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(). Proponent:

The proponents: Coalition Clean Baltic, Whale and Dolphin Conservation, Humane Society
International and ORCA. The proponents making this proposal all have considerable experience in
cetacean biology and conservation and in the development of marine conservation policy.
Additionally, all four organizations contribute to the work of ASCOBANS, the regional agreement
covering these populations.

Coalition Clean Baltic

Coalition Clean Baltic (CCB) has been active in the conservation of the Baltic Sea Harbour Porpoises
for well over a decade. CCB currently coordinates of all three of the ASCOBANS Harbour Porpoise
conservation plans, and also works in other projects to improve the awareness and conservation
status for the Baltic Sea Harbour Porpoise.

Whale and Dolphin Conservation

Whale and Dolphin Conservation (WDC) has been working for over thirty years protecting whales
and dolphins around the globe from the challenges they face every day. With extensive experience
funding vital conservation, education and research projects, WDC is a global authority on whale and
dolphin issues.

Humane Society International

Humane Society International (HSI) is one of the largest and most effective animal protection
organisations in the world, with offices in a number of European countries and elsewhere. It has a
long history of working on marine wildlife issues including within the context of CMS, ASCOBANS
and ACCOBAMS.

ORCA

ORCA is a UK-based whale and dolphin conservation charity, dedicated to the long-term protection
of whales, dolphins and porpoises throughout UK, European and global waters. ORCA has been
collecting scientific data on the density, distribution and range of cetacean species within European
waters since 1995, specializing in dedicated distance sampling survey effort, utilizing citizen science
and platforms of opportunity.

(ii).  Target species, lower taxon or population, or group of taxa with needs in common:

Class: Mammalia
Order: Artiodactyla
Infraorder: Cetacea

1 The geographical designations employed in this document do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the
CMS Secretariat (or the United Nations Environment Programme) concerning the legal status of any country, territory, or area, or
concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. The responsibility for the contents of the document rests exclusively with its
author.
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Family: Phocoenidae
Species:  Phocoena phocoena - Harbour Porpoise: Baltic and Iberian populations.

(iii). Geographical range:
The Baltic Sea Harbour Porpoise population
Historic distribution

The historic distribution range of porpoises within the Baltic Sea Region included all of the Kattegat,
Skagerrak and the Baltic Sea Proper, and continued northwards to the Gulf of Riga, Gulf of Finland
and Kemi in the north-east part of the Gulf of Bothnia (Koschinski, 2001; HELCOM, 2013; Benke et
al., 2014; Loisa, 2016). Sightings were known from Estonia and Latvia during summer and autumn,
and some individuals even entered the River Neva at St Petersburg in the innermost Gulf of Finland
(Koschinski, 2001). However, during the latter half of the 1900s, porpoise humbers in the Baltic Sea
declined and their range contracted southwards and westwards; sightings in the eastern and
northern most Baltic are now rare (Koschinski, 2001).

Current distribution

Most available information for the Baltic Proper subpopulation originates from opportunistic bycatch,
stranding and sighting records along the Baltic Sea coasts (HELCOM, 2016). Observations are rare,
and the species is considered to be virtually absent in the north-eastern Baltic (Koschinski, 2001).
Until recently, it was considered that the spatial boundaries between the Belt Sea and Baltic Proper
sub-populations were the Drogden and Darss Sills (e.g. Berggren et al., 2002; Huggenberger et al.,
2002; Gallus et al., 2012; Benke et al., 2014). However, a comprehensive assessment of the spatio-
temporal distribution of the Baltic Proper subpopulation was carried out between May 2011 and May
2013 by the Static Acoustic Monitoring of the Baltic Sea Harbour Porpoise project (SAMBAH, 2016;
Carlén et al., 2018), which deployed 304 acoustic devices across Baltic Sea waters from the east
end of the Belt Seas north to the Aland Islands (entrance to the Gulf of Bothnia). The Baltic Proper
subpopulation was found to be spatially-distinct from the Belt Sea subpopulation during the
reproductive period in the summer months (May to October), but with probable mixing of the two
subpopulations in the south-west Baltic Sea during the winter (Carlén et al., 2018). This was
consistent with earlier acoustic work in the German Baltic (Gallus et al., 2012; Benke et al., 2014),
which indicated that the German waters north and east of the island of Rligen (Pomeranian Bay)
were occupied by Belt Sea porpoises over the summer (June to August), but that during the winter
both the Belt Sea and Baltic Proper subpopulations shifted westwards so that Pomeranian Bay was
occupied by Baltic Proper porpoises in winter (January to March). The waters along the south coast
of Sweden and around the Danish island of Bornholm, are also likely to be used seasonally by
porpoises from both subpopulations. Consequently, the winter distributional limits of Baltic Proper
porpoises remain unclear and are complicated by apparent mixing of two subpopulations in the same
areas.

