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FOREWORD

The Conference of the Parties (COP), the decision-making body of the Convention on the
Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS), normally meets at intervals of 2,5 to
three years, unless the Conference decides otherwise. In accordance with CMS Article VII, the COP
held its Seventh Meeting at the invitation of the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany in
Bonn, Germany, from 18 to 24 Septemi2602.

Bonn is particularly significant for CMS. On 23 June 1979, tl@n@ntion text was signed in Bonn,
hence the name “Bonn Convention”. In Novemi&84, at the invitation of the German Government,

the CMS Secretariat was established in Bonn where it has been located until the present day. The
Agreement on the Conservation of African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds (AEWA) held its second
Meeting of Parties (25-27 September 2002) back to back with the CMS COP as it did already in Cape
Town, South Africa in November 1999.

The CMS Secretariat was particularly pleased that the new Headquarters Agreement for the
Convention Secretariat was signed by the representatives of the FederdlliRef Germany, the
United Nations and the CMS Secretariat in the morning of the official opening of the Conference of
Parties. This Agreement will automatically apply also for the Secretariats of the co-located CMS
Agreements AEWA, ASCOBANS and EUROBATS on request of their Meetings of the Parties.

TheProceedings of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Pitlade,inter alia, the report

of the meeting, the resolutions and recommendations adopted by the Conference of the Parties, and
the reports of associated meetings of the CMS Standing Committee and Scientific Council. For the
first time, the Proceedings of the Conference are available on CD Rom. Besides the English, Spanish
and French language versions of the Proceedings, the CD Rom contains the national reports which,
for reasons of size, are available in electronic form only.

The Proceedings of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Pardesso available as hard
copies in English, French and Spanish.

Arnulf Miller-Helmbrecht, Executive Secretary
Bonn, Germany, MarcR003
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REPORT OF THE SEVENTH MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES
TO THE CONVENTION ON THE CONSERVATION OF
MIGRATORY SPECIES OF WILD ANIMALS
Introduction
1. The Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the Conservation of

Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS) was held at the International Congress Centrdef®aus, in
Bonn, Germany, from 18 to 24 SeptemR€02 at thenvitation of the Gvernment of Germany.

I. ATTENDANCE

2. All 80 Parties to the Convention were invited to participate in the meeting. The following 66 were
represented:
Albania Guinea-Bissau Republic of Moldova
Argentina Hungary Romania
Australia India Sao Tome and Principe
Belgium Ireland Saudi Arabia
Benin Israel Senegal
Bulgaria Italy Slovakia
Burkina Faso Jordan Slovenia
Cameroon Kenya Spain
Chad Latvia Sri Lanka
Chile Lithuania Sweden
Congo Mali Switzerland
Croatia Monaco The Former Yugoslav
Czech Republic Mongolia Republic of Macedonia
Democratic Republic of the Morocco Togo

Congo Netherlands Uganda
Denmark New Zealand Ukraine
Egypt Niger United Kingdom of Great
European Community Nigeria Britain and Northern
Finland Norway Ireland
France Pakistan United Republic of Tanzania
Georgia Peru Uruguay
Germany Philippines Uzbekistan
Ghana Poland
Guinea Portugal
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3. The following 38 States were represented by observers:

Armenia Equatorial Guinea Saint Lucia
Azerbaijan Gabon Sierra Leone
Bangladesh Indonesia Sudan

Brazil Islamic Republic of Iran Syrian Arab Republic
Burundi Italy Thailand

Cambodia Kazakhstan Timor-Leste

Cape Verde Kyrgyzstan Turkey

Central African Republic Lebanon Turkmenistan

China Liberia United Arab Emirates
Comoros Mauritius Viet Nam

Cote d’'lvoire Nepal Zambia

Djibouti Russian Federation Zimbabwe

Ecuador Rwanda

4, The intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations that attended the meeting as observers are

listed in paragraph 28 below. The list of participants is attached as Annex | to the report.

[I. OPENING OF THE MEETING AND WELCOMING ADDRESSES (Iltems 1 and 2)

5. The joint opening ceremony for the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Migratory Species and the Second Meeting of the Parties to the Agreement on the
Conservation of African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds (AEWA) took place at the International Congress

Centre, at 9.30 a.m. on Wednesday, 18 September.

6. Opening statements were made by Mr. Jirgen Trittin, Federal Minister for the Environment, Nature
Conservation and Nuclear Safety of Germany; Ms. Barbel Dieckmann, Lady Mayor of Bonn;
Mr. Demetrio Ignacio, Undersecretary for the Environment and Natural Resources of the Philippines and
Chair of the CMS Standing Committee; Mr. Yousoof Mungroo, Chairman of the AEWA Technical
Committee; Dr. Claude Martin, Director General of the World Wide Fund for Nature and representing the
community of non-governmental organizations; and Mr. Shafqat Kakakhel, Deputy Executive Director of the
United Nations Environment Programme, representing the Executive Director, Dr. Klaus Topfer. A message
to the Conference from H.R.H. The Prince of Wales was delivered by Mr. Muller-Helmbrecht, Executive
Secretary of CMS.

7. Mr. Trittin welcomed all participants to Bonn, the home of the Secretariat to both CMS and AEWA
and the place where 38 countries had adopted CMS19. He said that the seasonal migration of animals,
particularly birds, had captivated human beings for centuries. He singled out climate change as a huge threat
to migratory species and said that everything possible must be done to limit that change. The German
Government had therefore adopted an ambitious climate change protection programme and would spend over
half a billion euros over the next decade. Climate change illustratednidarihental need to coordinate nature
conservation on a global scale.

8. Mr. Trittin said that migratory species were dependent on the developing countries providing enough
land and food for them to shelter. However, starving people could not be expected to leave food for animals in
the fields or to comply with a hunting ban. It was essential to live up to the commitment made at the World
Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg to halve the number of poor people by 2015. He
announced that Germany, together with other EU member countries, was contributing to the replenishment of
the GEF which would have approximately USD 3 billion to spend in the period of 2004-2008. One promising
GEF project was the network of habitats for African-Eurasian waterbirds, developed as a joint project of
AEWA and Ramsar. The Minister promised to provide an additional EUR 1 million subject to the Ministries
budget as a voluntary contribution in the main project pe2idd4-2008.
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9. Ms. Dieckmann said that she was proud that the two meetings would take place in Bonn, recalling
that CMS had been founded and signed in Bonn 23 years ago. She expressed satisfaction that the Alexander
Koenig Museum and the Centre for Development Research of the University of Bonn had developed the
Global Register of Migratory Species (GROMS) and the German Environment Ministry would hand the
Register over to the CMS Secretariat on the occasion of the Conference. She said that the United Nations
community in the city was still small but was growing all the time. In accordance with an agreement signed in
the presence of the United Nations Secretary-General, a campus for a common premises for all United
Nations entities in Bonn was to be created in the vicinity of the extraordinary meeting facilities which the
former German Parliament was providing.

10. Mr. Ignacio commended the Government of Germany for its support to CMS over the years. The
Convention had evolved greatly over the last two decades, especially during the past three years, with nearly
100 countries involved in CMS and its daughter agreements. Speaking from the perspective of his native
country, he said that the Philippineskad éghth in the world for biodiversity and had 85 protected areas,
many of which were passageways for migratory species. It had established, jointly with Malaysia, a protected
area around the Turtle Islands. Each country was achieving small victories such as these, which together
constituted a big victory.

11. Mr. Mungroo said that the growing number of Parties was clear evidence of the mountiggjtiec

of the important role of CMS and AEWA. The number of Parties to AEWA had doubled since the First
Meeting of the Parties, in 1999. As Chairman of the Technical Committee of AEWA, he urged all Range
States to CMS and AEWA to join the instruments as soon as possible.

12.  Dr. Martin, speaking on behalf of the global NGO community, acknowledged the fruitful cooperation
between CMS and non-governmental organizations. That CMS recognised explicitly the role and contribution
of NGOs in the fulfilment of its mission as well as in the AEWA and other Agreements was well received. He
noted that the current meeting was being held two weeks after the end of the World Summit for Sustainable
Development in Johannesburg, a meeting that many non-governmental organizations had criticised as
disappointing. On the positive side, the margins of the Summit had seen the development of new trans-
frontier and cross-cutting initiatives and alliances among non-governmental organizations. It was time for
governments to take funding for the environment seriously. Replenishment of GEF would help, but itwas
also important to provide the core budgets for the secretariats of the environmental conventions. Those
secretariats could only be effective if given the financial means.

13. Mr. Kakakhel welcomed the signing of the headquarters agreement between CMS and the Government
of Germany. He said that the current meeting was the first opportunity for the international community to
seize on the momentum generated at the Johannesburg Summit, and it was important for CMS to contribute
to all the targets set there. CMS was also contributing to the goal of linking poverty and the question of
conservation and sustainable use of species. He stressed the need for collaboration between international
agencies working in related fields, such as CMS and CITES. CMS had been working to link information
technologies and management and, together with UNEP, had been a strong proponent of harmonising
reporting and information management for the global agreements related to biodiversity. The early results of
those efforts had been reported to the meeting, but financial support would be needed in order to create much-
needed synergies within the multilateral system.

14.  Mr. Miller-Helmbrecht delivered a message from H.R.H The Prince of Wales, which noted that CMS
had been one of the first agreements to focus ordneervation and sustainable use of biodiversity and to

play a major role in helping to maintain the natural base of human life. CMS therefore deserved full support.
A great deal had been achieved in the 20 years since CMS had come into being. The Agreement on the
Conservation of Seals in the Wadden Sea was one example, and it was once again playing a vital role in
helping to control the ravages of distemper, which regularly affected seals in the Wadden Sea. The
development of that and other agreements benefiting mammals, bats and birds - relating to both endangered
and non-endangered migratory species - was greatly to the credit of the Convention. The work of CMS was of
vital importance to all those who cared about the planet. Prince Charles appealed strongly to the international
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community, Range States and other countries with relevant fishing fleets to ratify and implement the
Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP) as soon as possible.

15. The 1st plenary session of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CMS was opened
on Wednesday, 18 September, by Mr. Ignacio who, in his capacity as Chair of the Standing Committee, was
also acting as temporary chair of the meeting until the Conference of the Parties elected the officers of its
seventh meeting.

[Il. ADOPTION OF RULES OF PROCEDURE (ltem 3)

16. Mr. Ignacio informed the Conference that the Standing Committee had met immediately before the
meeting of the Conference of the Parties to discuss the provisional Rules of Procedure for the meeting
(UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.4 (Rev.1)) and had issued its report (UNEP/CMS/StC24/Doc.2 and Corr.1). There had
been no substantive amendments to the provisional Rules of Procedure since the Sixth Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties, held in Cape Town in November 1999.

17. The Deputy Executive Secretary drew special attention to rule 14 (2), which read as follows:

“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 exercise their right to vote if it is satisfied that the delagimpent arises from
exceptional and unavoidable circumstances, and shall receive advice in this regard fromthe
Standing Committee.”

18. The Deputy Executive Secretary stressed that paragraph 13 of Resolution 6.8 of the Conference of the
Parties had served notice that rule 14 (2) on withholding of voting rights would be stuttyed to at the
present meeting. As at 31 AuguE02, Argentina, Burkina Faso, Camen, Democratic Republic of the
Congo, Georgia, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Nigeria, Paraguay, Senegal, Somalia, Togo,
Uganda and Uzbekistan were more than three years in arrears.

19. The Executive Secretary informed the Conference that a letter had been sent out some three months
previously to the countries in arrears and giving a deadline ofuifuat for responses to beceived. Only

one reply had been received, in which the Government of Argentina had described the sewvenaicc
hardships facing that country. The Standing Committee had unanimously agreed that the circumstances were
exceptional and unavoidable in the case of Argentina and had recommended that the Conference of the Parties
should allow Argentina to exercise its right to vote, with the expectation that Argentina would make a partial
payment in 2003 as a sign gbod will.

20. The Conference accepted the Standing Committee’s recommendation in the case of Argentina. The
representative of Argentina expressed his thanks and informed the Conference that he would transmit to his
Government the recommendation of the Standing Committee concerning a partial payment in 2003. He
stressed that Argentina considered the conservation work which it was carrying out in relation to CMS as of
fundamental importance and that it would continue.

21. To doubts expressed by the representativesthf Argentina and Chile as to the appropriateness of
rule 14 (2), to establish a sanction that was not provided for in the Convention, the Executive Secretary
responded that the parallel provisiamsler otheconventions were stricter. Also, a number of the Parties
affected had benefited in the pdigsim having their arrears of contributions written off.

22. The representative of Togo disputed the length of time his country had been in arrears and said that a
letter had been sent by the relevant Ministry in Togo to the Secretariat on the subject. The representative of

! The Secretariat subsequently verified that Argentina, Nigeria, Togo and Uganda should be removed from the list.
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Nigeria said that he had documents to show that a transfer had been made. Both asked to be allowed to
exercise their right to vote. The representative of the Democratic Republic of the Congo atfiahtte

problem for his country was not one of a lack of will. The ExecuBeeretary explaed that for practical

reasons it was not possible to confirm immediately whether monies had in fact been receivegistes!

that those Parties whose contributions had been confirmed by the Secretariat before any vetieigexs r

and fulfilling the terms of rule 14 (2) should be allowed to exercise the right to vote. His suggestion was
accepted.

23. The Rules of Procedure, including rule 14 (2), were adopted and are reproduced at Annex Il.

IV. ELECTION OF OFFICERS (Item 4)
24. The Conference elected the followinificers by acclamation:

Chair; Ms. Gila Altmann (Germany)
Vice-Chair: Mr. Demetrio L. Ignacio (Philippines)

25. In accordance with rule 5 (2) of the Rules of Procedure, the Chair of the Committee of the Whole
served also as Vice-Chair of the Meeting. The Conference elected, also by acclamation, Dr. Imeh Okopido
(Nigeria) as Vice-Chair of the Committee of the Whole.

V. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND SCHEDULE OF WORK (Item 5)

26. The Conference adopted the provisional agenda circulated in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.1 (Rev.1)
and contained in Annex Il to the present report. A list of all conference documents is contained in Annex IV.

VI. ESTABLISHMENT OF CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE AND
SESSIONAL COMMITTEES (Item 6)

27. Under rule 3 (3) of the Rules of Procedure, at its opening plenary session the Conference established a
credentials committee and elected, by acclamation, the representatives of Chile, Egypt, Saudi Arabia,
Slovenia and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland as its members. The Chair directed
that the Credentials Committee should elect its chair from amongst its own membership.

VII. ADMISSION OF OBSERVERS (Item 7)

28. The meeting noted the presence of the six ScientidienCil experts ppointed by the Conference of

the Parties and a number of intergovernmental organizations. The followirggpiwgenmental organizations,

as well as international and national non-governmental organizations that were considered to have met the
criteria in paragraph 9 of article VII of the Convention, were admitted as observers:

(@) Intergovernmental organizations: Interim Secretariat of the Agreement on the Conservation of
Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP), Secretariat of the Agreement on the Conservation of African-Eurasian
Migratory Waterbirds (AEWA), Secretariat of the Agreement on the Conservation of Cetaceans of the Black
Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Contiguous Atlantic Area (ACCOBAMS), Secretariat of the Agreement on the
Conservation of Populations of European Bats (EUROBATS), Secretariat of the Agreement on the
Conservation of Seals in the Wadden Sea, Secretariat of the Agreement on the Conservation of Small
Cetaceans of the Baltic and North Seas (ASCOBANS), Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR), Common Wadden Sea Secretariat, Convention on the Conservation of
European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (Bern Convention), Convention on Wetlands of International
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Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar Convention), Council of Europe, International
Convention for the Regulation of Whaling (IWC), International Council of Environmental Law, Regional
Activity Centre for Specially Protected Areas (RAC/SPA), Secretariat of the United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP), UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC), and World
Conservation Union (IUCN);

(b) International non-governmental organizations: BirdLife International, European Natural
Heritage Fund (EURONATUR), Federation of Associations for Hunting and Conservation of the European
Union (FACE), Global Nature Fund, Humane Society International, International Council for Game and
Wildlife Conservation (CIC), International Fund for Animal Welfare (IFAW), Snow Leopard Trust, Wetlands
International, Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society, Wild Camel Protection Foundation, and World Wide
Fund for Nature (International);

(c) National non-governmental organizations: Frankfurt Zoological Society (Zoologische
Gesellschaft Frankfurt, ZGF), German Dolphin Conservation Society (Gesellschaft zur Rettung der Delphine,
GRD), German Hunters’ Association (Deutscher Jagdschutz-Verband, DJV) and the Society for the Lesser
White-fronted Goose.

VIII. OPENING STATEMENTS (Item 8)

29. The Chair observed that it had been agreed that opening statements would not be presented orally but
should be submitted in writing for distribution and inclusion in the report of the meeting. The opening
statements are contained in Part Il to the Proceedings, in the form in which they were submitted.

30. The Chair invited observers from non-member countries that intendedddeaor were considering
acceding to the Convention to report on their progress and prospects.

31. The observer for Armenia said that membership in the Conventionnees consideration and his
Government would inform the Secretariat of its decision in the course of 2003. The observer for Bangladesh
said that his country hoped to join by 24 Septemd@92. The observer for Céte d'lvoire said that it
remained only to deposit the instrument of ratification, which should take place within one month. The
observer for Djibouti said that ratification was expected within weeks or perhaps months. The observer for
Indonesia said that internal consultations were under way and he was unable to estimate the time required.
The observer for Nepal said documents were being prepared and his country expected to join before the
Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. The observer for Sierra Leone said that his country expected
to join as soon as possible but in any case before the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. The
observer for Viet Nam said that his country expected to join as soon as possible but no later than the Eighth
Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

32. Atthe 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, the representative of Uruguay informed the meeting
that, owing to the economic situation currently facing his country, Uruguay was not in a position to enter into
any agreements that would require payment of contributions. The process of ratification of ACAP had
therefore unfortunately been put on hold.

33. Therepresentative of New Zealand urged the signatories to ACAP to ratify the agreement and ensure
that it entered into force as soon as possible.

34. The Conference welcomed the following new member countries to CMS since the time of the sixth
meeting: Congo, Croatia, Cyprus, Gambia, Georgia, Jordan, Libyan Arab Jamabhiriya, Lithuania, Malta,
New Zealand, Republic of Moldova, Sao Tome and Principe, Tajikistan and Uganda. The Secretariat reported
that Bolivia was expected to deposit its instrument of ratification shortly.
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IX. REPORTS (ltem 9)
A. Secretariat

35. Atits 2nd plenary session, on 18 September, the Conference of the Parties considered item 9 of its
agenda.

36.  Mr. Arnulf Miller-Helmbrecht, the Executive Secretary, introduced a report by the Secretariat on its
work since the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.5.1), thanking the
German Ministry of Foreign Affairs for its role as Depositary of the Convention and noting the personal
contribution the Ministry had made to recruitment through contacts with non-Party Governmeaung ks
diplomatic network. He noted also the efforts of the Ministry of Environment to encourage States to join
CMS and associated Agreements.

37. The Executive Secretary reported that the Secretariat, along with other United Nations organizations
located in Bonn, expected to move within a few years to premises within the former Parliament building at
Bonn which was to become an important international conference centre. The Executive Secretary also
highlighted the permanent support accorded the Secretariats of the Convention and associated Agreements in
addition to hosting the present meetings of the CMS Conference of the Parties and AEWA Meeting of the
Parties. He drew attention to the signing of the headquarters agreement by the Federal Minister for the
Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety of Germany, the Deputy Executive Director of UNEP,

a representative of the German Foreign Ministry and the Executive Secretary of the Convention. He noted
that the structure and work of the Secretariat had been changed by the integration of the secretariats of
AEWA, ASCOBANS and EUROBATS. Summarising a number of changes in personnel, the Executive
Secretary said that the human resources of the Secretariat had actually decreased during the reporting period.
The Conference took note of the report of the Secretariat.

B. Standing Committee

38.  Mr. Demetrio Ignacio, Chair of the Standing Committee, introduced a report on the 24th Meeting of
the Standing Committee (UNEP/CMS/StC24/Doc.2 and Corr.1), contained in Annex V to the present
document, with an oral summary of the Committee’s activities since the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of
the Parties. He said that the Convention had achieved a breakthrough in its partnership with the Convention
on Biological Diversity (CBD) when the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CBD recognised
CMS as its lead partner in the conservation and sustainable use of migratory species. CMS, in turn, had
recognised the active support of non-governmental organizations, such as BirdLife International and
Wetlands International, and they were invited to attend the Standing Committee meetings as observers. The
Standing Committee had helped to promote the finalisation of the new headquarters agreement. To encourage
more developing countries to attend, the Committee had raised the travel assistance threshold, making six
more countries eligible for support. Concerning the Strategic Pla@Go0-2005, a working group was
carrying forward its review.

39. Following the closure of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, the Standing Committee
held a brief meeting. The report of the Committee’d' 28eeting is contained in Annex VI to the present
document.

C. Scientific Council

40. Dr. Colin Galbraith, Chair of the Scientific Council, gave a summary of the Council’s work since the
Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.5.3), reproduced in Annex VIl of the
present document. The account was meant to accompany the report of the Eleventh Meeting of the Scientific
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Council (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.17), which is reproduced in Annex VIII to the present document. He noted that
further papers on the work of the Councibuld be submitted to the current meeting.

41. At the 5th plenary session, it was announced that the report of the Scientific Council was available.
The Chair of the Council said that it had met for three and a half days and the report was a comprehensive
record of the meeting. He said that holding the meeting of the Council immediately prior to the Conference of
the Parties without any break presented difficulties in terms of having a report available at the start of the
Conference.

42. The Chair of the Council informed the Conference of the Parties that, in assessing species for listing in
the Appendices to the Convention, the Council had adhered strictly to scientific principles. In the case of
certain whales, he stressed that the reason the Council could not support proposals to add them to the
Appendices was that there were gaps in the data and information available, and that this should not be
misunderstood as down-playing concern about those species. The Council had taken note of the need for
further research and collaboration, which might lead to action in the future.

43. The Scientific Council was enthusiastic to improve its efficiency through intersessional contacts,
including regular teleconferences and regional preparatory meetings. If the costs of those changes could not be
met within the core budget of CMS, the Chair of the Council said that voluntary contributions should be
sought.

D. Depositary

44, The representative of the Depositary noted that a humber of documents before the Conference
contained references to activities undertaken by the Depositary. He underlined three main areas of activity
during the period under review: the good day-to-day working contacts with the CMS Secretariat; the
representations made by the Government of Germany in June 2002 addressed to non-Parties, which had
resulted in positive expressions of interest in joining CMS by 28 States; and the finalization of the new
headquarters agreement, signed that very morning. The written report of the Depositary was made available to
the meeting as document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.5.4.

45. The Conference welcomed the information provided by the De positary to the meeting.

X. REPORT OF THE CREDENTIALS COMMITTEE (ltem 10)

46.  Atthefinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Chair of the Credentials Committee reported that
the Credentials Committee had approved the credentials afittides out of the 66 Parties in attendance.
Another eight Parties had provided credentials, but in faxed or copy form. He suggested, and the Conference
of the Parties agreed, that the credentials of those eight Parties shoatptea on the firmnderstanding

that the originals must be received by the Secretariat by 8 Ocalf”

XI. REVIEW OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION (Item 11)
A. Information Management Plan
47. At the 4th session of the Committee of the Whole, the Deputy Executive Secretary introduced
document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.6, on the implementation of the CMS Information Management Plan, stressing

the Secretariat’s close cooperation with UNEP-WCMC. A total of 19 actions were described in the document
and had been ranked by priority. He requested the Conference of the Parties to review the implementation to

2 Of this last group the credéals of four additional contracting Parties were foadeptable, bringing the total number of Parties
with acceptable credéals to 54.
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date of the Information Management Plan, and to consider actions and priorities which should be added or
adjusted, and to provide feedback on the content and presentation of the Information Management System, so
as to provide guidance for the coming triennium.

48. The observer for UNEP-WCMC explained that the prototype Information Management System
contained, in its own database, a sy@#is of Party reports based on the elatit submissionseceived to

date for 2002. Information from relevant organizations was availabdeitrit, as was information that was

not normally available, such as project assessment reports from various sources. Information could be secured
in four main ways: by individual species, by major taxonomic groups, by country and by theme. Such themes
included use of satellite telemetry and the mobilisation of scientific, technicalrzantfal resources. Also,
information could be sought to review implentation of resolutions and recommendations.

49. Itwas announced that a presentation and demonstration of both the Information Management System
and GROMS would be given as a side event, with attention given to the question of harinanisat

50. A Working Group on the Information Management Plan was established, whose membership

comprised representatives or observers of Belgium, Benin, Germany, Togo, Zimbabwe and BirdLife
International.

Resolution 7.4: Implementation of the CMS Information Management Plan

51. Atthe 8th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the representative of Germany
reported that the Working Group had revised the draft resolution on the implementation of the CMS
Information Management Plan, in collaboration with the Secretariat.

52. At its 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered revised draft
resolution 7.4 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.4 (Rev.1l)) and discussed in that connection the issue of how the
Information Management System would be linked to other databases. Of particular concern was the
possibility that CMS would become dependent on other organizations. The developmentoiithetion’s

own specialized information system, on the other hand, would allow CMS to promote its own vision. The
Deputy Executive Secretary assured the Committee that linkage did not imply a relationship of dependence.
CMS could not gather all the information itself and the proposal would promote synergy with BirdLife
International, Wetlands International and other organizations, thus avoiding duplicatiborof e

53. Theissue of funding for the Information Management Plan was also raised. The Deputy Executive
Secretary said that the Budget Working Group had proposed that funding for the Information Management
Plan should be removed from the CMS core budget and that it was envisaged that the Plan would be funded
for the next triennium by voluntary contributions or, if necessary, from any surplus in the CMS Trust Fund.
He said the cost of the Plan over the next triennium was put at US $140,000. Some members of the Working
Group had felt that cost was a matter of concern.

54. A number of oral amendments to the draft resolution were introduced by the representatives of the
United Republic of Tanzania and France. The draft resolution, as amended, was endorsed for submission to
the Plenary for approval.

55. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties took up consideration of
draft resolution 7.4 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.4 (Rev.1)) on implementation of the CMS Information Management
Plan. The Deputy Executive Secretary introduced the amendments that had been made to the draft resolution.

56. The Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.4, as amended, contained in Annex IX to the
present document.

3 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.8.
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1. Synthesis of Party reports

57. The Committee of the Whole took up consideration of the above agenda item, which was one element
of the Information Management Plan, at its 3rd session, on 19 September.

58. Introducing the item, the Deputy Executive Secretary said that, in the previous year, the Secretariat had
contracted a synthesis of all the national reports prepared between 1988 and 2001, using the old reporting
format, and the results had been reported to the Standing Committee in De@&@bend had been made
available on the Internet. A similar synthesis of 32 national reports had been prepared for the current meeting
by UNEP-WCMC, using reports submitted by 31 July 2002, all but nine of which used the new reporting
format (see also next section). That sytis was contaed in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.6.1.

59. The observer for UNEP-WCMC explained that the latter synthesis comprised two parts: Part |,
containing general information, and Part Il, containing information on Appendix | listed species. That
represented a fund of valuable material on species that was not available from other sources. Noting the
historically low response rate of Parties, he also pointed to the minimal amounts of information provided by
some of them, which was often insufficient to assist in the formulation of@oymmendation for action.
Parties needed to report in a timely and comprehensive way. The most information had been provided onthe
higher taxa, in the groups covered by the Scientific Council. The least information had been provided on the
obstacles to migratory species. Twenty-five Appendix | species had not been reported on by any Party. He
briefly summarised some of the information contained in the synthesis and stressed that the new reporting
format encouraged more accurate and comprehensive reporting. However, some Parties continued to be too
succinct.

60. One representative congratulated3keretariat and UNEP-WCMC on the work carried out, which
provided improved information on what was happening at the natiewal in muntries and fatitated the

task of those working in the field. He questioned whether the use of percentage figures in the synthesis with
regard to marine mammals and marine turtles was meaningful for the interpretation of information, owing to
the fact that some populations were coastal and some could be inland. Noting the difficulties in listing the
precise obstacles to migrations, he also wondered whether a reformulation of the questions might lead to a
more favourable response rate on the subject. The observer from UNEP-WCMC explained that the synthesis
of national reports was also available online in the CMS Information Management System, and it was
possible to see what information had been contributed by each country, as well as what was available on each
species.

2. Format for national reports

61. The Deputy Executive Secretary said that, in conducting its synthesis of national ref@s jn
UNEP-WCMC had detected problemswith the use of the old format for national reports. A new format had
been developed and introduced for trial use in 2002. He drew attention to document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.6.2,
which set out the background and rationale for the new format, and to which was attached a general template
for a national report. More than 30 Parties had shown a willingness to use the new format, and positive
feedback had been received from Parties in that respect. He noted the action proposed to encourage Parties to
use the new format for their national reports and to submit their next reports also in electronic form.

62. UNEP-WCMC had attempted to convert the information contained in reports submitted in the old
format and incorporate it into the new format to enable the information to be integrated into the new database.
The new, modular format enabled information to be put in the database in a systematic way, and also
facilitated harmonisation of the reports with those of the other biodiversity-relateditions. The synthesis

had highlighted the need to fine-tune some areas of the new format: for example, a section was needed to
provide for miscellaneous comments on Appendix | species; and a section was needed to include the
information provided by countries on specially protected areas for migratory species.
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63. Several representatives expressed appreciation for the new format and the templates provided.
Denmark, speaking on behalf of the member States of the European Community, welcomed the new format
and said that it would contribute significantly to enhancing the information level of the Convention’s work.
He believed that any measures introduced in order to reduce the workload of Parties with regard to national
reporting were highly welcome. Consequently, it was desirable to make as few amendments to the proposed
format as possible, in order to create a stable reporting regime, which would hopefully encourage more Parties
to provide regular and informative reports.

64. Another representative proposed the addition of a box beside the questions, which Parties could mark
to indicate whether the issue was applicable to the Party or not. The observer for BirdLife International
considered that the synthesis report was really a compilation of information, and did not track trends, issues
or progress. He expressed the hope that in future suchesggheuld improve on that.

65. The Conference of the Parties agreed by consensus that Parties with outstanding reports for 2002
should submit them using the new format, in electronic form, by 8&tebnbe2002.

66. Inits Resolution 74on the implementation of the CMS Information Management Plan adopted at the
final plenary session, the Conference of the Parties commended the development of the new format for Party
reports and recommended that the final version of the format should be submitted to the Standing Committee
at its 26th meeting for formal adoption.

67. Theobserver for UNEP-WCMC introduced document UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.20, which aimed to provide
the Conference of the Parties with information on work uraden by UNEP to support harmonisation of
national reporting and integrated information management; to describe harmonisation activities in the
context of CMS and its agreements; and to outline the roles of UNEP and CMS in future harmonisation
and streamlining activities. Pilot projects were being carried out in four countries (Ghana, Indonesia,
Panama and the Seychelles) in order to test related concepts in the context of national reporting to
the five biodiversity conventions. At the same time, UNEP was preparing a draft action plan,
focusing on the following key areas: testing concepts and methods, harmonisation of information
management; improving institutional linkages; and supporting actions. The UNEP-WCMC webdiide
consulted for information on progress.

3. Global Register of Migratory Species

68. The Executive Secretary drew attention to document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.7 and gave an overview of
the history of GROMS. He pointed out that so far there was no specialised, comprehensive database or data
collection system in place for migratory species. GROMS was planned a number of years ago to become a
unique and specialised tool for the decision-making of the bodies of CMS and associated Agreements. It was
intended to make it a publicly accessible tool within the CBD Clearinghouse Mechanism. One of the features
of GROMS was that it qualified as a detailed scientific database for well-defined species or groups of species
where this would benefit CMS, any Agreement, MOU or programme/project. Furthermore, it aimed to link to
other, more detailed databases because GROMS itself could not possibly gather all information for every
migratory species. He noted too that GROMS did not just collect data: it pointes to where data were lacking,
not just by species, but also by region. It was important to identify such gaps since, for example, proposals
for listing could fail because there was not enough keodgeavailable.

69. GROMS was being handed over to CMS by the German Government as a book with CD-ROM.
However, much remained to be done to make it more complete and integrated it with the Information
Management System, a task in which UNEP-WCMC, as the world biodiversity information and assessment
centre of UNEP, would be intimately involved and in which it could be invited ultimately to take over
responsibility for database maintenance. The result should be a metadatabase providing a portal to all

4 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.8.
° http://www.unep-wcmec.org/conventions/harmonization/emg_img.htm
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relevant data on migratory species, with the information held by UNEP-WCMC, BirdLife International,
Wetlands International and IUCN in the front rank. As such it would serve as an innovative tool contributed
by the German Government and CMS to the CBD Clearing-house Mechanism. However, issues such as
copyright and fees for the use of proprietary information held by other organizations remain to be solved.
After two years, another three or four years might be needed before the fully-fledged system could be
presented again to the Conference of the Parties.

70. It had been agreed with the German Ministry of Environment that Germany’s annual voluntary
contribution to CMS could be used towards costs for experts and specialist personnel for GROMS for 2003
and 2004. However, additional voluntary contributions would be required.

71. Denmark, speaking on behalf of the member States of the European Community, expressed thanks to
the German Government and all other cooperating institutions for their generous support to the development
of the GROMS database. He said that GROMS was particularly relevant to the development of the
Convention. However, it should improve its cross-referencing with other databases developed for other
conservation or species-relatazhgentions, in particular the Global Biodiversity Information Facility. The
limited progress in developing a conceptual framework for integrating GROMS into the general CMS
Information Management Plan remained a concern. Such a framework must take into account the advanced
stage which GROMS had reached and the long-term need for adequate database administration. It must take
into account also the financial implications, and in that respect he welcomed the voluntary contributions
already pledged by the German Government, other Parties and other institutions Activtiesalso be
undertaken to mobilise funds from other sources.

72. He welcomed further the Secretariat’s intention to develop a financial and management plan for
GROMS. He considered that the CMS Information Management Plan was the appropriate framework for
integrating long-term support for GROMS. The Secretariat should take the lead in forming a core group of
international organizations and national institutions already involved in the development of GROMS to
determine how it should be administered and integrated into that framework.

73. Therepresentative of the Philippines said that her Government would consider linking to GROMS the
network which it hosted covering South-East Asian migratory species. The representative of Senegal
welcomed the development of GROMS and the Information Management System but wondered how
effectively it could be used in Africa: computer equipment, material and capacity-building must be arranged,
for African focal points in particular. The observer for Zimbabwe said that it was now inconceivable to do
work without the Geographic Information System (GIS) component of GROMS. However, on some GIS
species distribution maps the resolution was too poor to be useful on a regional scale. He mentioned two bird
atlases which provided information lacking in GROMS. Conceptual work was needed because the maps must
reflect also the biology and abundance of the species.

74. Therepresentative of Germany agreed that although GROMS was global in scale, more precision was
needed and intended. To achieve that greater precision, help and networking were needed in providing data.
The possibility of linking to the South-East Asian migratory species network hosted by the Philippines was
welcomed. He announced that the representative of the United Arab Emirates was willing to supply satellite
telemetry data on the Houbara busta@thfamydotis undulafa GROMS as it currently stood, as a stand-

alone database, was available on CD-ROM, and therefore was patrticularly useful in countries with limited
internet access.
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B. Measures to improve the conservation status of Appendix | and Il species

75. Item 11 (b) on measures to improve the conservation status of species listed on Appendices | and Il of
the Convention was taken up at tHé ession of the Committee of the Whole, on 19 September.

76. The Deputy Executive Secretary introduced document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.8, which provided a
summary of activities undertaken since the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties on Appendix |
species that had been identified by the Parties as warranting concerted action. Species designated for
cooperative action were also listed in the document, but no details were provided.

77. The summary provided information for birds, marine mammals, terrestrial mammals and marine
turtles. For each species, details were given concerning activities related to agreements; convening of
meetings; CMS-sponsored projects; and CMS publications, as well as a cross reference to information
provided in CMS Party reports and an indication of whether a review report was available. The deliberations
of the Scientific Council on concerted action species atitemtly concluded 11th meeting were reflected in

the Council’s report (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7/17) and Annex VIII to the present document.

78. In the absence of the Appointed Councillor for Birds, Mr. John O’Sullivan (observer for BirdLife
International), in his capacity of rapporteur of thenking group for birds, reported on 14 species of birds,
broken down into two groups: one covering species where significant action was under way and the other
covering species where further effort was needed. In the first category, he spoke briefly on current activities
for the following species: Ruddy-headed godshlpephaga rubidicepsHoubara bustardhlamydotis
undulatgd; Great bustard@tis tardd; Slender-billed curlewumenius tenuirostrjs Siberian cranegrus
leucogeranuy Aquatic warbler Acrocephalus paludicola Ferruginous duckAythya nyrocy White-

headed duck@xyura leucocephalaWhitewinged flufftail Sarothrura ayregi and Blue swallowilirundo
atrocaerulea. He also spoke on the following species identified as requiring additional effort: Humbolt
penguin Spheniscus humboljititwo species of Andean flamingoPlioenicopterus andinusnd
Phoenicopterus jameésiLesser white-fronted gooseéifser erythropus and Lesser KestrelFalco
naumannj. Mr. O’Sullivan said that CMS made a significant contribution towards conservation of migratory
birds, but there was no room for complacency. In that regard, the Working Group on Birds of the Scientific
Council had recommended that three additional bekges bould be considered for concerted action: the
Black-faced spoonbillflatalea mino), the Spoon-billed sandpipeErynorhynchus pygmelysnd the
Chinese crested terS{erna bernsteii

79. The Appointed Councillor for Marine Mammals and Large Fishes informed the Conference that three
marine mammals were currently identified for concerted action: Franciscana d&lphiojoria blainville);
Mediterranean monk seafonachus monachiisand Southern marine ottérgntra feling. He said that the
Scientific Council's Working Group on Marine Mammals had suggested additions to the list of species for
concerted action, in view of likely decisions by the Conference. Australia intended to begin efforts to develop
a regional cooperative agreement covering the great whales of the South Pacific region should the listing
proposals be approved, and therefore the Working Group had recommended that in the event that any of the
Appendix | proposals were approved, those species should be added to the list for concerted action. In
addition, the Southern right whalg{balaena austral)s the Blue whaleBalaenoptera musculjsand the
Humpback whaleNlegaptera novaeanglidewhich were already listed in Appendix |, were recommended

for concerted action. The Appointed Councillor for Marine Mammals and Large Fishes further informed the
Conference of the Parties that the Working Group had considered the issue of strategic planning and was in
favour of theconcept of developing strategic plans along taxonomic lines.

80. The Scientific Councillor for Belgium, speaking in the absence of the Appointed Councillor for
Terrestrial Mammals, said that the Working Group on Terrestrial Mammals had evaluated progress in
concerted actions for the South Andean detppocamelus bisulcQsnd for the Sahelo-Saharan antelopes.
She added that there had been vigorous support for adding the Snow ledpaia (ncig to the list of
species for concerted action.
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81. The Appointed Councillor for Marine Turtles said that there had been no recommendations to identify
additional species of marine turtles for concerted action. He called attention to the fact that there was no
institutionalised regional cooperation on conservation of marine turtles in the broader Pacific Ocean area. The
situation was critical for the marine turtles in that region. The Leatherback turtle had experienced a 90 per
cent decline in its breeding stock over the last 20 years, with by-catch as the biggest source of mortality. The
Loggerhead turtle had seen an 86 per cent decline in its breeding stock over the last 25 years. In virtually all
coastal communities in the Pacific Islands and in South-East Asia, turtles and their eggs were considered
sources of food. The challenge was how to work with the people to address a practice that was culturally
significant but unsustainable.

82. Inthe ensuing general debate, the representative of Spain stated that there was some hybridisation
between the Ruddy duckkyura jamaicensjsand the White-headed dudXyura leucocephalaGood

progress had been made and populations of the Ruddy duck had reached levels where it was no longer
considered a serious threat. Important progress had also been achieved in the United Kingdom. For the Monk
seal Monachus monachsSpain intended to continue to move ahead with the recovery plan for the Atlantic
population, which could be the basis for a memorandum of understanding among the Range States. Spain was
making efforts to support human communities and at the same time have a positive impact for the Monk seal.

83. The observer for Zimbabwe noted that the Lesser ke$tedt¢ haumannihad been the subject of
action some years previously and again in 2000. However, as sonmudlies fell in its range, it was
difficult to find a forum where they could easily and cheaply discuss the species and decide on action. He
wondered whether CMS and its Scientific Council could exert pressure in that direction because more action
was required.

