be in a position to implement the
portions of the guidelines relating to lead in ammunition.

254. The observer from SEO/BirdLife International noted that COP11 could mark the
beginning of the end with regard to lead poisoning of migratory birds, as well as of many
other forms of poisoning. He urged Parties to adopt the Draft Resolution.

255.  The representative of the EU and its Member States confirmed that the EU strongly
supported the objectives of the document, and would welcome close cooperative working on
this issue with other organizations such as the Bern and Ramsar Conventions. The EU had
raised a number of issues for discussion in the Avian Issues Working Group.

256. The representative of Tunisia recalled that the Tunisian Government had hosted a
Working Group meeting on bird poisoning in May 2013. He supported the Draft Resolution
and Guidelines and called on all Parties to support the prevention of poisoning of migratory
birds, which often also affected people.

257. The representative of Peru fully supported implementing the actions contained in the

Draft Resolution and reported that lead shot was already banned for shooting over wetlands in
her country.
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258.  The representative of the Philippines supported the Draft Resolution and Guidelines as
well as the associated technical review (UNEP/CMS/COP11/Inf.34: Review of the Ecological
Effects of Poisoning on Migratory Birds: Report).

259. The Chair invited all interested participants to contribute to discussions in the Avian
Issues Working Group.

260. A duly revised Draft Resolution and associated Guidelines were endorsed by the
COW on 9 November (see heading:-Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page
57 below).

Illegal Killing, Taking and Trade of Migratory Birds (Item 23.1.3)

261. Mr. Heredia (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.1.3:
Preventing the Illegal Killing, Taking and Trade of Migratory Birds including the Draft
Resolution contained in the Annex to the document. He stressed that this Draft Resolution had
nothing to do with legal, regulated hunting. The Draft Resolution called for a special Task
Force to address illegal killing in the Mediterranean region, which was one of the areas where
the issue was most prevalent. This Draft Resolution complemented Draft Resolution 23.4.7 on
Wildlife Crime.

262. The Chair noted that the document was undergoing detailed discussion by the Avian
Issues Working Group and requested brief interventions only.

263. The representative of the European Union and its Member States appreciated the
recent efforts made by the CMS Secretariat, including work with the Bern Convention,
regarding prevention of the illegal Kkilling, taking and trade of migratory birds. The
development of synergies among several international organizations represented an important
step forward in combating wildlife crime. In this context, CMS could play an important role,
promoting cooperation and sharing of information. For these reasons, the EU and its Member
States supported the aims of the Draft Resolution, but had tabled a number of amendments
within the Avian Issues Working Group.

264. The representative of Egypt endorsed the Draft Resolution. His country was a
migratory bottleneck for over 250 migratory bird species and in recent years, illegal killing
had become a major problem. The Governments of Germany and Switzerland, together with
BirdLife International, had pledged to assist with the prevention of illegal killing, and the
issue had been discussed at ministerial level. A framework of action with well-defined
objectives had been prepared, and the formation of the Task Force was seen as being a crucial
development.

265. The representative of Ecuador noted that hunting was still unregulated in some South
American countries. A pilot activity similar to that for the Mediterranean region would be
worth considering for Latin America. Marine birds on the Pacific coast and shorebirds on
north-east coast were particularly at risk.

266. The Chair noted that the document was undergoing detailed discussion within the

Avian Issues Working Group and postponed further discussion in the COW, pending receipt
of a revised text.
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267. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Conservation of Landbirds in the African-Eurasian Region (Item 23.1.4)

268. Mr. Heredia (Secretariat) referred the Meeting  to document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.1.4: Conservation of Migratory Landbirds in the African-
Eurasian Region, including the Draft Resolution contained in Annex | of the document.

269.  Mr. Olivier Biber (Switzerland), the Chair of the Working Group that had drafted the
Action Plan, introduced the document in more detail. The Action Plan had been mandated
under Resolution 10.27, and had been finalized during a meeting held in Accra at the
invitation of the Government of Ghana, with financial support from the Swiss Government.
Following wide consultation by email, the final document had been reviewed by the 41%
Meeting of the CMS Standing Committee in November 2013. The Action Plan was a
complementary instrument to AEWA and the Raptors MoU, covering the remaining
migratory bird species in the African-Eurasian flyways. A number of proposed modifications
to the Draft Resolution and Action Plan were being considered by the Avian Issues Working
Group.

270. The Chair postponed further discussion in the COW, pending receipt of a revised text
from the Avian Issues Working Group.

271. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Conservation of the Saker Falcon (Item 23. 1.5)
Summary Report of the Saker Falcon Task Force (Item 23.1.5.1)
Saker Falcon Global Action Plan (SakarGAP) (Item 23.1.5.2)

272. Mr. Nick Williams (Secretariat) referred the Meeting to documents
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.1.5.1: Summary Report of the Saker Falcon Task Force,
including the Draft Resolution contained in an Annex to the document, and
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.1.5.2: Saker Falcon Falco cherrug Global Action Plan
(SakerGAP), including a Management and Monitoring System to Conserve the Species.

273.  Mr. Colin Galbraith gave a presentation summarizing the work of the Saker Falcon
Task Force and the development of the Global Action Plan (GAP). The Task Force had been
established by Resolution 10.28. An open process of cooperation involving dialogue and
compromise among all stakeholders had been a key part of the successful development of the
GAP. The main objective of the GAP was to re-establish a healthy and self-sustaining
population of Saker Falcons throughout the species’ range. A core issue was sustainable use,
with a move towards legal, sustainable harvesting. A programme of conservation
management would be established in nesting areas with robust monitoring and regular
reporting. The Draft Resolution had seven objectives, including generating resources,
continuing stakeholder engagement and facilitating implementation.

274. Mr. Galbraith warmly thanked the Parties and other organizations that had contributed

to the partnership. He acknowledged the Parties for approving funding for the Task Force;
CITES for its high-quality input; and the Saudi Wildlife Authority and the EU for funding and
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support. Long-term support had been provided by the Environment Agency, Abu Dhabi on
behalf of the Government of the United Arab Emirates. Thanks were also due to the
International Association for Falconry and Conservation of Birds of Prey and to the members
of the Task Force themselves. Finally, the support provided by the Coordination Unit for the
Raptors MoU had been nothing short of superb.

275.  The representative of the United Arab Emirates expressed his gratitude for the work of
the Saker Falcon Task Force and appreciation of the transparent approach taken. The United
Arab Emirates had hosted two meetings of the Task Force and stakeholder workshops
involving 100 participants. He expected the work of the Task Force to continue and saw the
GAP as an opportunity to re-establish flourishing populations of Saker Falcons.

276. The representative of Pakistan, speaking as a member of the Task Force, congratulated
both Mr. Galbraith and Mr. Williams and his team. He urged Parties to endorse the GAP and
the Draft Resolution.

277. The representative of Egypt thanked members of the Saker Falcon Task Force for their
excellent work and urged all Parties to endorse the Draft Resolution.

278.  The representative of the European Union and its Member States considered the high-
quality GAP to be a good model for future Single Species Action Plans. It was now important
to endorse the Draft Resolution and to implement the GAP.

279.  The observer from the CITES Secretariat welcomed the Task Force report and the
GAP. International trade was a significant issue for this species, and CITES had taken an
active part in the preparation of the GAP including the leveraging of funds. CITES
appreciated the open way the process had been conducted, and Mr. Galbraith and the
Environment Agency, Abu Dhabi deserved great credit. Implementation was now crucial and
CITES stood ready to assist. He hoped that the Parties would be able to adopt the GAP.

280. The observer from the International Association for Falconry and Conservation of
Birds of Prey (IAF) welcomed the GAP and its four proposed flagship projects to initiate the
conservation programme for this species. The IAF offered to take the lead in funding and
managing one of the four projects: establishment of an internet portal to facilitate information
exchange and build trust between falconers, trappers, falcon hospitals, researchers and
conservationists.

281. The final text of the Draft Resolution, together with the GAP, was endorsed by the
COW on 9 November (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page
57 below).

Bird Taxonomy (Item 23.1.6)

282. Mr. Heredia (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.1.6:
The Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Birds Listed on the CMS Appendices. The document had
been discussed in the Avian Issues Working Group and a number of amendments had been
agreed. A revised text would be submitted to the COW in due course.

283.  The Chair postponed further discussion pending receipt of the amended document.
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284. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Aquatic Species (Item 23.2)
Conservation of Migratory Sharks and Rays (23.2.1)

285. Ms. Andrea Pauly (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.2.1:
Conservation of Migratory Sharks and Rays, including the Draft Resolution contained in the
Annex to the document.

286. The Chair opened the floor for comments.

287. The representative of Brazil summarized national measures taken for the conservation
of sharks and rays and underlined his country’s commitment to this pressing issue. Brazil
supported the Draft Resolution.

288. The representative of Ecuador supported the Draft Resolution.

289. The representative of the EU and its Member States believed the proposed listing of
additional shark species under Appendix Il of CMS could help generate momentum for the
conservation of those species, without undermining the work carried out by Regional
Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOSs) and bring added value to collective efforts for
ensuring the conservation and sustainable use of sharks. Nevertheless, the EU wished to see
several amendments incorporated before it would be able to endorse the Draft Resolution,
and, therefore, proposed forwarding the document to the Aquatic Issues Working Group for
further consideration.

290. The representative of the United Arab Emirates noted that shark-finning was banned
in his country. The United Arab Emirates should, therefore, be included in the listing
contained in the document of countries where shark-finning was banned.

291. The representatives of Argentina, Chile, Egypt and Senegal all endorsed the Draft
Resolution.

292. The observer from Humane Society International (speaking also on behalf of a
coalition of other NGOs), supported the Draft Resolution, congratulated Sweden for
becoming the newest signatory to the Sharks MoU, and called on other Range States that had
yet to sign the MoU to do so as soon as possible.

293. The representative of the United States of America, noting that her country was a
Signatory of the Sharks MoU, supported the Draft Resolution subject to inclusion of a few
minor amendments. The United States of America was ready to work with others on this
Agenda Item in the Aquatic Issues Working Group.

294. The Chair concluded that further consideration would indeed be referred to the

Aquatic Issues Working Group and that the COW would revert to this Agenda Item in a later
session.
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295. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Action Plan for the Loggerhead Turtle in the South Pacific Ocean (Item 23.2.2)

296. The representative of Australia reported that, following the emergence of this issue at
the Strategic Scientific Council Meeting in October 2013, Australia had worked closely with
the COP-Appointed Councillor for Marine Turtles, Mr. Colin Limpus, to organize a technical
meeting to elaborate a Single Species Action Plan (SSAP) for Loggerhead Turtles in the
South Pacific Ocean. The Technical Meeting had been held in Brisbane, Australia, in March
2014 and brought together experts from all relevant countries, to produce a draft SSAP
addressing the threats to this population. This draft was considered at the 18"™ Meeting of the
Scientific Council and was supported unanimously. It was now being submitted to COP11 for
consideration by Parties. The Aquatic Issues Working Group had reviewed the draft SSAP
and associated Draft Resolution and agreed to it being presented to the COW, subject to
comments from the United States of America being resolved. Australia, the United States of
America and the COP-Appointed Councillor had now reached consensus on the amendments
to be included. The revised Draft Resolution would now be considered further by the Aquatic
Issues Working Group.

297. Mr. Colin Limpus made a  presentation introducing  document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.2.2: Draft Single Species Action Plan for the Loggerhead Turtle
in the South Pacific Ocean, including the Draft Resolution contained in Annex 1 to the
document.

298. The representative of Ecuador, supported by Chile, endorsed the adoption of the
Single Species Action Plan. She stressed the importance of establishing the synergies
mentioned in the presentation and referred to Ecuador’s national action plan for marine
turtles.

299. The representative of the EU and its Member States endorsed the Draft Resolution and
SSAP, pointing to the current lack of international conservation measures to reduce bycatch in
pelagic fishing gear.

300. The representative of Peru supported adoption of the SSAP and offered to submit
additional text resulting from new data available from his country. Peru supported the view of
Ecuador concerning the importance of synergies, especially with the Inter-American
Convention for the Protection of Marine Turtles.

301. The representative of the United States of America supported the adoption of the SSAP
and requested the Secretariat and Parties to work on implementation and awareness-raising.

302. The representative of Argentina also supported the SSAP and highlighted an
opportunity for cooperation with the Inter-American Convention for the Protection of Marine
Turtles at its next COP, due to be held in Mexico in 2015.

303. The representative of Fiji recognized the importance of cooperation with the SPREP

Regional Turtle Action Plan, and pledged to voice support for the SSAP at the forthcoming
meeting of the Western Pacific Fisheries Commission in Samoa.
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304. The Chair invited the representative of Australia to collate any further proposed
amendments and to forward the final draft of the SSAP and Draft Resolution for endorsement
by the COW in due course.

305. A duly revised Draft Resolution and the associated SSAP were endorsed by the COW on
9 November (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Live Capture of Cetaceans from the Wild for Commercial Purposes (Item 23.2.3)

306. Ms .Heidrun Frisch (Secretariat) introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.2.3/Rev.1: Live Captures of Cetaceans from the Wild for
Commercial Purposes, including the Draft Resolution contained in Annex Il of the document,
which had been submitted by the Principality of Monaco. Annex | provided background
information and was a result of deliberations of the Aquatic Mammals Working Group of the
Scientific Council, which had reviewed and amended the Draft Resolution.

307. The Chair advised that this Agenda Item would be discussed further in the Aquatic
Issues Working Group, but opened the floor to preliminary comments.

308. The representative of Monaco said that live capture of cetaceans had consequences for
their populations, and especially for the structure of their social groups. The Draft Resolution
strengthened the conservation of small cetaceans by providing strict protection measures and
by stressing the importance of regional and international cooperation.

309. The representative of Chile, representing the Latin America & Caribbean region,
observed that the document conformed with the Buenos Aires group under the International
Whaling Commission in respecting the moratorium on commercial hunting of cetaceans. The
region was committed to non-lethal use of cetaceans through whale watching.

310. The observer from the ACCOBAMS Secretariat stated that the document was in line
with ACCOBAMS obijectives, especially Article 2 of the Agreement.

311. The observer from the CITES Secretariat recalled that the capture of live cetaceans
was within the purview of CITES. He sought amendments to two operative paragraphs of the
Draft Resolution, to ensure that this did not lead to a conflict of interests.

312. The observer from the Whale and Dolphin Conservation expressed support for the
document.

313. The representative of the EU and its Member States, supported by Egypt, drew
attention to the animal welfare implications of live cetacean capture and supported the Draft
Resolution.

314. The representative of Ecuador supported the Draft Resolution and reported that ten
years of whale watching in Ecuador had generated US$ 60 million and greatly assisted local
communities. Non-lethal use of cetaceans was considerably more effective than capture.

315. The observer from Humane Society International called for a strong and vigorous
Resolution to maximize its effectiveness.

38



Meeting Report CMS COP11 Proceedings: Part |
39 of 76

316. The Chair recalled that this Agenda Item would be further discussed in the Aquatic
Issues Working Group and an amended version of the Draft Resolution would be brought
forward for the COW to consider in due course.

317. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November (see
heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Conservation Implications of Cetacean Culture (Item 23.2.4)

318. Ms. Frisch (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.2.4:
Conservation Implications of Cetacean Culture, including the Draft Resolution contained in
the Annex to the document. This work had arisen from CMS Resolution 10.15. A workshop
in London in April 2014 had defined ‘culture’ as “information or behaviours that are shared
by a community and acquired through social learning from conspecifics”. Culture could
increase negative outcomes or increase population viability, and help define boundaries for
the delineation of units for conservation. The Draft Resolution highlighted the implications of
cetacean culture, requested the Scientific Council to appoint an intersessional Expert Group,
and provided advice to Parties on a precautionary approach.

319. The Chair advised that this Agenda Item would be discussed further in the Aquatic
Issues Working Group, but opened the floor to preliminary comments.

320. The representative of Monaco remarked that this document represented a new stage in
terms of the concepts and application of CMS.

321. The representative of Chile, on behalf of the Latin America & Caribbean region,
endorsed the Draft Resolution.

322. The representative of the EU and its Member States acknowledged the pioneering
nature of this work and, subject to inclusion of a number of amendments, supported the Draft
Resolution. The EU looked forward to contributing to discussions in the Aquatic Issues
Working Group.

323. The representative of New Zealand considered many aspects of cetacean culture to be
relevant to other vertebrates, probably involving all groups.

324. The observer from the Whale and Dolphin Conservation observed that units for
conservation purposes were usually defined on the basis of genetics. The identification of
cultural units presented a new challenge, but conservation measures could be improved by
recognizing cultural units.

325. The observer from Humane Society International considered that it made solid
scientific sense to include social biology in efforts to conserve cetaceans. He noted that the
Meeting had received a letter of support for the Resolution from Mr. Rendell and
Mr. Whitehead, which was available under ‘statements’ on the CMS COP11 webpage and
annexed to the present report.

326. The Chair recalled that this Agenda Item would be further discussed in the Aquatic

Issues Working Group and an amended version of the Draft Resolution would be brought
forward for the COW to consider in due course.
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327. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November (see
heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Terrestrial Species (Item 23.3)

Central Asian Mammals Initiative (Item 23.3.1)
Guidelines on Wildlife-friendly Infrastructure Design for Central Asia (Item 23.3.2)
Draft Action Plan for the Conservation of Argali (Item 23.3.3)

328. Ms. Christiane Rottger (Secretariat) made a presentation presenting three documents:
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.3.1/Rev.1: Central Asian Mammals Initiative (CAMI), including
the  Draft Resolution contained in an  Annex to the  document;
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.3.2: Guidelines on Mitigating the Impact of Linear
Infrastructure and Related Disturbance on Mammals in Central Asia; and
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.3.3: Draft International Single Species Action Plan for the
Conservation of the Argali.

329. The Draft Resolution contained in the Annex to Doc.23.3.1 had been considered by
the 18™ Meeting of the Scientific Council and at a regional workshop of Range States hosted
by the Government of Kyrgyzstan and funded by the Governments of Germany and
Switzerland, together with the European Union.

330. Doc.23.3.2 included guidelines on addressing a number of issues related to the roads,
railways, boundary fences and other linear infrastructure which were a growing problem for
migratory mammals in Central Asia. A workshop held in Germany in 2013, with financial
support from the Government of Germany, had resulted in a Declaration of Intent and an
Action Plan. Subsequently, Conservation Guidelines covering 12 species in eight Central
Asian countries had been developed by the Wildlife Conservation Society with funding from
the Swiss Government.

331. Doc.23.3.3 concerned an Action Plan that had been developed for the largest wild
sheep species, found in 11 countries of Central Asia.

332. Ms. Lira Joldubaeva, focal point for the Central Asian Mammals Initiative (CAMI), in
Kyrgyzstan, presented CAMI’s Programme of Work (POW) in more detail. Central Asia was
one of the last regions in the world still supporting long-distance migrations of large
mammals. CAMI covered 14 countries and 14 species. The Programme of Work 2014-2020
included a vision of secure and viable populations of migratory mammals that ranged across
the landscapes of Central Asia in healthy ecosystems, and that were valued by, and brought
benefits to, local communities and all stakeholders. Its principal goal was to improve the
conservation of migratory large mammals and their habitats in the Central Asian region by
strengthening coordination and cross-border cooperation.

333. The representative of Switzerland noted that Central Asia hosted some of the most
important mammal migrations in the world but had been neglected by international
conservation initiatives for too long. He considered the work of CAMI to be deserving of full
support, and suggested that the approach could be useful in other regions.
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334. The representative of Pakistan welcomed the initiative and stressed that the success of
CAMI had only been possible because of local community involvement. He urged Parties to
support CAMI and community managed conservation.

335. The representative of Kyrgyzstan, supported by Tajikistan, endorsed the Argali Action
Plan and the Draft Resolution.

336. The representative of the European Union and its Member States welcomed the
progress made since COP10. There was a need to establish a Central Asia Officer and to
make a provisional budget for the Argali Action Plan. The EU noted that the guidelines on
linear infrastructure had not been reviewed by the Scientific Council and invited the
Secretariat to ensure that in future any such technical reports were submitted to the Scientific
Council for review.

337. The observer from the CITES Secretariat recalled that many mammal species in
Central Asia were listed on CITES Appendices. International trade in hunting trophies of
some of them could, in certain circumstances, be an important conservation incentive. The
two Conventions needed to work together on this. CITES had therefore played an active part
in the drafting of both CAMI and the Argali Action Plan, and had also commissioned three
study reports as a contribution to this effort. CITES hoped that the Meeting would adopt
CAMI and the Action Plan for the Argali and looked forward to working with CMS on their
implementation.

338. The observer from the Conservation Force, speaking also on behalf of the Wild Sheep
Foundation, welcomed the much-needed unified conservation approach to Central Asian
mammals. The Argali Action Plan was a very useful basis for community-based conservation
and both organizations looked forward to helping where they could.

339. At the invitation of the Chair, the COW (at its session on 9 November) endorsed the
final versions of the Draft Resolutions relating to CAMI and the Argali Action Plan, as well
as the Guidelines on linear infrastructure (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments
Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Crosscutting Conservation Issues (Item 23.4)
Ecological Networks (Item 23.4.1)

Application of Ecological Networks to CMS to CMS (Item 23.4.1.1)
Strategic Review of Aspects of Ecological Networks relating to Migratory Species (Item
23.4.1.2)

340. Mr. Barbieri (Secretariat) made a presentation introducing documents
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.1.1: Review of the Application of Ecological Networks to CMS
and UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.1.2: Ecological Networks: A Strategic Review of Aspects
relating to Migratory Species, as well as the associated information papers COP11/Inf.22,
COP11/Inf.23, COP11/Inf.24 and COP11/Inf.25. Mr. Barbieri drew particular attention to the
Draft Resolution contained in the Annex to COP11/Doc.23.4.1.1.

341. The Chair opened the floor to comments on what he considered to be an important and
exciting initiative.
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342. The representative of the EU and its Member States supported the adoption of the
Draft Resolution, recognizing it as an indispensable step to addressing the needs of migratory
species from the perspective of ecological networks. Given that the Draft Resolution had
already benefitted from the evaluation of the CMS Scientific Council, the EU saw no need for
further amendments to the present version. The EU and its Member States looked forward to
the initiatives that would be undertaken to address this key conservation issue based on the
use of the best scientific information to guide prioritization of actions.

343. The representative of Ukraine welcomed the work being undertaken to promote the
development of ecological networks. Ecological networks, both national and regional, were a
priority of Ukraine’s ecological policy and Ukraine supported the Draft Resolution.

344. The representative of the Philippines welcomed the Draft Resolution and detailed a
number of proposed amendments that had been submitted electronically to the Secretariat.

345. The representative of Argentina thanked the Scientific Council and Secretariat for
their efforts and, while supporting the Draft Resolution in general, tabled several proposed
amendments, which would be submitted to the Secretariat electronically.

346. The observer from BirdLife International welcomed the excellent Strategic Review
and the Draft Resolution and particularly welcomed the proposed amendments tabled by the
Philippines. BirdLife International was pleased to offer further assistance on the topics
covered by the Draft Resolution.

347. The representative of South Africa supported the statement made by BirdLife
International and welcomed what it considered to be an excellent review. South Africa wished
to propose a few amendments to the Draft Resolution. These would be submitted in writing to
the Secretariat.

348. The representative of New Zealand proposed minor amendments to one operative
paragraph of the Draft Resolution and undertook to send these to the Secretariat.

349. The Chair invited all those who had commented to send any proposed amendments to
the Secretariat as soon as possible. A small Working Group would be established to take
forward this Agenda Item and the COW would return to the issue later.

350. At a subsequent session of the COW, the representative of the European Union and its
Member States reported that the EU and Argentina had held a bilateral meeting on the Draft
Resolution concerning Ecological Networks and an agreed version had been forwarded to the
Secretariat.

351. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November (see
heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Programme of Work on Climate Change and Migratory Species (Item 23.4.2)
352.  Mr. Heredia (Secretariat) briefly introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.2:

Programme of Work on Climate Change and Migratory Species, which included a Draft
Resolution submitted by Costa Rica.
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353. Ms. Gina Cuza Jones, the CMS National Focal Point for Costa Rica, and Mr. Colin
Galbraith, Chair of the Working Group on Climate Change, made a joint presentation
introducing the documents in more detail.

354. The representative of Ecuador considered the Programme of Work (POW) to be an
excellent practical example of cooperation and synergy for the CMS Family as a whole, as
well as for CMS itself. UNFCCC COP20 would soon take place in Peru, amid high
expectations. IPCC had recently highlighted the inter-relationships between climate change
and species. Ecuador, therefore, looked forward to approval by COP11 of both the POW and
the Draft Resolution itself.

355. The representative of the EU and its Member States considered the POW as a first
starting point. Much further work was still necessary. An in-depth review of the existing
scientific literature on the effects of climate changes on wild species was urgently needed, as
well as activities to stimulate analyses of relevant scientific information. At the same time
there was a need to make the best possible use of existing key case studies that provided
guidance on how best to react to the effects of climate change on migratory species. The EU
and its Member States invited the CMS Secretariat to support the Intersessional Working
Group on Climate Change, including, through promotion of fundraising activities, to
guarantee adequate financial resources.

356. However, the EU considered that this further work should be fully coordinated with
the overall work of CMS. The appropriate tool for this coordination would be the Companion
Volume under the new Strategic Plan. At national level, specific actions should be integrated
into NBSAPs and into national plans for the mitigation of and adaptation to climate change.
The EU wished to table a number of amendments to the Draft Resolution in this regard, and
confirmed it would submit these in writing. Finally, the EU invited the Secretariat to
collaborate more closely with IUCN in order to avoid duplication of species vulnerability
assessments and to report on progress in the implementation of the POW in terms of the
measures taken and their effectiveness.

357.  The representative of Australia supported the proposed POW and the present version of
the Draft Resolution. Given the significant resources that would be required for implementation,
Auwustralia suggested evaluation and prioritization of activities within the POW.

358.  The representative of Argentina welcomed the POW but indicated that it would submit to
the Secretariat some specific amendments to the Draft Resolution, in particular to make it clear
that the POW should be implemented according to the circumstances of each individual Party.

359. Endorsing the Draft Resolution and welcoming the POW, the representative of Egypt
considered that a clearer timeframe for implementation was required, and underlined the need
for significant resources. He urged countries to reflect the POW in their NBSAPs and
suggested that one pilot project should be developed to serve as a demonstration.

360. Mr. Galbraith briefly responded to some of the points raised, observing that there
seemed to be a general view that prioritization was required.

361. The Chair asked that concrete comments and proposed amendments be submitted to

the Secretariat promptly. However, it seemed as if there was broad support and it was
therefore likely that any amendments would be fairly limited in scope.
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362. A duly revised Draft Resolution and the associated POW were endorsed by the COW on
6 November (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Renewable Energy Technologies Deployment and Migratory Species (Item 23.4.3)
Renewable Energy and Migratory Species (Item 23.4.3.1)

363. The Chair informed the Meeting that, due to shortage of time, a video message by the
Director of IRENA could not be played, and invited participants to watch the video from the
COP11 website.

364.  Mr. Barbieri (Secretariat) briefly introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.3.1:
Renewable Energy and Migratory Species and the Draft Resolution contained in Annex | to
the document.

Guidelines for Sustainable Deployment (Item 23.4.3.2)

365. Mr. Jan van der Winden (Bureau Waardenburg bv.) made a presentation introducing
document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.3.2: Renewable Energy Technologies and Migratory
Species: Guidelines for Sustainable Deployment.

366. On behalf of the Secretariat, Mr. Barbieri thanked the Bureau Waardenburg for the
good work done under extremely tight time limits.

367. The representative of Brazil welcomed the efforts of the CMS Secretariat, AEWA
Secretariat, BirdLife International and IRENA in compiling the report and guidelines.
Considering that adverse impacts of renewable energy technologies could be substantially
minimized through careful site selection and planning, Brazil agreed with, and emphasized
the need to work carefully on, sensitivity mapping to inform planners and developers about
the potential importance of birds in choices regarding renewable energy construction sites. A
resolution from Brazil’s National Environmental Council had mandated the Brazilian
environment authorities to publish annually a national report detailing the main aggregation
sites known for migratory birds, as well as the known flyways within its territory, to assist in
the development of such mapping. This was now a legal obligation on the Government.

368. Brazil believed that information on which species were the most impacted could only
be achieved by means of comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) and
appropriate post-construction monitoring, resulting in a complete meta-data overview.

369. Taking these comments into account, Brazil supported the Draft Resolution and
wished to be part of this initiative when the moment came to expand the geographical scope
of the Energy Task Force beyond the African-Eurasian region to South America.

370. The representative of Egypt welcomed the guidelines and endorsed the Draft
Resolution. He suggested the removal of the square brackets from one of the operative
paragraphs and provided information on relevant experience in Egypt.

371. The representative of the EU and its Member States supported the Draft Resolution

and suggested that in its further work the Task Force should make use of existing guidelines
and experience from other conventions (e.g., Bern and Ramsar), Agreements such as
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EUROBATS and other organizations (e.g., IUCN) to avoid duplication of work and to ensure
identification of best practices.

372. The representative of South Africa welcomed the Draft Resolution and supported the
guidelines document. South Africa joined Egypt in suggesting that the square brackets could
be removed and also indicated it would submit an amendment in writing to the Secretariat.

373. The representative of Chile wondered if it was appropriate to be adopting an
information document through the Draft Resolution.

374.  The observer from the ACCOBAMS Secretariat noted that the Draft Resolution was in
line with the objectives of ACCOBAMS, notably ACCOBAMS Resolution 4.17 on
Guidelines to Address the Impact of Anthropogenic Noise on Cetaceans in the ACCOBAMS
Area. The ACCOBAMS Secretariat would provide the CMS Secretariat with the relevant
reference to Resolution 4.17 to be included in the guidelines.

375. The representative of Argentina supported the Draft Resolution and guidelines but
pointed out that document Inf.26 had been prepared without an opportunity for Parties to
make contributions. Relevant experience from Argentina could usefully be included as an
input and to help ensure there was no regional bias in the document. Argentina also wished to
bring forward amendments to the Draft Resolution emphasizing the voluntary nature of the
guidelines, whose implementation would depend on the specific circumstances of each Party.

376. The Chair asked all participants who wished to propose amendments to communicate
these to the Secretariat.

377. A duly revised Draft Resolution and the associated Guidelines were endorsed by the
COW on 7 November (see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page
57 below).

Invasive Alien Species (Item 23.4.4)

378. Mr. Heredia (Secretariaty made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.4: Review of the Impact of Invasive Alien Species on Species
under the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS), including the Draft Resolution contained
in Annex Il to the document. He noted that document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Inf.32 included the
full version of the study of the impact of invasive alien species (IAS) on migratory species.
Both the study and the Draft Resolution had been reviewed by the Scientific Council.

379. The representative of Australia supported the work of CMS on IAS and offered to
share its experiences on this issue with other Parties and organizations. He tabled a proposed
amendment to one preambular paragraph of the Draft Resolution.

380. The representatives of Chile, Costa Rica, Fiji, Peru and the United States of America
endorsed the Draft Resolution. Further amendments were tabled, involving three preambular
paragraphs.

381.  While supporting the Draft Resolution, the representative of Egypt considered that the
issue of 1AS required more innovative thinking. He suggested that a pilot project might be helpful.
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382. The representative of the EU and its Member States referred to the recent adoption of
an EU Regulation on IAS, which laid down a framework for effective EU-wide measures.
The EU supported the Draft Resolution and was pleased that it underlined the importance of
coordination with other institutions and MEAs, notably CBD. The conclusion in the report
that seabird and marine turtle populations at their breeding and nesting grounds on islands
were under greatest threat from IAS, suggested that this should be a priority for future work.
A number of minor textual amendments had been submitted to the Secretariat.

383. The representative of New Zealand was delighted that the IAS Specialist Group of
IUCN, based at the University of Auckland, had prepared the report upon which the document
was based. Proposed textual amendments had been forwarded to the Secretariat.

384. The representative of Argentina joined others in supporting the Draft Resolution and
referred to a GEF project on this issue, as well as a bilateral initiative with Chile on two
shared IAS.

385. A final version of the Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Sustainable Boat-Based Wildlife Watching Tourism (Item 23.4.5)

386. Ms. Frisch  (Secretariat) made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.5: Sustainable Boat-Based Wildlife Watching Tourism,
including the Draft Resolution contained in Annex | to the document. This issue affected all
marine species groups under CMS. There had been wide discussion within the Aquatic Issues
Working Group, and the document had already changed significantly. A revised version
would be provided to the COW for its further consideration in due course.

387. The Chair suspended further COW deliberations on this Agenda Item, pending receipt
of the revised document.

388. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November (see
heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Management of Marine Debris (Item 23.4.6)

389. Ms. Frisch  (Secretariat) made a presentation introducing document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.6: Management of Marine Debris, including the Draft
Resolution contained in Annex | to the document. Resolution 10.4 had instructed the
Scientific Council to coordinate three reviews, funded by a voluntary contribution from
Australia, covering knowledge gaps, relating to debris pathways, management and impacts on
migratory species, waste management on marine vessels, and the effectiveness of a public
awareness campaign. The reports were presented as documents UNEP/CMS/COP11/Inf.27,
Inf.28 and Inf.29. The Draft Resolution was based on the recommendations in these reviews.
The Aquatic Issues Working Group would be addressing this Agenda Item later in the day.

390. The observer from UNEP tabled an amendment to the Draft Resolution drawing

attention to the resolution on marine plastic debris and micro plastics adopted by the first
United Nations Environment Assembly (UNEA) in June 2014.
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391. The representative of Argentina considered the existence or otherwise of gaps in
legislation to be a matter for consideration at national levels. It was inappropriate to include
this topic in the present document.

392. The Chair concluded that further discussion by the COW should await receipt of a
revised text from the Working Group.

393. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 7 November (see
heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).

Wildlife Crime (Item 23.4.7)

394.  Mr. Oteng-Yeboah (Ghana) presented document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.7/Rev.1:
Fighting Wildlife Crime Within and Beyond Borders, including the Draft Resolution,
sponsored jointly by Ghana and Monaco, contained in the Annex to the document. Wildlife
crime affected economic development, national and international security, as well as
biodiversity. The Draft Resolution included measures to improve management of shared
wildlife populations, improve transboundary law enforcement, increase awareness, promote
alternative livelihoods and reduce demand for illegal wildlife products.

395. The representative of Monaco, supported by Uganda, stressed the importance of
strengthening cooperation among different bodies, including INTERPOL and CITES, and
highlighted risks to economic development and tourism. He considered improving the
traceability of illegally trafficked products in importing countries to be an important issue.

396. The representative of the EU and its Member States considered that fighting wildlife
crime was a top priority. EU Member States had been initiating, organizing and supporting
several high-level events including:

. African Elephant Summit (Gaborone, December 2013)
. Elysée Summit for Peace and Security in Africa (Paris, December 2013)
. London Summit on Illegal Wildlife Trade (London, February 2014)

397. The EU and its Member States recognized that CMS had an important role to play in
the global response to wildlife crime, both within Range States and across national borders.
The EU had tabled two amendments to an operative paragraph of the Draft Resolution.

398. The representative of Uruguay regarded the Draft Resolution as a logical
strengthening of cooperation between CMS and CITES. Almost all CMS Parties were also
Parties to CITES but not all species on CMS Appendices were also listed by CITES. The
language used in reference to crime needed to be amended, since illegal wildlife crime was
not subject to criminal penal action in many countries. Use of terms such as “violation” or
“offence” would help in this regard.

399. The representative of Brazil, supported by Chile, endorsed the Draft Resolution. He
considered it an advantage that it did not involve new lines of work for the CMS Secretariat.
Brazil considered references to national and regional security to be exaggerated and in need of
amendment or deletion. Brazil believed the Draft Resolution could be strengthened in its
operative part by means of the inclusion of two additional paragraphs. These would suggest
additional measures for Parties and non-Parties to enhance cooperation for preventing and
minimizing the damage created by wildlife crime within and beyond borders. With these and
other minor amendments, Brazil was ready to support the Draft Resolution.
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400. The representative of Kenya expressed strong concern over poaching for elephant
ivory and rhino horn. The document provided a means for CMS to respond to the seriousness
of these threats. He suggested an amendment to one operational paragraph, but urged all
Parties to support the Draft Resolution.

401. The representative of Pakistan referred to the widespread illegal trade in the Asia
region for groups such as geckos, pangolins, freshwater turtles and scorpions. He suggested
that this issue should be reflected in the document.

402. The representative of South Africa underlined the commitment of her country in
dealing with wildlife crime, and particularly the scourge of rhino poaching. She indicated that
amendments to two paragraphs of the Draft Resolution would be sent to the Secretariat.

403. The representative of Egypt declared that it was time for action. Cooperation between
international organizations was essential, and truly innovative solutions were needed. There
was also a need to address the root causes of wildlife crime, such as poverty, corruption,
political instability and insecurity.

404. The representative of Israel emphasized the issue of prevention. Israel was
implementing a major anti-poaching project in Africa using innovative technologies. He
offered to assist any Parties or organizations who might be interested in adopting such
methods. He refuted the statement of Brazil objecting to the reference to heightened national
and international security problems resulting from wildlife crime, because of abundant
evidence that this was indeed the case.

405. The representative of Ecuador drew attention to necessary changes in language in two
places in the document where reference was incorrectly made to “fauna and flora”. Since the
document referred to wildlife crime involving animals, the mention of flora should be deleted.

406. The observer from the CITES Secretariat recalled that the main focus of CITES was
on international crime and that an additional focus by CMS on crime within national borders
would be complementary. He would present text for a proposed amendment to one operative
paragraph. He commended the Draft Resolution and hoped it would be adopted by the COP.

407. The observer from UNEP referred to Resolution UNEP/EA.1/3 on lllegal Trade in
Wildlife that had been adopted at the First Meeting of UNEA in June 2014. This requested
UNEP to take collaborative action to strengthen responses to the illegal trade in wildlife. This
effort included providing support to legal, judicial and enforcement measures, and a targeted
approach to awareness-raising and demand reduction for illegally sourced wildlife products.

408. The observer from the Born Free Foundation urged Parties to ensure that the language
of the Draft Resolution added value to existing measures.

409. The Chair asked the representative of Monaco to collate all suggested amendments
and to submit a revised text to the COW for further consideration in due course.

410. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November
(see heading: Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session page 57 below).
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AMENDMENT OF CMS APPENDICES (ITEM 24)
Proposals for Amendment of Appendices I and 11 of the Convention (Item 24.1)
Proposals submitted for the inclusion of species on Appendix | and /or 11 (Item 24.1.x)

411. The Chair of the COW indicated that the proponent of each proposal for amendment
of CMS Appendices | and 1l would be invited to introduce the proposal briefly. The COW
would not discuss at length possible amendments to the proposal. Amending the proposal
would be the responsibility of the proponent(s). Participants were invited to hand in to the
Secretariat any statements they wished to make and to avoid lengthy oral interventions as far
as possible. The most important thing was to state clearly, yes or no, whether the proposal
was supported. If there was clear widespread support, or even full consensus, he would
recommend to the Chair of the Plenary that the Plenary should be able to adopt the proposal
without difficulty. However, if there were clear differences of view, or even widespread
opposition, he would inform the Plenary Chair that there was no consensus in the COW, so
that she could determine an appropriate way forward in Plenary.

412. The representative of the EU and its Member States introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.1: Proposal for the inclusion of the Mediterranean
subpopulation of Cuvier’s beaked whale (Ziphius cavirostris) on CMS Appendix |
(Proposal 1/1).

413.  The observer from Wild Migration, speaking also on behalf of Born Free Foundation,
Humane Society International, IFAW, NRDC, OceanCare and Whale and Dolphin
Conservation (and, he anticipated, many other NGOs present) welcomed and supported the
proposal.

414. The observer from the ACCOBAMS Secretariat noted that the proposal had originally
been prepared by the ACCOBAMS Scientific Committee. She was grateful to Spain and the
EU for having endorsed and supported the proposal.

415. Chile, speaking on behalf of the Latin America & Caribbean regional group, supported
the proposal.

416. The observer from the CITES Secretariat made the following statement:

“It is true that all sub-species, races, populations, sub-populations and so forth and
indeed all individual specimens are of value for the conservation of the species and
the text of CMS reflects this in its definition of the term ‘Species’ which includes
“any geographically separate part of the population of any species or lower taxon
of wild animals”. However, we struggle collectively to properly address the
conservation of full species and if we divide all species to consider them at sub-
population level, then we will surely have a big job before us. It would seem that
addressing issues at a taxonomic level lower than species should be done sparingly
and when there is a particular need for such a fine-grained approach. This species
is listed in CITES Appendix Il and we observe that if adopted, this listing would
mean that the CMS status of this particular sub-population would be out of sync.
with the listing in CITES, a situation that we regret.”
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417.  The representative of Monaco strongly supported the proposal.