Based on the SAMBAH results, Carlén et al. (2018) proposed a summer south-west management
border for the Baltic Proper subpopulation, in a diagonal line extending approximately between Hano
in Sweden to Stupsk in Poland (Figures 1 and 2). This proposed management border was located
slightly further east than a previously-proposed eastern most summer management border for the
Belt Sea sub-population (13.5°E longitude: Sveegaard et al., 2015), highlighting an area of low
porpoise occurrence between the two subpopulations during summer. Within their summer range,
Baltic Proper porpoises were concentrated over the Hoburgs and Midsjobankarna offshore banks in
Swedish and Polish waters, in an area considered to be an essential core breeding area for the
subpopulation (Figure 2; Evans and Simild, 2018). In winter, the Baltic Proper subpopulation was
more widespread, with acoustic detections recorded from the south-west Baltic to the Aland Islands
at the entrance to the Gulf of Bothnia, and low densities along Lithuania, Latvia, and along the east
coast of Sweden (Carlén et al., 2018).

No detections were recorded in the Gulf of Riga of the Gulf of Finland by the SAMBAH project,
indicating porpoises in those regions are very scarce (Carlén et al., 2018). However, a sighting
campaign launched by the Ministry of the Environment in Finland in 2001 resulted in 63 sightings of
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113 individuals in Finnish waters between 2000 and 2015, and included a number of sightings from
the Gulf of Finland and further north from the Gulf of Bothnia (Loisa, 2016). Records from Polish
waters are rare and predominantly comprise fisheries bycatch, with an average of 4.5 animals
captured annually between 1990 and 1999, mainly in Puck Bay in the western part of Gdansk Bay
(Koschinski, 2001; Skéra and Kuklik, 2003).
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Figure 1. Distribution ranges of Harbour Porpoise sub-populations in the Baltic Sea (adapted
from Loisa, 2016), and the proposed summer management boundaries for the Belt Sea
(13.5°E: Sveegaard et al., 2015) and Baltic Proper (Carlén et al., 2018) subpopulations.
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Figure 2. Predicted seasonal probability of detection of Harbour Porpoises in the SAMBAH
project area during: (a) May—Oct; and (b) Nov—Apr (SAMBAH, 2016). The dashed line indicates
the spatial separation between the Belt Sea and Baltic harbour porpoise populations during
May—-October.
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The Iberian Harbour Porpoise population
Overview

The Iberian Harbour Porpoise population inhabits the cold-water upwelling zone along the Atlantic
coasts of Spain and Portugal (Figures 3 and 4: Donovan and Bjgrge, 1995; Sequeira, 1996; Read,
2016; Fontaine, 2016; Hammond et al., 2017).
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Figure 3. North-east Atlantic distribution of three | Figure 4. Sightings of Harbour Porpoises
Harbour Porpoise subspecies (from Fontaine, 2016). | during the SCANS Il survey in 2016. From
Blue=North Atlantic (P. p. phocoena; Yellow=Iberian (P. | Hammond et al. (2017).

p. meridionalis); orange=North-west African (P. p.
meridionalis); red=Black Sea (P. p. relicta); graded blue
to yellow=contact zone between lberian and North
Atlantic porpoises.
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Historical distribution