84. Concern was raised by one representative that the seasonally floadsthgds along the banks of
Lake Victoria, where the Blue swallow could be found during its migrations northwards, were held in private
hands and could be developed by their owners some time in the future.

85. Therepresentative of Senegal appealed to the Conference of the Parties to show support for the actions
being taken by his Government to protect Sahelo-Saharan antelopes. Another representative from a West
African State felt there was a need for concrete knowledge on what was being done towards conservation of
those species. It was also important for CMS, perhaps working with the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), to play a role in taking concerted action for the
African elephant, for which it was important for the Range States to keep the migratory corridors open. The
representative of Burkina Faso said that it had invited its neighbours to a workshop on the African elephant,
and his Governmentwas planning to sign a memorandumasrsanding with Ghana, Bnin and Niger in

2003. The representative of Togo noted that work was being carried out, with international support, on a plan
for conservation of the wetlands of Togo.

86. With regard to marine turtles off the coast of West Africa it was considered that, in addition to by-
catch, coastal development, erosion and pollution needed to be taken into account. If development along the
beaches continued, there would soon be no more nesting sites. In terms of efforts to reduce by-catch, Nigeria
had deployed turtle excluder devices. A study on the protection afeta and marine turtles in Togo was

being carried out.

87. The problem of development of beach-front areas as being a direct threat to marine turtles was raised
by a representative from an observer State. The bright lightswere a particular problem as baby turtles often
headed towards the lights rather than to the sea. Commenting that out of every 100 hatchlings, only one would
reach maturity, he said that there was a successful hatchery for Hawksbill turtles in the Cayman Islands, and
that project should be replicated.

88. Therepresentative of Mauritius announced that marine turtles had been protected under the Fisheries
and Marine Resources Act and that no exploitation whatsoever was permitted.
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89. Denmark, speaking on behalf of the member States of the European Community, announced that the
European Community would positively consider the addition of a number of species to the list of concerted
action species, as well as to the list of cooperative action species, as proposed by the Scientific Council.

90. The effectiveness of the programmes to eradicate the Ruddy Gugkia jamaicensjsin some
countries of Europe was confirmed by one representative. He commented that the experience gained by the
Bern Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats and the Barcelona
Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment and the Coastal Region of theVeraiitan for

the protection of marine turtles could be transferreddlgh CMS to other parts of the world.

91. The representative of India announced his Government’s intention to sign the Memorandum of
Understanding on the Conservation and Management of Marine Turtles and their Habitats of the Indian
Ocean and South-East Asia as soon as possible. He also raised concern about the situation of the Tibetan
antelope, whose wool was being traded all over the world. India, Nepal and Bhutan were planning to request
the Scientific Council to consider taking up a study on the situation of the Gangetic river dolphin. He said that

it was essential to provide alternatives for people affected by prohibitions on hunsiniggfior trade.

92. The representative of Morocco informed the meeting that Morocco was carrying out a major
rehabilitation project for the Sahelo-Saharan antelopes themselves and also for their habitat. The new project
for those antelopes therefore did not include Morocco, which was already receiving assistance from the
German Government for its own project, but would pass on to the new project details of its integrated
approach to those megafauna. Morocco was also engaged in cooperation on a number of species with Spain
on both its Atlantic and Mediterranean seaboards. Although it had been asked for input for the Barcelona
Convention, it had not been invited to take part in the implataton and wuld be interested in doing so.

93. The representative of Finland reported that for the past few years the Lesser white-fronted goose
(Anser erythropushad not bred in Finland, but between 20and 30 individuals had been observed staging
there. The location of their breeding sites was not known but was suspected to lie further north; further
research in that direction was needed. The two staging locations where they had recently been observed were
protected, as were known former staging locations.

94. The Director of the Regional Activity Centre for Specially Protected Areas (RAC/SPA) said that under
the Mediterranean Action Plan there were plans of action for marine turtles and for cetaceans, in cooperation
with ACCOBAMS. Work was being carried out to study the interactions of marine turtles and humans in
terms of fisheries and by-catch, and measures had been taken to deal with turtles caught in thatway. A new
plan of action for birds was being developed for species that were also included in the Appendicesto CMS.
The latest information on the Mediterranean population of Monk sbds@chus monachiisvas that they

were now very threatened. A meeting would be held at the end of October 2002 for the eastern Mediterranean
to see what could be done.

95. Summarising the discussions, the Chair of the Scientific Council reminded the meeting that it was
discussing only the species with the highest priority for conservation. It must be borne in mind also that their
status was truly perilous. Cooperative action was the key to saving them, and CMS had developed novel ways
of tackling the problem of conservation. He noted in that connection that measures to eradicate the Ruddy
duck Oxyura jamaicensjshad been controversial in the United Kingdom. In the case of the Sahelo-Saharan
antelopes, CMS had developedtady of the peciesnvolved which was a classic of its type. Furthermore,

he noted that the role of CMS was a catalytic one and momentum must be maintained in order to keep up the
flow of funding, because many more species needed to be listed in the Appendices to the Convention and
much more work remained to be done.

96. The Deputy Executive Secretary said that the agenda item should remain open arttiedréon do

the fact that the Scientific Council had developed a new procedure for elaborating review reports for species
to be the subject of concerted action. The new procedure would have to be discussed. Also, the meeting would
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have to cover cross-cutting and thematic areas such as by-catch, impact assessments, barriers to migration,
invasive species and poisoning, and a number of resolutions and recommendations would have to be drafted.

Recommendation 7.1: Cooperative Actions for Appendix |l Species

97. Atits 8th session, on 23 September, the Committee of the Whole considered draft recommendation 7.1
(UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.1) on cooperative actions for Appendix Il species, which had been prepared by the
Secretariat in consultation with the Chair of the Scientific Council, on the basis of the relevant
recommendations of the Council at its"Iheeting. The observer from BirdLife International recalled that the
Working Group on Birds of the Scientific Council had proposed cooperative actions for the following three
species, which should be added to the recommendation: Bearded t&aHysiictus pectoralis pectoralis),
Dark-throated seedeaté&gorophila ruficollis),and Dinelli's doraditdPseudocolopteryx dinellianus).

98. The Chair of the Scientific Council proposed an amendment to the preamble of the draft. One
representative, recalling Recommendation 6.2 of the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, noted
that all albatrosses should also be listed in the draft.

99. The Committee approved the draft recommendation, as orally amended, for transmission to plenary.
100. Atitsfinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted recommendation

7.1 on cooperative actions for Appendix Il species, contained in Annex X to the present report.

Resolution 7.1: Concerted Action for Appendix | Species

101. Atits 8th session, the Committee of the Whole considered document UNEP/CMS/Res.7.1, containing
a draft Resolution on concerted actions for Appendix | species, which had been prepared by the Secretariat in
consultation with the Chair of the Scientific Council, on the basis of the relevant recommendations of the
Council at its 11th meeting. The Deputy Executive Secretary clarified that several species were listed in
brackets in the draft, because they were subject to a decision by the current meeting of the Conference of the
Parties on whether to include them in Appendix I.

102. The Committee approved the draft resolution for transmission to plenary.
103. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.1, on
concerted actions for Appendix | species, contained in Annex IX to the present document.
C. Review of Article IV Agreements
104. The Chair drew attention to documents UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9, UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1,

UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.2 and UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.3.

Resolution 7.2: Implementation of Existing Agreements and Development of Future AgreBments

105. At its 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered draft
resolution 7.2 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.2) on implementation of existing Agreements and development of future
Agreements. Germany and the Netherlands, while fully supportive of all conservation activities for the
Aquatic warbler, expressed reservations concerning the development of a new memorandum of understanding
on the species. They suggested an alternative would be for the species to be listed on Annex 2 to AEWA.

6 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.7.
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106. The Executive Secretary informed the meeting that the majority of the key Range States had informed
the Secretariat, in writing, that they were in favour of the development of the memorandum of understanding
and action plan for the Aquatic warbler. Work towards that end, led by BirdLife International, was in an
advanced stage. He noted that the Aquatic warbler could not be listed on Annex 2 of AEWA for at least
another three years and recalled that the Parties had listed the species on CMS Appendices | and Il in 1997,
and in 1999 had listed it for concerted action. He would recommend pursuing a nmelmoreaof
understanding and, at a later stage, have the Range States decide whether that should flow into AEWA as an
international species action plan, following the model of the Slender-billed curlew and Siberian crane
memoranda of understanding.

107. Germany and the Netherlands subsequently agreed that the relevant text in the draft resolution need not
be amended, on the understanding that their views would be recorded in the report of the meeting.

108. Regarding sturgeons, the issue of whether CKM&ulsl take the lead for action on the species,
particularly bearing in mind that action was already being taken in the context of CITES, was raised by the
representative of Germany, which would, however, cooperate with other Range States if it was agreed that
there was a need to develop a specific instrument. The Chair of the Scientific Council noted that the matter
had been discussed by the Council at its 11th meeting, where it had been suggested that CITES might be
given more time to achieve results. The Executive Secretary noted that the action envisaged under CMS was
completely different from action under CITES, and was in faatnded to create synergies.

109. The representatives of Chad and Morocco noted a preference to have a reference specifically to a
memorandum of understanding for Sahelo-Saharan antelopes. The Executive Secretary clarified that the word
“Agreement”, when used in connection with Article IV and capitalized as in the text of the dsaftition,

was considered to refer to any type of agreement, including memoranda of understanding, in accordance with
the preference of the Parties concerned.

110. Additional oral amendments were also presented to the text of the draft resolution, whictavasd
for adoption by the plenary, as orally amended.

111. At the final plenary session, on 24 September, the Deputy Executive Secretadydett the
amendments made to the draft resolution. The Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.2, as orally
amended, on implementation of existing Agreements and development of future Agreements, contained in
Annex IX to the present document.

1. Agreements already concluded
Agreement on the Conservation of Seals in the Wadden $@30

112. Ms. Reineking (Common Wadden Sea Secretariat (CWWS)) gave an update on the information
provided on the Agreement on the Conservation of Seals in the Wadden Sea (1990) in document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1 and to the Danish-German-Dutch trilateral seal management plan described in
volume 15 in the Wadden Sea Ecosystem series, which was available to participants.

113. Mortality from the phocine distemper virus in 1988 had been approximately 60 per cent of the total
seal population in the area covered by the agreement, but the population had subsequently recovered to over
25,000. The outbreak of the same virus which had begun in May 2002 had killed over 4,000 harbour seals in
the Kattegat/Skagerrak (off the United Kingdom, Sweden and Norway) and others in the Wadden Sea, with
possibly over 20,000 animals affected in total. It was not clear why the outbreak had started on the same
island in the Kattegat as in 1988: more scientific work was needed.
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Agreement on the Conservation of Populations of European BE&tROBATS) 1991

114. Mr. Streit (Executive Secretary) explained that the 26 Parties mentioned in document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1 represented a doubling in the membership in just four years. The Agreement had
been amended by a decision of the third session of the Meeting of the Parties to make it more flexible in terms
of being easier to add new species, as new bat species were quite regularly identified in Europe. He noted that
during the meeting of the Scientific Council immediatelg@eding the current meeting of the Conference of

the Parties, the feasibility had been examined of concluding similar agreements on bats elsewhere. He stressed
that bats were important species for terrestrial ecosystems; in that connection, the EUROBATS programme
to reach a broader public was becoming a success.

115. The representative of the Democratic Republic of tbagd commended the Secretariat on its
initiatives to consider extending CMS activities to African bats and drew attention to the significant research
carried out on bats in that country. As the bats and their nesting sites there remained little known, the
Democratic Republic of the Congo looked forward to participating in a full programme of implementation.

116. The representative of Romanimaunced that pursuant to a European Community directive, Romania
had developed a bat protection project in the south and west of the cour2g0fb¥2004 and was preparing
an action plan together with the United Kingdom.

Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of the Baltic and North Seas (ASCOBINS)

117. Mr. Strempel (Executive Secretary) added to the information given in document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1, informing the meeting that ASCOBANS was working on a recovery plan for the
Baltic Sea which had been agreed by its Scientific Committee in June 2002 and would shortly be put to the
Parties. The membership stood at eight Parties, though another two Parties were expeaedd taithin the

next six months or so.

Agreement on the Conservation of Cetaceans of the Black Sea, Mediterranean Sea and Contiguous
Atlantic Area (ACCOBAMS) 1996

118. Ms. van Klaveren (Executive Secretary) drew particular attention to the information in paragraph 30 of
document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1 concerning the Black Sea population of the Bottlenose dolphin
(Tursiops truncatusand expressed gratitude to donouatries France, Monaco and the Unitedg@dom.

The proposal by Georgia to list the Black Sea bottlenose dolphin in Appendix I to CITES had been supported
by genetic work carried out pursuant to a resolution of a meeting of the Parties to ACCOBAMS. A scientific
committee on the marine environment of the Black Sea had been established and an action plan was being
developed. Also, a GEF project for all Black Sea countries was about to be established. The number of States
Parties stood at 12, but ratification procedures were under way in all the other States on the
Mediterranean/Black Sea littoral. She expressed gratitude to the Ministry of Environment of Turkey for
making available to the ACCOBAMS Secretariat a biology expert, who was responsible for biodiversity
agreements in Turkey.

119. The representative of Romania informed the meeting that Romania had made its Black Sea research
institute available to help draw up action plans for cetaceans in the Black Sea and that, in D&tdbar
cetacean protection workshop had been held there for the whole Black Sea area.

120. Mr. Simnonds (observer from the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society) said that ACCOBAMS
and ASCOBANS were to be commended on their novel initiatives which would not have taken piact wit
them, particularly the work of ASCOBANS on by-catch and ACCOBAMS on the beleaguered Black Sea
bottlenose dolphin.
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Agreement on the Conservation of African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds (AEVIAD&

121. Mr. Lenten (Executive Secretary) recalled that AEWA had entered into force on 1 November 1999
with 17 Parties; there were now 33. Another four States had ratified the Agreement but had not yet deposited
their instruments, allowing AEWA to hope that by the end of 2002 itwould have 37Parties. A great deal of
support had been received for its current plan of action, which would r@0®d, and the forthcoming
Second Meeting of the Parties would decide on projects for the triennium to follow. AEWA was working with
Wetlands International, BirdLife and the Ramsar Bureau on an African/Eurasian flyway project with USD 6
million in GEF funding. The Government of Germany had promised EUR 1 million subject to the Ministries
budget out of USD 6 million required in matching funds. The work to be carried out in Africa, the Middle
East and Central Asia would be presented as a side event during the current series of meetings.

Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (AC2B)1

122. The representative of Australia, which was fulfilling the role of interim Secretariat for ACAP,
explained that the speed with which the progress detailed in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1 had been
made was indicative of the level of concern. Of the eight signatories, two, Australia and New Zealand, had
ratified the Agreement. The Interim Secretariat was confident that the additional three ratifications needed to
bring the Agreement into force would take place in 2003, allowing activities, which would follow a holistic
approach, to begin in earnest. Range and fishing States — Argentina, Brazil, Chile, France, Republic of Korea,
Namibia, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Spain, Ukraine, the United Kingdom, the United States of America
and Uruguay — had supported and participated in the ACAP process, in which BirdLife International, the
Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, CMS, the Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and the World Wide Fund for Nature were also closely involved.

123. The representative of the Unitedidom said it would soon ratify ACAP. The United Igisiom was
interested by virtue of its overseas territories, and as a fishing State through its limited involvement in long-
line fishing. The United Kingdom was not involved in trade of any kind in any albatross or petrel but would
be required, by the interaction of domestic and European legislation consequent to the signing by the
European Community of the Agreement’s Final Act, to make a reservation with respect to the trade in
albatrosses, petrels and their eggs.

Memorandum of Understanding concerning Conservation Measures for the Siberian Crane (Grus
leucogeranusy 1993

124. The Deputy Executive Secretary oduced the Siberian Crane Memorandum of Understanding,
discussed in part Il of document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1, noting that it was the first CMS memorandum of
understanding and the model for all those which had followed. The conservation status of the Siberian crane
was tenuous and it was to be hoped that there were undiscovered breeding, staging and wintering areas. He
drew particular attention to the use of ultralight aircraft to try to lead a flock of young, captive-bred Siberian
cranes along part of their traditional migratory route between Russia and the Islamic Republic of Iran. A
Flyway Officer funded by CMS and the International Crane Foundation had been appointed to coordinate
efforts to help the Siberian crane’s recovery. Further information was available through the CMS web site. He
noted that a USD 10 million GEF project had been approved in principle which would benefit Siberian crane
conservation in four Range States — China, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Kazakhstan and the Russian
Federation — which, it was hoped, would be finally approved after the forthcoming replenishment of GEF.
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Memorandum of Understanding concerning Conservation Measures for the Slender-billed Curlew
(Numenius tenuirostris} 1994

125. The Executive Secretary noted ionoection with the Slender-billed Curlew Memorandum of
Understanding that it had been agreed that the European office of BirdLife International would act as
secretariat for the species. Mr. O’Sullivan (observer for BirdLife International), speaking in the absence of
the Appointed Councillor for Birds, said that the information given in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1 was
up to date. The Scientific Council had found that a large part of the problem with the Slender-billed curlew
was that it was very difficult to find, let alone work on, and recording sightings, particularly on its migratory
route, was of great importance. He drew attention to the informal meeting on the species referred to in
paragraph 58 of the document, which was to be held in the margins of the current meeting of the Conference
of the Parties.

Memorandum of Understanding on the Conservation and Management of the Middle-European
Population of the Great Bustard (Otis tarda000

126. The Executive Secretary thanked the member of the Unitegbliiim delegation for his work on the

Great Bustard Memorandum of Understanding at the time of his secondment to the CMS and EUROBATS
Secretariats. With the signature during the first day of the conference by Germany, 12 out of 16 Range States
had signed. Of the remaining four, one would be unable to sign for technical and procedural reasons, as its
procedure for signing memoranda of understanding required the full process of ratification. Slovenia and at
least two or three other States were expected to sign soon. He called on the four remaining States to expedite
their procedures and work on implementation of the memorandum. He reported that he had recently visited
the transboundary area of Austria, Hungary and Slovakia, where the results had been excellent in only a few
years, with a very large increase in population of the Great bustard. This should serve as an example for other
regions. He also drew the attention of the delegates to the exhibition on Great bustard in the lobby of the
Plenary hall.

Memorandum of Understanding concerning Conservation Measures for Marine Turtles of the Atlantic
Coast of Africa— 1999

127. The Deputy Executive Secretary reported on thegadings of a meeting held in M20@02 in Nairobi

and chaired by Dr. Okopido of Nigeria, which was referred to in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1. These
would be published as soon as possible. Work under the memorandum had been stimulated by the publication
“Biogeography and Conservation of Marine Turtles of the Atlantic Coast of Africa” (CMS Technical Series
Publication No. 6) by Jacques Fretey, a French/English bilingual document available to participants.

128. The representative of the Democratic Republic of theg® recalled that at the Nairobi meeting CMS

had been asked to help provide support for a protected park in the mangrove swamps of the Republic’s
Atlantic coast, which were seriously threatened by industrial and oil pollution in particular. The assistance
would be used in part to train experts in marine turtles.

Memorandum of Understanding on the Conservation and Management of Marine Turtles and their
Habitats of the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia (IOSE2)01

129. Turning to the IOSEA Memonalum of Understanding, the Deputy Executive Secretary said that the
memorandum, together with its detailed conservation plan, covered some 40 States. So far, it had
12 signatories and more States must be brought on board. A small secretariat would be co-located with
the UNEP Regional Office for Asia and the Pacific in Bangkok. As reflected in document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.1, voluntary contributions for this purpose had been secured from Australia, the
United Kingdom, the United States of America, the UNEP Division of Environmental Conventions and
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CMS itself. Since the document had been issued, the Government of France had pledged a voluntary
contribution also.

130. The representative of Pakistan informed the meeting that Pakistan hoped to sign thedhemaoa
which it was committed, perhaps by the end of the present conference, once domestic procedural hurdles had
been overcome.

Memorandum of Understanding concerning Conservation and Restoration of the Bukhara 2ast

131. Turning to the Bkhara Deer Memorandum of Understanding, the Executive Secretary noted that it had
been the product of cooperation with the Central Asia Programme of the World Wide Fund for Nature. On the
first day of the current meeting, Uzbekistan had added its signature to those of Kazakhstan, Tajikistan and
Turkmenistan, meaning that all four Range States had signed, as had the international non-governmental
organizatiorConseil international de la chassmeaning that all the cooperating organizations had signed
also. The fact that all interested parties had signed would serve as an incentive to attract funding from
international agencies.

132. Adding to his earlier intervention, the representative of the AEWA Secretariat noted that consideration
was being given to adding all migratory waterbird species to its list and was considering also extending
coverage to the Central Asian/Indian flyway, either by means of a new agreement, by extending AEWA or by
extending another agreement. With only two staff members and many projects, project and financial
administration were a bottleneck which AEWA hoped to solve in the near future.

133. The representative of Denmariknaunced that the European Commission was giving positive
consideration to starting the process leading to ratification of AEWA by the European Community, which
could take place before the Third Meeting of the Parties. It was hoped that ratification would be beneficial for
European Community States in cooperating with other AEWA member States and that itwould serve as an
incentive for other States to join the Agreement.

134. The representative ofuAdgary announced that Hungary had decided on 13 Sept&@barto join
AEWA and the necessary documentation would soon be forwarded.

135. The representative of the Democratic Republic of thiegd expressed support for the principle of
universal membership in AEWA so that migratory routes could be studied and appropriate action taken as
soon as possible.

136. The Executive Secretannrmounced that he had held discussions with representatives of the
Government of India during the first day of the present Conference. The Government of India had agreed to
take the lead over the question of the Central Asian/Indian flyway. He recalled in that connection that, under
AEWA, States that were not in the defined area could join if they consider themselves Range States, a
provision which had been sought by a number of States when the AEWA had been negotiated. However, there
had been no ratifications oceessions to it under thatquision.

2. Development of future Agreements

137. The Committee of the Whole took up the development of future Agreements at its 3rd session, on
19 September.

138. The Chair drew attention to a review of Article IV agreememider development prepared by the

Secretariat (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.2), and also to the report of the Working Group on the Development of
CMS Regional Agreements (UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.16).
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(a) Houbara bustard

139. The representative of Saudi Arabia, speaking for the National Commission for Wildlife Conservation
and Development, confirmed that Saudi Arabia was the lead Party in the working group preparing an
Agreement for the conservation of the Asiatic houbara busGinthfnydotis undulafaHe said that a draft
agreement had been circulated, along with substantial comments from the Secretariat. Saudi Arabia was
proposing to convene a meeting in Autu2®03 to finalise the Agreement. It was expected that that meeting
would be preceded by at least one informal meeting and by extensive consultations among Parties expected to
subscribe, and with other interested organizations, so that the meeting could indeed be conclusive and an
Agreement could be opened for signature.

140. The observer from Zimbabwe asked the representative of Saudi Arabia whether measures were being
taken to control falconry in the Arabian Peninsula, which he said was a major threat to the Houbara bustard.
The representative of Saudi Arabia said that the country had taken several measures to reghlatérigpth

and the transport of birds for the purpose of hunting, and that further measures were under consideration.

141. The Committee welcomed the progress to date, with a view to having the instrument finalised as soon
as possible.

(b) Aquatic warbler

142. The observer from BirdLife International, which had worked closely with the Secretariat to develop a
memorandum of understanding concerning conservation measures for the Aquatic weamntzeephalus
paludicold), said that a draft memorandum had been circulated and a workshop was proposed in late 2002 or
early 2003.

143. The Committee &oowledged the work of BirdLife International, in close cooperation with the
Secretariat, to prepare a memorandum of understanding on the Aquatic warbtiardieel preparations for a
meeting of Range States in late 2002 or early 2003 and the intention of the Secretariat to continue
cooperation with BirdLife International, including providing financial support for the development of an
action plan and the holding of a negotiation meeting.

(c) Sand grouse

144. As siggested by the Secretariat in its document UNEP/CMS/Conf. 7.9.2, the Committee welcomed the
South African initiative to develop a menardum ofundersanding on the Sand grouse.

(d) Sturgeon

145. The representative of Germany said that the German Federal Governmamidréaken preparatory

work in the development of a memorandum of understanding on information exchange with regard to
migratory sturgeons. He noted the importance of cooperation with CITES, without which isolated action by
CMS related to the international trade in sturgeon and caviar was unlikely to be productive. The subject had
been discussed by Range States and non-governmental organizations in the margins of the meeting of the
CITES Conference of the Parties, held in Nairobi in April 2000. However the CITES Secretariat had since
indicated that it was not in a position to pursue the work. Further activity had been postponed.

146. One representative drew the Committee’s attention to a workshop on sturgeon held in Sofia, and a
booklet that had been issued.

22



CMS COP7 Proceedings: Part | Meeting Report

147. The Committee took note of the report from Germany and urged the resumption of cooperative
activities among the lead country, IUCN, the CMS Secretariat and the CITES Secretariat. It invited the
CITES Conference of the Parties to encourage closer collaboration between the CMS and CITES Secretariats
with respect to sturgeon conservation, in view of the strategic priorities of the two complementary
conventions.

(e) Marine turtles

148. The Deputy Executive Secretary noted that, with a CMS merdara of understanding in place for
marine turtles of the Indian Ocean-South-East Asia region, another for those of the Atlantic coast of Africa
and a separate Inter-American Convention in operation, one vast area remained without international
conservation measures for marine turtles: the Pacific Ocean.

149. The Committee authorised the Secretariat to explore the development of an instrument for marine
turtles of the Pacific Ocean within the context of the CMS Strategic Plan and the existing CMS Indian Ocean-
South-East Asian marine turtle memorandum of understanding, and to allocate sufficient resources for that
purpose.

(f) Marine mammals

150. The Conference-appointed Scientifmu@cillor for Marine Mammals, said that in addition to existing
agreements to conserve the seals of the Wadden Sea, small cetaceans of the North and Baltic Seas and
cetaceans in the Mediterranean and Black Seas, the African, South-East Asian and Indian Ocean regions
showed potential for CMS agreements for marine mammals.

151. The Deputy Executive Secretary commented that the latter represented a strategic approach, which
would require the investment of considerable resources over the long term to bring to fruitation.

i. Small cetaceans and manatees in tropical West Africa

152. The Conference-appointecb@cillor for Marine Mammals reported that two CMS-sponsored
research projects related to small cetaceans in West Africa had already been completed and a third was under
way. A workshop held in Guinea in May 2000 had recommended development of an action plan for
conservation and management. As prepared in outline, it would cover small cetaceans (defined as all
Odontocetes, minus the Sperm whale) and the West African mafiatelegchus senegalenkigighteen of

the 25 Range States were CMS Patrties.

153. Representatives of Chad, Guinea, Mali, Senegal and Togo spokeim & developing an action
plan.

154. The Committee expressedstgpport for initiatives to develop appropriate instrument for marine
mammals along the West African coast, with the allocation of sufficient funds. Interested Parties were invited
to form a working group, with the possibility ofimging forward reqasts for financial support.

ii. Small cetaceans of South-East Asia
155. The Conference-appointed@cillor for Marine Mammals reported on a CMS-supported workshop

held in the Philippines in July 2002, which had explored the possibility of developing a regional instrument to
protect small cetaceans and had outlined the first phase of an action plan. The workshop had emphasised the
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importance of by-catch as the major threat to small cetaceans, which must be addressed soon if populations or
even species were not to become extinct.

156. The Committee expressed its support for the development of an appropriate instrument for the region
and indicated it would be willing to allocate sufficient funds for the purpose if the Range States indicated their
intention to proceed.

iii. Cetaceans in the Indian Ocean

157. An observer for the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society said work towards an Agreement
conserving the cetaceans of the Indian Ocean was at a very preliminary stage, as there was a great lack of
knowledge about species and their movements and especially about the possible impact of offshore fisheries.

158. The representative of Bangladesh told the Committee that there was great need for a programme to
conserve cetaceans in the Bay of Bengal.

The representative of Pakistan said the Blind dolphins of the Indus Bdteaista gangetica mindpwere
vanishing and assistance was needed.

159. The Committee took note of the comments made and expressed its support for initiatives to develop a
regional agreement.

iv. Marine mammals in other regions

160. The representative of Australia said that tlig@ng Dugong dugohwas listed in Appendix Il of the
Convention, but no steps had been taken towards developing cooperative action. It would be useful if the
Conference of the Parties could encourage doaison among Range States.

(9) Terrestrial Mammals
i. Sahelo-Saharan antelopes

161. Dr. Roseline C. Beudels-Jamar de Bolsee, member of the SciemttifitciCs taxonomic Working
Group on Terrestrial Mammals, reported that the Government of France had approved funding for a project
within the concerted action plan for Sahelo-Saharan antelopes developed under CMS auspices.

162. The representative of France confirmed that the French Government, seeking to ensure that the project
was fully transparent and genuinely multilateral, was requesting that the CMS Secretariat should act as fund
manager and administrator for the project sponsored by the French GE-.

163. The Executive Secretary said that this request was an important opportunity for CMS to demonstrate
its ability to assist in the implementation of other global instrumentsytmgr United Nations rules the CMS
Secretariat needed authorisation from its superior body, the United Nations Environment Programme, to
accept. It would also entail a substantial administrative task and the employment of a project coordinator and
an administrative assistant. It was understood that UNEP saw no objection in principle.

164. The representative of Belgium welcomed the French initiative and said that perhaps it was time for
another meeting similar to the one that produced the Djerba Declaration. The representative of Morocco said
his country was willing to organise such a workshop.

165. The Committee welcomed the progress made and, subject to approval from UdBR2ed the
proposal that the CMS Secretariat should act as fund manager and administrator for the French GEF project,
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including additional funding for staff. It also endorsed the work of the Secretariat and the Sahelo-Saharan
Antelope Working Group to develop an agreement, as requested by the Djerkshop.

ii. Saiga antelope

166. The Executive Secretary reported that a draft mendora of understanding for measures to conserve

the Saiga antelop&giga tatarica tataricahad been circulated to the Range States and would be discussed

in the margins of the forthcoming meeting of the CITES Conference of the Parties. There was a good chance
that a memorandum of understanding could be opened for signature in a very short time.

167. The Committee welcomed the progress made to date and encouraged the early conclusion of a
memorandum of understanding to conserve the Saiga antelope. It also requested the CITES Conference of the
Parties to acknowledge and endorse further cooperation between the CMS andSeldretariats.

iii. Mongolian gazelle

168. The Executive Secretary said that it had originally been hoped that the activities for the Saiga antelope
could be used as a model for action for the conservation of the Mongolian g&reltapra gutturosg but

the status of progress was uncertain. He proposed that the Secretariat should hold consultations and, once the
species had been listed on Appendix Il, it would be possibist®ss how best taqreed.

169. The Conferencendorsed the intention of the Secretariat with regard to the proposed work programme
to develop a memorandum of understanding for the Mongolian gazelle, and to provide sufficient funding for
that purpose.

iv. African elephant

170. The representative of Nigeria reported that the Working Group on African Elephants had been
prevented from making progress due to events which prevented Burkina Faso from acting as focal point as
had been intended.

171. The Secretariat reported that it had not been able to reguniba professional officer to service the
Working Group, and had been forced to put the issue on hold.

v. Bats

172. The Chair of the Scientificdlincil, said that there was a lack of data about migratory populations of
bats but several species might be added to the Appendices of the Convention. The Council sought a mandate
from the Parties to carry forward work that could lead to regional Agreements.

173. The Committee took note of the studies on theifgkty of developing additional CMS Agreements
on bats and instructed the Secretariat to continue to support this effort.

3. Guidelines on the harmonisation of future Agreements

174. Agendaitem 11 (c) (iii) on guidelines on the harmonisation of future Agreements was taken up at the
5th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 20 September. The Executive Secretary introduced document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.3. He said that no progress had been made in the project to develop harmonised
Agreements for some time and sought the guidance of the Conference of the Parties as to whether efforts to
produce guidelines should be pursued. He argued that a number of memoranda of understanding and
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Agreements had been developed in the meantime and that most of the existing draft guidelines would have to
be completely changed. One represdive mnsidered that a more worthwhile way to peed would be to

build on experience gained to date, rather than continuing with the development of the guidelines. The
representative of Germany drew attention on the finding of the Working Group on the Development of CMS
Regional Agreements (UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.16) that it would be useful inter alia to develop guidelines on
practical advice towards developing Agreements.

175. Inthe absence of any objection, the meeting agreed to discontinue efforts to finalise the guidelines for
harmonisation of Agreements.

D. Review of the implementation of the Strategic Plan for 2000-2005

176. The item was taken up by the Committee of the Whole at’iteedsion, on 18 September. In his
introduction, the Deputy Executive Secretary drew attention to document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10, containing
the review of implementation of the Strategic Plan 2000-2005, and noted that it was complemented by an
information paper on performance indicators (UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.19). After giving a brief history of the
origins of the Strategic Plan, he underlined its role as a planning and monitoring tool. Linked to monitoring
was the concept of performance indicators, and the Standing Committee and the Scientific Council had both
set up working groups to examine both operational as well as biological indicators. The current meeting of the
Conference of the Parties marked the first opportunity to review the Strategic Plan, using the tools developed
over the previous two years of its operation. Document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10 had been reviewed by the
Standing Committee and the Scientific Council, but there were areas where more examination was needed.

177. The Strategic Plan set out four major objectives, and served to show how the Conference of the Parties
could assess the activities under each of those areas. First, it aimed to promote the conservation of migratory
species in major groups. The Scientific Council broadly divided species into birds; marine mammals and large
fishes; terrestrial mammals; and marine turtles. Under agenda item 11 (b), there were plans to examine in
depth the projects and specific activities for Appendix | species that were the object of concerted action.
Under item 11 (c) the development of CMS Agreements would be considered, and he drew attention to
document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9 in that regard. The Scientific Council had also spent much time in reviewing
the conservation status of the species and he recalled that the Chair of the Council had himself pointed to the
need to adopt a more strategic approach to such activities.

178. Within the focusing and prioritising of conservation activities, there were several sub-objectives,
among them the need to engage sectors such as fisheries or agriculture more actively; and the need to integrate
the concerns of migratory species into national policy and practices. Those two areas were not well covered in
document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10 and required further discussion. It was also necessary to mitigate the
obstacles to migratory species, and several draft resolutions or recommendations to that effect had emerged
from the Scientific Council, particularly concerning by-catch, wind-parks, oil pollution and power lines.

179. The second objective wasdnsure that the CMIBsts of gpecies appropriately reflected their special
needs for attention. The Conference would be considering proposals for the Appendices, and the Scientific
Council had provided advice in that respect.

180. A third objective of the Strategic Plan was to make CMS a truly global initiative. The Standing
Committee and current Parties had a role to play in that regard, and it would also be useful for the regional
group discussions to present to non-Parties the case for joining the Conexpéatitiously.

181. The fourth objective was to facilitate the implementation of thev@ntion. One field of activity to

serve that end was the enhancing of awareness. The Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties had
developed an Information Management Plan and a new system for processing information from the Parties. In
addition, the new national reporting format was before the current meeting for approval. The mobilisation of
additional resources for the implementation of the Convention had met with limitedssiand would be
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further discussed under item 13 of the agenda. Implementation of CMS could also be served by improving the
functioning of its institutions and, in that connection, the Scientific Council had already initiated an
examination of its own modus operandi. Institutional linkages with other organizations were also important,
and would be addressed un@dgenda item 11 (e).

182. The Deputy Executive Secretary concluded his remarks by noting that the Conference of the Parties did
not have all the information required to evaluate the success of CMS: it needed meaningful indicators, and
intersessional work was already under way in the Scientific Council and the Standing Committee to develop
those indicators. Moreover, it was necessary to look to the future and to consider how to overhaul the
Strategic Plan in preparation for the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, based on the experience
gained. At its Sixth Meeting, the Conference of the Parties had established a sessional working group on the
Strategic Plan, and it might be valuable to establish such a group at the current meeting. Finally, he
underlined the importance of document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10 on the Strategic Plan in guiding the
deliberations on a number of the items on the agenda of the current meeting.

183. In the ensuing general discussion, some representatives noted that important supplementary
information on actual and planned activitismedler CMSould be provided by States themselves. Denmatrk,
representing the member States of the European Community, expressed approval for the work of the
Scientific Council working group on performance indicators and recommended thadlid sontinue for the

next triennium. He considered that section 1 of document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10, on concerted action, should
receive priority. Section 4.2, on mobilisation of resources was also crucial, particularly in the light of the need
to increase the level of financial support for activities, which need not necessarily be channelled through the
Secretariat. He was reluctant to support the funding of additional posts in the Secretariat, prefeiiisgy to ut

the funding for project activities. In addition, he considered there was no need to establish a permanent
committee to monitor the performance of CMS intersessionally, since the current mechanisms were adequate
to the task.

184. Other points raised included the need to identify the crucial impacts and actual or potential threats to
migratory species; the need to increase the awareness of issues concerning invertebrate species or fish, which
had hitherto been neglected; the need to identify figces for inclusion in Appendix |; the imparice of
cooperation with existing regional agreements and conventions, such as the Bern Convention on the
Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats, or the Barcelonaéhtion for the Protection of

the Marine Environment and the Coastal Region of the Mediterranean, and its Regional Activity Centres; the
integration of performance criteria and biological indicators at the project level; and the need to work with the
private sector.

185. The representative of Monaco, stressing that the emphasis of GMEI e on conservation,
considered that some Appendix |l species, by virtue of the Agreements, seemed to be better protected than
certain Appendix | species. It was necessary to redress the balance. Moreover, for certain species such as
marine mammals, where many actors were involved in conservation, it was difficult to evaluate the effects of
CMS activity and its overall performance. The short time-frame used also did not permit an assessment of
population increases and enable a real analysis to be conducted.

186. The observer from UNEP-WCMC, recalling that the World Summit on Sustainable Development had
set the target of halting biodiversity loss by the year 2010, noted that document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10 set
out many activities that could serve as indicators in that regard. He proposed that the Standing Committee or
a working group should be invited to consider that issue and that an element on the subject should be
incorporated into the Strategic Plan. His organization was willing to assist in that respect.

187. At the 2nd session of the Committee of the Whole, on 19 September, the Chair invited further
comments and suggestions under item 11 (d) on the review of the implementation of the Strategic Plan.

188. The representative of the Unitednidom, which had served as Vice-Chair of the Performance
Working Group of the Standing Committee, expressed his gratitude that the Secretariat had taken into
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account most of the performance indicators recommended by that Working Group, either within the Strategic
Plan or elsewhere. He said that the Group had been unable to set specific performance targets for lack of firm
baseline data. The next step in the process was to seek answers to questions such as those that needed to be
considered at the start of any journey: what was the destination, the time of arrival, the route to be followed,
and the starting point.

189. Inresponse to a request from the Chair as to how the Conference might proceed, the Deputy Executive
Secretary reiterated his previous suggestion that the meeting might wish to set up a sessional working group
with a mandate to (a) review document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10, and consider refining the objectives,
sub-objectives and activities, and possibly improving on the performance indicators, while keeping to the
current format; (b) consider adding content to the review document, which currently existed only as a
framework for reporting; and (c) agree on a procedure to carry out a more thorough reworking of the Strategic
Plan prior to the Conference of the Parties at its eighth meeting.

190. Itwas agreed to set up a Working Group on the Strategic Plan, open to membership of all Parties and
observers. The Group would elect its own Chair.

191. Atthe 5thplenary session, the representative of Switzerland, speaking as Chair of the Working Group
on the Strategic Plan, gave a brief progress report on the work of the Group. It had met the previous evening
and had reviewed document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10, and had also taken into account the preamble of
Resolution 6.4 of the Conference of the Parties.

192. Atthe 8th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the representative of Switzerland,
speaking as Chair of the Working Group on the Strategic Plan, reported on the discussions of the group,
which had completed its work. He said that, for its deliberations, in addition to the documentation already
noted, the Working Group had also taken into consideration the report of the 11th meeting of the Sdentific
Council (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.17 and Annex VIl to the present report), the first part of the draft report of the
proceedings of the current Conference of the Parties, as well as the questions posed by delegates to the
Working Group on Financial Matters. The Working Group on the Strategic Plan had also considered, and
commented on, draft recommendations on the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and on the World Summit
on Sustainable Development.

