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DRAFT RESOLUTION


Annex 2 to Resolution 12.21 (Rev.COP14)

DECISION FRAMEWORK TO PROVIDE GUIDANCE TO PARTIES ON IMPLEMENTATION OF PARAGRAPH 9 OF RESOLUTION 12.21 (REV. COP14)


Resolution 12.21(Rev.COP14) Paragraph 10 states:

Agrees that Article I (1) (c) (4) of the Convention, on the definition of “favourable conservation status” could be interpreted as follows in light of climate change, and invites the governing bodies of relevant CMS instruments to also approve this interpretation:

According to Article I (1) (c) (4) of the Convention, one of the conditions to be met for the conservation status of a species to be taken as “favourable” is that: “the distribution and abundance of the migratory species approach historic coverage and levels to the extent that potentially suitable ecosystems exist and to the extent consistent with wise wildlife management”. While there is a continued need to undertake conservation action within the historic range of migratory species, such action will increasingly also need to be taken beyond the historic range of species in order to ensure a favourable conservation status, particularly with a view to climate-induced range shifts. Such action beyond the historic range of species is compatible with, and may be required in order to meet, the objectives and the obligations of Parties under the Convention;

The 5th and 6th meetings of the Sessional Committee of the Scientific Council considered the text above and provided the following guidance:

1. Scenarios and actions

Four scenarios are considered, which cover the different statuses of migratory species with respect to climate-induced range shifts. In the following, the term “barrier” is used to refer to any factor that inhibits migratory species from expanding their range or acts as an impediment to connectivity of their migratory route.

2. Categorizing scenarios

i. Species not present throughout suitable range

Some CMS-listed species have been so severely depleted that they only occupy a small part of the range that is climatically suitable for them, such as Addax (Addax nasomaculatus), or are extinct-in-the-wild, such as Scimitar-horned Oryx (Oryx dammah).

ii. Species range limited by natural barrier(s)

As climate change degrades habitat in one location, it may not be possible for that habitat to naturally recover in adjacent areas. Examples include the coral reef systems used by Hawksbill Turtles (Eretmochelys imbricata). A related issue is where breeding or nesting grounds are required to stay geographically fixed, whilst foraging grounds are pushed away by climatic change, as may be the case for Loggerhead Turtles (Caretta caretta) and Grey-headed Albatross (Thalassarche chrysostoma).

iii. Species range limited by anthropogenic barrier(s)

Where there is no natural barrier to range expansion, there may instead be a barrier resulting from human activity. This is the case at nesting sites for seabird species such as the Black-footed Albatross (Phoebastria nigripes), where sea-level rise on islands may push birds to nest at higher latitudes and/or altitudes which are unsuitable due to the presence of invasive predators and human disturbance. Anthropogenic barriers may also be present at boundaries between Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs) where a range expansion may take species into seas with different bycatch mitigation standards.

iv. Species range likely to be limited by anthropogenic barrier(s) in future

Even where there is currently capacity for species to adapt their movements in response to climate change, there may be a probability that these future habitats will undergo changes that will make them unsuitable. This is particularly an issue in the Arctic, where retreating sea ice is permitting greater navigation and therefore more industrial activity. While much of the Arctic could currently accommodate poleward shifts of species such as Bowhead Whale (Balaena mysticetus), by the time these range shifts occur the Arctic marine environment may be further developed and thus less accommodating than it is today. Similarly, wetlands that are currently unused by waterbirds and under consideration for development may become more in demand as stopover sites due to sea-level rise. Finally, the advance of aridification in the Sahara and changing rainfall in the Sahel could push species such as Dorcas Gazelle (Gazella dorcas) to compete for habitat with land increasingly needed for agriculture.

3. A framework for action

The following decision framework is influenced by approaches to ecosystem observation and management in fisheries (Link, et al., 2020); by decision science used to prioritize conservation (Xiao, et al., 2021) and by ranking of research priorities (Rushing, et al., 2020) for migrating birds. It is intended as a basis for engagement between Range States and for prioritization of actions for migratory species at risk from climate change. By combining this framework with careful analysis of scientific evidence for each species, strategies can be focused on actions that make best use of resources to protect species and their migration routes.