Historically, the Iberian population probably occurred in a continuous distribution with the wider
European North Atlantic population that is currently found from the French Bay of Biscay coast
northwards to Iceland (Fontaine et al., 2007, 2010). Genetic studies revealed shallow genetic
divergence between lberian porpoises and those occurring north of the Bay of Biscay (Tolley and
Rosel, 2006; Fontaine et al., 2007). This was initially considered to be the result of habitat
fragmentation induced by climate warming after the Little Ice Age (LIA; Fontaine et al., 2007, 2010).
However, subsequent work by Fontaine et al. (2014) found deep mtDNA divergence between
porpoises from the European North Atlantic, the Iberian/North-west African upwelling regions, and
the Black Sea, indicating that they evolved independently from each other for a substantial amount
of time. The latter two populations appear to have shared a common ancestor prior to splitting from
the European North Atlantic population. Fontaine et al. (2014) proposed that this common ancestor
arose from a movement of porpoises into the Mediterranean Sea from the Atlantic during colder
climatic conditions associated with the last glacial maximum. Subsequent warming caused porpoises
from the western Mediterranean to move back out into Atlantic waters, leading to the relictual Iberian
and North-west African populations using habitats where sufficient productive upwelling occurs to
support their energetic requirements. Consequently, the current Iberian population arose due to the
contraction of suitable cold-water productive habitat during postglacial warming, leaving fragmented
porpoise populations from a much wider historical distribution.
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Spain

The vast majority (86 per cent) of porpoise strandings reported in Spain between 1978 and 1994
occurred along the western Galician coast (Lens, 1997), and comparatively few occurred along the
Biscay coast (LOpez et al., 2002). This distribution is supported by recent sightings data. Boat
transect surveys along the entire northern Spanish coast in 2006/07 did not record any porpoises,
and only two sightings were recorded during shore monitoring (L6pez et al., 2013). During five years
of shore-based monitoring in Galicia, Pierce et al. (2010) found that porpoises were recorded in 1.6
per cent of coastal observation periods and were widely-distributed, with the highest sighting
frequencies recorded off Faro Punta Roncadoira on the north coast of Galicia, Faro Cabo Vilan near
Cabo Fisterra (the westernmost point of Galicia), and La Guardia located close to the border with
Portugal. Although clearly widespread in Galician coastal waters, boat surveys indicate that the
south-west Galician coast is of particular importance for porpoises (Spyrakos et al., 2011; Fernandez
et al., 2013; Llavona Vallina, 2018). Despite a wide distribution of multi-faceted survey effort off
Galicia between 1998 and 2009, porpoise sightings (n=35) were recorded only between Cabo
Fisterra and the Portuguese border (Fernandez et al., 2013). Surveys in this region (Ria of Arousa)
between 2014 and 2017 recorded 70 porpoise encounters (338 animals), with sightings distributed
throughout the study area (Diaz Lépez and Methion, 2018). Porpoises appear to be rare off southern
Spain in the Gulf of Cadiz (Sociedad Espafiola de Cetaceos, 2006), and are generally absent from
the Strait of Gibraltar and the western Mediterranean Sea (Frantzis et al., 2001). A small number of
porpoise sightings in the northern Aegean are thought to originate from the isolated Black Sea
population (Frantzis et al., 2001; Fontaine, 2016).