193. The Group hadmsight to identify problem issues within the Strategic Plan and to analyse it in depth,
with a view to preparation of the next Strategic Plan, to be submitted to the Eighth Meeting of the Conference
of the Parties. The Group had not considered itself competent to set priorities for the Secretariat, nor to make
proposals where any potential budgetary restrictions could be made.

194. Concerning prioritisation, the Group had examined the issue of who sets the priority, with regard to
three areas: scientific and biological; technical and feasibility; financial, administrative and staffing. Under
the first of those areas, the Group had considered that there was a need for balance betweamoiméctax
approach; the regional approach; and the ecosystem/threat approach.

195. The Group had considered that the Strategic Plan needed to be better defined as a planning and
monitoring tool, and needed to be flexible in order to take into account emergency actions, as well as forward
planning. Concerning staffing, there was a need to clarify the allocation of tasks and to identify gaps. The
Group had considered that the Strategic Plan was not aligned with the budget document, and there was a need
for consistency in that respect. The Working Group was proposing to the Conference of the Parties that an
open-ended working group should continue to work intersessionally, corresponding by e-mail, to draft the
Strategic Plan for the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. Pending endorsement by the
Conference of the Parties, the working group would be able to prepare a preliminary report on the issue to the
next meeting of the Standing Committee.
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196. The Working Group also recommended that, at future meetings of the Conference of the Parties, the
issues requiring the establishment of working groups should be identified early, to allow better planning,
particularly for small delegations.

Resolution 7.3: Implementation of the CMS Strategic Plan

197. At its 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered draft

resolution 7.3 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.3). The draft resolution was endorsed by the Committee, as orally
amended, to name Switzerland as Chair of the intersessional working group on the Strategic Plan, for
adoption by the plenary.

198. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.3, as
orally amended, on implementation of the CMS Strategic Plan. The resolution is contained in Annex IX to the
present document.

E. Cooperation with other bodies

199. At its fifth session, on 21 September, the Committee of the Whole consapeada item 11 (e) on
cooperation between CMS and other bodies. The Executive Secretary introduced document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.11. He said that considerable progress had been made in networking with other
international bodies, especially the environmental conventions. He commented particularly on the synergies
between CMS and CBD. A joint work programme between CMS and CBD, which had been endorsed by the
Conference of the Parties to CBD in April 2002, was before the meeting. Various agreements for cooperation
had been concluded with CITES, IWC, the Ramsar Bureau, Wetlands International and the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and efforts were being made to conclude
agreements with the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification, the Barcelona Convention, the
Cartagena Convention for the Protection and Development of the Marine Environment of the Wider
Caribbean Region, BirdLife International and IUCN.

200. Representativesiegratulated the Secretariat on its work to develop cooperative arrangements, which
helped to prevent duplication and to support sharing of information. Such arrangements to share human and
financial resources also made economic sense. Joint activities and work programmes, however, required close
consultation not only between the Secretariats, but also with the Parties, in order to address any financial
implications. Close cooperation between the Secretariats of the environmental conventions also alleviated the
burden on representatives from developingrtries.

201. The observer for RAC/SPA reported that the Twelfth Meeting of the Contracting Parties to the
Barcelona Convention had recognised the increased links between that Convention and CMS. The observer
for the Ramsar Bureau noted that the Ramsar Convention and CMS both had a practical focus, and offered to
share toolkits containing “wise-use” handbooks with Parties of both Conventions.

202. One representativaggested that increased cooperation at the regional level, for example between
countries in terms of UNESCO Biosphere Reserves, should also be encouraged. Another asked how the lack
of a formal agreement with IUCN would affect conservation efforts for the African elephant. The Executive
Secretary assured delegates that lack of an agreement did not mean that cooperation with [IUCN was not
already close. He cautioned, though, that the Secretariat did not have the capacity to adequately pursue liaison
and cooperation with other bodies.

! Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.6.
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Resolution 7.5: Cooperation with Other Bodies and ProcBsses

203. At its 8th session, on 23 September, the Committee of the Whole considered document
UNEP/CMS/Res.7.5, containing a draft resolution on cooperation with other bodies and processes. The
Committee approved the draft resolution for transmission to plenary.

204. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties took up consideration of
draft resolution 7.5 (UNEP/CMS/7.5). The Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.5, on cooperation
with other bodies and processes, camgd in Annex IX to the present document

Xll. CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSALS FOR AM ENDMENTS TO APPENDICES |
AND Il OF THE CONVENTION (Item 12)

205. The Committee took up the item at its 5th session, on 20 Septembaduicitrg the item, the Deputy
Executive Secretary drew attention to document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12, which contained the proposals for
amendments to Appendices | and Il of the Convention which had leeeived in accordance with Article XI

of the Convention from Australia, Chile, Ghana, Mongolia, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Senegal and
Uzbekistan. For the most part, those original proposals had not been edited, and retained the format in which
they had been submitted by the respective Governments.

206. A summary of the proposals had been circulated in May 2002, in the Annex to document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12, and comments from Parties on the proposals, communicated to the Secretariat by
20 July 2002, were contained in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12, reldtie. The following other
documents were also relevant: the conference room paper summarising the Scientific Council
recommendations on proposals for amendment of the CMS Appendices to be considered by the Seventh
Meeting of the Conference of the Parties; document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12 (Rev.1), reflecting a revised
proposal for the inclusion of the Grey-cheeked parakeBrotbgeris pyrrhopterus and
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12 (Rev.2), reflecting a revised proposal for inclusion of the Peruvian diving petrel
(Pelecanoides garnojii

207. The Chair of the Scientificdlincil, expressing thanks to the members of the Scientific'Cil for the

work undertaken to consider the proposals for the listing of species on the CMS Appendices, stressed that, in
its task, the Council had adhered to scientific principles and objectivity. The purpose of Appendix | was to list
those species that were really the most threatened, and which required high-priority conservation. Appendix Il
listing was of importance to a species as a sign that its situation was deteriorating, and that support was
needed in the form of CMS Agreements, resolutions and cooperative actions. In addition, while the listing of a
species per se was of scientific interest, it was essential to have actions as a follow up, in order to improve the
conservation status of the listed species. The Scientific Council, aided by the Appointed Councillors, had
approved a number of proposals for the listing of species in the ragi and itsihdings were before the
Conference of the Parties for endorsement.

208. However, in relation to a few proposals, notablyrelating to some of the whale species, the proposals
appeared to contain some key data and information gaps, as well as technical inaccuracies. The Council had
established a working group, chaired by the Appointedriglior for Marine Mammals and Large Fshes,

which had been unable to reach a consensus on how to proceedotiheil@ad therefore been guided in
particular by the Appointed Councillor and by the Chair of the Scientific Council, who considered that, where
there were clear information gaps and technical inaccuracies, the Conmidinot recommend support for

those proposals at the current time. The Council was aware of the conservation needs of the species concerned
and was keen that its view on the matter should not be seen by the Conference of the Parties, or indeed by
others, as downplaying in any sense the conservation needs of the species concerned. The species remained
proposed for listing on Appendix Il, which left the way open for regional cooperative action. In addition, the

8 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.9.
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Council had supported listing on both Appendix | and Appendix Il for a number of whale species and
remained receptive to receiving further, scientifically accurate, proposals for the species concerned in the
future, if deemed appropriate by any Party to the Convention. The Council also looked forward to any further
information and collaboration to allow any further action on the issue.

A. Cetaceans and large fishes
1. Great whales

209. The Appointed Guncillor for Marine Mammals and Large Fishes drew attention to the report of the
Scientific Council at its 11th meeting, document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.17. Concerning the six proposals
submitted by Australia for additions to Appendices | and Il for great whales, the Council had agreed by a
majority to include the Fin whald@laenoptera physal)@/3 and 11/3), Sei whaleBalaenoptera boreal)s

(I/4 and 1I/4) and Sperm whal®fiyseter macrocephaldisatodon) (I/6 and 11/6) on Appendices | and Il,

but had not recommended Australia’s proposals to include the Antarctic minke vBallefoptera
bonaerensis(l/1 and Il/1), Bryde’'s whale Balaenoptera edehi(l/2 and 11/2) and Pygmy right whale
(Caperea marginatg(l/5 and II/5) on Appendix I. The Council had, however, endorsed the inclusion of the
latter three species on Appendix II.

210. The representative of Australia, thanking the Scientifiariil for its extensive review of its proposals

to nominate six species of great whales to the Appendices of CMS, said that, as the Scientific Council had
noted, there was a range of indirect threats that could impact adversely on marine species, especially those
such as great whales that were at the top levels of complex marine food webs. It was in recognition of those
increased threats to great whales, many of which were not specifically addressed by other international
organizations, that Australia had lodged its proposals and presented them to the Scientific Council.

211. Australia was pleased that the Scientifa@cil had recommended that the Fin wh&dal@enoptera
physalu$, Sei whale Balaenoptera borealjsand Sperm whaldhyseter macrocephal{satodon) should

be included in both Appendices | and Il of the Convention. Australia also endorsed the Scientific Council’'s
recommendation to also include the Antarctic minke whBleldenoptera bonaerengjBryde’s whale
(Balaenoptera edehiand Pygmy right whaleGaperea marginatpin CMS Appendix Il. Australia also
welcomed the Scientific Council’'s invitation to further develop the proposals to list the latter three species in
Appendix | at a future time, and was already gathering together the additional information to support the
future listing of those three greatwhales in Appendix | at a future meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

212. Given the Scientific @uncil's desire to obtain more information, prior to being in a position to
recommend the inclusion of the Antarctic minke whale, Bryde's whale and the Pygmy right whale in
Appendix |, Australia withdrew its proposal to include those species in Appendix I.

213. Noting the Scientific Guncil’s recognition that its findings should not in any way impact adversely on

the real conservation needs of the great whales, she said that Australia was already actively taking a range of
measuresto ensure the conservation and recovery of the six greatwhales nominated, as well as the five great
whales already listed in CMS Appendix I.

214. The representative of Norway said that, as a measure to improve the conservation status of endangered
species, Norway was generally in favour of listing in the Appendices under the Convention. However, the
basis for such listing must be in accordance with the established criteria for listing undenttemn, and

also based on sound scientific data. Many Parties had spoken to the need for synergies and effective
cooperation between conventions and organizations, an approach also being promoted by the United Nations
system, including the United Nations Secretary-General. That implied that other agencies might be effective
as implementers of activities of common interest, and realising that fact was important for avoiding
duplication of efforts.
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215. Concerning the specific proposals made by Australiagmelared whether those questions could not

be better dealt with in other fora, where they were in fact also under consideration, as in the case of the
extensive work being carried out under IWC, CITES, IUCN, amnen the FAO Committee on Fisheries, as

far as the wider issue of marine species was concerned. There was ongoing discussion and work in those fora
to arrive at more clearly defined criteria for the protection and sustainable use of marine species. So long as
that work had not been concluded, one should be reluctant to embark upon extensive listing of marine species
under CMS.

216. Much as he appreciated the spirit good intention of the proposals, they did not comply with the
necessary requirements for listing, according to the adopted criteria, and accurate scientific information. If
CMS were to accept those listings, it would represent a major deviation from the accepted principle, and set a
dangerous precedent which could endanger thres€ntion and throw doubt on its sincerity and integrity. An
added negative effect could be that it might generate conflict between the Parties, and thus imperil smooth
running and positive cooperation.

217. Norway, he continued, had arrived at those conclusions independently, but took note that the Scientific
Council concurred in that some proposals revealed numerous data gaps and also inaccuracies. Given that
three of the species were listed by IUCN as either endangered or vulnerable, Norway had, of course, given
particular attention to those species. He wished to supplement the information made available through the
Scientific Council, in order that a decision could be made on the basis of the best available scientific data. In
the case of the Fin whale, published scientific informatioder the auspices of the North Atlantic Marine
Mammal Commission (NAMMCO) stipulated that, since 1880, the decrease of the population had been a
maximum of 70 per cent, which was a far cry from 80 per cent over the past three generations. Also, the
information available to Norway indicated that the population had increased since the end of commercial
whaling, and was still increasing. The total population today was estimated at 47,000 in the North Atlantic.

218. As forthe Sei whal&@laenoptera boreal}s NAMMCO reported a 60 per cent decline over the same
period and that the decline had stopped, although data were still being collected on the status of the
population. Nevertheless, in 1993 the population in the North Atlantic had been calculated by IWC at a
minimum of 12,000-13,000. That meant that the criteria for listing of the speoder Appendix | were not

fulfilled. Finally, the Sperm whale was listed by [IUCN only as vulnerable, and great uncertainties also existed
about its population status. He had mentioned those three species specifically, as they possibly came closest
to consideration for listing under Appendix Il. Nevertheless, there vaagd for more research to establish
reliable data on the status of the species. Therefore, Norway opposed the listing of any of the whale species
put forward by Australia.

219. Denmark, speaking on behalf of the member States of the European Community, noted the report of
the Scientific Council on the great whales and the subsequent decision by Australia to amend its proposals.
Consistent with its commitment to base its environmental policies on sound science, the European
Community supported the proposals as advised by the Scientific Council, and was open to considering future
proposals to promote to Appendix | the three species currently proposed for Appendix Il, as and when further
scientific advice was available. He noted that designation of the species in Appendix Il should provide the
basis for regional cooperation to safeguard those species as a first step towards more substantive protection,
as and when the scientific situation was clarified. A positive decision on the matter would certainly reflect
recognition by the Conference of the Parties that thpgeies required active conservation management.

220. A number of representatives expressed support for the recommendation of the Scientifit C
concerning the listing of the great whale species and for Australia’s decision to revise its proposals, and
several commended Australia on the work it had done to bring forward the proposals to the Conference of the
Parties.

221. Several representatives supported the original proposals for listing in Appendix I. Noting that IWC had

declared a moratorium on the hunting of the three species originally proposed for Appendix | listing, one
representative believed that CMS should use its mechanisms also to support the conservation of the species.
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Another representative questioned why a lack of scientific evidence should be taken as a reason to prevent the
listing of a species for conservation while, on thests of the same evidence, it wamsidered suitable for
commercial exploitation. He also believed that the conservation of the species represented a perfect
opportunity for synergy between the Bern Convention, ACCOBAMS and CMS. The observer from
ACCOBAMS underlined the extreme difficulty in evaluating the marine environment and obtaining accurate
scientific data.

222. The observer from the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society said that the conservation
organizations supported the original proposal to list the cetaceans nominated by Australia on both of the
CMS Appendices. He quoted from a letter from several conservation organizations (see
UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.25), that indicated that they were “aware that cetaceans face angdeaf threatsin a

rapidly changing world” and that there was “growing evidence that they are being impacted by climate
change, pollution, fisheries and other factors that are often difficult to monitor, and their role as top predators
with low reproductive rates makes them especially vulnerable to these multiple and often cumulative
impacts”. The conservation organizations noted that “in addition, the transboundary nature of both the
animals themselves and the threats that they face presents a unique range of conservation management
[issues]”. The observer noted that, while IWC was striving to address limited hunting, and CITES addressed
the trade in the species, it was the business of CMS to address the threats of habitat degradation and by-catch.
One representative considered that a working group should be established to analyse the various criteria used
by the other organizations working in the field of marine species, such as FAO, IUCN and IWC.

223. One representative, pointing out that all whales had full legal protection withioumngs exclusive
economic zone, considered that only through collaboration, concerted action and information-sharing between
Range States could the future of those great whales be assured. Her country waswaiskesdhin a number

of research activities and programmes of direct relevance to the conservation of whales and looked forward to
sharing the results of that work with other Range States.

224, The Chair of the Scientificdlincil underlined the need for CMS to base its decisions on objective
science and a thorough and rigorous scientific approach. The Appoiatedir for Marine Mammals and

Large Fishes explained that, while the technical errors and gaps in the original proposal for the listing of the
six species had been largely corrected in a revised version of the proposal considered by the working group,
there were more substantive scientific issues involved. The majority of the Scientific Council had agreed that
there was no clear, compelling scientific basis for the inclusion of the Antarctic minke videbehoptera
bonaerensigin Appendix I. The estimated population lay between 500,000 and 750,000, and the current
approved take of the species was sustainable, at one-tenth of one per cent of the population annually. While
the population was uncertain and the species faced threats, it was not in danger of extinction. The inclusion of
a species in Appendix | had to be on the basis of a scientific assessment of its conservation status.

225. The Chair of the Committee decided tmeey the Committee’s deliberations to the plenary session of
the Conference of the Parties for further consideration.

2.Great white shark

226. The representative of Australia presented proposals to add the Great whiteGarahatodon
carchariag to Appendices | and Il of the Convention (proposals I/22 and 11/21). She informed the Committee
that evidence from the east coast of North America, and from South Africa and eastern Australia indicated
that the Great white shark, a naturally rare species of top predator, had suffered severe population decline on
coasts of three continents. The Scientifisuticil had @edorsed the posals.

227. An expert from South Africa, an observer for BirdLife International, noted that exploitation of the
Great white shark in South African waters was now confined to non-consumptive uses, primarily a
developing ecotourism industry that brought much-needed income and employment to disadvantaged
communities in coastal areas.
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228. The representative of Norway opposed the proposals, ondimedgrof lack of scientific evidence. The
representative of the European Community reserved his position on the issue. Subsequently, at the 7th session
of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, Denmark, speaking on behalf of the European Community
and its member States, announced that the Community had withdrawn its reservation to the listing of the
Great white shark in Appendices | and Il of the Convention.

229. The Committee agreed to forward the proposals with the recommendations of the ScamntifictG
the plenary.

3.Killer whale

230. Inthe corihued discussion of agenda item 12 at the 5th session of the Committee of the Whole, the
Appointed Councillor for Marine Mammals and Large Fishes informed the Committee that the Scientific
Council had endorsed a proposal from Australia to list all populations of the Killer wBatenus orcg in
Appendix Il (proposal 1l/7). Some populations of the species were already listed.

231. The representative of Norway opposed the proposalyoamds of lack of scientific evidee.

232. The Committee agreed to forward the proposal, with the recommendation of the Scientifid,@
the plenary.

4. South American sea lion and Fur seal

233. The Appointed Guncillor said that the Scientific Council supported proposals from Peru for the
addition to Appendix Il of the South American sea liddtéria flavescens(proposal 11/8) and the South
American fur sealArctocephalus austral)proposal 11/9).

234. The representative of Norway said that those species merited more discussion and research.
Populations were reported to be increasing and some changes in population size might be natural fluctuations
attributable to such causes as the El Nifio phenomenon; CMS should take a careful look at the criteria it
applied, or it would find it difficult to know what species it should not list.

235. The Chair of the Scientificdlincil observed that figures for population changes had to be considered
in the context of the absolute size of the population.

236. The representative of Ulyuay supported the proposals by Peru, with the proviso that Uruguay's
Atlantic population of the South American fur seal was non-migratory, in that there was no cyclical pattern to
their movements, and the populations were in any case protected and did not face any serious threat. The
representative of Argentina said that his country supported the proposggsearal terms but reserved the

right to comment further when a translation of the relevant documentaveaisble.

237. The Committee agreed to forward the proposal with the recommendation of the Scientifal @
the plenary.

5. Manatee

238. The Appointed Guncillor said that the Scientific Council supported proposals for additional
Appendix Il listings by Ghana for the West African manaf®echechus senegalenk{groposal 11/10) and

by Peru for the Amazonian manatégichechus inungujsProposal 11/11). If the Guncil had eceived a
proposal to add the West African manatee to Appendix | it would probably have supported it, and the Council
looked forward to the possibility that it wouléceive such a proposal in theture.
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239. The Committee agreed to forward the proposal with the recommendation of the Scientifal @
the plenary.

6. Gangetic river dolphin

240. The representative of India drew the attention of the Committee to the fact that, while the Gangetic
river dolphin Platanista gangetica gangetitavas referred to in the report of the 11th Meeting of the
Scientific Council (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.17) as a possible future listing, its conservation need was urgent. He
apologized to the Committee for the fact that a proposal from India to list the Gangetic river dolphin had been
presented too late for consideration by the current meeting of the Conference of the Parties, but the Scientific
Council had been consulted during the drafting. Listing the species could encourage two non-Parties to
subscribe to the Convention. The Committee agreed that the belated proposal should be circulated as an
information document, and agreed also to hear advice from the Secretariat at a later stagwetwicthe

Rules of Procedure would allow further action. The representative of Bangladesh expressed support for the
inclusion of the Gangetic river dolphin in Appendix II.

241. The Committee of the Whole returned to the subject of the Gangetic river dolphin at its 7th session, on
23 September. The representative of India reminded the Committee of the urgent need for conservation of the
species and the benefits of listing it in Appendix | of the Convention.

242. The Executive Secretary referred to rule 11 of the Rules of Procedure for the Seventh Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.4 (Rev.1)) and said that if the Conference of the Parties was
overly-strict in the application of the rule, CMS could be criticised for standing aside for merely formal
reasons while a species became extinct. He said that the somewhat ambiguous wording of the rule appeared to
allow sufficient flexibility for the proposal (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7/Inf.29) to be considered by the current
meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

243. The Chair of the Scientificdlincil said that the Scientific Council had discussed the drafting of a
proposal for the Gangetic river dolphin at its 9th and 10th meetings, and had recognised that the threat to the
species was very high. Addition of the species to Appendix | of thevEéntion had the full support of the
Scientific Council.

244. The proposal was supported by the representative of Norway, the observers for Nepal and Bangladesh
and the observer for the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society. The Committee agreed to forward the
proposal to add the Gangetic river dolphin to Appendix | to the plenary for endorsement.

245. The Committee also requested the Standing Committee to examine rule 11 of the Rules of Procedure
and possibly to present a clarification for consideration by the Conference of the Parties at its Eighth Meeting.

B. Terrestrial mammals

246. The representative of Belgium, speaking on behalf of the Scientfim€il’'s Working Group on
Terrestrial Mammals, introduced the proposal approved by the Council to add the Wild or Bactrian camel
(Camelus bactrianysto Appendix | of the Convention (proposal I/7) and four other Asian species to
Appendix Il (proposals 11/12 to 1I/15). The Committee agreed to forward the proposals to the plenary for
approval.
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C. Birds

247. The observer for BirdLife International, who had been recommended to become an appointed member
of the Scientific Council, introduced proposals to add 15 species of birds to Appendix | (proposals I/8 to
I/21) and four species to Appendix Il (proposals 11/16 to 11/20).

248. He noted that, tbugh a misunderstanding the documents circulated made it appear that the
Perico macareno or Grey-cheeked parak@aitpgeris pyrrhopteruswvas being proposed for Appendix I,
but in fact it was proposed for Appendix I.

249. The observer from Zimbabwe challenged the proposal by Senegal (proposal 11/20) to list in Appendix
Il the Turtle dove Streptopelia turtur turtuy, a popular game and food bird which, he said, was hunted and
trapped in huge numbers all over Africa.

250. The representative of Norway said this was a truly common species and recommended that the
proposal should be withdrawn. The representative of Morocco said the bird was once considered a pest, and
the representative of Egypt said it still was.

251. The representative ofudgary said the bird was threatened by hunting, while the representative of
Spain said that even hunters’ associations recognised that the species was in steep decline. The representative
of Senegal said that the fact that a bird was good to eat should not be an argument against protecting it. The
representative of France said that other bodies were acting to conserve the species.

252. The Committee agreed to forward the proposals to the plenary, noting that reservations had been made
concerning the proposal for the turtle dove.

Adoption of amendments to Appendices | and Il of the Convention

D. Cetaceans

253. Atthefinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties had before it the summary
of the proposals for amendment of Appendices | and Il of the Convention contained in document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12 Annex (Rev.1).

254, Proposals I/1, /2 and I/5 by Australia to list the Antarctic minke wHaddgenoptera bonaeren3js
Bryde's whale Balaenoptera edehand the Pygmy right whalés@aperea marginateon Appendix | had

been withdrawn by the proponent, leaving the three large whale species proposed for listing on Appendix Il
under proposals II/1, 1l/2 and II/5.

255. Inthat onnection, the representative of Norway made the following statement:

“Norway has stated her case, of which we are certain. Nevertheless, as there are serious
misconceptions about the Norwegian policy on whales and whaling, allow us first to attempt to clear
up some of these misconceptions.

“Many stories are told about Norwegian whaling, but let me assure you that none of the species before
us and contained in the Australian proposal has any interest for Norwegian whaling. | repeat, we do not
catch or plan to catch any of these species. Our objections then are on two grounds: for one, the
scientific basis for the proposals is non-existent, even if we allow a wide margin for the precautionary
principle. Allow me to remind the assembly that Norway fought long and hard for that principle during
the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg recently, and in the teeth of harsh
opposition from some quarters.
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“The second reason for our opposition to the proposal is that it will lead to duplication of work, as
other organizations and forums, notably IWC, are in fact better placed to deal with the whole problem
of whales and whaling. Therefore we cannot accept the proposal.”

256. The representative of Denmark made the following statement in respect of cetacean species in general
and the Fin whaleRalaenoptera physaljisSei whale Balaenoptera borealjsand Sperm whaléhyseter
macrocephalugcatodon) in particular:

“Denmark, in the question of listing of Fin Whale, Sei Whale and Sperm Whale for Appendix I, has
attached much importance to obtaining consensus among European Union member States on the
subject.

“Further, Denmark fully recognizes the conservation needs of cetaceans and therefore supports the
inclusion of the six whale species coneed and the iker whale in Appendix Il.

“However, the opinion of Denmark is that the listing on Appendix | of the Bonn Convention does not
add any further protection of the taxa as they are already protected by the IWC, including under the
moratorium of 1982, which entered into force in 1986.

“On matters of importance for Greenland and the Faroe Islands, Denmark consults with their
Governments. Denmark would like to present the position of our North Atlantic partners with regard to
listing on Appendices | and Il for the whale species.

“The Greenland Home Rule Government, although not covered by CMS, is opposing the proposed
listing of the great whales on Appendix I. The Greenland Government has expressed the same position
as Denmark concerning the inclusion of the whale species on Appendix II.

“Denmark wishes to point out that its support for the proposals to list cetacean species on Appendices
| and Il does not apply to the Faroe Islands. Denmark will therefore lodge a formal territorial
reservation to these listings on behalf of the Faroe Islands.

“It is pointed out by the Faroe Islands that management of cetaceans in Faroese waters is the
responsibility of the Home Rule authorities of the Faroe Islands. The authorities of the Faroe Islands
are of the view that the proposals to list these species on Appendices | and Il of the Bonn Convention
are not scientifically justifiable or necessary for conservation purposes, given that these species are
covered under existing global and regional bodies for the management and conservation of cetaceans.”

257. Itwas clarified that the position of Denmark was to support the amendment proposals of Australia, but
to enter a reservation in relation to Faeroese Islands waters.

258. The representative of Australia then made the following statement:
“Australia will focus on the numerous threats that are adversely impacting upon populations of these
great whales. | will not address the impact of hunting on the greatwhales as that is a discussion best
had in meetings of the International Whaling Commission. However there are many other threats that
should be discussed.
“l will not provide detail on the biology of the whales, as this has been discussed at length in the
Scientific Council. | wish to note that all the species of great whales proposed by Australia share many
biological characteristics that make them especially deserving of action under CMS.

“They are highly migratory — travelling large distances between critical feeding and breeding habitats.
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“Put simply, the great whales are among those species least well adapted to respond to rapid change in
their environment. They are also not equipped to rebound easily or quickly from sudden declines in
population numbers or detrimental impacts on their environment due to a range of ever increasing
anthropogenic marine related activities.

“The increasing volume of marine debris threatens species. Substantial volumes of rubbish have been
found in the stomachs of stranded whales. And as has only just recently been demonstrated in Australia
waters, along with entanglements in fishing gear, shark control programmes such as beach netting also
cause life-threatening entanglements.

“Other forms of pollution in our oceans are also having, or have the potential to have, adverse impacts
on great whales. Chemical pollution, such as that caused by persistent organic pollutants, is an
increasing threat. Reproductive and immune system dysfunctions are likely consequences of chemical
pollution. We also simply do not know enough about all possible impacts from underwater noise
pollution from both industrial sources such as seismic exploration for oil and gas, and noises from
military activities.

“Australia noted with concern the findings of the Scientific Council at its meeting last week that the
Northern Hemisphere Right Whale is increasingly susceptible to mortalities from collisions with ships.
As shipping continues to increase on the oceans, with faster and bigger vessels, we can expect that
other species of great whales may also become increasingly threatened.

“Global environmental change such as climate change, along with ozone depletion which is a particular
problem in the Southern Hemisphere, are beginning to impact adversely on the great whales. Climate
change appears to be related to large-scale reductions in sea ice in the Southern Ocean and thus may
have interfered with feeding patterns, as well as possibly altering the geographic ranges, and even
migration patterns of those species of great whales that journey to and from the Antarctic waters.

“Nothing in the evolutionary history of the whales has prepared them for the current rate of change in
their environment.

“Australia believes that the International Whaling Commission has primacy to mitigate threats arising
from whaling. CITES addresses threats arising from trade in great whale products. Other organizations
such as CBD also provide some protection for great whales.

“But CMS has an important and complementary role to play in creating an integrated approach to
ensuring the ongoing survival of great whales. CMS uniquely targets action related to the migrations of
great whales. And CMS provides an opportunity to increase the participation of smaller or developing
nations in actions to protect migratory species, such as the great whales, through the development of
article IV arrangements.

“l am therefore pleased to inform this Conference of the Parties that once the great whales are
successfully listed on Appendix Il today, Australia will commence discussions with our South Pacific
neighbours as a matter of priority, with the intention to develop a menutum ofundersanding on

the conservation and management of all CMS-listed marine mammals to be found at various times
during their migrations in the South Pacific region.

“Such a memorandum of understanding would be the first South Pacific regional initiative to
specifically address non-avian migratory species conservation under CMB8ciAg will provide a
tremendous opportunity to engage the small island developing countries of the South Pacific in
regional and international cooperative conservation efforts and increase awareness of our Convention.

“We believe there are compelling reasons why the Conference of the Parties should support our
proposals. And we believe that many others here today also share our concerns.
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“Australia thus strongly encourages this Conference of the Parties to support the inclusion of Fin, Sei
and Sperm Whales on Appendices | and Il and the inclusion of the Antarctic Minke, Bryde’'s and
Pygmy Right Whales on Appendix |l at this time”.

259. An observer for the Whale and [pbin Conservation Society reported that for the first time in more

than a century, a Northern right whale calf had been sighted in the eastern North Pacific; the sighting might be
taken as a signpost that the current meeting was the time and the place for international acknowledgement of
the large and complex range of threats which the whale species faced. Whereas certain other bodies did have
some competence in respect of threats to whales, no other international body had adequately addressed them.
Many relevant conservation organizations, such as the World Wide Fund for Nature, the International Fund
for Animal Welfare, Greenpeace and the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society itself, continued to urge
Parties to support Australia’s proposals.

260. The observer for ACCOBAMS expressed support for Australia’s original proposals for listing the
whale species on Appendix |. However, the ACCOBAMS States Parties would join the consensus.

261. Therepresentative of Norway stated that Norway objected to the Australian proposals in their entirety
but concluded as follows:

“We realize that the mood of the room is unanimously in favour of the Australian proposal, and that
we find ourselves in a minority of one. Important as it is for us to oppose the proposal, it is equally
important that we stay within the philosophy of conses wthin the Convention. We will therefore

refrain from putting the proposal and our disagreement with it to the vote. We simply agree to
disagree, thus respecting consensus decisions. We will however, ask that our disagreement be duly
recorded in the report of the plenary session, and of course also in the proceedings of the seventh
meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species
of Wild Animals.”

E. European turtle dovésfreptopelia turtur turtuy

262. The representative of Mali explained that he supported listing of the species in Appendix Il, and
recommended that work should be undertaken to permit cooperative actions on the species with Senegal and
other countries, which could allow for better knowledge of the species and the dangers it faced. His country
was prepared to apply all appropriate measures for the national management of dove species, including the
Turtle dove, until there was evidence to the contrary.

263. Concerning cooperative actions among the Range States of the species, the representative of Morocco
requested that the CMS Secretariat should provide support for the countries concerned to permit the
preparation of a detailed report, for submission to the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. The
report could set out in detail the conservation status of the species on an international scale, and examine
possible cooperation measures to maintain a favourable conservation status wieichs#any, could be
combined into a memorandum of understanding.

264. The representative of France pointed out that such a course would represent the development of
cooperative follow-up action for the species, and she hoped that all the Range States were in agreement on the
need to have such cooperative actions, in line with its listing in Appendix II.

265. Concluding the debate on this agenda item, the Chair invited the Conference to adopt the proposals for

amendment of Appendices | and Il of the Convention, as summarised in the annex to document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12 (Rev.1). The proposals were then adopted by acclamation.
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XII. FI NANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS (ltem 13)

266. The Committee of the Whole took up consideration of the above item of its agenda at its 3rd session,
on 19 September. Introducing the item, the Deputy Executive Secretary drew attention to the pre-session
documents on the subject, UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.13.1, Corrigendum, of 27 2@62, and
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.13.1, Addendum (Rev.1), of 17 SepterabéR. Addressing the first of those reports,

he said that the Secretariat had circulated the draft of the budget ir200&e The draft followed the same

format as for the draft budget presented to the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties and as used by
other conventions. The Secretariat’s work programme was divided into five functional units: Executive
Direction and Management; Agreement Development and Servicing; Information and Capacity-building;
Scientific and Technical Support; and Administration, Finance and Project Management. Annex 2 of the
document set out an explanatory note to justify the increase in the budget.

267. He emphasised that a large part of the apparent increase irdifpet bvas attributable to the fact that

the activities for implementation measures, Agreement development and conservation measures were, for
reasons of transparency, appearing in the core budget of the Convention instead of being Sulmsentieesl

Trust Fund, as had previously been the case. One additional Professional staff post was being requested as of
2003, to enable recruitment of an Inter-agency Liaison officer — a post which had been foreseen in the
medium-term plan adopted by the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, though only from 2005. A
job description for the position was available.

268. Inaddition, two junior professional officer posts had provisionally been costed in theudigdt dout

the respective budget lines would become zero if a firm commitment was made at the current meeting for the
provision of two such flicers to the Secretariat gratis. The budget proposal took imideration normal

salary increments, inflation and exchange rate fluctuations. The total resource requirements for the triennium
showed an overall increase of 38 per cent, in large measure as a result of the inclusion of the activities for
implementation measures, Agreement development and conservation measures.

269. The anual contributions of the Parties were summarised in Annex 4 of document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.13.1. Corrigendum, and were based on the revised United Nations asalessinent

for the year 2003. The Secretariat proposed a withdrawal from the Trust Fund to offset the increase in
Parties’ contributions. In addition, the Conference of the Parties might wish to consider separately the practice
normally adopted by a number of other international bodies to establish minimum levels of contributions for
the entire triennium, rather than annually, or to waive small contributions altogether in ordardome on

the resources otherwise expended to collect them.

270. He emphasized that Annexes 1 (a) on implementation measures, 1 (b) on agreement development,
and 1 (c) on conservation measures, were indicative only, and should be reviewed by the Working Group on
the Strategic Plan and in the light of further initiatives to be agreed by the Conference of the Parties. Indeed,
Annex 1 (c) had already been superseded by the work of the recent 11th meeting of the Scientific Council.

271. Turning to part | of document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.13.1, Adtien, he drew attention to the
customary requested action whereby, in order to provide for continued financial support for the Convention,
the Conference of the Parties was invited to request the extension of the Trust Fund administered by UNEP
through to 31 [2cembeR005. Annex 1 of the document showed the status of contributions of Parties to the
Trust Fund. A number of Parties had paid in full, 21 Parties had not made any contribution to the Fund over
the years, and 24 had made partial payments. He noted that the Secreatalibteview all the payments
received from Parties and update and reissue Annex 1 of the document in the coursmiokthtemeeting.

The revised Annex was included in UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.13.1, Addendum (Rev.1).

272. Annex 2 showed the status of the Trust Fund as atigjust2002, at which time there had been a
balance of around $3.4 million, not including the special withdrawab®®0,000 from the Fund for
implementation and conservation measures. Thus, some $2.7 million was left in the Fund after commitments
through to the end of the year. It was possible that that figure would increasgsending contributions
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were paid. However, there was a provision that the Trust Fund had to maintain an operational reserve
amounting to six months’ expenditure on @02 approvedidget for CMS, namely, $900,000. In addition,

CMS was obliged to retain a Trust Fund reserve for possible shortfalls in the Agreements under CMS. That
amounted to$350,000 for AEWA; $80,000 for ASCOBANS; and $90,000 for EUROBATS. Thus,
$1.5 million was needed in the Trust Fund reserve. Of the remainder, a t&846f000 was proposed to
offset the increase in Trust Fund contributions.

273. Annex 3 of document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.13.1, adtlen (Rev.1), contained the official statement of
income and expenditure for 2001 provided by thelBet and Financial Management Service of UNON.
Annex 4 contained an unofficial comparison, prepared by the Secretariat, of thQ0P &pprovedimget

versus actual expenditures. Some figures in that Annex had been extrapolated until the end of the year. The
apparent underspend of arou35,000 was explained in the notes to that annex, where it was stated that a
significant part of the divergence resulted from vacant posts in the Secretariat during the biennium. Annex 5
of the document set out the earmarkedaterpart contribution®ceived. The Deputy ExecutiveSecretary
expressed gratitude and great appreciation for all the contributions and pledges made.

274. Denmark, speaking on behalf of the member States of the European Community, expressed
appreciation for the efforts made by the Secretariat to prepare a ddafebfor the financial period003-

2005 and said that it was his overall view that thelgetshould reflect the level of activitglecided by the
Conference of the Parties. It was important for the successful implementation of the Convention and the
regional agreements concluded under the Convention that the Secretariat be given appropriate resources.
However, in general, he considered the proposed increase in the budget to be unrealistically high. It was
essential to set up clear priorities. He appreciated the efforts to strengthen the joint implementation and
synergies with closely related agencies and was willing to discuss proposals to that effesterte was
reluctant to prioritise the creation of new posts in the Secretariat at the expense of the financing of projects
related to conservation measures and other priority areas.

275. He was aware that the increase in thddet partly stemmed from the fact that proposed projects on
implementation measures, Agreement development and conservation measures were incorporated in the
budget, and appreciated the transparency of that approach. He noted that a considerable part of the
expenditures would involve the Trust Fund reserve. The status and possible development of the Trust Fund
reserve would be evaluated.

276. Several representatives expressed a wish for a working group to be established to examine a number of
guestions in detail, including issues of use of the Trust Fund reserve, the funding of new Parties, the priorities
of CMS, and the legal background and justification for the Fund’s need to maintain a reserve for the CMS
Agreement Secretariats.

277. The Executive Secretary said that the relevant resolugownsrning the terms of reference of the
budgets of the Agreement secretariats had been clarified in agreement with UNON, to the effect that, where
the Agreements encountered problems in obtaining funding from their Parties, the Trust Fund of CMS was
required to giveguarantees fdanter alia their personnel costs.

278. The Conference of the Parties established an open-ended Working Group on Financial and

Administrative Matters, chaired by the United Kingdom, with a mandate to consider the draft budget and
other administrative arrangements and to report to the Conference on the results of its deliberations.

Resolution 7.7: Financial and Administrative Arrangements

279. Atthe 7th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, a status report on the work of the
Working Group on Financial and Administrative Matters was provided by the Chair of the Working Group.
The Working Group had met on Friday, 20 September, to consider the budget proposed by the Secretariat.

o Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.11.
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The Working Group considered that the level of increase was too high, and had received explanations from
the Secretariat giving the historical background and comparisons to the budgets of other convention
Secretariats, and describing the efforts that had been made to reduce the projplgstd b

280. At its 10th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole took up consideration of draft
resolution 7.7 on financial and administrative matters. In its deliberations, the Committee had before it the
draft resolution, contained in document UNEP/CMS/Res.7.7, as well as a document containing revisions to
Annexes 1, 2 and 3 of draft resolution 7.7, and a revision 2 to Annex 1 of the draft resolution.

281. The representative of the Unitedngdom, as Chair of the Working Group on Financial and
Administrative Matters, reported that the Working Group had met five times between Friday, 20 September
and Tuesday, 24 September. The United Kingdom had been elected to the Chair, with Australia as
Rapporteur. The following Parties had been represented at various stages during the Working Group’s
deliberations: Argentina, Belgium, Denmark, Egypt, France, Germany, Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Poland,
Switzerland and Uganda. BirdLife International had participated as an observer.