418. In view of the support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this proposal could
be forwarded to Plenary, with the recommendation that it could be adopted by consensus.

419. In relation to the proposal contained in document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.2:
Proposal for the inclusion of the Asiatic Lion (Panthera leo persica) on CMS Appendix | and
of all other subspecies of Panthera leo in CMS Appendix Il (Proposal 1/2 & 11/2), the
representative of Kenya informed the COW that, in its capacity as the proponent of the
proposal, Kenya was in consultation with the Secretariat to take forward issues relating to the
listing proposal in the form of a Draft Resolution.

420. The Chair confirmed that document COP11/Doc.24.1.2 was, therefore, being
withdrawn.

421. Speaking on behalf of the proponents, Senegal and Niger, the representative of
Senegal introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.3: Proposal for the inclusion of
the Red-fronted Gazelle (Eudorcas rufifrons) on CMS Appendix | (Proposal 1/3).

422. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Benin, Ethiopia and the EU and
its Member States.

423. In view of the support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this proposal
could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus.

424. The representative of Mongolia introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.4/Rev.1: Proposal for the inclusion of the global population of
the Great Bustard (Otis tarda) on CMS Appendix | (Proposal 1/4).

425. The proposal was strongly supported by the representatives of the EU and its Member
States, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Ukraine and IUCN (through its Bustard Specialist Group).

426. The observer from the CITES Secretariat noted that this species was included in
CITES Appendix Il and that if the proposal was adopted and the species was indeed
endangered, it was to be hoped that a proposal would be put to a future CITES COP, so that
the status of Great Bustard under the two Conventions could be harmonized in order to
support efforts to conserve the species.

427.  In view of the strong support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this proposal
could be forwarded to Plenary, with the recommendation that it could be adopted by consensus.

428. Speaking on behalf of the proponents, Ecuador and Paraguay, the representative of
Ecuador introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.5: Proposal for the inclusion of
the Semipalmated Sandpiper (Calidris pusilla) on CMS Appendix | (Proposal 1/5).

429. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Argentina (who thanked

Ecuador and Paraguay for accommodating Argentina’s comments on an earlier draft), Chile
(on behalf of the Latin America & Caribbean region), and the EU and its Member States.
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430. In view of the strong support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus.

431. The representative of the Philippines introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.6: Proposal for the inclusion of the Great Knot (Calidris
tenuirostris) on CMS Appendix | (Proposal 1/6).

432. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Australia, Chile (on behalf of the
Latin America & Caribbean region), the EU and its Member States, Fiji and New Zealand.

433. In view of the strong support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus.

434. The representative of the EU and its Member States introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.7: Proposal for the inclusion of the European Roller (Coracias
garrulus) on CMS Appendix | (Proposal 1/7).

435. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Belarus, Chile (on behalf of the
Latin America & Caribbean region) and Pakistan.

436. In response to a question from the representative of Norway, the representative of the
EU and its Member States provided additional information concerning the reasons behind the
proposal.

437. The representative of Israel supported the proposal but pointed out that a reference in
the document to the problem of illegal hunting was not applicable throughout the species’
flyways. Israel was on a major migration route for European Roller but there was no illegal
hunting of the species in Israel. On the contrary, it was highly valued, not least because of its
importance for ecotourism.

438. In view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
COoNsensus.

439. The representative of Kenya introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.8:
Proposal for the inclusion of all species of Sawfish (Family Pristidae) on CMS Appendices
I & Il (Proposal 1/8 & 11/9).

440. The Chair noted that under the Rules of Procedure, it was not possible for listing
proposals covering groups of species to be adopted en bloc by the Plenary. Instead, the
Plenary would have to adopt each separate listing proposal, species-by-species. However,
there was no such procedural constraint in the COW and it would be efficient to consider the
proposal as a whole.

441. The representative of Chile supported the comments of the Chair and confirmed that

Chile would be comfortable with taking the proposal species-by-species when it came to
adoption in Plenary.
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442. Shark Advocates International, speaking also on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife,
Humane Society International, IFAW, Manta Trust, Marine Megafauna Foundation, Pew,
PRETOMA, Project AWARE, Wildlife Conservation Society and WWEF, strongly supported
the proposal.

443. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Australia, Ecuador, Egypt, the
EU and its Member States, Fiji, Senegal, South Africa and United Arab Emirates and by the
observer from IUCN (through its Shark Specialist Group).

444. In view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus.

445. The representative of Fiji introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.9:
Proposal for the inclusion of Reef Manta Ray (Manta alfredi) in CMS Appendix | & Il
(Proposal 1/9 & 11/10).

446. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Chile (on behalf of the Latin
America & Caribbean region), Ecuador, the EU and its Member States and the representative
of the United States of America.

447. The proposal was also strongly supported by the observer from Marine Megafauna
Foundation, speaking also on behalf of other NGO observers, including Defenders of
Wildlife, Humane Society International, Manta Trust, Pew, PRETOMA, Project AWARE,
and Sharks International.

448. The observer from the CITES Secretariat commented on the proposed inclusion of the
species in Appendix I. At CITES COP16 the Reef Manta Ray had been included in Appendix
Il of CITES, meaning that international trade in the species was allowed, provided that such
trade was legal, sustainable and traceable. However, if the species was included in Appendix |
of CMS, taking of specimens should be prohibited under the terms of CMS. This would mean
conflicting obligations under the two Conventions for the 117 States that were Party to both.
The CITES Secretariat appealed to States present at CMS COP11 to coordinate their positions
under different Conventions and to act in a coherent fashion in this regard.

449.  The representative of South Africa recognized the conservation needs set out in the
proposal but stated that, at present, South Africa could only support listing on Appendix Il
since the species was only offered partial protection under national law; a situation that would
hopefully be addressed.

450. In view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus. He asked if there was any objection to this course of action.

451. The representative of South Africa indicated that South Africa was not against the
proposal being submitted to Plenary, but requested that its reservation be noted for the record.

452. The representative of Fiji introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.10
Proposal for the inclusion of all species of Mobula Rays (Genus Mobula) in CMS Appendices
I & Il (Proposal 1/10 & 11/11).

52



Meeting Report CMS COP11 Proceedings: Part |
53 of 76

453. The proposal was supported by the representative from New Zealand and the observer
from IUCN (through its Shark Specialist Group, which advised that listing was urgently
required).

454. The observer from the Manta Trust, speaking on behalf of the aforementioned NGO
coalition, also supported the proposal.

455. In view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus.

456. The representative of Norway introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.11/Rev.1: Proposal for the inclusion of the Polar Bear (Ursus
maritimus) on CMS Appendix Il (Proposal 11/1), and tabled two amendments to section 4.3.1.

457.  The representative of Canada outlined measures taken nationally, over many years, for
Polar Bear conservation. Canada was aware of the new challenges and threats facing Polar
Bears and was committed to the completion and implementation of a new circumpolar action
plan that would address those new threats. This was evidence that all requirements of CMS
Appendix Il listing were already met. Canada had been working with Norway to improve the
accuracy of the proposal. As a result, a number of improvements had been included and
Canada was pleased to see the text evolving in line with its input. In conclusion, while Canada
still struggled to see the benefit that would be gained from the proposed listing, it welcomed
the support of the CMS community for its conservation effort, especially in the
implementation of the forthcoming circumpolar action plan.

458. The representative of Canada invited Mr. Larry Carpenter from the Arctic community
of Sachs Harbour to complement these observations. Mr. Carpenter noted that Inuit in Canada
and across the Arctic lived with and respected Polar Bears. Inuit had worked with Canada to
develop effective co-management systems that blended traditional knowledge and modern
science in a way that ensured sustainability. This system led to better decision making. Inuit
welcomed the support of CMS Parties but asked that Inuit ways and values be respected. Inuit
considered that Appendix Il listing was not warranted at the present time, as there were
already numerous international agreements in place that would protect and conserve Polar
Bears for the future.

459. The representatives of the EU and its Member States, and the observer from the
United States of America supported the proposal.

460. The observer from Wildlife Migration speaking also on behalf of the Born Free
Foundation, Humane Society International, IFAW, NRDC, and OceanCare, also supported
the proposal.

461. The observer from Inuit Kapiriit Kanatami made a statement observing inter alia:

“As the everyday stewards who co-exist with Polar Bears, it is crucial that the CMS
and its members take our views and concerns very seriously and engage us in a
timely and appropriate manner. In regard to the Polar Bear proposal, we have not
been engaged by any minimum standard owed to us. We do not support this
proposal. It is redundant based on the many agreements, as recognized in the
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proposal itself, that serve to protect and conserve this species through
international, national and sub-national cooperation. We are a part of these
processes. Furthermore, we are not convinced how the CMS proposal will add
value to our current conservation efforts and management. Rhetoric-driven
concerns about the demise of Polar Bears are not constructive to our serious and
difficult work in managing and conserving this species. The on-going use of
negative publicity toward our practices is both disrespectful and non-constructive.
Our management systems are built to be responsive to changes that take place over
time whether they are human-induced or naturally occurring. We have been
experiencing the impacts of climate change in the Arctic for the past 30 years, but
this has not reduced Polar Bear populations in our regions. This is a fact. We
continue to state that the real solutions to climate change are in the mitigation of
emissions that have created this problem; not in the listing of Polar Bears, which
undermines our management efforts and vilifies our way of life that is integral to
the Arctic.”

462. The representative of Monaco had listened with great attention to what Inuit
representatives had said. Monaco supported the proposal adding that the efforts of Inuit
people needed to be recognized within the CMS.

463. The Chair noted that, listening to both Parties and the United States of America, he
had heard support for the proposal. He, therefore, concluded that this proposal could be
forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by consensus.

464. The representative of Ethiopia introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.12:
Proposal for the inclusion of the White-eared Kob (Kobus kob leucotis) on CMS Appendix Il
(Proposal 11/3).

465. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Egypt, the EU and its Member
States, Kenya and Senegal.

466. In view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus.

467. The representative of Ecuador introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.13:
Proposal for the inclusion of the Canada Warbler (Cardellina canadensis) on CMS Appendix 11
(Proposal 11/4).

468. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Canada, Chile (on behalf of the
Latin America & Caribbean region), Egypt, the EU and its Member States, and the United
States of America.

469. In response to a question from the representative of Norway, the representative of
Ecuador confirmed that the Range States were already working in a coordinated way at a
regional level, for example through WHMSI and Partners in Flight. Inclusion of the species in
CMS Appendix Il would underpin these efforts.

470. In view of the support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this proposal
could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus.
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471.  The representative of Egypt introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.14/Rev.1:
Proposal for the inclusion of the Silky Shark (Carcharhinus falciformis) on CMS Appendix Il
(Proposal 11/5).

472. The proposal was supported by the representatives of Australia, Costa Rica, Ecuador,
the EU and its Member States, Fiji, Senegal and the United States of America, and by the
observer from the IUCN Shark Specialist Group (who presented a summary of recent
scientific information that underlined the adverse conservation status of this species).

473. The observer from PRETOMA, speaking also on behalf of Turtle Restoration Network
and other NGOs, strongly supported the proposal.

474. The representative of Chile considered that the updated information provided by
IUCN Shark Specialist Group should be reflected in the document. Chile was unable to
support the proposal in its present form.

475. The representative of Peru believed that the proposal might overlap with existing
management measures and was also unable to support the document.

476. The Chair noted widespread support for the proposal, though two Parties, Chile and
Peru, were not in a position to support the proposal at this stage. He concluded that the
document should nevertheless be forwarded to Plenary, stressing that this would not preclude
any Party from reiterating their position at that time.

477. Speaking on behalf of the proponents, Costa Rica and Ecuador, the representative of
Ecuador introduced documents UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.15: Proposal for the inclusion
of the Great Hammerhead shark (Sphyrna mokarran) on CMS Appendix Il (Proposal 11/6)
and document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.16: Proposal for the inclusion of the Scalloped
Hammerhead shark (Sphyrna lewini) on CMS Appendix Il (Proposal 11/7).

478. These proposals were supported by the representatives of Chile (on behalf of the Latin
America & Caribbean region), Costa Rica, Egypt, the EU and its Member States, Fiji,
Monaco and Peru, and by the observer from Defenders of Wildlife, speaking also on behalf of
a coalition of NGOs (including Humane Society International, IFAW, Manta Trust, Marine
Megafauna Foundation, Pew, PRETOMA, Project AWARE, Shark Advocates International,
Turtle Island Restoration Network, WCS and WWF) supported the proposal. The observer
from IFAW (also on behalf of the NGO coalition) argued that Hammerhead Sharks would
also qualify for CMS Appendix | listing and suggested Parties might consider amending the
proposal in this respect, at least for the North Atlantic.

479. In view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that both
proposals could be forwarded to Plenary with the recommendation that they could be adopted
by consensus.

480. The representative of the EU and its Member States introduced document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.17: Proposal for the inclusion of all species of Thresher shark,
Genus Alopias on CMS Appendix Il (Proposal 11/8).

481. This proposal was supported by the representatives of Ecuador, Fiji, Israel and New
Zealand, and by the observers from IUCN (through its Shark Specialist Group) and Pew
(speaking also on behalf of other NGOs).
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482. The representative of Australia reported that his country has carefully studied the
documentation provided and had sought advice from a range of scientific and other
stakeholders. Australia felt that there remained a number of outstanding questions
surrounding the population trend of thresher sharks that occurred in Australian waters, which
appeared not to show any evidence of decline. However, Australia recognized that there was
evidence that species of thresher shark were showing significant declines in many other parts
of their ranges.

483. The Chair concluded that he had not heard any opposition to the proposal. Therefore,
in view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, this proposal could be forwarded to
Plenary with the recommendation that it could be adopted by consensus.

484. The representative of Monaco introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.1.18:
Proposal for the inclusion of the European eel (Anguilla anguilla) on CMS Appendix Il
(Proposal 11/12).

485. This proposal was supported by the representatives of Chile (on behalf of the Latin
America & Caribbean region), Ecuador, the EU and its Member States, Morocco, Norway
and the United States of America.

486. Citing a need to ensure that relevant information from all parts of the species’ range
were taken into account, the representatives of Tunisia and Egypt proposed establishing an
intersessional Working Group on European eel.

487. The representative of Monaco thanked Egypt and Tunisia for their suggestion, which
could serve to strengthen the proposal.

488. In view of the widespread support expressed by Parties, the Chair concluded that this
proposal could be forwarded to Plenary, with the recommendation that it could be adopted by
consensus. He asked the Secretariat to liaise with Monaco and the other Parties concerned to
see how work to respond to the proposed listing could be taken forward intersessionally.

Criteria for Amendment of the Appendices (Item 24.2)

489. Mr. Barry Baker (COP-Appointed Scientific Councillor for Bycatch) presented
document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.24.2/Rev.1: Assessing Proposals for the Amendment of
CMS Appendices. A Draft Resolution was contained in Annex Il of the document.

490. The representative of Chile considered that some of the proposals regarding the use of
IUCN Red List Criteria were not applicable to all Parties, and suggested that an online
intersessional group could review this and report to the next COP.

491. The representative of Ethiopia expressed concern about the use of IUCN criteria
which were not always appropriate for the unique characteristics of migratory species. He
presented the example of the White-eared Kob (Kobus kob leucotis) as a species for which
high numbers did not necessarily reflect a favourable conservation status. He suggested a
mixed approach should be applied, complementing the use of IJUCN Red List Criteria with
additional criteria to be developed specifically for migratory species.
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492. The representative of New Zealand supported the Draft Resolution, but expressed
concern over the proposal in square brackets to develop more detailed guidelines for
consideration by the next COP. This implied that successive CMS COPs would be applying
different criteria; a potentially confusing situation.

493. The representative of Brazil considered criteria for amendment of the Appendices to
be fundamental to the work of CMS. However, greater clarity was needed in some parts of the
document and Brazil made specific proposals on how this could be achieved. Brazil supported
the suggestion of Chile for additional work to be carried out intersessionally.

494.  The representative of the EU and its Member States recognized both the importance of
clarity in the process of reviewing listing proposals and the value of using the existing IUCN
Red List assessments to support listing decisions. The EU was conscious of the importance of
coherence between different MEAS, in this case CMS and CITES. In the case of marine species,
coherence with Regional Fisheries Management Organizations should also be ensured.

495. Subject to inclusion of some minor amendments, the EU strongly supported the
adoption of the Draft Resolution.

496. The representative of CITES noted that Rio+20 had emphasized the importance of
using agreed criteria for the listing of species. He welcomed the clarity of the proposal, which,
if adopted, would make it easier for CITES and CMS to work together. At present there were
mismatches between the Appendices of the two Conventions, resulting in conflicting
obligations for many States which were Party to both Conventions, as well as lost
opportunities for shared action. It was important that stakeholders received clear and
consistent messages from both CITES and CMS. Periodic reviews of Appendices under
CITES ensured that they reflected current needs, and CMS might want to consider this.

497. The representative of Australia, tabling a number of minor amendments, considered it
important to note that this was only a guidance document and that the Scientific Council
would retain flexibility to exercise its judgement when considering proposals for inclusion of
species in the CMS Appendices. It would be unfortunate if the new guidelines were not tested
further before more detailed ones were developed.

498. Following brief responses from Mr. Baker to the points raised, the Chair concluded
that there appeared to be broad support for adopting the Draft Resolution subject to inclusion
of a small number of amendments. All participants with proposals for amendments were
asked to send these to the Secretariat promptly. The document would be revised and the COW
would revisit this Agenda Item in due course.

499. A duly revised Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW on 9 November (see
below).

Endorsement of Amendments Proposed In-Session

500. During its sessions on 6 & 7 November, the Committee of the Whole endorsed the
following revised texts to go forward to Plenary without further amendment, unless stated
otherwise:

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP1: Draft Resolution Strategic Plan for Migratory
Species 2015-2023

57



Meeting Report CMS COP11 Proceedings: Part |
58 of 76

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP2: Draft Resolution Programme of Work on Climate
Change and Migratory Species

J UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP3: Draft Resolution Enhancing the relationship
between the CMS Family and Civil Society

. UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP4: Proposal to add Panthera leo to Appendix II:
Draft Resolution Conservation and Management of the African Lion Panthera
leo (Note that a further amended version of this Draft Resolution was
distributed subsequently as CRP4/Rev.1 and endorsed on 9 November).

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP5: Draft Resolution Future CMS Activities Related
to Invasive Alien Species

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP6: Draft Resolution Review of Decisions

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP8: Draft Resolution Arrangements for Meetings of
the Conference of the Parties

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP9: Draft Resolution Sustainable Boat-Based Marine
Wildlife Watching

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP10: Draft Resolution Renewable Energy and
Migratory Species

. UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP12: Draft Resolution The Taxonomy and
Nomenclature of Birds Listed on the CMS Appendices

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP13: Draft Resolution Conservation Implications of
Cetacean Culture

. UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP15: Draft Resolution Live Captures of Cetaceans
from the Wild for Commercial Purposes (Note that a further amended version
of this Draft Resolution was distributed subsequently as CRP15/Rev.1 and
endorsed on 9 November.)

501. Inrelation to CRP4 on the African Lion, the observer from the Born Free Foundation
felt that listing on Appendix Il would have been appropriate, but given the lack of consensus,
the initiative of Kenya to bring forward the present Draft Resolution had been a fair
compromise. He suggested a minor amendment to one paragraph. A further amended version
of this Draft Resolution was distributed subsequently as CRP4/Rev.1 and endorsed by the
COW on 9 November.

502. With regard to CRP15, the observer from the CITES Secretariat regretted that the
second operative paragraph did not support the existing multilateral measures agreed by
CITES for the import and international transit of live cetaceans, even if the text of the
Convention permitted Parties to take stricter domestic measures.

503. The Chair underlined that CRP15 had been agreed by the Aquatic Issues Working
Group and regardless of the validity of the point made by the CITES Secretariat the text of the
Draft Resolution was in the hands of the Parties.

504. The representative of Argentina advised that a minor adjustment to the translation into
Spanish of CRP15 was required, but that this was not a question of substance.

505. A further amended version of this Draft Resolution was distributed subsequently as
CRP15/Rev.1 and endorsed by the COW on 9 November (see below).

506. During its session on 9 November, the COW considered the remaining Draft
Resolutions and proposed amendments to the Rules of Procedure (CRP25) to go forward to
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Plenary for adoption. The Chair of the COW noted that 11 Draft Resolutions, contained in
documents CRP1 to CRP6, CRP8 to CRP10, and CRP12 and CRP13, respectively, had
already been endorsed by earlier sessions of the COW.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP4/Rev.1: Proposal to add Panthera leo to Appendix Il: Draft
Resolution Conservation and Management of the African Lion, Panthera leo

507. The representative of Kenya noted that an incomplete draft had inadvertently been
distributed by the Secretariat. The Chair ruled that further consideration of this Draft
Resolution should be deferred for a short while to enable the representative of Kenya to
confer with the Secretariat.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP7/Rev.1: Draft Resolution Guidelines for Assessing Listing
Proposals to Appendices | and Il of the Convention

508. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP11: Draft Resolution Action Plan for Migratory Landbirds in the
African-Eurasian Region

509. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP14: Draft Resolution Management of Marine Debris
510. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP15/Rev.1: Draft Resolution Live Captures of Cetaceans from the
Wild for Commercial Purposes

511. An earlier version of this Draft Resolution (CRP15) had been endorsed by the COW
on the afternoon of 7 November, but the preamble had subsequently been amended at the
request of the representative of Argentina. The revised Draft Resolution (CRP15/Rev.1) was
endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP16: Draft Resolution Single Species Action Plan for the
Loggerhead Turtle (Caretta caretta) in the South Pacific Ocean

512. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP17: Draft Resolution The Central Asian Mammals Initiative
513. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP18: Draft Resolution Advancing Ecological Networks to Address
the Needs of Migratory Species

514. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW subject to the inclusion of a minor
amendment to the preamble tabled by the representative of South Africa.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP19: Draft Resolution Fighting Wildlife Crime and Offences within
and beyond Borders
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515. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW subject to the inclusion of
amendments tabled by the representative of Monaco and the observer from UNEP and on the
understanding that language versions would be harmonized (inconsistencies in the French and
Spanish texts having been pointed by the representatives of Brazil, Chile, Monaco and
Uruguay).

516. The representative of the United States of America, supported by the representative of
Egypt, referred to the Resolution on the Illegal Trade in Wildlife approved by Ministers at the
first United Nations Environment Assembly in June 2014. This had recognized that "illegal
trade in wildlife and its adverse impacts...undermine good governance and the rule of law
and threatens national security”. The United States of America considered that CRP19 would
have been stronger had it recognized this threat.

517.  The representative of Brazil reiterated his Government’s view (expressed in an earlier
session of the COW) that matters of national and regional security were not within the
purview of CMS.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP20: Draft Resolution Conservation of Migratory Sharks and Rays
518. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.
UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP21: Draft Resolution Communication, Information and Outreach Plan
519. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.
UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP22: Draft Resolution Concerted and Cooperative Actions

520. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP23: Draft Resolution Criteria for Assessing Proposals for New
Agreements

521. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP24: Draft Resolution Enhancing the Effectiveness of the
Convention through a Process to Review Implementation

522. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.
UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP25: Amendments to the Rules of Procedure

523. The proposed amendments to the Rules of Procedure were endorsed by the COW
without further revision.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP26: Draft Resolution World Migratory Bird Day
524.  This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP27: Draft Resolution Saker Falcon (Falco cherrug) Global Action
Plan (SakerGAP)
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525. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP28: Draft Resolution Enhancing Synergies and Common Services
among CMS Family Instruments

526. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP29: Draft Resolution Programme of Work on Migratory Birds and
Flyways

527. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP30: Draft Resolution The Prevention of Illegal Killing, Taking and
Trade of Migratory Birds

528. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.
UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP3L1: Draft Resolution Preventing Poisoning of Migratory Birds
529. This Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.

530. The observer from SEO/BirdLife International, supported by the observer from the
Wildfowl & Wetlands Trust, welcomed the Draft Resolution and associated Guidelines. He
thanked the Parties for reconciling diverging positions and underlined the need to work with
hunting organizations on replacing the use of lead ammunition. He urged the prompt creation
of a sub-group within the framework of the CMS Working Group on Poisoning, involving all
stakeholders, including ammunition manufacturers, to develop transition schedules for
different types of ammunition and to advise all actors on best practices.

531. The observer from the European Federation of Associations for Hunting &
Conservation (FACE) made the following statement for the record:

“Thank you, Chair, for giving FACE the opportunity to express its concerns on the
Guidelines to Prevent the Risk of Poisoning of Migratory Birds, specifically and
limited to the delicate issue of lead.

FACE appreciates the availability of the CMS Secretariat to have an open ended
discussion on the Review and Guidelines to Prevent the Risk of Poisoning of
Migratory Birds by setting up a dedicated Task Group on Lead Ammunition.

We further welcome the efforts by the EU to reach a workable compromise among
Parties.

FACE regrets however that the Guidelines fail to make the distinction between lead
shot and bullets, which are different products specifically designed for different
uses. The absence of this distinction risks jeopardising the feasibility of the
proposed timeline.

FACE, representing 7 million users has the expertise to provide an informed and
objective point of view on lead ammunition, including the impact that a blanket ban
of lead in all ammunition will have on consumers.
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FACE would like to go on the record listing the arguments for this distinction
allowing Parties to make an informed decision:

o FACE supports the ban on the use of lead shot in wetlands and would like
to see this effective throughout the EU, through legal provisions and
appropriate awareness measures. However we consider that a total ban on
the use of lead in all ammunition would have a disproportionate negative
impact on the greater majority of hunters.

o Through the process of phasing out lead shot in wetlands there is a long
experience of using alternatives to lead shot in certain countries. The same
cannot be said for lead bullets, where experience is limited, as alternatives
do not exist for all calibres. Indeed no country has phased out the use of
lead in bullets. The often quoted California ban will enter into force in

2019.
o The dispersion of lead bullets in the environment does not warrant such a
draconian measure as the absolute number of shot bullets is relatively low.
o The risk of poisoning endangered scavengers can easily be minimized if not

reduced to zero by implementing local bans in the interested areas. A total
ban on bullets is disproportionate to risks. FACE proposes to limit the use
of lead bullets wherever risk assessments demonstrate the real risk of a
negative impact on migratory birds’ populations.

o Concerns related to human health in the consumption of game meat shot
with lead bullets are addressed by risk management practices in treating
the meat (FACE, respectfully points out that human health does not fall in
the remit of CMS).

FACE appreciates that the Guidelines will be open for improvement and that a
review process is enshrined in the Resolution in the light of developing research
findings and other relevant information. FACE is willing to proactively participate
to this process in view of reaching workable solutions in the interest of migratory
birds’ conservation and the principle of sustainable use.

The success of this resolution depends on the willing cooperation of all parties.
FACE truly hopes that in the course of future discussions - under the Task Group
on Lead Ammunition - proportionate solutions can be found among all
stakeholders.”

532. The observer from the International Association for Falconry and the Conservation of
Birds of Prey (IAF) called on the Secretariat and the Parties to promote the banning of rodent
poisoning within the breeding range of the Saker Falcon. He also raised the issue of
diclofenac and its devastating impact on vultures, as well as neonicotinoid insecticides, the
impacts of which were less well known. He called on the Secretariat and Parties to work with
the international manufacturers to prevent production of these chemicals moving from
country to country. Finally, he supported the medium-term phasing out of lead shot,
especially in wetlands, while respecting the rights of all stakeholders.

533. The representative of Israel, supported by the representative of Ecuador, endorsed the
Draft Resolution. He expressed the view that FACE should play a leadership role in educating
hunters rather than resisting the phasing out of lead. He encouraged CMS Parties to reduce
illegal hunting through both education and enforcement, as well as reduction in the use of lead
ammunition.
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534. Mr. Heredia (Secretariat) noted that the COP11 Working Group on Avian Issues had
introduced a number of amendments to the original text of the Draft Resolution, adding
flexibility to the implementation of the Guidelines at national level. Over the coming
intersessional period, the Secretariat would continue to work with all stakeholders to optimize
the implementation of the Guidelines.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP32: Draft Resolution Synergies and Partnerships

535. Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW subject to the inclusion of a new
preambular paragraph tabled by the observer from UNEP.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP33: Draft Resolution Restructuring of the Scientific Council
536. Draft Resolution was endorsed by the COW without further amendment.
UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP34: Draft Resolution Financial and Administrative Matters

537. The representative of South Africa requested a short extension to facilitate final
preparations for consideration of this document. The Chair of the COW ruled that, in the
interests of time, discussion of this Agenda Item would be deferred to the Plenary.

538. Closing the session of the COW, the Chair thanked Parties for the significant steps
forward that endorsement of the Draft Resolutions represented. Subject to the final adoption
of the Draft Resolutions in Plenary, he underlined the need for implementation and invited
additional voluntary contributions to maximize the effectiveness of CMS.

VI. FORMAL AND CONCLUDING BUSINESS
INTERIM AND FINAL REPORTS OF THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE (ITEM 25)

539. The representative of Pakistan (Chair of the Credentials Committee) presented interim
reports to the Committee of the Whole on 5 and 6 November. At the Committee’s First
Meeting on 4 November the Credentials of 53 Parties had been examined and found to be in
order. At the Second Meeting, held on 6 November, the credentials of two further Parties,
Georgia and United Republic of Tanzania, had been examined and found to be in order. The
number of Parties whose credentials had been found to be in order therefore stood at 55.

540. The Chair of the Credentials Committee presented the Committee’s final report to the
Plenary on 9 November. He noted that since the Committee’s second interim report to COW,
the credentials of the delegation from Ecuador had been examined and found to be in order,
bringing the total of credentials examined and found to be in order to 56. Parties were to be
congratulated for complying with the Rules of Procedure and thanks were due to the
Secretariat for its diligent work with Parties before and during the COP to enable such a high
level of compliance.

541. There being no questions or comments from the floor, the Chair of the Plenary ruled
that the final report of the Credentials Committee had been approved.
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REPORTS OF SESSIONAL COMMITTEES (ITEM 26)

542. The Chair of the Committee of the Whole, Mr. @ystein Sterkersen (Norway) reported
that the COW had met daily from Tuesday 4 November to Friday 7 November and again
during the morning of Sunday 9 November. It had been a very fruitful week and the COW
had been able to complete its work on all issues with the exception of the Draft Resolution on
the budget. The COW had otherwise endorsed all Draft Resolutions and proposals for listing
of species on CMS Appendices.

543. The Chair of the Budget Committee, Ms. Malta Qwathekana (South Africa) reported
that the Committee had met on several occasions to consider the proposed Programme of
Work for 2015-2017, the proposed budget for 2015-2017 and the relevant Draft Resolution.
Following lengthy discussions, agreement had now been reached.

544. The Executive Secretary confirmed that the relevant revised documents had been
posted in three languages since the previous day, giving delegates adequate time for review.
He recommended that any further discussion should take place under Agenda Item 27:
Adoption of Resolutions and Amendments to the Appendices.

545. The Plenary Chair thanked the Chairs of the COW and the Budget Committee for the
work done throughout the COP.

ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS AND AMENDMENTS TO THE APPENDICES (ITEM 27)

Adoption of Amendments to the Appendices

546. The Chair invited the Meeting to take a bloc decision on proposals for additions of 29
species to the CMS Appendices, as recommended by the Scientific Council and endorsed by
the Committee of the Whole.

547. There being no comments from the floor to the contrary, the following species, whose
common and scientific names, together with the corresponding proposed Appendix listing(s),
were read out individually by the Chair of the COW, were approved by the Plenary of the
COP for listing in the Appendix or Appendices indicated:

Cuvier’s beaked whale (Ziphius cavirostris) — Appendix |
Red-fronted Gazelle (Eudorcas rufifrons) — Appendix |

Great Bustard (Otis tarda) — Appendix |

Semipalmated Sandpiper (Calidris pusilla) — Appendix |

Great Knot (Calidris tenuirostris) — Appendix |

European Roller (Coracias garrulus) — Appendix |

Narrow Sawfish (Anoxypristis cuspidata) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Dwarf Sawfish (Pristis clavata) — Appendix | & Appendix 1l
Smalltooth Sawfish (Pristis pectinata) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Green Sawfish (Pristis zijsron) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Largetooth Sawfish (Pristis pristis) — Appendix | & Appendix |1
Reef Manta Ray (Manta alfredi) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Giant Devil Ray (Mobula mobular) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Spinetail Mobula (Mobula japanica) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
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Bentfin Devil Ray (Mobula thurstoni) — Appendix | & Appendix Il

Box Ray (Mobula tarapacana) — Appendix | & Appendix Il

Pygmy Devil Ray (Mobula eregoodootenkee) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Shortfin Devil Ray (Mobula kuhlii) — Appendix | & Appendix 11

Atlantic Devil Ray (Mobula hypostoma) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Lesser Guinean Devil Ray (Mobula rochebrunei) — Appendix | & Appendix Il
Munk’s Devil Ray (Mobula munkiana) — Appendix | & Appendix Il

Polar Bear (Ursus maritimu)s — Appendix Il

White-eared Kob (Kobus kob leucotis) — Appendix Il

Canada Warbler (Cardellina canadensis) — Appendix Il

Great Hammerhead Shark (Sphyrna mokarran) — Appendix Il

Scalloped Hammerhead Shark (Sphyrna lewini) — Appendix Il

Bigeye Thresher Shark (Alopias superciliosus) — Appendix Il

Common Thresher Shark (Alopias vulpinus) — Appendix Il

Pelagic Thresher Shark (Alopias pelagicus) — Appendix Il

548. The decision to list the above-mentioned species was marked by applause from the
participants.

549. The Chair invited the COP to consider the following two listing proposals that had
been endorsed by an overwhelming majority of the COW:

. Silky Shark (Carcarhinus falciformis) — Appendix Il
. European eel (Anguilla anguilla) — Appendix Il

550. There being no objections, the Chair confirmed that these two proposals had also been
adopted by the COW.

551.  Species added to Appendices | and Il by the 11" Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties is listed in ANNEX VII to the present report.

552. The Chair invited comments from Parties.

553. The representatives of Chile and Peru indicated that their countries joined the
consensus regarding the decision to list Silky Shark on CMS Appendix II.

554.  These statements were greeted by warm applause.

Adoption of Resolutions

555.  All the Adopted Resolutions can be found in ANNEX VIII to the present Report

556. The Chair referred the Meeting to document CRP4/Rev.l: Proposal to add
Panthera leo on Appendix Il: Draft Resolution Conservation and Management of the African
Lion, Panthera leo that had been deferred from an earlier session of the COW.

557. The representative of Kenya tabled amendments to the Draft Resolution to bring it
into line with the version that should have been distributed to participants.

558. The Plenary adopted the Draft Resolution subject to the inclusion of the amendments
detailed by Kenya. The adopted version of the Resolution is published as Resolution 11.32:
Conservation and Management of the African Lion, Panthera leo.
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559. The Chair invited the Plenary to consider each of the remaining Draft Resolutions and
associated documents, together with the relevant recommendations of the Committee of the
Whole, one by one. She noted that many of the Draft Resolutions now being tabled had been
amended from their original versions to take into account discussion during the Committee of
the Whole, the Drafting Group, the Budget Committee and/or specific Working Groups set up
by the COW.

560. The Plenary of the COP decided as follows:
UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP1: Draft Resolution Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023

561. The COP adopted the Draft Resolution, including the Strategic Plan 2015-2023 and
Terms of Reference for the Strategic Plan Implementation Working Group, without further
amendment. The COP also took note of the Assessment of Implementation of the Strategic
Plan 2006-2014 contained in document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.15.1 (Adopted version of
the Resolution published as Resolution 11.2).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP2: Draft Resolution Programme of Work on Climate Change and
Migratory Species

562. The COP adopted the Draft Resolution, including the Programme of Work annexed to it,
without further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.26).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP3: Draft Resolution Enhancing the Relationship between the CMS
Family and Civil Society.

563. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment, although the
Secretariat noted that, in conformity with the agreement reached in the Drafting Group, an
editorial adjustment would be made to ensure that references within the text to “NGOs” were
expanded to “NGOs and CSOs”, with CSOs referring to Civil Society Organizations
(Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.11).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP5: Draft Resolution Future CMS Activities Related to Invasive
Alien Species

564. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.28).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP6: Draft Resolution Review of Decisions

565. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.6).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP7/Rev.1: Draft Resolution Guidelines for Assessing Listing
Proposals to Appendices | and 11 of the Convention

566. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the Guidelines annexed to it, without
further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.33).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP8: Draft Resolution Arrangements for Meetings of the Conference
of the Parties
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567. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.5).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP9: Draft Resolution Sustainable Boat-Based Marine Wildlife
Watching

568. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the Recommended Elements for
National Guidelines annexed to it, without further amendment (Adopted version of the
Resolution published as Resolution 11.29).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP10: Draft Resolution Renewable Energy and Migratory Species

569. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, and endorsed the associated Guidelines, without
further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.27).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP11: Draft Resolution Action Plan for Migratory Landbirds in the
African-Eurasian Region

570. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the associated Action Plan, without
further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.17).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP12: Draft Resolution The Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Birds
Listed on the CMS Appendices

571. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.19).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP13: Draft Resolution Conservation Implications of Cetacean
Culture

572. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.23).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP14: Draft Resolution Management of Marine Debris

573. COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version of
the Resolution published as Resolution 11.30). The COP also took note of the key findings
set out in annexes 2, 3 and 4 to document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.23.4.6: Management of
Marine Debris.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP15/Rev.1: Draft Resolution Live Captures of Cetaceans from the
Wild for Commercial Purposes

574. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.22).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP16: Draft Resolution Single Species Action Plan for the
Loggerhead Turtle (Caretta caretta) in the South Pacific Ocean

575. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the associated Action Plan, without
further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.21).
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UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP17: Draft Resolution The Central Asian Mammals Initiative

576. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including its annexes: (a) the Programme of
Work for the Conservation of Large Mammal Migrations in Central Asia; (b) the Guidelines
to Mitigate Impact from Mining and Infrastructure on Migratory Mammals; and (c) the
International Single Species Action Plan for the Conservation of Argali (Ovis ammon)
(Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.24).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP18: Draft Resolution Advancing Ecological Networks to Address
the Needs of Migratory Species

577. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment, but subject to the
inclusion of the amendment that had been endorsed in the final session of the COW,
immediately prior to the current Plenary session (Adopted version of the Resolution published
as Resolution 11.25).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP19: Draft Resolution Fighting Wildlife Crime and Offences within
and beyond Borders

578. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment, but subject to the
inclusion of the amendments and language corrections that had been endorsed in the final
session of the COW, immediately prior to the current Plenary session (Adopted version of the
Resolution published as Resolution 11.31).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP20: Draft Resolution Conservation of Migratory Sharks and Rays

579. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment. (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.20).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP21: Draft Resolution Communication, Information and Outreach Plan

580. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the associated Plan, without further
amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.8).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP22: Draft Resolution Concerted and Cooperative Actions

581. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including its annexes: (a) the Lists of Species
for Concerted Actions and Cooperative Actions, and (b) the Recommendations for Enhancing
Effectiveness of the Concerted and Cooperative Actions (Adopted version of the Resolution
published as Resolution 11.13).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP23: Draft Resolution Criteria for Assessing Proposals for New
Agreements

582. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the Criteria annexed to it, without
further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.12).
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UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP24: Draft Resolution Enhancing the Effectiveness of the
Convention through a Process to Review Implementation

583. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.7).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP25: Amendments to the Rules of Procedure

584. The Chair recalled that this document, relating to the Rules of Procedure for future
meetings of the Conference of the Parties, had originated from Annex 2 to document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.4. Following discussion in the Committee of the Whole, the
Drafting Group of the COW had agreed amendments to the originally tabled document and
the revised text was now before the Plenary for its consideration and endorsement. The COW
had recommended that the amended Rules of Procedure be submitted for adoption at COP12.
The COW had also recommended that the following rules should apply intersessionally:

. Rule 3 relating to credentials;

. Rule 6 relating to the composition of the Bureau;

. Rule 21 relating to the submission of proposals for amendment of the
convention and appendices; and

o Rule 22 relating to the submission of resolutions and recommendations.

585. The Chair further recalled that the COP had adopted the Draft Resolution contained in
document UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP6: Review of Decisions, which called on the Parties and
the Secretariat to use the term “Decision” instead of “Recommendation”. As a consequence,
the Secretariat would be making the appropriate editorial adjustments to
UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP25.

