There are three
proposals to amend the
Appendices and one
adenda document fo
change a CITES
Resolution relating to
African Elephant
Loxodonta africana at
CoP14.

As before, there will be
updates from the two
monitoring systems for
elephants under
CITES—the Elephant
Trade Information
System (ETIS) and
Monitoring the Illegal
Killing of Elephants
(MIKE)—and further
consideration of the
CITES action plan to
address illegal trade in
ivory, particularly how it
relates fo unregulated
domestic ivory markets
in Africa and Asia.
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1. What happened at CoP13?

South Africa’s proposal to alow “trade in hide and leather goods” without restriction for “non-commercial
purposes’ was readily accepted. It is generally recognized that such trade does not produce negative
conservation impacts on elephants. Namibia's amendment proposal met with partial success. It failed to
gain approval for the establishment of conditional annual quotas for trade in raw ivory, but was successful
inits bid to trade elephant leather and hair products for commercia purposes and also received permission
to trade in a specific traditional, indigenous worked ivory product—known as ekipas—for non-
commercial purposes. Finally, Kenya failed to gain support for amending Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev.
CoP12) to impose a period of no commercial trade in raw or worked ivory under the Convention.

Also at CoP13, the Parties approved Decision 13.26, which established an “action plan for the
control of trade in African elephant ivory” by requiring al African Elephant range States “to prohibit
unregulated domestic sale of ivory, whether raw, semi-worked, or worked; to instruct all law enforcement
and border control agencies to enforce such laws; and to engage in public awareness campaigns to
publicise these prohibitions’. The action plan targets countries with unregulated domestic ivory markets
by obliging countries to comply with CITES requirements for internal trade in ivory as outlined in
Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12) or face the imposition of punitive sanctions, including the possible
suspension of al international trade in CITES-listed species.

2. What are the CoP14 proposals to amend the CITES Appendices
relating to African Elephants?

(CoP14 Prop. 4) Botswana and Namibia propose replacing the current annotation governing trade for
the four African Elephant populations currently included in Appendix 1l (i.e. Botswana, Namibia, South
Africa and Zimbabwe). The new text would establish annual commercial trade quotas for raw ivory in
compliance with the procedures outlined in Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12), subject to certain other
conditions. Aside from raw ivory, trade in other elephant products is not specifically mentioned in the
proposed annotation, whereas the current version does include trade options for other elephant products.
Consequently, the intention of the proposal remains confused and fails to address the guidelines in
Resolution Conf. 11.21 (Rev. CoP13) which state: “for species transferred from Appendix | to 11 subject to
an annotation that specifies the types of specimen included in the Appendix, specimens that are not
specifically included in the annotation shall be deemed to be specimens of species included in Appendix
| and the trade in them shall be regulated accordingly”. It needs to be resolved whether other elephant
specimens—including those currently eligible for trade—are deemed specimens of species included in
Appendix I. If not, it appears the proponents would be expanding the scope of their tabled proposal if they
move to include provision for trade in other elephant products. Consequently, this proposal is likely to
become engulfed in a procedural debate.

(CoP14 Prop. 5) Botswana proposes changing the annotation governing the inclusion of its
elephant population in Appendix Il by expanding the scope of trade in leather goods and live animals to
alow transactions for commercia purposes; introducing annual quotas for raw ivory pursuant to the
requirements of Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12) and certain other conditions; and providing for
another one-off conditional sale of not more than 40 t of raw ivory. This last-mentioned would be from
government-owned stocks and only exported to CITES Secretariat-certified trading partners whose
national legislation would preclude exportation of the ivory, and whose domestic trade controls



=
o
c
IS
<
[
2
=
=3
!
3
=
()
=
o
i
©)

A proposal by Botswana seeks
approval for a one-off
conditional sale of up to 40
tonnes of raw ivory to help meet
the costs of elephant
conservation, although the one-
off sale of raw ivory approved
for Botswana, Namibia and
South Africa at CoP12 in 2002
has still not occurred.

demonstrate compliance with the reguirements of Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12). The conditional
one-off sale of raw ivory approved for Botswana, Namibia and South Africa a CoP12 in 2002 has not yet
occurred (see section 9). Botswana has Africa’s largest elephant population, up to 175 000 animals, and
since 2002 a considerable volume of ivory has accumulated from natural and management-related
mortalities. Botswana aims to sell this ivory to help meet the costs of elephant conservation, including
support to rural communities negatively affected by living close to large elephant populations.

(CoP14 Prop. 6) Kenya and Mali propose amending the annotations of all elephant
populations in Appendix 1l to impose a 20-year moratorium on trade in ivory, with two exceptions. the
one-off sale of registered stocks approved at CoP12 (see section 9), and Botswana, Namibia and South
Africa—but not Zimbabwe—would be alowed to export raw ivory “as hunting trophies for non-
commercial purposes’ (see CoP14 Prop. 4). This proposal is similar to one submitted by Kenya at CoP13.

(CoP14 Prop. 7) Tanzania proposed transferring its elephant population from Appendix | to
Appendix 11, but has subsequently withdrawn the proposal.

3. What are the other CoP14 documentsthat proposeto amend CITES
Resolutionsrelating to African Elephants?

(CoP14 Doc. 53.4) Kenya and Mali have tabled a document on illegal ivory trade and control of internal
markets, which advocates a series of amendments to Resolution Conf 10.10 (Rev. CoP12). The most far-
reaching of these would be the imposition of a 20-year moratorium on trade in ivory, with differing
conditions for specific countries. For range States with elephant populations in Appendix |, proposals to
transfer their populations to Appendix Il would be prohibited during the 20-year period. For the four
countries with elephant populations currently in Appendix I, trade in raw and worked ivory would be
prohibited for 20 years, with the possible exceptions of the one-off sale of raw ivory agreed at CoP12 for
the three designated countries (see section 9) and hunting trophies for non-commercial purposes.
However, these proposed changes conflict with Article XV of the Convention which allows “any Party”
to propose an amendment to Appendix | or |1 for consideration at, or between, meetings of the Conference
of the Parties. The CITES community itself has no history of using such moratoriums as a feature in its
deliberations, nor does the treaty contain such provisions.

Kenya and Mali also propose amending parts of Resolution Conf 10.10 (Rev. CoP12), which
would alter the current basis for assessing “control of internal trade in ivory”. Currently, al countries
which allow domestic trade in ivory are required to register al importers, manufacturers, wholesalers and
retailers dealing in raw, semi-worked or worked ivory products. They are aso required to introduce
“recording and inspection procedures to enable the CITES Management Authority and other appropriate
government agencies to monitor the flow of ivory within the Sate”; to instigate “ compulsory trade
controls over raw ivory” and “comprehensive and demonstrably effective reporting and enforcement
system for worked ivory”; and to disseminate public awareness materials, “particularly in retail outlets,
informing tourists and other non-nationals that they should not purchase ivory in cases whereit isillegal
for them to import it into their own home countries’. These are the criteria the world’s domestic ivory
markets are currently measured against to judge whether they comply with CITES requirements. If
adopted, the Kenya/Mali amendments would effectively restrict these requirements only “to those Parties
designated as ivory importing countries’. Thus Kenya and Mali would effectively direct “all Parties not
designated asivory importing countries’ to enact legislation prohibiting domestic sales of ivory and ivory
products “where necessary” unless they were legally acquired. Finaly, “Parties whose elephant
populations are listed in Appendix II” would be required to establish computerized ivory stock
management systems, but this requirement would not be an obligation for other elephant range States.
Overall, this suggested revision appears to impose very specific and strict conditions on Parties that are
designated ivory importing countries or whose elephant populations are in Appendix I, whilst all other
Parties would be held to a different—and much lower—standard for domestic management and sales of
“legally acquired” ivory. At CoP11 and CoP12, Kenya, together with India, unsuccessfully submitted
amendment proposals to transfer all African Elephant populations back to Appendix I. At CoP13, Kenya
also failed to secure a two-thirds mgority votein favour of a 20-year moratorium on ivory trade. This document
will undoubtedly spark some heated debete.

4. How will proposals be dealt with at CoP14?

All elephant proposals are first considered in Committee |, then all decisions are finalized in a subsequent
Plenary session. The three proposals to amend the Appendices concern African Elephant populations
currently included in Appendix Il; these (and al proposals) require a two-thirds majority vote for
acceptance. Proposals to amend A ppendices can be withdrawn or made more restrictive, but their scope
can not be broadened. Reguests to amend or adopt CITES Resolutions and Decisions a so require a two-



thirds majority vote for adoption. Additional amendments to draft resolutions or decisions can be offered
from the floor during formal discussion; in many cases, a working group is established at the CoP to try
and reach consensus, particularly for complex resolutions and decisions.