282. Members of the Working Group, while ogmising that the Secretariat needed adequate resources to
implement the strategies and programmes decided by the Conference of the Parties, unanimously considered
that the level of increase proposed by the Secretariat (42 per cent over the triennium) was too high. He
acknowledged that th@ecretariat had stressed that CMS employed a number of cost -saving measures, for
instance, unlike other United Nations organizations, the use of economy instead of business-class air travel.

283. The Working Group asked the Secretariat to provide alternative budgets based on zero per cent growth
and increases of 10 and 20 per cent. The Secretariat subsequently provided a revised budget based ona 16.5
per cent increase over the triennium, which formed the basis for the Working Group’s discussions.

284. The Working Group noted the customary surpiuder the CMS budget, with the result that the Trust
Fund had grown considerably. The Working Group was confident that the reserves were adequate to meet
demands, but in recognition of the departure from normal budgetary procedures, which would draw from
those reserves, felt that the Standing Committee should monitor the Trust Fund carefully.

285. The Working Group recommended to the Conference of the Parties adoption afddpet s
contained in appendix | to draft resolution 7.7, and outlined details of the key elements of thengvisi

286. Interms of executive direction and management, a new P-4 Interagency Liaison Officer post would be
created, commencing in 2004, whichasild also provide more staff resources for regional development
activities, particularly in Africa. The servicing of the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties and
support to delegates to attend the meeting would be funded from the Trust Fund reserve. Lastly, the provision
for regional meetings was reduced by $10,000 per year, with note being made that the Secretariat could
exercise some discretion in disbursement of the funds.

287. For development and servicing of agreements and scientific and tecuppairt,$10,000 per year
was transferred from the budget line providing for matching funds for other species, to a newly createdline
for strategic planning within the Scientific Council.

288. For information and capacity-buildingirfding was not agreed for a P-2 position. At the same time,
Parties were encouraged to provide a junior professional officer on a gratis basis. Funding for the Information
Management Plan would be provided either through voluntary contributions and/or from surplus funds.

289. For administration, finance and project managementifig was not agreed for a P-2 position and
Parties were encouraged to provide a junior professional officer on a gratis basis.
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290. The Working Group had discussed the administrative cost, for both UNEP and the Parties concerned,
of processing small contributions. It was agreed that any Party wishing to pay its contribution for the
triennium in one instalment could contact the Secretariat, which would then advise the United Nations Office
at Nairobi to issue a single invoice.

291. The Working Group recalled that at the Sixth Meeting of the Centar of the Parties, UNEP had
agreed to examine the possibility of funding an administrative/finance assistant from the 13 per cent
programme support costs. The Secretariat was requested to pursue the matter with UNEP.

292. During the deliberations of the Working Group, the representative of Argentina had expressed to the
Group its very serious problems concerning the scale of assessment used by the Secretariat to establish
Argentina’s contribution for the years 2003 to 2005. Those contributions had been automatically based on the
fixed percentage applied to Argentina by the United Nations for the last several years. The representative
explained that the Government of Argentina had requested the United Nations Committee on Contributions to
reduce the scale, taking into account the exceptional reduction in Argentina’s financial capacity as a result of
the severe economic crisis affecting the country. The Committee on Contributions had already recommended
a reduction in the percentage to be paid by Argentina for 2003 from 1.14®peto 0.969 per cent.

293. The Working Group was of the view that the Conference of the Palnestdsaddress the special case

of Argentina with a sympathetic attitude, similar to that taken regarding its arrears on the advice of the
Standing Commiittee. It therefore recommended to leave open the possibility of adjusting the contributions of
Argentina, in consideration of its reduced payment capacity and in accordance with such decisions as the
General Assembly may adopt on Argentina’s contribution for 2003 and subsequent years.

294. The representative of Norway considered that too much money was being taken from the Trust Fund
and said he would have preferred a 10 per cent increase in the budget, shared among the Parties. He also
would have preferred the funding for the Information Management Plan to be in theudgetb

295. The observer from Sierra Leone expressed disappointment that the junior professional officer position
to assist the Range States of the western populations of the African elephant had not been filled and he hoped
that CMS would continue to provide support for the conservation of those populations. Since 1992, the
countries of the region had been working on a joint management plan and pursuing the preparation of a
memorandum of understanding on the West African elephant. He appealed for supportiovéming of a

meeting of the Range States, or an activity within the framework of the regional meeting. The Deputy
Executive Secretary explained that an allocation for meetings of Range States was contained in budget line
3320.

296. The Committee of the Whole approved draft resolution 7.7 on financial and administrative matters for
transmission to plenary.

297. At its final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties considered draft
resolution 7.7 on financial and administrative matters, contained in document UNEP/CMS/Res.7.7.

298. The representative of Argentina, reiterating the views expressed in the Working Group concerning the
United Nations scale of assessment and the financial capacity of Argentina, stated that his Government
reserved the right to seek a revision to the scale of contributions contained in appendix 2 to the draft

resolution, in accordance with any future decisions by the competent United Nations bodies in terms of

reducing the percentage assigned to Argentina for 2003 and the subsequent years.

299. The Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.7 on financial and administrative matters,
contained in Annex IX to the present document.
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XIV. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS (ltem 14)

300. The Committee of the Whole took up agenda item 14 on institutional arrangements at its 6th session,
on 21 September.

A. Headquarters agreement and juridical personality

301. The Executive Secretary inttuced documents UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.14.1 and UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.27 on

the CMS headquarters agreement and juridical personality. He recalled that the headquarters agreement had
been signed on the first day of the current meeting and said that the CMS staff now had the same legal status
as other United Nations staff in Bonn. He noted that the agreement referred also to delegates visiting
Germany on official business in relation to the Convention. The headquarters agreement was also intended to
apply to staff of the secretariats of the CMS Agreements co-located in Bonn; for it to come into force required
only a decision of their decision-making bodies. The action required of the Conference of the Partieswas to
take a formal decision to endorse the headquarters agreement, and a draft resolution would be submitted to
the Parties for adoption.

302. In Resolution 6.9 (Cape Town, 1999), the Conference of the Parties had decided tloatereion
Secretariat should possess in the host country the legal capecitysary to conduct its business, and had
raised the issue of the juridical personality of the Secretariat. The headquarters agreement, however, would
address the issue of the juridical personality of the CMS Secretariat in Germany but not on an international
basis. The Secretariat had therefore kept in contact with the other United Nations convention secretariats in
Bonn. Those secretariats had not yet been able to follow up on the matter. The Executive Secretary therefore
proposed that the meeting should postpone the matter and request the Secretariat to submit a report to the
Conference of the Parties at its Eighth Meeting.

303. The Secretary of the EUROBATS Agreement, welcoming the headquarters agreement, noted that it

also applied to the Agreement secretariats co-located in Bonn. Those secretariats would also undertake to
have the headquarters agreement endorsed by their own Parties.

Resolution 7.8: Headguarters Agreement for and Juridical Personality of the Convention Seiretariat

304. At its 8th session, on 23 September, the Committee of the Whole considered document
UNEP/CMS/Res.7.8, containing a draft resolution on the headquarters agreement and the juridical personality
of the Convention Secretariat. Two amendments proposed by the representative of Germany were agreed.

305. At its 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered the revised draft
resolution (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.8/Rev.1) and endorsed it for adoption by the plenary.

306. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.8, on
the headquarters agreement for and juridical personality of the Convention Secretariat, contained in Annex IX
to the present document.

B. Co-location of agreement Secretariats

307. The Executive Secretary intluced document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.14.2, on the co-location of
agreement secretariats. At its Fourth Meeting, the Conference of the Parties had decided that efforts should be
made to co-locate the Secretariats of the daughter agreements located in Europe with the CMS Secretariatin
Bonn. The secretariats of ASCOBANS, AEWA and EUROBATS were now co-located and administratively
integrated with the CMS Secretariat under the umbrella of UNEP. The four secredagatged in regular

10 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.13.
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consultation and sought to achieve synergies whenever possible. While the ACCOBAMS Secretariat was not
located in Bonn, cooperation and exchange of views and information between CMS and that secretariat was
good.

308. Representatives welcomed the co-location of the secretariadsim Bwas acknowledged that upon

entry into force of Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP), its secretariat, once
created, should be based in the southern hemisphere, in line with the previous guidance of the Conference of
the Parties, which had sought to co-locate European-based secretariats only.

309. Denmark, speaking on behalf of the member States of the European Community, expressed
disappointment in the financial and administrative support provided to CMS by UNEP and the
United Nations Office at Nairobi (UNON). In response, the representative of UNEP assured the meeting that
the Executive Director of UNEP had decided that greater attention would be paid to CMS and its UN-
administered Agreements, both administratively and substantively. Efforts would be made to recruit junior
professional officers for both Bonn and Bangkok. The Executive Secretary welcomed the intention of UNEP
to improve its support to CMS and said that some of the difficulties had already been resolved by the valuable
support of a staff member who had been seconded from UNON to the CMS Secretariat for three months prior
to the current meeting. He also recognized the difficulties that UNON itself had been facing as a result of the
installation of new databases and recording systems mandated by United Nations Headquarters in New York.
The representative of the United Kingdom welcomed the assurances and said that the improtieridiits s
apparent before the meetings of ASCOBANS and EUROBATS in 2003.

C. Standing Committee

310. The Deputy Executive Secretary oduced to the Committee of the Whole document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.14.3, on institutional arrangements for the Standing Committee. Given that the
composition of the Committee had been revised at the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, no
further revision was being proposed.udaver, election to the 8hding Committee of new members from

Latin America and the Caribbean and Asia/Oceania, as well as election of alternates from all other regions,
was required at the current meeting. The regional groups should consult among themselves to nominate
members, at which time the item would be re-opened in the plenary for election of the new members.

311. At the final plenary session, in response to an invitation from the Chair for nominations for the
Standing Committee, the following nominations were made for the five major geographical regions:

(@) Africa: as agreed by the meeting of the African Ministerial Conference on the Environment,
Kenya (member) and United Republic of Tanzania (alternate); Morocco (member) and Chad
(alternate);

(b)  Americas and the Caribbean: Chile (member) and Peru (alternate);

(c) Asia: Sri Lanka (member) and Saudi Arabia (alternate);

(d)  Europe: United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (member) and Monaco
(alternate); Ukraine (member) and Hungary (alternate);

(e)  Oceania: Australia (member) and New Zealand (alternate).
312. Standing Committee members and alternates were invited to attend a short meeting immediately

following the close of Plenary to decide on a Chair and Vice-Chair, and determine the timing of the
Committee’s next meeting. The report of that meeting is contained in Annex VI to the present document.
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D. Scientific Council

Resolution 7.6: Institutional Arrangements — Scientific Codhcil

313. At its 8th session, on 23 September, the Committee of the Whole considered document
UNEP/CMS/Res.7.6, containing a draft resolution on instinal arragements for the Scidfic Council,

that had been prepared by the Secretariat in consultation with the Chair of the Scientific Council, on the basis
of the recommendations of the Council at its 11th meeting.

314. The Chair of the Scientificdlincil proposed an amendment to the effect that any additional expenses
relating to the operations of the Council should not be funded from voluntary contributions alone, but from
provisions in the core budget or surplus in the Trustdk

315. Atits 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered a revised draft resolution
on institutional arrangements for the Scientific Council (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.6 (Rev.1)) which took into
account the deliberations of the Working Group on Financial and Administrative Matteradorded it for
adoption by the plenary.
316. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties took up consideration of
draft resolution 7.6 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.6 (Rev.1)) on institutional arrangements for the Scientific Council.
The Deputy Executive Secretary introduced the amendments that had been made to the draft resolution.
317. The Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.6, contained in Annex IX to the present document.
318. The Conference of the Parties aled@sed by acclamation the appointment of Mr. John O’Sullivan
(United Kingdom) as the Appointed Councillor for Birds.
XV. REPORTS OF SESSIONAL COMMITTEES (Iltem 15)
319. Apart from the Credentials Committee, the report of which is cowanddr item 10, there were no
sessional committees established by the Conference of the Parties at its Seventh Meeting.
XVI. ADOPTION OF RESOLUTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS AND
AMENDMENTS TO APPENDICES | AND Il (Item 16)

Consideration and adoption of resolutions and recommendations

320. Atits Seventh Meeting, the Conference of the Parties adopted 15 resolutions and 7 recommendations,
which are contained in Annex IX and Annex X, respectively, to the present document. The record of the
deliberations of the Committee of the Whole and the plenary on the resolutions and recommendations can be
foundunder the respectivagenda items of this report, where appropriate.

321. A number of resolutions and recommendations were adopted on general threats to migratory species
and on species and groups of species not othenwissidered for specific actiomnder CMS Appendices |

and Il. A drafting group, chaired by the United Kingdom, was established to finalise some of the texts of draft
resolutions and recommendations for subsequent adoption in plenary session.

322. Atthe 7th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the Chair of the Drafting Group
presented a report on its work, which concerned resolutions 7.10, 7.11, 7.12 and 7.13. It had also briefly
reviewed draft resolution 7.14. Details of the work of the Drafting Group in that respect are regodgded

the individual resolutions, as set out below.

1 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.12.
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Resolution 7.10: Impact Assessment and Migratory Sp€cies

323. At the 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 22 September, the observer from BirdLife
International introduced document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.16 and draft resolution UNEP/CMS/Res.7.10 on
environmental impact assessment in respect of migratory species, which had been prepared by that
organization and sponsored by Kenya and Hungary. Whereas environmental impact assessments were
fundamental to the Convention and its daughter Agreements, and to other decision-making regimes,
assessments of impacts on biodiversity were their least satisfactory aspect; Parties had expressed the need for
information about such aspects and for guidelines, including guidelines on good practice. The draft resolution
therefore offered a statement of principles which should be adhered to at the international level. He stressed
that CMS must build on the work done under CBD, and noted that BirdLife International had therefore
followed CBD guidelines in preparing the draft resolution. One representative suggested that in connecting
the work of CMS with the other biodiversity conventions and vice versa, the Secretariat must work also with
the Secretariat of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.

324. The Appointed Guncillor for Neotropical Fauna stressed the importance of environmental impact
assessments and said that such assessments must cover all new installations before they were extended to
cover existing ones.

325. Atthe 7th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the Chair of the Drafting Group
reported that the Group had introduced only minor amendments to resolution 7.10.

326. At its 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered the revised draft
resolution 7.10 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.10 (Rev.1)) on impact assessment and migratory species, and endorsed it,
with one minor correction, for adoption by the plenaty.

327. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties took up consideration of
draft resolution 7.10 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.10 (Rev.1)) on impact assessment and migratory species. After the
Deputy Executive Secretary introduced technical correction to the draft resolution, the Conference of the
Parties adopted Resolution 7.10, on impact assessment and migratory species, as contained inAnnex IX to
the present document.

Resolution 7.11: Oil Pollution and Migratory Species

328. At the 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, the representative of Germadyaenl draft
resolution UNEP/CMS/Res.7.11 on offshore oil pollution and migratory species submitted by his
Government. Some participants suggested thaddbpe of the draft resoluti on on oil pollution should be
expanded to the cover the marinevigEonment generally.

329. It was stressed that the problem was not just one of accidental spitiadmihg, chronic problems

also. All States must put in place, and then enforce and monitor, legislation to combat activities such as the
washing out of oil tanks at sea, and littoral States must be prepared and ready to act together in the event ofa
spill. The importance of working with the industry was stressed. Repiabees of two African cou ntries

noted the importance of work, in respect of oil pollution and the hazardsgding pollution resulting from
offshore oil exploration and extraction, under the Abidjan Convention for Cooperation in the Protection and
Development of the Marine and Coastal Environment of the West and Central African Region and its
Protocol concerning Cooperation in Combating Pollution in Cases of Emergency. An expert from South
Africa, an observer for BirdLife International, undertook to make available to CMS its experience with oil
pollution and power-line electrocution, and with mitigation measures for both.

12 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.2.
13 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.3.
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330. Atthe 7th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the Chair of the Drafting Group
reported that draft resolution 7.11 had been amended by the Group to reflect the interventions made during
the plenary, as well as the view of the Chair of the Scientific Council, to the effect that all oil pollatatuls

be included.

331. Atits 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole took up consideration of the revised
version of draft resolution 7.11 (UNEP/CMS/7.11 (Rev.1)). The representative of India proposed a change to
the operative paragraphs calling on the Parties to encourage industry to pay for any environmental damage for
which it was responsible. The representative of the United Kingdom was unable to suppoddhsted
wording, but was supportive of the principle and suggested alternative text, whichceesed by the
meeting. The meeting also considered appropriate wording to reflect the need to limit oil pollution in the
habitats of migratory species. Wording suggested by the representative of Denmark, and amended by India,
was agreed for inclusion in the draft resolution to be submitted to the plenary. In addition, the inclusion ofa
reference to wastes arising out of crude and refined oil was agreed.

332. Although not agreed by the meeting, the representative for Bulgaria expressed his opinion that all
gualifying statements such aatiere appropriate and whereegessaryshould be deleted from the draft
resolution, as these reduced the motivation for Parties to take the envisaged action.

333. The draft resolution, as orally amended, wadoesed for adoption by the plenary.

334. Atitsfinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.11,

as orally amended, on oil pollution and migratopesies, contaed in Annex IX to the present document.

Resolution 7.12: Electrocution of Migratory Birds

335. At the 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 22 September, the representative of Germany
introduced draft resolution UNEP/CMS/Res.7.12 on electrocution of migratory bird species submitted by his
Government. It was suggested that the scope of the draft resolution should be expanded to include the issue of
collision of migratory bird species with power lines.

336. The observer from Zimbabwe reported that certain power utilities, particularly in Africa, were
continuing to construct medium-voltage “killer” power lines even though the solution — placing the insulators
and cables underneath the cross-bar rather than above —was so simple. He recommended targeting pressure
on the financial backers of the utilities in question, who were more sensitive to “green” pressure. There was a
need also to share best practice. Some species were at greater risk from electrocution, others at greater risk
from collision. One African representative stressed that to minimise costs, the choice of where to begin
retrofitting existing installations had to be prioritised, and national Governments must be provided with
information on flyways. The importance of working with the industry was stressedxpert from Suth

Africa, an observer for BirdLife International, said that the experience of his country in terms of power-line
electrocution and related mitigation measures would be made available to CMS. The Appointed Councillor
for Neotropical Fauna stressed the importance of environmental impact assessments in approving and siting
new power lines.

337. Atthe 7th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the Chair of the Drafting Group
reported that some changes had been introduced to draft resolution 7.12 to reflect an overall lower level of
knowledge on collisions. However, the main substance of the draft resolution remained on ele ctrocution.

338. The Committee of the Whole took up consideration of a revised version of draft
resolution 7.12 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.12 (Rev.1) at its 9th session, on 24 September. The observer from
Zimbabwe said he was disappointed that the drafting group had not taken fully into account comments made

14 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.4.
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earlier in the current meeting about related dangers to birds from collisions with high-voltage transmission
lines, with railway power lines and with utility poles.

339. The representative of Germany said that bimtry had found that it was comparatively easy to get

the electricity industry to adopt the measures being recommended to make medium-voltage transmission lines
safe for migratory birds. It was a matter of strategy that the drafting group, basing itself on a majority of the
delegates who had spoken on the subject, felt CMS would be most effective atthe current stage by focusing
mainly on the issue of electrocution.

340. The representative of Indiaiggested that explicit reference should be made to high-voltage
transmission lines. However, the representative of Germany said that he understood that electrocution
occurred only with medium-voltage and not with high-voltage transmission lines.

341. The draft resolution wasdorsed by the Committee, as orally amended, for adoption by the plenary.
342. Duringthe 10th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 24 September, the representative of India
stated that he wished the report to reflect his view that the migratory paths of birds should ideally be taken
into account by the power companies and authorities when deciding on sites for the location of power
transmission lines. He acknowledged that, for practical reasons, such a course of action might not be feasible.
343. Atitsfinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.12,

on electrocution of migratory birds, contained in Annex IX to the present document

Resolution 7.13: Wind Turbines and Migratory Speties

344. At the 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 22 September, the representative of Germany
introduced draft resolution UNEP/CMS/Res.7.13 on offshore wind turbines and migratory species submitted
by his Government. It was suggested that the scope of the draft resolution should be extended to cover wind
turbines onshore and world wide.

345. The Appointed Guncillor for Neotropical Fauna said that, as for power lines, it was important to carry

out environmental impact assessments before approving and siting new wind turbines. The representative of
Bulgaria requested assistance in assessing proposed wind turbines on the Via Pontica flyway over the western
Black Sea littoral.

346. Atthe 7th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the Chair of the Drafting Group
reported that draft resolution 7.13 had been amended (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.13(Rev.1) to reflect the views
expressed that all types of wind turbines should be included.

347. At the 9th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 24 September, the representative of the
Netherlands spoke against the proposal to call on Parties to take a step-by-step approach to the construction
of offshore wind parks, limiting the numbers constructed until the impact on migratory birds had been
thoroughly assessed. He said there were still differing views about the effects on migratory birds of wind
turbines, and studies so far did not demonstrate any real impact. There was a danger that the draft resolution,
if fully applied, could halt the development of that form of renewable energy. The representative of the United
Kingdom supported the view of the Netherlands. An amendment calling for Parties to take environmental
impact data into account, monitoring information as it emerged, and also taking into account experience
provided through the spatial planning process, was agreed, in addition to other amendments, allowing the
Committee to endorse the resolution for adoption by the Plenary.

348. Atitsfinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.13,
as orally amended, on wind turbines and migratory species, contained in Annex IX to the present document.

15 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.5.
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Resolution 7.14: Implications of the World Summit on Sustainable Development fofCMS

349. Atthe 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 23 September, the Deputy ExBeatatary
introduced draft resolution UNEP/CMS/Res.7.14 on the implications of the World Summit on Sustainable
Development for CMS, which had been drafted by the Secretariat in recognition of the need to incorporate the
outcome of the Johannesburg Summit into the Strategic Plan.

350. The Chair of the Working Group on the Strategic Plan introduced a number of oral amendments, which
were agreed.

351. Atthe 7th session of the Committee of the Whole, the Chair of the Drafting Group reported that draft
resolution 7.14 on implications for CMS of the World Summit on Sustainable Development had been briefly
reviewed by the Drafting Group.

352. At its 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered the revised draft
resolution (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.14 (Rev.1)) and endorsed it for adoption by the plenary.

353. Atitsfinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.14,
on implications of the World Summit on Sustainable Development for CMS, contained in Annex IX to the
present document

Resolution 7.15: Future Action on the Antarctic minke, Bryde's and Pygmy Right Whales Under the
Convention on Migratory fecies

354. At its 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whdlrsed draft resolution 7.15
submitted by Australia (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.15 (Rev.1)) on future action on the Antarctic minke, Bryde's and
Pygmy right whales under CMS for adoption by the plenary.

355. Atits final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties took up consideration of
draft resolution 7.15 (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.15 (Rev.1)). The Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.15
on future action on the Antarctic minke, Bryde’s and Pygmy right whales under CMS, contained in Annex IX
to the present document.

Recommendation 7.2: Implementation of Resolution 6.2 on By-catch

356. Atthe 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 22 September, the Chair of the Scimmtifit C
introduced the recommendations of the Scientific Council concerning by-catch, contained in Annex VIl to the
report of the Scientific Council (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.17). That some species on the CMS Appendices were
moving from by-catch to directed catch was a particularly worrying development. The representative of
Australia highlighted the significance of “ghost” fishing by lost and discarded fishing gear and explained that
the purpose of the recommendation was to focus activities, given that the results of Resolution 6.2 had not
lived up to expectations. Denmark, sf@g on behalf of the European Community and its member States,
informed the meeting that the Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee for Fisheries of the European
Commission was proposing by-catch mitigation measures to the European Parliament. However, more
emphasis must be placed on working with the industry, and with regional fisheries bodies, to find solutions.
The observer for Siertaeonepointed to the problem of waste in adinal fisherieshrough spoilage as a

result of the lack of storage facilities. Also, monitoring work was expensive and time-consuming, so there was
a need for capacity-building. The representative of Australia detailed that country’s new, strict legislation
requiring by-catch action plans for each fishery which would include mitigation and information-gathering
measures; the strategic assessment of all fisheries; recovery plans for marine turtles (pending) and albatrosses
and petrels; and dugong protection areas, around the Great Barrier Reef, from which fisheries were effectively

16 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.10.
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excluded. It was pointed out that for species such as the Northern right vithatbal@aena glacialil ship
collisions were a greateralaard than by-catch, and that some cetaceans could be badly affected by noise
pollution.

357. Atits 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered draft recommendation 7.2
(UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.2), which had been prepared by a Scientific Council Working Group in collaboration
with the Secretariat. The representative of Denmark on behalf of the member States of the European
Community, proposed that the wordgreatest threatsin the first preambular paragraph should be replaced

by the words tnajor causes of mortalityand that, in the introductory lines of operative paragraph 1, the
words ‘in particular” should be deleted and the wordas' appropriaté inserted afters the words
“organizations and agreemefit3 he draft resolution, as orally amended, was endorsed by the Committee of
the Whole for adoption by the plenary.

358. Atthefinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Deputy Executive Secretary read out the text of the
recommendation as agreed by the Committee of the Whole. The Conference of the Parties adopted
recommendation 7.2, on implementation of Resolution 6.2 on by-catch, as amended, contained in Annex X to
the present document.

Recommendation 7.3: Regional Coordination for Small Cetaceans and Sirenians of Central and West Africa

359. The Committee of the Whole considered drfbmmendation 7.3 (UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.3) at its 9th
session, on 24 September, and endorsed it as orally amended by Senegal for adoption by the plenary. The
draft recommendation was proposed by Benin, Cameroon, Chad, Congo, Democratic Republiorgthe C
Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal and Togo as
Parties to CMS, and by Central African Republic, Cote d’lvoire, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Liberia and
Sierra Leone as observer countries.

360. At the final plenary session, on 24 September, the Deputy Executive Secretary recalled that the
representative of Senegal, the original sponsor, had substantively revised the proposal, and that the proposed
changes had been duly reflected in document UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.3 (Rev.1). The Conference of the Parties
adopted Recommendation 7.3 on regional coordination for small cetaceans and sirenians of Central and West
Africa, as revised, contained in Annex IX to the present document.

Recommendation 7.4: America Pacific Flyway Prograffime

361. At the 6th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 22 September, draft recommendation
UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.4, “America Pacific Flyway Programme”, proposed by Chile, Argentina and Peru, was
introduced by the representative of Argentina, who explained that the recommendation had the backing of the
whole Central and South American region.

362. Atits 10th session, the Committee of the Whole took up consideration of a revised version of draft
recommendation 7.4 (UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.4 (Rev.1)). The Appointed Councillor for Neotropical Fauna
observed that one of the criteria by which CMS would be judged was by its establishment of protected
flyways in the Americas along the lines of the African-Eurasian Flyway, and thanked the Government of the
Netherlands and Wetlands International for initiating discussions on the draft recommendation. The observer
from Zimbabwe suggested that the America Pacific flyway was equally important for raptors, but was
subsequently convinced that it was not appropriate to include raptors in the draft, which covered migratory
waterbirds. The Committee approved draft recommendation 7.4 for transmission to plenary.

1 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Recommendation 7.7.
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363. At the final plenary session, on 24 September, the Deputy Executive Secretaufydett a minor
typographical correction to the draft resolution. The Conference of the Parties adopted recommendation 7.4
on the America Pacific Flyway Programme, as orally revised, contained in Annex X to the present document.

Recommendation 7.5: Central Asian-Indian Waterbird Flyway Initiative

364. The representative of India intluced draft recommendation UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.5, “Central Asian-
Indian Flyway Initiative”, submitted by his Government, and highlighted the need for technical and financial
support.

365. At the 9th session of the Committee of the Whole, on 24 September, the representative of Pakistan
announced that he was not in a position to support the adoption of a revised version of the draft
recommendation 7.5 (Rev.1) at the current meeting, as it required further consultation within his Government.

366. Atits 10th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole continued its consideration of draft
recommendation 7.5 (UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.5 (Rev.1)) on a Central Asian-Indian flyway initiative. The
Executive Secretary announced that it had not been possible to fimdegptable solution to the political and
substantive problems which the initiative had encountered. Work would continue intersessionally to find such
a solution, pending which the Parties involved had agreed that the recommendation should be dropped, while
still pursuing the initiative. The representative of India said that the proposal had been withdrawn because the
representative of Pakistan had wanted to change the name to Central Asian-South Asian Flyway. Also, the
representative of Pakistan had not been a position to take a decision on the content of the proposed
recommendation, and had wanted to consult with his Government in that regard.

Recommendation 7.6: Improving the Conservation Status of the Leatherback Turtle

367. At its 8th session, on 23 September, the Committee of the Whole considered document
UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.6, containing a draft recommendation on the conservation status of the Leatherback turtle
(Dermochelys coriacea prepared by the Conference-Appointed Councillor on Marine Turtles, in
collaboration with the Secretariat.

368. Intioducing the draft recommendation, the Appointed Councillor made a technical correction to the
draft. Proposals from the floor were made, and approved, to the effect that traditional harvesting of the
species should be monitored and commercial harvesting prevented. The Committee agreed to defer further
consideration of the draft resolution, as orally amended, pending further cansultations among the delegates.

369. Atits 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Whole considered a revised version of draft
recommendation 7.6 (UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.6 (Rev.1)). The representative of Denmark, on behalf of the
European Community and its member States, proposed that subparagraphs (a) and (b) of operative
paragraph 1 should be replaced by a new subparagraph (a) reaolimggiement Resolution 6.2 and
Recommendation 7.2 with respect to this spéciaad the remaining subparagraphs renumbered
accordingly. The draft resolution was endorsed for adoption by the plenary.

370. At the final plenary seim, on 24 September, the Deputy ExecuBaxretary read out thevised

wording replacing subparagraphs 1 (a) and 1 (b). The Conference of the Parties adopted recommendation 7.6
on improving the conservation status of the Leatherback tubdemochelys coriaceas orally revised,
contained in Annex X to the present document.
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Recommendation 7.7: Range State Agreement for Dugdngdéng dugohConservatiotf

371. Atits 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Winddesed draft Recommendation 7.7
(UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.7) for adoption by the plenary, as submitted by Australia.

372. At its final plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted
Recommendation 7.7 on a Range State agreement for duBoiggpfig dugohconservation, contained in
Annex X to the present document.

Recommendation 7.8: Regional Coordination for Small Cetaceans and Dugongs of South-East Asia and
Adjacent WaterS

373. Atits 9th session, on 24 September, the Committee of the Winddesed draft recommendation 7.8
(UNEP/CMS/Rec.7.8), as orally amended by India and the Philippines, for adoption by the plenary. The draft
recommendation was submitted by the Philippines, in consultation with the Conference-appointed Councillor
for Marine Mammals, Wetlands International, and the Range States of Cambodia, Indonesia, Thailand and
Viet Nam.

374. Atthe final plenary sei&m, on 24 September, the Deputy ExecuBexretary read out a number of

oral revisions to the text which had been agreed by the sponsor — the Philippines — in consultation with the
Appointed Councillor for Marine Mammals and Large Fishes, the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Society
and the Range States concerned. The Conference of the Parties adopted Recommendation 7.8 on regional
coordination for small cetaceans and dugongs of South-East Asia and adjacent waters, as orally revised,
contained in Annex X to the present document.

Consideration and adoption of amendments to Appendices | and Il of the Convention

375. The Conference of the Parties also adopted, by acclamation, a number of proposals foramendments to
Appendices | and Il of the Convention, as summarised in the annex to document UNEP/CMS.Conf.7.12
(Rev.1). The following 21 species were added to Appendix I: Fin wigdéaenoptera physaljisSei whale
(Balaenoptera borealls Sperm whale Fhyseter macrocephalysGangetic river dolphinRlatanista
gangetica gangetigaBactrian camelCamelus bactrianysPink-footed shearwateP(ffinus creatopys
Peruvian diving petrelRelecanoides garno)ii Japanese night hero@¢rsachius goisagi Black-faced
spoonbill Platalea minoj, Swan gooseinser cygnoidesBaikal teal Anas formosy Pallas’s sea eagle
(Haliaeetus leucoryphis White-naped craneQrus vipid, Hooded craneGrus monachp Spotted
greenshankTringa guttifel), Spoon-billed sandpipeE(rynorhynchus pygmelysChinese crested tern
(Sterna bernsteinj Marsh seedeaterSporophila palustris Grey cheeked parakeeBrptogeris
pyrrhopteru$, Cock-tailed tyrantAlectrurus tricolof) and Great white sharkarcharodon carcharias

The following 20 species were added to Appendix Il: Antarctic minke wtizddaenoptera bonaerensijs
Bryde's whale Balaenoptera edei Fin whale Balaenoptera physal)s Sei whale Balaenoptera
borealig, Pygmy right whaleCaperea marginatp Sperm whaleFhyseter macrocephalyKiller whale
(Orcinus orcg (all populations not already listed), South American sea l@tafia flavescens South
American fur sealArctocephalus austral)sWest African manated ¢ichechus senegalensisimazonian
manatee Trichechus inungujs Asiatic wild ass Equus hemionus.l.), Goitered gazelleGazella
subgutturosy Mongolian gazelleRrocapra gutturosy Saiga antelopeSaiga tatarica tataricy Bearded
tachuri Polystictus pectoralis pectoralis Dark-throated seedeateBgorophila ruficollig, Dinelli's
doradito Pseudocolopteryx dinellianysTurtle dove Streptopelia turtur turtuy and Great white shark
(Carcharodon carcharias The record of the deliberations of the Committee of the Whole and the plenary on
the proposals can be found under agenda item 12, on consideration of proposals for amendments to

18 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Recommendation 7.5.
19 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Recommendation 7.4.
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Appendices | and Il of the Convention. The lists of new species added to Appendices | and Il are contained in
Annex Xl to the present document.

XVII. DATE AND VENUE OF THE EIGHTHM EETING OF THE
CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES (Iltem 17)

376. At its 8th session, on 23 September, the Committee of the Whole considered document

UNEP/CMS/Res.7.9, containing a draft resolution on the date, venuiiiaditng of the Eighth Meeting of

the Conference of the Parties. The Executive Secretary invited Parties to inform the Secretariat, even
informally, of any intention to offer to host the next meeting of the Conference of the Parties. The Committee

then approved the draft resolution for transmission to plenary.

Resolution 7.9: Date, Venue and Funding of the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the’Parties

377. Atitsfinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution 7.9, on
the date, venue and funding for the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, contained in Annex IX to
the present document.

XVIl. OTHER MA TTERS (Item 18)

Report of the Latin America and Caribbean regional group

378. Atthe 7th session of the Committee, on 23 September, Dr. Schlatter, reporting for the Latin America
and Caribbean regional group, said that the countries o&tiiem possessed immense biological diversity.

They cooperated very closely with one another, and had held three technical meetings, as well as workshops
on a regular basis. Such meetings were cruciatdorcerted actions and the development of memda of
understanding. Indeed, the first such memorandum of understanding orgftsmias under preparation. The
members of the region had established national committees and drawn up strategies to implement projects. In
that way, they helped to increase the efficiency of their efforts, and they were firmly committed to the
protection of the biological diversity of the region. He informed the meeting that a number of countries had
expressed interest to become Parties to the Convention. The representative of Chile, noting that the majority
of the projects in the region had received CMS funding, expressed his thanks for that financial support.

Statement by the representative of Argentina

379. At the final plenary session, on 24 September, the representative of Argentina made the following
statement:

“Various documents circulated at this Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties — for example,
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12; Conf.7.12 (Rev.3 and Rev.4); Conf.7.17; Inf.7.2 (Rev.); and Inf.7.14.21 —
contain various references to the Malvinas (Falkland Islands), South Georgia and South Sandwich
islands and their surrounding maritime areas.

“As the Conference knows, there is a dispute between the Argentine Republic and the Uhgjtkiii
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland concerning sovereignty over those islands and their maritime
areas.

“The Argentine Government reiterates the reservation of its rights over the territories and maritime
areas which this dispute involves which it made in its instrumentcéssion to the Convention, dated

20 Subsequently renumbered by the Secretariat as Resolution 7.14.
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10 October 1991, and reaffirms that no aspect of its participation in this Conference or in the
Convention may be interpreted as renouncing or detracting from those rights, mmepsaace or
recognition of events or claims which the other State involved in the dispute alleges.

“The Argentine delegation requests that this statement should be recorded in the official record of this
Conference.”

Statement by the representative of the United Kingdom

380. The representative of the Unitechijdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland made the following
statement:

“The United Kingdom has no doubt about its sovereignty over South Georgia and the South Sandwich
Islands, and their surrounding maritime areas, and does not regard it as negotiable. Similarly, the
United Kingdom has ndoubt about its@vereignty over the &klands Islands and their surrounding
maritime areas. The Islands are British, and will remain so for as long as that is the wish of the
Islanders.”

XIX. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT OF THE MEETING (Item 19)

381. Atthefinal plenary session, on 24 September, the Executive Secngdgnssed, and the Conference

of the Parties agreed, to approve the present report on the basis of a draft report circulated in document
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7/L.1 and its addendums 1 and 2, on the understanding that the finalisation of the report

would be entrusted to the Secretariat, in consultation with the Chairs of the Plenary and Committee of the

Whole. A deadline of 8 October 2002 was set for submissions of any comments in relation to those portions

of the report already available to the meeting.

XX. CLOSURE OF THE MEETING (ltem 20)

382. After the customary exchange of courtesies, the meeting closed at 6.40 p.m. on Tuesday,
24 September 2002.
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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 sudiations inadvance of the meeting.

Rule 2 — Observers

Q) 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 voté.

(2) Any body or agency technically qualified in protection, conservation and management of migratory
species which is either

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

(2) 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.

! see Articles |, paragraph 1 (k), and XVIIl of the Convention. A Party is a State which has deposited with theGovernment of the

Federal Republic of Germany its instrument of ratificatiacceptance, approval or accession by 30 AQG2.
2 See Convention, Article VII, paragraph 8.
®  See Convention, Article VI, paragraph 9.
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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 patrticipation 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

Q) 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, enabling them to represent the Party at the
meeting and to vote.

(2) Such credentials shall be submitted to the Secretariat ofdheedtion.
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 rheeting.

Part Il
Officers
Rule 5 — Chairpersons
Q) 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.

4 See Convention, Article IX, paragraph 4 (a).
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Rule 6 — Presiding Officer

Q) 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 fromthe same
delegation.

Rule 7 — Bureau

Q) 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 1l

Rules of Order and Debate

Rule 8 — Powers of Presiding Officer

Q) 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;

(c) 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;
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;

(b) the closure of the list of speakers;

(c) the adjournment or the closure of the debate on the particular subject or question under discussion;
and
(d) the suspensions or adjournment of the session.
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Rule 9 — Seating, Quorum

Q) 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

Q) 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 accordegqgence for thpurpose 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

Q) 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 themto 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. 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 theqaliags 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 — Procedural Motions

Q) During the discussion of any matter, a delegate may rise to 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 majority of the Representatives present and voting otherwise decide. A
delegate rising to a point of order may not speak on the substance of theunattediscussion.
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(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;
(d) to close the debate on the particular subject or question under discussion.

Rule 13 — Arrangements for Debate

Q) 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 nmpance 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.

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
shallimmediately 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 shallimmediately
be decided upon, subject to the second paragraph.

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 seconder, 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, one third 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.
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Part IV

Voting

Rule 14 — Methods of Voting

Q) 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 Whic? 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 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) Allvotes 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.

@) The Presiding Officer shall be responsible for the counting of the votes andstmllee 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 15 — 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 on procedural matters relating to the forwarding
of the business of the meeting shall be decided by a simple majority of votes cast, while all other decisions
shall be taken by a two-thirds majority of votes cast.

> See Convention, Article 1, paragraph 2.

98



CMS COP7 Proceedings: Part |, Annex Il Rules of Procedure

Rule 16 — Procedure for Voting on Motions and Amendments

Q) 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 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 whethentote on the next proposal.

Rule 17 — Elections

Q) Ifin 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 themeduce the number obadidates 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 thermettuce the number obndidates 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 18 — Official and Working Languages

Q) English, French and Spanish shall be the official and working languages of the meeting.
(2) Speeches made in any of the workingdaages shall be interpreted into the other workinglages.
3) The official documents of the meeting shall be distributed in the working languages.
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Rule 19 — Other Languages

Q) 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 inttigtion.

(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

Q) 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 21 — 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 22 — 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 23 — Establishment of Committees and Working Groups

Q) 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 24 — Procedure

Insofar as they are applicable, these Rules shall apptatis mutandiso 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 VI
Amendment
Rule 25

These rules may be amended as required by decision of the Conference.