586. There being no objections or other interventions from the floor, the COP decided to
submit the Rules of Procedure contained in CRP25 to Parties for adoption at COP12
(reproduced as ANNEX 11 to the present report) and that, in the meantime, Rules 3, 6, 21 and
22 (as contained in CRP25) should apply intersessionally.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP26: Draft Resolution World Migratory Bird Day

587. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.9).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP27: Draft Resolution Saker Falcon (Falco cherrug) Global Action
Plan (SakerGAP)

588. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the Action Plan annexed to it,
without further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.18).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP28: Draft Resolution Enhancing Synergies and Common Services
among CMS Family Instruments

589. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.3.
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UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP29: Draft Resolution Programme of Work on Migratory Birds and
Flyways

590. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the Programme of Work and
Americas Flyways Framework annexed to it, without further amendment (Adopted version of
the Resolution published as Resolution 11.14).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP30: Draft Resolution The Prevention of Illegal Killing, Taking and
Trade of Migratory Birds

591. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the Terms of Reference of the
Intergovernmental Task Force to Address lllegal Killing, Taking and Trade of Migratory
Birds in the Mediterranean annexed to it, without further amendment (Adopted version of the
Resolution published as Resolution 11.16).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP31: Draft Resolution Preventing Poisoning of Migratory Birds

592. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution, including the associated guidelines, without
further amendment (Adopted version of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.15).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP32: Draft Resolution Synergies and Partnerships

593. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment, but subject to the
inclusion of the amendment that had been agreed in the final session of the COW,
immediately prior to the current Plenary session (Adopted version of the Resolution published
as Resolution 11.10).

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP33: Draft Resolution Restructuring of the Scientific Council

594. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment (Adopted version
of the Resolution published as Resolution 11.4).

595. The representative from Brazil thanked members of the ad hoc ‘Friends of the Chair’
Working Group that had finalized the text of this Draft Resolution.

UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP34: Draft Resolution Financial and Administrative Matters

596. The COP adopted this Draft Resolution without further amendment, including, as
recommended by the Budget Committee: (a) the Budget for the Triennium 2015-2017; (b) the
Contributions of Parties to Fund the 2015-2017 Budget; (c) the Revised Terms of Reference
of the Finance and Budget Subcommittee, (d) the Terms of Reference for the Administration
of the Trust Fund for the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild
Animals; and (e) the Programme of Work for the Triennium 2015-2017. All of these
documents were annexed to the Draft Resolution, as adopted (Adopted version of the
Resolution published as Resolution 11.1).

597. At the recommendation of the COW, the Plenary also took note of the following
related documents:

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.1: Execution of the CMS Budget during the 2012—
2014 Triennium;
. UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.4: Resource Mobilization;
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o UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.16.1: Future Structure and Strategies of CMS: Short-
and Medium-Term Activities under Resolution 10.9;

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.17.3: Draft Global Gap Analysis of the Convention
on Migratory Species;

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.19.1: Implementation of the Outreach and
Communication Plan 2012-2014;

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.19.3: Analysis and Synthesis of National Reports;

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.20.1: Implementation of the Capacity Building
Strategy 2012-2014;

° UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.22.1: Implementation of Existing CMS Instruments; and

o UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.22.3: An Assessment of MoUs and their Viability.

598. The representatives of Chile, Fiji and Egypt underlined the importance of capacity-
building and the related pre-COP workshops, and thanked the Capacity-Building Unit of the
Secretariat for its work to date.

DATE AND VENUE OF THE 12™ MEETING oF COP (ITEM 28)

599. The Chair drew attention to document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.28: Arrangements for
Hosting the 11™ and 12™ Meetings of the Conference of the Parties.

600. At the invitation of the Chair, the representative of the Philippines confirmed that his
country would be privileged to host the CMS COP12 in 2017. The Philippines was a mega-
diverse country and an important pathway and habitat of migratory species. He continued:
“From the highlands of Ecuador to the shores of the Philippines, at the other end of the
world, this is what we call the ridge to reef approach. We hope to approximate the efficiency,
hospitality and friendship of the people of Ecuador. If allowed by the COP, we would like to
invite everybody to the Oceania region, and the Philippines, in particular, for COP12. As our
tourism slogan goes, ‘It’s more fun in the Philippines’!”

601. The confirmation of the Philippines’ offer to host COP12, which was followed by a
short video presentation, was welcomed with applause from participants.

602. The Chair confirmed that the COP had taken note of the Philippines’ interest and
stated that Ecuador stood ready to assist the next hosts.

603. Through this Agenda Item the COP also endorsed UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP35: Draft
Resolution Arrangements for Hosting the 11™ and 12" Meetings of the Conference of the
Parties, commending the Government of Ecuador for hosting COP11 and instructing the
Secretariat to work with the Government of the Philippines to make the necessary
arrangements for COP12. Adopted version of this Resolution published as Resolution 11.34.

ADOPTION OF THE REPORT (ITEM 29)

604. The Chair drew attention to the draft Daily Reports that had been circulated to
delegates. She confirmed that comments and corrections could be submitted to the Secretariat,
provided this was done within a period of one month of closure of COP11. However, any
Party that wished to intervene with regard to the draft Daily Reports was invited to do so now.
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605. The representatives from Canada and the United Arab Emirates confirmed that they
had submitted minor amendments to the Secretariat in relation to paragraph 463, and
paragraphs 78, 620 and 621, respectively.

606. There being no other comments, the Report of the Meeting was adopted subject to
inclusion of the amendments tabled by Canada and United Arab Emirates, and any other
amendments submitted by participants within the one-month deadline.

ANY OTHER BUSINESS (ITEM 30)

607. In response to a question from the representative of South Africa, in her capacity as
Chair of the Budget Committee, the Chair of the Plenary confirmed that the Draft Resolution
on Financial and Administrative Matters (UNEP/CMS/COP11/CRP34) and the documents
annexed to it had now been adopted by the COP. Discussions would not be reopened.

608. The Chair of the Budget Committee, supported by the representative of Switzerland,
expressed concerned that operative paragraph 28 of the Resolution, relating to the preparation
of budget scenarios at COP12, was not very comfortable for many Parties and might prove to
be a burden to the Convention.

609. The representatives of France and Belgium recalled that the substance of operative
paragraph 28 had been fully discussed in the Budget Committee; many delegations had strict
instructions requiring zero nominal growth as a starting point in MEA budget negotiations.
Having operative paragraph 28 in place would simply save time at COP12. In any case, the
relevant Draft Resolution had already been adopted by the Plenary.

610. The representative of Brazil, while acknowledging that his country was not yet a CMS
Party, suggested deletion of the operative paragraph in question. Generally Parties should
support environmental MEAs instead of allowing them to deteriorate. By going for zero
nominal growth the COP was actually cutting funding to CMS. Parties should not continue
with what was a euphemism for reducing the budget indefinitely into the future, at the same
time as adding more and more tasks.

611. The representative of Germany reiterated that the text of the Resolution properly
reflected what happened in the Budget Committee and had already been adopted. Germany
would therefore not wish to follow the advice of Brazil. It was indeed a pity that so many
Parties had such limited financial possibilities at the present time and it was to be hoped that a
better situation would pertain in future. It should be stated clearly that operative paragraph 28
applied to COP12 but would of course be reviewed in relation to subsequent triennia.

612. The Chair reminded participants once more, that the Resolution in question had already
been adopted. She was grateful for all comments made and participants were welcome to
comment further in writing within the next 30 days, but the Resolution, as adopted, was final.

613. The observer from Humane Society International, speaking on behalf of a coalition of
NGOs, made the following statement

“We leave this 11™ Conference of the Parties in beautiful Ecuador with much to
celebrate and I speak here on the behalf of the following organizations, the Pew
Charitable Trusts, Whale and Dolphin Conservation, Born Free, IFAW, Shark
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Advocates International, Project Aware, the Humane Society International and
BirdLife International; and others may also wish to associate.

Ground-breaking resolutions have been agreed in terms of both the integration of
animal social biology and culture into the work of this Convention and also the call
that has gone out to the wider world to end the live capture of cetaceans at sea for
commercial purposes. These are inspiring developments and put CMS firmly into a
leadership role in the international conservation community.

This has also been the most innovative COP ever for the avian agenda. Guidance,
with associated working groups to promote implementation on the ground, was
adopted to address key threats to migratory birds, namely illegal killing, taking and
trade, poisoning and poorly planned renewable energy developments. The action
adopted for African-Eurasian landbirds, with a lead from African Parties, will
complement existing instruments for waterbirds and raptors and provide a
framework for linking with other stakeholders to ensure sustainable land use in
Africa. Parties from Latin American have taken a similar lead with respect to the
newly adopted Americas Flyways Framework.

Similarly, we salute all the Parties and the Secretariat in successfully carrying
forward a number of excellent and important marine initiatives, including of course
the listings of sharks and rays. These listings are just the start of the further urgent
work that these species need to ensure that they have a future. We congratulate you
on the listing of the great ice bear. We look forward to new initiatives being
developed under the auspices of CMS for this emblematic species and hope that the
peoples of the region will come to see this as a friendly, appropriate and respectful
attempt from the wider international community to protect this species which is
revered, admired and appreciated across the whole planet. While disappointed to
see the withdrawal of the Appendix Il listing for the lion, we appreciate the effort
that has gone into developing a meaningful resolution and urge the CMS Family
and all stakeholders to work together to ensure future generations can see these
iconic animals in the wild, and not just behind bars or fences.

We highly commend CMS for taking far-reaching decisions to strengthen the
Convention overall via the new Strategic Plan, the new Listing Criteria and other
governance decisions. These things make COP11 a key meeting in the history of
this Convention, increasing the chance for better conservation and well-being of
migratory species around the world. We urge governments to take action resulting
in adequate financial support for the work ahead. We encourage you all to build
further on what has been agreed here on the cross-cutting threats including marine
debris, poisoning, illegal trade and of course climate change.

The role of civil society is primarily to help you to help the migratory species. We
deeply appreciate the openness of the dialogue that we have here. We sometimes
have our differences, of course, but this is all part of a healthy process of dialogue
and debate, as is the ability of a convention to appropriately review and
accordingly amend and develop its work programmes. As partner and non-partner
organizations, we commit to work with you all in achieving the best outcomes for
all species and all threats.
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Madam Chair, we thank the Secretariat for their excellent facilitation of this
meeting and thank you one last time for the kind hospitality that Ecuador has
shown to us.”

614. The representatives of Costa Rica, Ecuador and Uruguay paid tribute to the
outstanding work undertaken by Chile, and by Ms. Nancy Céspedes in particular, in its
capacity as Regional Representative for South and Central America and the Caribbean during
the past two triennia.

615. The representative of Chile thanked Parties from the region for their kind words.

SIGNING CEREMONY

616. The Executive Secretary invited representatives of countries ready to sign Memoranda
of Understanding under the CMS and with appropriate full powers to do so, to come forward
to sign the relevant instruments.

617. The representative of Sweden signed the Memorandum of Understanding on the
Conservation of Migratory Sharks.

618. The Secretariat noted that the Government of Samoa would also sign the Sharks MoU
in the coming days, bringing the number of signatories to 38.

619. Switzerland and the Czech Republic signed the MoU on the Conservation of
Migratory Birds of Prey in Africa and Eurasia, bringing the number of signatories to 48.

620. The Executive Secretary invited the representative of the United Arab Emirates to
witness his countersigning of the extension of the Partnership Agreement between
UNEP/CMS and Environment Agency - Abu Dhabi (EAD), first concluded in October 2009,
which provided for the CMS Office - Abu Dhabi. The Agreement had been signed in Abu
Dhabi earlier in the day by Ms. Razan Al Mubarak, Secretary General of EAD.

621. The representative of the United Arab Emirates stated that his country was pleased to
continue supporting the CMS Office in Abu Dhabi.

622. The Executive Secretary invited the observer from Humane Society International to
sign a Partnership Agreement with CMS.

623. The Meeting acknowledged the signing of the MoUs and Partnership Agreements with
warm applause.
CLOSURE OF THE MEETING (ITEM 31)

624. Closing remarks were made by the Chair as representative of the Host Country and by
the Executive Secretary.

625. Speaking on behalf of their respective regional groupings, the representatives of Chile,
the EU and its Member States, New Zealand and Uganda (supported by Egypt), thanked the
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Government and people of Ecuador for their warm hospitality in hosting the Meeting; H.E
Ms. Lorena Tapia for presiding over the COP; the Chairs of in-session committees and
working groups; the supportive NGO community; and the Secretariat for its preparatory work.
They also reflected on fruitful outcomes but highlighted the need for enhanced
implementation and the additional resources this would require.

626. The observer from the Pew Charitable Trusts thanked the Government of Ecuador for
hosting the Meeting and showing impressive leadership on the conservation of sharks. Thanks
were due to all NGOs present for working cooperatively on this issue. Pew would be leaving
the COP very happy with the outcomes and looked forward to continuing to work for the
protection of sharks.

627. H.E. Ms. Lorena Tapia and senior colleagues from the Ministry of Environment were
presented with tokens of appreciation on behalf of delegates and the CMS Secretariat.

628. Thanking all participants, the Chair declared the 11" Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties as closed.
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RULES OF PROCEDURE
FOR THE 11™ MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES

Part |

Deleqgates, Observers, Secretariat

Rule 1 — Delegates

(1) A Party to the Convention (hereafter referred to as a "Party")" shall be entitled to be
represented at the meeting by a delegation consisting of a Representative and such Alternative
Representatives and Advisers as the Party may deem necessary.

(2)  Without prejudice to the provisions of Rule 14, paragraph 2, the Representative of a Party
shall exercise the voting rights of that Party. In their absence, an Alternative Representative of
that Party shall act in their place over the full range of their functions.

(3) Logistic and other limitations may require that no more than four delegates of any Party be
present at a plenary session and sessions of the Committee of the Whole established under Rule
23. The Secretariat shall notify Parties, observers and other participants of any such limitations in
advance of the meeting.

Rule 2 — Observers

(1) The United Nations, it’s Specialized Agencies, the International Atomic Energy Agency
and any State not a Party to the Convention may be represented at the meeting by observers who
shall have the right to participate but not to vote.

1 See Articles I, paragraph 1 (), and XV111 of the Convention. A Party is a State which has deposited with the Government of
the Federal Republic of Germany its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession by 31 August 2011.

2 See Convention, Article V11, paragraph 8.
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(2) Any body or agency technically qualified in protection, conservation and management of
migratory species which is either:

@) an international agency or body, either governmental or non-governmental, or a national
governmental agency or body; or

(b) a national non-governmental agency or body which has been approved for this purpose by
the State in which it is located;

and which has informed the Secretariat of the Convention of its desire to be represented at the
meeting by observers, shall be permitted to be represented unless at least one-third of the Parties
present object. Once admitted, these observers shall have the right to participate but not to vote®.

(3) Bodies and agencies desiring to be represented at the meeting by observers shall submit
the names of their representatives (and in the case of bodies and agencies referred to in paragraph
(2) (b) of this Rule, evidence of the approval of the State in which they are located) to the
Secretariat of the Convention prior to the opening of the meeting.

4) Logistic and other limitations may require that no more than two observers from any non-
Party State, body or agency be present at a plenary session or a session of the Committee of the
Whole of the meeting. The Secretariat shall notify Parties, observers and other participants of any
such limitations in advance of the meeting.

(5) The standard participation fee for all non-governmental organisations is fixed by the
Standing Committee and announced in the letter of invitation. Greater contributions are
appreciated.

Rule 3 - Credentials

(1) The Representative or any Alternative Representative of a Party shall, before exercising
the voting rights of the Party, have been granted powers by, or on behalf of, a proper authority,
such as the Head of State, the Head of Government or the Minister of Foreign Affairs or the head
of an executive body of any regional economic organisation or as mentioned in footnote 1 above
enabling them to represent the Party at the meeting and to vote.

2 Such credentials shall be submitted to the Secretariat of the Convention.
3 A Credentials Committee of not more than five Representatives shall examine the
credentials and shall report thereon to the meeting. Pending a decision on their credentials,

delegates may participate provisionally in the meeting.

Rule 4 - Secretariat

The Secretariat of the Convention shall service and act as secretariat for the meeting.*

See Convention, Article VII, paragraph 9.

4 See Convention, Article IX, paragraph 4(a).
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Part Il
Officers

Rule 5 - Chairpersons

(1) The Chairperson of the Standing Committee shall act as temporary Chairperson of the
meeting until the meeting elects a Chairperson in accordance with Rule 5, paragraph 2.

(2) The Conference in its inaugural session shall elect from among the representatives of the
Parties a Chairperson and a Chairperson of the Committee of the Whole. The latter shall also
serve as Vice-Chairperson of the Conference.

(3) The Conference shall also elect, from among the representatives of the Parties, a Vice-
Chairperson of the Committee of the Whole. If the Chairperson of the Committee of the Whole is
absent or is unable to discharge the duties of Chairperson, the Vice-Chairperson shall deputize.

Rule 6 - Presiding Officer

(1) The Chairperson shall preside at all plenary sessions of the meeting.

(2) If the Chairperson is absent or is unable to discharge the duties of Presiding Officer, the
Chairperson of the Committee of the Whole shall deputize.

(3) The Presiding Officer shall not vote but may designate an Alternative Representative from
the same delegation.

Rule 7 - Bureau

(1) The Presiding Officer, the Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson of the Committee of the
Whole, and the Chairpersons of the Scientific Council and the Standing Committee, and the
Secretariat shall constitute the Bureau of the Conference with the general duty of forwarding the
business of the meeting including, where appropriate, altering the timetable and structure of the
meeting and specifying time limits for debates.

2 The Presiding Officer shall preside over the Bureau.

Part 111

Rules of Order and Debate

Rule 8 - Powers of Presiding Officer

1) In addition to exercising powers conferred elsewhere in these Rules, the Presiding Officer
shall at plenary sessions of the meeting:

@ open and close the session;
(b) direct the discussions;
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(©) ensure the observance of these Rules;

(d) accord the right to speak;

(e) put questions to the vote and announce decisions;

) rule on points of order; and

(9) subject to these Rules, have complete control of the proceedings of the meeting and the
maintenance of order.

(2) The Presiding Officer may, in the course of discussion at a plenary session of the meeting,
propose to the Conference:

@ time limits for speakers;

(b) limitation of the number of times the members of a delegation or the observers from a
State not a Party, body or agency may speak on any question;

(©) the closure of the list of speakers;

(d) the adjournment or the closure of the debate on the particular subject or question under
discussion; and

e) the suspensions or adjournment of the session.

Rule 9 - Seating, Quorum

(1) Delegations shall be seated in accordance with the alphabetical order of the names of the
Parties in the English language.

(2) A quorum for plenary sessions and sessions of the Committee of the Whole of the meeting
shall consist of one-half of the Parties having delegations at the meeting. No plenary session or
session of the Committee of the Whole shall take place in the absence of a quorum.

Rule 10 - Right to Speak

(1) The Presiding Officer shall call upon speakers in the order in which they signify their
desire to speak, with precedence given to the delegates.

(2) A delegate or observer may speak only if called upon by the Presiding Officer, who may
call a speaker to order if the remarks are not relevant to the subject under discussion.

3 A speaker shall not be interrupted except on a point of order. The speaker may, however,
with the permission of the Presiding Officer, give way during their speech to allow any delegate
or observer to request elucidation on a particular point in that speech.

4 The Chairperson of a committee or working group may be accorded precedence for the
purpose of explaining the conclusions arrived at by that committee or working group.

Rule 11 - Submission of Proposals for Amendment of the Convention and its Appendices

(¢D)] As a general rule proposals shall, subject to any provisions of the Convention itself, have
been communicated at least 150 days before the meeting to the Secretariat, which shall have
circulated them to all Parties in the working languages of the meeting. Proposals arising out of
discussion of the foregoing may be discussed at any plenary session of the meeting provided
copies of them have been circulated to all delegations not later than the day preceding the session.
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The Presiding Officer may also permit the discussion and consideration of urgent proposals
arising after the period prescribed above in the first sentence of this Rule provided that they relate
to proposed amendments which have been circulated in accordance with the second sentence of
this Rule and that their consideration will not unduly inhibit the proceedings of the Conference.
The Presiding Officer may, in addition, permit the discussion of motions as to procedures, even
though such motions have not been circulated previously.

(2) After a proposal has been adopted or rejected by the Conference it shall not be
reconsidered unless a two-thirds majority of the Representatives participating in the meeting so
decide. Permission to speak on a motion to reconsider a proposal shall be accorded only to a
delegate from each of two Parties wishing to speak against the motion, after which the motion
shall immediately be put to the vote.

Rule 12 - Submission of Resolutions or Recommendations

As a general rule Resolutions or Recommendations shall have been communicated at least 60
days before the meeting to the Secretariat who shall circulate them to all Parties in the working
languages in the meeting. The remaining provisions of Rule 11 shall also apply mutatis mutandis
to the treatment of Resolutions and Recommendations.

Rule 13 - Procedural Motions

(1) During the discussion of any matter, a delegate may rise to make a point of order, and the
point of order shall be immediately decided by the Presiding Officer in accordance with these
Rules. A delegate may appeal against any ruling of the Presiding Officer. The appeal shall
immediately be put to the vote, and the Presiding Officer's ruling shall stand unless a two-thirds
majority of the Representatives present and voting otherwise decide. A delegate rising to a point
of order may not speak on the substance of the matter under discussion.

(2) The following motions shall have precedence in the following order over all other
proposals or motions before the Conference:

@) to suspend the session;

(b) to adjourn the session;

(© to adjourn the debate on the particular subject or question under discussion; and
(d) to close the debate on the particular subject or question under discussion.

Rule 14 - Arrangements for Debate

(@D The Conference may, on a proposal by the Presiding Officer or by a delegate, limit the
time to be allowed to each speaker and the number of times delegates or observers may speak on
any question. When the debate is subject to such limits, and a speaker has spoken for the allotted
time, the Presiding Officer shall call the speaker to order without delay.

(2) During the course of a debate the Presiding Officer may announce the list of speakers and,
with the consent of the meeting, declare the list closed. The Presiding Officer may, however,
accord the right of reply to any delegate if a speech delivered after the list has been declared
closed makes this desirable.

81



Annex |: Rules of Procedure for COP11 CMS COP11 Proceedings: Part |
6 of 10

(3) During the discussion of any matter, a delegate may move the adjournment of the debate
on the particular subject or question under discussion. In addition to the proposer of the motion, a
delegate may speak in favour of, and a delegate of each of two Parties may speak against the
motion, after which the motion shall immediately be put to the vote. The Presiding Officer may
limit the time to be allowed to speakers under this Rule.

4) A delegate may at any time move the closure of the debate on the particular subject or
question under discussion, whether or not any other delegate has signified the wish to speak.
Permission to speak on the motion for closure of the debate shall be accorded only to a delegate
from each of two Parties wishing to speak against the motion, after which the motion shall
immediately be put to the vote. The Presiding Officer may limit the time to be allowed to
speakers under this Rule.

(5) During the discussion of any matter a delegate may move the suspension or the
adjournment of the session. Such motions shall not be debated but shall immediately be put to
the vote. The Presiding Officer may limit the time allowed to the speaker moving the suspension
or adjournment of the session.

(6) Whenever the Conference considers a recommendation originating from the Committee of
the Whole, where the discussion of the recommendation has been conducted with interpretation in
the three working languages of the session, there shall be no further discussion on the
recommendation, and it shall immediately be decided upon, subject to the second paragraph.

(7) However, any delegate, if seconded by another delegate of another Party, may present a
motion for the opening of debate on any recommendation. Permission to speak on the motion for
opening the debate shall be granted only to the delegate presenting the motion and the secondary,
and to a delegate of each of two Parties wishing to speak against, after which the motion shall
immediately be put to the vote. A motion to open the debate shall be granted if, on a show of hands,
ene-third two-thirds of the voting Representatives support the motion. While speaking on a
motion to open the debate a delegate may not speak on the substance of the recommendation itself.

Part IV

Voting

Rule 15 - Methods of VVoting

(@D Without prejudice to the provisions of Rule 1, paragraph 2, each representative duly
accredited according to Rule 3 shall have one vote. Regional economic integration organizations,
in matters within their competence, shall exercise their right to vote with the number of votes
equal to the number of their member States which are Parties. In such case, the member States of
such organizations shall not exercise their right individually®.

(2) Representatives of Parties which are three or more years behind in paying their
subscriptions on the date of the opening session of the meeting of the Conference of the Parties
shall not be eligible to vote. However, the Conference of the Parties may allow such Parties to

5 See Convention, Article 1, paragraph 2.
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exercise their right to vote if it is satisfied that the delay in payment arises from exceptional and
unavoidable circumstances, and shall receive advice in this regard from the Standing Committee.

(3) The Conference shall normally vote by show of hands, but any Representative may request
a roll-call vote. The roll-call vote shall be taken in the seating order of the delegations. The
Presiding Officer may require a roll-call vote on the advice of the tellers where they are in doubt
as to the actual number of votes cast and this is likely to be critical to the outcome.

4) All votes in respect of the election of officers or of prospective host countries shall be by
secret ballot and, although it shall not normally be used, any Representative may request a secret
ballot for other matters. If seconded, the question of whether a secret ballot should be held shall
immediately be voted upon. The motion for a secret ballot may not be conducted by secret ballot.

(5) Voting by roll-call or by secret ballot shall be expressed by "Yes", "No" or "Abstain".
Only affirmative and negative votes shall be counted in calculating the number of votes cast.

(6) If votes are equal, the motion or amendment shall not be carried.

(7) The Presiding Officer shall be responsible for the counting of the votes and shall announce
the result. The Presiding Officer may be assisted by tellers appointed by the Secretariat.

(8) After the Presiding Officer has announced the beginning of the vote, it shall not be
interrupted except by a Representative on a point of order in connection with the actual conduct
of the voting. The Presiding Officer may permit Representatives to explain their votes either
before or after the voting, and may limit the time to be allowed for such explanations.

Rule 16 - Majority

Except where otherwise provided for under the provisions of the Convention, these Rules or the
Terms of Reference for the Administration of the Trust Fund, all votes shall be taken by a two-
thirds majority of votes cast.

Rule 17 - Procedure for VVoting on Motions and Amendments

(@D A delegate may move that parts of a proposal or of an amendment be voted on separately.
If objection is made to the request for such division, the motion for division shall be voted upon
first. Permission to speak on the motion for division shall be accorded only to a delegate from
each of two Parties wishing to speak in favour of and a delegate from each of two Parties wishing
to speak against the motion. If the motion for division is carried, those parts of the proposal or
amendment which are subsequently approved shall be put to the vote as a whole. If all operative
parts of the proposal of the amendment have been rejected, the proposal or the amendment shall
be considered to have been rejected as a whole.

2 When an amendment is moved to a proposal, the amendment shall be voted on first. When
two or more amendments are moved to a proposal, the Conference shall vote first on the
amendment furthest removed in substance from the original proposal and then on the amendment
next furthest removed therefrom, and so on until all amendments have been put to the vote.
When, however, the adoption of one amendment necessarily implies the rejection of another
amendment, the latter amendment shall not be put to the vote. If one or more amendments are
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adopted, the amended proposal shall then be voted upon. A motion is considered an amendment
to a proposal if it merely adds to, deletes or revises part of that proposal.

(3) If two or more proposals relate to the same question, the Conference shall, unless it
decides otherwise, vote on the proposals in the order in which they have been submitted. The
Conference may, after voting on a proposal, decide whether to vote on the next proposal.

Rule 18 - Elections

(1) If in an election to fill one place no candidate obtains the required majority in the first
ballot, a second ballot shall be taken restricted to the two candidates obtaining the largest number
of votes. If in the second ballot the votes are equally divided, the Presiding Officer shall decide
between the candidates by drawing lots.

(2) If in the first ballot there is a tie amongst candidates obtaining the second largest number
of votes, a special ballot shall be held amongst them to reduce the number of candidates to two.

(3) In the case of tie amongst three or more candidates obtaining the largest number of votes
in the first ballot, a special ballot shall be held amongst them to reduce the number of candidates
to two. If a tie then results amongst two or more candidates, the Presiding Officer shall reduce the
number to two by drawing lots, and a further ballot shall be held in accordance with paragraph 1
of this Rule.

Part V

Languages and Records

Rule 19 - Official and Working Languages

(1) English, French and Spanish shall be the official and working languages of the meeting.

(2) Speeches made in any of the working languages shall be interpreted into the other working
languages.

3 The official documents of the meeting shall be distributed in the working languages.

Rule 20 - Other Languages

(@D A delegate may speak in a language other than a working language. They shall be
responsible for providing interpretation into a working language, and interpretation by the
Secretariat into the other working languages may be based upon that interpretation.

2 Any document submitted to the Secretariat in any language other than a working language
shall be accompanied by a translation into one of the working languages.
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Rule 21 - Summary Records

(1) Summary records of the meeting shall be circulated to all Parties in the official languages
of the meeting.

(2) Committees and working groups shall decide upon the form in which their records shall be
prepared.
Part VI

Publicity of Debates

Rule 22 - Plenary Sessions

All plenary sessions of the meeting shall be open to the public, except that in exceptional
circumstances the Conference may decide, by a two-thirds majority of Representatives present
and voting, that any single session be closed to the public.

Rule 23 - Sessions of Committees and Working Groups

As a general rule, sessions of committees and working groups other than the Committee of the
Whole shall be limited to the delegates and to observers invited by the Chairpersons of the
committees or working groups.

Part VII

Committees and Working Groups

Rule 24 - Establishment of Committees and Working Groups

(1) In addition to the Credentials Committee, the Conference of the Parties shall establish a
committee to forward the business of the meeting. This committee shall be called the Committee
of the Whole. It shall be responsible for making recommendations to the Conference on any
matter of a scientific or technical nature, including proposals to amend the Appendices of the
Convention, as well as recommendations concerning financial, administrative and any other
matter to be decided upon by the Conference.

2 The Conference and the Committee of the Whole may establish such working groups as
may be necessary to enable them to carry out their functions. They shall define the terms of
reference and composition of each working group, the size of which shall be limited according to
the number of places available in assembly rooms.

(3) The Credentials Committee and each working group shall elect their own officers.
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Rule 25 - Procedure

Insofar as they are applicable, these Rules shall apply mutatis mutandis to the proceedings of
committees and working groups; however, with the exception of the Committee of the Whole,
interpretation may not be provided in sessions of the committees and working groups.

Part VIII

Amendment

Rule 26 - Amendment

These rules may be amended as required by decision of the Conference.
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Part |

RULES OF PROCEDURE
FOR MEETINGS OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES (COP)
(FOR ADOPTION AT COP12)
Part |

Representatives, Observers, Secretariat

Rule 1 - Representatives

(1) A Party to the Convention (hereafter referred to as a "Party™) shall be entitled to be
represented at the meeting by a delegation consisting of a Representative and such Alternative
Representatives and Advisers as the Party may deem necessary.

(2)  Without prejudice to the provisions of Rule 13, paragraph 2, the Representative of a Party
shall exercise the voting rights of that Party. In their absence, an Alternative Representative of
that Party shall act in their place over the full range of their functions.

(3) Logistics and other limitations may require that no more than four Representatives of any
Party be present at a plenary session and sessions of the Committee of the Whole established under
Rule 17. The Secretariat shall notify Parties of any such limitations in advance of the meeting.

Rule 2 - Observers

(1) The United Nations, its Specialized Agencies, the International Atomic Energy Agency
and any State not a Party to the Convention may be represented at the meeting by observers who
shall have the right to participate but not to vote.

(2) Any body or agency technically qualified in protection, conservation and management of
migratory species, which is either:
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@ an international agency or body, either governmental or non-governmental, or a
national governmental agency or body; or

(b) a national non-governmental agency or body that has been approved for this
purpose by the State in which it is located,;

and that has informed the Secretariat of the Convention of its desire to be represented at the
meeting by observers, shall be permitted to be represented unless at least one-third of the Parties
present object. Once admitted, these observers shall have the right to participate but not to vote.

(3) Bodies and agencies desiring to be represented at the meeting by observers shall submit the
names of their representatives (and in the case of bodies and agencies referred to in paragraph (2) (b)
of this Rule, evidence of the approval of the State in which they are located) to the Secretariat of
the Convention prior to the opening of the meeting.

4) Logistics and other limitations may require that no more than two observers from any non-
Party State, body or agency be present at a plenary session or a session of the Committee of the
Whole of the meeting. The Secretariat shall notify observers and other participants of any such
limitations in advance of the meeting.

(5) The standard participation fee for all non-governmental organizations is fixed by the
Standing Committee and announced in the letter of invitation.

Rule 3 - Credentials

(1) The credentials of representatives as well as the names of alternate representatives and
advisers shall be submitted to the secretariat if possible not later than twenty-four hours after the
opening of the session. Any later change in the composition of the delegation shall also be
submitted to the secretariat. The credentials shall be issued either by the Head of State or
Government or by the Minister of Foreign Affairs or, in the case of a regional economic
integration organization, by the competent authority of that organization™.

(2) All credentials shall be submitted to the Secretariat of the Convention in their original
form, on letterhead of the official enabling the Representative to participate at the meeting,
together with a translation into English, French or Spanish if they are not in one of these
languages. Photocopies, scans, and faxes of the original letter will not suffice.

3 A Credentials Committee of not more than five Representatives from at least three regions
shall examine submitted credentials and shall report thereon to the meeting.

4 Pending a decision on their credentials, representatives may participate provisionally in
the meeting, but not vote.

5) Representatives are encouraged to submit their credentials prior to the meeting to allow
efficient processing by the Secretariat and Credentials Committee.

1 For the purpose of interpreting this Rule, in the case of the European Union “competent authority” means the

President of the European Commission or the Commissioner responsible for the environment.
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Rule 4 - Secretariat

The Secretariat of the Convention shall service and act as secretariat for the meeting and the
Bureau of the Conference of the Parties.

Part Il
Officers

Rule 5 - Election and Duties of Chair

(1) The Chair of the Standing Committee shall act as temporary Chair of the meeting until the
meeting elects a Chair in accordance with Rule 5, paragraph 2(a).

2 The Conference in its first session shall elect from among the representatives of the Parties:

@ a Chair of the Conference;

(b) a Chair of the Committee of the Whole, who shall also serve as Vice-Chair of the
Conference; and

(© a Vice-Chair of the Committee of the Whole.

(3) The Chair of the Conference and the Chair of the Committee of the Whole shall preside
over sessions of the Plenary and the Committee of the Whole respectively in the capacity of
Presiding Officer and shall have no voting power.

4) If the Chair of the Conference or the Chair of the Committee of the Whole is absent or is
unable to discharge his/her duties, the respective Vice-Chair shall deputize for him/her as
Presiding Officer.

Rule 6 - Bureau

(1) The Officers listed in Rule 5 (2) together with the Chairs of the Scientific Council and the
Standing Committee, and, members of the Standing Committee shall constitute the Bureau of the
Conference with the general duty of ensuring the effective enforcement of the Rules of Procedure
and forwarding the business of the meeting including, where appropriate, altering the timetable
and structure of the meeting and specifying time limits for debates.

2 The Chair of the Conference shall preside over the Bureau.
3 If the Chair of the Conference is absent or is unable to discharge his/her duties, the Chair
of the Committee of the Whole shall deputize for him/her. If the Chair of the Conference and the

Chair of the Committee of the Whole are both unavailable, the Vice-Chair of the Committee of
the Whole shall deputize for him/her.
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Part 111

Rules of Order and Debate

Rule 7 - Powers of the Presiding Officer

(1) In addition to exercising powers conferred elsewhere in these Rules, the Presiding Officer
shall at plenary sessions of the meeting:

@ open and close the session;

(b)  direct the discussion;

(© ensure the observance of these Rules;

(d)  accord the right to speak;

(e) put questions to a vote and announce decisions;

()] rule on points of order; and

(g)  subject to these Rules and the Convention, have complete control of the
proceedings and the maintenance of order.

(2) The Presiding Officer may, in the course of discussion at a plenary session of the meeting,
propose to the Conference:

@ time limits for speakers;

(b) limitation of the number of times the members of a delegation or the observers
from a State not a Party, body or agency may speak on any question;

(© the closure of the list of speakers;

(d)  the adjournment or the closure of the debate on the particular subject or question
under discussion; and

(e) the suspensions or adjournment of the session.

Rule 8 - Seating and Quorum for the Plenary and Committee of the Whole

(1) Delegations shall be seated in accordance with the alphabetical order of the names of the
Parties in the English language except that the European Union shall be seated next to the State
holding the rotating Presidency of the European Union.

2 A quorum for plenary sessions and sessions of the Committee of the Whole of the meeting
shall consist of one-half of the Parties having delegations at the meeting. No plenary session or
session of the Committee of the Whole shall take place in the absence of a quorum.

Rule 9 - Right to Speak

@) The right to speak shall extend to Party Representatives, Alternative Representatives and
Advisers whose credentials are under consideration or have been accepted, and to observers who
have been admitted to the meeting in accordance with Rule 2, as well as to the Secretariat.

(2) The Presiding Officer shall call upon speakers in the order in which they signify their
desire to speak, with precedence given to Party Representatives. Amongst observers, precedence
shall be given to non-Party States, intergovernmental organizations and non-governmental
organizations, in this order. However, the Presiding Officer may depart from this general rule and
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call on speakers in the order that the Presiding Officer judges appropriate to ensure the timely
progress of the debate.

(3) A Representative or observer may speak only if called upon by the Presiding Officer, who
may call a speaker to order if the remarks are not relevant to the subject under discussion.

4) A speaker shall not be interrupted except on a point of order. The speaker may, however,
with the permission of the Presiding Officer, give way during their speech to allow any
Representative or observer to request elucidation on a particular point in that speech.

(5) The Chair of a committee or working group may be accorded precedence for the purpose
of explaining the conclusions arrived at by that committee or working group.

(6) The Conference and Committee of the Whole may, on a proposal by the Presiding Officer or
by a Representative, limit the time to be allowed to each speaker and the number of times the
members of a delegation or the observers either from a State not a Party, or from an agency or body
may speak on any question. When the debate is subject to such limits, and a speaker has spoken for
the speaker’s allotted time, the Presiding Officer shall call the speaker to order without delay.

(7) During the course of a debate the Presiding Officer may announce the list of speakers and,
with the consent of the Conference or Committee, declare the list closed. The Presiding Officer
may, however, accord the right of reply to any Representative or observer if an intervention
delivered after the Presiding Officer has declared the list closed makes this desirable.

Rule 10 - Procedural Motions

(1) During the discussion of any matter, a Representative may rise to make a point of order,
and the point of order shall be immediately decided by the Presiding Officer. A Representative
may appeal against the ruling of the Presiding Officer. The appeal shall be immediately put to the
vote, and the Presiding Officer's ruling shall stand unless a two-thirds majority of the
Representatives present and voting otherwise decides. In such instances, a Representative rising
to a point of order may not speak on the substance of the matter under discussion.

2 The following motions shall have precedence in the following order over all other
proposals or motions before the Conference:

@ to suspend the session;

(b) to adjourn the session;

(c) to adjourn the debate on the particular subject or question under discussion; and
(d) to close the debate on the particular subject or question under discussion.

3 In addition to the proposer of the motion in (2) above, a Representative from one other
Party may speak in favour of the motion and a Representative of each of two Parties may speak
against it, after which the motion shall be immediately put to a vote. The Presiding Officer may
limit the time to be allowed to the speakers.
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Rule 11 - Motions to open and reopen debates in Conference sessions

(1) Whenever the Conference considers a recommendation originating from the Committee of
the Whole, where the discussion of the recommendation has been conducted with interpretation in
the three working languages, there shall be no further discussion on the recommendation, and it
shall immediately be decided upon, subject to paragraph (2) of this Rule.

(2) However, any Representative, if seconded by a Representative of another Party, may
present a motion for the opening of debate on any recommendation. Permission to speak on the
motion for opening the debate shall be granted only to the Representative presenting the motion
and a seconder, and to a Representative of each of two Parties wishing to speak against, after
which the motion shall immediately be put to the vote. A motion to open the debate shall be
granted if, on a show of hands, two-thirds of the Representatives present and voting support the
motion. While speaking on a motion to open the debate a Representative may not speak on the
substance of the recommendation itself.

(3) Whenever the Conference considers a recommendation originating in plenary session,
where the discussion of the recommendation has been conducted with interpretation in the three
working languages, it may be reconsidered during the meeting only under the following
circumstances.

4) Any Representative, if seconded by a Representative of another Party, may present a
motion for the reopening of debate. Permission to speak on the motion shall be granted only to the
Representative presenting it and the seconder, and to a Representative of each of two Parties
wishing to speak against the motion, after which the motion shall immediately be put to a vote. A
motion to reopen the debate shall be granted if two-thirds of the Representatives present and
voting support the motion. While speaking on a motion to reopen the debate, a Representative
may not speak on the substance of the decision itself.

Rule 12 - Publicity of Debates

(1) All plenary sessions of the meeting shall be open to the public, except that in exceptional
circumstances the Conference may decide, by a two-thirds majority of Representatives present
and voting, that any single session be closed to the public.

2 As a general rule, sessions of committees and working groups other than the Committee of

the Whole shall be limited to Representatives and observers invited by the Chairs of the
committees or working groups.

Part IV

Voting

Rule 13 - Methods of VVoting

1) Without prejudice to the provisions of Rule 1, paragraph 2, each Representative duly
accredited according to Rule 3 shall have one vote. Regional economic integration organizations,
in matters within their competence, shall exercise their right to vote with the number of votes
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equal to the number of their member States that are Parties. In such case, the member States of
such organizations shall not exercise their right individually.