5. Other agenda items concer ning elephants at CoP14

Four other agenda items to be discussed relate directly to elephant conservation under the Convention.
(CoP14 Doc. 53.1) The CITES Secretariat will provide an update on the implementation of Decision
13.26 since its adoption at CoP13 to establish an “action plan for the control of trade in African elephant
ivory” (see section 7). There will be reports on the two monitoring systems for elephants under CITES.
(CoP14 Doc. 53.2) TRAFFIC will present its comprehensive analysis of the Elephant Trade Information
System (ETIS) data, and (CoP14 Doc. 53.3) the CITES Secretariat will present an update on Monitoring
the lllegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE). Finaly, (CoP14 Doc. 19.2) the CITES Secretariat will present
the communiqué of the seventh meeting of the African Elephant Range State Dialogue. This meeting takes
place in the Hague, immediately prior to CoP14.

6. What are we learning from ETIS and MIKE and how do they work?
ETIS uses elephant product seizure records as a means to track current trends and assess underlying trade
dynamics for illicit trade in ivory. Through Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12), all Parties are obliged
to report such seizures to the CITES Secretariat within 90 days of their occurrence. Although this is not
always the case, more countries are providing thisinformation than ever before. ETIS presently comprises
12 378 ivory seizure records—the world's largest collection of such data—spanning 1989-2006. Along
with data on seizures, information is also gathered to track law enforcement effort and efficiency, rates of
reporting, background economic variables, and the scale and degree of regulation in domestic ivory
markets around the world. Managed by TRAFFIC, the ETIS database has been fully operational since
CoP12 in 2002. Each Party is periodicaly provided with an ETIS Country Report, comprising
summarized tables of all the data relating to the country in question.

At CoP14, thethird major analysis of the ETIS datawill be presented. This report will demonstrate
that the trend in illicit trade in ivory is again increasing and that this trade continues to be dtatisticaly
correlated with the presence of large, inadequately regulated domestic ivory markets. The study also shows
that large-scale ivory seizures (of one tonne or more) are now occurring with greater frequency. This
worrying development is attributed to the increasing involvement of Asian crime syndicates in the illicit
tradein Africa. Cameroon, Democratic Republic of the Congo and Nigeriain Africa, and Chinaand Thailand
in Asig, continue to be the five countries most heavily implicated in theillega trade.

MIKE trackstheillegal killing of elephantsthrough asite-based monitoring programme in some
70 locations in 29 African Elephant and 12 Asian Elephant Elephas maximus range States. At each site,
data on elephant numbers, illegal killings and other deaths, law enforcement effort and other factors are
collected in a standardized way. The 55th meeting of the CITES Standing Committee (held just prior to
CoP 14) will decide whether the information presented in SC55 Doc. 10.2 is sufficient to confirm the
establishment of the baseline for MIKE data, against which subsequent assessments of patterns and trends
of illegal killing can be made and presented at future CITES meetings. The CITES Secretariat
recommends the Standing Committee accept the MIKE data as meeting the requirements of Decision
12.33. Prior to the development of MIKE, there was no centralized way to track elephant mortalities and
feed this information into the CITES process. At the local level, MIKE has been a catalyst for capacity-
building and national elephant conservation efforts. As MIKE develops, it should greatly improve our
understanding of the status of elephants throughout their range, especially the degree to which they are
being killed for theillicit trade in ivory.

MIKE and ETIS are invaluable assets for the CITES Parties in making the best decisions
possible to support elephant conservation.

7. What is Decision 13.26 and the CITES action plan for the control of
illegal trade in African Elephant ivory?

The action plan pursuant to Decision 13.26 is the key initiative under CITES to eradicate illicit trade in
ivory within Africa and other markets around the world.

Under Decision 13.26, African Elephant range States are charged with demonstrating
compliance with the requirements of Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12) for interna trade in ivory.
Legislation and law enforcement action to enforce such legislation is assessed. Countries which allow
ivory markets to remain poorly regulated can be penalized with punitive sanctions under the Convention,
including the suspension of al trade in CITES-listed specimens. Seventeen of the 37 African Elephant
range States (Benin, Burkina Faso, Central African Republic, Chad, Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea,
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Part of an illegal
consignment of 2.5 tonnes
of ivory seized by
Taiwanese authorities in
July 2006 at Kaohsiung

harbour. The ivory was en
route from Tanzania to the
Philippines. Two days later,
a further 3 tonnes were
seized at the same port.
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Unworked African Elephant
tusks and ivory ornaments on
sale at the Mercado do
Artesanato, Benfica, Angola,
in 2005.




Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria, Somalia, Swaziland and Uganda) have still
not submitted reports (initially due 31 March 2005) to the CITES Secretariat, and measuring progress in
countries which have tabled reports is often difficult as their content remains unclear in terms of the state
of compliance with requirements of Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12) for internal tradein ivory.

Implementation of Decision 13.26 has clearly been mixed. On the positive side, Ethiopia—
identified in the ETIS andysis to CoP13 as one of the six countries most heavily implicated in illicit ivory
trade—has dramatically cracked down on the trade. With assistance from TRAFFIC, WWF and the CITES
Secretariat, the Ethiopian authorities convened a workshop to assess the problem, strengthened policies on
ivory stock management and submitted a backlog of seizure data to ETIS. The most remarkable action,
however, was an unprecedented raid on the domestic ivory market in Addis Ababa. In January 2005, 66 retail
outlets sdlling ivory were simultaneously searched in an operation involving 262 law enforcement officers.
Three months later, a comprehensive market survey found the number of ivory products for sale had dropped
by 98%. Ethiopia is the best example of how a country can act decisively to implement Decision 13.26.

Conversely, in the ETIS report to CoP14, Cameroon, Democratic Republic of the Congo,
Nigeria and Thailand are again identified as amongst the most problematic countries. Many other
countries around the world continue to have unregulated domestic ivory markets. Further, the trend in
illicit trade in ivory has been increasing since 2004, during the period when the CITES action plan was
supposed to be implemented.

Clearly, the CITES action plan is having at best limited impact on the overall global trend in
illegal ivory trade, and thereis aneed for more time, resources, and aworkplan outlining the tasks required
for its effective implementation. There also needs to be more collaboration between governments and the
NGO community. Assessment of a country’s compliance with specific provisions of Resolution Conf.
10.10 (Rev. CoP12) should become a feature of the action plan so there is a transparent and accountable
process in place. Finaly, there needs to be a process defining when it is appropriate to apply punitive
sanctions. Thetype of scheme used to implement the CITES Nationa Legidation Project should be explored.

8. Are other measures or initiatives needed to curtail theillegal tradein ivory?
The ETIS analysis to CoP14 demonstrates there is growing evidence of Asian-run ivory procurement,
processing and shipping operations in Africa and that organized crime groups are increasingly playing a
role in the illicit trade in ivory. This aspect of the illicit trade needs to be addressed through appropriate
law enforcement actions and intelligence-led strategies. China, which is heavily implicated in the trade,
has demonstrated considerable progress in addressing illega ivory trade problems on the Chinese
mainland. China's efforts now need to expand into a public awareness outreach programme directed at
Chinese communities in Africa. China can also play an important role instigating collaborative law
enforcement efforts with African and Asian law enforcement agencies.

9. What isthe gatus of the one-off sale of raw ivory approved at CoP12 in 2002?
At CoP12, Botswana, Namibia and South Africa—but not Zimbabwe—were given approva for a
conditiona one-off sale of 60 tonnes of raw ivory. The agreed conditions restrict the origin, size and
volume of the ivory, the acceptability of potentia trading partners, the timing of the sale, and other
aspects. The conditions also prescribe how the ivory can be dispatched, how income from the sale is
distributed, and what the precise roles of the CITES Secretariat and Standing Committee are in the
verification and approval processes.