Portugal

Initial information on porpoise distribution in Portugal originated from strandings, with over 86% of
porpoise strandings occurring in the upwelling regions along the northern and central Portuguese
coasts; most (67 per cent) around Aveiro and Figueira da Foz (Sequeira, 1996). Since then, a more
expansive dataset has shown that strandings occur all along the Portuguese coastline, particularly
between Viana do Castelo in the north and Nazaré in central Portugal (Ferreira et al., 2017). Between
1978 and 2015, 347 porpoise strandings were reported in central and northern Portugal, with 43 in
2014 alone (Ferreira et al., In Prep.). The SCANS survey in 2016 recorded porpoise sightings from
the border with Galicia south to Peniche, but had no sightings south of that region (Figure 4;
Hammond et al., 2017). However, sightings recorded from a variety of platforms since 2008 support
an occurrence all along the Portuguese coast, with a main area of concentration located between
Porto and Nazaré, and a second hotspot occurring between Vila do Conde and Caminha near the
border with Galicia (Figure 5; Vingada et al., 2011; Aradjo et al., 2015; Vingada and Eira, 2017a).
Aerial surveys along the Portuguese coastline produced predicted occurrence maps that suggest
annual fluctuations in porpoise occurrence, particularly in southern Portugal (Araujo et al., 2015).
Shore-based surveys at the Douro River mouth (near Porto) in northern Portugal during 2017
included repeated sightings of a leucistic animal, that suggests some site-fidelity at that location (Gil
et al., In Press). Porpoises are scarcer in southern Portugal (Aradjo et al., 2015; Vingada and Eira,
2017a), but survey work has revealed regular sightings off Costa de Setubal and Costa Sudoeste,
which may be important in maintaining connectivity between regions (Aradjo et al., 2015; Vingada
and Eira, 2017a). Few records exist from the Gulf of Cadiz coast. However, during 2009, 22 porpoise
sightings were recorded along the western Algarve coast of southern Portugal (Cape Séo Vicente
to Lagos), indicating that Iberian porpoises do also inhabit that region (Castro, 2010).
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Figure 5. Sightings of Harbour Porpoises from aerial census, platforms of opportunity and coastal
surveys in Portuguese waters, 2010-2015. Adapted from Vingada and Eira (2017a).

Distribution limits

An area of very low density occurs along the southern Bay of Biscay coast that may represent the
northern limit of distribution of the Iberian population. In that region, warmer oligotrophic waters are
considered to represent an ecological barrier to porpoise movements and result in the current
separation of the Iberian population from the rest of the eastern North Atlantic population (Fontaine
et al., 2007, 2010, 2014). Fontaine et al. (2017) suggests a genetic contact zone between North Sea
and Iberian ecotypes occurring in the region between the northern Bay of Biscay and south-west
England, but any gene flow is likely to be one-directional (northwards). The southern distribution of
Iberian porpoises extends to at least the Algarve coast of Portugal (Sequeira, 1996; Castro, 2010;
Araujo et al., 2015; Vingada and Eira, 2017a) and the Spanish coast in the Gulf of Cadiz (Sociedad
Espafiola de Cetaceos, 2006), although the scarcity of sightings in this region suggests low
densities. Porpoises are currently absent from the Strait of Gibraltar and the Mediterranean Sea,
with the exception of occasional vagrants (Frantzis et al., 2001; Fontaine, 2016). A survey of the
waters between the Gulf of Cadiz and Mauritania did not record any porpoises north of Agadir in
Morocco (30°N; Boisseau et al., 2007), although three strandings were reported between Agadir and
the Straits of Gibraltar over a 29 year monitoring period between 1980 and 2009 (Masski and De
Stéphanis, 2015). Harbour porpoise do occur in the upwelling system off the north-west coast of
Africa between (at least) latitudes 14° and 30°N (Senegal, Mauritania, Western Sahara and Morocco:
Cadenat, 1949; Fraser, 1958; Bayed and Beaubrun, 1987; Smeenk et al., 1992; Donovan and
Bjgrge, 1995; Robineau and Vely, 1998; Boisseau et al., 2007). The lack of intensive survey effort
in the region between the Iberian Peninsula (Strait of Gibraltar) and Agadir (Morocco) limits
understanding of the potential connectivity between African and Iberian porpoises. Until further
evidence, the continental divide at the Strait of Gibraltar is taken to represent the southern
distributional limit of the Iberian population (Donovan and Bjgrge, 1995).

Seasonality

Strandings and sightings of harbour porpoise occur year-round in Spain and Portugal (Sequeira,
1996; Lens, 1997; Lopez et al., 2002; Pierce et al., 2010; Vingada and Eira, 2017a; Diaz L6pez and
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Methion, 2018; Ferreira et al., In Prep.). However, in Galicia strandings were more common in winter
(peaking March and April), while in Portugal a peak was detected in May, and with similar values in
June—August (Llavona Vallina, 2018; Ferreira et al., In Prep.). Sightings from a shore vantage point
in central Portugal also varied seasonally, with highest sighting rates recorded between October and
March, and very few sightings between July and September (Pereira, 2015).