(2) Representatives of Parties that are three or more years in arrears in the payment of its
assessed contributions on the date of the opening session of the meeting of the Conference of the
Parties shall not be eligible to vote. However, the Conference of the Parties may allow such
Parties to exercise their right to vote if it is satisfied that the delay in payment arises from
exceptional and unavoidable circumstances, and shall receive advice in this regard from the
Standing Committee. The exceptional and unavoidable circumstances shall be communicated in
advance by the Party concerned to the Standing Committee for consideration at its meeting prior
to the meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

(3) The Conference shall normally vote by show of hands, but any Representative may request
a roll-call vote. The roll-call vote shall be taken in the seating order of the delegations. The
Presiding Officer may require a roll-call vote on the advice of the tellers where they are in doubt
as to the actual number of votes cast and this is likely to be critical to the outcome.

4) All votes in respect of the election of Officers or of prospective host countries shall be by
secret ballot and, although it shall not normally be used, any Representative may request a secret
ballot for other matters. If seconded, the question of whether a secret ballot should be held shall
immediately be voted upon and decided by two-thirds majority. The motion for a secret ballot
may not be conducted by secret ballot.

(5) Voting by roll-call or by secret ballot shall be expressed by "Yes", "No" or "Abstain".
Only affirmative and negative votes shall be counted in calculating the number of votes cast.

(6) The Presiding Officer shall be responsible for the counting of the votes and shall announce
the result. The Presiding Officer may be assisted by tellers appointed by the Secretariat.

(7) After the Presiding Officer has announced the beginning of the vote, it shall not be
interrupted except by a Representative on a point of order in connection with the actual conduct
of the voting. The Presiding Officer may permit Representatives to explain their votes either
before or after the voting, and may limit the time to be allowed for such explanations.

Rule 14 - Majority

(@D The Parties shall make every effort to reach agreement on all matters by consensus.

2 Except where otherwise provided for under the provisions of the Convention, all votes
shall be taken by a two-thirds majority of votes cast.

Rule 15 - Procedure for VVoting on Motions and Amendments

(@D Any Representative may propose an amendment to a draft resolution or other document.
The Presiding Officer may permit the immediate discussion and consideration of amendments to
draft resolutions and other documents, even though such amendments have not been circulated
previously.
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(2) A Representative may move that parts of a proposal or of an amendment be voted on
separately. If objection is made to the request for such division, the motion for division shall be
voted upon first. Permission to speak on the motion for division shall be accorded only to a
Representative from each of two Parties wishing to speak in favour of the motion and a
Representative from each of two Parties wishing to speak against the motion. If the motion for
division is carried, those parts of the proposal or amendment that are subsequently approved shall
be put to the vote as a whole. If all operative parts of the proposal of the amendment have been
rejected, the proposal or the amendment shall be considered to have been rejected as a whole.

(3) When an amendment is moved to a proposal, the amendment shall be voted on first. When
two or more amendments are moved to a proposal, the Conference shall vote first on the
amendment furthest removed in substance from the original proposal and then on the amendment
next furthest removed therefrom, and so on until all amendments have been put to the vote.
When, however, the adoption of one amendment necessarily implies the rejection of another
amendment, the latter amendment shall not be put to the vote. If one or more amendments are
adopted, the amended proposal shall then be voted upon. A motion is considered an amendment
to a proposal if it merely adds to, deletes or revises part of that proposal.

4) If two or more proposals relate to the same question, the Conference shall, unless it
decides otherwise, vote on the proposals in the order in which they have been submitted. The
Conference may, after voting on a proposal, decide whether to vote on the next proposal.

Rule 16 — Elections

(1) If in an election to fill one place no candidate obtains the required majority in the first
ballot, a second ballot shall be taken restricted to the two candidates obtaining the largest number
of votes. If in the second ballot the votes are equally divided, the Presiding Officer shall decide
between the candidates by drawing lots.

(2) If in the first ballot there is a tie amongst candidates obtaining the second largest number
of votes, a special ballot shall be held amongst them to reduce the number of candidates to two.

(3) In the case of a tie amongst three or more candidates obtaining the largest number of votes
in the first ballot, a special ballot shall be held amongst them to reduce the number of candidates
to two. If a tie then results amongst two or more candidates, the Presiding Officer shall reduce the
number to two by drawing lots, and a further ballot shall be held in accordance with paragraph (1)
of this Rule.

Part V

Committees and working groups

Rule 17 - Establishment of Committees and Working Groups

1) In addition to the Credentials Committee, the Conference of the Parties shall establish a
committee to forward the business of the meeting. This committee shall be called the Committee
of the Whole. It shall be responsible for making recommendations to the Conference on any
matter of a scientific or technical nature, including proposals to amend the Appendices of the
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Convention, as well as recommendations concerning financial, administrative and any other
matter to be decided upon by the Conference.

(2) The Conference and the Committee of the Whole may establish such working groups as
may be necessary to enable them to carry out their functions. They shall define the terms of
reference and composition of each working group, the size of which shall be limited according to
the number of places available in assembly rooms.

(3) The Credentials Committee and each working group shall elect their own officers.

Part VI

Languages and Records

Rule 18 - Official and Working Languages

(1) English, French and Spanish shall be the official and working languages of the meeting.

(2) Speeches made in any of the working languages shall be simultaneously interpreted into
the other working languages.

(3) The official documents of the meeting shall be distributed in the working languages.
4) With the exception of the Committee of the Whole, where simultaneous interpretation will
be provided, simultaneous interpretation in sessions of other committees and working groups will

not normally be available.

Rule 19 - Other Languages

(1) A Representative may speak in a language other than a working language. They shall be
responsible for providing interpretation into a working language, and interpretation by the
Secretariat into the other working languages may be based upon that interpretation.

2 Any document submitted to the Secretariat in any language other than a working language
shall be accompanied by a translation into one of the working languages.

Rule 20 - Summary Records

(@D Summary records of the meeting shall be circulated to all Parties in the official languages
of the meeting.

2 Committees and working groups shall decide upon the form in which their records shall be
prepared.
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Part VII

Submission of documents

Rule 21- Submission of Proposals for Amendment of the Convention and its Appendices

(1) As a general rule, proposals for amendment of the Convention and its Appendices shall,
subject to any provisions of the Convention itself, have been communicated at least 150 days
before the meeting to the Secretariat, which shall circulate them to all Parties in the working
languages of the meeting as soon as possible after receipt.

(2) The Representative of the Party that has submitted a proposal for amendment of
Appendices | or Il may, at any time, withdraw the proposal or amend it to reduce its scope® or to
make it more precise. Once a proposal has been withdrawn, it may not be re-submitted during the
meeting. Once a proposal has been amended to reduce its scope, it may not be reamended during
the meeting to increase the scope of the amended proposal.

(3) Any other Representative may propose an amendment to a proposal for amendment of
Appendix | or 11 to reduce its scope? or to make it more precise.

4) The Presiding Officer may permit the immediate discussion and consideration of a
proposed amendment referred to in paragraph (3) of this Rule even though it has not been
circulated previously.

Rule 22 - Submission of Resolutions and Recommendations

(1) Parties must submit any proposed Resolutions and Recommendations that include a
scientific element to the Executive Secretary at least 150 days prior to the commencement of the
meeting.

(2) Parties should endeavour to submit any proposed Resolutions and Recommendations not
including a scientific element to Executive Secretary within the timeline set out in paragraph (1),
and in any event Parties must submit such proposals at least 90 days prior to the commencement
of the meeting.

3 All proposed Resolutions and Recommendations that include a scientific element shall be
submitted by the Executive Secretary to the Scientific Council for scrutiny of their scientific and
technical accuracy at least 120 days prior to the commencement of the meeting. The Scientific
Council shall provide appropriate advice to the Standing Committee on all proposed Resolutions
and Recommendations.

4 The Executive Secretary shall transmit the documents to the Conference of the Parties at
least 60 days before the meeting.

The phrase “reduce its scope” includes situations, such as amending a proposal to include a species in Appendix | so asto include
that same species in Appendix Il; and amending a species listing proposal to include fewer populations. However, it does not
include situations, such as amending a proposal to include a species in Appendix Il to include that same species in Appendix I; or
amending a species listing proposal to add populations to the proposal or include different populations in the proposal.
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(5) Proposed Resolutions and Recommendations arising out of discussion of documents
submitted in accordance with paragraphs (1) to (4) may be discussed at any plenary session of the
meeting provided copies of them have been circulated to all delegations not later than the day
preceding the session. The Presiding Officer may also permit the discussion and consideration of
urgent proposals arising after the period prescribed in the first sentence of this paragraph provided
that they relate to proposed amendments which have been circulated and that their consideration
will not unduly inhibit the proceedings of the Conference.

Part VIII

Rules of Procedure of committees and working groups

Rule 23 - Procedure

Insofar as they are applicable, these Rules shall apply mutatis mutandis to the proceedings of
committees and working groups.

Part 1X

Amendment to the Rules of Procedure

Rule 24 — Amendment

(1) The Rules adopted by the Conference of the Parties shall remain in effect until Rules of
Procedure are adopted at the start of the next meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

(2) These rules may be amended by decision of the Conference. Amendments to these Rules
shall be decided by a two-thirds majority of votes cast.

97



98



UNEP CMS

CONVENT'ON ON Distribution: General
MIGRATORY XHEEQZMS/COPH/REPORT
SPECIES

Original: English

CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS
11™ MEETING

Quito, Ecuador, 4-9 November 2014

Proceedings of the 11" Meeting of the Conference of the Parties
Part |

AGENDA OF THE MEETING

AGENDA ITEM DOCUMENT

Opening of the Meeting and Organizational Matters

l.
1. | Opening of the Meeting No document
2. |Welcoming Addresses No document
3. |Keynote Address No document
4. |Rules of Procedure COP11/Doc.4
5. |Election of Officers No document
6. |Adoption of the Agenda and Meeting Schedule -
6.1 |Agenda and Documents COP11/Doc.6.1
6.2 | Annotated Agenda and Meeting Schedule COP11/Doc.6.2
7. |Establishment of Credentials Committee and Other Sessional No document
Committees
8. |Admission of Observers COP11/Doc.8
I1. Reports
9. |Report of UNEP COP11/Doc.9
10. |Reports and Recommendations of the Subsidiary Bodies of the -
Convention
10.1 |Standing Committee No document
10.2 |Scientific Council No document
11. |Statement from States -
11.1 |Depositary and Host Country COP11/Doc.11.1
11.2 |Party States (including REIOs) No document
11.3 |Non-Party States No document
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AGENDA ITEM

DOCUMENT

12.

Report of the Secretariat

12.1 |Overview of Secretariat Activities No document

12.2 |Report on CMS Activities in North America COP11/Doc.12.2
13. |Statements on Cooperation -

13.1 |Biodiversity-related MEAS No document

13.2 | Other Intergovernmental Bodies No document

13.3 | Non-Governmental Organizations No document

Administrative and Budgetary Matters

14. |Budget and Administration -
14.1 |Execution of CMS Budget 2012-2014 COP11/Doc.14.1
14.2 | Draft Costed Programme of Work 2015-2017 COP11/Doc.14.2
14.3 | Draft Budget for 2015-2017 COP11/Doc.14.3*
14.4 |Resource Mobilization COP11/Doc.14.4
IV. Strategic and Institutional Matters
15. |CMS Strategic Plan -
15.1 | Assessment of the Implementation of the Strategic Plan 2006-2014 |COP11/Doc.15.1
15.2 | Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 COP11/Doc.15.2*
16. |Future Shape and Strategies of CMS and the CMS Family -
16.1 |Short- and Medium-term Activities under Resolution 10.9 COP11/Doc.16.1
16.2 |Synergies with the wider CMS Family: Analysis for shared | COP11/Doc.16.2*
common services
17. |Other Strategic and Institutional Matters -
17.1 |Options for the Restructuring of the Scientific Council COP11/Doc.17.1*
17.2 | Elections and Appointments to Scientific Council and Standing | COP11/Doc.17.2
Committee
17.3 |Gap Analysis of the Convention on Migratory Species COP11/Doc.17.3
V. Interpretation and Implementation of the Convention
18. |Procedural Issues -
18.1 |Arrangements for Meetings of the Conference of the Parties COP11/Doc.18.1*
18.2 |Repeal of Resolutions COP11/Doc.18.2*
18.3 | A Review Process for the Convention COP11/Doc.18.3*
19. |Communication, Information and Outreach -
19.1 |Implementation of the Outreach and Communication Plan 2012- | COP11/Doc.19.1
2014
19.2 | Communication, Information and Outreach Plan 2015-2017 COP11/Doc.19.2*
19.3 | Analysis and Synthesis of National Reports COP11/Doc.19.3
19.4 |World Migratory Bird Day COP11/Doc.19.4*
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20.1 |Implementation of the Capacity Building Strategy 2012-2014  |COP11/Doc.20.1
20.2 |Capacity Building Strategy 2015-2017 COP11/Doc.20.2
21. | Synergies and Partnerships -
21.1 |Report on Synergies and Partnerships COP11/Doc.21.1
21.2 |Draft Resolution: Synergies and Partnerships COP11/Doc.21.2*
21.3 | Draft Resolution: Enhancing the Relationship between the CMS |COP11/Doc.21.3*
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22.1 |Implementation of Existing Instruments COP11/Doc.22.1
22.2 | Developing, Resourcing and Servicing CMS Agreements COP11/Doc.22.2*
22.3 | Assessment of MoUs and their Viability COP11/Doc.22.3
22.4 | Concerted and Cooperative Actions COP11/Doc.22.4*
23. |Conservation Issues -
23.1 | Avian Species -
23.1.1 | Programme of Work for Migratory Birds and Flyways |COP11/Doc.23.1.1*
23.1.2 | Guidelines to Prevent Poisoning of Migratory Birds COP11/Doc.23.1.2*
23.1.3 | lllegal Killing, Taking and Trade of Migratory Birds |COP11/Doc.23.1.3*
23.1.4 | Conservation of Landbirds in the African-Eurasian |COP11/Doc.23.1.4*
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23.1.5 | Conservation of the Saker Falcon -
23.1.5.1 | Summary Report of the Saker Falcon Task |COP11/Doc.23.1.5.1*
Force
23.1.5.2 | Saker Falcon Global Action Plan |COP11/Doc.23.1.5.2
(SakerGAP)
23.1.6 | Bird Taxonomy COP11/Doc.23.1.6*
23.2 | Aquatic Species -
23.2.1 | Conservation of Migratory Sharks and Rays COP11/Doc.23.2.1*
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23.4 | Crosscutting Conservation Issues

23.4.1 | Ecological Networks -
23.4.1.1 | Application of Ecological Networks to CMS |COP11/Doc. 23.4.1.1*
23.4.1.2 | Strategic Review of Aspects of Ecological | COP11/Doc. 23.4.1.2
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23.4.2 | Programme of Work on Climate Change and |COP11/Doc. 23.4.2*
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Mammals and Birds

COP11/Doc.17.3 Draft Global Gap Analysis of the Convention on Migratory Species
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Region

COP11/Doc.23.1.5.1*
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COP11/Doc.23.4.7/Rev.1* Fighting Wildlife Crime Within and Beyond Borders
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Appendices
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on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (Bonn, 1-3
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COP11/Inf.12.x
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COP11/Inf.12.3 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.15 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.16 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.17 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.18 (English only)

Report of the CMS Scientific Council Workshop on the
Conservation Implications on Cetacean Culture
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Draft International Single Species Action Plan for the Conservation
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National Report of Parties on the Implementation of the Convention
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COP11/Inf.21 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.22 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.23 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.24 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.30/Rev.1
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COP11/Inf.31 (English only)
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“agreements” under Article IV.4 in the Convention on Migratory
Species

COP11/Inf.32 (English only)
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COP11/Inf.33 (English only)

Conservation Statements for Numeniini Species

COP11/Inf.34 (English only)

Review of the Ecological Effects of Poisoning on Migratory Birds:
Report

COP11/Inf.35 (English only)

The Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Birds listed on the CMS
Appendices: Supplementary Information

COP11/Inf.36 (English only)

Taking of Cetaceans and Dolphinaria: a Legal Analysis within the
Framework of ACCOBAMS

COP11/Inf.37 (English only)

Identification of Cetaceans for the needs of CITES

COP11/Inf.38 (English only)

Development of a Rapid Management-Risk Assessment Method for
Fish Species through its Application to Sharks

COP11/Inf.39 (English only)

A High Quality Whale watching certificate in the ACCOBAMS Area

COP11/Inf.40 (English only)

2012 Report of CMS in North America

COP11/Inf.41 (English only)

2013 Report on CMS Activities in North America

COP11/Inf.42 (English only)

Analysis of National Reports to CMS 2014

COP11/Inf.43/Rev.1 (Russian)

Saker Falcon Falco cherrug Global Action Plan (SakerGAP)
(Russian Version)

COP11/Inf.44 (English only)

Proposals for Concerted and Cooperative Action Bird Species for
Consideration by COP11

COP11/Inf.45 (Arabic)

Saker Falcon Falco cherrug Global Action Plan (SakerGAP) (Arabic
Version)

COP11/Inf.46 (English only)

Comments received on the Draft Single Species Action Plan for the
Loggerhead Turtle in the South Pacific Ocean

Conference Room Papers

(CRP)

COP11/CRP1 Draft Resolution on Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023

COP11/CRP2 Draft Resolution Programme of Work on Climate Change and
Migratory Species

COP11/CRP3 Draft Resolution Enhancing the Relationship between the CMS
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Panthera leo
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the Parties

COP11/CRP9 Draft Resolution on Sustainable Boat-Based Marine Wildlife
Watching

COP11/CRP10 Draft Resolution on Renewable Energy and Migratory Species

COP11/CRP11 Draft Resolution Action Plan for Migratory Landbirds In the
African-Eurasian Region

COP11/CRP12 Draft Resolution The Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Birds Listed
on the CMS Appendices

COP11/CRP13 Draft Resolution Conservation Implications of Cetacean Culture

COP11/CRP14 Draft Resolution Management of Marine Debris

COP11/CRP15/Rev.1 Revised: Draft Resolution Live Captures of Cetaceans from the Wild
for Commercial Purposes

COP11/CRP16 Draft Resolution Single Species Action Plan for the Loggerhead
Turtle (Caretta caretta) in the South Pacific Ocean

COP11/CRP17 Draft Resolution The Central Asian Mammals Initiative

COP11/CRP18 Draft Resolution Advancing Ecological Networks to Address the
Needs of Migratory Species

COP11/CRP19 Draft Resolution Fighting Wildlife Crime and Offences Within and
Beyond Borders

COP11/CRP20 Draft Resolution Conservation of Migratory Sharks and Rays

COP11/CRP21 Draft Resolution Communication, Information and Outreach Plan

COP11/CRP22 Draft Resolution Concerted and Cooperative Actions

COP11/CRP23 Draft Resolution on Criteria for Assessing Proposals for New
Agreements

COP11/CRP24 Draft Resolution Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Convention
through a Process to Review Implementation

COP11/CRP25 Amendments to the Rules of Procedure

COP11/CRP26 Draft Resolution World Migratory Bird Day

COP11/CRP27 Draft Resolution Saker Falcon (Falco Cherrug) Global Action Plan
(SakerGAP)

COP11/CRP28 Draft Resolution Enhancing Synergies and Common Services among
CMS Family Instruments

COP11/CRP29 Draft Resolution Programme of Work on Migratory Birds and
Flyways

COP11/CRP30 Draft Resolution The Prevention of Illegal Killing, Taking and Trade
of Migratory Birds

COP11/CRP31 Draft Resolution Preventing Poisoning of Migratory Birds
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Document No.

Title of Document

COP11/CRP32 Draft Resolution Synergies and Partnerships

COP11/CRP33 Draft Resolution Restructuring of the Scientific Council
COP11/CRP34 Draft Resolution Financial and Administrative Matters
COP11/CRP35 Draft Resolution Arrangements for Hosting the 11" and 12"

Meetings of the Conference of the Parties

Resolutions Adopted

Resolution 11.1

Financial and Administrative Matters

Resolution 11.2

Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023

Resolution 11.3

Enhancing Synergies and Common Services among CMS Family
Instruments

Resolution 11.4

Restructuring of the Scientific Council

Resolution 11.5

Arrangements for Meetings of the Conference of the Parties

Resolution 11.6

Review of Decisions

Resolution 11.7

Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Convention through a Process to
Review Implementation

Resolution 11.8

Communication, Information and Outreach Plan

Resolution 11.9

World Migratory Bird Day

Resolution 11.10

Synergies and Partnerships

Resolution 11.11

Enhancing the Relationship between the CMS Family and Civil
Society

Resolution 11.12

Criteria for Assessing Proposals for New Agreements

Resolution 11.13

Concerted and Cooperative Actions

Resolution 11.14

Programme of Work on Migratory Birds and Flyways

Resolution 11.15

Preventing Poisoning of Migratory Birds

Resolution 11.16

The Prevention of Illegal Killing, Taking and Trade of Migratory
Birds

Resolution 11.17

Action Plan for Migratory Landbirds in the African-Eurasian Region

Resolution 11.18

Saker Falcon Falco cherrug Global Action Plan (SakerGAP)

Resolution 11.19

The Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Birds listed on the CMS
Appendices

Resolution 11.20

Conservation of Migratory Sharks and Rays

Resolution 11.21

Single Species Action Plan for the Loggerhead Turtle
(Caretta caretta) in the South Pacific Ocean

Resolution 11.22

Live Capture of Cetaceans from the Wild for Commercial Purposes

Resolution 11.23

Conservation Implications of Cetacean Culture

Resolution 11.24

The Central Asian Mammals Initiative

Resolution 11.25

Advancing Ecological Networks to Address the Needs of Migratory
Species

Resolution 11.26

Programme of Work on Climate Change and Migratory Species

Resolution 11.27

Renewable Energy and Migratory Species
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Document No. Title of Document

Resolution 11.28 Future CMS Activities related to Invasive Alien Species

Resolution 11.29 Sustainable Boat-Based Marine Wildlife Watching

Resolution 11.30 Management of Marine Debris

Resolution 11.31 Fighting Wildlife Crime and Offences within and beyond Borders

Resolution 11.32 Conservation and Management of the African Lion, Panthera leo

Resolution 11.33 Guidelines for Assessing Listing Proposals to Appendices | and Il of
the Convention

Resolution 11.34 Arrangements for Hosting the 11" and 12" Meetings of the
Conference of the Parties
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CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS
11™ MEETING

Quito, Ecuador, 4-9 November 2014

Proceedings of the 11" Meeting of the Conference of the Parties
Part |

REPORT OF THE 42"° MEETING
OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE OF THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS

Quito, Ecuador, 2 November 2014

Agenda Item 1: Opening remarks and introductions

1. The Chair of the Standing Committee, Mr. Alfred Oteng-Yeboah (Ghana) opened the
Meeting.

2. The Executive Secretary, Mr. Bradnee Chambers welcomed all participants to the
Meeting and to Quito and congratulated the local organizers on the quality of their
preparations, the warmth of their welcome and the beauty of their country. He observed that
all logistics and documents had been well prepared and that everything was in place for a
successful COP11. The full list of participants is attached as Annex 2 to the present report.

Agenda Item 2: Adoption of the Agenda and Meeting schedule

Agenda Item 2.1: Provisional Agenda and Documents
Agenda Item 2.2: Annotated Agenda and Meeting Schedule

3. The Chair introduced documents UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.2.1/Rev.1: Provisional
Agenda and Documents and asked whether any members wished to propose amendments.

4. The representative of Chile, in her role as Chair of the Finance and Budget
Committee, asked for Agenda Item 9, the Report of the Finance and Budget Sub-Committee,
to be considered before Agenda Item 8, the Report on the Implementation of the CMS Budget
during the Triennium 2012-2014.
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5. The Agenda was adopted, subject to inclusion of the amendment tabled by Chile. The
Agenda is attached as Annex 1 to this report).

Agenda Item 3: Adoption of the Report of the 41% Meeting of the CMS Standing
Committee

6. The Secretariat introduced document UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.3: Draft Report of the
41% Meeting of the CMS Standing Committee, Bonn (Germany), 27-28 November 2013 noting
that it had previously been circulated to the members of the Standing Committee and that
written comments had been incorporated into the present version of the draft report.

7. The representative of New Zealand drew attention to Agenda Item 14, paragraph 78 of
the document, which stated incorrectly that the online reporting system was not working
(instead of now working). This error should be corrected.

8. There being no other comments, the Standing Committee approved the Report of the
41 Meeting, subject to inclusion of the minor correction tabled by New Zealand.

Agenda Item 4: Progress Report on activities since the 41% Meeting of the CMS
Standing Committee

9. The Executive Secretary noted that this Agenda Item would be covered in depth
during the COP. Nevertheless there was one item he wished to report to the Standing
Committee regarding the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the Standing
Committee and UNEP. Following the 41 Meeting of the Standing Committee in November
2013, a draft MoU had been circulated among Committee members between 29 May and
August 2014, and a number of comments had been received. At the same time, IPSAS, a new
accounting system was being adopted by the UN, and some aspects of this were expected to
have a significant influence on the MoU. For this and other reasons, UNEP had indicated a
preference for postponing conclusion of the MoU.

10.  The representative of UNEP confirmed the information presented by the Executive
Secretary report, noting that the IPSAS accounting system was UN-wide and beyond the
control of UNEP. In February 2014 the Executive Director of UNEP had established a Task
Team composed of the MEA Secretariats administered by UNEP to examine the effectiveness
of the administrative arrangements in place. There were two Working Groups covering
administrative arrangements and programmatic cooperation, chaired respectively by the
CITES and CBD Secretariats. The Working Groups will report to UNEP in January 2015 and
it will be important to incorporate their findings into the revised draft MoU. Resolution 1.12
of the United Nations Environment Assembly at its first session on 27 June 2014 also dealt
with the relationship between UNEP and MEAs and it would be important to take that
Resolution into account in a revised draft MoU. For these reasons it was hoped that
negotiations on the draft MoU would resume in the first quarter of 2015.

11.  The Standing Committee noted the comments of the Executive Secretary and the
representative of UNEP.
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Agenda Item 5: Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023

12.  The Secretariat introduced two documents: UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.5: Final Draft
Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 and UNEP/CMS/StC42/Inf.2: The Strategic
Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023: 3" and Final Draft. The Chair of the Working Group
on the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 had not yet arrived in Quito, and
Ms. Anne Sutton (Secretariat) made a presentation on behalf of the Working Group.

13.  The draft Strategic Plan had been developed with financial contributions from
Germany, South Africa, Switzerland and UNEP. An extensive consultation process had
generated strong support for building the draft Strategic Plan around the Aichi Biodiversity
Targets, and for broadened applicability to the whole international community. The draft
Strategic Plan included five Strategic Goals and 16 Targets, which were more specific than
the Aichi Biodiversity Targets and had an end date consistent with the CMS COP cycle. How
to implement the plan had not been part of the current Working Group mandate, so it was
proposed that a Companion Volume should be produced detailing delivery mechanisms and
associated activities. The content of such a Companion Volume was scoped in Annex Ill to
StC42/Doc.5.

14. The Chair invited comments from the floor.

15.  The representative of Poland, a member of the Working Group on the Strategic Plan,
thanked the Group for the quality of its work. For Poland, the most important point was that
for each Strategic Goal the starting point should be described very clearly so that progress
could be tracked effectively.

16. The Standing Committee noted the report of the Working Group. The Chair invited
members to review the draft COP11 Resolution contained in Annex | of StC42/Doc.5 and hoped
that members would join him in commending the draft Strategic Plan to the COP for adoption.

Agenda Item 6: Cooperation with other MEA Secretariats

17.  The Executive Secretary reported that the CMS Secretariat had held discussions with
the CBD and Ramsar Secretariats, with a view to establishing Joint Work Plans with each of
them. It had been agreed that more time was needed to prepare draft Joint Work Plans but that
this stage should be completed in time for consideration by StC44.

Agenda Item 6.1: Joint Work Plan with CITES

18. Ms. Melanie Virtue (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.6.1:
Cooperation between CMS and CITES. She recalled that the CITES and CMS Secretariats
had been implementing Joint Work Plans since 2008. Annex 1 to the document contained a
progress report on implementation of the 2™ Joint Work Plan 2012-2014. Annex 11 contained
the draft 3™ Joint Work Plan 2015-2020. This took into account, inter alia, the Aichi
Biodiversity Targets, the CITES Strategic Vision and the proposed CMS Strategic Plan. The
Joint Work Plan did not have cost implications for the CMS budget, but additional external
funding would be sought for certain elements. Cooperative working by CITES and CMS
could lead to efficiencies and synergies in fundraising efforts.
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19.  The Chair invited the Standing Committee to take note of the report on
implementation of the Joint Work Plan 2012-2014 and to approve the draft Joint Work Plan
for 2015-2020. He opened the floor for comments.

20.  The CITES Secretariat thanked the CMS Secretariat for the document that had been
tabled and for the work done over the last few years. The CITES Secretariat was pleased with
the progress described in Annex I. There was a need to bear in mind that not all CITES
Parties were Party to CMS. Some 63 States were Party to CITES but not to CMS and some
CITES Parties attached higher priority than others to engaging with CMS. Nevertheless, the
draft 3" Joint Work Plan had already been endorsed by the CITES Standing Committee and it
was to be hoped that the CMS Standing Committee would do likewise. A side event on
4 November, organized jointly by both Secretariats, would look in more detail at prospects for
synergy and cooperation, at regional and national levels, as well as at global level.

21. In response to a question from the representative of Chile, the Executive Secretary
noted the close cooperation between CMS and INFORMEA. Discussions were continuing
with a view to strengthening collaboration further.

22.  The representative of South Africa thanked the various Secretariats for their efforts to
enhance synergies between MEAs, but noted the need for mechanisms that could help cascade
the good work being done at global level to regional and national levels.

23.  There being no further interventions, the Chair concluded that the Standing Committee
had taken note of the work accomplished by the two Secretariats under the Joint Work Plan
2012-2014 and had approved the draft Joint Work Plan 2015-2020. He called on Standing
Committee Members and other Parties to give strong support to the side event on
4 November 2014.

Agenda Item 7: Process for Election of the new Members of the Standing Committee for
next triennium (and Budget Sub-Committee) in accordance with Res.9.15

24. Referring to document UNEP/CMS/Resolution 9.15: Composition and Organisation
of the Standing Committee, the Executive Secretary remarked that effective regional
coordination would be a central element of COP11, given the very full agenda. Rooms had
been made available for regional meetings and the times for the first such meetings notified to
all delegates. One of the most important tasks would be the nomination of candidates for
election as Regional Representatives and Alternate Representatives in the new Standing
Committee. He recalled that Parties having already served two consecutive terms as Regional
Representative would not be eligible for re-election. Parties that had served only one term
would be eligible for re-election, while there were no restrictions on the number of terms that
could be served by Alternate Representatives. Africa and Europe were entitled to three
Regional Representatives each, Americas and Asia two Regional Representatives, and
Oceania one. The regional groupings were invited to advise the Secretariat as soon as possible
of their nominations; these would then be put before Plenary for adoption on the final day of
the COP.

25. It had previously been decided by the Standing Committee that nominations for the

Sub-Committee on Finance & Budget should be drawn from among the new Standing
Committee members. This would avoid the significant additional travel costs incurred if Sub-

116



Annex V: Report of the 42™ Meeting of the Standing Committee CMS COP11 Proceedings: Part |
50f 18

Committee members were elected from outside the Standing Committee, as had been the case
during the 2012-2014 triennium.

26.  There being no questions from the floor, the Chair concluded that the points made by
the Executive Secretary had been duly noted by the Standing Committee.

Agenda Item 9: Report of the Finance and Budget Sub-Committee

27.  Atthe request of the Chair of the Finance & Budget Sub-Committee, this Agenda Item
was taken before Agenda Item 8: Financial and Human resources.

28. Ms. Nancy Céspedes (Chile), Chair of the Finance & Budget Sub-Committee recalled
two decisions taken by StC41:

@ Financial reports should be produced by the Secretariat every six months for
consideration of the Finance & Budget Sub-Committee; and

(b) Members of the Sub-Committee, should, in future, be elected from among the
members of the Standing Committee.

29. In conformity with decision (a), the Sub-Committee received the Secretariat’s
financial report for 1 January to 31 July 2014 in August 2014. This information had also been
used in preparing document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.1: Execution of the CMS Budget
during the 2012-2014 Triennium. The Chair of the Sub-Committee had received an e-mail
from the Secretariat questioning if it would be necessary to hold a meeting of the Sub-
Committee prior to COP11, since detailed budgetary discussions would be taking place at the
COP. She had circulated that email to members of the Sub-Committee and received only two
comments; one from a Sub-Committee member and one from an observer.

30. Ms. Céspedes noted that although it had been agreed at StC41 that the draft budget for
2015-2017 should be drawn up with the support of the Sub-Committee, the Sub-Committee
had not, in fact, received any request from the Secretariat to support the development of the
draft budget for the forthcoming triennium.

31.  There being no questions or comments, the Chair of the Standing Committee

concluded that the Committee had taken due note of the comments made by the Chair of the
Finance & Budget Sub-Committee.

Agenda Item 8: Financial and Human resources

32.  Atthe request of the Chair of the Finance & Budget Sub-Committee, this Agenda Item
was taken after Agenda Item 9: Report of the Finance & Budget Sub-Committee.

Agenda Item 8.1: Report on the Implementation of the CMS Budget during the
Triennium 2012-2014

33. Mr. Bruce Noronha (Secretariat) introduced document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.1:

Execution of the CMS Budget during the 2012-2014 Triennium. This represented the situation
as of 31 July 2014. It contained three elements:
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o Status of the Trust Fund for Assessed Contributions as at 31 December 2013
. Status of Contributions (income)
o Status of budget implementation for staff and operations (expenditure)

34. As of 31 December 2013, the balance of the Trust Fund was €867,393. Of that
amount, approximately €650,000 was committed for the 2014 budget. Therefore the
uncommitted Fund balance was €217,685. It was important to consider that the Fund balance
contained unpaid pledges - an amount that had been rising, as shown in Table 3 of the
document, standing at €345,981 as of 31 December 2013. Liquidity of the Fund therefore
relied on unspent carry-overs and operating reserves. To address this trend the Secretariat has
redoubled its efforts to urge Parties to pay their outstanding contributions for 2013 and prior
years, and all corresponding invoices had been reissued. In response to these measures the
balance of unpaid pledges for 2013 and prior years had fallen to €204,000 by 31 July 2014,
and to €174,000 by 31 October 2014. Annex I provided an overview of the contributions
status for each Party.

35.  With regard to the 2014 budget, the total of unpaid contributions stood at €578,000 on
31 July 2014. However, as of 31 October 2014, this had fallen to approximately €550,000, of
which €425,000 was at an advanced stage of processing. The 2014 year-end balance of unpaid
pledges was expected to be slightly lower than for 2013.

36.  With regard to expenditures, all the resources allocated for staff and operations costs
in 2014 would be fully allocated. The information presented in the document had been
reviewed in the light of expenditure during the period August to October 2014 and projections
remained effectively unchanged.

37. Referring to the last two tables presented in Annex Il, it was important to take into
account that most activities with no or low expenditure when the document was compiled
related to COP activities. It was expected that all such funds would be fully allocated.

38.  The Chair opened the floor for comment.

39.  The representative of South Africa noted that Table 6 (Savings as of 31 December 2013
rephased into 2014) appeared to indicate that savings from the core budget had been used to
fund JPO positions. It was her understanding that such positions were sponsored by Parties
and should not be funded from the core budget.

40. Mr. Noronha (Secretariat) recalled that StC41 had approved utilization of core budget
savings to support the fourth year of a JPO position.

41.  The representative of South Africa responded that it was a standard principle that
Parties sponsor JPO positions. It was undesirable to set a precedent of such a position being
funded from the core budget, even if such rephasing had been endorsed by the Standing
Committee. It would have been preferable to see how the savings could have been utilized for
other purposes.

42.  The Executive Secretary stressed that the positions supported by the rephasing were

temporary positions, not permanent core budget positions. The core budget savings enabled
two positions to be extended exceptionally.
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43.  Several members, including the representatives of Chile, South Africa and Uganda,
supported by the representatives of France and Poland, sought clarification with regard to
paragraph 14 of UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.1, which referred to the Associate Programme
Officer position based in Washington DC. Points raised included: the basis for including the
position in the core budget at COP10; the degree to which the position had been successful in
mobilising funds; the extent to which the position was realising tangible benefits within the
Americas region; and the over-expenditures incurred in relation to this position.

44,  The Executive Secretary recalled that the position was shared with and 50% funded by
UNEP. He noted that the position was not dedicated solely to fundraising; a comprehensive report
had been submitted to StC41 and the Officer had been available at that Meeting to answer
questions. A further report had been submitted ahead of COP11, under Agenda Item 12.2.

45.  Mr. Noronha (Secretariat) explained the specific provisions of the UN system that
treats taxation of US citizens differently from those of citizens of other countries, and which
meant in the case of the Associate Programme Officer, those costs had to be covered through
the budget line for that position.

46. Following further discussion, it was agreed that this matter should be taken up by the
COP11 Budget Committee, bringing together the relevant COP Agenda ltems, namely
Agenda Item 12.2: Report on CMS Activities in North America and Agenda Item 14.1:
Execution of CMS Budget 2012-2014. The Committee would be tasked with finding a way
forward to resolve remaining concerns over this issue.

47.  Subject to the reservations expressed in relation to paragraph 14, document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.1 was endorsed by the Standing Committee.

Agenda Item 10: Status of Preparations for CMS COP11

Agenda Item 10.1: Summary of Preparatory Work

Agenda Item 10.2: Logistical Arrangements and Procedures

Agenda Item 10.2.1: Meeting Structure

Agenda Item 10.2.2: Conference Timetable including High Level Ministerial Panel,
Champions night, side events and other meetings

Agenda Item 11: Briefing on key Documents for COP

48. The Standing Committee accepted a proposal by the Executive Secretary that Agenda
Items 10 and 11 should be considered together.

49. Mr. Johannes Stahl (Secretariat) summarized the logistical arrangements that had been
made for the COP. The Government of Ecuador was generously providing transportation
from three hubs in the city within reach of all hotels, to the Conference Centre, and had
subsidized the cost of the excursions on 8 November. Arrangements for the High Level Panel
on 3 November, Champions Night, 35" Anniversary celebrations and two receptions were
also presented.
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50.  The Executive Secretary drew attention to the COP website, and in particular the new
COPI11 ‘splash’ page and the ‘In-Session’ page where in-session documents would be
uploaded for the convenience of delegates as the Meeting progressed.

51.  The representative of Norway, supported by the representative of France, expressed
concern about the time implications of the relatively complex transportation logistics. He
suggested that in the interests of saving time, consideration should be given to establishing
additional working groups and that every effort should be made to move through the Agenda
as efficiently as possible.

52.  The Executive Secretary responded that every effort had been made by the Host
Country to put together a flexible transport schedule that was as convenient as possible.

53.  The representative of New Zealand suggested that Working Groups could begin
earlier than 2000 hrs, as currently scheduled.

Agenda Item 10.2.1: Meeting Structure: Committees, Working Groups and election of
Chairs/Vice Chairs

54.  The Executive Secretary made a short presentation proposing arrangements to
maximise the efficiency of the COP. In view of the very full Agenda, he proposed that a
Drafting Group could work in parallel with the COW. The Drafting Group would focus
mainly on institutional and governance issues, while the COW concentrated on
implementation matters, supported as required by short-term working/contact groups for
specific draft Resolutions and other key documents. The Budget Committee would operate as
normal. Regional coordination meetings would be an important means of ensuring that the
views and priorities of Parties were communicated to the appropriate forum, especially in the
case of Parties with small delegations that needed to engage with parallel sessions.

55.  The Chair invited the Standing Committee to support the proposals outlined by the
Executive Secretary so that they could be put to the COP plenary for adoption.

56. Following responses to requests for clarification made by the representatives of New
Zealand, South Africa and Uganda, the Standing Committee agreed to table the proposed
arrangements for consideration by the COP.

57.  The Executive Secretary noted that in response to concerns raised at COP10, the
Secretariat had reached out to the regions seeking proposals for Chairs of the principal bodies
of the COP. As a consequence of these consultations with Parties, the following nominations
had been received:

Chair of the Committee of the Whole: Mr. @ystein Stgrkensen, Norway
Chair of the Drafting Group: Mr. Alfred Oteng-Yeboah, Ghana
Chair of the Budget Committee: Ms. Malta Qwathekana, South Africa

58. For short-term working/contact groups, Chairs would be proposed as the need arose.

59.  The Standing Committee approved submitting the names of the proposed Chairs, for
consideration by the COP.
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Agenda Item 12: Report by the Chair of the Scientific Council on the outcomes of the
18™ Meeting of the Scientific Council

60.  The Secretariat introduced Document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Inf.8: Report of the 18"
Meeting of the Scientific Council of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species
of Wild Animals (1-3 July 2014, Bonn, Germany).