Four-and-a-half years since the CITES Parties made this decision, the sale has till not taken
place, because two of the external conditions have yet to be confirmed by the Standing Committee as
satisfied. Firstly, the process to designate an ivory trading partner with sufficient national legislation and
domestic trade controls to prevent re-exportation and to ensure compliance with the requirements for
internal tradein ivory specified in Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12) has taken considerable time. Both
China and Japan asked to be assessed for this purpose by a CITES mission in March 2005, and Japan was
given tentative approval at the 54th meeting of the Standing Committee in October 2006. Secondly, the
Standing Committee has not confirmed whether the MIKE programme now has sufficient information to
define its baseline data, another condition for the sale. The 49th meeting of the Standing Committee
adopted Decision 12.33 concerning a definition of this baseline. It specifies the baseline has to cover at
least 45 sitesin Africaand 18 in Asia, should include at least one population survey prior to 2000, needs
at least 12 months' data from Africa and 6 months data’ from Asia on law enforcement, monitoring and
carcasses, and adescription of influencing patterns and factors. Also needed are an assessment of the effort
made in providing the illegal killing information and a preliminary analysis. If the MIKE baseline is
confirmed by the forthcoming 55th meeting of the Standing Committee, the one-off sale is likely to be
given the go ahead to take place.
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Stemming the black gold rush—sturgeons and paddlefish and the
implementation of CITES Resolution Conf. 12.7 (Rev. CoP13)

Sturgeon and paddlefish conservation and trade has been discussed at every meeting of the Conference
of the Parties to CITES (CoP) since all species were listed in the Appendices to CITES (1998) and, over
the last nine years, CITES Parties have made some progress in strengthening control of trade and
conservation of these species. However, there are concerns that CITES agreements for sturgeons and
paddlefish are still not being implemented effectively, but it is vital that Parties show their commitment
to these agreements, so that trade does not threaten the species’ survival.

The key tool for the conservation of sturgeons in the CITES forum is Resolution Conf. 12.7 (Rev. CoP13)
(see Box 1 for summary of CITES decisions on sturgeons and paddlefish). This calls for scientifically
assessed catch and export quotas for sturgeons, tighter regulation of trade in sturgeon products overall, and
regional co-operation between countries to achieve these ends. It also stipulates a role for the CITES
Secretariat in confirming that export quotas are agreed by all relevant range States, on the basis of stock
assessments. At CoP14, this Resolution will again be up for discussion. The Russian Federation, and the
Islamic Republic of Iran (on behalf of the CITES Standing Committee’s working group on sturgeons), have
submitted proposals to amend various aspects of the Resolution. TRAFFIC and WWF hope that the outcome
of discussion of these proposals will be a reavowal of Parties’ commitments to conserve sturgeons and
paddlefish, followed by visible action. Specifically, TRAFFIC and WWF believe (see shaded text):

Independent verification of the scientific and legal basis of caviar export quotas is necessary to
ensure that these and sturgeon catch quotas reflect population trends and are sustainable. The
important role of the CITES Secretariat in the process should be maintained.

e The stock assessment procedures and the catch and export quota-setting process would benefit from
greater transparency, such that Parties, non-Parties and non-governmental organizations can assess
the scientific basis for the quotas.

e Given the important quantities of caviar consumed on some domestic markets and of caviar traded
illegally, it is essential that these are taken into account when determining export quotas.

e The current Resolution requires range States to agree by consensus on catch and export quotas

for shared stocks. This requirement is important as a means to ensure sturgeon and paddlefish

exports truly reflect population trends and are scientifically proven to be sustainable. However, if the

Resolution is amended so that quotas can be decided on the basis of agreement among (a minimum

of) two-thirds of the range States sharing the stock, then this amendment should be coupled with a

recommendation that Parties do not accept exports from States proposing higher quotas than those

agreed by the majority.

Justification: With the agreement of range States, rules on setting sturgeon and paddlefish quotas
under CITES have become increasingly rigorous. However, despite these rules (which are set out in
Resolution Conf. 12.7 (Rev. CoP13)), and despite the fact that recent CITES quotas have been
adapted in response to declines in wild sturgeon and paddlefish stocks (Table 1), doubt clearly
remains over the process for setting quotas, as testified to by the following.

Credit: WWF-Canon/Thomas Neumann
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» The information recently provided by the sturgeon-exporting countries indicates that many of the
sturgeon species in shared fishing grounds are still suffering serious population declines.2

» In 2006, the CITES Secretariat did not publish caviar quotas for four of the five Caspian sturgeon
fisheries because the countries concerned (Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation and
Turkmenistan) did not provide sufficient information about the sustainability of their sturgeon catch.

» For 2007, the States bordering the Caspian Sea agreed to reduce the combined catch quota for the
Sea’s six sturgeon species3 by an average of 20% relative to the quotas for 2005. The combined
CITES export quota for caviar from these sturgeons in 2007 is also lower than that for 2005, but only
by 15%.

» For 2007, the Russian Federation established catch quotas for Beluga Huso huso and sturgeons from
the Amur River (Kaluga Huso dauricus and Amur Sturgeon Acipenser schrenckii), solely for
scientific and restocking purposes. These were set at 14 t (equivalent to about 1.12 t caviar4) for
Kaluga and three tonnes (equivalent to about 0.3 t caviar4) for Amur Sturgeon. The CITES export
quotas for 2007 are substantially higher than this, namely 2.56 t for Kaluga caviar and 1.9 t for Amur
Sturgeon caviar, and it is unclear why commercial export quotas were published at all, given that
catch quotas for these species were exclusively for scientific and restocking purposes.

» Although what little is known about the illegal caviar trade is often anecdotal or based on reported
seizures and convictions, the black market in caviar is clearly thriving and smugglers use
sophisticated methods, indicating the possibility of links with organized crime groups. According to
estimates by experts from the Caspian region, the annual illegal catch of sturgeons 2004-2006 for all
Caspian States was around 10 000-12 000 t and in the Russian Federation it is estimated that 2700 t
of sturgeons were caught illegally in the Caspian Sea in 2004, equivalent to the production of around
550 t of caviarS. It is believed the majority of such caviar is absorbed by the domestic market rather
than entering international trade. However, large seizures continue to take place in international
trade: almost 14 t of illegal caviar was reported seized by European authorities, 2000-2005.6

e The Resolution must not be altered to expand the period for caviar export beyond the end of the
quota year in which it was harvested and processed, as this could provide an avenue for laundering illegal
caviar.

Justification: In recent years, all Caspian range States appear to have exceeded their annual export quotas
for certain sturgeon species, according to reported caviar exports (highlighted in coloured type in Table 1).
However, it is most likely that these excesses relate to caviar from one year being “carried over” into the
following year and, if this is the case, the quotas have not been exceeded. Allowing caviar harvested in a
given year to be exported in subsequent years makes it very difficult to monitor whether quotas have been
respected or exceeded. It may also provide an avenue to launder illegal caviar, allegedly from previous
years, because the size of caviar stocks held by sturgeon and paddlefish range States is not adequately
reported. In addition, the fact that some sturgeon range States have not submitted data on their exports of
caviar in recent years makes it impossible to monitor whether actual exports are within the export quotas.

To address this problem, CITES Parties at CoP13 decided to alter the conditions for caviar exports from
range States such that, from 2006 onwards, range States have had to export caviar in the year in which it
was harvested or processed and cannot export any caviar harvested or processed in previous years.
Although this new stipulation has not yet been tested, as export quotas for many sturgeon range States
were not published in 2006, the Russian Federation, and the Islamic Republic of Iran on behalf of the
CITES Standing Committee’s working group on sturgeons, have put in proposals for discussion at CoP14
to extend the deadline for caviar exports beyond the end of the year of harvest or processing.

* Range States need to ensure that national legislation to control the harvest of sturgeons and paddlefish
and domestic trade in their products is in place and adequately enforced to reduce the illegal harvest
and trade which are threatening sturgeons and paddlefish.

Justification: Besides caviar in international trade, considerable volumes are also consumed in the
countries of origin. Although domestic trade is governed by national legislation in most Caspian Sea
countries, in practice such legislation is often inadequately enforced”. TRAFFIC surveys undertaken in
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the Russian Federation (1997-2001) indicated that significant volumes of the caviar offered for sale
originated from illegal sources. For example, 80% of the shops visited in Moscow had caviar which
appeared to be sold using forged documents.”

e Implementation of the CITES universal labelling system and registration procedures in both
importing and exporting countries needs to be improved, to try to ensure that only legal trade in
sturgeon and paddlefish products takes place, both internationally and domestically.