The Decision Framework considers four strategies: conservation, restoration, adaptation and translocation. The framework aims, first, to define and categorize the ecological, logistical, societal, financial and policy conditions that must be met for these strategies to be viable for migratory marine species experiencing climate change–induced range shifts.

4. Strategy definitions, timescales and scales of action

The definitions of each of the strategies below are for the purposes of the Decision Framework only.

i. Conservation

Conservation refers to the protection and management of existing habitat within the projected future range of a species or population to prevent further decline.


Examples of conservation strategies include setting aside buffer zones inland from current coastal wetlands (Wikramanayake, et al., 2020), and the limiting of industrial expansion into the Arctic, the latter perhaps utilizing tools such as the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) ArcNet 29.

ii. Restoration

Restoration refers to the active recovery or rehabilitation of degraded, damaged or destroyed habitats or populations to their former, functional or resilient states.

Examples of restoration strategies include the active removal of invasive predators from potential seabird nesting sites (Reynolds, et al., 2015) and enhanced bycatch mitigation measures across fishery boundaries to promote natural restoration (Krüger, et al., 2018).

iii. Adaptation

Adaptation refers to the process of adjusting conservation and management practices to respond to the current and anticipated impacts of climate change and other large-scale environmental changes for migratory species and their current habitats.


For example, loggerhead turtles are long-distance migratory species that return to specific beaches to nest. The sex of hatchlings is determined by sand temperature during incubation, with warmer sands associated with the production of more females. An adaptation example could be shading nests to cool sand in order to restore sex ratios.

iv. Translocation

Translocation refers to the intentional movement of individuals to establish, re-establish or reinforce a population in a suitably new or former habitat.

Examples of translocation strategies include the reintroduction of captive addax (Addax Nasomaculatus) into protected areas of north Africa (Newby, et al., 2016), and the use of light aircraft to guide Siberian crane (Leucogeranus leucogeranus) migration (the “Flight of Hope” project) in Russia.

Planning time frame: 2100

To ensure the long-term persistence, recovery and ecological functionality of species under climate change, it is critical that conservation, restoration, adaptation and translocation actions are designed with a forward-looking perspective. The year 2100 is widely accepted as the standard long-term time horizon in climate science, serving as the endpoint for most global and regional climate models, including those used by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).

Using 2100 as the planning horizon provides a scientifically grounded and policy-relevant time frame for evaluating the viability and effectiveness of management interventions. Climate projections through 2100 incorporate a range of plausible future scenarios (e.g., Shared Socioeconomic Pathways[footnoteRef:2]), allowing decision makers to consider uncertainty and plan for a diversity of outcomes across temperature, precipitation, sea-level rise and extreme events. [2:  Shared Socioeconomic Pathways (SSPs) are climate change scenarios of projected socioeconomic global changes up to 2100 as defined in the IPCC Sixth Assessment Report on climate change in 2021.] 



Many species have long life cycles, rely on persistent habitat conditions, or are already facing cumulative pressures. Therefore, short- to mid-term planning (e.g., through 2050 or 2070) will probably underestimate the scale and duration of environmental change experienced. The 2100 benchmark ensures that actions account not only for current suitability but also future climatic stability. This is particularly important for species with migratory behaviour, specialized habitat needs or narrow environmental tolerances. 

However, some decisions may warrant a different time horizon depending on the species, ecosystem or management context. The table below outlines commonly used time frames, their corresponding model coverage and intended use:

	Time Horizon                       
	Model Coverage          

	2025–2040  
	Near-term projections

	2041–2060  
	Mid-century projections

	2061–2100  
	Long-term projections



Scales of action: population, sub-population and species-level planning

Climate change does not affect all populations within a species uniformly; local conditions, adaptive capacity and exposure vary widely across a species’ range. As such, conservation and management actions should be considered at multiple biological scales:
Species level: When climate threats or range shifts affect the entire species distribution or when actions (e.g., large-scale translocation or habitat corridor development) are required to ensure overall persistence.
Population level: When distinct, geographically separated populations face different climate exposures, making them unequally vulnerable to range shifts, habitat loss or genetic bottlenecks.
Sub-population level: When local adaptations, behaviours (e.g., nesting sites, breeding grounds) or ecological conditions demand site-specific strategies.