61. The Chair of the CMS Scientific Council, Mr. Fernando Spina (ltaly) made a
presentation summarizing the activities of the Scientific Council between 2011 and 2014.

62. A number of Working Groups had been very active during the triennium and their work
had been facilitated by promotion of the new online Scientific Councillors’ workspace. Much
work had been done on development of organizational changes in the modus operandi of the
Scientific Council. Mr. Spina drew attention to the work of the Saker Falcon Task Force, the
Landbirds Action Plan, the Working Group on Minimizing Poisoning, and work on the
conservation implications of cetaceans culture. Contacts with other MEAs had been maintained
and he, in his role as Chair of the Scientific Council, had represented CMS at meetings of
IPBES and the Bern Convention. Mr. Spina had secured funding from the Po Delta Regional
Park for a restricted Scientific Council Meeting in Venice, in February or March 2015. The 18"
Scientific Council Meeting in Bonn, from 1-3 July 2014 had been very generously supported by
the Government of Germany and outputs of that Meeting would provide key contributions to
COP11. Mr. Spina concluded by inviting the Standing Committee to take note of his report, and
to provide guidance concerning the Council’s future activities.

63.  The Chair thanked Mr. Spina for an informative presentation and drew attention to the
fact that many Scientific Councillors had been unable to attend COP11, since the Scientific
Council Meeting itself had been held some months prior to the COP.

64.  The representative of Uganda thanked Mr. Spina applauded the successful fundraising
efforts made by the Chair of the Scientific Council, and sought clarification over the criteria
used to select participants for the restricted Scientific Council Meeting that had been held in
Formia, Italy.

65.  Mr. Spina responded that only COP-Appointed Councillors had been invited, due to
the resource limitations and the need for in-depth discussions within a small group. It had
been decided not to invite national delegates because the self-funding requirement was felt to
discriminate unfairly in favour of those countries with adequate financial resources.

66.  The representative of Chile congratulated Mr. Spina on the scale and efficiency of his
work. She was struck by the lack of participation of Scientific Councillors at COP11, and
drew attention to the importance of restructuring the Scientific Council.

67.  The representative of South Africa thanked Mr. Spina for his excellent work and for
the support he made available despite budget constraints. She also expressed regret that in
spite of its important role in guiding the activities of the Convention, the budget for the
Scientific Council had been cut at COP10.

68. The Standing Committee took note of the presentation and of Document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Inf.8.
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Agenda Item 13: Date and Venue of the 43" Meeting of the Standing Committee

69.  The Executive Secretary confirmed that the 43 Meeting of the Standing Committee
would take place in Quito immediately following the close of the final plenary session on
9 November 2014.

Agenda Item 14: Any other business

70. There was no other business.

Agenda Item 15: Closure of the Meeting
71.  The Chair closed the Meeting at 1714 hrs. underlining the need for regional groupings

to select their candidates for election to the new Standing Committee as soon as possible
during the course of the COP.
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Annex 1 to StC42 Report

AGENDA AND DOCUMENTS

AGENDA ITEM

DOCUMENT

Opening remarks and introductions

Adoption of the Agenda and Meeting Schedule

2.1 Provisional Agenda and Documents StC42/Doc.2.1
2.2 Annotated Agenda and Meeting Schedule StC42/Doc.2.2
3. |Adoption of the Report of the 41% Meeting of the CMS Standing | StC42/Doc.3
Committee
4. |Progress Report on activities since the 41% Meeting of the CMS |Oral report by the
Standing Committee Secretariat and
members
5. |Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 StC42/Doc.5 and
StC42/Inf.2
6. |Cooperation with other MEA Secretariats
6.1 |Joint Work Plan with CITES StC42/Doc.6.1
7. |Process for the Election of the new Members of the Standing|UNEP/CMS/Res.9.15
Committee for next triennium (and Budget Sub-Committee) in
accordance with Res 9.15
8. |Financial and Human resources
8.1 | Report on the Implementation of the CMS Budget during |COP11/Doc.14.1
the Triennium 2012-2104
9. [Report of the Finance and Budget Sub-Committee
10. |Status of Preparations for CMS COP11
10.1 | Summary of Preparatory Work Oral report by the
Secretariat
10.2 | Logistical Arrangements and Procedures
10.2.1 | Meeting  Structure:  Committees, Working
Groups and election of Chairs/Vice Chairs
10.2.2 | Conference Timetable including High Level
Ministerial Panel, Champion’s night, side events
and other meetings
11. |Briefing on Key Documents for COP
12. |Report by the Chair of the Scientific Council on the outcomes of | COP11/Inf.8
the 18" Meeting of the Council
13. | Date and Venue of the 43" Meeting of the Standing Committee -
14. | Any other business -
15. |Closure of the Meeting -
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS

Document No.
(Agenda Item No. (in bold))

Title of Document

UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.2.1/Rev.1

Agenda and Documents

UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.2.2 Annotated Agenda and Schedule

UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.3 Draft Report of the 41 Meeting of the CMS Standing
Committee (27-28 November 2013)

UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.5 Final Draft Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-

2023

UNEP/CMS/StC42/Doc.6.1

Cooperation between CMS and CITES

Information Documents

UNEP/CMS/StC42/Inf.2

Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023

Document No. Agenda Title of Document
ltem
Other Relevant Documents
UNEP/CMS/Resolution 9.15 7 Composition and Organisation of the

Standing Committee

UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.14.1

8.1 Execution of the CMS Budget during the
2012-2014 Triennium

UNEP/CMS/COP11/Inf.8

12 Report of the 18" Meeting of the Scientific
Council of the Convention on the
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild
Animals (Bonn, 1-3 July 2014)
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Annex 2 to StC42 Report

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS/LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS/LISTA DE PARTICIPANTES

Ghana
(Chairman/Président/Presidente)

Mr. Alfred Oteng-Yeboah

Chairman, National Biodiversity Committee
Wildlife Division of Forestry Commission
P.O. Box MB32

Accra

Ghana

Tel: (+233) 244772256

Fax: (+233) 21777655 / 779809

E-mail: alfred.otengyeboah@gmail.com

Norway/Norvege/Noruega
(Vice-Chairman/Vice-président/Vice-Presidente)

Mr. @ystein Starkersen

Principal Advisor

Norwegian Environment Agency

P.O. Box 5672 Sluppen

N-7485 Trondheim

Norway

Tel: (+47 735) 80500

Fax: (+47 735) 80501

E-mail: oystein.storkersen@miljodir.no

MEMBERS/MEMBRES/MIEMBROS

AFRICA/AFRIQUE/AFRICA

TUNISIA/Tunisie/TUnez

M. Khaled Zahzah

Sous Directeur de la chasse et des Parcs
Nationaux

Direction Générale des Foréts

30, rue Alain Savary

1002 Tunis

Tunisie

Tel: (+216 71) 786833

Fax: (+216 71) 794107

E-mail: khaledzahzah2000@yahoo.fr;
khaledzahzah@yahoo.fr
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UGANDA/Ouganda

Mr. James Lutalo

Commissioner Wildlife Conservation
Ministry of Tourism, Wildlife and Heritage
Plot 6/8 Parliamentary Avenue

P.O. Box 7103

Kampala

Uganda

Tel: (+256) 77587807

Fax: (+256) 414341247

E-mail: jlutalo@mtti.go.ug;
lutaloj@yahoo.com

Mr. Akankwasah Barirega

CMS Scientific Counselor for Uganda
Ministry of Tourism, Wildlife and Antiquities
Plot 6/8 Parliamentary Avenue

Kampala

Uganda

Tel: (+256) 414 31242

E-mail: abarirega@tourism.go.ug; cc:
akankwasah@gmail.com
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SOUTH & CENTRAL AMERICA AND CARIBBEAN/
AMERIQUE DU SUD ET CENTRALE ET CARAIBES/
AMERICA DEL SUR Y CENTRAL Y EL CARIBE
CHILE/Chili

Sra. Nancy Céspedes

Jefa Departamento Recursos Naturales
Direccién de Medio Ambiente
Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores
Teatinos N° 180

Santiago

Chile

Tel: (+56 2) 827 4718

Fax: (+56 2) 380 1759

E-mail: ncespedes@minrel.gov.cl

EUROPE/EUROPE/EUROPA
POLAND/Pologne/Polonia UKRAINE/Ucraina
Ms. Monika Lesz Mr. Volodymyr Domashlinets
Counsellor to the Minister Head of Fauna Protection Division
Ministry of Environment Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources
Wawelska 52/54 Stv of Ukraine
00-922 Warszawa Urytskogo str., 35
Poland 3035 Kiev
Tel: (+48 22) 5792667 Ukraine
Fax: (+48 22) 5792730 Tel: (+380 44) 206 31 27
E-mail: monika.lesz@maos.pov.pl Fax: (+380 44) 206 31 27

E-mail: domashlinets@menr.gov.ua;

Mr. Grzegorz Rakowski vdomashlinets@yahoo.com
Assistant Professor

Institute of Environmental Protection

Krucza 5/11

Tel: (+48 22) 833-42-41 ext. 40

E-mail: grozal@ios.edu.pl

OCEANIA/OCEANIE/OCEANIA

NEW ZEALAND/Nouvelle-Zélande/Nueva Zelandia

Ms. Kathryn Howard Mr. Rod Hay
International advisor Science Advisor
Department of Conservation Christchurch 8022
Wellington 6143 Tel: (+64 3) 371 3780
Tel: (+64 9) 4713106 Mob: (+64) 27 230 3801
Mob: (+64) 211247865 Fax: (+64 3) 365 1388
E-mail: kahoward@doc.govt.nz E-mail: rhay@doc.govt.nz
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DEPOSITARY/DEPOSITAIRE/DEPOSITARIO

GERMANY/Allemagne/Alemania

Mr. Gerhard Adams

Head of Division

Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature

Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU)
Robert-Schuman-Platz 3

53175 Bonn

Tel: (+49 228) 993052631

Fax: (+49 228) 993052684

E-mail: gerhard.adams@bmu.bund.de

Mr. Oliver Schall

Deputy Head of Division

Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature

Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU)
Robert-Schuman-Platz 3

53175 Bonn

Tel: (+49 228) 993052632

Fax: (+49 228) 993052684

E-mail: oliver.schall@bmu.bund.de

OBSERVERS/OBSERVATEURS/OBSERVADORES

Party Observers

ECUADOR/Equateur/Ecuador

Ms. Lisbeth Maribel Armijos Armijos
Ministro del Ambiente

Tel.: (+593 2) 3987620

Mob: (+593 9) 88977244

E-mail: lizeth.armijos@ambiente.gob.ec

Mr. Fernando Javier Borja Moretta
Ministerio del Ambiente

Tel: (+593 2) 24570 09

Mob: (+593 9) 9625720 2

Mr. Edison Andres Calderon Parra
Ministerio del Ambiente
E-mail: edison.calderon@ambiente.gob.ec

Ms. Cristina Castro Ayala

Ministerio del Ambiente

Tel: (+593 2) 224 51 84

Mob: +593 (09) 96521286

E-mail: cristinacastro@pacificwhale.org

FRANCE/France/Francia

M. Frangois Lamarque

Dossiers internationaux - International issues
Bureau de la faune et de la flore sauvages —
DGALN/DEB/PEM2

Ministére de I'écologie, de I'énergie, du
développement durable et de la mer

Tour Séquoia, 92055 La Défense Cédex
Tél: (+33 1) 40 813190

Fax: (+33 1) 42 191979

E-mail: francois.lamarque@developpement-
durable.gouv.fr
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M. Michel Perret

Chef du bureau

Bureau de la faune et de la flore sauvages —
Direction de I'eau et de la biodiversité (DEB)
Direction générale de I'aménagement, du
logement et de la nature (DGALN)
DGALN/DEB/PEM2

Ministére de I'écologie, du développement
durable et de 1’énergie

Tour Séquoia

92055 La Défense cedex

Tel: (+33 1) 40811473

Mob: (+33 6) 20 520449

E-mail: michel-m.perret@developpement-
durable.gouv.fr

ITALY/ltalie/ltalia

Mr. Lorenzo Serra

Senior Researcher

Instituto Superiore per la Protezione e la
Ricerca Ambientale (ISPRA)

Via Ca'Fornacetta 9

1-40064 Ozzano Emilia BO

Tel: (+39 51) 6512207

Mob: (+39) 3202120700

Fax: (+39 51) 796628

E-mail: lorenzo.serra@isprambiente.it

Mr. Marco Valentini

Officer

Ministry of the Environment

00147 Rome

Tel. (+39 6) 57225361

E-mail: valentini.marco@minambiente.it
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LUXEMBOURG/Luxemburgo

Mr. Pedro Javier Gallego Reyes
Tel: (+352 2) 3661160

Mob: (+352 6) 61197324

E-mail: pierre.gallego@gmail.com

SOUTH AFRICA/Afrique de Sud/Sudéafrica

Ms. Nopasika Malta Qwathekana

Senior Policy Advisor,

International Biodiversity and Heritage
Department of Environmental Affairs
Private Box X447

0001 Pretoria

Tel: (+27 12) 3103067

Fax: (+27 12) 3201714

E-mail: mgwathekana@environment.gov.za

Ms. Humbulani Mafumo

Deputy Director Conservation Management
National Department of Environmental Affairs
Private Bag X447

0001 Pretoria

Tel:(+27 1)2 310 3712

Fax:(+27 8)6 541 1102

E-mail: hmafumo@environment.gov.za

Ms. Tendani Mashamba

Biodiversity Production Officer
Department of Environmental Affairs

0001 Pretoria

Tel: (+27 12) 3103067

Fax: (+27 12) 3201714

E-mail: mgwathekana@environment.gov.za

UNITED KINGDOM/Royaume Uni/Reino
Unido

Mr. Michael Sigsworth

Head of CITES and International Species
Policy Team

Department for Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs (DEFRA)

1/14A Temple Quay House,

2 The Square, Temple Quay

London, SW1P 4PQ

Tel: (+44 207) 2384450

E-mail: michael.sigsworth@defra.gsi.gov.uk
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Non-Party Observer

ARGENTINA/Argentine/Argentina

Ms. Vanesa Patricia Tossenberger
Asesor Cientifica

Potosi 2087

1636 Olivos

Tel: (+54 11) 47900491

Fax: (+54 11) 47900491

E-mail: vanesa.tossenberge@cethus.org

IRAQ

Mr. Firas Jaafar

Biologist

Centre for Restoration of Iragi Marshlands and
Wetlands (CRIM)

Ministry of Water Resources

Baghdad

Tel: (+96 47) 801631382

Fax: (+96 47) 801631382

E-mail: firas_2 007@yahoo.com

Chairs
CMS Scientific Council

Mr. Fernando Spina

CMS Scientific Coujncil

Senior Scientist

ISPRA - Istituto Superiore per la Protezione e
la Ricerca Ambientale

Via Ca Fornacetta, 9

40064 Ozzano Emilia (BO), Italy

Tel: (+39 051) 65 12 214; (+39 347) 35 07 032
Fax: (+39 051) 79 66 28

E-mail: fernando.spina@isprambiente.it

Landbird Working Group (AEMLWG)

Dr. Olivier Biber

Chair of the African-Eurasian Migratory
Landbird Working Group (AEMLWG)
International Biodiversity Policy Advisor
Gruner AG

Ségerstrasse 73

3098 Koniz,

Switzerland

Tel: (+41 31) 917 2009

Fax: (+41 31) 917 2021

E-mail: olivier.biber@gruner.ch
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1GO NGO
Bird Life IFAW

Ms. Nicola J. Crockford

International Species Policy Officer
RSPB - BirdLife International
Wellbrook Court, Girton Rd

CB3 ONA Cambridge

United Kingdom

Tel: (+44 1 767) 693072

Fax: (+44 1 767) 68 3211

E-mail: Nicola.crockford@rspb.org.uk

CITES

Mr. David Morgan

Scientific Services Team

CITES Secretariat

Maison Internationale de I’environnement
Chemin des Anémones, 11-13

1219 Chatelaine-Geneve,

Switzerland

Tel: (+41 22) 917 8123

Fax: (+41 22) 7973417

E-mail: david.morgan@cites.org

UNEP/PNUE/PNUMA

Mr. Mamadou Kane

Programme Officer/MEAs Liaison
United Nations Environment Programme
United Nations Avenue, Gigiri

P.O. Box 30552

100 Nairobi

Kenya

Tel: (+254 20) 762 5046

E-mail: mamadou.kane@unep.org

Mr. Peter Plschel

Director

International Environmental Agreements
International Fund for Animal Welfare
Geranienweg 8

35396 Giessen

Germany

Tel: (+49 641) 25011 586

Fax: (+49 641) 25011 587

E-mail: ppueschel@ifaw.org

The Pew Charitable Trusts

The Pew Charitable Trusts
United States of America
E-mail: sniave@pewtrusts.org

Mr James Gray
Officer

Ms. Isabel Jarret
Associate

Mr. Luke Warwick
Senior Associate

CMS Agreements and MoUs/Accords et MdE de la CMS/CMS Acuerdos y MdE

AEWA

Mr. Florian Keil

Information Officer
UNEP/AEWA Secretariat
Platz der Vereinten Nationen 1
53113 Bonn, Germany

Tel: (+49 228) 815 2455

Fax: (+49 228) 815 2450
E-mail: fkeil@unep.de
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Birds of Prey MoU

Mr. Nick Williams

Programme Officer - Birds of Prey (Raptors)

C/o Environment Agency

Al Mamoura, PO Box 45553

45553 Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates
Tel: (+971) 6934 624

Fax: (+971 2) 4997252

E-mail: nwilliams@cms.int
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SECRETARIAT/SECRETARIAT/SECRETARIA

UNEP/CMS Secretariat
United Nations Campus

Platz der Vereinten Nationen 1
53113 Bonn, Germany

Tel: (+49 228) 815 2401

Fax: (+49 228) 815 2449
E-mail: secretariat@cms.int

Mr. Bradnee Chambers
Executive Secretary

Tel: (+49 228) 815 2410
Email: bchambers@cms.int

Mr. Bert Lenten

Deputy Executive Secretary

Acting Head of Terrestrial Species team
Tel: (+49 228) 815 2407

E-mail: blenten@cms.int

Mr. Marco Barbieri

Scientific Adviser

Tel: Tel.: (+49 228) 815-2498
E-mail: mbarbieri@cms.int

Mr. Francisco Rilla
Coordinator Capacity Building
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2460
E-mail: frilla@cms.int

Mr. Borja Heredia

Head of Avian Species team
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2422
E-mail: bheredia@cmes.int

Ms. Melanie Virtue

Head of Aquatic Species team
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2462
E-mail: mvirtue@cms.int

Mr. Bruce Noronha

Administration and Fund Management Officer

Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2496
E-mail: bnoronha@cms.int

Ms. Laura Cerasi

Associate Programme Officer
Fundraising and Partnerships
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2483
E-mail: Icerasi@cms.int
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Ms. Andrea Pauly

Associate Programme Officer, Sharks
Tel: (+49 228) 815-2477

E-mail: apauly@cms.int

Mr. Johannes Stahl
Associate Technical Officer
Implementation Support
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2436
E-mail: jstahl@cms.int

Ms. Monika Thiele

Associate Programme Officer
Tel: (+1 202) 9741309

E-mail: monika.thiele@unep.org

Ms. Veronika Lenarz

Senior Public Information Assistant
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2409

E-mail: vlenarz@cms.int

Mr. Robert Vagg
Report Writer

Tel: (+49 228) 815 2476
Email: rvagg@cms.int

CMS Abu Dhabi Office

C/o Environment Agency

Al Mamoura, PO Box 45553

45553 Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates
Fax: (+971 2) 4997252

Mr. Lyle Glowka
Executive Coordinator
Tel: (+971) 6934 472
E-mail: Iglowka@cms.int

Mr. Nick Williams

Programme Officer - Birds of Prey (Raptors)

Tel: (+971) 6934 624
E-mail: nwilliams@cms.int
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Original: English

CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS
11™ MEETING

Quito, Ecuador, 4-9 November 2014

Proceedings of the 11" Meeting of the Conference of the Parties
Part |

REPORT OF THE 43Rf° MEETING
OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE OF THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS

Quito, Ecuador, 9 November 2014

Agenda Item 1: Introductory Remarks

1. Mr. Bradnee Chambers (Executive Secretary) opened the Meeting, explaining that he
would preside over the Meeting until the officers of the Standing Committee had been elected
(Agenda Item 3).

2. Mr. Chambers invited Mr. Alfred Oteng-Yeboah (Ghana), the outgoing Chair of the
Standing Committee to say a few words.

3. Mr. Oteng-Yeboah said that he had enjoyed the challenge of chairing the Standing
Committee over the previous triennium and was sure that he would be leaving the Committee
in the hands of a competent successor. He would remain at the disposal of the Convention
should his advice be required.

4. He concluded his comments by thanking the staff at the Secretariat for all their support
during his term of office.

Agenda Item 2: Adoption of the Agenda

5. Mr. Chambers introduced the Provisional Agenda (StC43/Doc.2) and invited any
proposals for amendments. None were made, so the agenda was adopted as presented (see
Annex 1 to the present Report).
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Agenda Item 3: Election of officials to fill the posts of Chair and Vice-Chair of the
Standing Committee for the triennium 2015-2017

6. Mr. Chambers invited nominations for the post of Chair.

7. Mr. Adams (Germany) noting Norway’s considerable support for the Convention and
that Mr. @ystein Sterkersen had presided over the Committee of the Whole and other MEA-
related bodies with consummate success proposed Norway. There were no objections, so
Norway was duly elected.

8. Mr. Chambers invited nominations for the post of Vice-Chair.

9. Kyrgyzstan nominated Mongolia. There were no objections, so Mongolia was
declared elected as Vice-Chair.

10.  Mr. Chambers invited Mr. Starkersen to preside over the remainder of the meeting.

Agenda Item 4: Election of the members of the Finance and Budget Sub-Committee

11.  The Chair noted a change in the Terms of Reference that meant that the Finance and
Budget Sub-Committee would be drawn from members of the Standing Committee and
invited the Secretariat to explain the procedure.

12. Mr. Chambers said that each region had been asked to nominate one representative.

13.  Oceania nominated Australia. Asia nominated Mongolia. South and Central America
and the Caribbean nominated Ecuador. Europe nominated France. Africa nominated Uganda.

14.  All nominees agreed to serve.

15.  Germany, a member of the Standing Committee in its capacity of Depositary of the
Convention, requested to serve on the Sub-Committee; this request was agreed to.

16.  With regard to the Chair of the Sub-Committee, Panama (Alternate for South and
Central America and the Caribbean) nominated Ecuador. Ecuador accepted the nomination
and was declared elected.

Agenda Item 5: Date and Venue for the 44™ Meeting of the Standing Committee

17. The Chair asked the Secretariat to introduce this item.

18. Mr .Chambers said that the Standing Committee normally met in October or
November and the Secretariat would circulate suitable dates and make final arrangements for
the 2015 Meeting (StC44) in consultation with the Chair.

Agenda Item 6: Any other business

19. There was none.
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Agenda Item 7: Closure of the Meeting

20.  The Chair speaking both personally and on behalf of Norway was honoured to have
been asked to serve and he looked forward to working with the Secretariat to deal with the
challenges ahead.

21.  With all business concluded, the Chair declared the Meeting over. The List of
Participants is attached as Annex 2 to the present Report.
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Annex 1 to StC43 Report

AGENDA OF THE MEETING

AGENDA ITEM DOCUMENT

Introductory remarks

Adoption of the Agenda StC43/Doc.2

Election of officials to fill the posts of Chair and Vice-Chair of the
Standing Committee for the triennium 2015-2017

Election of the members of the Finance and Budget Sub-Committee

Date and Venue for the 44™ Meeting of the Standing Committee

Any other business

Njo o~

Closure of the Meeting
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Annex 2 to StC43 Report

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS/LISTE DES PARTICIPANTS/LISTA DE PARTICIPANTES

AFRICA/AFRIQUE/AFRICA

CONGO

M. Jérdme Mokoko Ikonga

Directeur Adjoint de Wildlife Conservation
Society, Programme Congo

Ministere de I'Economie Forestiere

53, rue de la Victoria

P.O. Box 14537

Brazzaville

Tel: (+242 5) 551 1785

E-mail: jrmokoko@gmail.com

SOUTH AFRICA/Afrique du Sud/
Sudéafrica

Ms. Nopasika Malta Qwathekana

Senior Policy Advisor

Biodiversity and Conservation
Department of Environmental Affairs and
Tourism

Pretoriusstraat 315

Privat bag X447

Pretoria 0001

Tel: (+27 1) 23103067

Fax: (+27 1) 2320 1714

E-mail: globalmanagements@deat.gov.za;
mqwathekana@environment.gov.za

Ms. Humbulani Mafumo

Deputy Director Conservation Management
National Department of Environmental
Affairs

Private Bag X447

0001 Pretoria

Tel:(+27 1)2 310 3712

Fax:(+27 8)6 541 1102

E-mail: hmafumo@environment.gov.za

UGANDA/Ouganda/Uganda

Mr. James Lutalo

Commissioner Wildlife Conservation
Ministry of Tourism, Wildlife and Heritage
Plot 6/8 Parliamentary Avenue

P.O. Box 7103

Kampala

Tel: (+256) 77587807

Fax: (+256) 414341247

E-mail: jlutalo@mtti.go.ug;
lutaloj@yahoo.com

Mr. Akankwasah Barirega
Commissioner Wildlife Conservation
Tel: (+256) 772831348

E-mail: Abarirega@tourism.go.ug;
akankwasah@gmail.com

ASIA/ASIE/ASIA

MONGOLIA/Mongolie/ Mongolia

Mr. Batbold Dorjgurkhem

Director

International Cooperation Department
Ministry of Nature, Environment & Tourism
United Nations Street - 5/2

210646 Ulaanbaatar

Tel: (+976) 51 266197

Fax: (+976) 11 321401

E-mail: dbatbold@mne.gov.mn;
batbodo@yahoo.com; mne@mongol.net;
batbodo@yahoo.com

KYRGYZSTAN/Kirghizstan/Kirguistan
Mr. Askar Davletbakov

Biology and Soil Institute of the

National Academy of Sciences of the
Kyrgyz Republic

265A, Chui Ave, Bishkek

E-mail: min-eco@elcat.kg;
askar_davli@rambler.ru
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EUROPE/EUROPE/EUROPA

NORWAY/Norvege/Noruega (Chair)

Mr. @ystein Starkersen

Principal Adviser

Directorate for Nature Management (DN)
Tungasletta 2

5672 Sluppen

N-7485 Trondheim

Tel: (+47 7358) 0500

Fax: (+47 7358) 0501

E-mail: oystein.storkersen@DIRNAT.NO;
postmottak@dirnat.no

Ms. Linda Lund

Legal Advisor

Tel: (+47 2224) 5944

E-mail: linda.lund@kld.dep.no

FRANCE/France/Francia

M. Francgois Lamarque

Dossiers internationaux - International issues
Bureau de la faune et de la flore sauvages —
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P.O. Box 120629

53048 Bonn
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CONVENT'ON ON Distribution: General
MIGRATORY UNEP/CHSICOPLUREPORT
SPECIES o

Original: Englis

CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS
11™ MEETING

Quito, Ecuador, 4-9 November 2014

Proceedings of the 11" Meeting of the Conference of the Parties
Part |

SPECIES ADDED TO APPENDICES | AND 11 BY THE 11™ MEETING OF THE
CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO CMS®

CMS APPENDIX |

Scientific Name

- - Common Name Proponent
Order/Family/Species

MAMMALIA

CETACEA

Ziphiidae
Ziphius cavirostris® Cuvier’s beaked whale EU and its Member States

ARTIODACTYLA

Bovidae
Eudorcas rufifrons Red-fronted Gazelle Niger and Senegal

AVES

GRUIFORMES

Otididae
Otis tarda Great Bustard Mongolia

*  Other references to taxa higher than species are for the purposes of information or classification only.
! Mediterranean population
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Scientific Name

Order/Family/Species

Common Name

Proponent

CHARADRIIFORMES

Scolopacidae
Calidris pusilla
Calidris tenuirostris

CORACIIFORMES

Coraciidae
Coracias garrulus

PISCES

ELASMOBRANCHII
PRISTIFORMES

Semi-palmated Sandpiper
Great Knot

European Roller

Ecuador and Paraguay
Philippines

EU and its Member States

Pristidae

Anoxypristis cuspidata Narrow sawfish Kenya
Pristis clavata Dwarf sawfish Kenya
Pristis pectinata Smalltooth sawfish Kenya
Pristis zijsron Green sawfish Kenya
Pristis pristis Largetooth sawfish Kenya
MYLIOBATIFORMES

Myliobatidae

Manta alfredi Reef Manta Ray Fiji
Mobula mobular Giant Devil Ray Fiji
Mobula japanica Spinetail Mobula Fiji
Mobula thurstoni Bentfin Devil Ray Fiji
Mobula tarapacana Box Ray Fiji
Mobula eregoodootenkee Pygmy Devil Ray Fiji
Mobula kuhlii Shortfin Devil Ray Fiji
Mobula hypostoma Atlantic Devil Ray Fiji
Mobula rochebrunei Lesser Guinean Devil Ray Fiji
Mobula munkiana Munk’s Devil Ray Fiji
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CMS APPENDIX 11

Scientific Name

Order/Family/Species

Common Name

Proponent

MAMMALIA

CARNIVORA

Ursidae
Ursus maritimus

ARTIODACTYLA

Bovidae
Kobus kob leucotis

AVES

PASSERIFORMES

Parulidae
Cardellina canadensis

PISCES

ELASMOBRANCHII
CARCHARHINIFORMES

Carcharhinidae
Carcharhinus falciformis

Sphyrnidae
Sphyrna mokarran
Sphyrna lewini

LAMNIFORMES

Alopiidae

Alopias superciliosus
Alopias vulpinus
Alopias pelagicus

PRISTIFORMES

Pristidae

Anoxypristis cuspidata
Pristis clavata

Pristis pectinata
Pristis zijsron

Pristis pristis

Polar Bear

White-eared Kob

Canada Warbler

Silky Shark

Great Hammerhead
Scalloped Hammerhead

Bigeye thresher
Common thresher
Pelagic thresher

Narrow sawfish
Dwarf sawfish
Smalltooth sawfish
Green sawfish
Largetooth sawfish

Norway

Ethiopia

Ecuador

Egypt

Costa Rica and Ecuador
Costa Rica and Ecuador

EU and its Member States
EU and its Member States
EU and its Member States

Kenya
Kenya
Kenya
Kenya
Kenya
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Scientific Name

Order/Family/Species

Common Name

Proponent

MYLIOBATIFORMES

Myliobatidae

Manta alfredi
Mobula mobular
Mobula japanica
Mobula thurstoni
Mobula tarapacana
Mobula eregoodootenkee
Mobula kuhlii
Mobula hypostoma
Mobula rochebrunei
Mobula munkiana

ACTINOPTERI

ANGUILLIFORMES

Anguillidae
Anguilla anguilla

Reef Manta Ray

Giant Devil Ray

Spinetail Mobula

Fiji Bentfin Devil Ray
Box Ray

Pygmy Devil Ray
Shortfin Devil Ray
Atlantic Devil Ray

Lesser Guinean Devil Ray
Munk’s Devil Ray

European eel

Fiji
Fiji
Fiji
Fiji
Fiji
Fiji
Fiji
Fiji
Fiji
Fiji

Monaco
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CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES TO THE CONVENTION ON THE
CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS
11™ MEETING

Quito, Ecuador, 4-9 November 2014

Proceedings of the 11" Meeting of the Conference of the Parties
Part |

RESOLUTIONS

ADOPTED BY THE 11" MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES
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LIST OF RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY COP11

11.1  Financial and AdminiStrative MAtErS ..........c.ccoeieiiiiiiiiie s 149
11.2  Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023..........cccoouiiiinireireeieeses s 179
11.3  Enhancing Synergies and Common Services among CMS Family Instruments..................... 209
114 Restructuring of the SCIentific COUNCIL ..o 213
115  Arrangements for Meetings of the Conference of the Parties ...........ccccoee v, 217
11.6  REVIEW OF DECISIONS.......cuiiiiiiieeieiee ettt b e 221

11.7  Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Convention through a Process to Review

IMPIEMENTALION ...ttt sb e n e e ere s 225
11.8  Communication, Information and OULIrEaCh PIaN ..........oooioeieeieeeee ettt 227
11,9  World Migratory Bird DAy ........c.cccciieiiiiiieie e s e ettt sttt be e e 229
11.10 Synergies and Partnerships........cccooeieiiiriiise e 231
11.11 Enhancing the Relationship between the CMS Family and Civil Society ...........ccccceeevvenene. 237
11.12 Criteria for Assessing Proposals for New Agreements ..........ccooveeereinienineseneneseeeeeeeens 239
11.13 Concerted and CoOPerative ACHIONS .......ccciveiiiiiiic ettt s 245
11.14 Programme of Work on Migratory Birds and FIYWays ............cccoeriininiiiienineneiccee 259
11.15 Preventing Poisoning of Migratory BirdS...........ccceieiiiiiiiiiie e 305
11.16 The Prevention of lllegal Killing, Taking and Trade of Migratory Birds.............ccceeeeuvenene. 313
11.17 Action Plan for Migratory Landbirds in the African-Eurasian Region ............cccccocvvvivvinnnn. 319
11.18 Saker Falcon Falco cherrug Global Action Plan (SakarGAP)..........ccccvevviieve v, 323
11.19 The Taxonomy and Nomenclature of Birds listed on the CMS Appendices...........ccccvvvvrunnne. 327
11.20 Conservation of Migratory Sharks and RAYS..........ccccoueiriiirininieicies s 331
11.21 Single Species Action Plan for the Loggerhead Turtle (Caretta caretta) in the South

PACITIC OCBAN. ...ttt bbbt bbbttt b e 335
11.22 Live Capture of Cetaceans from the Wild for Commercial PUrposes ...........cccccevovevenennennnne 337
11.23 Conservation Implications of Cetacean CUTUIe ............cccooiiiiiiineic e 341
11.24 The Central Asian Mammals INITIALIVE ..........ccoreiiiiiiiiiiie s 343
11.25 Advancing Ecological Networks to Address the Needs of Migratory Species ...........cc.coc...... 365
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11.26 Programme of Work on Climate Change and Migratory SPecCies ..........cccvcvveereriveienennennene 375
11.27 Renewable Energy and Migratory SPECIES..........coveieiriiriririnre et 385
11.28 Future CMS Activities related to Invasive Alien SPECIES .......cccvveveviiiie i 393
11.29 Sustainable Boat-Based Marine Wildlife WatChing............ccocviiiieiiiiiiiie e 397
11.30 Management Of Maring DEDFIS ..o 401
11.31 Fighting Wildlife Crime and Offences within and beyond Borders...........cccccecevivevieieinennenn, 405
11.32 Conservation and Management of the African Lion, Panthera leo............ccccooieneniiiicnn. 409
11.33 Guidelines for Assessing Listing Proposals to Appendices | and Il of the Convention.......... 413

11.34  Arrangements for Hosting the 11" and 12" Meetings of the Conference of the Parties ......... 419
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MIGRATORY UNEP/CMS/Resolution 11.1
SPECIES Original: English

FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11" Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Recalling Article VII, paragraph 4, of the Convention, which reads as follows:

“The Conference of the Parties shall establish and keep under review the financial
regulations of this Convention. The Conference of the Parties shall, at each of its
ordinary meetings, adopt the budget for the next financial period. Each Party shall
contribute to this budget according to a scale to be agreed upon by the Conference”;

Acknowledging with appreciation the financial and other support provided by the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and giving special thanks to the Host
Government (Germany) and other donors for their substantial additional contributions in
support of the implementation of the Convention, as well as other support offered to the
organs of the Convention during the previous triennium;

Appreciating the importance of all Parties being able to participate in the
implementation of the Convention and related activities;

Noting the increased number of Parties, other countries and also organisations
attending the meeting of the Conference of Parties as observers, and the resulting additional
expenditure to Parties so incurred; and

Noting that the current level of the Trust Fund balance and the rising trend in year-end
balances of Parties' arrears, make it impossible to drawdown on the Trust Fund balance to
contribute to the financing of the current budget as this could adversely affect the liquidity of
the fund;

The Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals

1. Confirms that all Parties should contribute to the budget adopted at the scale agreed upon
by the Conference of the Parties in accordance with Article VI, paragraph 4, of the Convention;

2. Adopts the budget for 2015 to 2017 attached as Annex | to the present Resolution and
the Program of Work attached as Annex V;
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3. Adopts the scale of contributions of Parties to the Convention, based on the UN Scale
of Assessment, as listed in Annex Il to the present Resolution and decides to apply that scale
pro rata to new Parties;

4. Requests Parties, in particular those that are required to pay small contributions, to
consider paying for the whole triennium in one instalment;

5. Urges all Parties to pay their contributions as promptly as possible preferably not later
than the end of March in the year to which they relate and, if they so wish, to inform the
Secretariat whether they would prefer to receive a single invoice covering the whole
triennium;

6. Notes with concern that a number of Parties have not paid their contributions to the
core budget for 2014 and prior years which were due on 1 March of each year, thus affecting
adversely the implementation of the Convention;

7. Urges all Parties with arrears to co-operate with the Secretariat in arranging for the
payment of their outstanding contributions without delay;

8. Decides to set the threshold of eligibility for funding delegates to attend the
Convention’s meetings at 0.200 per cent on the United Nations scale of assessment, and as a
general rule furthermore to exclude from such eligibility countries from the European Union,
European countries with strong economies and/or countries that have payments in arrears of
more than three years;

9. Decides that representatives from countries with contributions in arrears three years or
more should be excluded from holding office in Convention bodies and denied the right to vote;
and requests the Executive Secretary to explore with these Parties innovative approaches for the
identification of possible funding to resolve their arrears prior to the next meeting;

10. Decides that Resolutions adopted by this Conference of the Parties that establish, inter
alia, bodies, mechanisms or activities that have financial implications not provided for in
Annex |, are subject to available funds from voluntary contributions;

11. Encourages all Parties to make voluntary contributions to the Trust Fund to support
requests from developing countries to participate in and implement the Convention
throughout the triennium;

12. Requests the Executive Secretary to provide Parties with a detailed list of core
ongoing and future activities and projects not covered by the core budget, to assist Parties to
identify those they intend to fund,

13. Encourages States not Parties to the Convention, governmental, intergovernmental
and non-governmental organizations and other sources to consider contributing to the Trust
Fund or to special activities;

14, Decides that the Executive Secretary, subject to the approval of the Standing

Committee and in urgent cases with the approval of the Chair, shall have the authority to
spend or to apply funds saved from implementation of the core budget and funds from new
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parties joining the convention to activities in the approved costed program of work not
covered in the core budget;

15. Encourages the Executive Secretary, with the approval of the Standing Committee and
in line with UN rules, to use opportunities provided by vacancies to explore ways to
strengthen the capacity of the Secretariat within its assigned budget, including through
structural change;

16.  Approves the creation of:

a) one part-time (50%) P-2 position of Associate Programme Officer, Central
Asian Mammals Initiative (CAMI);

b) one part-time (50%) P-2 position of Associate Information Officer;

17.  Requests the Executive Director of UNEP to assist the Secretariat to undertake a
review of the grading of the Secretariat’s posts, in line with the functions of the Secretariat,
taking into account the outcome of the Working Group on Future Shape of CMS, to enable
decisions on the grading of the posts to be taken by Parties at COP12;

18. Invites Parties to consider the feasibility of financing Junior Professional Officers
and / or providing gratis personnel or technical experts to the Secretariat to increase its
technical capacity in line with UN Rules and Regulations;

19. Instructs the Finance and Budget Subcommittee of the Standing Committee to:

i) meet one day prior to the start of every regular meeting of the Standing
Committee, and to work intersessionally by electronic or other means;

i) work with the Secretariat to prepare all financial and budgetary documents for
consideration by the Standing Committee; and

iii)  operate under the terms of reference attached as Annex Il1 to this Resolution;

20.  Confirms that the CMS Secretariat will continue to provide Secretariat services to
ASCOBANS and to the Gorilla Agreement in the next triennium;

21. Requests the Executive Director of UNEP to continue to incorporate aspects of the
Convention’s programme of work into the programme of work of UNEP and consider, as

appropriate, providing financial support to specific CMS activities in this context;

22. Requests the Executive Director of UNEP to extend the duration of the Convention
Trust Fund to 31 December 2017;

23.  Approves the terms of reference for the administration of the Trust Fund, as set forth
in Annex IV to the present Resolution, for the period 2015 to 2017;

24. Decides that all contributions to the Trust Fund shall be paid in Euros;
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25. Requests the Secretariat to carefully monitor exchange rate fluctuations and adjust
levels of expenditure, where necessary; and decides that the Secretariat, as a last resort, can
request the Standing Committee to drawdown from the Trust Fund balance on an exceptional
basis;