Justification: Governments agreed at CoP11 in 2000 to introduce a standardized labelling system for all
legal caviar exports, a system since extended, in 2002 and 2004. (A detailed description of caviar labelling
requirements can be found in CITES Resolution Conf. 12.7 (Rev. CoP13)). Of the Caspian countries, only
Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and the Islamic Republic of Iran have notified the CITES Secretariat of the design
of their caviar labels, although they have not given details of when the labels were introduced or whether
they are to be used for domestic markets and/or international trade. The Russian Federation has not yet
sent information on the design of its labels. According to the CITES register of licensed legal exporters,
processing and repackaging plants of Acipenseriformes, there is a single registered company that exports
and processes caviar in the Islamic Republic of Iran, a single exporter in Kazakhstan and four exporters in
Azerbaijan. Nine processing/repackaging plants are registered in the Russian Federation but there are no
registered exporters, despite caviar export quotas having been published for this country.

Amongst the major caviar consumer markets, the European Union (EU) is the first to have published
legislation to implement fully the universal caviar labelling requirements. Since June 2006, all caviar
containers on the EU market, including caviar from aquaculture, and regardless of whether they are
destined for domestic trade or re-export, are required to bear a CITES label. It is hoped that other important
consumer markets, such as Japan, Switzerland and the USA will follow suit.

Box 1: History of sturgeons and paddlefish in CITES over the last 10 years

1998 (CoP10) All Acipenseriformes not already listed in the CITES Appendices are listed in Appendix I1.
Resolution Conf. 10.12 Conservation of sturgeons is adopted.

2000 (CoP11) Ten Appendix-I1 species of Acipenseriformes are included in the Review of Significant Trade.
Resolution Conf. 11.13 establishing a universal labelling system for caviar is adopted.

2001 Caspian range States Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation and Turkmenistan commit
to strengthening measures for sturgeon conservation as part of the Paris Agreement at the 45th meeting
of the CITES Standing Committee.

2002 (CoP12) Resolution Conf. 12.7 Conservation of and trade in sturgeons and paddlefish, which replaces and builds on the
two previous Resolutions, is adopted. As part of this Resolution, the universal labelling system is expanded to
apply to all caviar containers in trade.

2004 (CoP13) The strength and scope of Resolution Conf. 12.7 is strengthened and broadened.

2006 The CITES Secretariat does not publish sturgeon export quotas for the majority of range States, concerned that
those proposed did not fully reflect reductions in stocks or make sufficient allowance for illegal fishing.
The EU publishes legislation on caviar labelling and registration based on the provisions of
Resolution Conf. 12.7 (Rev CoP13).

2007 The CITES Secretariat publishes quotas for caviar from the Caspian Sea and the Amur River.

Russian Sturgeon Acipenser
gueldenstaedtii at a Caspian
hatchery: fingerling production for
restocking, the main source of
young sturgeons for the Caspian
Sea at present, has almost halved
over the last 25 years in the Russian
Federation!
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importers, the largest caviar importers Feundatinn
during the period 1998-2005 were: the
EU (636 t, of which Germany
imported 247 t and France 229 t); USA
(326 t); Switzerland (181 t); and Japan
(155 t). The largest caviar exporters
for the same period were: Iran (498 t);
the Russian Federation (211 t);
Kazakhstan (108 t); Azerbaijan (35 t);
China (31 t); Romania (26 t); and
Bulgaria (13 t). Volumes are totals for
the period.
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Source: CITES trade (importers’) data 1998-2005

Table |I: CITES export quotas (Q) and reported exports (E) of caviar from the Caspian States (2003-2007)

2003 2004 2005 2006% 2007

Q E Q E Q E Q Q
Azerbaijan
Russian Sturgeon 4.2 3.69 3.78 4.78 3.78 5.7 NP 3.36
Stellate Sturgeon 45 3.51 2.7 4.84 2.7 3.7 NP 3
Beluga 0.4 0.56 0.25 0.29 0.25 0.37 NP 0.3
Sub-total 9.1 777 6.73 9.91 6.73 9.77" - 6.66
Iran
Russian Sturgeon 1.95 2.13 1.76 1.03 1.6 0.25 NP 1
Persian Sturgeon 63 36.6 56.7 329 51 11.7 44.37 38
Stellate Sturgeon 11.7 7.31 7.02 421 6.3 1.38 NP 3.2
Beluga 2.13 2.42 1.07 0.97 1.07 0.68 NP 1
Sub-total 78.78 48.46 66.54 39.12 59.97 14.02 44.37 432
Kazakhstan
Russian Sturgeon 4.62 1.76 3.2 1.25 3.1 4.02 NP 3.27
Stellate Sturgeon 26.23 6.84 11.01 371 10.49 13.91 NP 10.64
Beluga 8.53 1.08 2.4 0.21 2.6 4.61 NP 1.76
Sub-total 41.19 9.68 16.61 5.17 16.19 22.54 - 15.63
Russian Federation
Russian Sturgeon 17.2 3.65 14.58 241 14 0 NP 20
Stellate Sturgeon 138 0.69 8.28 3.23 8 0 NP 35
Sterlet Acipenser ruthenus 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 NP 0
Beluga 1.6 0.67 0.8 0.27 0.6 0 NP 0.7
Siberian Sturgeon A. baerii 0.5 0 NP 0 0 0 0 0
Amur Sturgeon 0.35 0.06 NP 0.5 NP 0 NP 1.9
Kaluga 1 0.19 NP 0.57 NP 0.65 NP 2.56
Sub-total 34.55 5.26 24.03 6.98 227 0.65 0 28.66
TOTAL 163.62 71.17 113.91 61.18 105.59 46.98 44.37 84.85

Notes: NP = not published. Coloured type indicates that quota appears to have been exceeded. * According to information received
from Azerbaijan, actual exports in 2005, which included caviar produced in 2004, amounted to 9.10 t. # Reported exports for 2006
and 2007 have not yet been published.

Source: Quotas are published on the CITES website (www.cites.org) and trade data come from the CITES Trade Database. Reported
trade according to exporters was used except for countries/years where this was not available and importer data were used instead.

1 Pourkazemi, M. (2006). Caspian Sea sturgeon conservation and fisheries: past, present, future. In: Proceedings of the 5th
International Symposium on Sturgeons, Ramsar, Iran, May 9-13, 2006.

2 CITES Secretariat press release, 3 January 2006. Exporters to strengthen controls and promote sustainable fishing before CITES 4 \ NN N |
can publish 2006 export quotas. Viewed at www.cites.org/eng/news/press/2006/060103.shtml, 22 May 2007. l l{ 1‘ l‘ l‘ l ( J
3 Russian Sturgeon Acipenser gueldenstaedtii, Ship Sturgeon A. nudiventris, Persian Sturgeon A. persicus, Sterlet A. ruthenus, the wildlife trade monitoring mworﬁ
Sevruga (or Stellate Sturgeon) A. stellatus and Beluga Huso huso.

4 Based on an average gonad-somatic index of 16% for Kaluga and of 20% for Amur Sturgeon. Taken from Kazansky, B.N. (1979). is a joint programme of

The Ecological-evolutionary Principles of Organizing Sturgeon Fishing in the Basin of the Southern Seas of the USSR. Collection

‘Biological Foundations for the Development of Sturgeon Fishing in the Water Bodies of the USSR’. Moscow, Nauka. Pp. 22-33. ™

5 Based on data from the Caspian Research Institute of Fisheries, Astrakhan, Russian Federation. X

6 Based on seizures data reported by European governments to EU-TWIX (European Union Trade in Wildlife Information Exchange). ‘ ‘IUCN
7 Vaisman, A. and Raymakers, C. (2001). The status of sturgeon resources in Russia. TRAFFIC Bulletin 19 (1): 33-44. The World Conservation Union
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YepHas vkpa - BCeMUpHO
W3BeCTHLIN AesivKaTec,
U3roTOBNSAEMBIN U3
HeonnoAOTBOpPeHHOW

WKpLI OCEeTPOBLIX U

BECJIOHOCOB, 06'be AUHEHHBIX

B OTPAA 0CeTPOO6PA3HLIX
(Acipenseriformes). 310
LpeBHAA rpynna BOAHLIX
MO3BOHOYHLIX, O6UTaArOLLAs B
NpecHLIX BHYTPEHHUX BOAAX U