* k%
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Proceedings of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties:
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AGENDA OF THE SEVENTH MEETING OF THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES

Opening of the meeting.
Welcoming addresses.
Adoption of Rules of Procedure.
Election of officers.
Adoption of agenda and work sadiule.
Establishment of Credentials Committee and sessional committees.
Admission of observers.
Opening statements.
Reports:
(@) Secretariat;
(b)  Standing Committee;
(c)  Scientific Council;
(d) Depositary.
Report of the Credentials Committee.
Review of implementation of the Convention:
(@) CMS Information Management Plan;
(i)  Synthesis of Party reports;
(i)  Format for national reports;
(i) Global Register of Migratory Species (GROMS);

(b)  Measures to improve the conservation status of Appendix | and Il species;
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(c) Review of Article IV Agreements;
(i)  Agreements already concluded;
(i)  Development of future Agreenmes;
(i)  Guidelines on the harmonization of future Agreements;
(d)  Review of implementation of the Strategic Plan for 2000-2005;
(e)  Cooperation with other bodies.
12. Consideration of proposals for amendments to Appendices | and Il of the Convention.
13. Financial and administrative arrangements.
14. Institutional arrangements:
(@) Headquarters agreement and juridical personality;
(b)  Co-location of Agreement Secretats;
(c) Standing Committee;
(d)  Scientific Council.
15. Reports of sessional committees.
16. Adoption of resolutions and recommendations and amendments to Appendix | and Il
17. Date and venue of the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.
18. Other matters.
19. Adoption of report of the meeting.

20. Closure of the meeting.

* k%
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LIST OF DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED BY THE MEETING
Post-sessio Agendz
Document No. | Document | 9¢"9% Title
ltem
No.
Conference Papers
Conf. 7.1 5 Provisional Agenda
Conf. 7.1 (Rev.1 5 Provisional Agenda
Conf.7.1.1 5 Annotated Provisional Agenda
Conf. 7.2 5 List of Documents
Conf. 7.2 5 List of Documents
(Rev.1-3)
Conf. 7.3 5 Provisional Schedule
Conf. 7.3 (Rev.1 5 Provisional Schedule
Conf. 7.4 3 Rules of Procedure for the Seventh Meeting of the Confe |ence
of the Parties
Conf. 7.4 (Rev.1 3 Rules of Procedure for the Seventh Meeting of the Confe |ence
of the Parties
Conf.7.5.1 9a Report of the Secretariat
Conf. 7.5.2 9b Report of the Standing Committee (Chairmargelivered
orally (no document)
Conf. 7.5.3 9c Report to the Conference of the Parties on the Activities cff
the Scientific Council (Chairman)
Conf.7.5.4 9d Report of the Depositary
Conf. 7.6 1lla Implementation of the CMS Information Management Plan
Conf. 7.6.1 1lla Synthesis of Party Reports
Conf. 7.6.2 1lla Proposed Format for National Reports
Conf. 7.7 1lla Future of the Global Register of Migratory Species
(GROMS)
Conf. 7.8 11b Measures to Improve the Conservation Status of Appencix |
and Il Species
Conf. 7.9 1llc Review of Article IV Agreements Concluded or Under
Development
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Post-sessio Agendz
Document No. | Document | 9¢"9% Title
ltem
No.
Conf. 7.9.1 1llc Review of Article IV Agreements Already Concluded
Conf. 7.9.2 1llc Review of Article IV Agreements Under Development
Conf. 7.9.3 1llc Guidelines for the Harmonisation of Future Agreements
Conf. 7.10 11d Review of Implementation of the Strategic Plan 2000-20(5
Conf. 7.11 11 Cooperation with other Bodies
Conf. 7.12 12 Proposals for Amendment of Appendices | and Il of the
Convention
Conf. 7.12 12 Proposals for Amendment of Appendices | and Il of the
(Rev.1-7) Convention
Conf. 7.12 Add. 12 Comments from the Parties to the Proposals for Amendn ent
of Appendices | and Il of the Convention (Addendum)
Conf. 7.12 12 Summary of the Proposals for Amendment of Appendice |
Annex and Il of the Convention (Annex)
Conf. 7.12 12 Summary of the Proposals for Amendment of Appendice |
Annex and Il of the Convention (Annex)
(Rev.1)
Conf. 7.13.1 13 Financial and Administrative Arrangements + Addendum
Conf. 7.13.1 13 Financial and Administrative Arrangements + Addendum
Corrigendum
Conf. 7.13.1 13 Financial and Administrative Arrangements Addendum
Addendum
Conf. 7.13.1 13 Financial and Administrative Arrangements Addendum
Addendum
(Rev.1)
Conf. 7.14.1 14a Institutional Arrangements: Headquarters Agreement anc
Juridical Personality
Conf. 7.14.2 14b Institutional Arrangements: Co-location of Agreement
Secretariats
Conf. 7.14.3 14c Institutional Arrangements: Standing Committee
Conf. 7.15 17 Date, Venue and Funding of the Eighth Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties
Conf. 7.16 11b Impact Assessment and Migratory Species
Conf. 7.17 9 Report of the Scientific Council at its {Meeting
Conf. 7/L.1 Draft Report of the Seventh Meeting of the Parties
Conf. 7/L.1/ Draft Report of the Seventh Meeting of the Parties
Add.1 (Addendum)
Conf. 7/L.1/ Draft Report of the Seventh Meeting of the Parties
Add.2 (Addendum)
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List of Documents

Post-sessio Agendz
Document No. | Document | 9¢"9% Title
ltem
No.

Conf. 7/CRP.1 Summary of Scientific Council Recommendations on
Proposals for Amendment of CMS Appendices to be
Considered by COP7

Conf. 7/CRP.2 Final Report from the Working Group on the Strategic Ple|n
2000-2005

Resolutions

Res. 7.1 Concerted Actions for Appendix | Species

Res. 7.2 Res. 7.7 Implementation of Existing Agreements and Developmen| of
Future Agreements

Res. 7.3 Res. 7.6 Implementation of the CMS Strategic Plan

Res. 7.4 Implementation of the CMS Information Management Plan

Res. 7.4 (Rev.1)|Res. 7.8 Implementation of the CMS Information Management Plan

Res. 7.5 Res. 7.9 Cooperation with other Bodies and Processes

Res. 7.6 Institutional Arrangements: Scientific Council

Res. 7.6 (Rev.1)|Res. 7.12 Institutional Arrangements: Scientific Council

Res. 7.7 Res. 7.11 Financial and Administrative matters

Res. 7.8 Headquarters Agreement for, and Juridical Personality af, the
Convention Secretariat

Res. 7.8 (Rev.1)|Res. 7.13 Headquarters Agreement for, and Juridical Personality of, the
Convention Secretariat

Res. 7.9 Date, Venue and Funding of the Eighth Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties

Res. 7.9 (Rev.1)|Res. 7.14 Date, Venue and Funding of the Eighth Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties

Res. 7.10 Impact Assessment and Migratory Species

Res. 7.10 (Rev..[Res. 7.2 Impact Assessment and Migratory Species

Res. 7.11 Offshore oil Pollution and Migratory Species

Res. 7.11 (Rev..|Res. 7.3 Oil Pollution and Migratory Species

Res. 7.12 Electrocution of Migratory Birds Species

Res. 7.12 (Rev..|Res. 7.4 Electrocution of Migratory Birds

Res. 7.13 Wind Turbines and Migratory Species

Res. 7.13 (Rev..|Res. 7.5 Wind Turbines and Migratory Species

Res. 7.14 Implications of the World Summit on Sustainable
Development for CMS

Res. 7.14 (Rev..|Res. 7.10 Implications of the World Summit on Sustainable

Development for CMS
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Res. 7.15 Future Action on the Antarctic Minke, Bryde's and Pygmy
Right Whales Under the Convention on Migratoye8ies

Res. 7.15 (Rev.. Future Action on the Antarctic Minke, Bryde's and Pygmy
Right Whales Under the Convention on Migratoye8ies

Recommendations

Rec. 7.1 Cooperative Actions for Appendix Il Species

Rec. 7.1 (Rev.1) Cooperative Actions for Appendix Il Species

Rec. 7.2 Implementation of Resolution 6.2 on By-catch

Rec. 7.3 Regional Coordination for Small Cetaceans and Sirenian} of
Central and West Africa

Rec. 7.3 (Rev.1) Regional Coordination for Small Cetaceans and Sirenianj of
Central and West Africa

Rec. 7.4 America Pacific Flyway Programme

Rec. 7.4 (Rev.1)|Rec. 7.7 America Pacific Flyway Programme

Rec. 7.5 Central Asian-Indian Waterbird Flyway Initiative

Rec. 7.5 (Rev.1) Central Asian-Indian Waterbird Flyway Initiative

Rec. 7.6 Improving the Conservation Status of the Leatherback Tt|rtle,
Dermochelys coriacea

Rec. 7.6 (Rev.1) Improving the Conservation Status of the Leatherback Tt|rtle,
Dermochelys coriacea

Rec. 7.7 Rec. 7.5 A Range State Agreement for Dugoriguygong dugoh
Conservation

Rec. 7.8 Rec. 7.4 Regional Coordination for Small Cetaceans of Southeast|Asia

and Adjacent Waters

Information Documents

Inf. 7.1

List of CMS Parties as at 1 September 2002

Inf. 7.2

List of Range States of Migratory Species Included in the
CMS Appendices

Inf. 7.2 (Rev.1)

List of Range States of Migratory Species Included in the
CMS Appendices

Inf. 7.3

List of CMS National Focal Points

Inf. 7.4

List of CMS Scientific Counitiors

! Subsequently withdrawn by the proponents.
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List of Documents

Post-sessio Agendz
Document No. | Document | 9¢"9% Title
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No.

Inf. 7.5 Report of the 11 Meeting of the Scientific Council
(issued as Conf. 7.17)

Inf. 7.62 Report of the 24th Meeting of the Standing Committee
(Bonn, 17 Septemb&002¥

Inf. 7.7 Text of the Convention

Inf. 7.8 Appendices | and Il of the Convention

Inf. 7.9 List of Common Names of Species included in
Appendices land Il

Inf. 7.10 no document

Inf. 7.11 Agreement Summary Sheets

Inf. 7.12 CMS Bulletin 15 (July 2002)

Inf. 7.13 Cooperation with Other Bodies: CBD/CMS Joint Work
Programme (2002-2005)

Inf. 7.14.x National reports - as submitted by CMS Parties

Inf. 7.15.x Opening Statements

Inf. 7.16 Report of Working Group on the Development of
CMS Regional Agreements

Inf. 7.17.1 Review of Article IV Agreements Already Concluded:
Agreement on the Conservation of Seals in the Wadden ${pea
(English only)

Inf. 7.17.2 Review of Article IV Agreements Already Concluded:
(ASCOBANS)(English only)

Inf. 7.17.3 Review of Article IV Agreements Already Concluded:
(ACCOBAMS) (French only)

Inf. 7.18 Global Register of Migratory Species (GROMS)

Inf. 7.19 Performance Indicators for the Convention on Migratory
Species (CMS)

Inf. 7.20 UNEP Support for the Harmonization of National Reportijg
and Information Management for Biodiversity-related
Treatieg(English only)

Inf. 7.21 Electrocution: Suggested Practices for Birdtection on
Power Lines (submitted by NABU)

Inf. 7.22 Millennium Ecosystem Assessmdiiinglish only)

Inf. 7.23 WSSD - Convention on Migratoryg@ciegEnglish only)

Inf. 7.24 Draft CMS-AEWA-Ramsar Joint Work Programme

(English only)

2 Available as document UNEP/CMS/StC24/Doc. 2 17, numbering corrected by UNEP/CMS/StC24/Doc. 2 17/Corr.1 to:
UNEP/CMS/StC24/Doc.2.
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Document No. | Document | 959 Title
ltem
No.
Inf. 7.25 Submission by Wildlife and Countryside Lir{EEnglish only)
Inf. 7.26 Inclusion of the European Turtle-dove in Appendix Il
Inf. 7.27 Institutional Arrangements: Headquarters Agreement anc
Juridical Personality
Inf. 7.28 List of Participants
Inf. 7.28 (Rev.1) List of Participants
Inf. 7.29° Note by the Secretariat: Inclusion of the Ganges River
Dolphin on Appendix |
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% |ssued in-session as UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.Inf.29.
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Proceedings of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties:
Part I, Annex V
REPORT OF THE 24TH MEETING OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE
Introduction
1. The 24" Meeting of the Standing Committee of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory

Species of Wild Animals was held at the International Congress Centre, Bonn, Germany, on 17 September
2002. The meeting was opened at 3 pm by the Chair (Philippines, representing Oceania), who welcomed all

participants.
2. The meeting was attended by:
(@) Representatives of the following members of the Committee:

Belgium (Europe), Germany (Depositary), Philippines (Oceania), Poland (Europe), South
Africa (Africa) and Uruguay (Latin America);

(b)  The following alternate members:
Ukraine (Europe);

(c) The following observers:

Denmark; Switzerland; United Kingdom; Chair of the Scientific Council; UNON; UNEP;
African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds Agreement (AEWA), Birdlife International; and

(d)  The Executive Secretary and Deputy Executive Secretary who provided Secretariat services.

I. COP7 LOGISTICAL ARRANGEMENTS AND PROCEDURAL MATTERS
(a) Meeting Structure: Committees, Working Groups, Chairs

3. The Executive Secretary outlined the requirements concerning the nhomination of the Chair of the
Conference and the establishment of sessional committees. He stressed the role of the regional group
meetings in deciding on nominations for Officers of the Confeee

(b) Programme/Timetable

4, The Executive Secretary drew attention to the provisional schedule of work of the meeting
(UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.3 (Rev.1) and enumerated the issues raised in the annotated agenda

(UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.1.1).
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(c) COP Rules of Procedure (Voting eligibility issue)

5. The Standing Committee deliberated on the issue of the right of Parties whose contributions were in
arrears to vote during the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. In its deliberations, the
Committee had before it document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.4, on the Rules of Procedure for the Seventh Meeting
of the Conference of the Parties, and document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.13.1, on administrative arrangements.

6. Introducing the item, the Deputy Executive Secretary referred to Rule 14 (2) of the provisional Rules
of Procedure, which stated:

“Representatives of Parties which are three or more years behind in paying their subscriptions onthe
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”.

7. In Resolution 6.8 (Cape Town, 1999), paragraph 13, the Conference of the Parties served notice “to
Parties with contributions in arrears that rule 14 (2) on withholding of voting rights will be strictly adhered to
at the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties”.

8. The Committee noted that, of the 17 Parties whose contributions were three or more years in arrears,
only one (Argentina) had provided an explanation for the exceptional and unavoidable circumstances which
had prevented it from paying its contributions in a timely manner. In this regard, a letter to the Executive
Secretary from the Government of Argentina, outlining the difficult economic situation obtimatiy, was
circulated to the members of the Standing Committee.

9. The Standing Committee decided unanimously to accept this explanation for the current meeting,
enabling Argentina to retain its eligibility to vote, but with the expectation that Argentina would make a
partial payment during the course of 2003 as a sigyoofl will. The Standing Committee decided that it was

not within its remit to offer advice on any of the other Parties in arrears which had provided no such
explanation. The Committee noted that the terms of Resolution 6.8 adopted by the Conference of the Parties
were unambiguous inasmuch as they served notice that Rule 14.2 on withholding of voting rights would be
strictly adhered to. It noted further that several Parties had benefited from a special write-off of unpaid
contributions, which in most cases had not had the desired effect of encouraging those Parties to bring their
remaining contributions up to date.

10. The Standing Committee strongly advised on re-opening a debate on this matter during the plenary
session of the Conference of the Parties, as it considered that all Parties with arrears had been given sufficient
reminders and opportunities either to pay their arrears or to offer an explanation of the mitigating
circumstances. In that connection, the Committee agreed that any declaration of mitigating circumstances
made by a Party in arrears after 17 September 2002 would nakba into acount, since itwas exidlitly

stated in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.4, paragraph 6, that “Parties concerned are invited to bring their
contributions up to date in advance of COP7 or to communicate to the Secretariat the nature of any mitigating
circumstances, before the Standing Committee deliberates on this matter at its meeting on 17 September 2002
in Bonn”.

11. The Standing Committee also requested the Secretariat to review the table of Parties ineligible to vote
and to re-issue it before the seventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

112



CMS COP7 Proceedings: Part |, Annex V 24" stC Report

[I. INSTITUTIONAL MATTERS
(a) Headquarters Agreement
(b) MoU Signing Ceremony

12. The Executive Secretary outlined the procedure to be followed on 18 September 2002 for the signing
of the Memorandum of Understanding between CMS and the Government of Germany on the Headquarters
Agreement, as well as the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of Germany
and UNEP, and encouraged wide participation in the event. In addition institutional Memoranda of
Cooperation were scheduled to be signed with UNESCO and CITES in the evening of 18 September 2002.

(c) Standing Committee: New members and alternates

13. The Deputy Executive Secretary drew attention to the required changes in the membership of the
Standing Commiittee, in line with its Rules of Procedure, and the need for the regional groups to decide onthe
nomination of their respective candidates for the positions.

. MATTERS RELATING TO THE SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL
(a) Report on outcome of the election of Chair, Vice-Chair

14. The Chair of the Scientific Council, Professor Colin Galbraith (United#@m), reported that he had
accepted the nomination of th@ncil to serve a further term as Chair. Mr. John Mshelbwala (Nigeria) had
also been elected to serve a further term as Vice-Chair.

15. Dr. Galbraith also reported on the activities of the Scientific Council at its last two meetings, and noted
that, in addition to the report of the proceedings of the meetings ofahedl, the Conference of the Parties
would also have before it a report prepared by him on the proposed developments and changes in the
processes of the Scientific Council.

(b) COP-appointed Councillors (new appointments/re-appointments)
16. The Chair of the Scientific Council reported that Mr. Noritaka Ichida had been appointed Councillor

for Asiatic Fauna; Mr. John O’Sullivan, from BirdLife International, had been nominated as appointed
Councillor for birds (replacing Mr. Mike Moser), subject to endorsement by the Conference of the Parties.

IV. ROLE FOR STANDING COMMITTEE MEMBERS DURING COPS8
Organization of regional consultations

17. The Deputy Executive Secretary enumerated a list of possible agenda points for the regional
consultations: explaining the Standing Committee’s position on the Rules of Procedure; nomination of
Standing Committee regional members; appointment of Scientific Councillors; facilitation of the preparation
and sponsorship or resolutions/recommendations; sponsoring of recommendations/decisions; and canvassing
of a possible host country for the eighth meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

18.  After expressing thanks to the Government of Germany for the excellent facilities provided for the
meeting of the Standing Committee and for the Conference of the Parties, the Chair declared the meeting
closed at 5.30 p.m. on Tuesday, 17 September 2002.

* k%
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REPORT OF THE 25TH MEETING OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE
Introduction
1. The 25th Meeting of the Standing Committee of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory

Species of Wild Animals was held at the International Congress Centre, Bonn, Germany, on 24 September
2002. The Deputy Executive Secretary of trmn@ention called the meeting to order.

2. The meeting was attended by:
(@) Representatives of the following members of the Committee:

Australia (Oceania), Chile (America and Caribbean), Germany (Depositary), Kenya (Africa),
Morocco (Africa), Sri Lanka (Asia), Ukraine (Europe) and United Kingdom (Europe);

(b) Representatives of the following alternate members of the Committee:

Chad (Africa), Monaco (Europe), New Zealand (Oceania), Peru (America and Caribbean),
Saudi Arabia (Asia); United Republic of Tanzania (Africa);

(c)  The following observer: Chair of the Scientific Council; and
(d)  The Deputy Executive Secretary.

3. The Deputy Executive Secretary called for nominations for a Chair for the Committee to serve until the
Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. Chile nominated the Unitgdl&in, which accepted and
was elected. Mr. Steve Lee-Bapty presided over the remainder of the meeting.

4, The Chair called for suggestions about the date and venue of the Committee’s next meeting. The
Deputy Executive Secretary said the committee normally met about once a year, usually in Bonn because of
the benefit of interpretation services provided by the Government of Germany.

5. The Committee asked the Secretariat to correspond with members and to seek a date in the first four
months of 2003, if possible one which was close to those of other similar meetings and would fall in with the
plans of members who would need to travel long distemn

6. The Chair called for nominations for a Deputy Chair. Kenya hominated Morocco, which accepted and
was elected.

There being no other business, the meeting adjourned.

* k%
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Proceedings of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties:
Part I, Annex VII

REPORT TO THE CONFERENCE OF THE PARTIES ON THE ACTIVITIES
OF THE SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL

Professor C.A. Galbraith — Chair of the Scientific Council

1. The Council has met twice in the past triennium, once in Edinburgh in20&t and once in Bonn
immediately prior this Conference of the Parties. Overall it has been encouraging to note the increase in the
numbers of Scientific Councillors attending these meetings and to note their enthusiastic engagement and
active participation in the work of the Council. Notwithstanding the good work of than€ll, we have to

report here that the situation relating to many migratory species remains precarious and that many species are
in need of active assistance through the activities of CMS.

2. The work of the Council over the triennium has been wide-ranging and has contributed to the overall
activity of the Convention. The following notes some key developments and highlights some important issues
for consideration by the COP which are not reported by other means. A record of the most recent meeting of
the Scientific Council (14-17 Septemb2002) will be circulated separately.

1. Membership of the Council

3. Doctor Ichida joined as Councillor for Asiatic Fauna and Doctor Moser retired as Boufar Birds

after many years productive input in this role. Dr. Moser was replaced by Mr. O’Sullivan as Councillor for
birds. Professor Galbraith was re-elected as Chair of the Scientific Council and Doctor Mshelbwala was re-
elected Deputy Chair.

2. Proposals for listings on Appendix | or Il of CMS

4. The Scientific Council considered a range of proposals for listing species on Appendices | or Il. These
proposals concerned a range of taxa and emanated from a number of regions of the world.

5. There have been a nhumber of taxonomic changes occurring to species which will be reflected in the
presentation of listings on the Appendices. These are not changes of substance.

6. Theresults of the deliberation of the Scientific Council in relation to proposed listings will be presented
separately. In taking forward the assessment of these proposals, the Council has adhered strictly to scientific
principles and has utilized the best availaktewledge to help inform its decisions.

7. These proposals were mainly non-contentious and were well-formed, based on effective data and
information. It was therefore relatively straightforward for the Scientific Council to reach a clear view on
each. In relation to a few proposals, notably those relating to some of the whale species, the proposals
appeared to contain some key data and information gaps as well as a number of technical inaccuracies. The
Council formed a working group to consider these proposals, chaired by the Appointed Councillor for
Cetaceans. This working group was, however, unable to reach a consensus view on how to proceed. The
Council was therefore guided in particular by the appointed Councillor and by the Chairman of the Council,
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who considered that where there were clear information gaps and technical inaccuracies that the Council could
not advise the expanded Conference of the Parties to support these particular proposals at this time. It should
be noted that this was a majority view of the Scientific Council. The Council is, however, aware of the
conservation needs of the species concerned and is keen that their view on this matter is not seen by the
Conference of the Parties or indeed by others as downplaying in any sense the conservation needs of the
species concerned. It should be noted that the species remain proposed for listing on Appendix I, which
leaves the way open for regional cooperative action. In addition, the Council has supported listing on
appendix | and on appendix Il for a number of whale species and remains receptive to receiving further,
scientifically accurate, proposals for the species concerned in future, if deemed appropriate by any Party to
the Convention. The Council would encourage further information-gathering and collaboration to allow any
further action on this issue.

3. Criteria for concerted action for Appendix | species/
cooperative actions for Appendix Il

8. The Council reviewed the criteria fooncerted action in relation to Appendix | species and considered
cooperative action overall. In relation to the matter, we noted that in some cases action had been limited.
Equally, in other situations action had been dynamic and had led to significant conservation adions to help
species. The Council noted the need to be clear on priorities for action overall as resources for such activity
will always be limited.

9. The Council made significant input to the development of new Agreements over the course of the
triennium.

4. Project submissions

10. The Council agreed a revised format and submission procedure for projects seeking funding from CMS.
A number of projects were reviewed and Council recommendations in relation to funding can be found in a
separate paper. The Council was concerned, however, about the apparent ad hoc nature of project
submissions and suggested that the Scientific Council develop a proactive approach, indicating clearly
priority areas for future project funding which, in its opinion, target key issues for the conservation of species
under the Convention.

5. Links to other bodies
11. The Council approved a paper coordinating the criteria for listing species on the appendices of CMS with
the IUCN system of species status assessmdmbufhout the meeting it was stressed that working with
other bodies has to be a key issue for the Scientific Council. The Council noted especially the relevance of

working with, inter alia, the Ramsar Convention, CITES, CBD and IWC.

12. Input was made to the CMS presence at the World Summit on sustainable Development.

6. Issues of conern affecting migratory species
13. The Council considered issues of concern, where interactions with migratory species may be damaging.
The issue of by-catch was agreed by the Council to be of key concern. This has lead to the production of a
draft recommendation for consideration by the Conference of the Parties.

14. The important issue of barriers to migration was discussed in relation to electrocution, oil pollution and to
issues relating to wind farms. Consideration was given to the relationship between climate change and
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migratory species. This resulted in a request from the Scientific Council that a review be undertaken of this
issue, for presentation and discussion at the next meeting of the Council.

7. Modus operandi

15. With the continued healthy growth in the number of parties joining the Convention, and with the
increasing number and complexity of issues being considered, it is necessary and important that the Council
consider its modus operandi. The need to clarify procedures and to develop better working practice has lead to
the development of draft indicators, to help measure the effectiveness of the Scientific Council. This need
related also to Council’'s consideration of project submissions, where clear guidelines were agreed and to
concerted actions (Appendix |) and coordinated actions (Appendix Il) where criteria were agreed for
consideration of species in these categories.

16. There was considerable discussion of the fundamental workings of the Scientific Council, where it is
necessary to consider issues from a taxonomic view, a regional view and from a perspective to consider
threats and other issues affecting migratory species. This discussienttwgiasm for change, to create a

more dynamic, proactive working style is hugely encouraging for the Convention. In particular, the Council
agreed the need to improve the overall efficiency of Council meetings and to increase the effort and
momentum of the Council intersessionally. This will be actioned by several means, including regional
preparatory meetings (already costed in core budget proposals), regular contact by teleconference between the
Chair, Deputy Chair, Secretariat and the Appointed specialist Councillors, in coordination with regional
representatives. In addition, it was agreed, as necessary, that the above teleconference grouping may need to
meet before the next meeting of the Scientific Council to develop a strategy document, identifying clear
priority actions for each species group under the work of the Convention. It was agreed that the various
papers dealing with the modus operandi of the Council and with the related processes be comlaidaddo pr

a pack of information presenting, simply, the work of the Council and how it functions. This should be
available, along with a draft scientific strategy document, for the next meeting of the ScientificiC

17. The Council is acutely aware of the potential costs of these changes, but urges that change is essential and
that greater efficiencies will result in due course. If the costs of these changes cannot be accommodated within
the core budget for CMS for the coming triennium, thetuntary contributions to help the change process
should be urgently sought. In particular, funds will be required to facilitate the process involving increased
levels of expense to support Councillors, appointed Councillors and the office bearers of the Council.

8. Presentations
18. The Scientific Council meeting from 14 to 17 Septeniiii2 eceived a number of short presentations,

including on: GROMS; WCMC information systems; possible Agreements on bats; Lesser white-fronted
geese; and on the Millennium Ecosysterss@ssment System.

* k%
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REPORT OF THE SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL AT ITS 11TH MEETING
Bonn, Germany, 14-17 September 2002
Introduction
1. The 11th Meeting of the Scientific Council of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory

Species of Wild Animals (CMS) was held at the International Congress Centre, Bonn, Germany, from 14 to
17 September 2002.

I. OPENING REMARKS

2. The Chair, Dr. Colin Galbraith (United Kingdom), called the meeting to order at 9.30 a.m. on
Saturday, 14 September 2002, and welcomed the participants, especiallyoneeillors and alternate
Councillors, including Mr. Noritaka Ichidahe new Appointed Councillor for Asiatic Fauna list of
participants is contained in Annex | to the present report (ScC Report Annex I). He welcomed the increase in
the number of Parties to the Convention and noted that the increasing complexity of its work would call for
greater professionalism. He said that key tasks facing the meeting included the clarification of the means of
cooperation between Parties and how they could form partnerships to help each other. The meeting also faced
the issues of climate change taking place on a global scale, plus specific problems of species in crisis, such as
the elephants of West Africa and the antelopes of the Sahara, the problem of by-catch on the high seas and of
non-sustainable exploitation of marine turtles. He said CMS needed to buildup its capacity and increase its
flow of information. A key challenge facing the Council was to maintain scientific objectivity. Action plans,

he said, were an excellent mechanism for the work of the Convention and the Council’s responsibility was to
provide a coherent rationale for that work.

3. Mr. Gerhard Adams of the German Federal Ministry of the Environment, welcomed participants to
Bonn on behalf of the Federal Government. He recalled that Bonn had played an important role in the history
of the Convention and also that the building in which the meeting was taking place had been the scene of
historic events. Pointing to the conclusion of a new headquarters agreement between the Federal Government
and CMS, he invited delegates to attend the signing of the agreement, which would take place on the morning
of Wednesday, 18 September 2002, prior to the opening of the meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

4, Mr. Arnulf Muller-Helmbrecht, Executive Secretary, welcomed participants and thanked the German
Government for the excellent facilities and organizational support provided for the meeting. He also
acknowledged those who had worked with CMS over a number of years and thanked staff members for their
extra efforts in assisting with the organization of the current meeting.

5. The Chair reminded the Council that two members were retiring, Dr. Mike Moser (Appointed
Councillor) and Dr. Raul Vaz Ferreira (Councillor for Uruguay) and paid tribute to their valuable service to
the Council over the years. The meeting agreed that he should write to them, expressing the thanks of the
Council for their past work.
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IIl. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

6. The meeting adopted its agenda on the basis of the provisional agenda circulated as document
ScC11/Doc.1(Rev.1). The agenda is contained in Annex Il to the present report (ScC Report Annex ).

7. The meeting also adopted a schedule for its work on the basis of the provisional schedule prepared by
the Secretariat (ScC11/Doc.2.2 (Rev.1)).

8. Regional Working Groups for Africa, Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean, and Asia/Oceania
were established. The Chair directed them to appoint their own Chairs and Rapporteurs and requested themto
consider, inter alia, and report, from the regional point of view, on the review of the modus operandi of the
CMS Scientific Council; on regional priorities on taxa; on maintaining the momentum of the CMS process in
their regions; on any regional issues which they wished to highlight; and on new CMS agreements or other
actions which they wished to see agreed.

9. The following taxonomic Working Groups were also established for: birds; terrestrial mammals;
marine turtles; and marine mammals and large fishes; a working group on indicators was re-convened from
the 10th Scientific Council Meeting.

[ll. REPORT ON INTERSESSIONAL ACTIVITIES
(@ Chair

10. Dr. Galbraith pointed briefly to the important issues to be considered at the current meeting and noted
that he would be drafting a summary report setting out the points raised by the Scientific Council on the
subject, for the consideration of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. In outlining the major
activities in the intersessional period, he drew particular attention to the conclusion of the Agreement on the
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP), the steps forward in the preparation and conclusion of
memoranda of understanding, and the progress made in the implementation of a number of pruegi, alt

he stressed that much still remained to be done in all those fields.

(b)  Secretariat

11. The Deputy Executive Secretary drew attention to the report prepared by the Secretariat for the
Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.5.1), outlining its work since 1
Decembef 999 and covering certain aspects of the implementation ofohe&htion not dealt with in other
papers for the Conference.

12. Concerning the membership of the Convention, there were 15 new Parties, which brought the total
number to 80. In addition, a further 18 countries not Party to the Convention were participating in its
activities by way of the Agreements concluded under CMS. A number of workshops and meetings had been
held during the period under review, anddxpressed gratitude those Parties that had hosted or provided
assistance in the organization of such activities.

13. He drew attention to various instruments developed since the Sixth Meeting of theeBoafef the

Parties, notably those benefiting albatrosses and petrels, marine turtles of the Atlantic coast of Africa and of
the Indian Ocean and South-East Asia, as well as the Bukhara deer. Together, the two turtle memoranda of
understanding covered a wide geographical area, and had a potential membershimdféir countries.

14. The Secretariat had undergone dynamic development since the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties and had attained a new level of stability. The recruitment of new and additional staff, as well as

co-location of staff of the Agreements based in Bonn, meant that the Secretariat was near to being fully
staffed.
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15. Further improvements had been made in the field of information management and positive feedback
had been received on the new reporting system. The CMS web site had also been greatly improved, with only
a modest outlay of resources, and a new information management system was being developed in cooperation
with the UNEP/World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC). All that work was being coordinated
within the CMS Strategic Plan. In addition, there had been increased and improved collaboration with other
organizations, including the development of new institutional agreements with such organizations and
intergovernmental bodies.

(© Councillors (on the work of other Conventions that they were requested to follow on behalf of
CMS, and the tasks allocated to them during the 10th Meeting of the Scientific Council)

16. Dr. Beudels-Jamar de Bolsee (Councillor for Belgium), who served as Council Focal Point for the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), reported that she had been unable to attend the latest meeting of
that Convention’s Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA) due to
prior professional commitments. She drew the attention of the meeting to the report of the Secretariat on
cooperation with other bodies (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.11) and the information paper prepared on the
CBD/CMS joint work programme (2002-2008YNEP/CMS/Inf.7.13).

17. The Deputy Executive Secretary noted that the CBD/CMS joint work programme had been formally
endorsed by the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties tathaation on Biological Diversity, and

would also be before the current meeting of the Conference of the Parties to CMS for endorsement. The joint
programme contained references to the Scientific Council and the Council’s input was required in terms of its
implementation.

18. Dr. Perrin (Appointed Councillor) reported on the International Whaling Commission (IWC), drawing
attention to the observer’s report on meetings of the IWC Scientific Committee (2001, 2002), contained in
document ScC11/Doc.18.

19. At the IWC meeting held in London in JuB0O01, it had been recommended tifatntoporia
blainvillei be classified as “vulnerable” in the IUCN Red List. Concerning North Atlantic humpbacks, the
abundance of the West Indies feeding stock was estimated to have grown by about one-third since the late
1970s. With regard teubalaena glacialisgiven that there were only about 300 North Atlantic right whales
remaining, the Committee had urged, as a matter of absolute urgency, that every effort should be made to
reduce anthropogenic mortality to zero. Conceringalaena japonican aerial surveys conducted2000

only five sightings had been made of a total of 13 whales.

20. Asregards CMS Appendix Il species, the IWC/Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceans of
the Baltic and North Seas (ASCOBANS) Working Group had reported on advice offered to ASCOBANS on
methodology for its programme of assessment of status of stoédwabena phocoeria the Baltic and

North Seas. The Small Cetaceans Subcommittee had conducted a review of the status of stocks of
Phocoenoides daléxploited by Japan. However, Japan had refused to cooperate, on the grounds that small
cetaceans were outside the remit of IWC. The Subcommittee had thus been unable to complete a full
assessment of the status of the stocks.

21. Atthe IWC meeting held in Shimonoseki, Japan, in April-May 2002, the comprehensive assessment of
North Atlantic humpbacks had been completed and a population increase at a rate of 3 per cent per annum or
more was reported for the Gulf of Maine, Icelandic waters and the West Indies. ConcBalaena
mysticetuscatches and catch limits had been reviewed for the Bering-Chuckchi-Beaufort Seas stock, which
was estimated to be larger than at any time in the last century. The previously recommended annual catch
limit of 102 whales was considered consistent with the requirements of the IWC Schedule. Regarding
Eubalaena glacialisthe Committee had repeated its expression of concern and the recommendation that all
attempts should be made to reduce anthropogenic Kills to zero as a matter of absolute urgency.
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22. Concerning CMS Appendix Il species, a permit for a catch quota of 1,000 Beluga whales
(Delphinapterus leucgshad been issued by the Russian Commission for Fisheries. The Committee had
expressed concern over such takes of small cetaceans when there was insufficient information to adequately
assess the impact, and recommended an assessment of the size of the affected populations and the impacts of
the removals. Concernin§ousaspp. the Committee had concluded that Humpback dolphins were not
abundant in any part of their range. Degradation of the limited coastabhalasthought to be a serious

danger in many areas; incidental takes were reported in almost all areas of the range; and the high levels of
contaminants in the animals’ tissues were thought to pose a conservation threat. The Committee had therefore
made a number of recommendations for conservation research and action.

23. A mini-symposium on effects of climate change on cetaceans was planned for the 2003 meeting of the
IWC in Berlin. In 2003, the Small Cetaceans Subcommittee would concentrate its efforts on a review of the
status of Black Sea dolphins and porpoisbsr§iops, DelphinusandPhocoena

24. Dr. Davidson (Bureau of the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially
as Waterfowl Habitat) reported on the development of a range of joint collaborative approaches with CMS, in
order to move from global-scale cooperation to positive joint action at ground level for the benefit of wetland-
dependent species. Recalling the areas of cooperation established und€9thenemoradum of
cooperation between the two Conventions, he said that the Ramsar Scientific and Technical Review Panel
(STRP) had been developing guidance on topics, many of which were relevant to CMS and its Agreements.
Those included the impact of climate change on wetlands; alien invasive species; issues linked to the joint
CBD/CMS work programme; and guidance on water allocation and management. A unique joint
Ramsar/CMS and Ramsar/Agreement on the Conservation of African-Eurasian Migratory Waterbirds
(AEWA) work programme to operationalize the memorandum of understanding was nearly finalised. It was
hoped that that would serve as a model for further joint activities. He asked the Council to convey to the
Conference of the Parties the Ramsar Bureau’s desire to have further progress on that subject. Several
members of the Council were also closely involved in the work of Ramsagyratetstood the issues faced by

each Convention.

25. The Chair remarked that good and close cooperation with Ramsar also provided anrotyofor
exchange of experience on the modus operandi of their respective scientific bodies.

26. Dr. Schlatter (Appointed Councillor), pointing to the need to fine-tune the administration of joint
projects and activities, proposed that regional workshops should be held. That would improve the efficiency
of such projects and activities with Ramsar.

27.  Mr. Moumouni (Councillor for Togo) underlined the need to improve the system for provision of
finances to developing countries for the undertaking of field projects. The holding of subregional meetings, as
was the practice under Ramsar, helped to focus on the problems and find solutions.

28.  Mr. Baker (Councillor for Australia) said that the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine
Living Resources (CCAMLR) had expressed a desire to learn of the results of the deliberations of the
Scientific Council. He thus sought the Council’'s agreement for him to report back to CCAMLR on the
Council’'s work. The Scientific Council agreed to that procedure.

29. On the question of selection of members to represent the Scientific Council at the meetings of the
World Conservation Union (IUCN), the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Fauna and Flora (CITES), Ramsar and other bodies, Dr. Devillers (Councillor for the European Community)
underlined the need for sufficient funding to ensure the participation of liaison Councillors in meetings of
other bodies, rather than relying on the goodwill of Parties to fund their councillors in that role. He considered
that a formal recommendation from the Scientific Council was needed to ensure that provisions were in place
in the CMS budget to cover the costs of attendance at such meetings. Dr. Davidson (Ramsar Bureau)
underlined the desirability of having terms of reference for representatives of the Sciamtificii@ttending
meetings of other bodies.
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30. The Chair observed that, as concerned the requisite funding for such an activity, #osasary to
examine the financial position of the Convention and to clarify the question of funding with the Secretariat. It
was also necessary to draw up a list of candidates to represent the Council at other bodies.

Summary

31. The Council agreed that focal point Councillors for cooperation with Ramsar and UNESCQO'’s Man and
Biosphere Programme would be designated intersessionally.

32. On cooperation with CITES, Dr. Pfeffer (Appointedudllor) cautioned the Guncil against any
commitment at this stage. The Council agreed that the Chair should act as focal point Councillor for contact
with CITES.

IV. SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL TASKS ARISING INTER ALIA FROM RESOLUTIONS,
RECOMMENDATIONS AND OTHER DECISIONS OF THE CON FERENCE
OF THE PARTIES

4.1 Concerted actions for selected Appendix | species/groups (Res. 3.2, 4.2, 5.1 and 6.1 refer)

33. Inintroducing the work ononcerted actions, the Chair noted the value of work under thidiheg to
the overall success of theo@vention. He noted also that some works were becoming classic examples of
effective conservation action.