26. Further decides that there should be maintained a working capital at a constant level
of at least 15 per cent of estimated annual expenditure or US$500,000, whichever is higher;

217. Requests the Secretariat to give due attention to the recommendations from the Future
Shape process while preparing the budget for the next triennium; and

28. Requests the Executive Secretary to prepare budget proposals in the same format for
consideration by the Conference of the Parties at its 12 Meeting, including, as a minimum, a
zero nominal growth budget scenario, a zero real growth budget scenario and, in consultation
with the Finance and Budget Subcommittee, if necessary, a third scenario.
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ANNEX I TO RESOLUTION 11.1

BUDGET FOR THE TRIENNIUM 2015-2017

(All figures in Euros)

2015 2016 2017 Total
Executive Direction and Management
1  Executive Secretary’, 97% 169 794 173190 176 653 519 637
2 Deputy Executive Secretary 157 059 160 200 163 404 480 663
3 Personal Assistant to the Executive Secretary 82775 84 430 86 119 253 324
4 Secretary to Deputy Executive Secretary, 50% 32 155 32798 33454 98 407
5 Strategic Plan (Indicators, Companion Volume etc.) 15 000 15 000 15000 45 000
6 Independent analysis of synergies in the CMS family 50 000 50 000
Subtotal 506 783 465 618 474630 1447031
Implementation Support
Agquatic Species
7 Head, Aquatic Species', 85% 121774 124 210 126 694 372678
8 Associate Marine Mammals Officer?, 25% 22551 23002 23463 69 016
9 Senior Advisor and Head of IOSEA, approx 12.5% 20 376 20 376 20 376 61 128
Avian Species
10 Head, Avian Species 143 264 146 129 149 051 438 444
Terrestrial Species
11 Head? Terrestrial Species
12 Associate Programme Officer 90 203 92 007 93 847 276 057
13 Associate Programme Officer, CAMI 50% 45102 46 004 46 924 138 030
Subtotal 443 270 451728 460 355 1355353
Scientific Advisory Services
14 Scientific Advisor 143 264 146 129 149 051 438 444
Subtotal 143 264 146 129 149 051 438 444
Conferences and Support Services
15 Head?
16 Programme Assistant 64 310 65 596 66 908 196 814
17 Secretary, 50% 32155 32798 33454 98 407
18 Clerk, 50% 32155 32798 33454 98 407
19 Secretary, 50% 32155 32798 33454 98 407
20 Secretary, 50% 32 155 32798 33 454 98 407
Subtotal 192 930 196 788 200 724 590 442
Resource Mobilization and Interagency Affairs
21 Associate Partnerships and Fundraising Officer 90 203 92 007 93 847 276 057
22  Associate Programme Officer, Western Hemisphere, 50% 0 0 0 0
Subtotal 90 203 92 007 93 847 276 057
Information Management, Communication and Outreach
23 Associate Information Officer, 50% 45102 46 004 46 924 138 030
24 Senior Information Assistant 82775 84 430 86 119 253 324
25 Administrative Assistant 64 310 65 596 66 908 196 814
26 ICT Tools, Website Development and Maintenance 6 500 6 500 6 500 19 500
Subtotal 198 687 202 530 206 451 607 668
Capacity Building
27 Head, Capacity Building 143 264 146 129 149 051 438 444
28 Secretary, 50% 32 155 32798 33 454 98 407
Subtotal 175 419 178 927 182 505 536 851
Servicing of Governing Bodies
29 Contractual Services (translation, interpretation, etc.) 289 710 289 710
30 COP-12 travel of CMS Staff 53 061 53 061
31 Standing Committee Meetings (delegates etc.) 21 649 22 082 43731
32 Scientific Council (delegates, intergov processes etc.) 50 408 50 408 100 815
Subtotal 72 057 72 490 342771 487 317
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Operating Costs
33 Contractual Services (translation etc.) 70 000 70 000 88 400 228 400
34  Secretariat Travel 66 300 66 300 63 700 196 300
35 Staff Development (training, retreats etc.) 15 400 10 000 10 000 35400
36 Office Supplies 5500 5800 5800 17 100
37 Non-expendable Equipment 10 000 10 500 10 500 31000
38 Information Technology Services 70 000 70 000 70 000 210000
39 Office Automation Services (printer leases, hosting etc.) 10 000 10 000 10 000 30 000
40 Information Material and Document Production 12 000 12 000 12 500 36 500
41 Communication and Courier Services 16 900 17 100 17 500 51 500
42 Miscellaneous 3553 3742 3738 11033
Subtotal 279 653 275 442 292 138 847 233
Total 2102266 2081659 2402472 6586396
Programme Support Costs 273 295 270 616 312 322 856 233
Grand Total 2375561 2352275 2714794 7442629

! Posts cost shared with the ASCOBANS Secretariat
2 Functions performed by the Deputy Executive Secretary
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ANNEX Il TO RESOLUTION 11.1

CONTRIBUTIONS OF PARTIES TO FUND THE 2015-2017 BUDGET

UN Adjusted

Party / Economic Integration Area  Scale  Scale 2015 2016 2017 Total

Albania- 0.010 0.0219 520 515 595 1630
Algeria 0.137 0.2997 7119 7 050 8 136 22 305
Angola 0.010 0.0219 520 515 595 1630
Antigua and Barbuda 0.002 0.0044 105 103 119 327
Argentina 0.432 0.9451 22 451 22 231 25 657 70 339
Armenia 0.007 0.0153 363 360 415 1138
Australia 2.074 45373 107 785 106 729 123 177 337 691
Austria 0.798 1.7458 41 472 41 066 47 394 129 932
Bangladesh 0.010 0.0219 520 515 595 1630
Belarus 0.056 0.1225 2910 2 882 3326 9118
Belgium 0.998 2.1833 51 865 51 357 59 271 162 493
Benin 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Bolivia 0.009 0.0197 468 463 535 1466
Bulgaria 0.047 0.1028 2 442 2418 2791 7 651
Burkina Faso 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Burundi 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Cabo Verde 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Cameroon 0.012 0.0263 625 619 714 1958
Chad 0.002 0.0044 105 103 119 327
Chile 0.334 0.7307 17 358 17 188 19 837 54 383
Congo, Republic of 0.005 0.0109 259 256 296 811
Cook Islands 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Costa Rica 0.038 0.0831 1974 1955 2 256 6 185
Cote d’Ivoire 0.011 0.0241 573 567 654 1794
Croatia 0.126 0.2757 6 549 6 485 7 485 20519
Cuba 0.069 0.1510 3587 3552 4099 11 238
Cyprus 0.047 0.1028 2 442 2418 2791 7 651
Czech Republic 0.386 0.8445 20 061 19 865 22 926 62 852
Democratic Republic of the Congo 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Denmark 0.675 1.4767 35080 34 736 40 089 109 905
Djibouti 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Ecuador 0.044 0.0963 2288 2 265 2614 7167
Egypt 0.134 0.2932 6 965 6 897 7 960 21 822
Equatorial Guinea 0.010 0.0219 520 515 595 1630
Eritrea 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Estonia 0.040 0.0875 2079 2 058 2 375 6512
Ethiopia 0.010 0.0219 520 515 595 1630
European Union 2.5000 59 388 58 806 67 869 186 063
Fiji 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Finland 0.519 1.1354 26 972 26 707 30 823 84 502
France 5593 12.2359 290 669 287 819 332176 910 664
Gabon 0.020 0.0438 1040 1030 1189 3259
Gambia 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Georgia 0.007 0.0153 363 360 415 1138
Germany 7.141 15.6225 371119 367 480 424 114 1162713
Ghana 0.014 0.0306 727 720 831 2278
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UN Adjusted

Party / Economic Integration Area  Scale  Scale 2015 2016 2017 Total

Greece 0.638 1.3958 33158 32833 37 893 103 884
Guinea 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Guinea-Bissau 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Honduras 0.008 0.0175 416 412 475 1303
Hungary™ 0.266 0.5819 13 823 13 688 15 797 43 308
India 0.666 1.4570 34 612 34 272 39 554 108 438
Ireland 0.418 0.9145 21724 21511 24 827 68 062
Islamic Republic of Iran 0.356 0.7788 18 501 18 319 21143 57 963
Israel 0.396 0.8663 20 579 20 378 23518 64 475
Italy 4.448 9.7310 231164 228 898 264 174 724 236
Jordan 0.022 0.0481 1143 1131 1306 3580
Kazakhstan 0.121 0.2647 6 288 6 226 7 186 19 700
Kenya 0.013 0.0284 675 668 771 2114
Kyrgyzstan 0.002 0.0044 105 103 119 327
Latvia 0.047 0.1028 2442 2418 2791 7 651
Liberia 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Libya 0.142 0.3107 7 381 7 308 8435 23124
Liechtenstein 0.009 0.0197 468 463 535 1466
Lithuania 0.073 0.1597 3794 3757 4 335 11 886
Luxembourg 0.081 0.1772 4 209 4168 4811 13188
Madagascar 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Mali 0.004 0.0088 209 207 239 655
Malta 0.016 0.0350 831 823 950 2 604
Mauritania 0.002 0.0044 105 103 119 327
Mauritius 0.013 0.0284 675 668 771 2114
Monaco 0.012 0.0263 625 619 714 1958
Mongolia 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Montenegro 0.005 0.0109 259 256 296 811
Morocco 0.062 0.1356 3221 3190 3681 10 092
Mozambique 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Netherlands 1.654 3.6185 85 959 85116 98 234 269 309
New Zealand 0.253 0.5535 13 149 13020 15 026 41195
Niger 0.002 0.0044 105 103 119 327
Nigeria 0.090 0.1969 4 677 4 632 5345 14 654
Norway 0.851 1.8617 44 225 43792 50 541 138 558
Pakistan 0.085 0.1860 4419 4 375 5049 13 843
Palau 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Panama 0.026 0.0569 1352 1338 1545 4235
Paraguay 0.010 0.0219 520 515 595 1630
Peru 0.117 0.2560 6 081 6 022 6 950 19 053
Philippines 0.154 0.3369 8 003 7925 9146 25074
Poland 0.921 2.0149 47 865 47 396 54 700 149 961
Portugal 0.474 1.0370 24 634 24 393 28 152 77179
Republic of Moldova 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Romania 0.226 0.4944 11745 11 630 13 422 36 797
Rwanda 0.002 0.0044 105 103 119 327
Samoa 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Sao Tome and Principe 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Saudi Arabia 0.864 1.8902 44902 44 462 51 314 140 678
Senegal 0.006 0.0131 311 308 356 975
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UN Adjusted
Party / Economic Integration Area  Scale  Scale 2015 2016 2017 Total
Serbia 0.040 0.0875 2079 2058 2375 6512
Seychelles 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Slovakia 0.171 0.3741 8 887 8 800 10 156 27 843
Slovenia 0.100 0.2188 5198 5147 5940 16 285
Somalia 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
South Africa 0.372 0.8138 19 332 19 143 22 093 60 568
Spain 2.973 6.5041 154 507 152 993 176 571 484 071
Sri Lanka 0.025 0.0547 1299 1287 1485 4071
Swaziland 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
Sweden 0.960 2.1002 49 891 49 402 57 016 156 309
Switzerland 1.047 2.2905 54 412 53 878 62 182 170 472
Syrian Arab Republic 0.036 0.0788 1872 1854 2139 5865
Tajikistan 0.003 0.0066 157 155 179 491
The FYR of Macedonia 0.008 0.0175 416 412 475 1303
Togo 0.001 0.0022 52 52 60 164
Tunisia 0.036 0.0788 1872 1854 2139 5865
Uganda 0.006 0.0131 311 308 356 975
Ukraine 0.099 0.2166 5145 5095 5880 16 120
United Kingdom 5179 11.3302 269 153 266 515 307 588 843 256
United Republic of Tanzania 0.009 0.0197 468 463 535 1 466
Uruguay 0.052 0.1138 2703 2677 3089 8 469
Uzbekistan 0.015 0.0328 779 772 890 2441
Yemen 0.010 0.0219 520 515 595 1630
Zimbabwe 0.002 0.0044 105 103 119 327

44566  100.001 2 375561 2 352275 2714794 7 442 630
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ANNEX 111 TO RESOLUTION 11.1
REVISED TERMS OF REFERENCE
OF THE FINANCE AND BUDGET SUBCOMMITTEE

1. Composition of the Subcommittee:

a) The Finance and Budget Subcommittee shall be composed, from among the members
of the Standing Committee, of one country representative from each of the CMS
regions, nominated by the region; and

b) The Subcommittee shall elect a Chairman from among its members.

2. Meetings and mode of operation of the Subcommittee:

a) The Subcommittee shall meet in closed session (i.e. attended only by members of the
Subcommittee, Party observers and the Secretariat) one day prior to each meeting of
the Standing Committee; and

b) The members of the Subcommittee shall communicate by electronic means between
meetings of the Standing Committee. For this purpose, the Secretariat shall establish a
forum on its website for communications among the members and for the sharing of
documents, which may be read by non-members, who would communicate their views
to their regional representative on the Subcommittee.

3. Responsibilities of members of the Subcommittee:

Members of the Subcommittee shall seek and represent the views of their region in carrying
out their duties, and shall report back to their regions.

4.

Responsibilities of the Subcommittee:

To fulfil the mandate of Resolution Conf.9.14, the Subcommittee shall:

a)

b)

Broadly, consider all aspects of the financing and budgeting of the Convention and
develop recommendations to the Standing Committee. The Subcommittee should
focus on keeping the Convention fiscally solvent while providing for essential support
services for the efficient and effective functioning of the Convention;

Evaluate the programme of work of the Secretariat and other documents with
budgetary implications relative to:

i) The duties and responsibilities of the Secretariat mandated in the text of the
Convention; and

i) Ensuring that the activities undertaken by the Secretariat under the approved
budget are consistent with Resolutions and Decisions of the Conference of the
Parties;

Consider administrative procedures and other aspects of the financing and budgeting

of the Convention, and make recommendations for improving the efficiency with
which funds are expended;
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d) Using the information developed through the processes described in paragraphs a)-c):

i) work with the Secretariat to prepare all financial and budgetary documents for
consideration by the Standing Committee;

i) further develop the report format to ensure that the financial reports are easily
understood and transparent, and that they enable informed decisions to be taken
in relation to the financial performance of the Convention;

i) make recommendations to the Standing Committee on all financial and
budgetary documents and proposals developed through this process; and

Iv) otherwise assist the Standing Committee in providing oversight of financial and
budgetary matters, including the preparation of documents for meetings of the
Conference of the Parties;

e) The Secretariat shall issue to all Standing Committee members a report, every six
months, to be sent electronically, which identifies and explains any projected
expenditure that differs from the approved budget by more than 20 % for total staff
costs or, in the case of non-staff costs, for each activity, together with the proposed
approach for managing any such projected over-expenditure.
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ANNEX IV TO RESOLUTION 11.1

TERMS OF REFERENCE
FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE TRUST FUND FOR THE CONVENTION
ON THE CONSERVATION OF MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS

1. The Trust Fund for the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild
Animals (hereinafter referred to as the Trust Fund) shall be continued for a period of three
years to provide financial support for the aims of the Convention.

2. The financial period shall be three calendar years beginning 1 January 2015 and
ending 31 December 2017, subject to the approval of the Governing Council of UNEP.

3. The Trust Fund shall continue to be administered by the Executive Director of the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).

4. The administration of the Trust Fund shall be governed by the Financial Regulations
and Rules of the United Nations, the Staff Regulations and Rules of the United Nations and
other administrative policies or procedures promulgated by the Secretary-General of the
United Nations.

5. In accordance with United Nations rules, UNEP shall deduct from the expenditure of
the Trust Fund an administrative charge equal to 13 per cent of the expenditure charged to the
Trust Fund in respect of activities financed under the Trust Fund.

6. The financial resources of the Trust Fund for 2015-2017 shall be derived from:

@ The contributions made by the Parties by reference to Annex I, including
contributions from any new Parties; and

(b) Further contributions from Parties and contributions from States not Parties to the
Convention, other governmental, intergovernmental and non-governmental
organizations and other sources.

7. All contributions to the Trust Fund shall be paid in Euros. For contributions from
States that become Parties after the beginning of the financial period, the initial contribution
(from the first day of the third month after deposit of the instrument of ratification, acceptance
or accession till the end of the financial period) shall be determined pro rata based on the
contributions of other States Parties on the same level as the United Nations scale of
assessment, as it applies from time to time. However, if the contribution of a new Party
determined on this basis were to be more than 22 per cent of the budget, the contribution of
that Party shall be 22 per cent of the budget for the financial year of joining (or pro rata for a
partial year). The scale of contributions for all Parties shall then be revised by the Secretariat
on 1 January of the next year. Contributions shall be paid in annual instalments. Contributions
shall be due on 1 January 2015, 2016 and 2017.
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8. Contributions shall be paid into the following accounts:
Contributions in Euros:

UNEP Euro Account

Account No. 6161603755

J.P. Morgan AG

Junghofstrasse 14

60311 Frankfurt/Main, Germany
Bank code number 501 108 00
SWIFT No. CHASDEFX

IBAN: DE 565011080061616 03755

Contributions in US Dollars:

UNEP Trust Fund

Account No. 485 002 809

J.P. Morgan Chase

International Agencies Banking Division

270 Park Avenue 43" Floor

New York, N.Y. 10017, USA

Wire transfers: Chase ABA number 021000021
SWIFT number BIC-CHASUS33, or

CHIPS participant number 0002

9. For the convenience of the Parties, for each of the years of the financial period the
Executive Director of UNEP shall as soon as possible notify the Parties to the Convention of
their assessed contributions.

10.  Contributions received into the Trust Fund that are not immediately required to
finance activities shall be invested at the discretion of the United Nations, and any income
shall be credited to the Trust Fund.

11.  The Trust Fund shall be subject to audit by the United Nations Board of Auditors.

12. Budget estimates covering the income and expenditure for each of the three calendar
years constituting the financial period, prepared in Euros, shall be submitted to the meeting of
the Conference of the Parties to the Convention.

13.  The estimates for each of the calendar years covered by the financial period shall be
divided into sections and objects of expenditure, shall be specified according to budget lines,
shall include references to the programmes of work to which they relate, and shall be
accompanied by such information as may be required by or on behalf of the contributors and
such further information as the Executive Director of UNEP may deem useful and advisable. In
particular, estimates shall also be prepared for each programme of work for each of the calendar
years, with expenditures itemized for each programme so as to correspond to the sections,
objects of expenditure and budget lines described in the first sentence of the present paragraph.

14. The proposed budget, including all necessary information, shall be dispatched by the

Secretariat to all Parties at least 90 days before the date fixed for the opening of the ordinary
meeting of the Conference of the Parties at which they are to be considered.
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15.  The budget shall be adopted by unanimous vote of the Parties present and voting at
that Conference of the Parties.

16. In the event that the Executive Director of UNEP anticipates that there might be a
shortfall in resources over the financial period as a whole, the Executive Director shall consult
with the Secretariat, which shall seek the advice of the Standing Committee as to its priorities
for expenditure.

17.  Commitments against the resources of the Trust Fund may be made only if they are
covered by the necessary income of the Convention.

18.  Upon the request of the Secretariat of the Convention, after seeking the advice of the
Standing Committee, the Executive Director of UNEP should, to the extent consistent with
the Financial Regulations and Rules of the United Nations, make transfers from one budget
line to another. At the end of the first calendar year of the financial period, the Executive
Director of UNEP may proceed to transfer any unspent balance of appropriations to the
second calendar year, provided that the total budget approved by the Parties shall not be
exceeded, unless specifically sanctioned in writing by the Standing Committee.

19. At the end of each calendar year of the financial period® the Executive Director of
UNEP shall submit to the Parties, through the UNEP/CMS Secretariat, the year-end accounts.
The Executive Director shall also submit, as soon as practicable, the audited accounts for the
financial period. Those accounts shall include full details of actual expenditure compared to
the original provisions for each budget line.

20.  Those financial reports required to be submitted by the Executive Director of UNEP
shall be transmitted simultaneously by the Secretariat of the Convention to the members of
the Standing Committee.

21.  The Secretariat of the Convention shall provide the Standing Committee with an
estimate of proposed expenditures over the coming year simultaneously with, or as soon as
possible after, distribution of the accounts and reports referred to in the preceding paragraphs.

22. The present terms of reference shall be effective from 1 January 2015 to 31 December 2017.

! The calendar year 1 January to 31 December is the accounting and financial year, but the accounts official closure date is 31 March of

the following year. Thus, on 31 March the accounts of the previous year must be closed, and, it is only then that the Executive Director
may submit the accounts of the previous calendar year.
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ANNEXV TO RESOLUTION 11.1

PROGRAMME OF WORK FOR THE TRIENNIUM 2015 - 2017

EXECUTIVE DIRECTION AND MANAGEMENT

Activit Priorit 2015 2016 2017
ivi - iori
No. Y Activities ranking Source of funding Total | Source of funding | Tqtq [Source of funding] Total
Core Volycon | funding | Core |Volycon|funding| Core |Volycon| funding
1 |Providing overall management of the Secretariat, Core
including regular Management meetings
2  |Supervising the administrative and financial management C
; ore
of the Secretariat
3 |Representing CMS and/or CMS Family; raising c
A ore
awareness, visibility, etc.
4 |Independent analysis of synergies in the CMS family Core 50.000 50.000
Total 50.000 50.000
Staff costs: D-1 (0.3), P-5 (0.4), G-6 (0.85), G-4 (0.35) 208.204 208.204 | 212.368 212.368 | 216.615 216.615
Grand total 258.204 258.204 | 212.368 212.368 | 216.615 216.615
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STRATEGIC PLAN

Activi Priori 2015 2016 2017
C,:ll(\)/llty Activities r;rllcl)(rllr?g/ Source of funding | Total | Source of funding | Total |Source of fundingl Total
Core Volycon |funding| Core | Volycon |[funding| Core |Volycon| funding
1 Strategic Plan Working Group High 15.000 15.000 | 30.000 | 15.000 | 15.000 | 30.000 | 15.000 | 15.000 | 30.000
Further development of the Strategic Plan (Indicators,

2 Companion Volume) High 25.000 | 25.000 25.000 | 25.000 25.000 | 25.000

Total 15.000 40.000 | 55.000 | 15.000 | 40.000 | 55.000 | 15.000 | 40.000 | 55.000

Staff costs: P-2 (0.25) 22.551 22.551 | 23.002 23.002 | 23.462 23.462

Grand total 37.551 40.000 | 77.551 | 38.002 | 40.000 | 78.002 | 38.462 | 40.000 | 78.462
SCENARIO 2

3  |Development of the Companion VVolume High 10.000 25.000 | 35.000 | 10.000 | 15.000 | 15.000 25.000 | 25.000

4 Development of the Indicators High 25.000 | 25.000 15.000 | 15.000 10.000 | 10.000
SCENARIO 3

5  |Development of the Indicators High 15.000 10.000 | 25.000 | 25.000 | 25.000 | 50.000 10.000 | 10.000
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IMPLEMENTATION SUPPORT

Activity Priority 2015 2016 2017
No. Activities ranking Total | Source of funding | Total Source of Total
Source of funding | funding funding funding funding
Core | Volycon Core | Volycon Core | Volycon

AQUATIC SPECIES TEAM

1 |Supporting implementation activities High

2 |Implementation of the several Resolutions adopted at COP11| High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
and where relevant COP10 e.g. on Marine Debris, Boat-based
Wildlife watching, Bycatch, etc.
Coordinate, promote and facilitate the implementation of:

3 [The Atlantic Turtle MoU
Revitalisation of the MoU by organizing a brainstorming meeting| High 35.000 | 35.000
in conjunction with Western African Aquatic Mammals MoU
Supporting implementation High 40.000 | 40.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing Third Meeting of Signatories High 50.000 | 50.000

4 |The Western African Aguatic Mammal MoU
Revitalisation of the MoU by organizing a brainstorming meeting| High 35.000 | 35.000
in conjunction with Atlantic Turtle MoU
Supporting implementation High 40.000 | 40.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing First Meeting of Signatories High 50.000 | 50.000

5  [The Pacific Islands Cetaceans MoU
Outsourcing of the technical coordination High 25.000 | 25.000 25.000 | 25.000 25.000 | 25.000
Supporting implementation Medium 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing Fourth Meeting of Signatories High 50.000 | 50.000

6  [The Mediterranean Monk Seal MoU
Organising meeting to revise the Action Plan Low 10.000 | 10.000

7  |[The Sharks MoU
Providing in kind support from the CMS Secretariat High
Organizing the 2™ Meeting of Signatories (costs of the meeting to|  High
be covered by MoU Trust Fund)
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Activity Priority 2015 2016 2017
No. Activities ranking Total | Source of funding | Total Source of Total
Source of funding | funding funding funding funding
Core | Volycon Core | Volycon Core | Volycon
8 [The Pacific Loggerhead Turtle Action Plan
Initiating and stimulating the implementation of the Action Plan. Medium 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
9  [Senior Advisor/IOSEA 12.5 % High | 20.376 20.376 | 20.376 20.376 [20.376 20.376
AVIAN SPECIES TEAM
10 |Supporting implementation activities High
11  |Implementation of the several Resolutions adopted at COP11 High/ 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
and where relevant COP10 e.g. on illegal hunting and trapping, | Medium
Bird Poisoning, Landbird Action Plan, etc.
Coordinate, promote and facilitate the implementation of:
12 [The Aquatic Warbler MoU
Outsourcing of the technical coordination. High 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000
Supporting implementation. Medium 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing the 3" Meeting of Signatories. Medium 50.000 | 50.000
13  [The Great Bustard MoU
Organizing the 4™ Meeting of Signatories. Medium 50.000 | 50.000
14 |The Ruddy-headed Goose MoU Low
15 [The Slender-billed Curlew MoU Low
16  [The Siberian Crane MoU
Outsourcing of the technical coordination High 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000
Supporting implementation. Medium 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing the 8" Meeting of Signatories. Medium 50.000 | 50.000
17  |The Andean Flamingos MoU
Organizing Meeting of Signatories High 30.000 | 30.000
Supporting implementation High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
18  |The South American Grassland Birds MoU
Organizing Meeting of Signatories High 50.000 | 50.000
Supporting implementation High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
19 [The Programme of Work for Migratory Birds and Flyways High 50.000 | 50.000 15.000 | 15.000 15.000 | 15.000
including organizing meeting of the Working Group
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Activity Priority 2015 2016 2017
No. Activities ranking Total | Source of funding | Total Source of Total
Source of funding | funding funding funding funding
Core | Volycon Core | Volycon Core | Volycon

TERRESTRIAL SPECIES TEAM

20  [Supporting implementation activities High
Implementation of the several Resolutions adopted at COP11 and| Medium 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
where relevant COP10 e.g. Argali Action Plan, Guidelines on
Mitigating the Impact of Linear Infrastructure and Related
Disturbance on Mammals in Central Asia, etc.
Coordinate, promote and facilitate the implementation of:

21  |The Saiga MoU
Finalization of the National Report Forma. High 15.000 | 15.000
Outsourcing of the technical coordination High 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000
Supporting implementation High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing Third Meeting of Signatories High 50.000 | 50.000

22 [The Bukhara Deer MoU
Supporting implementation. Medium 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing technical workshop and 2" Meeting of Signatories Medium 50.000 | 50.000

23 [The Western African Elephant MoU
Updating the Medium Term International Work Programme High 20.000 | 20.000
Supporting implementation High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing Third Meeting of Signatories High 50.000 | 50.000

24 [The Huemul Deer MoU Low

25  [The Gorilla Agreement
Outsourcing of the technical coordination High 25.000 | 25.000 25.000 | 25.000 25.000 | 25.000
Supporting implementation High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Organizing the 3" Meeting of Parties High 50.000 | 50.000

26  [The Central Asian Mammals Initiative
Associate Programme Officer for CAMI (full-time) High 45.102 | 50.000 | 96.102 | 46.004 | 52.000 | 98.004 |46.924| 53.000 | 99.924
Organize workshops and support implementation of relevant High 100.000 | 100.000 50.000 | 50.000 5.000 5.000
activities on specific issues outlined in the POW

27  |The Sahelo/Saharan Mega Fauna Action Plan Medium
Organising meeting to update the Action Plan Medium 60.000 | 60.000
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Activity Priority 2015 2016 2017
No. Activities ranking Total | Source of funding | Total Source of Total
Source of funding | funding funding funding funding
Core | Volycon Core | Volycon Core | Volycon
SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY SERVICES
Implementation of the several Resolutions adopted at COP11 High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
and where relevant COP10 e.g. Wildlife Crime, Renewable
Energy, etc.
28  |Providing scientific advice to the Secretariat and Subsidiary Core
bodies of the Convention
29  |Facilitating the work of the Scientific Council. Core
30 |Coordinating preparations of review report on the conservation High 100.000 | 100.000 75.000 | 75.000 25.000 | 25.000
status of species listed on CMS Appendices
31 |Coordinating implementation of the Small Grant Programme High 100.000 | 100.000 100.000 | 100.000 100.000 | 100.000
32 |Development of Atlas on Animal Migration High 750.000 | 750.000 750.000 | 750.000 500.000 | 500.000
e Starting with the African Eurasian region migratory birds atlas
taking into consideration of already existent ones
33  |Facilitate the implementation of the Programme of Work on High
Climate Change and prepare progress report to COP12
Organizing 1% and 2™ meeting High 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
34 |Stimulating the implementation of the Resolution on Ecological High 50.000 | 50.000 200.000 | 200.000 100.000 | 100.000
Networks particularly in Africa by programme planning in 2015
and a kick-start meeting in 2016
Total 65.478 | 2.406.000 |2.471.478| 66.380 | 2.572.000 | 2.63.8380 | 67.300 |1.738.000|1.805.300
Staff costs: D-1 (0.1), P-5 (0.255), P-4 (1.85), P-2 (0.8), G-4/5 (1.2) 440.738 440.738 | 449.552 449552 |458.542 458.542
Grand total 506.216 | 2.406.000 |2.912.216| 515.932 | 2.572.000 | 3.087.932 |525.842|1.738.000 | 2.263.842
SCENARIO 2
Supporting implementation activities for:
35 |Aquatic Species 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 |10.000 10.000
36  |Avian Species 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 |10.000 10.000
37  [Terrestrial Species 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 |10.000 10.000
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Activity
No.

Activities

Priority
ranking

Core | Volycon

Core | Volycon

Core | Volycon

2015 2016 2017
Total | Source of funding | Total Source of Total
Source of funding | funding funding funding funding

38
39
40
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RESOURCE MOBILIZATION AND INTERAGENCY AFFAIRS

UNCCD and IWC

Activi Priofi 2015 2016 2017
Clzl'(\)”ty Activities rellfrIﬁ(IFllrfg)_;]/ Source of funding Total [Source of funding| Total |Source of funding| Total
' Core Volycon | funding | Core [Volycon|funding] Core | Volycon |funding
RESOURCE MOBILIZATION
1 E;;\:lelopmg a CMS Resource Assessment and Mobilization Core 25 000 25 000 25.000 | 25.000
2 Implementing the Migratory Species Champion Programme Core 2.000 2.000 2.000 | 2.000 2.000 2.000
3 Developing project proposals Core
4 |ldentifying potential donors, liaise with them on new proposals C
D . ore
and/ or report to them ongoing/finalised projects
5 |Pursue partnerships with the Private Sector incl. the High
development of a strategy as part of the Champion Programme
PROMOTE CMS ISSUES IN UN SYSTEM
Participating in meetings of / with e.g.:
6 Biodiversity Liaison Group (BLG) High
7  [EMG and IMG Biodiversity Group Low
8 |UNEP 2015 Strategic Group and Post 2015 process of .
. Medium
Sustainable Development Goals
9 |UNEP MEA Management Team meetings Medium
10  [|Participating in NBSAPs Forum (UNEP, UNDP, CBD led) to High
provide information on behalf of the CMS Family
11  |Global Programme on Oceans (GPO) Medium
12 |[UNEP MEA Focal Points High
STRENGTHEN EXISTING COLLABORATION WITH
MEAs
13  |Coordinating and overseeing the implementation of the Joint High
Work Plans with CBD, Ramsar and CITES
14 |Strengthening the collaboration with UNESCO-WHC, UNFCC, Medium

170




Annex VIII: Resolution 11.1

27 of 276

CMS COP11 Proceedings: Part |

Activity
No.

Activities

Priority
ranking

2015

2016

2017

Source of funding

Core

Volycon

Total
funding

Source of funding

Core

Volycon

Total
funding

Source of funding

Core

Volycon

Total
funding

15

Maintaining collaboration with other MEASs e.g. Bern
Convention, Cartagena Convention, etc.

Low

STRENGTHEN EXISTING COLLABORATION WITH
IGOs AND CIVIL SOCIETY

16

Strengthening the relationship with e.g. EU, SPREP, IUCN and
Civil Society, where appropriate

Medium

ENGAGEMENT IN NEW STRATEGIC
COOPERATIONS

17

Continuing cooperation with IRENA building on results of our
joint project.

High

18

Pursuing joint interests and activities with WWF in the contact
of the partnerships agreement

High

19

Exploring possible engagement of GEF, UNDP, World Bank
and others in implementation of CMS.

Medium

STRENGTENING REGIONAL PRESENCE
IMPLEMENTATION OF CMS

20.1

African Regional Coordinator for raising awareness, building
partnerships, mobilizing resources and the recruitment of new
Parties to enhance visibility and general implementation of the
Convention in the Africa region.

High

100.000

100.000

102.000

102.000

104.000

104.000

20.2

Western Hemisphere Regional Coordinator for raising
awareness, building partnerships, mobilizing resources and the
recruitment of new Parties to enhance visibility and general
implementation of the Convention in the LAC region.

High

100.000

100.000

102.000

102.000

104.000

104.000

20.3

Pacific Regional Coordinator for raising awareness, building
partnerships, mobilizing resources and the recruitment of new
Parties to enhance visibility and general implementation of the

Convention in the Pacific region.

High

100.000

100.000

102.000

102.000

104.000

104.000
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Activit Priorit 2015 2016 2017
NoO y Activities ranki nz]/ Source of funding Total |Source of funding| Total |Source of funding| Total
' Core Volycon | funding | Core [Volycon|funding] Core | Volycon |funding
CMS AMBASSADORS
21  |Continuing to liaise with the CMS Ambassadors to expand their
programme to support CMS and identifying new Ambassadors,| Medium 10.000 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000
as appropriate.
Total 337.000 | 337.000 343.000 (343.000 324.000 |324.000
(S(;[ang)costs: D-1(0.1), P-5(0.12); P-4 (0.35), P-2 (0.9); G-4/5 159.898 159.898 | 163.096 163.096/166.357 166.357
Grand total 159.898 | 337.000 | 496.898 | 163.096 |343.000|506.096|166.357| 324.000 |490.357
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INFORMATION, COMMUNICATION AND OUTREACH

Activi Priofi 2015 2016 2017
Clzl'(\)”ty Activities rellfrIﬁ(IFllrfg)_;]/ Source of funding Total [Source of funding| Total |Source of funding| Total
' Core Volycon | funding | Core |Volycon|funding| Core | Volycon | funding

COMMUNICATION STRATEGY

1 Developing a common Communication Strategy for AEWA
and CI\/?S; % first step toward a CMS Family-vx%e strategy Core 25.000 25.000 25.000 | 25.000
Organising workshops to develop and discuss the Strategy Core 50.000 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Developing a common branding for the CMS Family Medium 40.000 | 40.000 40.000 | 40.000
COMMUNICATION, EDUCATION AND PUBLIC
AWARENESS (CEPA)

2 Initiating the development of a common CEPA Programme for Medium
AEWA and CM
Organizing CEPA Workshops to ensure a participatory process | Medium 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
Developing the CEPA Programme Medium 80.000 | 80.000
Developing a CEPA Toolkit Medium 100.000 {100.000 100.000 | 100.000

ELECTRONIC INFORMATION TOOLS

w

Maintaining and further developing the CMS Family Website Core 6.500 3.500 10.000 | 6.500 | 3.500 | 10.000 | 6.500 | 3.500 | 10.000

4 Mglntammg _and/ or developing other websites e.g. World Core 5000 5000 5000 | 5.000 5000 5000
Migratory Bird Day

5 Maintaining and further developing online Workspaces e.g. for

D : Core 10.000 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000
the Scientific Council

5.1 |Programme Officer to maintain and further develop electronic

- . Core 45.102 51.000 96.102 | 46.004 | 52.000 | 98.004 | 46.924 | 53.000 | 99.924
information tools

CAMPAIGNS

6  |Organizing the campaigns e.g. World Migratory Bird Day

World Wildlife Day, etc, High 35.000 35.000 35.000 | 35.000 35.000 | 35.000
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Activit Priorit 2015 2016 2017
NoO y Activities rankiné]/ Source of funding Total |Source of funding| Total |Source of funding| Total
' Core Volycon | funding | Core |Volycon|funding| Core | Volycon | funding
PRESS AND MEDIA
7 Drafting of Press Releases, Op-Eds, Articles, etc. including Core
responding to Media requests
8  [Furthering the_use of Social Media to increase the visibility of High 50.000 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 50.000 | 50.000
the CMS Family
9 Improving the use of Multi Media Medium 10.000 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000
PUBLICATIONS
10 |Organising and supervising the printing of Publications Core 20.000 20.000 20.000 | 20.000 20.000 | 20.000
INFORMATION MANAGEMENT
11  |Analysing and synthesizing of National Reports Core 50.000 | 50.000
12  |Further developing and maintaining the Online Reporting .
System incl. Analytical Tool High 50.000 50.000 50.000 | 50.000 | 50.000 50.000
13 |Managing in- and outgoing mail and keeping the contact C
ore
database up to date
Total 51.602 | 309.500 | 361.102 | 52.504 |500.500553.004| 53.424 | 506.500 | 559.924
(sgasfg)c(gszs:(ng)l(o.z), P-5 (0.05), P-4 (0.11), P-2 (0.04), G-7 164.743 164.743 | 168.037 168.037/171.398 171.398
Grand total 216.345 | 309.500 | 525.845 | 220.541 |500.500|721.041|224.822| 506.500 | 731.322
Please note that Staff time of AEWA has not been included in the Staff Costs.
SCENARIO 2
15 |Programme Officer 25 % 29.784 29.784 | 30.380 30.380
16  |Analysis of National Reports 50.000 50.000
17  |Communication and Outreach activities 5.800 5.800
SCENARIO 3
18  |Communication and Outreach activities 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000
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CAPACITY BUILDING

Activity
No.

Activities

Priority
ranking

2015

2016

2017

Source of funding

Core

Volycon

Total
funding

Source of funding

Core

Volycon

Total
funding

Source of funding

Core | Volycon

Total
funding

CAPACITY BUILDING

Implementing the Capacity Building Strategy  2015-2017 by
identifying specific needs, training the Trainers, developing materials
and organizing capacity building workshops in particularly African,
Asia, Latin America and the Pacific, etc.

Core

200.000

200.000

150.000

150.000

150.000

150.000

Stimulating the use of E-community to increase communication
between National Focal Points.

Core

Evaluating the usefulness of the existing capacity building tool e.g.
National Focal Point Manual, E-community, etc.

High

REGIONAL MEETINGS

Organizing and servicing preparatory meeting for COP12 in Africa,
Asia, Latin America and the Pacific.

High

100.000

100.000

100.000

100.000

RECRUITMENT OF NEW PARTIES

Developing a Strategy to recruit new Parties.

Core

Liaising with non-Party Range States to provide them with the
necessary information to make an informed decision to join CMS and/
or one or more of its instruments.

Core

Assisting countries to accede to CMS.