(iv). Summary of Activities:

The Baltic Sea and Iberian Peninsula populations of Harbour Porpoise are considered critically
endangered and a critically isolated population respectively and have been recognized as high
priority for conservation by numerous scientific fora. The need for these populations to be listed CMS
Appendix | was recognised at the 24" ASCOBANS Advisory Committee meeting in 2018. Despite
this, the nomination failed to take place. Noting this and for the reasons detailed in this document,
the activities in this proposal are of paramount importance for the protection of both Harbour
Porpoise populations.

Activities and actions proposed support the work of ASCOBANS and the Baltic Harbour Porpoise
Action Plan and this Concerted Action will also strengthen the collaborative effort by all CMS Parties
bordering the Baltic Proper.

The Iberian population will similarly benefit from the actions recommended here and particularly with
regard to reducing unintentional mortality from fisheries bycatch.

(v). Activities and expected outcomes:

The proponents will contribute to the following actions for the benefit of the Baltic Sea and Iberian
harbour porpoise populations:

- Participate in developing an action plan for the Iberian harbour porpoise population.
Timeline: Before COP14

- Work to support the ASCOBANS Recovery Plan for the Baltic Sea harbour porpoise (the
Jastarnia Plan). Timeline: Ongoing, with progress reported annually to Jastarnia and
ASCOBANS Advisory Committee meetings

- Work to assist governments in the collection of relevant data on fishing effort within the
range of both populations, including inter alia

o geartype

o soak time x net length
o vessels of all sizes

o bycatch data
Timeline: Open-ended

- Encourage, and where appropriate assist in, large-scale surveys and national monitoring
of the respective populations. This should be coordinated between countries and support
and increase the knowledge-base required for effective management. Timeline: As
proves appropriate

- Assist governments in developing management and mitigation measures within both the
designated marine protected area and wider population range of the Baltic Sea
population. Timeline: As proves appropriate

- Support governments in the creation of an appropriate network of marine protected areas
for the Iberian harbour porpoise population, and assist with the development of
management and mitigation measures within this area and the populations’ entire range.
Timeline: Development of a proposal before COP14

- Contribute to the development of conservation goals relevant to EU regulations, such as
Favourable Conservation Values for the Habitats Directive and threshold values for GES
for MSFD indicators D1C2 on population abundance and D1C4 on distributional range,
for both populations. Timeline: As per reporting cycles
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Work to raise awareness of the Baltic Sea and Iberian population of harbour porpoise for
the general public, managers and decision-makers in all range states. Timeline: Open-
ended and ongoing

Encourage and support the listing of both populations appropriately in the Appendices of
CMS COP 14 in 2023. Given that the Baltic porpoise is already covered by CMS
Appendix Il, this means inclusion in on Appendix | and add the Iberian population to both
appendices. Timeline: Before COP14

It is proposed that Parties:

As soon as possible, implement a coherent system for data collection on fishing effort
and bycatch of protected, endangered and threatened species, including harbour
porpoise, for vessels of all sizes;

Take immediate management actions and measures, including fisheries regulations to
protect porpoises within and outside marine protected areas such as Natura 2000 sites;

Actively participate in the development of an Action Plan for the Iberian harbour porpoise
population with immediate effect; and

List the two Harbour Porpoise populations on CMS Appendix | at the earliest opportunity
and also add the Iberian Harbour Porpoise population to Appendix Il.

(vi). Associated benefits:

Harbour porpoises have the potential to act as both flagship- and indicator-species and as such can
help to catalyze conservation actions to benefit entire ecosystems.

Therefore, a number of associated benefits exist with this proposal:

It will support existing Harbour Porpoise initiatives within the Baltic Sea, e.g. HELCOM
recommendation 17/2;

Provide improved conservation benefits for a wider range of taxa throughout the relevant
regions; and

Within the Baltic Sea region, other species such as seals and seabirds will also benefit
from improved monitoring and mitigation measures. Similarly, for the Iberian Harbour
Porpoise population, a number of species will benefit from improved monitoring and
mitigation measures, including turtles, elasmobranchs, seals and seabirds (some of
which are protected species).