34. The Deputy Executive Secretary introduced a report by the Secretariat on Identification and
Implementation of Concerted Actions for Selected Appendix | Species/Groups (ScC11/Doc.3). He said that
the number of species and groups designated for Concerted Actions currently totalled 27 and the Secretariat
was concerned that the list was becoming a shadow of Appendix |, weakening the notion of concerted action.
The report suggested a new procedure whereby candidate species could be proposed at intersessional
meetings of the Scientific Council and would be the subject of a comprehensive review report, which would
be prepared and considered by the Council ahead of the meeting of the Conference of the Parties. The
proposal also provided for periodic revision of the Concerted Action List, at which time species might be
removed from the list if certain conditions were met, such as adeqgaa¢eage in other instruments.

35.  Dr. Devillers (Councillor for the European Community), while expressing his general agreement with
the proposed procedure, urged that some flexibility should be retained in its application notably for cases
where concerted action was urgently needed. He and Dr. Pfeffer (Appointed Councillor) were both concerned
that removal of a species from the list could be misunderstood as signalling that the danger was past. He
proposed for this reason that, when removing a species from the Concerted Action List, the rationale should
be explained and indications on the further action to be taken for the conservation of the species should be
given.

36. Dr. Biber (Counilior for Switzerland) askeavhether concerted action was possible with respect to
species not on Appendix | or I, such as cormorants, which damaged fisheries. The Chair said it would be
better to leave such questions aside from the context of discussions on concerted actions to protect
endangered species.

37. Dr. Moser (Appointed Councillor) questioned whether the preparation afglgested review reports
would qualify for funding. It was confirmed that a special budget allocation had been made for that purpose.

38. The Council established a working group to discuss the procedures for concerted action and report
back to the Council.
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39. Dr. Devillers (Councillor for the European Community) later reported that the Working Group on
Concerted Actions had completed its work and had prepared and circulated a conference room paper outlining
a number of agreed amendments to the Secretariat’s paper. He recommended the report of the group to the
Scientific Council for adoption.

Summary

40. The Scientific Council adopted the report of the Working Group on Concerted Actions. The report of
the Group, together with a revised paper on concerted action species, is contained in Annex Il to the present
report (ScC Report Annex III).

41. On behalf of the Council, the Chair expressed thanks to all members of the Group for their
constructive efforts, and to the convener Dr. llevs.

42. Reporting on progress in the implementation of Concerted Actions, recommendations of the Council
for ongoing Concerted Actions and possible identification of other Appendix | species to be recommended to
the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties for Concerted Actions were discussed within the
following taxonomic working groups: Terrestrial Mammals; Marine Mammals and Large Fishes; Birds;
Marine Turtles. Each group later reported to the whole Council on its deliberations. The reports of the
Working Groups are attached to the present report as Annexes IV-VII (ScC Reports Annex IV-VII).

Terrestrial mammals

43. Dr. Pfeffer (Appointed Councillor), speaking for the Working Group on Terrestrial Mammals, said the
group was recommending that the Snow leopddddfa uncig, of which only 7,000 remained, be
recommended as suitable for concerted action. The Scientific Counci\aggpthe recommendation.

44, He confirmed that, while considerable progress had been made over the past three years in the
conservation of Sahelo-Saharan antelopes, concerted action should be actively pursued for this group as well.
The Group recommended the additional sum of $100,000 as matcimdg &s a counterpart contribution to

the French GEF funding, of whic¥25,000 would be a contribution to the Frenahding for coordination;

$25,000 would be to establish and maintain a web database for Sahelo-Saharan antelopes and, for 2003-
2004, a web site; $20,000 for the rewduction and conservation project in Sene#0,000 for the
development of a GEF project in Chad, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Niger in 2003-2004 for implementing
the CMS Action Plan; and $10,000 for the development of a project in Egypt, to be disbursed when the
appropriate structures had been set up.

45.  The Councillor for Chad pointed out tH20,000 fo r a projectivolving three countries was not a
large sum. The Chairman explained that funds were being proposed under a different budget heading to
facilitate meetings.

46. Dr. Devillers (Councillor for the European Community) said that the demonstrated value of concerted
action on the Sahelo-Saharan antelopes pointed toward a similar strategy for the migratory mammals of
Central Asia, of which a number now put forward for listing in Appendix Il might soon be upgraded to
Appendix |. The Council agreed to note this as a point for future action.

47. Onthe Mountain gorillaGorilla gorilla beringei), Dr. Pfeffer said the Working Group was aware of

the threat but also of the conditions of instability in the Range States. It recommended keepiogtkeiv
gorilla on the list of species for which concerted action was justified, and that CMS continue to look for ways
in which this could be achieved.

48. Dr. Devillers also welcomed the construction of an observatory in Argentina for the South Andean deer

and said the fact that it was being named for the late Pablo Canevari was a fitting tribute to his contributions
to conservation and to CMS.
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Summary

49. The Chair, in thanking the Working Group on Terrestrial Mammals, commented that progress on
Sahelo-Saharan antelopes had been a classic demonstration of the value of concerted action. The Scientific
Council took note of the report and agreed to the recommendations it contained.

Marine mammals and large fishes

50. Dr. Perrin (Appointed Councillor), reporting on the work of the Working Group on Marine Mammals
and Large Fishes, noted that field work on the abundance, habitat use and stock identity of the Franciscana
dolphin (Pontoporia blainville) which had been supposed to begin in March 2002, had not been carried out
because funding had not been received, and he called on the Secreexdide mters.

51. Forthe Mediterranean monk sedidhachus monachiisdevelopment of a recovery plan was not yet
complete but a population viability and habitat assessment had been carried out. For the Marfirantriter (
marina), plans were almost complete for an abundance survey to be started in October 2002 and a Chile/Peru
workshop.

52. Mr. Baker (Councillor for Australia) had stated that, subject to the approval of their listing under
CMS, the Government of Australia intended to begin efforts to develop a regional cooperative agreement
covering the great whales of the South Pacific region - the Antarctic minke wBalkadnoptera
bonaerensis Bryde's whale(Balaenoptera edeli Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus)Sei whale
(Balaenoptera borealls Pygmy right whale(Caperea marginatp and Sperm whale Rhyseter
macrocephalus [catdon)).

53. Inthatlight, the Working Group recommended that, in the event that any of the Appendix | proposals
were approved by the Conference of the Parties, those species should be added to the list of species for
concerted action. In addition, the Group recommended that the great whales already on Appendix | which also
occurred in the region should also be added to the list. Those included the Southern RighEwbaladna
australig, Blue whale Balaenopera musculiisand Humpback whaléMegaptera novaeangliae

54. Mr. Baker observed that, once a species had been nominated for inclusion in CMS Appendices on its
proposal, it was the practice for Australia to develop and undertake follow-up actions for its conservation. In
that context, the Chair noted with gratitude Australia’s valuable leadership of the Agreement on the
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels and its follow through in the form of a plan of action for the species.

Summary
55. The Scientific Council took note of the report and agreed to its recommendations.
Birds

56. Dr. Moser, reporting on the Birds Working Group, summarised the situation concerning concerted
action on individual pecies.

57. Cooperation foChloephaga rubidicepsonservation continued between Argentina and Chile on
research and other matters. A framework agreement between the two countries had already been signed. For
Anser erythropughe existing CMS-supported project on the species needed to be pursued. Either the project
should be implemented urgently, or it should be removed from the list. Concerning the Asian population of
Chlamydotis undulatgrogress had been made in producing a final draft of an Agreement. A meeting of the
Range States was proposed for September 2008lifg, in particular to cover the attendance of delegates,
would be needed. On the Central European populati@tisftardg a memorandum of understanding came

into force on 1 June 2001, and 10 Parties had signed it. A workshop was planned for April 2003 and a fully
developed project proposal had been submitted for funding.
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58. Areport of the Slender-billed CurleM(@menius tenuirostrjaNorking Group had been circulated to

the Scientific Council. It was proposed that existing efforts should continue to be supported, including
support for the Secretariat (provided by BirdLife International). Gouns leucogeranygshere was little
reported change in population levels. More activities and better coordination was reported, the latter thanks to
a CMS-funded coordinator. Nothing substantially new was reported-alno naumanni.A draft
memorandum of understanding Aorocephalus paludicolhad been circulated to Range States towards the
end of 2001, and replies were received from about a dozen of them. A proj&gtitora nyrocavas under

way, implemented by BirdLife and its partner organization in Bulgaria. A study projedDxyura
leucocephalawas ongoing.

59. Focal points foBarothrura ayresandHirundo atrocaeruleavere not present at the meeting; it was
proposed to ask the South African delegation for more information upon arrival. A projegpf@niscus
humboldtiwas approved at the last Scientific Council meeting, but funding had not yet been provided,; it was
agreed that this needed to be resolved as a matter of priority. Information on Andean flamingos had been
difficult to gather for the current meeting, but the populations were believed to be stable. The outline
memorandum of understanding between Range States was still pending.

60. Dr. Moser said with respect to the Ferruginous ddgkliya nyrocathat Dr. Opermanis (Councillor

for Latvia) had offered to act as focal point, and that his offer had been strongly endorsed by the Working
Group. For the Lesser White-fronted Goo8aser erythropus a focal point was being sought to replace Dr.
Madsen, who had resigned from the Council. The Group had asked the Appointed Councillor for birds to
maintain oversight of those twascies in the interim.

Summary

61. The Scientific Council took note of the report and agreed to its recommendations.

4.2 Cooperative actions for Appendix Il species (Recommendations 5.2 and 6.2 refer)
62. The Deputy Executive Secretary introduced the discussion on the subject of cooperative action.

63. Dr. Devillers (Councillor for the European Community) explained that cooperative action had been
intended to be a lighter instrument for species on Appendix Il, corresponding to concerted action for those on
Appendix I, in order to avoid a multiplication of agreements related to single species. Parties proposing
cooperative action should indicate specific plans to be carried out and take responsibility in leading the
proposed initiatives, which had not in principle happened.

64. The Council asked that the working group previously established to discuss the criteria for concerted
actions should include cooperative action in their discussion and report back touheilCThe Working

Group subsequently recommended the development of a similar document addressing cooperative action
species as had been prepared for concerted action species, for discussion by the Scientific Coun8il at its 12
Meeting. This was agreed by the Council.

65. The same taxonomic working groups already mentioned in relation to Concerted Actions (see para. 42)
considered Cooperative Actions for individual species or groups, and reported later to plenary.

Terrestrial mammals

66. Dr. Pfeffer, recalling that the last meeting of the Scientific Council had called for a memorandum of
understanding on the West and Central African populations of the African elephant and that the Council had
appointed a focal point Councillor, said that no progress had been made because the focal point Councillor
had been unable to attend the last two meetings of the Council. The Working Group had thus decided to
recommend the convening of a meeting to prepare the memorandumdefstanding. The meeting would
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bring together two individuals from each of the concerned Range States (Burkina Fasm@arGentral

African Republic, Chad, Céte d’lvoire, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Nigeria, Senegal and Togo), one CMS
Councillor and one government official. In that way, each country would be able to make a commitment to the
proposals made. In addition, it proposed the nomination of a new focal point Councillor for the species, Mr.
Namory Traoré (Councillor for Mali).

67. Dr. Pfeffer noted a lack of progress and stressed the need for cooperative action, and for Range States
to reach a joint position on the ivory trade, which would be an important issue at the next meeting of CITES.

He said that all Councillors who spoke in the working group had been opposed to resumption of the ivory
trade. Mr. Ba (Councillor for Senegal) drew attention to the threat of the ivory trade to the West African
elephant and said that while two Range States, Senegal and Burkina Faso, had taken some technical measures,
there was a great need for support if action was to be effective. The Chair thanked Dr. Pfeffer for the update
and suggested the matter of the ivory trade was best dealt within other forums.

Summary

68. The Scientific Council thus endorsed the preparation of a memorandum of understanding on the West
and Central African populations of the African elephant. Noting that funds were required for the different
projects on the species, it was proposed that a sum of $15h@olddbe requested, to complement matching
funds from the Government of France.

69. Adiscussion ensued involving Councillors from the region; it was felt that CMS Councillors should
attend such a meeting wherever possible, together with an elephant conservation specialist as appropriate.
The opinion was expressed that some, if not all, States were unlikely to be able to sign any agreements during
the course of such meetings. While the attendance of CMS Councillors would be desirable, it would be up to
the States concerned to appoint appropriate representatives to attend a meeting, which would be of great
importance.

Marine mammals and large fishes

70. Itwasreported that a CMS Workshop on the Conservation Status and Research Priorities of Aquatic
Mammals in Latin America, to be held in Chile in October 2002, might give rise to proposals in respect of six
Southern South American dolphins and porpoises. The Working Group had expressed the hope that it would
lead to specific proposals for listing and for cooperative action.

71. The Philippines had announced that it intended to seek a regional memorandum of understanding
involving the Appendix Il listing of the Whale sharRfincodon typus while India planned to host a
workshop on Whale shark fisheries and trade in Whale shark products. No further information had been
available concerning either the memorandumrdersanding or the proposed workshop.

72. Dr. Perrin reported that, in line with the ongoing and planned activities in the South-East Asia region
aimed at promoting a potential regional agreement (ScC11/Doc.8), the group recommended that the following
species should be added to the list of species for cooperative actions: the pd¥eoigbocaena
phocaenoidesthe dolphinsSousa chinensis, Tursiops aduncus, Stenella attenuatea, S. longirostris,
Lagenodelphis hoseindOrcaella brevirostris;and the Dugon@ugongdugon.

73. Dr. Blanke reported that the dramatic decline in 18 sturgeon species had not stopped, particularly
around the Caspian Sea. Despite strict controls and a CITES listirg®in, the illicit trade exeeded the licit

by ten- or even twelve-fold. The ban on trade in sturgeadpets by all Caspian littoral States except the
Islamic Republic of Iran had been lifted earlier in 2002. Ngifit trade in the products of this endangered but
immensely valuable species, there would be no money for conservation work to mitigate the effects of threats
such as habitat degradation, by-catch, over-fishing, pollution and the introduction of exotic sturgeon species.
The Working Group felt that the CITES efforts should be given another three or four years and that the need
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for further regional, cooperative action should be considered by the Council at that point. Dr. Perrin pointed
out that most sturgeon Range States were not Parties to CMS.

Summary

74. The Council took note of the report and supported the suggested listing of species for cooperative
actions.

Marine Turtles

75. Dr. Limpus (Appointed Councillor) reported that the Working Group on Marine Turtles had not
proposed any new species for concerted or for cooperative action.

Summary
76. The Scientific Council took note of the report.
Birds

77. Progress had been made in achieving action in supp@iteof crex.For this species andoturnix
coturnix coturnixjt was decided to retain them on the list for cooperative action, but to put down a marker
for the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, where the matter of their continued listing could be
discussed, in the context of the proposed review of the methodology of how species are designated for
cooperative actions, or eventually removed from the list of cooperative action species.

78. Cygnus melanocoryphaas still declining in Uruguay and Chile, despite evidence of an increase in
breeding numbers in the latter. The Chair urged delegates from the Southern Cone countries, whilst they were
present at the Scientific Council, to consider wbatlld realistically belone for this species.

79. With regard to southern albatrosses and petrels, there had been considerable progress, particularly in
the conclusion of the Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels.

80. ForSpheniscus demerstisthe absence of the Focal Point, Dr. Boere noted that the species was one
of the coastal birds proposed by South Africa for inclusion in the AEWA, a matter that would be dealt with at
the forthcoming second Meeting of the Parties. It should remain on the list of speaiesj@rative action

for the time being

81. The group had finally recommended that the three grassland passerines proposed by the Government
of Paraguay for listing in Appendix Il Rolystictus pectoralis pectoralis, Sporophila ruficollis,

Pseudocolopteryx dinellianybe added to the list of species for cooperative actions, in case their inclusion
in Appendix Il was confirmed by the COP.

Summary
82. The Council took note of the report and supported the suggested listing of species for cooperative
actions.
4.3 Other resolutions and recommendations (not already cared under previous agenda items)
(a) Resolution 6.2: By-catch
83. Under agendaitem 4.3 (a) the Chair recalled that the previous meeting of the Conference of the Parties

had adopted a resolution on by-catch, which was one of the important problems confronted by migratory
species.
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84. The Deputy Executive Secretary commented that by-catch was a cross-cutting issue that affected a
wide range of species, including seabirds, marine turtles and cetaceans. Resolution 6.2 (Cape Town, 1999)
had given prontience to the issue, but not as much progress had beavedtds could have been wished

for. The Convention had an important role to play in addressing by-catch, and it was also an issue that was
important for many other organizations and fora, for example the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO). It would figure prominently also in the International Fisheries Forum taking place in
Hawaii in 2002, where CMS would be represented. The review of fishery-related bodies, prepared with
funding from the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs of the Government of the United
Kingdom, and which was before the Council in document ScC11/Inf.6, was a useful study that could help the
Council to pinpoint gaps and identify a niche for the Convention.

85. Mr. Tasker (observer for ASCOBANS) said that the review of fishery-related bodies had originated
following the Tenth Meeting of the Scientific Council in an effort to understand what other bodies were doing
in relation to the issue of by-catch. The study, which was based exclusively on research through the World
Wide Web, had been quite a challenge and it was recognized that there would be missing information. All
comments and additions were therefore welcome. He said that by-catch was the most important
marine-human interaction. It was of primary importance to work alongside not only fishermen but also the
bodies that were responsible for fishery regulation, in the case of ASCOBANS, the European Commission.

86. Dr. van Klaveren, speaking as the observer for ACCOBAMS, informeddhed that among the
international implementation priorities adopted at the first Meeting of the Parties to ACCOBAMS were
measures to combat the by-catch problem.

87. The Chair invited Appointed Councillors to express their opinion. Dr. Limpus (Appoitteaddior)

agreed that by-catch was one of the main threats facing marine turtles, especially in the high-seas area, which
was difficult to regulate. By-catch could signal the demise of some species and was undermining the
conservation efforts of some countries. He raised the issue of lost and discarded nets, which continued to
result in by-catch (known as ghost fishing) and was often not addressed. Dr. Perrin (Appainteiticr)
commented that WWF had recently held an expert consultation that had concluded that by-catch was the
primary conservation threat to small cetaceans, and this had also been the conclusion of a workshop recently
organized with funding from CMS in South-East Asia. Mr. Ichida (Appointed Councillor) informed the
meeting that modest progress had been made in developing relations with ceuaines praticing long

line fishing in South-East Asia, with a view to devising a strategy to resolve the problem of by-catch. Dr.
Perrin raised the unnerving aspect to the problem that by-catch was evolving into directed catch, and a main
source of protein in some areas, as a result of food insecurity.

88. Mr. Baker (Councillor for Australia) said that by-catch was not restricted to long-line fishing but
affected other fishing also, including trawl fishing. By-catch resulting from long-line fishing was the greatest
threat faced by albatrosses and petrels. Mr. Ba (Councillor for Senegal) commented that by-catch in Senegal
resulted in a catch of some 50 turtles a day. He felt that the use of turtle excluder devices should be fostered,
and that there was a need for greater capacity to measure the extent of the problem. Mr. Moumouni
(Councillor for Togo) informed the meeting that his Government was/igling financial compensation to
fishermen to mend nets damaged as a result of turtle by-catch, providing they brought in a live turtle.
However, the programme would soon cease for lack of funding.

89. Dr. Wolff (Councillor for the Netherlands) considered that addressing by-catch as a general
phenomenon would not be sufficient to tackle the problem with the needed efficiency. It existed in many
different forms, affecting different species, resultfrmm different types of fishing, and arising in different
geographical areas. While CMS addressed migratory species, other bodies dealt with other species. The
problem therefore needed to be divided into areas, for example by species or type of fishing.

90. The Chair, noting that by-catch was a serious problem affecting many areas, considered that the focus

should remain on species listed in Appendices | and Il. A working group was established, chaired by the
representative of ASCOBANS, to consider document /ScC11/Inf.6, the possible roles of the Scientific
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Council and the Convention on Migratory Species, progress in implementation of Resolution 6.2, and a
possible recommendation of the Scientific Council to the Cemiee of the Parties.

91. Reporting later on progress in the work of the group, Mr. Tasker (observer for ASCOBANS)
introduced a draft paper containing, inter alia, points which the Council might wish to recommend to the
Conference of the Parties. The Group had identified the following areas as ones in which significant problems
were suspected but reliable information was lacking: the impact of artisanal fisheries generally; cetaceansin
West Africa and South, South-East and East Asia; the impact of long-line fisheries on marine turtles in the
Pacific and on Olive ridley turtles in South Asia; birds in South America and the impact on them of gillnet
fisheries in the northern hemisphere; and the impact of all fisheries on sharks and rays. However, he noted
that Resolution 6.2 (Cape Town, 1999) had seen little implementation and a new resolution would contain
much that simply reaffirmed that resolution. Hence, a more focused recommendation might be more
appropriate.

92. The Chair expressed the Council’s gratitude to Mr. Tasker for the work he had accomplished and
requested that the Working Group should continue and should appoint a rapporteur to continue that work
in Mr. Tasker’s absence.

93. At the 7th plenary session, on 17 September, Mr. Baker (Councillor for Australia) introduced on
behalf of the Working Group a revised paper, reflecting the final version of the discussion in the Group. A
draft recommendation, on ways to reduce by-catch, for the attention of the Conference of the Parties was
appended to the report.

94. Dr. Schlatter expressed hope that the recommendation could be instrumental in bringing about a
change in fishing practices. Mr. Ba stressed the importance of the recommendation, particularly in light of the
problems faced by marine turtles. Mr. Pritchard (observer from BirdLife International) welcomed the

recommendation as an example of positive follow-up to a previous decision by the Conference of the Parties.

Summary

95. The Scientific Council approved the draft recommendation, on the understanding that there might be
further drafting amendments to the recommendation, which would not impact on its substance, prior to its
submission to the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

96. On behalf of the Council, the Chair expressed thanks to the members of the Working Group,
whose report is contained in Annex VIl to the present report (ScC Report Annex VIII).

(b) Resolution 6.4: Strategic Plan for 2000-2005
(c) Performance indicators (in relation to Resolution 6.4)

97. The meeting decided to combine the consideration of the above two subitems of the agenda. Under
agenda item 4.3 (b), the Deputy Executive Secretary introduced document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10 on the
review of implementation of the Strategic Plan for the period 2000-2005. The performance indicators in that
document had been modified following the 10th Meeting of the Scientific Council and had also benefited
from the work of the Standing Committee’s Performance Working Group. He emphasized that it was not
enough to report on activities and it was more pertinent to look at the outcomes and results of those activities.

98. Concerning agenda item 4.3 (c), the Chair of the Performance Indicators Working Group established at
the Tenth Meeting of the Scientific Council stated that the Group had identified two levels of indicators:
effective conservation of migratory species, and functioning of the Scientific Council. Dr. Devillers
(Councillor for the European Community) urged that only direct indicators were of any importance, and that
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indirect indicators should be set aside. The issue was to identify objectives and to agree on the way to measure
the success in achieving them.

99. Dr. van Klaveren (Councillor for Monaco) pointed to the need to develop mid-term performance
indicators and to establish links with relevant Agreements.

100. Dr. Moser added that, as in thedawmic Working Group on Birds, there was a feeling of frustration

with using the Strategic Plan to measure the success of theddtion in attaining its objectives. The
Scientific Council required clear objectives and targets with which to measure progress, and it had become
apparent that there was a gap in the tools available, since the Strategic Plan adopted by the Conference of the
Parties in Cape Town was largely operational rather than strategic. The huge number of species, and also the
vast areas that must be covered, required the Scientific Council to move towards a much more strategic
approach by taxon, by region and by threat, a thought which should be reflected in the discussions concerning
structure and modus operandi of the Council. The Chair endorsed this approach.

101. The Chairgggested that greater use might be made of the appointed Councillors in carrying out the
detailed, operational work and in developing a forward strategy so as to enable the Council to make the best
possible use of its time.

Summary

102. The Performance Indicators Working Group was re-establigshddr the chair of Dr. Bagine
(Councillor for Kenya) to review the performance indicators contained in the Strategic Plan and revise them
as necessary, bearing in mind the need to base the indicators on reality and to take into account the medium-
as well as the long-term view.

Report of the Indicators Working Group

103. Dr. Bagine (Guncillor for Kenya) introduced the report of the Working Group, recalling that the
Group had been asked to review and comment on the Strategic Plan 2000-2005 in relation to the performance
indicators identified in the Plan. The Group had focused also on the existing indicators and strategy for each
taxonomic group. Also, it had addressed CMS-funded projects.

104. The Working Group had concluded that document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10, “Review of implementation
of the Strategic Plan 2000-2005", did nabpide an adequatevaluation of the conservation and scientific
work under the Convention because, first, a large amount of information available from projects and activities
in document form had not been included in the summary table; second, the outcomes of many proposed
actions had not been, or could not be, determined; third, some of the indicators which had been identified in
document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.19, “Performance Indicators for the Convention on Migratory Species
(CMS)”, had not been used; and fourth, deadlines for actions to be taken had not beeadspecif

105. The Working Group haafind that the existing indicators could be divided into two categories: those
which related to the functioning of the Convention, and which should be primarily the restipnefithe
Standing Committee; and those relating to the changing conservation status of migratory species, which were
those of prime concern to the Scientific Council.

106. Inthat onnection, the Working Group recommended that the new Information Management System
discussed under agenda item 4.3 (d) should be used to provide the Counciégasary and up-to-date
information.

107. The Working Group recommended also that a series of indicators should be developed concerning
pressures and threats on migratory species. In that connection, the Chair recalled that at its 10th meeting the
Scientific Council had requested the taxonomic working groups to develop lists of pressures and threats.
There, the Birds Working Group had identified habitat loss and fragmentation; habitat degradation; climate
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change; human-induced mortality; alien species; and disease as major threat categories, which could be
further refined depending on the cause of pressure, on the stage of the annual cycle and on biotope.

108. The Working Group had identified the lack of a clearly defined strategy which identified goals,
priorities, milestones and targets for the taxa of interest as a major constraint in the use of indicators and
recommended that such a strategy should be developed, through a workshop, and presentednoithe C

its 12th meeting. The strategy should be based primarily on taxonomic groups but would need to be
integrated with regard to regional priorities and threats/pressures.

109. The Working Group had further concluded that improvements needed to be made in the management
of CMS-funded projects: the projects funded must address priorities; those priorities must be identified within

a defined strategy; projects should be prepared and managed according to a well-defined procedure; and that
procedure must provide a clear definition of expected outcomes and short- and long-term targets against
which to measure performance.

110. Giventhe substantive issues to be addressed, particularly the development of the strategy, the Working
Group’s final recommendation was that it itself should be continued throughout the coming triennium and
work intersessionally also.

111. The Deputy Executive Secretary explained that document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.10 had in fact been
developed some time previously in consultation with the Standing Committee and the Council itself. The
Secretariat had highlighted the need for input to the document, which it hadaweived as a result of its

first real scrutiny, by the Working Group. That input had shown that the Strategic Plan would benefit froma
thorough reworking prior to the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties, in particular “Sub-
strategies” for each taxonomic group should be developed, perhaps by specialist consultants.

Summary

112. The Chair took it that thedmincil wanted a workshop to be organized as the Working Group had
recommended to carry forward the work of developing a scientific strategy and also other matters to do with
the modus operandi of the Council. The Indicators Working Group would thus continue through to the
workshop and beyond to the 12th Meeting of the Council.

(d) Resolution 6.5: Information Management Plan and National Reporting

113. The Deputy Executive Secretary, oducing documents UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.6, 7.6.1 and 7.6.2,
explained that the revised format for national reports had been introduced, initially on aagis] ith a

view to lightening the reporting burden on States and increasing the response rate, currently only around
50 per cent. That poor response rate made the process of synthesizing national reports difficult. The new
format was to be put forward for adoption by the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

114. He described the work beidgne by WCMC to develop a web-based information system, noting that
it was a very positive development to be able to pull in information not only from Party reports but also from
the WCMC and linked databases.Waver, he expressedecern in relation to accessibility for those with

no, difficult or slow Internet access.

115. Two Wuncillors representing African countries urged that the question of Internet access should be
included within the context of CMS capacity-building activities and wondered if the prototype CMS
information system (available through URL httpaiw.unep-wcmec.org/cms/ims.htm) could be made
available on CD-ROM.
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116. Mr. Fragoso (UNEP-WCMC) gave a detailed Powerpoint presentation on the prototype system and
explained that, as it was a node of linked databases and of links to databases rather than a stand-alone
database, there were practical problems and copyright issues which precluded its being published in the form
of a CD-ROM at this stage.

117. Within the CMS information system database were includéet, alia, the compiled and synthesized

Party reports from 1988 on. In that regard, reportspiced using the new format were designed to be easier

to integrate into the information system. He pointed also to the linked electronic library which included “grey”
literature, such as action plans, which had been provided by focal points and by other multilateral
environmental agreements. He demonstrated many of the system'’s capabilities, including a function which
provided the number of countries and the number of CMS Member States in the range of a particular species,
and their names in up to 30 languages. He confirmed that a feedback mechanism existed for correcting errors
and omissions.

Summary

118. The presentation and the system were warmly welcomed and WCMC was commended on its initiative.
It was pointed out that the system would have relevance for the modus operandi of the Council and the
Secretariat was requested to look into ways and means of making it directly available to Councillors at future
sessions in order to assist them in their work. It was agreed that the systdcthlve even more useful if it

was also made available with its interface in the other CMS official languages.

V. REVIEW OF THE MODUS OPERANDI OF THE CMS SCIENTIFIC CO UNCIL

119. The Chair intvduced document ScC11/Doc.5, “The Scientific Council of CMS: Future Working
Practice”, emphasizing that in his view the Council must retain a taxonomic focus without losing its holistic
approach. The Council should also maximize its effectiveness and efficiency within its budget. In preparing
the document, the Chair had looked at models provided by similar bodies under other conventions, and had
looked at clarifying the respective roles and responsibilities of the delegates, the Chair and the Vice-Chair. He
had come to the conclusion that no structural change per se was desirable or even practical, though there was
a need to consider what could be accomplished in the meetings of the Council and what might be done
intersessionally.

120. Positive changes in ways of working and in the allocation of roles and responsibilities among the
Councillors and the Specialist Advisor Councillors might be made. The Chair singled out the lack of
awareness and appreciation of the collective expertise available within and to the Council as a particular
problem. With the increase in the number of Parties and in the number of species, the work of the Council had
become more demanding and complex, leading to greater pressure of work on the Chair and titter€ounc
The problem of funding specialist advisors’ travel also created a limitation on the capacity of individuals to
fulfil their responsibilities.

121. Mr. Tasker (observer for ASCOBANS) commented that greater links between the SciantiificilC

and the daughter Agreements would be desirable. Mr. Mungroo (observer for AEWA) thanked the CMS
Secretariat for having invited the Technical Committee of AEWA to attend the meeting of the Council and
said that he would encourage greater cooperation between the two bodies. Dr. Davidson (observer for the
Ramsar Bureau) noted that the structure of the equivalent body undeotharion was very different. The

model under CMS had the potential to provide a greater source of scientific expertise. The Chair agreed that
the Council and the daughter Agreements under CMS shared common scientific issues, and tigtititre da
Agreements should be closely involved in the discussions of the Council. Dr. Limpus (Appaintecilor)

also supported strengthened links between the Council and the memoranda of understanding under the
Convention. Dr. van Klaveren, speaking as the observer for ACCOBAMS, emphasized the need to strengthen
the links between Scientific Councillors and CMS Focal Points and their equivalents in the Ciglaaia
Agreements.
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Summary

122. The Chair asked the Secretariat to consider how greater links might be created so as to encourage such
cooperative action and opportunities for synergy.

123. The meeting agreed that certain mmvernmental organizations possessed valuable expertise and
expert networks on which the Council should draw when and as appropriate and to a greater extent in the
future. However, the Council must state its requirements clearly.

124. The meeting agreed that the item would be considered by both thetaic Working Groups and the
regional Working Groups, and that a working group on the modus operandi of the Council would
subsequently be set up if deemed necessary.

Reports of the Regional Working Groups

125. Theconvenors or rapporteurs of the regional working groups reported to the plenary meeting of
the Scientific Council on the results of the deliberations in their groups to address the following five
issues:

Review of the modus operandi of the CMS Scientifau@cil;

How to combine regional and taxonomical priorities;

How to maintain the momentum of the CMS process in each region;
Regional issues/activities to be highlighted for tlwugxil;

Possible new agreements/memoranda of understanding.

akrwpdPE

Regional Working Group for Asia/Oceania

126. Mr. Ichida (Appointed Guncillor), convenor, reported on the work of the group, which had comprised
Councillors from Australia, Mongolia, Sri Lanka, Uzbekistan, and from a non-governmental organization,
BirdLife International.

127. Concerning point 1, the group had stressed the importance of increasing the public awareness in the
region and encouraging involvement in CMS activities. Many countries of the region were not party to CMS,
and it was considered that a regional meeting should be organized by CMS, to invite those countries to
discuss the conservation of migratory species of wild animals. Regional agreements on conservation of
dugongs and small cetaceans, as well as migratory bird species could be included in the discussion. The issue
of by-catch was also important.

128. With regard to point 2, communication amongu@cil members and exchange of information were
considered to be very important. On point 3, the Workshop on the Biology and Conservation of Small
Cetaceans and Dugongs of South-East Asia, held in the Philippig@®hand a draft Regional Agreement

on the Small Cetaceans and Dugongs of South-East Asia, both described in document ScC11/Doc.17
constituted a key initiative to maintain the momentum of CMS in the region. Several flyway programmes had
also been developed by Wetlands International, and it was important for CMS to work more closely with
those activities.

129. Concerning point 4, the promotion of awarenessuaiigrstanding of CMS was considered important,
and a start should be made by launching some conservation projects, choosing appropriate flagship species.

130. On point 5, in addition to the proposed agreement on cetaceans and dugongs, theeadderaa
regional agreement on the Snow leopddih¢ia uncig, and for a memorandum of understanding on the
Central Asia and India Flyway. Because of the great decline in the breeding population of the Great bustard
(Otis tarda, particularly in China, there was a need for cooperation on the conservation of the species.
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131. The Deputy Executive Secretary said that the Secretariat had been in contact with the regional office of
Wetlands International, as well as the ASEAN Secretariat, with a view to organizing a regional workshop in
Indonesia, focusing on the migratory species of the region and encouraging the involvement of the countries
of the region that were not yet party to CMS.

132. On behalf of the @uncil, the Chair expressed thanks to the members of the working group.

Regional Working Group for Africa

133. Mr. Ba (@uncillor for Senegal), rapporteur of the working group, which was chaired by

Mr. John Mshelbwala (Councillor for Nigeria), reported on the work of the group. Concerning point 1 of the
suggested considerations, discussions had shown that a regional meeting at least once a year was needed, and
one should be held before the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. leeessary to set up a
coordination mechanism to facilitate the regional meeting. In that respect, the Secretariat should look at the
practical modalities and the financial implications which had to be taken into account.

134. Concerning point 2, it was considered that eachrillor, in coordination with other competent
partners, should draw up an inventory of activities, taking account of the regional priorities. Members of the
group had reiterated the need for regional strategies and interests for the conservation of migratory species in
the region to guide all scientific projects to be considered for implementation. There should be proper
coordination between the appointed Councillors and national Councillors in the pursuanceof/trgion
objectives with regard to taxonomic issues. The group had mandated each Councillor to submit priority
projects and to elaborate strategies and programmes relevant for the conservation of identified species.

135. Concerning point 3, members of the group were unanimous in their commitment to maintain the
momentum and to implement the decisions taken, and were preparedtoaye nighbouring non-Party

States to join the Convention to enhance the conservation of migratory species. The group emphasized the
need for in-country capacity-building and means to help the Councillors perform their role effectively.
Councillors were also encouraged to promote the Convention in their respective countries through policy
makers and governmeagents. That could k#one though the inclusion of high-level government agents
(Members of Parliament, Senators etc.) in the country’s delegation to the Conference of the Parties.
Councillors were urged to develop project proposals for implementation in the region. The group considered
that the presence of other agencies such as Wetlands International should be exploited to enhance the
effectiveness of project implementation for the conservation of migratory species.

136. With regard to point 4, one of the constraints of the region was the lack of a regional officer in the
Secretariat and members of the group stressed the need for that position to be funded and filled immediately,
even if that meant an additional financial responsibility for the Parties. The Chair of the working group,
Mr. Mshelbwala, underscored the need for the funding offfinar to coordinate activities in the region.

137. Also concerning point 4, the group had pointed to the low level of implementation and follow-up of
projects in the region and the lack of political will. It was thus necessary to enhance the awareness of decision
makers.

138. Concerning point 5, the members of the group were unanimous in supporting the decision of the 10th
Meeting of the Scientific Council on the need for West and Central African Range States of the African
elephant to develop a menamdum of agreement on tikenservation of the species. Moreover, the African
region needed to identify a common position on the species for the next meeting of CITES, in
November 2002. Dr. Mshelbwala considered that the lack of progress in developing a meunoraf
understanding on thepecies was a result of the fabiat the regional officer post had not bedletl.

139. The Deputy Executive Secretary recalled that several CMS workshops and meetings had been held in

the region, and a number of Agreements were operational. As Ramsar and AEWA were also very active in the
region, it might be possible to convene joint workshops of relevance to CMS and those instruments. He
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pointed out that, additionally, the core budget of CMS currently provided for the convening of one
intersessional meeting in each region. On the question of a liaison officer for the region, he recalled thatthe
Secretariat had been trying for a number of years to have a Junior Professional Officer (JPO) post filled
within the Secretariat through voluntary contributions. He stressed that the Secretariat was trying again,
through the proposed budget 2003-2005, to bring this to fruition or, ifang that, to fill the post through

the CMS Trust Fund.

140. On behalf of the @Quncil, the Chair expressed thanks to the members of the Working Group.

Regional Working Group for Latin America and the Caribbean

141. Dr. Schlatter (Appointed @@incillor), convenor, reported on the work of the group. Concerning
point 1, the group believed that it was necessary to support the functions of the regional Scientific Councillor,
who was the active link to CMS. It was necessary to improve and promote the communications between
scientific and administrative focal points and the designated Councillor, so that projects and reports for CMS
could be previewed by the designated regional Councillor. An organigram was needed, showing the
institutional set-up in each country. CMS National Committees should be set up, involving institutions that
have potential links to CMS subjects. Starting from the National Committees, itwas necessary to draw up a
national strategy for CMS.

142. Concerning point 2, the group hadderlined the need for improved communication between the
Parties of the region and CMS. A good way of improving links was the presentation and development of
projects, concerted actions and memoranda of understanding on migratory specieawghiel] more than

one country. That process was not being fdiiyveloped. The flamingo project between foouetries had
become a model of integration for a group of Appendix | species and a memorandum of understanding was
being developed. Recently, with support from the Netherlands, a project on aquatic birds of the Pacific
Flyway showed important potential for involving many countries of North, Central and South America.

143. With regard to point 3, technical meetings in the region were crucial and needed to be held at least
every two years. Such meetings had been held in Chile (1997), Uruguay (1999) anga@®dr) bringing
together representatives of Governments ambua international organizations of relevance to the CMS.

The meetings were not costly, and funds existed for such technical meetings. There was also a possibility of
sharing the costs with other relevaonhwentions.

144. Concerning point 4, it wasenessary to analyse the current problems of the region in its
communications with CMS and to promote appropriate coordination to improve the efficiency of CMS in
both Parties and non-Parties. Information was needed on what CMS proposed to do in the region. And there
should be increased cooperation with other international organizations of relevance to CMS, including
Ramsar, BirdLife International, Wetlands International, and WWF, which could strengthen activities for
migratory species.

145. Withregard to point 5, dibugh questions of political will still needed to be resolved, draft agreements
could be prepared for small cetaceans; marine otters and sealions; and the South Andean deer (Heumul).
Grassland birds and freshwater birds, including swans, geese, ducks, flamingos, coots and herons, could all
benefit from studies and research. In addition, the America Pacific Flyway “Wetlands and Birds of the
Americas” could be the subject of an AEWA-type agreement.

146. Mr. Woloszyn (Councillor for Poland) asked whether steps had been undertaken to approach Cuba,

which was not a Party, but which was important for many migratory species of the region, with a view to
cooperation with CMS. The Deputy Executive Secretary explained that the Secretariat had already contacted
Cuba in connection with its possible participation in CMS activities.
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147. Onthe question of lack of progress in some of the CMS activities for the region, the Deputy Executive
Secretary pointed to the fact that the post of Information Officer, with regional responsibilities, had been
vacant since early 2002. The Secretariat currently attached high priority to the filling of that post and to
rebuilding its links with the region. The induction of new members for the region on the Standing Committee
of CMS also offered a chance to explore new ideas on CMS activities.