Core

30.000

30.000

30.000

30.000

30.000

30.000

Total

230.000

230.000

280.000

280.000

280.000

280.000

Staff Costs: D-1(0.1), P-5(0.05), P-4(0.74), P-2 (0.06), G-4 (0.4)

162.509

162.509

165.759

165.759

169.074

169.074

Grand total

162.509

230.000

392.509

165.759

280.000

445.759

169.074| 280.000

449.074

SCENARIO 2

Capacity building activities

5.000

5.000

5.000

5.000

5.000

5.000

SCENARIO 3

Capacity building activities

5.800

5.800

5.800

5.800

5.800

5.800
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SERVICING OF GOVERNING BODIES AND OTHER CMS MEETINGS

2015 2016 2017
Activity Activities Priority Source of
No. ranking | Source of funding Total |Source of funding| Total funding Total
Core Volycon | funding | Core [Volycon|funding| Core [Volycon| funding
Servicing and organising (logistically as well as substantively)
meetings of the following bodies:
1 [The 12™ Meeting of the Conference of Parties (including hiring
Conference Officer, support for funded delegates, contracting Core 342.771/500.000 | 842.771
ENB and organization of High Level Segment).
2  [The Standing Committee including maintaining regular contact.| Core 21.649 21.649 | 22.082 22.082
3 [The Scientific Council including maintaining regular contact. Core 50.408 10.000 60.408 | 50.408 | 10.000 | 60.408 60.000 | 60.000
4  |Servicing and organizing (logistically) of any other CMS
meeting e.g. Meeting of Signatories to MoUs, Meeting off Core
Parties to the Gorilla Agreement, Workshops, etc.
Total 72.057 10.000 82.057 | 72.490 | 10.000 | 82.490 |342.771|560.000 | 902.771
Staff costs: D1 (0.17), P5 (0.25), P4 (0.8), P2 (0.45) and GS 6/7
(0.3): GS 4/5 (2.5) 409.832 409.832 | 418.028 418.028(426.388 426.388
Grand total 481.889 | 1.0000 | 491.889 | 490.518 | 1.0000 [500.518|769.159|560.000 |1.329.159
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OPERATING COSTS

Activit Priorit 2015 2016 2017
CN'(\)” y Activities r;r'ﬁ('}'ny Source of funding Total |Source of funding | Total | Source of funding Total
' 9 Core | Volycon funding | Core [Volycon| funding | Core | Volycon | funding
1  |Contractual services (translation etc.). Core | 70.000 15.000 85.000 | 70.000 | 15.000 | 85.000 | 88.400 | 20.000 108.400
2 |Secretariat Travel Core | 66.300 15.000 81.300 | 66.300 | 15.000 | 81.300 | 63.700 | 10.000 73.700
3 [Staff development (training / retreats) Core | 15.400 15.400 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000
Office Supplies Core | 5.500 5.500 5.800 5.800 5.800
4 INon-expendable Equipment Core | 10.000 15.000 25.000 | 10.500 | 15.000 | 25.500 | 10.500 | 15.000 25.500
5 Information Technology Services Core | 70.000 70.000 | 70.000 70.000 | 70.000 70.000
6 |Information and document production Core | 12.000 15.000 27.000 | 12.000 | 15.000 | 27.000 | 12.500 | 60.000 72.500
Office Automation Services (printer leasing, hosting Core
etc.) 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000 | 10.000 10.000
7 |Communication and Courier Services Core | 16.900 16.900 | 17.100 17.100 | 17.500 17.500
8  |Miscellaneous expenses and hospitality Core | 3.553 3.553 3.742 3.742 3.738 3.738
Total 279.653 60.000 339.653 | 275.442 | 60.000 | 335.442 |292.138| 105.000 | 391.338
Staff costs
Grand total 279653 60000 339653 | 275442 | 60000 | 335442 | 292138 | 105000 391338
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SUMMARY OF TOTAL COSTS
2015 2016 2017
Activities Source of funding Total Source of funding Total Source of funding Total

Core Volycon funding Core Volycon funding Core Volycon funding
Executive Direction and Management 258204 258.204 212.368 212.368 216.615 216.615
Strategic Plan 37551 40.000 7.7551 3.8002 40.000 7.8002 3.8462 4,0000 7.8462
Implementation Support 506216 2.406.000 | 2.912.216 515.932 2.572.000 | 3.087.932 525.842 1.738.000 2.263.842
Servicing governing bodies and other
meetings 481889 10.000 491.889 490.518 1.0000 500.518 769.159 560.000 1.329.159
i‘;fs;f'srce Mobilization and Interagency | j59a98 | 337000 | 496.898 | 163096 | 343.000 | 506.096 | 166.357 | 324.000 | 490.357
Information Management 216345 309.500 | 525.845 | 220.541 500.500 | 721.041 | 224.822 | 506.500 731.322
Communication and Outreach
Capacity building 162509 230.000 392.509 165.759 280.000 445,759 169.074 280.000 449.074
Operating costs 279653 60.000 339.653 275.442 60.000 335.442 292.138 105.000 391.338
Total 2102265 3.392.500 | 5.494.765 | 2.081.658 | 3.805.500 | 5.887.158 | 2.402.469 | 3.553.500 5.950.169
Programme support costs 273294 441025 714319 270616 494715 765331 312321 461955 773522
Grand total 2375559 3833525 6209084 2352274 4300215 6652489 2714790 4015455 6723691

Please note that the figures presented here a slightly deviating from those of the budget proposal due to the fact that figures are rounded up.
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v MIGRATORY UNEP/CMS/Resolution 11.2
SPECIES Original: English

STRATEGIC PLAN FOR MIGRATORY SPECIES 2015-2023

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11" Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Recalling CMS Resolution 10.5 which welcomed the updated version of the Strategic
Plan for the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (2006-2011)
to cover the next three-year period (2012-2014) without making substantive changes;

Taking into account that CMS Resolution 10.5 also established a Working Group to
draft a new Strategic Plan for the period 2015-2023 to be submitted to the 11™ Meeting of the
CMS Conference of the Parties in 2014;

Recalling Decision X/20 of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity in which CMS is recognized as the lead partner in the conservation and
sustainable use of migratory species over their entire range;

Further recalling Decision X/2 of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity by which the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the Aichi
Biodiversity Targets were adopted, and which invited the UN Environment Management
Group (EMG) to identify measures for effective and efficient implementation of the Strategic
Plan across the United Nations system;

Noting the EMG senior officials’ agreement in November 2012 to support the
implementation of the strategic planning processes of the biodiversity-related multilateral
environmental agreements, such as for migratory species;

Noting that Decision X/2 of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on
Biological Diversity urged Parties and other governments to support the updating of National
Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) as effective instruments to promote the
implementation of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity and mainstreaming of biodiversity at the
national level, taking into account synergies among the biodiversity-related conventions in a
manner consistent with their respective mandates;

Noting that UNGA Resolution 65/161 paragraph 19 decided to declare 2011-2020 the
United Nations Decade on Biodiversity, with a view to contributing to the implementation of
the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and requested the Secretary-General, in
consultation with Member States, to lead the coordination of the activities of the Decade on
behalf of the United Nations system, with the support of the secretariat of the Convention on
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Biological Diversity, the secretariats of other biodiversity-related conventions and relevant
United Nations funds, programmes and agencies;

Noting the report of the Chair of the CMS Strategic Plan Working Group (document
UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.15.2);

Grateful for the work undertaken by that Working Group in preparing the new Plan,
including taking account of lessons learned from experience in implementing the Strategic
Plan 2006-2014, considering the outcomes of the Future Shape process and the strategic
planning processes in other multilateral environmental agreements; and providing substantial
opportunities for making contributions to the drafting of the Plan;

Welcoming contributions to the Strategic Plan’s development by Parties and
stakeholders, including the report A Natural Affiliation: Developing the Role of NGOs in the
Convention on Migratory Species Family'; and acknowledging that key partnerships to
support delivery of the Strategic Plan will include those with other Conventions, civil society,
the private sector, and regional bodies; and

Mindful of the need to avoid creating additional reporting burdens that risk diverting
action from implementation;

The Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals

Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023

1. Adopts the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2015-2023 as appended in Annex 1 to
this Resolution;

2. Requests the Secretariat to integrate the goals and targets of the Strategic Plan into
work programmes under the Convention, and to take action to raise awareness of the Plan;

3. Urges Parties and invites other States, the CMS Family of instruments, relevant
multilateral bodies, intergovernmental organizations, and civil society organizations working
towards the conservation of migratory species to integrate the goals and targets of the
Strategic Plan within relevant policy and planning instruments, and also to take action to raise
awareness of the Plan;

4. Invites the decision-making bodies of CMS instruments to consider the Strategic Plan
for adoption at their next meetings;

Sub-targets to support the Strategic Plan targets

5. Encourages the decision-making bodies of CMS instruments, as well as other partners

and stakeholders working for the conservation of migratory species, as appropriate, to identify
existing or develop new sub-targets for the species and issues relevant to those instruments

! Prideaux, M., (2013) A Natural Affiliation: Developing the Role of NGOs in the Convention on Migratory Species

Family, Wild Migration, Australia.
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and organizations that support the achievement of the targets in the Strategic Plan for
Migratory Species; and to inform the CMS Secretariat of such sub-targets;

6. Requests the Secretariat to maintain a register of sub-targets as a “living” document
able to be supplemented and updated by contributions from the CMS Family of instruments
and from other partners and stakeholders wishing to contribute, and to provide updates on
additions to the register to future meetings of the Conference of the Parties for the duration of
the Strategic Plan;

Indicators and Companion Volume

7. Notes the indicative headline indicators and Companion Volume outline presented in
document UNEP/CMS/Conf.11/Doc.15.2;

8. Confirms the need for additional inter-sessional work to strengthen the suite of
materials to support implementation of the Strategic Plan, including:

a) indicators for the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species, drawing as far as possible from
existing work, such as that under the global Biodiversity Indicators Partnership; and

b) a Companion Volume on Implementation for the new Strategic Plan, based on
available tools, to provide guidance on implementation of the Plan;

Extension of the Strategic Plan Working Group mandate

9. Decides to extend the mandate of the Strategic Plan Working Group to include the
tasks of elaborating the indicators and Companion Volume during the triennium 2015-2017,
and requests the Working Group to submit progress reports to the Standing Committee for
approval of their progressive implementation. The new Terms of Reference for the Strategic
Plan Working Group are appended as Annex 2 to this Resolution;

10. Requests the Secretariat to undertake the necessary background compilation of
material to feed in to the efforts of the Working Group, including:

a) The work being undertaken by relevant specialist international fora on indicators, such
as the global Biodiversity Indicators Partnership; and

b) Analysis of programmes of work and action plans adopted under the Convention and
CMS Family instruments, along with their own indicators, for synergies;

Implementation

11.  Further requests the Secretariat to consider amendments to the format for National
Reports, where necessary, in respect of assessing implementation of the Strategic Plan and
those indicators for which such reports are identified as a potentially important source of
information, and the scope for streamlining existing reporting processes to reduce reporting
burdens, and to submit any proposed amendments to the Standing Committee for its
consideration and transmission to the 12" Meeting of the Conference of the Parties;
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12. Decides to keep the implementation of the Strategic Plan under review at its 12™, 13"
and 14" Meetings in the light of the Plan’s stated goals, targets and indicators and in line with
chapter 4 section 7 of the Strategic Plan;

13. Recognizes that a wide range of civil society organizations and other stakeholders
make an invaluable contribution to implementing the Convention and to conserving migratory
species, and encourages these organizations to report on this work to meetings of the
Conference of the Parties; and

14. Invites UNEP, Parties, multilateral donors and others to provide financial assistance
for the implementation of this Resolution.
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Annex 1 to Resolution 11.2

UNEP CMS

The Strategic Plan for Migratory Species

2015-2023
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Chapter 1. Rationale

1.1 Background to the SPMS

At the Tenth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Migratory Species (CMS
COP10; November 2011; Bergen, Norway), Parties resolved to prepare a new Strategic Plan for the
period 2015-2023. COP8 had previously adopted a Plan for the period 2006-2011, which was
extended by COP10 with minor changes to 2014.

The end-date of the present Plan was agreed because it coincides with the CMS COP cycle and, more
importantly, it allows time for a review of progress during the UN Decade on Biodiversity (see Figure 1,
with CMS milestones shaded). It also provides an opportunity to assess how the Strategic Plan for
Migratory Species 2015-2023 (SPMS) has supported the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020
and its Aichi Biodiversity Targets.” The SPMS targets are more specific and continue in effect for
longer than the Aichi Biodiversity Targets (most of which have a 2020 end-date).

Milestone event Date
Adoption of Strategic Plan for Biodiversity / Aichi Biodiversity 2010
Targets

Adoption of Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2014
CBD COP 13 2016
CMS COP 12 (tentative) 2017
CBD COP 14 (tentative) 2018
Completion date for Strategic Plan for Biodiversity and Aichi 2020
Biodiversity Targets

CBD COP 15, including evaluation of progress towards Aichi 2020
Biodiversity Targets (tentative)

CMS COP 13 (tentative)’ 2020
CBD COP 15 (tentative)

CBD COP 16 (tentative) 2022
Completion date for Strategic Plan for Migratory Species 2023
CMS COP 14 (tentative) 2023
CBD COP 17 (tentative) 2024

Figure 1: Timeline for Biodiversity and Migratory Species Strategic Plans

A Strategic Plan Working Group (SPWG) was established with the task of drafting the Strategic Plan
2015-2023  for  consideration by the  Conference of the Parties at its
11™ Meeting®*. The Working Group commissioned a review of implementation experience to date, and
took account of strategic planning processes in other multilateral environmental agreements. Two key
recommendations emerged from its discussions:

(1) The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity and its Aichi Biodiversity Targets should be used as a
framework when developing the SPMS. This approach was taken to: keep the SPMS

2 See Convention on Biological Diversity (2010). Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the Aichi Biodiversity
Targets. Annexed to CBD COP10 Decision X/2.

8 CMS COP13 will not be able to assess the evaluation of SPMS towards the Aichi Targets given that the evaluation of
achievement of the Aichi Targets will only take place right before CMS COP 13. The integration of that evaluation will
therefore only be possible at CMS COP14, hence the 2023 end date of the SPMS.

4 CMS COP10 Resolution 10.5, CMS Strategic Plan 2015-2023.
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consistent with UN General Assembly resolutions on biodiversity®; link migratory species
priorities to the relevant Aichi Targets; and provide a logical and effective way for
migratory species targets to be integrated into National Biodiversity Strategies and Action
Plans (NBSAPs), thereby ensuring they are part of national planning and priority-setting
processes.

(2) The new plan should be a Strategic Plan for Migratory Species (the SPMS) and should focus
on the conservation of migratory animals (populations, species or lower taxonomic levels, as
the context requires), rather than on the Convention itself. This approach shifted the focus
from the institution to the issue, thereby broadening relevance and “ownership” among the
CMS “Family” of instruments and beyond. This approach is also consistent with COP
decisions regarding the CMS “Future Shape” process, which identified the need for a
coordinated and coherent approach to migratory species conservation among CMS and its
daughter agreements.

Migratory species have distinct conservation needs, associated in particular with their temporal cycles
and transboundary migration patterns. Conservation of migratory species at the population level can
only be achieved by coordinated and cooperative international action between the Range States that
share these populations on their migration routes. These States and other relevant stakeholders
therefore share a joint responsibility to develop and implement coherent strategies. That responsibility
may include activities such as collaboration to, inter alia, ensure free and open access to relevant data,
information and models, so as to provide sound scientific grounding for decisions relating to migratory
species.

Overall it demands the taking of a migration systems approach, which by its very nature is a strategic
consideration. ‘“Migration systems” is a concept which reflects the interdependent complexes of
places, routes between places, populations, ecological factors and temporal cycles involved. A
“migration systems approach” therefore implies conservation strategies which give holistic attention
not only to populations, species and habitats, but to the entire span of migration routes and the
functioning of the migration process.

Since 1979, the Convention on Migratory Species has provided the primary specialized
intergovernmental framework for these cooperative efforts®, through its agreements, action plans and
other systematic instruments.

This SPMS therefore does not duplicate the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity, but complements it by
adding the necessary specificity for and focus on migratory species conservation, including within the
context of the CMS Family.

The close interaction between the SPMS and the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity, furthermore
facilitates national coordination on and integration of issues related to migratory species into national
biodiversity strategies and action plans (NBSAPS), given that those are based on the Strategic Plan for
Biodiversity and its Aichi Targets.

1.2 Why are migratory species a global priority?

Migratory species are a significant component of biodiversity in general, underpinning ecological
systems. Many different groups of animals are involved, from antelopes to fish, from whales to
elephants, from bats to birds and even butterflies. They form a substantial proportion of the world’s
genetic variety, having evolved in particularly intricate interrelationships with plant and other animal
species; and they play essential roles in ecosystem functioning and dynamics. Their multi-dimensional

® For example, Resolution 67/212 where the General Assembly: “Notes the efforts to mainstream the Aichi Biodiversity

Targets in the contribution of the United Nations system to support the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, and
invites the United Nations system to continue facilitating cooperation among its members in support of the implementation
of the Strategic Plan.” This also has relevance, among other things, to the UN’s post-2015 Sustainable Development Goals.
Recognition of this is enshrined for example in cooperation agreements with other Conventions; and in the case of the
CBD also by CBD COP Decision VI/20 (2002) which recognizes CMS as “the lead partner in conserving and sustainably
using migratory species”.
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connectedness gives them a special role as ecological keystone species and indicators of the linkages
between ecosystems and of ecological change.

These same attributes mean that migratory species have their own special vulnerabilities. Migration
journeys expose them to heightened survival risks, and habitat requirements are often a complex mix
of different components in breeding areas, non-breeding areas, and the places in between.
Concentrations of large numbers of individuals during specific periods at specific sites, also increases
the risk of serious impacts from negative pressures at those sites. Barriers to migration pose special
challenges, whether or not in the form of physical obstacles, which may cause direct mortality, or
fragmentation of ecological resources disrupting movement from one place to another.

Many of the actions defined in this Plan are accordingly directed towards “migration systems”, as
described in section 1.1 above.

The repeating cycles and trans-boundary ranges inherent to the phenomenon of migration, as well as
the massive scale of animal movements often involved, are fundamental to the ability of the planet to
support humankind and biodiversity overall. Migration is a key adaptation to natural rhythms and
evolutionary changes; and by the same token both migratory species and their habitats can be
affected/disrupted by human impacts, including climate change.

A great many migratory species are of major direct and indirect importance for human well-being,
including people’s food security and livelihoods. Many human communities rely on the regular influx
of migratory animals: as a basis for subsistence; for economically and/or culturally important hunting,
fishing, tourism and recreation; or to maintain ecosystem function in a way that allows another
resource to be harvested. Levels of use (of species or their habitats) by one community can
significantly affect availability of the resource to communities in different, possibly distant, locations.
The conservation and sustainable use of migratory species is therefore a key contribution to wider
aims of sustainable development and requires global attention.

1.3 Scope of the SPMS

The Working Group considered that the SPMS would have more political impact and visibility when
providing guidance at a strategic level. Enabling activities or instruments that concern implementation
— an essential component of a successful and effective Strategic Plan — are addressed in a separate
Companion Volume to support the implementation of the Plan.

The SPMS defines long-term and high-level outcomes in a way that allows progress toward them to be
tracked and evaluated, and adaptive changes to be made as necessary.

The migration systems approach taken is reflected in the SPMS by clear references to: (1) migratory
species; (2) their habitats and migration routes; and (3) threats to both. All elements are included in the
targets to the extent possible.

The SPMS is designed to apply to migratory species as defined by the Convention, i.e. the entire
population or any geographically separate part of the population of any species or lower taxon
of wild animals, a significant proportion of whose members cyclically and predictably cross one
or more national jurisdictional boundaries. This definition reflects the importance of concerted
international action necessary to address trans-boundary challenges associated with the conservation
of migratory species. In addition, it invites meaningful engagement by all interested stakeholders —
including CMS and its daughter instruments. The word “species” where it occurs in this Plan should
be interpreted in line with the same definition, meaning that such references may apply to lower
taxonomic levels when the context so requires.

The SPMS provides a broad framework that is capable of harnessing all related migratory species
conservation efforts by the international community as a whole in the same direction (see Figure 2,
which shows the scope and the context of the SPMS). In doing so it creates opportunities for greater
coherence and visibility at national, regional and global levels in policy and political terms for these
issues.
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Figure 2: The Strategic Plan for Migratory Species: its scope and the context
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Chapter 2: Vision and Mission

The purpose of the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species is to provide vision, leadership, and a driving
force toward the full and effective implementation of goals and targets related to migratory species.

This SPMS aims to achieve the following vision:

“Living in harmony with nature — where populations and habitats of migratory species (along with all
biodiversity) are valued, conserved, restored and wisely used, thereby contributing to global
sustainability.”

The following Mission guides the implementation of this Plan:

"To promote actions to ensure the favourable conservation status of migratory species and their habitats,
and to ensure the ecological integrity, connectivity and resilience of migration systems."

Chapter 3: Strategic Goals and Targets

Goals

The five goals articulated below express strategic outcomes of this Plan. These include conservation
outcomes and ways to measure them. Operational detail to support implementation is provided in a
Companion Volume (see also chapter 4 below).

Targets

Under each goal, performance targets are provided that specify the scale and nature of the main tangible
shifts required in each case. The purpose of the targets is to define priorities and to clarify what
constitutes successful performance. Where applicable, this includes a quantifiable standard. Broadly
derived from the Aichi Biodiversity Targets in the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity — so as to facilitate
coherence with biodiversity-related activities (see Annex A) and support efforts during the UN Decade
of Biodiversity — the SPMS goals and targets have been drafted to contribute to the objectives of the
CMS instruments, retain a clear identity, and reflect the needs of migratory species. This means that
each one has been independently re-examined in the context of conditions existing in 2014, and is
based on judgements about achievability and the specific priority needs of migratory species in this
context.

Nothing in this Plan shall be taken to dilute or reduce the commitments represented by the Aichi
Biodiversity Targets. In general, each target should be achieved at global level within the timeframe set
for the corresponding Aichi Target (see Annex A), where applicable. Individual governments may wish
to set earlier deadlines for some or all of the targets according to their national circumstances. Adoption
of specific national plans of action may assist in elaborating such matters.

Sub-targets

Certain key contributions to the delivery of the targets in this Plan can be defined in the form of
subsidiary targets, addressing specific issues. In some cases, more specific aspects of a given target
may be sufficiently well-defined (e.g., under one of the CMS daughter instruments, or another
international process) so it is possible to distil specific sub-targets.

One important category of sub-targets relates to actions or processes which will be or are being
undertaken in the context of one or more of the CMS “Family” of Agreements, Memoranda of
Understanding and Action Plans. Each governing body of those instruments can adopt such sub-targets
where considered appropriate. This can for example take the form of specific targets on a particular
species or an Action Plan, or Conservation & Management Plan with its own targets, which are
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considered supportive of - but distinguished from - the rest of the Strategic Plan in that respect. They
are noted in a separate register maintained by the CMS Secretariat, and encourage an integrated
approach to implementation of the Plan across the Family of instruments.

This picture will evolve, and further sub-targets are likely to be agreed in their own contexts. The
register of sub-targets is therefore designed to be an open-ended list which will be updated from time to
time. There is no implication that a sub-target necessarily needs to be defined in respect of any
particular SPMS target or any particular instrument. Conversely, the sub-targets given at any one time
do not necessarily represent the totality of commitments that may exist or may further need to be
defined at this level.

Indicators

Core measurable indicators are included to track and account for progress towards the achievement of
the targets. These are shown in Annex B, and are based on indicators devised for use with the
corresponding Aichi Targets. Details on indicators (including achievement milestones) can be found in
the implementation Companion Volume.

Goal 1: Address the underlying causes of decline of migratory species by
mainstreaming relevant conservation and sustainable use priorities across
government and society

Target 1: People are aware of the multiple values of migratory species and their habitats and migration
systems, and the steps they can take to conserve them and ensure the sustainability of any use.

Note: “Awareness” here is intended to be more than passive, and to include positive support and engagement
at political levels, as well as among the public. It includes awareness of the values represented by the
phenomenon of migration itself. The values concerned may be socio-economic, including cultural, as well as
ecological.

Target 2: Multiple values of migratory species and their habitats have been integrated into international,
national and local development and poverty reduction strategies and planning processes, including on
livelihoods, and are being incorporated into national accounting, as appropriate, and reporting systems.

Note: Actions towards this SPMS target may also contribute to SPMS target 13.

Target 3: National, regional and international governance arrangements and agreements affecting
migratory species and their migration systems have improved significantly, making relevant policy,
legislative and implementation processes more coherent, accountable, transparent, participatory,
equitable and inclusive.

Note: Reference to governance “affecting” migratory species here indicates that this is not limited only to
conservation governance, but extends to other levels/sectors that may also have an effect.

Target 4: Incentives, including subsidies, harmful to migratory species, and/or their habitats are
eliminated, phased out or reformed in order to minimize or avoid negative impacts, and positive
incentives for the conservation of migratory species and their habitats are developed and applied,
consistent with engagements under the CMS and other relevant international and regional obligations
and commitments.

Note: The precise approach to this will vary, in some cases sub-nationally, according to specific local
circumstances.

Goal 2: Reduce the direct pressures on migratory species and their habitats

Target 5: Governments, key sectors and stakeholders at all levels have taken steps to achieve or have
implemented plans for sustainable production and consumption, keeping the impacts of use of natural
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resources, including habitats, on migratory species well within safe ecological limits to promote the
favourable conservation status of migratory species and maintain the quality, integrity, resilience, and
ecological connectivity of their habitats and migration routes.

Note: Where there is uncertainty about what constitutes a “safe ecological limit” in a given case, a
precautionary approach should be taken.

Target 6: Fisheries and hunting have no significant direct or indirect adverse impacts on migratory
species, their habitats or their migration routes, and impacts of fisheries and hunting are within safe
ecological limits.

Note: Achievement of this target will require that migratory species are managed and harvested sustainably,
legally and through the use of ecosystem-based approaches. Overexploitation of migratory species must be
avoided, and recovery plans and measures should be in place for all depleted species. Where there is
uncertainty about what constitutes a “safe ecological limit” in a given case, a precautionary approach should
be taken.

Target 7: Multiple anthropogenic pressures have been reduced to levels that are not detrimental to the
conservation of migratory species or to the functioning, integrity, ecological connectivity and resilience
of their habitats.

Note: The pressures concerned may include those relating to climate change, renewable energy
developments, power lines, by-catch, underwater noise, ship strikes, poisoning, pollution, disease, invasive
species, illegal and unsustainable take and marine debris.

Goal 3: Improve the conservation status of migratory species and the ecological connectivity
and resilience of their habitats

Target 8: The conservation status of all migratory species, especially threatened species, has
considerably improved throughout their range.

Note: Actions towards this SPMS target may also contribute to SPMS target 11.

Target 9: International and regional action and cooperation between States for the conservation and
effective management of migratory species fully reflects a migration systems approach, in which all
States sharing responsibility for the species concerned engage in such actions in a concerted way.

Note: The Convention on Migratory Species, being “concerned particularly with those species of wild
animals that migrate across or outside national jurisdictional boundaries”, emphasizes that “conservation and
effective management of migratory species of wild animals require the concerted action of all States within
the national jurisdictional boundaries of which such species spend any part of their life cycle”. This would
include the necessary capacity building as a key component of trans-boundary cooperation. Target 9 seeks
more complete engagement by all of the States who share joint responsibility in such circumstances.

Target 10: All critical habitats and sites for migratory species are identified and included in
area-based conservation measures so as to maintain their quality, integrity, resilience and
functioning in accordance with the implementation of Aichi Target 11, supported where
necessary by environmentally sensitive land-use planning and landscape management on a
wider scale.

Note: Aichi Target 11 states that “at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of
coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services,
are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well-connected
systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, and integrated into the
wider landscapes and seascapes”.
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Goal 4: Enhance the benefits to all from the favourable conservation status of migratory
species

Target 11: Migratory species and their habitats which provide important ecosystem services are
maintained at or restored to favourable conservation status, taking into account the needs of women,
indigenous and local communities’, and the poor and vulnerable.

Note: The services concerned may include water supply, quality and regulation; disaster risk reduction;
climate regulation; cultural services; food and other socio-economic benefits, all contributing to people’s
health, livelihoods and well-being. Actions towards this SPMS target may also contribute to SPMS target 8.

Target 12: The genetic diversity of wild populations of migratory species is safeguarded, and
strategies have been developed and implemented for minimizing genetic erosion.

Note: Safeguarding actions may include maintenance of the original gene pool for migratory species that are
managed under human care for re-introduction into the wild and other purposes, or are otherwise of socio-
economic as well as cultural value.

Goal 5: Enhance implementation through participatory planning, knowledge management
and capacity building

Target 13: Priorities for effective conservation and management of migratory species, their habitats and
migration systems have been included in the development and implementation of national biodiversity
strategies and action plans, with reference where relevant to CMS agreements and action plans and
their implementation bodies.

Note: Other types of national plans and strategies, such as those for the implementation of other Multilateral
Environmental Agreements or national development plans, may also be highly relevant. Even if they are not
designed overtly to have biodiversity-related purposes, plans for issues such as land use, resource use, public
health, disaster risk reduction, infrastructure distribution and economic development can include provisions
that make an important difference to migratory species conservation. Actions towards this SPMS target may
also contribute to SPMS target 2.

Target 14: The traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities
relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of migratory species, their habitats and migration
systems, and their customary sustainable use of biological resources, are respected, subject to national
legislation and relevant international obligations, with the full and effective participation of indigenous
and local communities, thereby contributing to the favourable conservation status of migratory species
and the ecological connectivity and resilience of their habitats.

Note: This target reflects international thinking on the subject in other fora.

Target 15: The science base, information, training, awareness, understanding and technologies relating
to migratory species, their habitats and migration systems, their value, functioning, status and trends,
and the consequences of their loss, are improved, widely shared and transferred, and effectively
applied.

Note: The “science base” here does not relate only to new research and monitoring, but also to making better
use of existing datasets (including improving their public availability), and improving the standardization of
data collection protocols. In addition to investigation and understanding of specific events, phenomena,
patterns and consequences, greater efforts may also be required to improve data on baseline conditions, so
that meaningful assessments of significance, and assessments of change, can be made.

" At the time of adopting this Plan, terminology for referring to indigenous people/peoples and local communities is under debate in other

intergovernmental contexts. The wording in this Plan should not be taken to favour any one terminology over anather.
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Target 16: The mobilization of adequate resources from all sources to implement the Strategic Plan for
Migratory Species effectively has increased substantially.

Note: This target refers to resource mobilization in the broad sense including international and domestic
funding from public, private and other sources. It however also implies policy choices that reduce the costs
of improving the status of migratory species and thus also benefits from the correct implementation of Goals
1 and 2. Developing countries, least developed countries, small island developing states and countries with
economies in transition have particularly acute needs in this regard. Resource flows to as well as within these
countries need to increase, both through north-south” and “south-south” cooperation.

Chapter 4. Enabling Conditions for Implementation

The successful achievement of the SPMS objectives depends on the commitment and engagement of
Range States and other stakeholders. The SPMS was designed to maximize high-level political
engagement in migratory species issues, and real impact will come from the willingness and
commitment of all concerned to be imaginative, positive, collaborative, and determined to realize the
adopted vision through their everyday actions in practice.

This needs to be supported by a range of organizational arrangements and implementation measures.
Building on lessons learned from the implementation of the 2006-2014 CMS Strategic Plan, the present
chapter describes the main areas in which suitable high-level conditions need to be created in order to
enable the range of implementation measures required. This covers, in particular: delivery mechanisms,
supporting infrastructure and performance assessment. In each of these areas a minimum level of
human, technical and financial resources will be required if this plan is to succeed. To this end, the
suggestions below should assist governmental and non-governmental actors to translate and integrate
the global targets into their specific regional and national contexts.

More detailed guidance on the practical dimensions related to the implementation of the SPMS by all
concerned stakeholders is provided in the Companion Volume on Implementation which accompanies
this Strategic Plan. That Companion Volume is intended to help both country experts and other
stakeholders to put in place and execute the necessary means of implementation towards reaching the
goals and objectives of the SPMS.

1) Outreach, promotion and uptake of the Plan

The SPMS and its issues will be promoted by the entire CMS Family and CMS channels in order
to raise awareness of the Plan and effect implementation of the targets.

The Plan expresses priorities that are shared at the global level, but it is also designed to frame a
well-integrated response to those priorities at multiple scales. National planning processes
therefore are indispensable in “translating” the Plan to different contexts. The existence of a robust
agreed framework at global level should greatly assist such national processes, for example by
offering already-validated thinking that can be adapted, rather than having to be originated afresh.
If national plans and policies are approached in this way, ensuring compatibility with the SPMS,
proposals for international collaboration, and (where relevant) financial support, should have
much greater chances of success.

2) The delivery framework

The Convention and the CMS Family of instruments have a specific role as a primary delivery
framework for the SPMS, as well as their subsidiary bodies and national focal points.

Existing delivery mechanisms and activities include among others relevant CMS Family
decisions, action plans, guidelines and programmes supporting the SPMS, including priorities for
development of future CMS instruments and initiatives.
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3)

4)

5)

The SPMS should furthermore guide the COP when developing new instruments and tools to
support the individual targets.

Key partnerships and other supporting delivery frameworks

Key partnerships to support delivery of the SPMS include those with other Conventions, civil
society, the private sector and regional bodies. A wide range of civil society organizations and
other stakeholders make an invaluable contribution to implementing the Convention and
conserving migratory species. This large amount of work is often facilitated by governmental
processes, and could usefully be reported by governments at the national and international levels.

Capacity development

The CMS Family, Parties and other stakeholders need to address capacity building needs relating
to information, awareness, knowledge and understanding as covered in the strategic targets. This
is supported in particular by implementation of the CMS Capacity Building Strategy. A further
step in this direction is capacity development using the Manual for the National Focal Points for
CMS and its Instruments - a capacity building tool to guide the national focal points of CMS and
its instruments on their roles and responsibilities, helping them to make a more effective
contribution to implementation.

Resourcing for biodiversity

As total funds currently committed to migratory species conservation are insufficient to achieve
the full suite of goals and targets expressed in this Plan, creative mobilization of additional
resources from all sources is required.

What matters about resource mobilization for biodiversity in the end is the amount of resources
available for biodiversity. Those resources can be financial, human and technical, both domestic
and international, and can come from a variety of sources.

“In-kind” support from the voluntary efforts of individuals and civil society at large can be
expected to make a major contribution to scientific research, surveillance, awareness raising, and
other areas of implementation. Innovations in knowledge management and information technology
will also substantially increase the power of what can be done with available resources.

Target 16 addresses this at a headline level. It should be supported in particular by implementation
of the Resource Mobilization Strategy adopted under the Convention on Biological Diversity
(COP 9 Decision IX/11, 2008) and the associated targets agreed by COP11 in 2012 in Decision
X1/4.

In this respect, it is important to keep in mind that resourcing for the implementation of the SPMS
happens through several mechanisms, in particular through (i) the reduction of expenses, (ii)
increasing the efficient use of the available resources and (iii) the generation of new resources, as
discussed further below:

i. The challenge of mobilizing resources is certainly about reducing the need for more
resources in the first place. The need for resources for the targets depends highly on the
policy choices made by key sectors. Different costing scenarios are therefore possible,
depending on the sectoral policies. If less biodiversity is impacted negatively by national,
regional and/or global policies, then fewer resources will be needed to protect or restore it.
Examples from key sectors such as forestry, fisheries, agriculture and so on show that
win-win situations for both the sector and biodiversity are possible and desirable when
considered under a medium- to long-term perspective. Integration of migratory species
issues into sectoral policies can support sustainable development and a more stable long-
term basis. This can be done through increased allocations towards biodiversity activities
but also through enhancing biodiversity aspects in sectoral policies and better engaging all
actors, including key production sectors and the private sector.
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6)

7)

ii. Increased available funding also depends on the effectiveness, efficiency and
sustainability of international and national financial flows for biodiversity. This needs the
necessary institutional, national, administrative and managerial capacities to ensure the
enabling environment for more effective, efficient and sustainable use of resources and to
mobilize private and public-sector investments. Not every action to implement the Plan
therefore costs money and some of the principles of efficiency and partnership espoused
by this Plan actively facilitate a more efficient use of the available resources.

iii. Finally, generating new resources will remain very necessary to achieve the
implementation of the Plan. With the engagement of champions, ambassadors,
philanthropists and skilled public relations specialists, the evocative cause of migratory
species lends itself well to fundraising efforts at all levels. Guided by the SPMS, specific
implementation activities may be clustered into appealing regional or thematic
programmes for this purpose, or advertised in portfolios of costed projects.

Monitoring and evaluation, including indicators, milestones and feedback to the sub-targets,
as well as headline measures of success by which overall success of the SPMS may be judged

The SPMS defines expected long-term and high-level outcomes in a way that allows the
assessment of progress and results. Setting a direction is meaningless, if not followed by:
evaluations of implementation; assessments of on-the-ground impacts; and calculations of ‘return
on investment’. In addition, a system of learning and adaptive management should be integral to
the system.

To this end, Annex B outlines the scope of existing or planned indicators that should (to varying
degrees) track progress toward individual SPMS targets. Further detail on these indicators is
provided in the Companion Volume. To be credible, the monitoring and evaluation regime will
need to be thorough, transparent, and trustworthy, with a clear (and plausible) sense of the logic of
expected causal pathways between activities, outcomes, and impacts. Robustness and quality in
this area may even be a way of providing some of the strength that most biodiversity-related
conventions lack through the absence of compliance mechanisms.

Clear allocation of responsibility for the work required to operate various aspects of the indicators
regime (and to develop relevant new measures, where required) is an important part of the
conditions that enable good implementation of the Plan. Initial leadership on this has been given in
COP Resolution 11.2 .

Programmes of Work adopted under the CMS and action plans of CMS Family instruments may
have their own indicators. There will be a need to ensure that appropriate linkages are made and
advantage is taken of potential synergies between those and the indicators for the Strategic Plan.

In addition to target-by-target evaluation, it is expected that principal institutions (such as the
CMS COP) will endeavour to evaluate overarching headline measures of success by which the
overall success of this Plan may be judged as a whole.

Reporting on and review of progress at national level and by governing bodies such as the
CMS COP

The SPMS provides goals, yet is also part of a cycle of feedback and adaptive management. Using
information from indicators, the SPMS should provide a means toward efficient, effective, and
meaningful reporting.

National reporting cycles, such as by Parties to Convention COPs, provide one means by which
progress against the SPMS can be measured. These reports can help build a picture of progress
toward achievement of the goals and targets of the SPMS, and can highlight areas for attention.
Continued development of harmonized on-line reporting systems, as well as information provided
by NGOs and civil society, will be important in this regard.
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Annex A. Correspondence between SPMS and Aichi Targets

SPMS

Aichi Targets

Target 1

Aichi Target 1: By 2020, at the latest, people are aware of the values of biodiversity and the
steps they can take to conserve and use it sustainably.

Target 2

Aichi Target 2: By 2020, at the latest, biodiversity values have been integrated into national
and local development and poverty reduction strategies and planning processes and are being
incorporated into national accounting, as appropriate, and reporting systems.

Target 3

None

Target 4

Aichi Target 3: By 2020, at the latest, incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity
are eliminated, phased out or reformed in order to minimize or avoid negative impacts, and
positive incentives for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity are developed and
applied, consistent and in harmony with the Convention and other relevant international
obligations, taking into account national socio-economic conditions.

Target 5

Aichi Target 4: By 2020, at the latest, Governments, business and stakeholders at all levels
have taken steps to achieve or have implemented plans for sustainable production and
consumption and have kept the impacts of use of natural resources well within safe ecological
limits.

Aichi Target 7: By 2020 areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry are managed
sustainably, ensuring conservation of biodiversity.

Target 6

Aichi Target 6: By 2020 all fish and invertebrate stocks and aquatic plants are managed and
harvested sustainably, legally and applying ecosystem based approaches, so that overfishing is
avoided, recovery plans and measures are in place for all depleted species, fisheries have no
significant adverse impacts on threatened species and vulnerable ecosystems and the impacts of
fisheries on stocks, species and ecosystems are within safe ecological limits

Target7

Aichi Target 8: By 2020, pollution, including from excess nutrients, has been brought to levels
that are not detrimental to ecosystem function and biodiversity.

Aichi Target 9: By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized,
priority species are controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to manage pathways to
prevent their introduction and establishment.

Aichi Target 10: By 2015, the multiple anthropogenic pressures on coral reefs, and other
vulnerable ecosystems impacted by climate change or ocean acidification are minimized, so as
to maintain their integrity and functioning.

Target 8

Aichi Target 12: By 2020 the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented and
their conservation status, particularly of those most in decline, has been improved and
sustained.

Target 9

None

Target 10

Aichi Target 5: By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least
halved and where feasible brought close to zero, and degradation and fragmentation is
significantly reduced.

Aichi Target 11: By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of
coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and
ecosystem services, are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically
representative and well connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based
conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes.
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Target 11

Aichi Target 14: By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related
to water, and contribute to health, livelihoods and well-being, are restored and safeguarded,
taking into account the needs of women, indigenous and local communities, and the poor and
vulnerable.

Aichi Target 15: By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon
stocks has been enhanced, through conservation and restoration, thereby contributing to climate
change mitigation and adaptation and to combating desertification.

Target 12

Aichi Target 13: By 2020, the genetic diversity of cultivated plants and farmed and
domesticated animals and of wild relatives, is maintained, and strategies have been developed
and implemented for minimizing genetic erosion and safeguarding their genetic diversity.

Target 13

Aichi Target 17: By 2015 each Party has developed, adopted as a policy instrument, and has
commenced implementing an effective, participatory and updated national biodiversity strategy
and action plan

Target 14

Aichi Target 18: By 2020, the traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous
and local communities relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and
their customary use of biological resources, are respected, subject to national legislation and
relevant international obligations, and fully integrated and reflected in the implementation of
the Convention with the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities, at
all relevant levels.