B MPUBPeXHBIX YacTaxX mopel
25 cTpaH Esponsr, A3um u
CesepHoli Amepukun. Becero ata
rpynna obbeanHset 27 BuAos,
25 u3 kotoperx B 2006 roa 6b1nm
BKJIFOYeHbI B KpacHbId Cnncok
MCOTT. 17 U3 HUX NpucsoeHa
KaTeropus «HaxoAalWmics B
onacHoctu» (Endangered) unu
«HAXOASLIUIACS B KPUTUHECKOM
coctoaHum» (Critically
Endangered). [lga BuAa BHeceHbI
8 TTpunoxeHue I CUTEC, a 25
ocTanbHerx - g TipunoxeHue

IT. 3anackI OCeTpoBLIX B
npupoae B 3HAYUTE TbHOMU
CTeneHU UCTOLLEHbT Ype3mMepHLIM
MPOMBICIIOM, B TOM YuCIie

W HeNeranbHLIM, a TaKxe

B pe3ynbTaTe HeraTUBHbLIX
U3MeHeHUl’ cpeabl 06UTaHUS.
Tak 06K NeranbHLIN BLINOB
Kacnuickux ocetpostix 8 2004
roay cHusunca ao 760 TOHH, YTo
coctasuno meHee 5% ot BbINOBG
ABaaLaTUneTHel AaBHOCTU

(22 800 7).
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WKpa 1 oceTpuHa, npoaaoLlecs Ha
6a3sape B baky, Asep6ainpaxxaH, 1997.

o

Amypcme'Ac:yJehs_e_rrsc@r_elnﬁj‘

OCTaHOBUTb MOrOHIO 3a YepHbIM 30JIOTOM - OCETPbl U BEC/IOHOCHI
HY>[al0TCA B CTporom BbinonHeHnn Pesonouyun KonpepeHuumn CropoH
CUTEC 12.7 (Rev. CoP13)

IIpoGnema coxpaHeHHSI OCETPOBBIX M BECIOHOCOB M PETYIMPOBAHUS TOPTOBIM MMM O0CYXIaeTcsl Ha KXo
Kondepeniuu Cropon ¢ MomeHTa ux BHeceHus B [Ipunoxenus k Konsenimu B 1998 roay. 3a moreime 1eBATh
neT CTOpOHBI TOOMIMCH HEKOTOPOTO yCIeXa B HAJIAXKUBAHUHU KOHTPOJIS HAJl TOPTOBIIEH M B OXPaHE 3THX BHJIOB.
Hecmotpst Ha 0611yt0 06€CIOKOEHHOCTb TE€M, UTO comamenus, npuaTsie B pamkax CUTEC no orHomeHuto
OCETPOBBIX, HE BBIIOJHIIOTCS B MOJHOW Mepe, 04eBHIHO, YTO CTOPOHBI JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT CBOIO T'OTOBHOCTH
clIeioBaTh 00s3aTeNbCTBAM. TakuM 00pa3oM, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO MEXKIYHAapoxHas TOPIOBIS HE SBISETCS
peanbHBIM (aKTOPOM, YTPOXKAIOIINM BEDKHBAHHIO 3THUX BHIOB.

B pamkax CUTEC oCHOBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM COXPaHEHHs OCETPOBbIX sABisieTcst Pesomonust 12.7 (Resolution
Conf. 12.7 (Rev. CoP13) (cM. Bpe3ky 1 ¢ kpatkum uzioxerneM pemenuiit CUTEC 1o oceTpoBbIM 1 BECJIOHOCAM).
Pezomronius B mepBylo odepenb NPHU3BIBAECT K HAYYHOMY ITOAXOLY NPH YCTAHOBJICHHH OOBEMOB JOIYCTHMOTO
BBIJIOBA M JKCIOPTHBIX KBOT. [IpW 3TOM THIaTenbHOE PpETYINPOBAHHE TOPTOBIM OCETPOBON IPOMYKIHEH,
COTPYAHHUYECTBO MEX]y CTPaHAMU PETMOHOB TaKXKe NPU3BAHBI CIIOCOOCTBOBATH HOCTIDKEHHIO 3TOH LeNH. DTO
TaKxe 00ycioBIMBaeT 3HauuMyto poib Cexperapratra CUTEC, kak rapanTta TOro, YT0 CTpaHBbl, HCTIOIb3YOIIMHI
pecypc onHoro OacceifHa, cOIIacoBaJid MEXAy COOOI KBOTHI Ha BBUIOB M JKCHOPT oceTpoBbIX. Ha 14
Kongepeniuu Cropon sta Pesonronns cHoBa Oyaer mpemnoxeHa Juisi obcyxaenus. Poccuiickas ®enepanust
u Hcnamckas Pecnybnuka Mpan (coBmecTHO ¢ paGouei rpynmnoil mo ocerpoBbiM IlocTossHHOro komuTeTa)
TIOZIAJIH TIPEIJIOKEHHS 110 N3MEHEHHIO HEKOTOophIX nosoxkeHnid Pesomonmuu. TRAFFIC 1 WWF nagetotces, uto
pe3ynbrarel 00CYKAeHUsI MHTEHCU(DULUUPYIOT ycunust CTOpOH, HAIpaBIEeHHbIE HA COXPAaHEHUE OCETPOBBIX U
BeCJIOHOCOB U npuHecyT 3puMble pe3yisratsl. TRAFFIC 1 WWF noguepkuBaioT 3HAYMMOCTH TOT0, YTO (CM.
3aTOHUPOBAHHBII TEKCT):

*  Heo0xoauMoCTh He3aBHCHMOIO NOATBEP:KACHHS TOr0, YTO IKCIHOPTHbIE KBOThI HA HKPY YCTAHOBJIEHBI
B COOTBETCTBHH C HAYYHbIM 000CHOBAHMEM M B PaMKaX [eiCTBYIOIIEro 3aKOHOAATeJbCTBa. Takoe
HOATBEPKIECHUE HEOOXOAUMO UIsl TOT0, YT0ObI CTOPOHBI ObLIN YBEPEHBI, YTO KBOTBI OTPAKAIOT COCTOSIHUE
HOIYJIALMY U HE HAHOCAT el yiepOa. Bexymas poinbs Cekperapuara B 5ToM Hpoliecce OyaeT yCUIMBaThCs.

»  IIpouecchl OLIEHKU COCTOSHMUS 3a11aCOB OCETPOBBIX M YCTaHOBIEHUS 00BEMOB UX U3bATHUS, @ TAKKE SKCIIOPTHBIX
KBOT JIOJKHBI OBITh MAKCHUMAJIbHO MPO3PAYHBLIMHM H MOHATHBIMH, TaKk 4T00bl CToponsl CUTEC u crpansl
— He yyacTHHLb! KOHBEHIMH, POBHO, KaK M HENPaBUTEIbCTBEHHBIE OPraHU3alul MOIJIM OLIEHUTh Hay4YHYIO
000CHOBaHHOCTb 3THX KBOT.

*  3HauyMTeNbHbIE 00bEMbI IOTPEONICHUS] HKPbl HA BHYTPEHHHX PbIHKAX, a TaKiKe HKPbI, J00bITOH M
NPOJAHHOI HeJ1erajbHO, JOJKHBI OLIEHUBATHCS U B 0053aT€IILHOM IIOPSIIKE yUUTHIBATHCS P ONPEAEIEHUH
9KCHOPTHBIX KBOT.

* B geiictByromeit penakiuu Pesontonus npu3biBaeT cTPaHbl apeaja CONIACOBBIBATH KBOThI HA OCHOBE
KOHCeHcyca. DTO O4Y€Hb BaKHO JJIsl TOrO, 4TOObl YCTAaHABIMBAEMbIE KBOTBI JIEHCTBUTEIBHO OTpPa’KallH
COCTOSIHHE 3aI1aCOB OCETPOBbIX M TEHASHIMU UX U3MEHEHHs. B cilyyae NpuHATHS NPEIOKEHHS O TOM, YTO
pelIeHne 10 KBOTaM NPUHUMAETCs ABYMs TPETSMH IOJI0COB, HEOOXOAUMO IPELyCMOTPETh U TpeboBaHMe
TOro, yro0bl CTOPOHBI HE IPUHUMAIIN UKPY CBEPX KBOT, YCTAHOBIEHHBIX OOIBIIMHCTBOM.