148. On behalf of the @uncil, the Chair expressed thanks to the members of the Working Group.

Regional Working Group for Europe

149. Dr. Wolff (Councillor for the Netherlands), convenor, reported on the work of the group. Concerning
point 1, the group had considered that National Committees for CMS gave important input into the work of
CMS and thus had to be promoted. However, it had been found that they sometimes lacked Government
input. In this connection, one country had identified problems of poor contact between its focal point and its
National Committee. The group believed that the scientific independence of Councillors was of key
importance.

150. With regard to point 2, the group considered that working groups werend &gdea and the only way
to tackle both regional and taxonomic issues, but in that respect there was a need to be flexible to enable
Councillors to engage with a range of issues.

151. Concerning point 3, the group believed that CMS momentum could be maintained by promoting and
undertaking actions, and demonstrating theiccegs though appropriate indicators, as well as by
encouraging Range States to be members of Agreements by showing the added value of such Agreements.

152. Concerning point 4, the group pointed to the need to promote membership of Agreements and CMS in
Europe; to consider the extension of ASCOBANS to the rest of the United Kingdom and to Irish waters, and
to the Atlantic coast of France and Spain; to consider the extension of ACCOBAMS to Portuguese waters; to
promote the Europe-lceland-Greenland-Canada flyway (with the Greenland white-fronted goose) through
AEWA, to take substantive action to reduce small cetacean by-catch by inclusion within the European Union
Common Fisheries Policy; to avoid having memoranda of understanding that overlapped with existing
agreements; to assist European Union candidate countries, which were investing time and etfessiom

to the Union and which needed to be made aware of the importance of CMS conservation activities in the
region; and to finalise and operationalize the CMS-CITES memorandum of understanding.

153. Dr. van Klaveren (observer frotdtCCOBAMS) commented that the report of theimwal working

group for Europe highlighted the need for better circulation of information at national level, to foster
awareness of obligations under the Convention. She also informed the Council that Portugal might consider
extending the scope of ACCOBAMS to its Atlantic coast.

154. Mr. Woloszyn (Councillor for Poland) noted the importance of Central and Eastern Europe for many
species and informed the Council that experts of six countries were developing the ABC Programme to
produce an atlas of bats of the Carpathians.

155. On behalf of the @uncil, the Chair expressed thanks to the members of the Working Group.

Summary

156. The Chair, commenting on the reports of all the regional working groups, said it was clear that the
overall profile of the Scientific Council had to rise in all regions, that new Parties must be encouraged to join
and that staffing levels needed to be examined. He said there was great value in the integrity of the Council, as
giving each region the opportunity to learn from the experiences of others. The reports had also pointed up
the need for continuing contact among members, for intersessional activity and for the active efforts of the
Chair, Councillors and the Secretariat to make sure things happened on time. As CMS matured, the Council
needed to develop its ways of working with a view to greater clarity, and to become less ad hoc in its work
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within the regions and more strategic in its approach. The meeting agreed to this and re-iterated the need for a
strategy document and for a pack of information outlining how the Council functions.

Report of the Working Group on the Modus Operandi of the CMS ScientdienCil

157. The @uncillor for Nigeria, Chair of the Working Group on the modus operandi of the Council,
reported that the Group had achieved comssks.

158. The @uncillor for the Netherlands, Rapporteur of the Working Group, reported that all the Regional
Groups — Africa, Asia/Oceania, Latin America and Europe — had tacitly accepted the concept of thematic
working groups and had welcomed the concept of regional working groups. Asia/Oceania and Latin America
had welcomed them as a means to attract new Parties to CMS and to agreements through regionally
organized, intersessional meetings. All regions had welcomed the concept of regional working groups as a
means to exchange regional information. However, the European group at one end of the scale would be
satisfied with a meeting of its Regional Working Group during the period when the Council itself was
meeting, while the African group felt a much greater need for meetings. It had advocated a regional structure
with intersessional meetings to be held in the region in order to overcome any communications difficulties.
The Latin American group already had experience wétlignal meetings and found them very useful.

159. It had beengygested in connection with the regional working groups that the number of Vice-Chairs
of the Council might be increased to four, selected from the different regions.

160. A comment had beereaeived that Appointed @lincillors, whose role was in general highly
appreciated, should ensure clear communications with the national Councillors on regional and thematic
matters Mutatis mutandisthe reverse was also true.

161. Dr. Perrin emphasized that the principle of the independent scientist is key to the workadrhi C
The Chair took it that in elaborating the functions of national Councillors, the Working Group would ensure
that scientific independence of Councillors was preserved.

162. Dr. Perrin said that in addition to regional andamemic working groups there could be clear
consideration of cross-cutting issues such as by-catch and barriers to migration; it should be part of the
strategy to have clear, limited and easy-to-monitor mandates. Such an approach would have the advantage
that from an outsider’s point of view they would offer a clear illustration of the relationship between CMS
activities and the human and development impact on species.

163. Dr. Perrin noted that the participation of ASCOBANS haédn very helpful and called for it to be
continued in the future, including intersessionally, and called upon the Secretariat to facilitate such
intersessional participation and cooperation.

164. He noted that members of the Working Group on Marine Mammals and Large Fishes had expressed
dissatisfaction with the timeliness of some document production before the current sessiomohttiea@d
suggested that deadlines should be imposed for submissions from Councillors and others, and for those
deadlines to be observed. The Working Group believed that a taxonomically oriented strategy focussing also
on cross-cutting themes would be helpful and could lead to better indicators of success than the current,
operationally oriented approach, which it felt was rather unfocused.

Summary

165. The @uncil adopted the Chair’s suggestion that the Secretéatddevelop an information pack on

the work of the Council concaing its modus operandi and setting out project listings, terms for concerted
and cooperative actions, what it expected of its councillors, what it expected of its officers and what it
expected of the Secretariat. Such an information pack would be particularly useful to new Council members.
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166. The Chair thanked the Working Group and otlarslved in the work on the modus operandi of the
Council. Heconcluded that the Council glied to establish regional, Enomic and cross-cutting working

groups with simple, clear and focused mandates. Towards that end, a workshop on strategy would be required
before the 12th Meeting to develop a draft strategy, indicators and other matteevahim to the modus
operandi of the Council.

VI. REVIEW OF PROPOSALS FOR AM ENDMENTS TO APPENDICES | AND Il
OF THE CONVENTION

(a) Implications for CMS of the New IUCN Red List Categories and Criteria

167. Mr. Baker (@uncillor for Australia) introduced a report on the Implications of the IUCN Listing
Criteria for CMS (ScC11/Doc.6). The IUCN Red List, a global standard for conservation assessment reports,
had been the subject of an extensive review of its categories and criteria. The report proposed that CMS
regard the IUCN listings as guidance for decisions on which species should be placed in Appendix |, and as
providing some guidance for listings in Appendix .

168. The Chair drew attention to the recommendation, which would align the IUCN categories “Critically
Endangered” and “Endangered” with CMS Appendix | and IUCN categories “Near Threatened” and
“Vulnerable” with Appendix II.

169. Dr. Devlers (Councillor for the European Community) said it should be made clear that guidelines
were only guidelines and that listings in the CMS Appendices were a matter for sovereign decisions.

170. Dr. Wolff (Councillor for the Netherlands) questioned a proposal that species in the IUCN “Data
Deficient” assessment group might be brought under an international agreement. If there were no data it was
not possible to draw any conclusions, he said. Mr. Baker said that such a listing might happen when the data
were not quite enough for a definite conclusion. Dr. Perrin (Appointed Councillor) stressed that “Data
Deficient” was not a category of threat.

171. The @uncil established a working group to consider issues raised in the discussion and to report back
to the Council.

172. At the third plenary session, on 15 September 2002, Dr. Moser (Appoiotgttilior) asked for
clarification that during the present meeting taxonomic working groups would continue to follow the
Council's established procedures, unaffected by proposals with respect to the IUCN Red List.

173. The Chair concurred and noted that there were tivoas of thought about the procedure needed with
respect to the IUCN Red List. One view was that itwas an internal matter for the Scientific Councilwhat use
it made of the IUCN list, and there was no need to bring the matter before the Conference of the Parties. The
other view was that the matter was of such importance thatoecl ought to make sure the Clerence of

the Parties was fully informed. His view was that the latter was necessary and he would raise this in his report
to the Conference of the Parties.

174. Mr. Baker (@uncillor for Australia), convenor of the Working Group, subsequently reported that, as a
result of its discussions, the group had produced a revised version of the report on the implications of the
IUCN listing criteria for CMS, which was available as document ScC11/Doc.6 (Rev.2). He briefly described

the main changes to the document, explaining that in a number of cases the changes had been made in order to
reinforce the Scientific Council’s flexibility in determining the most appropriate listing for species. He
thanked all members of the working group for their constructive work and commended the paper for adoption
by the Scientific Council.
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Summary
175. The Scientific Guncil approved the revised report on the implications of the IUCN listing criteria for
CMS, as contained in document ScC11/Doc.6 (Rev.2), for transmission to the Seventh Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties. The report is contained in Annex IX to the present report (ScC Report Annex IX).
176. On behalf of the Quncil, the Chair expressed thanks to all members of the group for their constructive
efforts, and to the convener Mr. Baker.
(b) Discussion and evaluation of amendment proposals

(c) Conclusions and recommendations to the Conference of the Parties
177. The meeting considered the above subitems together.
178. The Chair intvduced the item on the review of proposals for amendments to Appendices | and Il of the
Convention, and noted that a summary of the proposals was contained in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.12.

He suggested that the review by the Council shoulddmelucted taxon by taxon.

Marine mammals and large fishes

179. Dr. Perrin summarised the deliberations of the Working Group on six proposals submitted by
Australia for additions to Appendices | and |l for great whales.

180. The proposal for listing the Antarctic minke wha@alaenoptera bonaerensish Appendices | and

Il contained a number of technical errors resulting from confounding of the two species of Minke whale
(B. bonaerensiandB. acutorostrata)which had largely been corrected in a revised document that Australia
submitted to the Secretariat and which had been reproduced on Australia’s request for the purposes of the
Working Group. The species was considered to be migratory and subject to a range of threats. The Group
therefore endorsed the proposal that it should be added to Appendix .

181. Inrespect of the proposal to list the species on Appendix | of thwéhtion, the Working Group had

held an extensive discussion, but had been unable to reach consensus. Most of the Councillors believed that,
although no figures weravailable on the population size, itwas in the order of magnitude of half a million,

and exploitation amounting to a few hundred per year was not unsustainable. In addition, the species was
protected under IWC and listed in Appendix | of CITES. If future exploitation was allowed, quotas would be

in accordance with the IWC Revised Management Procedure. A lack of confidence in the effectiveness of that
procedure had been expressed noting that there were considerable uncertainties about populations trends and
the species was subject to a range of threats owing to its aquatic habitat. A view was expressed that the
species should be listed on Appendix | as a precautionary measure. No consensus was reached on this point.

182. In considering the proposal to include Bryde's whBlalaenoptera edenn Appendices | and Il,

Dr. Perrin said that the Working Group had considered that the proposal did not sufficiently cover the
complicated taxonomic position of the “species”, which was now considered to consist of two species.
However, the Group had concluded that all units embraced by theBiaadenivere migratory and would

benefit from cooperative conservation measures. It endorsed the proposal to list the species on Appendix |I.

183. Withregard to the proposed listing on Appendix |, the Working Group had faced a similar situation as
during its consideration of the proposal for the Minke whale. While the species was data-deficient, there was
no indication that it was either depleted or endangered. The exploitation of a few animals per year was not
likely to be unsustainable, and IWC and CITES offered protection. Other Councillors had felt that the species
was subject to a range of threats as a result of its marine habitat and that listing should be recommended as a
precautionary measure. No consensus was attained in the working group.
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184. Inresponse to a question from the Chair, Dr. Perrin confirmed that he agreed with the majority view
from the working group.

185. Inrespect of the Fin wha{Balaeoptera physalushhe Working Group considered that the species
was migratory, highly depleted and classified as endangered by IUCN and could be endorsed for listing on
both Appendix | and Appendix Il. The Group noted that the proposal by Australiadid not include complete
lists of existing international protection instruments and Range States.

186. The case of the Sei whaRglaenoptera borealjsvas considered to be very similar to that of the Fin
Whale and was also endorsed for listing on Appendices | and Il.

187. The Working Group noted that it had no information on migratory movements of the Pygmy right
whale Caperea marginata However, seasonal strandings in Australia and South Africa and occurrencein
the Antarctic in the austral summer indicated that it was likely to be a migratory species. There was no
information regarding population size. The species faced indirect threats because of living in the ocean and
could profit from regional protective measures; it was therefore endorsed for listing on Appendix II.

188. Some Guncillors felt that, while thepgecies was classified by IUCN as data deficient, there was no
compelling reason for listing it on Appendix | as the species had never been hunted commercially. Others
considered its rarity and its habitat to be sufficient reason to include it on Appendix |. There was therefore no
consensus on this point.

189. Inresponse to a question from the Chair, Dr. Perrin confirmed that he agreed with the majority view of
the Working Group.

190. Inrespect of the proposal for listing of the Sperm whale/§eter macrocephaly®r. Perrin recalled

the agreement of the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties that thePlayseser catodoandP.
macrocephalugoncerned the same species and the latter name should be used. The Working Group had
noted that the species was migratory and was classifiedlasrable rather than enalgered by UCN. A

view was expressed noting concerns that the species was endangered. Despite major efforts by IWC, there
were no reliable indications of population size. Given this particular case, the Working Group endorsed the
proposal to list the species on Appendices | and Il.

191. The proposal to list on Appendix Il all populations of the Killer whalrginus orcg, some
populations of which were already listed, was endorsed by the Working Group as all the populations were
migratory and could profit from cooperative protective measures.

192. The Chair raised concern over the lack of consensus and expressed the view that the Smigdific C

was under an obligation to render advice to the Conference of the Parties, even if note was made that the
position of the Council had not been unanimous. This view was supported by ef3éZouncillor for the
European Community). The meeting therefore agreed by majority that the proposals endorsed by the majority
of the Working Group, as reported to the Council by Dr. Perrin, would be transmitted to the Conference of the
Parties.

Summary

193. The Chair summarised the deliberations as follows:

In relation to a few proposals, relating to some of the whale species, the proposals appeared to contain
some key data and information gaps as well as a number of technical inaccuracies. The Council formed
a working group to consider these proposals, chaired by the Appointed Councillor for Marine
Mammals. This working group was however unable to reach a consensus view on how to proceed. The
Council was therefore guided in particular by the Appointed Councillor and by the Chairman of the
Council, who considered that where there were clear information gaps and technical inaccuracies. The
Council could not advise the Conference of the Parties to support these particular proposals at this
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time. This was a majority view of the Scientific Council. The Council was, however, aware of the
conservation needs of thpecies conamed and was keen that their view on this matter was not seen

by the Conference of the Parties or indeed by others as downplaying in any sense the conservation
needs of the species concerned. The species remain proposed for listing on Appendix Il which left the
way open for regional cooperative action. In addition the Council had supported listing on Appendix |
and on Appendix Il for a number of whale species and remained receptive to receiving further,
scientifically accurate, proposals for the species concerned in future if deemed appropriate by any
Party to the Convention. The Council would encourage further information gathering and collaboration
to allow any further action on this issue.

194. Further to the proposal to list the Great white sh@er¢harodon carchariason Appendices | and

I, the Working Group concluded that it was a migratory species crossing international borders. It was the
subject of directed fisheries both commercially and by sport fishermen and was classified by IUCN as
vulnerable. However, it was near endangerment. The Working Group considered that world wide there was a
clear decline and that local populations had been extirpated or ran that risk in the near future with potential
consequences for populations on an ocean-basin scale. Hence, the Working Group had concluded that the
species met the criteria to be listed on Appendices | and II.

195. Forthe proposal to list the South American sea lta(ia flavescenson Appendix Il, the Working

Group concluded that the species was migratsignificantly reduced in abundance and facing numerous
conservation threats and that it would benefit from cooperative regional protective measures. The Working
Group agreed to endorse the proposal.

196. As regards the proposal to list theushern fur sealArctocephalus austral)son Appendix Il, the
Working Group discussed whether the listing should concern the entire species or only one of the two
subspeciesArctocephalus australis australan the Falkland Islands (Malvinas) aAda. gracilison the

South American mainland). It was considered that both subspecies were migratory, the mainland populations
were greatly reduced in abundance and that the species would profit from regional cooperative protective
measures. The Working Group had endorsed the proposal to list the entire species on Appendix II.

197. Onthe proposal to list the Amazonian manateeliechus inungujson Appendix I, the Working

Group had concluded that the species was migratory and crossed international borders. It had shown a clear
decline in the recent past and would profit from cooperative regional protective measures. The Working
Group agreed to endorse the proposal.

198. Adraft of the proposal to list the West African manafieéchechus senegalensigad been reviewed

and endorsed at the 10th Meeting of the Scientific Council. The Working Group had concluded that the
species was migratory in part, greatly reduced in abundance and faced with numerous severe conservation
threats. The Working Group endorsed the proposal.

199. Mr. Moksia (@uncillor for Chad), who had not been a member of the Working Group on Marine
Mammals, said that Chad had two or three large lakes containing manatees. He noted that the species was
highly threatened and called on the Council to support measures to protect the species in larallottesl.c

Dr. Perrin agreed that the species could well be considered for listing under Appendix | in the relatively near
future.

200. The Chair thanked Dr. Perrin and the members of the Working Group on Marine Mammals and Large
Fishes for their work.

Birds

201. Dr. Moser (Appointed @uncillor), introducing the report of the Working Group on Birds
(ScC11/CRP.8), said that the Group had reviewed proposals for the addition of 14 species to Appendix | and
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5 species for addition to Appendix Il. For waterfowl species, the Group had had the benefit of the latest
population estimates, to be published in the near future by Wetlands International.

202. The 14 species proposed for listingder Appendix | were as followsPuffinus creatopus;
Pelecanoides garnotii; Gorsachius goisagi; Platalea minor; Anser cygnoides; Anas formosa; Haliaeetus
leucorypha; Grus vipio; Grus monacha; Tringa guttifer; Eurynorhychus pygmeus; Sterna bernsteini;
Sporophila palustrisandAlectrurus tricolor. The Group had unanimously endorsed all 14 species, with the
following comments.

203. The Working Group had noted in particular in respe&adécanoides garnotihat the species moved
cyclically and predictably across borders in response to the El Nifio and La Nifia effects and therefore
gualified for the attention of the Convention. It was agreed that Chile and Peru would harmonise their
separate listing proposals for the species, prior to the deliberations of the Conference of the Parties.

204. ForAnas formosait was noted that the species hadently been found in the Republic of Korea in
substantial numbers, although in very localised areas. It was agreed that a cautious approach should be
pursued and the Working Group supported its listing under Appendix .

205. ForSterna bernsteinit was noted that the species had recently been rediscovered; it had previously
been thought to be extinct. The proposal for Appendix | listing walwesed and itwas hoped that ibuld
be followed by concerted action.

206. The five bird species/sub-species proposed for addition to Appendix Bvegogjeris pyrrhopterus,
Polystictus pectoralis pectoralis, Sporophila ruficollis, Pseudocolopteryx diuellianus, and Streptopelia
turtur turtur. The group considered that all five birds met the criteria for listing on Appendix Il, and
supported the proposals with the following comments.

207. Brotogeris pyrrhopterusvas an endangered species and should therefore have been proposed for
listing on Appendix | rather than Appendix Il, as intended by Peru, the proposer. The proposal for listing on

Appendix | was supported in a written statement from Hungary and was strongly endorsed by the Working
Group.

208. In respect oPolystictus pectoralis pectoralishe Working Group questioned whether the entire
species and not just the subspecies should be listed on Appendix Il. However, in the absence of the Party
making the proposal, it was agreed that only the subspecies should be recommended for listing. The matter
could be reviewed on the basis of additional information at a later stage.

209. Dr. Gibson (observer for the Unitedigidom) drew the attention of the meeting to the common threats

to four species,Anas formosa, Platela minor, Tringa guttifer, and Eurynorhynchus pygmEtues four

species, were all to be found in the non-breeding season in the same coastal habitat along the East Asian coast
from the Korean peninsula and China in the north, and Indonesia and Australia to the south. There was
habitat loss and degradation in those areas, and considerable, and probably increasing, taking of birds for
food and trade. Reclamation of estuarine habitat for development made habitat loss particularly intense. It
would be useful to note the co-occurrence of the four species proposed for addition to Appendix | in the same
areas and habitats, and draw the link to measures needed to address the corturmithédevere stragly

affecting current conservation status.

210. Concerningtreptopelia turtur turturthe Councillor for Senegal stressed the serious nature of the
threats to the bird and its habitats in Senegal. The Working Group had felt that some further work was
necessary to improve the listing proposal, including specifying whether a subspecies or the whole species
should be added, and to agree priority actions.

211. Dr. Pfeffer noted that the species was subject to illegiaiing in France during its migration in May,
and that a decision by CMS would help focus attention on the problem. The Chair proposed that a small
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group, including the Councillors for Mali, Morocco and Togo, which were Range States, should continue to
review the proposal and report to the Council at a later stage.

212. Subsequently, the Chair of the European Turtle Dove Working Group gilnec{lior for Senegal,
reported that he and the Councillors for Morocco, Mali and Togo had met and thoroughly discussed the
proposal for inclusion of the European turtle do®tréptopelia turtuisubspecieturtur) in Appendix I,

which had originated with the Government of Senegal, between themselves and with the observer for BirdLife
International, who were to be commended on their good work. The revised proposal 11/20 now met all
concerns and he commended it to the Council for submission to the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties.

213. Mr. O’'Sdlivan (BirdLife International) introduced the report of the European Turtle Dove Working
Group pointing out that many of the species’ Range States were noteafdon the Guncil and it was
therefore to be expected that there would be some discussion of the proposal at the Conference of the Parties.

Summary

214. The Chair took it that the listing proposal on the European tdiotle was aceptable to the @uncil

and requested the Councillor for Senegal, whose Government would present the proposal to the Parties, and
the observer of Birdlife International to track the progress of the proposal through the Conference of the
Parties.

215. The @uncil accepted the proposals of the Working Group on Birds and agreed to incorporate the
Group’s conclusions in the Council’s report. The Chair thanked Dr. Moser and the members of the Working
Group for their work.

Terrestrial Mammals

216. Dr. Pfeffer confirmed that the Working Group on Terrestrial Mammals had been unanimous in its
response to all proposals for listings on Appendices | and Il.

217. With reference to proposal 11/12 on the inclusion in Appendix Il of the Asian wild BgsiUs
hemionu¥ he noted that the proposal applied the species riamueis hemionui its broadest sense
including the three speci&uus hemiony&quus onageandEquus kiangecognized in Wilson & Reeder

(1993, Mammal Species of the World), the d¢amomic authority for mammals according to
Recommendation 6.1. It was therefore recommended that, should the Conference of the Parties decide to
include the Wild ass in Appendix Il, all three species should be listed separately, while still based on the
existing proposal.

Summary

218. The Chair summarised that the meeting was content to put forward the proposals as contained in the
report of the Working Group. He thanked Dr. Pfeffer and the members of the Working Group for their work.

219. The Chair expressed thewcil's thanks to all involved in the working groups on proposals for listing

for their professional handling of matters and procedures which had been both difficultand canplex in this
Council meeting. The proposals themselves were mainly non-contentious and were well formed, based on
effective data and information. It was therefore relatively straight-forward for the Scientific Council to reach a
clear view on each.
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VIl. REVIEW AND ENDORSEMENT OF THE RANGE STATE LIST FOR
SPECIES LISTED ON THE CMS APPENDICES

220. The Technical Officer inbduced document UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.2 Rev.1 on the list of Range States of
migratory species included in the CMS Appendices. The document had been prepared in accordance with the
Convention, under whose provisions the Secretariat was required to compile and keep up to date a list of
Range States to the species under Appendices | and Il. The Secretariat had circulated the draft list to the
Councillors in Jun2002.

221. The revised version of the list which was before the meeting incorporated the comments of three
Parties (Czech Republic, Slovenia and Uzbekistan) which had been received by the deadline. The revised list
was proposed for endorsement by the Scientific Council to be submitted to the Conference of the Parties for
adoption.

222. He noted that there wasirkage between the future management of the list of Range States and the
ongoing efforts talevelop an information anagement system. That issue could be discussed further at the
12th Meeting of the Scientific Council.

Summary

223. Noting that such a document was inevitably a work in progress, the meeting endorsed the list of Range
States for transmission to the Conference of the Parties at its Seventh Meeting.

VIIl. PROGRESS ON OTHER MA TTERS REQUIRING SCIENTIFIC CO UNCIL ADVICE
8.1 Potential new Agreements (including Memoranda of Understanding and Action Plans)
Bats

224. The @uncil heard a presentation from Mr. Hutson on bats. He presented an overview of the situation
facing bats in various regions, informing the meeting that there were nearly 1,100 species of bats in
18 families. He reviewed the global status of bats and conservation action plans, noting that bats were
confronted not only with diminishing habitats and environmental problems, but also often suffered
persecution and superstition. Some bats, as in South-East Asia, were threatened not only because they were
considered a pest for eating fruit crops, but also as a source of food. He noted that bats were a source of
considerable diversity, that they were important pollinators and seed distributors, and also were often
indicators of deteriorating environmental conditions. He suggested that eight species, from Africa, South-East
Asia and Latin America may be potentially appropriate for listing under CMS, to gain particular conservation
focus.

Summary

225. The @uncil took note of the report on possible regional agreement on bats (ScC11/Doc7) and
encouraged the Secretariat to continue activities in that field, including the development of further agreements
on bats. The Chair expressed the Council’s appreciation for the study and the interest in pursuing a
substantive discussion on bats at the 12th Meeting of the Scientific Council.

Marine Mammals

226. Dr. Perrinreported on the second Workshop on the Biology and Conservation of Small Cetaceans and
Dugongs of South-East Asia, held in the Philippines in 2092. A total of 40 scientists had participated in

the Workshop from a number of countries in the region. The Workshop had considered a regional action plan
to address by-catch of small cetaceans dimgongs in South-East Asia, and had produced a draft regional
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CMS agreement. Dr. Perrin reported that it had been proposed that work on the action plan would continue by
correspondence.

Summary

227. The Chair encouraged the continued work on the action plan by condespce and invited Dr. Perrin
to report back to the Scientific Council when appropriate.

8.2 Small-scale projects funded by CMS
(a) Progress report by the Secretariat on completed and ongoing projects

228. The Technical Officer inbiduced document ScC11/Doc.8, “Overview of the Status of Small-scale
Projects Financed by the CMS Trust Fund”, and its three-part annex giving the status of completed and
ongoing projects, projects in an advanced stage of elaboration and due to start during the current year, and
projects which had been approved in principle but which had not been carried out. He observed that
$700,000 had been withdrawn from the CMS Trust Fund for project implementation. The Secretariat
proposed that the unallocated funds should be allocated to Part Il projects subject to full project proposals
being developed before the end of #@02 ludget year, and that any unusedds might be reall@edto

fund newly identified projects meeting therditions for implementation.

229. Dr. Beudels (Guncillor for Belgium) raised a query about the Sahelo-Saharan ungulates projects
mentioned in the annex to the document. The Chair proposed that details such as these be taken up bilaterally
in the respective taxonomic Working Groups and/or with the Secretariat.

(b) Procedures for project elaboration and submission

230. The Technical Officer inbduced document ScC11/Doc.9, “Draft Guidelines for the Preparation and
Submission of Project Proposals”. The format for the previous guidelines, which had been based on a model
letter of agreement, had proved to have intrinsic drawbacks. The revised format suggested in section B of the
draft was designed also to facilitate the screening and monitoring process by the Council. He pointed
especially to the recommendation in section C for routing project proposals through CMS Scientific
Councillors and Focal Points, and the provisions requiring support by the relevant national authority for
projects to be implemented in non-Party countries. Projects of wide geographical scope would be elaborated
in consultation with the appropriate Scientific Councillors, such as the focal point for the species or
Conference-appointed Councillors for the taxonomic group or for the region. Project proposals would be
considered intersessionally only as exceptional cases. Selected projects would be subjected to an in-depth
evaluation of their expected benefits in respect of their cost.

Summary

231. The Chair concluded that there was general agreement withiotimei@hat the revised guidelines on
project submission were acceptable and could be adopted for use.
(c) New project proposals

232. The Deputy Executive Secretary confirmed that tindglet proposal before the Conference of the
Parties provided for an allocation of $500,000 over three years for conservation measures.

233. Itwas decided that the taxomic Working Groups should review the project proposals with a view to
providing clear recommendations concerning present and future small-scale project work.
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234. Dr. Moser (Appointed @uncillor), speaking for the Working Group on Birds, said the group had
found project listing a difficult process because of lack of clarity in some proposals and saw a need for better
guidance on how such submissions were made. The Working Group also saw a heed for the allocation of
resources for the development of the over-all strategy for birds.

235. Dr. Limpus (Appointed Quncillor), speaking for the Working Group on Marine Turtles, said the
group also saw a need for better guidance about the submission of project proposals, and a need to strengthen
the linkage between the Council and the regional memoranda of understanding for marine turtles of West
Africa and the Indian Ocean/South East Asia.

236. Mr. Ba (®uncillor for Senegal) said that for local and regional efforts in pursuance of the goals of the
Convention to have their full effect, more support must be forthcoming for regional networking and capacity-
building, and for public awareness raising. Otherwise there was a risk of a loss of momentum and even a
reversal of gains.

237. Atthe Chair's request, the Secretariat met with Drs. Limpus, Moser, Perrin and Schlatter (Appointed
Councillors) concerning the details of project proposals to be presented to the Conference of the Parties for
funding. A table summarising the retained proposals was before the meeting, and is attached to this report as
Annex X (ScC Report Annex X).

Summary

238. The Chair pointed out that the anmt of funding available would only be known once the finadget

had been approved by the Conference of the Parties. He therefore proposed, and the meeting agreed, that he
would take on the responsibility, in consultation with the Secretariat and the Appointedif@osiio make

any necessary adjustments in the final approved list of projects. In that regard, he requested and received
assurances from the Secretariat that the proposed projects were within reasonable bounds of possible funding.
The Chair said that this issue was also important in relation to the discussions on the modus operandi of the
Council, in that ideally much of the detailed work on project proposals should be dealt with by the Chair, in
cooperation with the Secretariat and the Appointed Councillors, in advance of the meetings of the Scientific
Council.

8.3 Global Register of Migratory Species (GROMS)

239. Dr. Blanke (@uncillor for Germany), referring to documents UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.18 and
UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.7 on the Global Register of Migratory Species, expressed the view that in the light of the
presentation given by UNEP-WCMC under agenda item 4.3 (d) on the prototype CMS information system, it
was time to begin merging GROMS, which was available through URL hityw/.groms.de, with that
system, while still maintaining its connections with the University of Bonn and the Museum Koenig, and with
other organizations such as BirdLife International.

240. Dr. Riede then gave a Powemt presatationillustrating the capabilities of GROMS and informed
the Council that, as a stand-alone database, GROMS had been published both as a CD-ROM and in print
form. As part of the project, three workshops had been held, including one on capacity-building.

241. He explained that of the some 3,600 species and 5,600 subspecies identified as migratory using purely
biological criteria and a lower migration distance limit of 100 km - rather than the definition of “migratory”
used by CMS - GROMS currently covered 1,567 species. In that connection, he presented a graphic based on
the GROMS threat assessment function highlighting the fact that about 100 threatened species onthe IUCN
Red List were not listed in the CMS Appendices, which gave an idea of the scale of the task which still lay
before the Council.
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242. Under the action requested in paragraph 7 (e) of document UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.7, he considered that
GROMS should be developed as an integral component of the Information Management Plan. That being the
case, harmonisation would be required in a number of areas, including the calculation of species range and the
States in that range. In that connection he pointed out that GROMS was linked to a Geographical Information
System (GIS) and expressed the belief that linkage was vital because the concept of migration involved
movement in place and over time which static dadéme could never satisfactorily reftt.

243. Hereported that it was the intention of the German partners in the GROMS project to work with the
Secretariat over the next two years on merging GROMS with the CMS information system and to propose to
the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties that it should be formally handed over, with the
University of Bonn and the Museum Koenig continuing to provide the infrastructure. In the interim, some
€110,000 in matching funds were needed, which GROMS had every hope of receiving.

Summary

244, Inconclusion the Chair noted the progress on GROMS and the linkage to the overall information needs
of the Council.

8.4 Artificial barriers to migration and other threats to migratory species and their habitats,
with special attention to dams and offshore wind farms

245. Mr. Pritchard (observer from BirdLife International) idiuced the report prepared by BirdLife
International on behalf of the Secretariat (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.16) on the subject of impact assessment and
migratory species. Explaining that CMS had not formally prepared any principles or guidelines on
environmental impact assessment (EIA) or strategic environmental assessment (SEA), he noted that Parties
had expressed their need for technical advice and guidance on the subject. It appeared that countries would
benefit from a formal identification of points of relevance, and a statement of the importance of the issue in
achieving the effective implementation of the Convention. He suggested that countries would also benefit
from international harmonization of guidance on principleandards, techniques antbpedures.

246. Intioducing the draft resolution on the subject (UNEP/CMS/Res.7.10), which was being proposed by
Hungary and Kenya in collaboration with BirdLife International, he recalled that the Sixth Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, held in The Hague in April 2002, had
endorsed “Guidelines for incorporating biodiversity-related issues into environmental impact assessment
legislation and/or processes and in strategic environmental assessment”. To avoid any duplication of effort,
and consistent with the efficient cooperation between Conventions, the draft resolution before the Council
simply commended those Guidelines to CMS Parties for use, as appropriate. It further proposed activities that
the Council could undertake, in cooperation with other organizations. He expressed appreciation for the
interest in EIA activities on the part of CMS, and considered the draft resolution to be a valuable step forward
on the subject.

247. Dr. Davidson (observer from the Ramsar Bureau) said that the Scientific Panel and the Standing
Committee of the Ramsar Convention had decided that the Guidelines endorsed by the Convention on
Biological Diversity were applicable, albeit with annotations to interpret how they applied and related
specifically to the Ramsar Convention. He suggested that a similar course of action might be taken by CMS.
Dr. Gibson (observer for the United Kingdom) expressed support for the intent of the draft resolution and the
proposal made by the observer from Ramsar.

248. Dr. Bagine (Guncillor for Kenya) underlined the fact that the draft resolution was in line with the
goals of CMS and commended the resolution to the Council.
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Summary

249. The Scientific Guncil approved the draft resolution for transmission to the Seventh Meeting of the
Conference of the Parties, on the understanding that the Councillors from Kenya, the observer from the
United Kingdom and the observers from Ramsar and BirdLife International would hold informal
consultations to fine-tune the draft resolution prior to its submission to the Conference of the Parties.

250. On behalf of the @Quncil, the Chair expressed thanks to the Governments of Hungary and Kenya, and
to BirdLife International for preparing and proposing the draft resolution.

251. Intioducing a number of additional documents, Dr. Blanke (Councillor for Germany) said that his
Government and non-governmental organizations working for conservation had addressed four threats to
migratory species that could be seen as artificial barriers to migration.

Ship collisions with whales

252. Hedrew attention to document ScC11/Inf.7, on the significance of ship collisions with whales. In light
of the considerable impact such accidents had on the migratory whales, he asked that the problem be
thoroughly examined and discussed at the next meeting ofdhadi, with a view to advising on how to
proceed.

253. Appreciation for the document had been expressed by Dr. Perrin (Appoimtedilbr) on behalf of

the Working Group on Marine Mammals and Large Fishes, noting that the North Atlantic right whale
(Eubalaena glacialilin particular was increasingly suffering collisions with ships because of the increase in
shipping traffic.

Impact of wind-parks

254, Concerning the impact of offshore wind turbines on migratory species, Dr. Blankduogd
document UNEP/CMS/Res.7.13, containing a draft resolution submitted by Germany. In light of the
increasing exploitation of new and renewable energy sources, wind-parks were rapidly being constructed and
many more were planned, particularly for offshore locations. However, a lack of knowledge of the migration
patterns of many marine species meant that the negative impacts of such wind -parks on migratory species
were, as yet, unknown. The Convention on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East
Atlantic (OSPAR) had collected information on such impacts and had decided that guidance for Parties was
needed. It was necessary to address issues of the marine environment during the planning process for such
wind-parks and to adopt a harmonised approach to their development. He outlined the key elements of the
draft decision.

255. Mr. Pritchard (observer from BirdLife International) noted the pd&gibf cooperation between CMS

and the Bern Convention, which was preparing a review of the impact of wind-parks on birds, scheduled for
completion by the end of 2002. He proposed that the resolutionld take into account the need to mitigate

the effects of wind-parks on species in general, not just listed species. In addition, land-based wind-parks
showed the same negative impacts, and should also be brought within the ambit of the proposed resolution,
since the focus on the marine environment was too harrow.

256. Dr. Schlatter (AppointeddTincillor) supported the view that the impact of land-based turbines on
birds should also be taken into acmt.

Summary

257. The Scientific Guncil approved the draft recommendation, as amended during the discussion, for
transmission to the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. The Council also agreed that
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Dr. Blanke and Dr. Perrin would liaise in the period up to the 12th Meeting of the Scientific Council on the
guestion of the impact of offshore wind-parks on marine mammals.

258. On behalf of the @uncil, the Chair expressed thanks to Dr. Blanke and to the Government of Germany
for preparing and proposing the draft resolution.

Impact of offshore oil pollution

259. Concerning the impact of offshore oil pollution on migratory species, Dr. Blankdirsied document
UNEP/CMS/Res.7.11, containing a draft resolution submitted by Germany, and enumerated the key points
contained therein.

260. Dr. Moser observed that onshore oil facilities in wetland areas gave rise to the same issues affecting
migratory species, and cited several examples in the Caspian region and Mexico. The resolution should thus
be extended to all aquatic systems, not just offshore marine facilities. It was necessary to develop guidelines
on the issue and also to examine the role of the corporate and private sector, which could provide valuable
information for the process.

261. Mr. Moksia (@uncillor for Chad) drew attention to the problem of uncontrolled pesticide use in his

region, which impacted on migratory species. Substanceswere being used in his region that were banned in
Europe and elsewhere, and a global approach to the problem would be desirable.

Summary

262. The Chair proposed, and the Scientif@@cil agreed, that the issue of the impact of pesticide use on
migratory species would be discussed intersessionally.

263. The Scientific Guncil approved the draft recommendation, as amended during the discussion, for
transmission to the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

264. On behalf of the @uncil, the Chair expressed thanks to Dr. Blanke and to the Government of Germany
for preparing and proposing the draft resolution.

Electrocution of migratory birds

265. Concerning the electrocution of migratory birds, Dr. Blanke othiced document
UNEP/CMS/Res.7.11, containing a draft resolution submitted by Germany, and enumerated the key points
contained therein. He also drew attention to document UNEP/CMS/Inf.21, a booklet prepared by the German
Society for Nature Conservation (NABU), which outlinadygested practices for birdgiedon on power

lines. He explained that technical solutions to the problem existed which were economically feasible and
which even improved the stability of the power supply. Protection for migratory bird species, particularly the
most endangered species, was needed from the dangers of electricity transmission lines. He expressed thanks
to the non-governmental organizations, particularly NABU, that had carried out work on the subject.

266. Mr. Nipkow (observer for NABU) outlined the content of the NABbllet and expressed the hope

that there would be broad support for the draft resolution. In answer to a question, he explained that the issue
of bird mortality through strikes on power lines had not been addressed because such a broad task did not
promise any rapid solution. His organization had decided tog®ed step by step in order to ensure limited

but feasible success.

Summary

267. The Scientific Guncil approved the draft recommendation, as amended during the discussion, for
transmission to the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.
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268. On behalf of the @Quncil, the Chair expressed thanks to Dr. Blanke and to the Government of Germany
for preparing and proposing the draft resolution, and to NABU for its contribution on the subject.