Target 15

Aichi Target 19: By 2020, knowledge, the science base and technologies relating to
biodiversity, its values, functioning, status and trends, and the consequences of its loss, are
improved, widely shared and transferred, and applied.

Target 16

Aichi Target 20: By 2020, at the latest, the mobilization of financial resources for effectively
implementing the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 from all sources, and in
accordance with the consolidated and agreed process in the Strategy for Resource Mobilization,
should increase substantially from the current levels.

CBD Resource Mobilization Strategy (COPIX/11) and the resource mobilization target
(COPX1/4§7): “Double total biodiversity-related international financial resource flows to
developing countries, in particular least developed countries and small island developing
States, as well as countries with economies in transition, by 2015 and at least maintaining this
level until 2020, in accordance with Article 20 of the Convention, to contribute to the
achievement of the Convention’s three objectives, including through a country-driven
prioritization of biodiversity within development plans in recipient countries, using the
preliminary baseline referred to in paragraph 6.
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Annex B. Indicative Strategic Plan Indicators

A central part of the monitoring & evaluation regime for the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species is a
suite of headline indicators, used to track progress towards the achievement of the goals and targets.
The selection of appropriate measures for these is not simply a matter of identifying issues on which
data can be generated, but involves careful thought as to the ability ultimately to generate adequate
“storylines” on the success or otherwise of the Plan in securing genuinely strategic outcomes and real
impacts for migratory species, rather than just indicators of process implementation.

Given that the SPMS has built upon the Aichi Targets in the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity, indicators
already defined in support of the latter provide much of the basis for the measures identified here.

A primary source has therefore been the suite of indicators defined in 2011 by an Ad-Hoc Technical
Expert Group (AHTEG) under the Convention on Biological Diversity, and reflected subsequently in
the annex to CBD COP Decision X1/3 (October 2012). The AHTEG developed 12 headline indicator
titles, each of which typically relates to several Aichi Targets. At a more specific level, it developed 97
operational indicators, for each of which a “most relevant Aichi Target” was identified.

In tandem with this process, the global Biodiversity Indicators Partnership (BIP) has classified its
indicator list against the Aichi Targets. At the time of adoption of this Plan there were 45 BIP
indicators.

Two of the targets of the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species (target 3 on governance and target 9 on
the migratory systems approach) have no direct Aichi equivalents; and some other issues go a little
beyond existing biodiversity indicator regimes, such as ecological networks and factors affecting the
migration process. Otherwise there has been no strong need to define new indicator topics, and the
indicators listed below (elaborated in more detail in the Companion Volume on Implementation) are
based on relating the AHTEG operational indicators and the BIP indicators to each of the targets in the
SPMS, according to their links to relevant Aichi targets. Further work is needed to elaborate a
“migratory species disaggregation” of the relevant existing or already-proposed biodiversity
indicators, and in most cases to operationalize this.

The indicative list below identifies a priority selection of headline indicators that could be used
(following further development, where necessary) to track progress towards achievement of the targets
in the Migratory Species Strategic Plan.

SPMS Target Headline Indicator

Target 1: Potentially operable in the short term:

e Levels of engagement in World Migratory Bird Day and similar events

This could measure numbers of events reported, or number of countries in which
active events occur. In certain countries where a given event is repeated in a
standard way from year to year, data on numbers of people or media coverage
may also be available.

For possible future development:

e Trends in awareness and attitudes to migratory species

This is based on one of the AHTEG biodiversity indicators, although it is one that
is not yet operational. There is an existing “Biodiversity Barometer” BIP indicator,
but data for that will not be able to generate this indicator, since the Barometer is
based on testing awareness of the definition of the word biodiversity. Development
of a new indicator would therefore be required. This might be examined in
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

conjunction with any revision/rolling forward of the CMS Outreach and
Communication Plan.

Target 2:

Potentially operable in the short term:
e (None)
For possible future development:

e Trends in integration of migratory species values in national and sectoral
policies.

The CMS National Report Format currently asks whether the conservation of
migratory species features in national or regional policies/plans, and an indicator
might be developed from that foundation (accepting that this method will give an
incomplete picture, given that the target applies equally to non-CMS Party
countries). Addressing migratory species through NBSAPs, which is effectively
a sub-indicator of this indicator, is also specifically covered in the Report Format
but belongs instead under SPMS target 13 below. Similar sub-indicators could
perhaps however be considered here, e.g. for PRSPs and other globally
standardized policy instruments of relevance.

Target 3:

Potentially operable in the short term:
o (None)
For possible future development:

e Activity status/viability of CMS Family of instruments
e (Other governance-related indicator on CMS implementation).

The first suggested indicator here would aim to assess the coherent governance of
the CMS Family structure, by perhaps measuring the proportion of instruments
which are actively and sustainably operating as intended. Metrics for this might
be derived from the MoU viability study conducted in 2014.

The exact scope of the second indicator remains to be elaborated, and depends on
the extent to which it proves possible to develop a governance-related
performance effectiveness indicator linked specifically to implementation of the
CMS (being the most relevant governance framework). There would be
complexities in establishing benchmarks for matters which are for national
political discretion. The most promising prospect may lie with the existing
encouragement for CMS Parties to establish and operate national liaison systems
or committees (target 4.5 in the 2006-2014 CMS Strategic Plan). The
Convention’s National Report Format asks a question on this, but at present it is
simply a yes/no question as to the existence of such a system or committee (and
will give an incomplete picture, given that the target applies equally to non-CMS
Party countries).

Target 4:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e (None)
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

For possible future development:

e (CMS National Report Format question, to ask about progress in
implementing target 4).

The migratory species conservation community will want to pay attention to
information reported on incentives and biodiversity in general under the two
relevant indicators defined by the CBD AHTEG,; but it is difficult to see how the
data on those could be meaningfully disaggregated to tell a story that is specific
to migratory species. Occasional case studies might be able to do so, but
probably not a globally-applicable, regularly-reported indicator. The suggested
route to follow for an indicator therefore is to collate narrative information in a
standardized way via CMS Party National Reports, focusing the question on the
migratory species dimension (and accepting that this method will give an
incomplete picture, given that the target applies equally to non-CMS Party
countries).

Target 5:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e Status of migratory species in trade.

This indicator is proposed as a migratory species “cut” of the corresponding BIP
indicator (which is said to be ready for use). As well as generating stories about
the species concerned, comparisons will be possible between the migratory
species sub-set and the trends for all species. The indicator addresses
exploitation of migratory animals themselves, and thus does not really speak to
the sense in which the target addresses impacts on such species from exploitation
of other resources (that dimension may have to be caught instead by proxies
defined under other targets). Nonetheless it may offer useful data on more direct
exploitation (and is relevant to cooperation between CMS and CITES). NB the
“footprint” indicators listed against the corresponding Aichi targets (4 and 7) are
ecosystem-based and do not lend themselves to separating out any specific
migratory species storylines.

For possible future development:

o (None)
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

Target 6:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e Proportion of migratory fish stocks in safe biological limits.

This indicator is proposed as a migratory species ’cut” of the corresponding BIP
indicator, which is said (by both BIP and AHTEG) to be ready for use; and is an
indicator referred to by many international instruments e.g. the Law of the Sea,
the UN Fish Stocks Agreement, the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries,
and the MDGs.

For possible future development:
e (None)

Monitoring of some other aspects of this target, including hunting impacts, may
be picked up through indicators defined for targets 5, 7 and 8.

Target 7:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e Trends in threats to migratory species (overall).
e Trends in threats to migratory species (sub-indicators on specific threat
types)

These indicators require some development, but doing so should be a priority,
and while the question is complex, it should be possible to generate at least some
useful data on a regular basis. Isolating migratory species threats from existing
monitoring systems could be complex, and monitoring trends in e.g. distribution
of “obstacles to migration” may not necessarily be usable proxies for actual
impact, so those angles are problematic. CMS National Reports however generate
information on threats specifically relating to migrants, and although the
information is rough and anecdotal (and will give an incomplete picture, given
that the target applies equally to non-CMS Party countries), it may provide a
pragmatic entry-point. Other threat monitoring systems should be examined for
the scope to extract a migratory species “cut” of their data.

Sub-indicators on specific threat types may in some cases be the easier starting-
point and will have useful specificity for targeting policy responses. The
“overall” indicator is important too however, since target 7 is mainly concerned
with the additive nature of all threats (and it is instructive to detect trends in the
relative importance of different types).

(Extinction risk here is regarded as a state indicator rather than a pressure
indicator, so is better considered under target 8).

For possible future development:

e Further sub-indicators on additional/more specific threat types.
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

Target 8:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e Red List Index for migratory species.
e Living Planet Index for migratory species.
e Wild Bird Index for migratory birds.

The three indicators proposed here are seemingly feasible sub-sets of existing
indicators currently in operation (for details see BIP). Reporting should be
designed so as to cross-refer specifically (where appropriate) to the CMS
Appendices and/or Appendices in CMS daughter instruments.

For possible future development:

e Trends in distribution of migratory species.

This proposal is based on an indicator that is a CBD “priority to be developed”,
and addresses the key element of favourable status for migrants which relates to
maintenance of range. Graduated measurement of this for most species will be
difficult; but a crude index to begin with might be built on a basis of changes in
the regularly-maintained CMS lists of Range States for Annex-listed species.
This is unlikely to show any but the most drastic and time-lagged changes; and
the Range State list updating process suffers from some quality control issues
which would also need to be addressed. The method could potentially be adapted
for use for example at the level of sub-national administrative regions.

Target 9:

Potentially operable in the short term:
e (None)
For possible future development:

e Trends in range-related coverage of migratory species agreements and other
concerted actions between States

This indicator requires development. A large component of it (though not
necessarily all) could begin from existing information on the ratification status of
CMS Family Agreements, formal Concerted and Cooperative Actions and
Species Action Plans in the framework of the CMS. To operationalize the
indicator for this target however will require the additional step of relating this
information to data on species ranges, since the purpose is to show completeness
of international participation in respect of each of the species concerned. Range
data are already collated under CMS auspices at the level of Range State lists,
although this suffers from some quality control issues which would need to be
addressed. The indicator title is necessarily abbreviated; but “other concerted
actions” should be understood as embracing action plans and equivalents (i.e. not
only the specific “concerted actions” mechanism as formally established by
CMS); and “coverage” should be understood as (potentially at least) embracing
both geographical coverage and a measure of active engagement by Range States.

Target 10:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e (None)
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

For possible future development:

e Trends in conservation status, including connectivity, of identified habitats of
key importance for migratory species.

e Coverage of key habitats for migratory species in protected areas.

e Management effectiveness of areas protected specifically for migratory
species.

The first of these three indicators picks up on the AHTEG indicator “Trends in
the connectivity of protected and other area based approaches integrated into land
and seascapes”. It will require development. Its feasibility poses considerable
challenges, such as devising a valid method for systematically identifying
habitats with this specific relevance, deciding how to measure changes in
connectivity, and relating this meaningfully to impacts on migratory species.

Indicators of fragmentation of forests and rivers are already under discussion in a
wider biodiversity context, but translating these into effects on migration is
difficult.

The migratory species conservation community will want to pay attention to
information reported on more general indicators of particular habitat types and
ecosystem trends which are associated with the corresponding Aichi Target 5, but
there appears to be no good rationale upon which to propose a “cut” of any of
those which could isolate migratory species factors.

Concerning the second and third issues listed above, it may be possible to
develop some kind of indicators as sub-sets of the corresponding three more
generic BIP indicators on these subjects, which are all classed as ready for use
(with the “coverage” and “overlays” BIP indicators both contributing to the first
of the two migratory species proposals above). Isolating the components that
relate specifically to migratory species however will require considerable work,
and is likely to be challenging. One way to disaggregate the existing
management effectiveness indicator data might be to separate out all sites
covered by it which are included in flyway sites networks (and to apply the
methodology to such sites where they are not already assessed for this).

Further elaboration of an approach to this also depends on addressing issues relating
to absent or uncertain baselines for the quantitative elements of the corresponding
Aichi target, and for the totality for sites regarded as critically important for
migratory species.

The worthwhileness of investing in these indicators may need careful evaluation.
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

Target 11:

Potentially operable in the short term:
e (None)
For possible future development:

e Trends in delivery of ecosystem services directly dependent on migratory
species.

The proposed indicator is a composite of the most relevant components of the
CBD and BIP indicators which are matched to the Aichi target (14) that
corresponds to this proposed migratory species target, and which include some
that are ready for use and some that are in development. Work would be required
to define relevant selected services, to isolate and specify cause-effect
dependence on named migratory species, and to devise parameters for
measurement that are linked to this dependence and do not simply repeat the
species-status assessments which are already the subject of target 8 above. The
proposal addresses this by aiming to measure benefits that are derived by people
rather than the status of the species, although this extrapolates slightly beyond the
strict scope of the target (which goes only as far as securing the potential for
benefit).

The development of ecosystem services indicators is very challenging; but it
might be possible to isolate particular services from particular migratory species
to act as a sample of this issue. It would be preferable to select something that is
not direct consumptive use, since that is covered under other indicators; so
perhaps eg pollination or grazing-related services would be the priority.

Target 12:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e Strategies of relevance to migratory species developed and implemented for
minimizing genetic erosion.

Given the difficulty in devising a realistic outcome indicator for the target, the
most feasible course is probably to report on the “means objective” forming the
second part of the target. Limiting this to strategies addressing only migratory
species might narrow the scope too strictly; hence the reference in this instance
only to strategies that are “of relevance” to migratory species.

For possible future development:

o (None likely to be feasible).

Existing indicators are not well suited to addressing genetic erosion in wild
animals. This may be a case where progress towards the outcome of a Strategic
Plan target can only be assessed by “exception reporting”, i.e. maintaining
reactive vigilance and perhaps annual reminder checks to document any instances
of notable moves towards or away from the defined target state.

Target 13:

Potentially operable in the short term:

e Trends in attention to migratory species in National Biodiversity Strategies
and Action Plans.
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

The CMS National Report Format currently asks whether migratory species are
addressed by each country’s NBSAP, and an indicator could be developed from
that foundation (accepting that this method will give an incomplete picture, given
that the target applies equally to non-CMS Party countries). It is likely that it
would only go as far as tracking the presence or absence of references to
migratory species in NBSAPs, since this is all that most Parties are likely to
report in response to the existing National Report question.

For possible future development:

e Trends in integration of migratory species concerns in National Biodiversity
Strategies and Action Plans.

This goes further than the first indicator defined above, by addressing not just
presence or absence of reference to migratory species, but the manner in which
migratory species concerns are integrated into the Strategy/Action Plan.
“Trends” perhaps overstates the position, since it is likely that this would be
based on occasional qualitative assessment of NBSAP content with this specific
guestion in view, and the most that might be expected is a comparison between a
moment early in the time-span of the SPMS and a moment at or near the end of
its time-span.

Target 13 is effectively a sub-target of target 2 above, and the indicator would
therefore operate as a sub-indicator of the indicator proposed there.

Target 14.

Potentially operable in the short term:
e (None)
For possible future development:

e Trends in the degree to which traditional knowledge and practices are
respected through full integration, participation and safeguards in national
implementation of the Strategic Plan for Migratory Species.

This indicator is modelled on one of the CBD AHTEG proposals for the
corresponding Aichi Target 18 (listed as a “priority for development™), but here
referring to the Migratory Species Plan rather than the Biodiversity Plan. The
“knowledge and practices” at issue would similarly need to be more specific to
migratory species matters.

The most pragmatic way to develop this indicator might be to add a question to
the CMS National Report Format (accepting that this method will give an
incomplete picture, given that the target applies equally to non-CMS Party
countries). This would need careful wording and a scaled response, rather than
just yes/no.

Target 15:

Potentially operable in the short term:
e (None)

For possible future development:
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SPMS Target

Headline Indicator

e Trends in publication of papers on migratory species conservation in peer-
reviewed literature.

A method of globally measuring this indicator requires development, perhaps by
defining internet and database search protocols. The indicator does not address
the “effective application” part of the target, but an operable way of doing that is
not easy to see. The relevant CBD AHTEG and BIP indicators (not yet in use)
refer more specifically to sub-global assessments and species inventories - both
of these are included in the interpretation of “publications” here, provided they
are peer-reviewed; but the indicator here is intended not to be so narrowly
prescribed as the AHTEG/BIP ones are.

Target 16:

Potentially operable in the short term:
e (None)

For possible future development:

e Trends in official funding for actions which support implementation of the
Strategic Plan for Migratory Species.

Indicators defined for the CBD Resource Mobilization Strategy (and listed there
as “priorities for development”) might suggest that a suitable indicator for this
target could be developed in relation to aggregated annual international flows of
funding for achieving the goals of the SPMS, and something similar for the
national level. During the development of the SPMS, however, considerable
doubt was cast on the feasibility of making such indicators operable, at least for
in terms of disaggregating the “migratory species” dimension of biodiversity.

The indicator suggested here, although crude and partial, may therefore be the
most that can be expected. It would address major documentable instances of
support for migratory species conservation programmes and projects, ideally
where a link to one or more SPMS targets is explicit. This could include specific
relevant instances of funding by multilateral bodies such as the GEF, and support
from governments for actions under the CMS and its Family of instruments,
among other actions.

There is a significant methodological challenge in defining appropriate baselines
for 2015, and this will also require attention.
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Annex 2 to Resolution 11.2

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE STRATEGIC PLAN
IMPLEMENTATION WORKING GROUP

Objectives
1. The main objectives of the Working Group will be to:
a) Develop new or identify existing detailed indicators for the Strategic Plan; and

b) Develop a “Companion Volume on Implementation” for the Strategic Plan, in
particular by taking into account available tools under the CMS as well as other
multilateral environmental agreements and by identifying gaps where new tools may
need to be developed.

2. To this end, the Working Group will take into account the headline indicators and
Companion Volume outline presented in document UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.15.2.

3. The Working Group will further take into account the implementation of the Strategic
Plan for Biodiversity for the period 2011-2020, as well as the strategic documents of other
global biodiversity-related multilateral environmental agreements, and any other relevant
documents and materials the Working Group may consider appropriate.

4. The Working Group will report to the meetings of the Standing Committee for
approval of progress in the identification and/or development of the indicators (and their
progressive implementation) and guidance in the preparation of the Companion Volume
during the inter-sessional period.

5. The Working Group will present its findings to the 12" Meeting of the Conference of
the Parties.

Composition of the Working Group

6. The Working Group shall be composed of Parties to the Convention on the basis of
the same regions as the Standing Committee, with a maximum of two representatives per
region. The regional groups will select their representatives based on their knowledge of the
CMS, the activities of the CMS family of instruments, and the implementation of the
Convention. The Chairs of the Standing Committee and the Scientific Council shall be ex-
officio members of the Working Group. Other Parties to CMS, representatives of the CMS
Family secretariats, and relevant multilateral environmental agreements’ secretariats and
partner organizations will also be invited to contribute to the work of, and be observers of, the
Group.

7. Contracting Parties shall be consulted by their regional representatives and the Working
Group will also invite the views of and work in cooperation with the whole CMS family.
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8. The Working Group will consult the CMS Scientific Council as appropriate, including
on the scientific evidence underpinning relevant indicators.

9. The appointment of nominated representatives of the Working Group shall be agreed
upon under the responsibility of the CMS Standing Committee no later than two months after
the end of COP11.

10.  The Chair and Vice-Chair shall be chosen from among the members of the Working
Group under the responsibility of the CMS Standing Committee no later than three months
after the end of COP11.

11.  The work of the Working Group will be facilitated by the CMS Secretariat and
supported partly from the core budget and partly from voluntary contributions.
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ENHANCING SYNERGIES AND COMMON SERVICES AMONG
CMS FAMILY INSTRUMENTS

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11" Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Mindful of the legal autonomy of each of the CMS Family instruments;

Recalling Resolution 10.9 of the CMS Conference of the Parties “Future Structure
and Strategies of the CMS and CMS Family”;

Bearing in mind the greater international picture arising from Rio+20 and other
processes stressing the importance of developing further synergies among MEAS;

Recalling also the decision of the 9" Meeting of the AEWA Standing Committee
that requests the Executive Secretary of AEWA and the Executive Secretary of CMS to
develop further synergies between AEWA and CMS and take actions to merge common
services and common areas in an effort to redirect the focus of the Secretariats towards
strengthening implementation support;

Further recalling the decision of the 41% Meeting of the CMS Standing Committee
to support the decision of the 9™ Meeting of the AEWA Standing Committee and
providing for the Executive Secretaries of CMS and AEWA to conduct a shared services
pilot phase and report the results to COP11;

Recalling decision 1/12 of the 1% UNEA on the relationship between the United
Nations Environment Programme and multilateral environmental agreements and referring
in particular to the task team established on the effectiveness of administrative
arrangements and programmatic cooperation between the United Nations Environment
Programme and the multilateral environmental agreements administered by UNEP;

Recognizing that CMS instruments include a broad range of Agreements and MoUs
but share common objectives to conserve migratory species throughout their range;

Further recognizing that many functions provided by secretariats in the CMS

Family of instruments are similar in scope and nature and could therefore create a higher
potential for synergies;
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Recognizing that synergies, such as through sharing services in common service
areas among CMS instruments can assist to fill gaps, be mutually reinforcing, produce
efficiencies and increase output;

Urging that actions taken to enhance synergies, such as through sharing services in
common service areas, among CMS Family instruments should be aimed at strengthening
the implementation of the instruments involved and maximizing the effective and efficient
use of resources at all levels;

Noting the information provided in the analysis by the CMS Executive Secretary on
common services in the CMS Family instruments and the potential approaches to common
services outlined in the paper; and

Recognizing the lessons learned from the experience between the ASCOBANS and
CMS joint Secretariat as well as the pilot phase on common communication, information
and outreach services between the AEWA and CMS Secretariats, and noting that
additional information from an independent analysis is required to make an informed
decision on a comprehensive sharing of common services among CMS instruments;

The Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals

1. Requests the Executive Secretary in consultation with the relevant Secretariats of
CMS family instruments, to submit an independent analysis and report on the legal,
financial, operational, and administrative implications of actions to enhance synergies,
such as through sharing services in common service areas to the decision-making bodies of
the wider CMS family before the 44™ Meeting of the CMS Standing Committee and
COP12 in order to establish their benefits and disadvantages;

2. Invites the relevant governing bodies of CMS instruments to consider the report and
to take a decision on strengthening synergies, such as through sharing services in common
service areas;

3. Invites the Meeting of the Parties to AEWA at its 6™ Session (MOPS) to consider
the independent analysis and report and take a decision on the way forward, as regards
synergies such as through sharing services in common service areas;

4. Requests the CMS Standing Committee to consider the outcome of the 6™ Session
of the Meeting of Parties to AEWA (MOP6) and to take the appropriate decision in
accordance with this outcome with a view to realising enhanced synergies such as through
sharing services in common service areas and report to COP12;

5. Requests the CMS Standing Committee to consider the outcomes of the Meetings
of decision-making bodies of other CMS Family Instruments and to take the appropriate
decisions in accordance with these outcomes with a view to realising enhanced synergies
such as through sharing services in common service areas and report to COP12;
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6. Instructs the Executive Secretary of CMS to work in close cooperation with the
Executive Secretaries and Coordinators of the CMS Family Instruments in implementing
the outcomes of the decisions of the Standing Committee;

7. Further requests the Executive Secretary to report the outcomes of these decisions
to UNEP in view of the ongoing process under UNEP on the effectiveness of
administrative arrangements and programmatic cooperation between the United Nations
Environment Programme and a number of multilateral environmental agreements in order
to ensure the necessary administrative support to promote coherent and effective
implementation of the CMS; and

8. Requests the Executive Secretary in close consultation with the Executive Secretary

of AEWA to report the outcomes of the pilot phase and the implementation of this
Resolution to COP12.
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RESTRUCTURING OF THE SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11" Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Aware of the provisions of Article VIII of the Convention and recalling the
establishment by Resolution 1.4 of the Scientific Council, made up of members appointed by
the Conference of the Parties and members appointed by individual Contracting Parties;

Also recalling the provisions of Resolutions 3.4, 4.5, 6.7, 7.12 and 8.21, dealing with
various aspects of the composition, functions and operation of the Scientific Council;

Acknowledging the fundamental contribution to the implementation of the Convention
made by the Scientific Council since its establishment;

Further recalling that the Future Shape process undertaken during the triennium 2009-
2011 identified the restructuring of the Scientific Council as one of the sixteen target activities
for CMS, as outlined in Resolution 10.9 on Future Structure and Strategies for CMS and the
CMS Family, and Resolution 10.1 on Financial and Administrative Matters; and

Welcoming the document prepared by the Secretariat on options for a revision of the
operational organization of the Scientific Council (UNEP/CMS/COP11/Doc.17.1);

The Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals

1. Reaffirms that the Scientific Council will continue to be composed of members
appointed by individual Parties (Party-appointed Councillors) and members appointed by the
Conference of the Parties (COP-appointed Councillors);

2. Further reaffirms that Parties will continue to appoint qualified experts as members of
the Scientific Council and that Party-appointed Councillors will continue to contribute to the
work of the Council in their expert capacity and not as representatives of the Parties that
appointed them;

3. Decides that, for each intersessional period between two consecutive meetings of the

Conference of the Parties, a representative selection of the membership of the Scientific
Council, to be named the Sessional Committee of the Scientific Council, should be identified,
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composed of COP-appointed Councillors, and Party-appointed Councillors selected
regionally, to be appointed at each ordinary meeting of the Conference of the Parties on the
basis of a recommendation from the Secretariat in consultation with the Standing Committee;

4. Further decides that, for future triennia, unless otherwise decided by the Conference
of the Parties, the Sessional Committee of the Scientific Council will be composed of:

) Nine COP-appointed members with expertise in taxonomic and thematic issues; and

i) Fifteen Party-appointed members selected within the Standing Committee geographic
regions, as follows: three from Africa; three from Asia; three from Europe; three from
Oceania; three from South and Central America and the Caribbean;

5. Decides that Sessional Committee members shall normally be nominated for a
minimum term of two triennia; half of the first appointees shall be nominated for a single
triennium. Each ordinary meeting of the Conference of the Parties, starting from the 12"
Meeting (COP12), will decide upon the renewal of half of the membership of the Sessional
Committee, in order to balance continuity and renewal;

6. Decides that, in appointing members to the Sessional Committee of the Scientific
Council from the pool of Party- and COP-appointed Councillors, the Conference of the
Parties shall aim to achieve all of the following goals:

) a balanced scientific representation of expertise in taxonomic and cross-cutting
thematic areas;

i) a selection of individuals with a broad understanding of key scientific issues and
concrete experience in translating science into policy in their regions; and

i)  coverage of the predicted scientific expertise needed by the Convention for the next
triennium;

7. Requests the Secretariat to provide for a consultative process, including Party,
scientific and expert advice, in order to elaborate its recommendation in consultation with the
Standing Committee to the Conference of the Parties on the composition of the Sessional
Committee, observing the goals stated in the previous paragraph;

8. Encourages Party- and COP-appointed Councillors not included in the Sessional
Committee to contribute to the work of the Scientific Council, coordinate with Sessional
Committee members and participate in working groups, including through meetings and the
interactive tools available to the Scientific Council, as well as to pursue activities at the
national level;

9. Requests the Standing Committee at its 44™ Meeting, in order to facilitate the
convening of the first meeting of the Sessional Committee before COP12 to intersessionally
select and appoint the Sessional Committee members in accordance with the procedure set out
in Paragraphs 6 and 7;
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10. Decides that, for all the effects and purposes outlined in Article VIII of the
Convention and relevant resolutions, the advice, recommendations, and all other outputs of
the Sessional Committee shall be considered by the Conference of the Parties and all relevant
governing bodies as products of the Scientific Council itself;

11. Instructs the Secretariat to develop Terms of Reference for the Scientific Council, in
consultation with the Council itself, with a view to their submission to the Standing
Committee at its 44™ Meeting for review and provisional adoption, pending their final
adoption by COP12;

12. Requests the Scientific Council, with advice from the Secretariat, to develop and
establish a revision of its Rules of Procedure, as well as elements of its modus operandi in
accordance with this resolution;

13. Mandates the Standing Committee to approve the revised Rules of Procedure of the
Scientific Council;

14, Requests the Scientific Council to submit a report on the implementation of this
resolution to COP12; and

15. Decides to evaluate the results of the present restructuring of the Scientific Council
with a view to confirm or review it during COP14.
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ARRANGEMENTS FOR MEETINGS OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11™ Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Recalling Article V11, paragraph 3, of the Convention, which states that the Secretariat
shall “convene ordinary meetings of the Conference of the Parties at intervals of not more
than three years, unless the Conference decides otherwise”; and

Recognizing the benefits that may accrue to the Convention and to Parties from
hosting Meetings of the Conference of the Parties in different regions of the world;

The Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals

Principles

1. Decides that Meetings of the Conference of the Parties shall be guided by the
following principles:

@ the purpose of a Meeting of the Conference of the Parties is to transact the business
required for the implementation and operations of the Convention efficiently and
effectively and that side events and other meetings held immediately before or after a
Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, other than regional meetings on the eve of a
Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, are complementary but secondary to this
purpose;

(b) a Meeting of the Conference of the Parties will be constrained in terms of its duration
by its available budget but will normally not be fewer than five days in length;

(© efficiency in the organization and running of a Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties will be significantly enhanced by thorough preparation and by good
communications among the Secretariat, the Standing Committee and the Parties prior
to and during the Meeting;

(d) efficiency and effectiveness of a Meeting of the Conference of the Parties will be
enhanced through the participation of an active Bureau in guiding the Chairs of
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(€)

Plenary, Committee of the Whole, other Committees and Working Groups, and
reporting back by Bureau members to regional meetings during the Meeting; and

the Regional Representatives elected to the Standing Committee will convene regional
meetings for delegates immediately prior to and during a Meeting of the Conference
of the Parties to inform them of discussions at the Bureau and to inform the Bureau of
the views of the representatives;

Scheduling of Meetings

2.

Recommends that, when feasible, to help ensure the efficient and effective transaction

of the business of the Conference of the Parties:

(@)

(b)

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

the Bureau meet, if possible, in the morning on the day before commencement of the
Meeting of the Conference of the Parties; and

the Standing Committee members convene regional meetings before commencement
of the Meeting of the Conference of the Parties and also hold regular regional
meetings, when necessary, during the Meeting;

Recommends that, with respect to side events:

the Meeting of the Conference of the Parties and its subsidiary bodies (Committee of
the Whole, Working Groups, Committees) take priority for scheduling and venues;

the Meeting of the Conference of the Parties not be extended in order to allow time for
side events;

when feasible, key side events be held early in the Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties to avoid potential clashes with meetings of the Committee of the Whole and
other subsidiary bodies; and

the Secretariat give priority to those events that directly support significant issues to
be addressed by the Conference of the Parties;

Documentation

4.

(a)

(b)

(©)

Instructs the Secretariat:

to use a document numbering system whereby document numbers are linked to agenda
item numbers;

to provide a means for quickly accessing in-session documents through the CMS
website;

to ensure, through negotiations with the host country, that the internet service provided
at the venue has sufficient capacity to meet the anticipated demand from
representatives and observers for timely access to web-based documentation of the
COP;
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(d) to provide documents in a format that can be edited and not edited (e.g., MS Word and
PDF formats);

(e to provide to representatives and observers on arrival at the Meeting of the Conference
of the Parties, when feasible and subject to budgetary constraints, meeting documents
on a preloaded USB stick or equivalent media; and

)] to monitor the quality of translation and interpretation services and provide feedback
to the Bureau;

5. Requests the Secretariat when preparing a new Resolution or Decision to include the
references to the relevant Resolutions and Decisions of previous COPs in the COP
documentation as well as to examine all those relevant Resolutions and Decisions in effect to
identify elements that may require modification or follow-up so asto avoid duplication
and ensure continuity in the work of the Convention;

6. Requests representatives to transmit electronically (i.e. scan and send) a copy of their
credentials to the Secretariat at least one week before commencement of the Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties to allow preliminary scrutiny prior to the meeting;

7. Requests sponsored delegates, when possible, to forward their credentials as described
in paragraph 7 prior to tickets and travel authorizations being issued by the Secretariat;

Date and Venue of Future Meetings of the Conference of the Parties

8. Invites Parties as well as non-Parties that may have an interest in hosting a Meeting of
the Conference of the Parties (and the associated meeting(s) of the Standing Committee), to
inform the Secretariat of their interest no later 180 days from the conclusion of a Meeting of
the Conference of the Parties;

Q. Instructs the Standing Committee at its first meeting following the date for informing
the Secretariat of an interest to host a Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to review the
offers received and, subject to receipt of sufficient information, to decide upon the most
suitable venue(s); and

10. Repeals Resolution 1.8, Resolution 2.1, Resolution 3.8, Resolution 4.7, Resolution

5.8, Resolution 6.10, Resolution 7.14, Resolution 8.20 (paragraphs 2 and 3), Resolution 9.17,
and Resolution 10.20.
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REVIEW OF DECISIONS

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11™ Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Recognizing the need for the consistent use of terminology for decision-making within
the Convention;

Recognizing also that implementation of the Convention can be improved by repealing
Resolutions and Recommendations and parts thereof that are no longer in effect; and

Noting the previous work of the Standing Committee (UNEP/CMS/StC41/11/Annex 1V)
and the Secretariat (UNEP/CMS/Conf.10.24/Rev.1) to establish a process for the repeal of
Resolutions and Recommendations no longer in force;

The Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals

1. Adopts the following definitions for the submission of documents:

Resolution: Resolutions represent a decision of Parties, adopted at a Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties, regarding the interpretation of the Convention or the
application of its provisions. Resolutions are generally intended to provide long-
standing guidance with respect to the Convention. Resolutions include decisions on
how to interpret and implement the provisions of the Convention, establishing
permanent committees, establishing long-term processes, and establishing the budgets
of the Secretariat.

Decision: Decisions represent a decision of the Parties, adopted at a Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties, containing recommendations to Parties or instructions to a
specific committee or the Secretariat. They are typically intended to remain in effect
for a short period only, usually until a particular task has been completed. Decisions
may, for example, request a report to be submitted to the Meeting of the Conference of
the Parties following that at which they were adopted, and so would remain in effect
from one Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the next.
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2. Recommends that:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

when preparing a new Resolution or Decision, the proposer examine all
relevant Resolutions and Decisions in effect to identify elements that may
require modification or may be made redundant and recommend which parts to
repeal and which to incorporate in the new Resolution;

when drafting a Resolution that is intended to treat a subject comprehensively
or that makes significant changes in the way in which a subject is dealt with, a
Party prepare the draft so that, if adopted, it will replace and repeal all existing
Resolutions (or, as appropriate, the relevant paragraphs) on the same subject;

when a draft Resolution is adopted that merely adds elements to the
recommendations (or other decisions) in existing Resolutions, or makes minor
amendment thereto, the existing Resolutions be replaced by revised versions
with the agreed changes;

when drafting a Decision, specify the body (e.g., the Standing Committee) that
is charged with implementing the Decision and the date by which the body
should complete its task; and

unless practical considerations dictate otherwise, draft Decisions, and not draft
Resolutions, include:

i) instructions or requests to committees, working groups or the
Secretariat, unless they are part of a long-term procedure;

i) decisions on the presentation of the Appendices;

11)) “year of” events; and

iv) recommendations (or other forms of decision) that will be implemented
soon after their adoption and will then be obsolete;

3. Directs the Secretariat:

(@)

(b)

(©)

to establish registers, by relevant Meeting of the Conference of the Parties and
by theme (e.g., “Concerted Actions” and “Agreements”) on the CMS website
of Resolutions in force and Decisions in force, as well as a register of all
Resolutions, Recommendations, and Decisions adopted by the Parties (for
historical purposes);

when revising its register of Resolutions in force after each meeting of the
Conference of the Parties, to correct the texts of already existing Resolutions to
ensure that all references to other Resolutions are accurate;

to revise the register of Decisions in force after each meeting of the Conference
of the Parties, to contain all recommendations (or other forms of decision) that
are not recorded in Resolutions and that remain in effect. The Decisions shall
be sorted according to subject, using the subjects of the Resolutions for
guidance, and within the section for each subject they shall be divided
according to the body to which they are directed. The Secretariat shall
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distribute to the Parties a copy of the updated Decisions soon after each
meeting of the Conference; and

(d)  when revising the register of Decisions in force for the purpose of suggesting
amendments, deletions or continuity, the Secretariat shall provide justification
of any proposed changes to a Decision at each meeting of the Conference of
the Parties;

4. Directs the Secretariat:

@) to prepare a list of (1) Resolutions and Recommendations that should be
repealed and (2) parts of Resolutions and Recommendations that should be
repealed;

(b) when preparing these lists, to state the reason for repealing the Resolution or
Recommendation or part thereof (Work Completed, Superseded, Incorporated
Elsewhere);

(©) when recommending only a part of a Resolution or Recommendation to be
repealed, to indicate clearly the parts of a Resolution or Recommendation to be
repealed;

(d) when preparing these lists, to recommend renaming Recommendations as
Resolutions or Decisions, as appropriate; and

(e to submit these lists to the Standing Committee for its 45™ Meeting;

5. Directs the Standing Committee to examine the content of the lists described in

paragraph 4, determine its agreement or disagreement, propose any desired modifications to
the lists, and submit its recommendations to the 12" Meeting of the Conference of the Parties;

6. Directs the Standing Committee, assisted by the Secretariat:

(@)

to continuously review Resolutions and Decisions with a view to proposing
their timely repeal (or repeal of elements), providing justification for any
proposed changes; and

(b) to make recommendations for proposed changes to each Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties (but the Standing Committee may decide, by vote,
that in exceptional circumstances this may be deferred by one Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties); and

7. Decides that the recommendations contained in Resolutions and Decisions adopted by

the Conference of the Parties shall come into effect 90 days after the meeting at which they
are adopted, unless otherwise specified in the relevant Resolution or Decision.
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ENHANCING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CONVENTION THROUGH A
PROCESS TO REVIEW IMPLEMENTATION

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11" Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Recalling that the United Nations Environment Programme, in its Guidelines on
Compliance with and Enforcement of Multilateral Environmental Agreements (2002), has
identified “[s]trengthening of compliance with multilateral environmental agreements ... as a
key issue”;

Noting that most major multilateral environmental agreements have established a
process for facilitating implementation and providing support to those Parties experiencing
difficulties with implementation;

Aware that two agreements within the CMS Family, the Agreement on the Conservation
of African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds (AEWA) and the Agreement on the Conservation of
Cetaceans of the Black Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Contiguous Atlantic Area (ACCOBAMS),
already have processes for reviewing the effectiveness of implementation measures (AEWA
Resolution 4.6, Establishment of an Implementation Review Process (2008), ACCOBAMS
Resolution 5.4, ACCOBAMS Follow-up Procedure (2013));

Recognizing that both compliance with the Convention’s obligations and the
effectiveness of implementation measures are critical to the conservation and management of
migratory species;

Recalling Article VII, paragraph 5, of the Convention, which provides that “the
Conference of the Parties shall review the implementation of this Convention” and may, in
particular, “make recommendations to the Parties for improving the effectiveness of this
Convention”;

Recalling Resolution 10.9, Activity 16, of the Future Structure and Strategies for
CMS, which establishes a medium-term priority (by COP12-2017) to “improve mechanisms
to measure implementation of CMS and its Family ... and identification of gaps and propose
measures to close these gaps”; and
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Recalling Article 1X, paragraph 4, of the Convention, which directs the Secretariat “to
invite the attention of the Conference of the Parties to any matter pertaining to the objectives of
this Convention”;

The Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals

1. Launches an intersessional process to explore possibilities for strengthening
implementation of the Convention through the development of a review process;

2. Instructs the Secretariat to propose terms of reference for a working group to be
considered for adoption by the Standing Committee at its 44™ Meeting;

3. Instructs the Standing Committee at its 45" Meeting to review any progress, if a
working group is established, and report to the 12" Meeting of Conference of the Parties;

4. Instructs the Secretariat to support the process;

5. Requests UNEP, Parties and other donors to provide financial assistance to support the
development of the review process; and

6. Requests the Secretariat, where possible, to reduce costs by convening potential
meetings of the Working Group in the most cost-effective way.
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COMMUNICATION, INFORMATION AND OUTREACH PLAN

Adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its 11™ Meeting (Quito, 4-9 November 2014)

Aware of the importance of communication as a central and cross-cutting element for
implementing the Convention and its Agreements;

Underlining the urgent need to raise greater public awareness of migratory species, the
multiple threats they face, the obstacles to their migration and the important role
communication can play in encouraging actions to mitigate these threats both nationally and
internationally;

Recalling Article 1X, paragraph (j) of the Convention which states that it is a function
of the Secretariat “to provide the general public with information concerning this Convention
and its objectives”;

Considering the important contribution that the Convention and its Agreements will
make towards achieving the Aichi Biodiversity Targets adopted by the Tenth Conference of
the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, in parti