(vii). Timeframe:

Please see section (v) above for indicative timings.

(viii). Relationship to other CMS actions:

The implementation of the actions relates to the following CMS activity areas:

ASCOBANS, including:
e The ASCOBANS Recovery Plan for Baltic Harbour Porpoises;

e The ASCOBANS Conservation Plan for the Harbour Porpoise Population in the
Western Baltic, the Belt Sea and the Kattegat;

e The ASCOBANS Conservation Plan for Harbour Porpoises in the North Sea,;
ACCOBAMS, as may prove appropriate;
CMS Resolution 12.22 Bycatch; and

CMS Resolution 10.15 (Rev.COP12) Global Programme of Work for Cetaceans —
specifically in relation to sections 7.2 and 9.2.
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(ix). Conservation priority:
The Baltic Sea Harbour Porpoise population

In the Baltic Sea, several strands of evidence including genetics, distributional data, skull
morphometrics and contaminant work, support the existence of a distinct population of the harbour
porpoise. The Baltic Sea population inhabits the eastern portion of the Baltic Sea, with a south-
western summer management border extending in a diagonal line between Hano in Sweden and
Stupsk in Poland (SAMBAH, 2016; Carlén et al., 2018), and appears to be concentrated over a
relatively small spatial area in summer, incorporating the Hoburgs and Midsjébankarna offshore
banks in Swedish and Polish waters.

The Baltic Sea population has long been of conservation concern, with marked declines noted
anecdotally over the last century by many observers, and a Critically Endangered status on both the
IUCN Red List (Hammond et al., 2008) and the Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission
Red List (HELCOM, 2013). The first, and only, abundance estimate available for the subpopulation
was of only 497 individuals in 2011-2013 and had wide confidence limits (95% CI 80-1,091;
SAMBAH, 2016). Life-history information indicates that female porpoises in Baltic Sea have a shorter
lifespan than elsewhere (3.7 years), with only ~27% of females living long enough to produce a calf
(Kesselring et al., 2017, 2018). High anthropogenic-related mortality due to bycatch in fisheries
(especially static gear such as gillnets) appears to be the major threat to the Baltic Proper
subpopulation and is considered unsustainably high. Environmental contaminants may also have
contributed to the decline in, and lack of recovery of, Baltic porpoise abundance. Underwater noise
from sources including shipping and offshore wind farm construction, may cause displacement and
behavioural impacts. The low numbers in combination with the numerous threats to the population
means that Range States should provide strict protection by prohibiting takes, conserving habitats,
limiting obstacles to migration and controlling other factors that might endanger them. Concerted
action with therefore strengthen the collaborative effort by all CMS Parties bordering the Baltic
Proper.

The Iberian Harbour Porpoise population

The Iberian Harbour Porpoise inhabits a region of seasonal upwelling along the Atlantic coasts of
Spain and Portugal. Distribution appears to be concentrated around Galicia in north-west Spain, and
along the central and northern coasts of Portugal (a geographic region referred to hereon as the
north-west Iberian Peninsula, NWIP). The Iberian Harbour Porpoise is not currently recognised by
the IUCN Red List. However, a significant amount of information on Iberian Harbour Porpoises has
emerged within the last decade, and since the last 2008 Red List assessment was produced. In
2009, the ICES WGMME recognized Iberian Harbour Porpoises as a critical, isolated, population
that represented a demographically significant unit and a unigue management unit inhabiting ICES
areas 8c and 9a. The Iberian population is genetically-distinct, exhibits low and asymmetric gene
flow and, together with animals off north-west Africa, appears to comprise a unique porpoise ecotype
(Fontaine et al., 2007, 2010; Llavona Vallina, 2018). Recently, harbour porpoises off Iberia and
North-west Africa were proposed as a fourth recognised subspecies in the wider north-east Atlantic
region, Phocoena phocoena meridionalis (Fontaine et al., 2014). No genetic differentiation is
apparent between porpoises from Spain and Portugal, indicating that they comprise a single, widely-
distributed population. Regular movements between the two countries are unproven but highly likely,
based on genetic data and inferences from typical porpoise home ranges in other regions. The
population size of Iberian porpoises is low (<3,000 animals), and estimated annual mortality rates
are high (18 per cent). An estimated 11 per cent of annual porpoise mortality in the NWIP was
deemed directly attributed to fisheries interactions (Read et al., 2013). However, more recent
estimates from Portuguese fisheries suggests a fisheries bycatch of 30.32 per cent of the estimated
national population size of 1,531 animals. These values greatly exceed the ASCOBANS
recommendation of 1.7 per cent of a population annually and are unsustainably high. The Iberian
population would therefore greatly benefit from the action plan recommended, particularly with
regard to reducing unintentional mortality from fisheries bycatch.
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(x). Relevance:

Regular transboundary movements by Harbour Porpoise from the Baltic Proper subpopulation are
evidenced by spatio-temporal variation in distribution, the spanning of the core summer high density
areas across Swedish-Polish borders, and the high mobility of the species in general. Regular
movements between Spain and Portugal are unproven but highly likely, based on genetic data and
inferences from typical porpoise home ranges in other regions.

By listing certain Harbour Porpoise populations in Appendix Il already, CMS Parties have highlighted
their unfavourable conservation status and that they would benefit from international cooperation.
However, the degree of action for the conservation of the critically endangered Baltic Sea population,
as well as the Iberian population, is extremely low. We therefore argue that Parties need to work
together in applying urgently needed conservation actions for these populations.

(xi).  Absence of better remedies:

The CMS Network is the ideal platform for improving awareness and focusing attention on these
threatened populations in all Range States, driving implementation of key management and
mitigation measures under this Concerted Action. A strategic and collaborative approach is required
to take forward the urgently needed steps for conserving these populations, and for this purpose it
is essential that Parties work together on developing and implementing activities.

(xii). Readiness and feasibility:

The NGOs concerned with this proposal have existing work streams and public outreach campaigns
within this area and are already fully engaged, therefore this will be a continuation and extension of
existing programmes.

(xiii). Likelihood of success:

Given the commitment of the four proponents, as underlined by their previous activities, it is believed
this proposal has a high chance of success.

However, some variables are outside of the proponents’ control, as indicated in the notes on timing
above and as with any project there is a risk of effects caused by unforeseen changes in staff and
funding.

(xiv). Magnitude of likely impact:

See section (vi) notes on associated benefits.

(xv). Cost-effectiveness:
Contribution from the proponent NGOs is voluntary and therefore cost-neutral to others.

(xvi). Consultations-Planned/Undertaken:

This proposal has been significantly informed by numerous expert discussions that the proponents
have been involved in over a number of years and predominantly within the context of ASCOBANS,
including its Jastarnia Plan.

Specifically, the document as provided here was developed after the 25" meeting of the ASCOBANS
Advisory Committee in September 2019 where the Advisory Committee’s clear support for the
listings described and the associated conservation actions for both harbour porpoise populations
was apparent. This meeting concluded on the same day as the deadline for the proposals to the
CMS COP.
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Glossary of Terms
ACCOBAMS = Agreement on the Conservation of Cetaceans of the Black Sea, Mediterranean Sea
and contiguous Atlantic Area

ASCOBANS = Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltic, North East Atlantic,
Irish and North Seas

CCB = Coalition Clean Baltic

CFP = Common Fisheries Policy

CMS = Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals
COP = Conference of the Parties

EC = European Commission

HELCOM = Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission or Helsinki Commission
HSI = Humane Society International

ICES = The International Council for the Exploration of the Sea

IUCN = The International Union for Conservation of Nature

NGO = Non-governmental organization

NWIP = North West Iberian Peninsula

PET = Protected, Endangered or Threatened Species

SAMBAH = Static Acoustic Monitoring of the Baltic Sea Harbour Porpoise
SCANS = Small Cetaceans in European Atlantic waters and the North Sea
WBBK = Western Baltic, the Belt Sea and the Kattegat

WGMME = Working Group on Marine Mammal Ecology

WDC = Whale and Dolphin Conservation

14