Managers must evaluate the appropriate scale for action based on ecological distinctiveness, connectivity, demographic trends and conservation value. For example, a sub-population in a climate refuge may require habitat protection, while a more exposed population may warrant assisted migration or genetic support. Multi-scale planning allows for targeted action where it is most needed, while also supporting overall species resilience.

In practice, this means that decision frameworks should include criteria to:
· Assess whether range shifts affect the entire species or only specific populations
· Determine the feasibility and ecological justification for intervening at smaller scales
· Evaluate how local actions contribute to or potentially conflict with broader species conservation goals


5. Core conditions

i. Conservation

· Suitable habitat lies within a region that is projected to remain or become climatically suitable for the species (or population), or can be managed to retain suitability under future climate scenarios
· Viable wild populations still exist
· Species is still occupying critical parts of its natural range
· Breeding and migratory behaviour remain functional
· Threats (e.g. bycatch, pollution, habitat loss) are ongoing but manageable or abatable
· Critical habitats (breeding, feeding, stopover sites) are still intact or partially degraded
· Genetic diversity is sufficient to support natural reproduction
· There are no natural or human-made barriers preventing access to suitable habitat, or if such barriers exist, they can be removed in a logistically and cost-effective manner

ii. Restoration

· Suitable habitat lies within a region that is projected to remain or become climatically suitable for the species (or population), or can be managed/restored to retain suitability under future climate scenarios
· The current or projected habitat conditions are degraded or unsuitable for sustaining the target species or population
· Habitat degradation is reversible (e.g. through reef recovery, wetland rewetting) and manageable long-term
· Environmental conditions (e.g., water quality, vegetation) and ecological interactions (e.g., prey availability) can be restored to a functional state
· Sufficient source populations exist for natural or assisted [re]colonization
· Restoration will not result in harmful ecological imbalances (e.g., trophic cascades, disease transmission)

iii. Adaptation

· Suitable habitat within the species’ natural range is currently unavailable or too limited in extent or quality to support a viable population
· Suitable habitat conditions can be actively created or modified to support species persistence under current and/or projected climate scenarios
· The actions required (e.g., water management, shading, erosion prevention) are logistically and financially feasible long-term

iv. Translocation

· The habitat is climatically suitable at the time of translocation and projected to remain suitable for meeting the behavioural and environmental needs of the species (or population) across all life stages
· Natural [re]colonization is not possible or too slow
· Threats (natural or human) at the release site are low or manageable
· Individuals can survive and reproduce at the new site without human intervention
· The species’ movement or habitat use is flexible enough to allow establishment
· Risk of disease introduction at the candidate site is low
· Risk of competition or predation on other at-risk species in the candidate site is low
· Risk of hybridization with another species in the candidate site is low
· Donor populations are genetically diverse and can withstand removal of individuals
· Monitoring of both the source and translocated populations is financially feasible. Required monitoring includes assessments of genetic fitness, reproductive success, survival rates, predator-prey interactions, habitat use, and overall population health
· It is logistically and financially feasible to move a sufficient number of individuals to establish a viable, self-sustaining population in the new habitat 
· There are no significant social or cultural barriers that would prevent or undermine the success of the translocation effort, and local communities and stakeholders are informed, engaged and supportive of the action


At each stage of the decision process, other factors will have to be taken into account, such as cost (Shoo, et al., 2013) and the potential risks and benefits incurred by other species that share the habitats in question. In particular, any attempt at translocation – either for assisted colonization or recolonization – should follow the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Guidelines for Reintroduction and Other Conservation Translocations.
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Figure 1. A Decision Support Framework to guide actions in support of migratory species experiencing climate change–induced range shifts.  In all cases the climatic envelope in the medium term should be sufficient to sustain the habitat. Four criteria to be met if considering translocation to establish viable population:  a) Source population sufficiently large and genetically diverse and resilient to withstand donating individuals; b) Risks of unintended ecological consequences are low; c) Operations, including long-term ecological and genetic monitoring of translocated and source populations, are logistically and financially feasible and viable; d) Social and cultural barriers do not exist, and there is evidence of community support.
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DRAFT DECISIONS