O6ocHoBanmue: [Iporeaypa cortacoBaHus KBOT Ha 100BIBAHHE U IKCIIOPT OCETPOBBIX MY TOCYIapCTBAMHE
JIeJIaeT 3TOT HPOLIECC BECbMa CTPOTHM M CKpyITyie3HbIM. HecMoTpst Ha coOITIoeHIE STUX MPABIII (OIMCAHHBIX
B Pesomorim 12.7 (¢ usmenenuamu u dononnenusimu 13 Kongpepenyuu Cmopon), a Takxke HECMOTPS TO, YTO
KBOTBI OT T0JIa K TOy CHHXKAIIKCh BCIIE]] 3a CHIIKCHHEM 3aracoB oceTpoBbix B mpupone (Tadauua 1), mo

TIOBOAY MPOLEAYPHI YCTAHOBJICHUS KBOT OCTAlOTCA COMHEHUS BbI3BAHHBIC CJIICAYIOIIUM!

‘WWE-Canon/Thomas Neumann
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Ocertposble Kacnuiickoro ~ Ilo pmaHHBIM CTpPaH-IKCHIOPTEPOB OONBIIMHCTBO BHJOB OCETPOBBIX, YbHM MOMYJIALMUA COBMECTHO
6acceviHa 9BnaOTCA OKCILTYaTHPYOTCS HeCKOMBKUMHU CTOPOHAMH, TIPOIOIDKAIOT COKPAIIATh CBOKO YHCIICHHOCTD.
UCTOYHUKOM UKPbI ~ B 2006 romy Cekperapuar He OMyOJIHKOBal 3KCIIOPTHBIE KBOTHI HA MKPY JUIS YEThIPEX MPUKACIMACKUX
BbICOYAMLLEro Ka4ecTea, ctpan — Poccuiickoit ®eneparuu, Kazaxcrana, Azep0aiimkana 1 TypKkMEHHCTaHa B CBSI3H C TEM, 4TO ATH
U 40N NPUKACMUNACKUX CTpaHbl HE CMOIIH NPEIOCTaBUTh yOSAUTENbHOH MH(POPMAIMU 00 YCTONYMBOM HCIIOJIb30BAaHUH 3aI1acoB
cTpaH (A3epbaiaxaH, OCETPOBBIX.

Mcnamekas Pecnybnuka ~ B 2007 rogy npukacnuiickue rocyrapctsa IOTOBOPHIMCH CHU3UTh 00U 00beM BBUIOBA LISCTH BHIOB
MpaH, KasaxcTaH, Poccuiickas oceTpoBbIX B cpenHeM Ha 20% mo cpaBueHuto ¢ BeutoBoM 2005 roga. Ho mpu sTom o6mmas skCropTHas
Qeﬂepauuﬂ n TypKMeHMc'rqH) KBOTa Ha 3TH mecTh BUA0B Ha 2007 umxke kBotel 2005 roma Bcero Ha 15%.

B MUPOBOM NPOU3BOACTBE ~ B2007 romy Poccuiickas ®enepanns ycTaHOBHIA KBOTBI Ha BBIIOB Oeiyru Huso hiso n aMypCcKHUX 0CETPOBBIX
UKpbI gocturaet 90 (xanyru Huso dauricus m amypckoro ocerpa Acipenser schrenckii) MCKITIOUMTENBHO B HAYYHBIX LEISIX
npoueHToB. Mkpa npupoaHoro U LeNSIX BOCIIPOU3BOACTBA. KBOTHI ObUIM yCTAaHOBJIEHBI B pa3Mepe 14 TOHH A Kanyrd (9KBHBAJCHTHOE
NpoOUCXOXKAECHUS TAKXe KOJIMYECTBO UKPHI mopsiaka 1,12 TOHH') ¥ TP TOHHBI IJISI aMypPCKOTO OceTpa (SKBHBAJICHTHOE KOIHYECTBO
noctynaet U3 Amypa, [yHas, ukpsl — nopsaka 0,3 Tounsr*). OnHako, 3asBieHHble B CekpeTapuar 3KCIOPTHBIE KBOTBI UL 9THX BHIOB
YepHoro u A3oBckoro mopeti ObUIM 3HAYMTENBHO BbINIE — 2,56 TOHH Ui Kanyrd ¥ 1,9 TOHH a1 aMmypckoro ocerpa. B pesymbrare
U cuctemer Benukux O3ép BO3HHKAIOT BOIIPOCHI, OYEMY SKCIIOPTHBIE KBOTHI HE COOTBETCTBYIOT KBOTAM Ha BBUIOB U IOYEMY BOOOIIE
CeBepHoli AMepUKuU. YCTaHABIMBAIOTCS Cyry00 KOMMEpYeCKHe SKCIIOPTHBIE KBOTBHI B CIIydae, KOTJa BBUIOB OCYLIECTBISETCS

UCKJIFOUUTEIIBHO B HAyYHBIX M BOCIPOM3BOICTBEHHBIX LIETISIX.
~ Hecmotps Ha To, 4TO AaHHBIE 00 00beMax HeJeralbHOH MEXTyHAPOJHOW TOPrOBIU HKPOH OTPHIBOYHBI U

OCHOBBIBAIOTCS HA JAHHBIX O 33IePIKAHUX, 2 OTYACTH U Ha CITyXaX, HE IOJUISKHUT COMHEHHIO, YTO 3TOT OM3HEC
npozioDKaeT nporserarb. KoHTpabaHAMCTB HCIHOIb3YIOT XHUTPOYMHBIE CXEMBI M H3OLIPSHHBIC METOIbI
HE3aKOHHOTO IepEeMEIIeHH s 3TOTO MPOAYKTA Yepe3 roCyAapCTBEHHbBIC IPAHHIIbI, CBUICTENILCTBYOIINE 00 UX
TECHBIX CBS3SX C OpraHW30BaHHOH pecTynHOCTHIO. [10 oLeHke crenuanucToB, padoraromux B Kacimiickom
pETHOHE, CPeIHETOI0BON HEETaIbHBIM BBIIOB OCETPOBBIX BCEX MPHUKACIHNHCKNX TocynapcTs B 2004-2006
rogax gocruran 10—12 teic. TonH. HesakoHHbIi BbUIOB B Bofax Poccuiickoit ®enepanun B 2004 romay 6but
oreHed B 2700 TOHH, Y4TO SKBHBAJICHTHO MPHOIU3UTENBHO 550 TOHHAM HKpb. CIUTACTCS, YTO OCHOBHAS
4acTh ATOH MO-OpakOHbEPCKH JOOBITOH MKPBI MOTPEOsieTcss Ha BHYTPEHHEM PBIHKE M JIMIIb HEOOJbIIAst
4acTh €€ MPOCAYUBACTCS HAa MEXKTYHAPOIHBIN PBHIHOK. XOTS, CIEAYEeT OTMETHTb, YTO 3aJACPKaHUs KPYITHBIX
MapTHil HENETaJIbHO BBO3UMON MKPBI IIPOUCXOIAT peryisipHo. Tak, 3a nmepuox 2000-2005 roxos B EBpore
OBUTO 3aIePKaHO B CymMMe 14 TOHH HKPBI®

* B Pe3omronuio He JOTKHbI BHOCHTHCS M3MEHEHHS € 1[eJIbI0 YBeJUYEHHSI CPOKA IKCIIOPTA HKPbI 32 Mpeiesbl
KAJICH/IAPHOTO0 T0/1a, HA KOTOPbIH 3asiBJIeHa KBOTA, U B TCUCHUE KOTOPOTO UKpa ObLIa 100bITa U iepepadoraHa. B

TIPOTUBHOM CITy4a€ 3TO CTAaHET y,H06HI>IM IIyTEM JIETAJIM3AINU ¥ BOBJIICUCHUS B TOPTOBIIIO HE3AKOHHO IIOGI)I'TOﬁ HKPBHIL.