269. The @uncil also agreed to return to the subject at its 12th meeting and to address the wider aspects of
the issue.

8.5 Guidelines for satellite telemetry of migratory birds

270. Dr. Limpus (Appointed @uncillor) informed the Council that the issue of guidelines for satellite
telemetry of migratory birds had been discussed at the 10th Meeting of the Scientific Council, in Edinburgh.
A report on the issue was contained in annex 6 of the report of the Edinburgh meeting (ScC.11/Inf.1).

271. Mr. Baker (@uncillor for Australia) noted that the paper had originally targeted the endangered
Slender-billed curlew, but had subsequently been extended to cover all migratory birds. There was a need to
update references in the paper.

Summary

272. The Chair requested Mr. Baker to provide the complete updated paper to the Secretariat, which would
circulate it to all Counitlors. The meeting agreed to take note of the paper.

8.6 Impact of climate change on migratory pecies

273. The Chair intvduced a discussion of climate change by recalling theudion atthe 10th Meeting
and noting that the topic was very large. Although it was difficult to identify exactly which activities by CMS
would be valuable, the need remained to review scientific aspects.

274. Dr. Davidson (observer for the Ramsar Bureau) noted that the Conference of the Parties of the Ramsar
Convention had authorised a study of the impact of climate change by the Scientifieemucal Review

Panel. He suggested the task of CMS at the current stage could be to establish what information was held by
various Parties and organizations and to identify gaps that neededilledhe f

275. Dr. Perrin (Appointed @uncillor) said that climate change was a continuing concern for IWC,
particularly in its effects on the Arctic and Antarctic.

Summary

276. The @uncil noted the importance of the subject and its particular relevance to the work of the Ramsar
Convention and IWC. It agreed that the Secretariat should ask the Parties to undertake a review the impact of
climate change on migratorypscies, to be tought bgether for the Guncil’'s 12th Meeting.

8.7 Updating of CMS Appendices as a consequence dfanges in pecies axonomy

277. The Technical Officer inbduced document ScC11/Doc.11. He highlighted that the issue was one
where the specieBrocellaria aequinoctialisand the subspeci¢¥ocellaria aequinctialis conspicillata
were both listed on Appendix Il. This had been the consequence of changes in species|imamegfthe
adoption of taxonomic references at the Sixth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

278. Dr. Ebenhard (@ncillor for Sweden) commented that the situation was taf@te. Thecourse of
action was in his view simply to drop the subspecies, while noting that that did not mean that the subspecies
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was no longer included in Appendix Il, but simply that it was covered uRdecellaria aequinoctialisMr.
Baker (Counitlor for Australia) concurred with Dr. Ebenhard.

279. At the request of the Chair, the Deputy Executive Secretary confirmed that such anomalies had
occurred in the past and that the clarification could be brought to Appendix Il by means of a note against the
species.

Summary

280. The Chair summarised that theudcil agreed to the suggested way forward. He would raise the
matter in his report to the Conference of the Parties.

281. Dr. Perrin reminded the meeting that a nevoteomy for the Right whales had been agreed at the 10
Meeting of the Council (Edinburgh, M&001), which also implied a rectification of the appendiBadaena
glacialis glacialiswas nowEubalaena glacialigNorth Atlantic) andEubalaena Jponica(North Pacific);
while Balaena glacialis australisvas nowEubalaena australis

8.8 Other resolutions and recommendations undedevelopment

282. None were reported.

IX. COLLABORATION WITH OTHER| NTERGOVERNMENTAL AND
NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

283. The Deputy Executive Secretary oduced a report on collaboration with intergovernmental and other
non-governmental organizations (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.11).

284. He noted theonclusion of a joint work programme with CBD (UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.13). A joint work
programme with IWC was envisaged.

285. Memoranda ainderstanding were ready to be signed with the Convention on International Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.11/Annex 2) and the United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) (UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.11/Annex 3).
Memoranda were being prepared with the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD)
and with Wetlands International.

286. A 1997 memoradum of understanding with the Ramsar Convention was being expanded to makeita
much more substantial document through a detailed programme of work, and to extend it to AEWA. The
document required further fine-tuning before it could be presented for comment.

287. Dr. Davidson (observer for the Ramsar Bureau) stressed the value of identifying complementarities
and synergies between organizations. Contracting Parties faced a large number of tasks under a variety of
agreements, so it was important to simplify their work at national and local level by identifying common
ground.

288. Heinvited the Scientific @incil Chair to represent CMS at the forthcoming meeting of the Scientific
and Technical Review Panel of Ramsar Convention. The Chair thanked him for the invitation and said he
hoped to attend.

289. The @uncil took note of the value of joint work programmes and indicated that it looked forward to
more such agreements in future.
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290. Dr.vanKlaveren (observer for ACCOBAMS) noted, as an example of synergy, that the conservation
project for Adriatic turtles that had been submitted to CMS could be implemented with further support from
the Bern and Barcelona Conventions.

291. Dr. Boere (observer for Wetlands International) informed thaCil that a proposal for a joint work
plan was now with the Secretariat. Discussions wakeg place on the common strategy for the wetlands of
Central America and the Pacific coast of South America, with a view to reaching a formal agreement.

292. The @uncil expressed its appreciation for the role that Wetland International played in providing
scientific data to underpin much of the work of CMS.

Presentation on Millennium Bsystem Assessment

293. An information document on the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment was befor@uheilGn
document UNEP/CMS/Inf.7.22. Dr. Nevil Ash (Secretariat of the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment) gave a
presentation, explaining that it was designed on the global and sub-global levels to provide a multi-scale
assessment of the capacity of ecosystenssipport human well-being and life on Earth. It was intended to
address the needs of a variety of users, including environmental conventions, intergovernmental
organizations, the private sector, civil society and indigenous organizations. The Assessment was based on
three main elements: political legitimacy, scientific credibility and saliency. It included four working groups,

on conditions and trends; scenarios; responses; and sub-global assessment. The Assessment was intended to
continue until 2004. In 2001, the project had held a series of design meetings; it had starte@@08and

would continue that work in 2003; and in 2004 a review process woutihbducted. Reportgpduced by

the Assessment would include a report on the conceptual framework, assessment reports out of each of the
working groups, sub-global assessment reports, and synthesis reports on biodiversity, desertification,
wetlands, the private sector, and human well-being.

294. He outlined how CMS could benefit from the Millennium Assessmerautiir opening of a diabue
between the two througlteess to information for management and policy decisions by Parties. The project
was designed around the needs of its users, and any additional user needs could be incorporated.

Summary

295. The Chair thanked Dr. Ash for his presentation and informed the meeting that there would be a side
event on the Millennium Assessment in conjunction with the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties. The Millennium Assessment could be important in terms of the holistic view of the information needs
of the Parties to CMS and this should be considered further by the Secretariat.

X. ELECTIONS

296. The Chair and the Vice-Chair chose to leave the meeting room during the consideration of election of
officers for the forthcoming triennium of the Conference of the Parties.

297. The Deputy Executive Secretary reminded tberil that under the Rules of Procedure it must elect a

Chair and Vice-Chair for the forthcoming triennium before the Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the
Parties. This had been announced in the annotated agenda of the meeting,and at the opening of the meeting
with a view to seeking candidates. He informed the Council in that connection that Dr. Galbraith had
expressed willingness to continue serving as Chair.

298. The Deputy Executive Secretary informed the meeting that no other candidatures had been presented

for the office of Chair of the Scientific Council by the deadline previously established by the Secretariat. He
therefore invited the meeting to endorse, by acclamation, the continuation of Dr. Colin Galbraith (United
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Kingdom) as Chair of the Council for the forthcoming triennium. The meeting agreed, by acclamation, to the
re-election of Dr. Galbraith.

299. The Deputy Executive Secretary also informed the meeting that no other candidatures had been
presented for the office of Vice-Chair of the Scientific Council by the deadline previously established by the
Secretariat and that Mr. John Mshelbwala (Nigeria) had indicated his willingness to continue serving as
Vice-Chair. He therefore invited the meeting to endorse by acclamation the continuation of Mr. Mshelbwala
as Vice-Chair of the Council for the forthcoming triennium.

300. Dr. Pfeffer (Appointed Quncillor) raised the issue that the major posts in the Council were occupied
by English-speaking members. He also noted that Mr. Abdellah El Mastour ({loufar Morocco) had

been a candidate for the position of Vice-Chair on a previous occasion and had confirmed that he would be
willing to be considered again in order to achieve linguistic balance between the officers of the Council.
Dr. Pfeffer therefore nominated Mr. EI Mastour for the position of Vice-Chair.

301. The Deputy Executive Secretary noted that tlzallilee for submission of names of candidates had
already passed. He suggested thattimeerns concerning linguistic balance could perhaps be overcome in
connection with the notion of creating positions for four Vice-Chairs on a regional basis, as mentioned earlier
in the meeting. This explanation was accepted by Mr. El Mastour and Dr. Pfeffer.

302. The meeting then agreed, by acclamation, to the re-election of Mr. Mshelbwala.

303. The Chair and Vice-Chairttened to the meeting. The Chawrmgratulated Mr. Mshelbwala on his
re-election.

304. The Chair thanked Dr. Moser for his contribution to the work of ther@il as Appointed Couillor

for Birds and announced that Dr. Moser’s departure required the Council to recommend a candidate to replace
him in that position. The Chair nominated Mr. John O’Sullivan as a candidate for the position with deep
knowledge and with enthusiasm for the work of the Scientific Council and CMS overall.

305. Dr. Moser said that theppointed @undllor for Birds should have a broad knowledge of the bird
taxon, clear regional links throughout the world and stromsgiintional baking. In Mr. O’Sullivan, he was
particularly pleased to see a successor who had a wider experience than his own, which was mainly limited to
waterbirds. Mr. O’Sullivan would also bring a high degree of commitment and experience to the work of the
Council.

306. The Chair noted that Dr. Devillers (absent) had asked that his support for Mr. O'Sullivan’s
candidature be recorded. He noted also that there was a widespread support for Mr. O’Sullivan. He concluded
that the meeting had agreed to recommend to the Conference of the Parties his appointment as Appointed
Councillor for Birds.

XI. DATE AND VENUE OF THE 12TH MEETING OF THE SCIENTIFIC COUNCIL

307. The Deputy Executive Secretary invited tlmu@cil to consider the date and venue of the 12th Meeting

of the Council which, following the practice of holding one intersessional meeting before the Eighth
Conference of the Parties, should likely be held in ea€i94. While no invitation to host the meeting was
forthcoming during the meeting, Parties could contact the Secretariat on the host Government'’s obligations,
which included offsetting the additional costs of holding the meeting away from Bonn.
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XIl. ANY OTHER BUSINESS

Presentation on the Lesser white-fronted goose

308. Mr. Johan Mooij (ZWFD) gave a presentation on a project to mntreindividuals of the Lesser
white-fronted gooseAnser erythropusinto the Fennoscandian population of the species by means of
imprinting juveniles on ultralight aeroplanes.

309. Following the presentation, the Chair invited interested Parties to pursue further questions and
discussion of the project bilaterally and encouraged all Parties to CMS to work together for the conservation
of the entire population of the Lesser white-fronted goose.

Adoption of the report

310. The Chair anounced that the report of the Council on its deliberations up to the conclusion of its
deliberations on Monday, 16 September had been distributed in documents SC11/Doc.L.1 and Add.1. He
invited participants to provide any corrections to the Secretariat in writing.

311. The Chair summarised the issues that had been considered bguhel@ver the course of its
meeting and which he intended to highlight in his report to the Conference of the Parties. He mentioned in
particular the successful use of regional and taxonomic working groups at the current meeting, the progress
made towards improvement of the modus operandi of the Council, consideration of proposals for listing on
Appendices | and Il and for concerted and cooperative action, and the need to increase contact and work of the
Council on an intersessional basis, even if that required additional funding. He thanked all participants in the
meeting for their enthusiastic and professional contributions to the work of the Council.

Dissemination of meeting documents

312. Mr. Baker (@uncillor for Australia) requested the Secretariat to produce a CD-ROM with the
documentation of the current meeting for distriion to all @undllors. He also proposed that presession
documentation should be distributed for the next meeting on CD-ROM, to facilitate prior review of the
documents by Councillors withouteess tdigh-speed Internet links.

313. The meetingrelorsed this wgestion andsked theSecretariat to pursue the issue intersessionally.
314. Noting that the Deputy Executive Secretary, who had bearivied in the work of the Scientific
Council sincel991, was serving a meeting of thecil for the last time, the Chair thanked him for his past
contributions. The Chair also thanked the CMS Technical Officer and others for their contributions to the
current meeting.

Report of the 11th Meeting of the Scientific Council

315. The Secretariat was entrusted with the finalisation of the report of the meeting.

XllI. CLOSURE OF THEM EETING

316. After the customary ekange of courtesies, the Chair declared the meeting closed at 1.05 p.m.
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION OBSERVERS /
OBSERVATEURS D'ORGANISATIONS INTERGOUVERNEMENTALES ET NON
GOUVERNEMENTALES / OBSERVADORES DE ORGANIZACIONES
INTERGUBERNAMENTALES Y NO GUBERNAMENTALES
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Director
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Fax: (+230) 465 1184
E-Mail: npcsagr@intnet.mu

Agreement on the Conservation of Small
Cetaceans of the Baltic and North Seas
Technical Committee (ASCOBANS)
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Fax: (+420 2) 2258 00 12
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Represented by Mr. Baryaker
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AUSTRALIA/Australie/Australia

Tel.: (+61 3) 62 31 03 66
Fax: (+61 3) 62 34 99 65
E-Mail: ccamlr@ccamir.org
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International Convention for the Regulation of
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Represented by Dr. William RRerrin
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135 Station Road, Histon
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UNITED KINGDOM/Royaume-Uni/Reino Unido

Tel.: (+44 1223) 2339 71

Fax: (+44 1223) 2328 76
E-Mall: secretariat@iwcoffice.org
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United Nations Environment Programme
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E-Mail: paul.chabeda@unep.org

168

United Nations Environment Programme-
World Conservation Monitoring Centre

Mr. GerardoFragoso
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E-Mail: john.osullivan@rspb.org.uk
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Fax: (+31 317) 47 88 50
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GERMANY / Allemagne / Alemania
Fax: (+49 228) 815 2449
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Deputy Executive Secretary
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2407
E-Mail: dhykle@unep.de
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Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2424
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Plumpton Green
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UNITED KINGDOM/Royaume-Uni/Reino
Unido

Tel.: (+44 1273) 89 03 41

Fax: (+44 1273) 89 08 59
E-Mail: hutsont@pavilion.co.uk

169



Report of the 11" Scientific Council CMS COP7 Proceedings: Part I, Annex VI

ScC Report Annex i
AGENDA OF THE MEETING
1. Opening remarks
2. Adoption of the agenda
3. Report on intersessional activities

(@ Chair
(b)  Secretariat

(c)  Councillors (on the work of other conventions that they were requested to follow on behalf

of CMS, and the tasks allocated to them during the 10th Meeting of the Sciertificod)

4, Scientific Council tasks arisirigter alia from resolutions, recommendations and other decisions
of the Conference of the Parties

4.1. Concerted actions for selected Appendix | species/groups (Res. 3.2, 4.2, 5.1 and 6.1 refer)

4.2 Co-operative actions for Appendix Il species (Recommendations 5.2 and 6.2 refer)
4.3  Other resolutions and recommendations (not alreadgredunder previous agenda items)

a) Resolution 6.2: By-catch
b) Resolution 6.4: Strategic Plan for 2000-2005
C) Performance indicators (in relation to Resolution 6.4)
d) Resolution 6.5: Information Management Plan and National Reporting
5. Review of the modus operandi of the CMS Scientific Council
6. Review of proposals for amendments to Appendices | and Il of the Convention:
(@) Implications for CMS of the new IUCN Red List Categories and Criteria
(b) Discussion and evaluation of proposals
(c) Conclusions and recommendations to the Conference of the Parties
7. Review and endorsement of the Range State List for species listed on the CMS Appendices
8. Progress on other matters requiring Scientific Council advice
8.1 Potential new Agreements (including Memoranda of Understanding and Action Plans)
8.2 Small-scale projects funded by CMS
a) Progress report by the Secretariat on completed and ongoing projects
b) Procedures for project elaboration and submission
C) New project proposals

8.3 Global Register of Migratory Species (GROMS)

8.4  Artificial barriers to migration and other threats to migratory species and théiatswith
special attention to dams and offshore wind farms

8.5 Guidelines for satellite telemetry of migratory birds
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10.

11.

12.

13.

8.6 Impact of climate change on migratory species

8.7 Updating of CMS Appendices as a consequence of changpsdies taxonomy
8.8 Other Resolutions and Recommendations under development
Collaboration with other intergovernmental and rmmvernmental organizations
Elections

Date and venue of the 12th Meeting of the Scientific Council

Any other business

Closure of the Meeting
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ScC Report Annex I
REPORT OF CONCERTED/COOPERATIVE ACTIONS WORKING GROUP

CONCERTED ACTION SPECIES

1. The Working Group welcomed the paper prepared by the Secretariat (ScC11/Doc.3) as a useful
contribution to its mode of operation, with the following remarks:

(@) Theintroduction should make reference to the original purpose of the concerted actions, which
was to formalize the implementation of article Ill, paragraph 4, of the Convention, relative to the conservation
of Appendix 1 species;

(b)  The proposed procedure for the identification of Concerted Action Species needs to allow
adequate flexibility for species which are under immediate threat, and for which the initiation of a concerted
action needs to be rapid;

(c) Point 6 of the procedure should read as follows:

“For those species retained in the candidate list, review reports would be preyatedthe
responsibility of the Councillors who submitted the proposal,a€assary using for this
purpose funds allocated by the Conference of the Parties”;

(d) In “Periodic Revision of the List of Concerted Action Species”, paragraph 13 should be
expanded to clarify that any proposal for removal of a species should be fully justified in writing, for the
consideration of the full Scientific Council, and this justification should be forwarded to the Conference of the
Parties. The subsequent steps to be taken for the conservation of the species by the Convention or other
instruments should be clearly identified, including the provision of adequatirig;

(e) Inthe eventthat a species is proposed for removal because of the lack of prospect for action in
the coming triennium, the desiriity of reinstatement in future triennighsuld be clearlystated;

()  Paragraph 14 should be replaced as follows: “The preliminary note referred to in paragraph 5 of
the Procedure should emphasise in particular;” (continue with points (i) — (iv));

(@) The Scientific Councillors should be informed of the possibility of information support
regarding Concerted Action Species from the Information Management System, developed by UNEP-WCMC
in collaboration with the CMS Secretariat.

The revised paper is annexed as document ScC11/Doc.3/Rev.1.

Cooperative Action species

2. The Working Group recommended the development of a document similar to ScC11/Doc.3 for
Cooperative Action Species, taking into account a review of the current achievements of this mechanism. This
paper should be discussed by the 12th Meeting of the Scientfin€il.
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Attachment
ORIGINAL: ENGLISH
Distr. LIMITED

ScC11/Doc. 3 (Rev.1)
15 September 2002

IDENTIFICATION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF CONCERTED
ACTIONS FOR SELECTEDAPPENDIX | SPECIES / GROUPS

1. Historically, the decision to designate a species as warranting concerted action was made to formalize
the implementation of Article Ill paragraph 4 of the Convention, relative t@timservation of Appendix |
species, by drawing attention to the need for immediate conservation measures for those species. This
decision, taken at the third meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP), has resulted incoassfisiu
projects with ongoing prospects for continued conservation work. The resolution that institutionalized
“Concerted Action” species, Resolution 3.2, also established a formal review process and called on the
Secretariat to coordinate the preparation of Review Reports following a prescribed format. The Review
Reports were meant to provide a summary of the most up-to-date knowledge of the species, particularly
identifying the needs and conservation actions that should be taken for that species.

2. At the fourth (Nairobi, 1994), fifth (Geneva, 1997) and sixth (Cape Town, 1999) Meetings of the
Conference of the Parties, species were added to the list for concerted action (Resolutions 4.2, 5.1 and 6.1
respectively). The total number of species or groups now acknowledged as requiring concerted action is 27
(where marine turtles are considered as a single group). Concomitantly, the Conference of the Parties gave its
approval, at the above-mentioned meetings, to the allocation of funds from the Trust Fumd,docuse in
undertaking “small projects” to benefitter alia Concerted Action species.

3. The Secretariat considers that it would be useful to review progress to date on Concerted Action
species, and to refine the goals and objectives of this programme of action in order to avoid generating what
amounts to “shadow” list of Appendix | species, and in so doing, weakening the notion of “concerted action”.
Furthermore, it is important that the funding source for concerted actions be identified and, ideally,
institutionalized so that the Convention can continue to support the conservation of migratory species in this
way. This paper has been prepared as a basis for discussion.

Procedure for the identification of Concerted Action species

4, The Secretariat suggests that the Review Report process be used as a basis for deciding whether or not
a species warrants “concerted action” and for defining more precisely what concerted action is needed. This
would differ from the current practice whereby a species is nominated for concerted action without any
particular criteria and then a Review Report (or, more often, an intervention of a Councillor) is made in order

to monitor progress.

5. Under this new approach, species to be considered for concerted action would be brought to the
attention of the Scientific Council by one or more members of the Council, preferatalgthithe submission

of a preliminary note indicating the circumstances concerning the species that suggest the opportuneness of a
concerted action. This preliminary consideration of candidate species should preferably be made at the
intersessional meetings of the Council. Upon examination of the different submissions, the meeting would
compile a Candidate List for Concerted Action.
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6. For those species retained in the Candidate List, Review Reports would be prepared, under the
responsibility of the Councillor(s) who submitted the proposalgeifessary using for this purpose funds
allocated by the Conference of the Parties.

7. On the basis of a careful assessment of the Review Report, the meeting of the Scientific Council
preceding the Meeting of the Conference of the Parties would decide whether or not to recommend to the COP
the designation of the species for concerted action. In so doing, the Council should indicate the type of action
foreseen under the Convention, its objectives, and the time frame in which they should be accomplished. This
would give the possibility to measure the success of thevetdion against definite targets.

8. The identification beforehand of the type of intervention required would also allow the COP, where
necessary, to allocate financial resources for the implementation of the action in the Convention’s budget. In
this regard, concerted actions under the Convention may be classified in two main categories:

(i) Development of a management regime, such as an Action Plan and/or a Memorandum of
Understanding, that can be agreed relatively quickly, without the need for a lengthy ratification
process

Funding would need to be identified by the Conference of the Parties under a Speddiet line,
to be used for fostering international cooperation such as drafting of Action Plan or MoUs and
for convening meetings of experts of Range States.

(i) Small scale catalytic research/conservation projects

Funding would be identified from the “Species Conservation Measures” allocation made by the
Conference of the Patrties, in much the same way as it is currently done now.

9. It should be noted, however, that the proposed procedure needs to be applied with adequiiye flexib
for species which are under immediate threat, and for which the initiatiocarfigerted action needs to be
rapid.

Monitoring the implementation of Concerted Actions

10. No substantial change to the current procedure is proposed in this regard, apart from having a more
comprehensive assessment (report) available on which to base recommendations and decision-making. The
Scientific Council would keep under review the implementation of the agreed concerted actions, on the basis
of reports presented at the meetings by the Councillors identified as Focal Points for the active species. As a
general rule, it would be expected that theuGdllor who has made the proposal to designate a species for
concerted action would act as Focal Point for the Species within the Council, and would assist in the regular
updating of the initial Review Report.

Periodic Revision of the list of Concerted Action species

11. Withaview to maintaining the list of concerted action species as a dynamic, manageable and credible
initiative, a periodic revision of the list should be undertaken. This should be done by the Scientifail Gt

each meeting held in conjunction with the COP, and should lead to recommendations to the COP on the
maintenance or removal of a species from the list.

12. One could envisage removing a species from the concerted action list once its conservation status had
improved through the prescribed management interventions, or once the concerted action identified at the
moment of its inclusion in the list (e.g. the elaboration of an action plan) had been successfully accomplished
and/or a separate institutional framework (such as a Memorandum of Understanding or Agreement), set up to
oversee its recovery. A good example of this approach would be the intervention made with respect to the
Siberian crane, whose recovery is been actively monitored in the framework of a separate MoU.
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13. Aremoval of the species from the list might also be envisaged when the agreed action could not be
realized due to unforeseen reasons, and there were no reasonable prospects for removing the obstacles
preventing activities to be undertaken in the foreseeable future. This general principle should be applied with

a certain degree of flexibility. In particular, a revision of the objectives and identification of new actions for a
given species could be foreseen in the light of new elements arising in the course of the implementation of the
concerted actions. Recourse to this possibility shouddver not be done systematically, in order to avoid
maintaining a species on the list indefinitely without active interventions being made.

14. The removal of a species from the Concerted Action List should by no means be interpreted as a lack
of the interest of the Convention in that particular species, but only the fact that a specific phase in the action
of the Convention had been accomplished. Any proposal of removal of a species from thelldbe fully

justified in writing, for the consideration of the full Scientific Council, and this justification should be
forwarded to the COP. The subsequent steps to be taken for the conservation of the species by the
Convention or other instruments should be clearly identified, including the provision of adéuditey

Guiding principles for the future identification of Concerted Action Species

15. The preliminary note referred to in Paragraph 5 of the procedure should emphasize in particular:

0] Degree of threat on the speci@he designation of species for concerted action being a means to
prioritize action under the Convention, it is logical that the application of this tool be directed
primarily towards species facing specific and immediate threat. When possible, reference to widely
accepted standards for the evaluation of threat, notably IUCN Red List criteria and categories of
threat should be made, and a consistent approach taken.

(i) Appropriateness of CMS as a framework for acti@onsideration should be given to whether CMS
constitutes the most appropriate framework for action to address the threats faced by the species.
The possible existence of initiatives (ongoing or planned) in other framewaslkide explored, in
order to avoid duplication of effort. In particular, the designation for concerted action should be
avoided for taxa covered under CMS Agreements already in force or whose entry into force is
expected in a foreseeable future.

(iii) Potential value of CMS contributiorConsideration should be given to whether CMS has adequate
tools and means to address the problems faced by the species.

(iv) Existence of suitable conditions for actiofhe prospects for the development of effective action
under the Convention should be evaluated. This may involve consideration of elements such as CMS
membership in the species’ range, existence of political support, political stability and security,
potential for institutional/technical/financial support, etc.

16. Should the current amgements for dealing with “Concerted Action” species baeaf as outlined

above, some planning with regard to timing will be required to make a successful transition from the current
system. It is proposed that, once agreed by the Council, the guiding principles already be taken as a reference
in the Council's forthcoming deliberations (e.g. in its recommendations to COP7 on possible new Concerted
Action Species) and that the new system become fully operational in the 2003-2005 triennium.
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ScC Report Annex IV

REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP ON TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS

A. Evaluation of concerted actions

1. Sahelo-Saharan antelopes
Oryx dammah, Addax nasomaculatus, Gazella dama, Gazalliari, Gazlla leptoceros, Gazella
dorcas
» The group heard a detailed report by the CMS Working Group (WG/ASS) on the activities
carried out during the last triennium. This report is available.
» It also heard additional reports from representatives of the Range States, i.e., Chad, Mali,
Morocco, Niger, Nigeria and Senegal.
» The Group is of the view that the concerted action has made considerable progress during the
past triennium.
» The Group also believes that concerted action should be continued and supported.
2 The Mountain gorilla

Gorilla gorilla beringei

The Group is conscious of the degree of danger under which the Mountain gorilla lives.

The Group is closely monitoring the activities of the International Project for the Conservation
of the Mountain gaHa, which enjoys the support of three international non-governmental
organizations and which has been working on the ground for the past ten years.

The Group is very much aware of the very unstable present conditions under which the
Mountain gorilla lives in the Range States.

The Group is of the view that the Mountain gorillacgild be maintained on the list of species
requiring concerted action, but for the moment it is not yet clear in what way CMS could
undertake effective action in the context afancerted action.

3. The South Andean deer
Hippocamelus bisculcus

An observatory "Pablo Canevari" has been built in the province of Chubut in southern Argentina and a
full report thereon will soon be submitted to the Secretariat.

B. Evaluation of cooperative actions

The West and Central African elephant
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Last year in Edinburgh it had been decided to work towards a memorandumi@fsanding
relating to these populations of elephants.

A focal point Councillor had been designated (the Councillor of Burkina Faso).

Unfortunately for internal reasons the Councillor was unable to attend the last two meetings of
the Scientific Council.
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The Working Group decided that, prior to the next meeting of the Scientific Council:

» It will organize and hold a meeting of the 16 Range States.

» The States in question are: Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo,
Cote d'lvoire, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea Bissau, Mali, Niger,
Nigeria, Senegal and Togo.

» Each State will be represented by two officials preferably a member of the elephant
conservation movement and an administrator/policy maker authorised to negotiate such an
agreement.

» The Working Group will ensure that the function of focal point is guaranteed.

The financing of projects

1. The West and Central African elephant
Organizing and holding a regional meeting to prepare a
memorandum of understanding $15,000

2. The Sahelo-Saharan antelope
Implementation of the CMS Action Plan.

(@) Contribution towards the coordination of the FFEM proj@&05) $25,000
(b) Establishment and maintaining of a database on the web and of a

Sahelo-Saharan antelope CMS web site (2003-2004) $25,000
(c) Participation in the Ferlo development project in Sene2@08-2004) $20,000
(d) Development of a joint Chad/Libyan Arab Jamahiriya/Niger project

(2003-2004) $20,000
(e) Development of a project in Egypt (reserved to be used when

adequate structure developed) $10,000
Total $100,000

C. Proposal to include new species in the Appendices of the Convention

1. Proposal I/7: the wild Bactrian camel
Camelus bactrianus
Proposal by Mongolia

» This Bactrian camel is clearly an endgered species, with a wortsbpulation of less than 900
animals.

» The species has been constantly decreasing in number as a result of poaching and the
destruction of habitat.

» |UCN has placed it in the endgered species category.
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» The Bactrian camel migrates seasonally and in a very erratic mdapending on the
changing climatic conditions and feeding grounds.

» The species regularly crosses the border between China and Mongolia. This Bactrian camel is
particularly vulnerable to poaching when migrating.

The Working Group endorses the proposal to include the Bactrian camel in Appendix .

2. Proposal 11/12: The Wild ass of Asia (Hemione)
Equus hemionus

This proposal relates to the speciegquus hemionusensu lato, which includes three speciéguus
hemionus, Equus onagandEquus kiangaccording to the Wilson and Reeder classification (1993), the
reference selected for CMS (Recommendation 6.1).

» The Scientific Council recommends that these three species be included in Appendix Il in order to
cover the whole complex "Equus hemionus" in the meaning of the proposal. The status of this
complex is not positive, with one entity of the complex being considered as extinct, several
seriously threatened and others declining dangerously. The range area has been considerably
reduced. IUCN considefsquus hemionuas being “Vulnerable”, anequus onageas being
“Endangered”. The populations cross national borders and could benefit from regional
management measures.

The Working Group endorses the proposal to include the Wild ass of Asia in Appendix II.

3. Proposal 11/13
Gazella subgutturosa

The Working Group confirms that the status of conservation of this species is not favourable and expresses
concern over the rapid reduction of thege area and the populations.

IUCN lists this species as "near threatened". The species is an erratic migrant which moves considerably
depending on climatic changes. It crosses national borders.

The Working Group endorses the proposal to include the Goitered gazelle in Appendix Il.

4, Proposal 1l/14
Procapra gutturosa

The population of the Mongolian gazelle although existing in large numbersingblia is considered by the
Working group as having a negatigenservation status, because of the seid@atine in other parts of the
range and local extinction.

IUCN lists the species as "near threatened". The Mongolian gazelle used to migrageentiyfrom east to

west but no longer does that now. However, a large part of the population in Mongolia migrates to China in
the winter.

The Working Group endorses the inclusion of the Mongolian gazelle in Appendix II.

5. Proposal 1l/15
Saiga tatarica tatarica

This proposal relates only to the nominal sub-species of the Saiga antelope due to the fact that Mongolian
sub-speciesSaiga tatarica mongolidas not considered as a migratory species.
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IUCN lists the nominal sub-species as "conservation dependant”, but clearly the situation has changed since.
The population has been reduced by 85 per cent since 1980 and the rate of decline is increasing. The
population of the Ural would decline by 79 per cent per year. The Working Group therefore considers the
status of conservation of this species as being extremely unfavourable. The Saiga antelope moves in a
seasonal manner from north to south between the winter and summer feeding grounds, crossing national
borders.

The Working Group endorses the inclusion of this species in Appendix 1.

D. Proposed concerted action for Appendix | species

The Snow leopard
Consideration of the proposal relating to the Snow leopard.
Uncia uncia(ScC11/Doc.1h

The Working Group has assessed the proposals on the basis of the guiding principles set out in document
ScC11/Doc.3.

The Snow leopard is an endangered species, requiring concerted action as a top priority.

» The world population is probably less than 7,000 animals and overall the populations are reducing
in number. CMS provides an appropriate framework for action in favour of the Snow leopard.
Appropriate transboundary management would certainly be of benefit to the species, which is at
present confined to mountains along international borders. Five Range States are Parties to the
Convention: India, Mongolia, Pakistan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan;

» China and the Russian Federation on the contrary are not parties to CMS.

» Four Range States have national action plans but without regional coordination.

» Thereis a regional strategy which, however, lacks a structure to implement it.

CMS could therefore be instrumental in the regional management and conservation of the Snow leopard, by
working in collaboration with local authorities, non-governmental organizations and research groups.

Tajikistan has expressed a willingness to assist in the process and the Working Group proposes that the
representative of Tajikistan be designated as the focal point for the concerted action, if the Conference of the
Parties decides to go ahead with this action.

The Working Group endorses the addition of the Snow leopard to the list of Concerted Amditiass
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ScC Report Annex V

REPORT OF WORKING GROUP ON MARINE MAMMALS AND LARGE FISHES

Chair: Dr. W.F. Perrin
Rapporteur: Dr. W.J. Wolff

REVIEW OF LISTING PROPOSALS

1.
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Antarctic minke whale (Balaenoptera bonaerensi®n Appendices | and Il [Australia]

The group noted a number of technical errors in the proposal, due primarily to confounding of the two
species of Minke whale®( bonaerensiandB. acutorostrata)These have largely been corrected in

a revised version of the proposal submitted to the Secretariat. The species is considered to be
migratory and because of a range of threats to qualify for listing on Appendix Il. Henceothimg

group endorsed this part of Australia’s proposal. However, considerable discussion arose on the listing
on Appendix |. Most Councillors considered that, although no exact figures are available on the
population size, it is nevertheless in the order of magnitude of half a million. In the recent past
exploitation of this population under scientific permit has amounted to a few hundreds of animals per
year, which is not an unsustainable rate of exploitation. Moreover, IWC at present offers complete
protection to the species under its moratorium on commercial whaling; the species is also listed in
Appendix 1 of CITES. If in the future the IWC would enable exploitation, quotas would be allotted
according to the Revised Management Procedure. One Councillor, however, expressed a lack of
confidence in the effectiveness of the RMP g@aiéhted out that there are considerable uncetits

about trends of the population, which is subject to a range of threats owing to its aquatic habitat. This
Councillor believed that Appendix | listing should be recommended as a precautionary measure. It was
finally concluded that the working group could not arrive at a consensus recommending listing on
Appendix .

Bryde's whale (Balaenoptera edefion Appendices | and Il [Australia]

The working group considered that the proposal, including in its revised form (ScC11/Doc.19),
insufficiently covered the complicated taxonomic position of this ‘species’, which is nogmized to

consist of two species. On the other hand the working group concluded that all taxonomic units
embraced by the nani& edeniin this proposal were migratory and would profit from protective
measures given the assumed earlier exploitation and a range of identified threats. Hence, the working
group endorses the proposal by Australia to list this species complex on Appendix Il. With regard to
the listing on Appendix | most Councillors agreed that while this species is Data Deficient, there is no
indication that it is depleted or endangered. In the recent past exploitation of this poputadiem
scientific permit has amounted to a few animals per year, which is unlikely to be an unsustainable rate
of exploitation. Moreover, as for the Antarctic minke whale, IWC and CITES at present offer complete
protection to the species. Other Councillors, however, pointed out that there are considerable
uncertainties about the trend of its population, wich is subject to a range of threats owing to its marine
habitat and that listing should be recommended as a precautionary measure. As for the Antarctic minke
whale, the group was unable to arrive at a consensus recommendation to list the species on
Appendix .
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3. Fin whale (Balaenoptera physalus)n Appendices | and Il [Australia]

The chairman recalled that this species and the Seiwhale had been reviewed at the 9th Meetingof the
Scientific Council but that at that occasion it had not been recommended for listing because of the lack
of “concerted action” with regard to other, already-listed species of large whales, and because these
whales were considered to be adequately covered by the IWC.

However, the group concluded from the information presented in the proposals that from a scientific
viewpoint the species meets all criteria for listing on the Appendices of CMS. Itis migratghly
depleted, and is classified as Endangered by the IUCN. The working group concluded that it could
endorse the proposal by Australia to list this species on bottergipes | and Il.

The group noted that in this and some of the other proposals by Australia the lists of existing
international protection instruments and of range states were incomplete.

4, Sei whale(Balaenoptera borealijson Appendices | and Il [Australia]

The situation ofB. borealiswas considered to be very similar to that®f physalusincluding
classification by IUCN as Endangered. Hence the working group endorses the proposal by Australia to
list this species on Appendices | and .

5. Pygmy right whale (Caperea marginataon Appendices | and Il [Australia]

The proposal contained no information on migratory movements, but the working gpoaloided

that seasonal strandings in Australia and South Africa combined with occurrence in the Antarctic
during the austral summer indicate that it is likely a migratory species. However, there is no
information on its population size. Because the species is subject to a range of indirect threats owing to
its marine habitat, the working group agreed that it could profit from regional cooperative protective
measures and that it thus qualifies for listing on Appendix .

With regard to listing on Appendix | some Councillors noted that while the species is classified by
IUCN as Data Deficient, it has never been hunted and there is no reason to believe that it is depleted or
endangered and therefore no compelling reasons to list it on Appendix I. Other Councillors, however,
believed that the habitat and other potential threats identified in combination with the presumed rarity
of the species warranted listing on Appendix |. The working group was not able to arrive at a
consensus to recommend listing the species on Appendix .

6. Sperm whale(Physeter macrocephalus [“‘catodon”Pn Appendices | and Il [Australia]

The working group first draws attention to the fact that the naPlegseter catodorand P.
macrocephalusoncern the same species and that the latter name should be used, as agreed previously
by the Conference of Parties. The species is migratory. The IUCN classifies the species as Vulnerable
rather than Endangered, and one Councillor expressed a reservation about any conclusion that the
species is endangered. However, because, despite major assessment efforts in the IWC, there still exist
no reliable estimates of the degree of its undoubted great depletion through whaling nor of its present
population size, the working group concluded that it could endorse Australia’s proposal to list this
species on Appendices | and II.
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7. Killer whale (Orcinus orca)on Appendix Il [Australia]

Some populations of the killer whale have already been listed on Appendix Il. This proposal suggests
placing all other populations on this Appendix as well. Since all these populations are migratory and
could profit from cooperative protective measures, the working group endorses Australia’s proposal to
list this species on Appendix Il.

8. Great white shark (Carcharodon carchariaspn Appendices | and Il [Australia]

The working group corluded that this is a migratonpscies crossing international borders. It is the
subject of directed fisheries both commercially and by sport fishermen. It was noted that the IUCN
classified the species in its 2000 assessment as Vulnerable but stated that it was near endangerment.
The working group considered that worldwide there is a clear decline and that local populations have
been extirpated or run this risk in the near future with potential consequences for populations on an
ocean basin scale. Hence, the working group concluded that this species meets the criteria to be listed
on Appendices | and Il and supports the proposal of Australia.

9. South American sea lion(Otaria flavescenspn Appendix Il [Peru]

The working group corladed that this species is migratory, significantlgueed in abbndance and
facing numerous conservation threats and that it wbeltkfit from cooperativeegional protective
measures. The working group agreed to endorserbgogal by Peru.

10. Southern fur seal(Arctocephalus australispn Appendix Il [Peru]

The working group discussed whether the listing shoolitern the entire species or only one of the

two subspeciesArctocephalus australis australisn the Falkland Islands (Malvinas) arida.

gracilis on the South-American mainland). However, it was considered that both subspecies are
migratory, the mainland populations are greatly reduced in abundance and that the species would profit
from regional cooperative protective measures. Hence the working group endorsed the proposal by
Peru to list the entire species on Appendix II.

11. Amazonian manategTrichechus inunguis)on Appendix Il [Peru]
The working group concluded that the species is migra