[bookmark: _Hlk202866116]
Directed to Parties 

15.AA	Parties are requested to:

a)	identify case studies evidencing successful actions that have supported migratory species’ adaptation to climate change; 

b)	identify case studies evidencing ecosystem services provided by migratory species that contribute to addressing climate change; and

c) 	share them with the Secretariat.

Directed to Parties, intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations

15.BB	Parties, intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations are encouraged to:

1. use the guidance on barriers as summarized in Annex 5 of document UNEP/CMS/COP15/Doc.28.12 to identify and mitigate barriers likely to impede the movements of migratory species, including potential range shifts in response to climate change, and share any observations with the Secretariat; and

1. use the recommendations contained in the Report on the Impacts of Climate Change on Cetacean Welfare and Conservation, summarized in Annex 2 to document CMS/COP15/Doc.25.4.1, to improve understanding of the impacts of climate change on cetacean species and support their conservation in the face of climate change, and share any experiences and lessons learned in applying the recommendations with the Secretariat.

Directed to the Scientific Council 

15.CC	The Scientific Council is requested, subject to the availability of resources, to:

a) re-establish its Climate Change Working Group and update its Terms of Reference as needed;

b) undertake a horizon scan of potential impacts of climate change on migratory species, including the identification of threats, opportunities and disrupters, as well as potential conservation actions and how they can be pragmatically implemented;

c) Convene a workshop, to:
i. identify those migratory species most likely to be impacted by climate change, including by changes to their migration routes, and therefore most in need of conservation interventions, with a focus on those listed on Appendix I, as well as species for which interventions might have wider benefits;

ii. conduct a review of the impacts of migratory species’ range shifts on ecosystem functioning, including through the loss and introduction of migratory species and their associated ecosystem services, as well as potential policy implications;

d) [bookmark: _Hlk205807362]develop case studies to: 
i. showcase how migratory species have adapted to barriers to migration in the context of their adaptation to climate change, and how management interventions have helped migratory species overcome such barriers;
ii. demonstrate effective actions to prepare for and respond to extreme climate events likely to impact vulnerable migratory species, including early-warning systems and response protocols;

e) organize webinars outlining synergies between migratory species conservation and the delivery of wider international goals and targets, including the IPBES Nexus Assessment response options;

f) promote knowledge exchange and collaboration between the CMS Scientific Council Working Groups on Climate Change and on Ecological Connectivity on overlapping areas of work;

g) identify overlaps between CMS activities related to migratory species and climate change and those of related multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs), including both synergies and trade-offs; 

h) develop fact sheets on the benefits of migratory species conservation to the implementation of goals and targets under other MEAs, tailored for different audiences; 

i) address youth concerns in discussions related to migratory species and climate change;

j) through the “Working Group on Migratory Species and Health” and “Working Group on Climate Change” as well as other relevant workstreams in CMS family agreements to jointly collate and discuss measures to monitor, prevent and mitigate mass mortality events of populations of migrating species and identify actions that can be taken in that regard.

Directed to the Secretariat 

15.DD	The Secretariat shall, subject to the availability of resources:

a) support the Scientific Council in the implementation of Decision 15.CC;

b) bring to the attention of the Scientific Council any case studies shared by Parties under Decision 15.AA; 

c) collect and bring to the attention of the Scientific Council any feedback from Parties, intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations on their experience with using the guidance materials and recommendations referred to in Decision 15.BB;


d) engage and cooperate with other MEAs and organizations, including in particular the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, the Convention on Biological Diversity, the International Whaling Commission (IWC), the Ramsar Convention, the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification, the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the IUCN, at relevant meetings, to provide information about climate change and migratory species, and invite Parties to reinforce the coordination between MEAs focal points.
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