Oo6ocHoBanue: B HaACTOAIIEEC BPpEMsI BCC HpHKaCHHﬁCKHC TOCyaapCTBa, Kak CJICAYCT U3 NMPEAOCTABISICMbIX UMU
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OTYCTOB, IIPEBLIMAIOT 3asBJICHHBIC UMHU 3KCIIOPTHBIC KBOTBI HA UKPY (BLI,HCJ'IeHO KpacHbIM IIBETOM B Taﬁ.mme 1)
BOSMO)KHO, 9TO CJICACTBUEC MEPEHOCA YaCTH BOBPEMS HC HpO,HaHHOfI KBOTBI IIPEABIAYIINX JICT, OAHAKO, JaXXC B
9TOM Clly4dac PCSOJ’IIOI_II/ISI HE IIpeAyCMaTpuBaCT BO3MOKHOCTH IIPCBBIILICHUSI KBOT. B CJ1ydac pa3peuIeHus rIepeHoca
YJacTU KBOTBI Ha CJICAYIOLIME I'OAbl KOHTPOJb 3a BBLIIIOJHCHHUEM KBOT U MOHUTOPHUHI' U3 HCIIOJTHCHUSA 6y,HeT
KpaﬁHe 3aTPYAHCH. DTO TaKKE MOXKET TIPUBCECTH K MaCHITa6HOMy «OTMBIBaHHUIO» HE3AKOHHO I[O6LITOI7I HKpBI U
BBCJICHUIO €€ B MC)K,HyHapOIIHBIﬁ TOpI‘OBLIﬁ 060p0T 1101 BUAOM «UKPbI IPOIUIBIX JIET). DTa OIacHOCTh OCOOEHHO
IIPOSABIISICTCS HA (1)0H6 TOro, 4TO CTpaHbl apeajia HE COOGIII&IOT JAOCTOBEPHBIX CBGIIGHI/Iﬁ O COCTOSIHHH 3aItacoB
OCCETPOBBLIX. K TOMY K€ HCKOTOPBIC CTpaHbl apeajla TAKXKE HE IIPEAOCTaBIAIOT CBC,HCHI/Iﬁ 8] L[eﬁcTBHTeHLHLIX
o0beMax OKCIIOpTa MKpPbI, YTO [ACJIa€T HCBO3MOXXHBIM OLICHUTH, HACKOJIBKO Ta WJIM HHAsI SKCIIOPTHAs IIapTUs
COOTBETCTBYCT 3asBJICHHOU KBOTE.

‘WWF-Canon/Hartmut Jungius

B cBs3u ¢ atum Croponst CUTEC na cBoeii 13 KondepeHuu pemminy n3MeHUTb YCIOBHS SKCIIOPTa UKPBI U3
cTpaH apeaia 1, HaunHas ¢ 2006 roqa, Bce CTpaHbI-IPOU3BOJUTEIN HKPHI JOJDKHBI 9KCIIOPTUPOBATH €€ B TCUCHHE
OceTpuHa (6anbiK) 1 YépHasa Kpa,
B MpoAake Ha pbIGHOM pbIHKe

B AcTtpaxaHu, 2001 (B Bepxy),
no6epexbe Kacnuiickoro Mops. ner He jpomyckaercs. W XoTs 3Ta HOBesia He ObUTa ONMpOOOBaHA B Jielie M3-3a TOro, 4To KBOTHI Ha 2006 mo

KaJICHAApHOTO ro/ia, Ha KOTOpLIﬁ ObLTa 3asBJIEHA KBOTa, B paMKax KOTOpOﬁ 1 IPpOU3BOAUTCS I[aHHLIﬁ OKCIIOPT.
3KCHOpT HKpBHI, I[O6I)ITOI7I n HpOH3BeIICHHOﬁ B IIpeAbIAYIINE I'OJbl, B CUCT HCAOBBIIIOJIHCHHBIX KBOT IPOMUIBIX

OONBIINHCTBY KaCUMCKUX BUAOB He ObUTH ommyOnukoBaHbl, Poccuiickas deneparns u Mcnamckas Pecrnybnuka
Hpan coBmecTHO ¢ pabodeil rpynmoil mo oceTpoBbIM [10CTOSHHOTO KOMHTETa MPEATIOKUIN IS 00CYKICHUS
14-it Kondepenuueit CTOpoH BOIPOC O YBEIMYCHUH CPOKaA IKCIIOPTA MKPbI 33 Mpe/esbl KaJIeHIapHOro rojia, Ha
KOTOpBI ObIJIa 3asBJICHA KBOTA.

* Crpansl apeana JOJDKHBI 00eCHeduTh I (PeKTHBHOCTH HANMOHAJIBLHOIO 32KOHOIATEILCTBA 10CTATOYHYIO
A5 JefiCTBEHHOT'0 KOHTPOJIsl Ha/l 100bIYeil H 000pPOTOM 0CETPOBbIX 1 HAIIPABIEHHOTO HA CHIKEHHE YPOBH
UX HE3aKOHHOW OOBIMM M HEJIETAIbHOTO 000POTa IPOLYKIHH.
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Oo6ocHoBanue: [ToMIMO MEXTyHAPOIHOM TOPTOBIIH 3HAYUTEIILHBIE 00BEMBI HKPBI TOTPEONISIOTCS Ha BHY TPEHHUX
phIHKax cTpaH apeana. HecMOTpst Ha TO, 4TO BO BCEX MPHKACIUHMCKHX TOCYIapCTBaX MMEETCsl BECbMa CTPOroe
3aKOHOJATENILCTBO, OrPAaHMYMBAIOIIEE TPOTHBOIIPABHBIE OOBIUY, HepepaboTKy U 000POT MKPBI, Ha IPAKTHUKE 3TO
3aKOHOATENIbCTBO IPUMEHSCTCS B HEJOCTATOIHOM Mepe U c1a00 OrpaHHYHMBAET 3TY MPECTYITHYIO ASSTEILHOCTD .
HUccnenosarns npeanpunsteie TRAFFIC B Poccnn (1997-2001) moka3aiu, 4To Ha BHyTPEHHEM PHIHKE TOCTOSHHO
MIPUCYTCTBYIOT 3HAUYUTENIbHBIE 00BbEMBI HEeJIeTaIbHO IPOM3BENeHHOI HKphL. Tak, HanpuMep, pU 00CIIeOBaHHN
MECT TOPTOBJIU UKPOii B MoCkBe oka3anoch 4to B 80% ciyuaeB JOKYMEHTBHI, IPEIbSBISEMbIe TOPTOBLAMH ObLIN

MOICTBHBIME WITH CabCHUIMPOBAHHBIMA.

Beenenue B faeiictBue pexomenaoBaHHbIX CUTEC yHuBepcaibHOIl cuCTeMbl MapKHPOBKH HKPbI H
PerucTPAlMOHHBIX MPOLEIYP KAK CTPAHAMH-MMIIOPTEPAMH, TAaK W CTPAHAMHU-IKCIIOPTEPAMH 10JIKHO
OBITH YCKOPEHO. DTO HEOOXOUMO IS TOT0, YTOOBI IIPeceyb MOCTYILICHHE HE3aKOHHO JT00BITON HKPBI HA PBIHKH,

KakK Memz[yHapoz[Hmﬁ, TaK 1 BHYTPEHHHUE.

O6ocnoBanue: B 2000 rony Ha 11 Kondepeniun CTOpoH NpaBUTEIbCTBA COMIACHINCH Pa3paboTaTh U BBECTH
B JieiiCTBHE CTaHIAPTU3UPOBAHHYIO CHCTEMY MapKHPOBKH JUIA JIETATbHO 3KCIOPTUPYyeMOoi HKphL. C Tex mop 3Ta
cucrema Obuta topadorana u nononseHa B 2002 u 2004 ropax (neranbHble TpeOOBaHHIN K TaKOH MapKUPOBKE
n3noxensl B Pesomomun 12.7 (¢ nononunenusivu 13 Kond. Cropon). M3 mpukacnuilckux CTpaH TOJNBKO
Asepbaiimxan, Kazaxcran u Mcnamckas PecriyOnuka Mpan nHanpasunu B Cexperapuar 00pasibl U OMHCAHUS
CBOMX CHCTEM MApKHPOBKH, XOTS M HE IPEAOCTABIIN IPH STOM HH(POPMAIHH, C KAKOTO MOMEHTA 3TH CHCTEMBI
ObLIU BBEICHBI B IEHCTBHE, a TAKKE O TOM JCHCTBYIOT JM 3TH CHCTEMbI MAPKUPOBKH Ha BHYTPEHHEM PBIHKE
WM TONBKO B cilydae skcropra. Poccumiickas denepanus 10 cHX IOp HE HPEAOCTAaBHIA HH O(QUIMAIBHOI
nH(bOpPMALUY O HAJIMYUH CUCTEMBI MApPKHPOBKY, HU €€ OIHCaHus, HE 06pa3noB. B cnucke B CUTEC xommanwmit
— JerajibHBIX NepepabOTUHKOB, HMEPEyNaKOBIIMKOB M 3KCIIOPTEPOB MPOAYKIUH U3 OCETPOB H BECIOHOCOB,
3apEeruCTPUPOBAHBIL: OlHA KOMIIaHU, IIepepabaThIBAIONIas U SKCIOPTUpYomas ukpy B Vcmamckoit PecrryOmuke
HpaHn, onna xomnaHug-3kcnoprép B Kazaxcrane, 1 ueTspe KoMIIaHUU-3KCIIOPTEPa B AzepOaiimxane. B Poccuu
3apErUCTPUPOBAHO JCBATH IlepepabaThIBAlOIMX M YIAKOBBIBAIOIINX KOMIIAHWI, HO HHM OJHON KOMIIaHUH-

3Kcn0pTépa, HECMOTpPA Ha TO, YTO poccnﬁcxaﬂ CTOpOHA 3asIBJISICT 3KCIIOPTHLIC KBOTHI.

Cpenu ocHOBHBIX MMNIOPTEPOB UKpbl EBpomneiickuii Coro3 (EC) — nepBbIM NpUHST 3aKOHOJATEIbHBIE HOPMBI,
obecriednBaroIye NCIOMHEHNE TPeOOBaHHH II0 €IMHO cicTeMe Toga MapKupoBkHU HKpbL. C uions 2006 roxa Ha
poirke EC mo6ast ynakoBka, coziepikalias 46pHyI0 HKpY, BKIIOUask HKPY, IOITYICHHYIO B aKBAKYIBTyPE, HOJDKHA
HECTH MapKUPOBKY YCTaHOBJIEHHOTO 00pasla, 0e3 OTHOCUTENBHOTO TOTO, NpEeJHAa3HAuaeTCs JIM 3Ta yIaKOBKa
JUISl peaJln3aliy Ha BHYTPEHHEM PBIHKE WIIH JUIs pedkcnopTa. EcTb Hafexaa, 4To Apyrue KpynHble UMIIOPTEPBI
ukpsl - SAnonus, lseitnapus u CLIA B ckopoM BpeMEHH NOCIEAYIOT 3TOMY IIPUMEPY.

Bpeska 1: Ocerposbie u CUTEC. UcTopus nociennux 10 Jet.

1998 (KC10) Bce npencraButeny oTpsina Acipenseriformes, kotopble eme He Obui BHeceHs! B [Ipmnoxenus CUTEC,
BHeceHsl B [Ipunoxenue 1. (Resolution Conf. 10.12).

2000 (KC11) [ecsth BUIOB 0CeTPO0OpasHbIX (Acipenseriformes) BKIIIOYeHEI B iporiecc O630pa mopaosiu 6
sHauumenvuovix obvemax. (Resolution Conf. 11.13)

2001 IIpukacnuiickue rocymapcrsa - Azepbaitmxan, Mcinamckas Pecryonuka Upan, Kazaxcran, Poccuiickas
Deneparus B Typkmenucran B pamkax [Mapuwkckoro Cornamenus Ha 45-M 3aceganuu [ToctossHHOTO
komutera CUTEC B35k Ha ce0s 00s13aTeIbCTBA 110 YCUIICHHIO MEp T10 OXPaHe OCETPOBBIX.

2002 (KC12) IIpunsra Pesomomnus 12.7 Coxpanenue u pecyruposanue mopeoeiu 0Cemposuimu, KOTopast 00beANHIIA 1
JIONIOJIHUJIA paHee MpuHsThIe penieHus. OAuH U3 MyHKTOB 3Toi Pe3outomu pacnpocrpanni TpeboBaHne
MapKHPOBKH Ha Bce 0€3 HCKIIFOYEHHUSI OCTYIAIONIHE B 000POT yIAKOBKH C YEPHON HKPOU.

2004 (KC13) Yactuunsiii nepecmotp Pesomtormu 12.7 ¢ 1enblo €€ yCHICHUS U JeTaIN3alnH.

2006 CekpeTapuar He OIyOIMKOBAJI KBOThI HA SKCIIOPT MKPBI JUISl MOJABJISAIOIEr0 OOJIbIIMHCTBA CTPAH apeasa
B CBSI3H C UX [O3/IHUM COIIACOBAHMEM, a TAK)KE B CBSI3H C TEM, YTO 3asIBIICHHBIC KBOTBI HE OTPaXKaIn
B JIOJDKHO# CTEIICHH CHIYKCHHS 3aI1aCOB OCETPOBBIX B IIPUPOZIE. Bee 3T0 BBI3BAIO 00ECIOKOCHHOCTH
B CBSI3U C BO3MOJKHBIM BBIBOZIOM Ha MEK/LyHAPO/HBIA PHIHOK HKPBI HEJIETaIbHOTO MPOHCXOMKICHHUSL.
EC npuHsuI1 3aKOHOATENBCTBO, PErYIHpPYIOIIee MAPKUPOBKY YIIAKOBOK C YEPHOM HKPOW M PETHCTPALUIO
MIPOM3BOUTEICH, HMIIOPTEPOB, SKCIIOPTEPOB U MEPEYMAKOBIIHKOB B COOTBETCTBHHU C TPEOOBAHUSIMHE
Pesomonnu 12.7 (mom. KC13).

2007 Cexperapuar CUTEC ormy6ikoBal1 9KCIIOpPTHBIE KBOTHI UL 0ceTpoBhIX Kacrmiickoro 6accelina u pexu AMyp.

Monogb pycckoro oceTtpa Acipenser gueldenstedtii Ha
pbi6opa3BoaHOM 3aBofie. B HacTosALLee BpeMA NCKYCCTBEHHOE
pasBefieHne — OANH 13 OCHOBHbIX ICTOYHMKOB NOMONTHEHUA ANKNX
nonynayuii oceTpoBbix B Kacnuinckom mope. K coxaneHuio, 3a
nocnepHune 25 neT BbINYCK MONOAN OCETPOBbIX B Poccninckon
®epepauun cokpaTuiica BaBoe.

TRAFFIC

the wildlife trade monitoring network

B nocnepHee pecatunetue
LieHbI Ha UKpY B3NeTenu B
pesynbTaTe AeULMTA Ha
WKpY AUKOTFO MPOUCXOXACHUS.
Hawnbonee LieHHOU U foporo
cuMTaeTca Ukpa benyru
(cpeaHss ueHa B cTpaHax-
umnoptépax - $445 3a cTo
TPAMMOB), Aasiee crieayeT
oceTpoBas WKpa, nosyvaema
U3 pycCKOro U NepcUACKoro
oceTtpos ($340/100 3a cto
TPAMMOB) U CeBPHOXbS UKPa
($250/100 3a cTo rpammos).
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MKkpa npopaetca B asponoprax
no BCemy mupy.

Caroline Raymakers/TRAFFIC

Caroline Raymakers/TRAFFIC



MepBuyHasa nHpopmauuna

This document was prepared with the kind

B cootBeTcTBHY TaHHBIMH, TOTYYCHHBIMA support of
Ipaduk 1: O6wWKii 06bem TOProBAN UKPOIl 0OCETPOBbIX B PaMKax CUTEC or wnmmnoprépoB, CcaMbIMH Tha
CUTEC (auKoii 1 13 akBaKynbTypbi) KPYIHBIMH UMIIOPTEPAMH 338  [EPHOJ Ru Ffo
350 1998-2005 romoB sBuimch: EC (636 Maurice Laing
TOHH, M3 KOTOPBIX Ha J0J0 epMaHHH Foundation
- npuxogutcss 247 TOHH W Ha JOIIO
=0 ®panmmm - 229 torn), CIIA (326 ToHH),
o B AkeakynsTypa [setinapus (181 Tonna) u Snonus (155
150 1 Avkas ToHH). KpynHeiimmmu skcnoprépamu
Ay 4EpHOH MKpBI B OTOT JK€ MEPUOL
obuti: Upan (498 toun); Poccuiickas
o Oenepatmst (211 tomn); Kaszaxcran
a (108 TomH); A3zepbaiimxan (35 TOHH);
1995 1969 2000 mon apox dogs om0 Kurait (31 Tonna); Pymbraus (26 TOHH 1
Source: CITES trade (importers’) data 1998-2005 Bonrapus (13 ToHH).

Ta6nuua 1: dKcnopTHbie KBOTbI (Q) 1 3aABNIeHHBIN 3KcNopT (E) YEpHOI MKPbI N3 NPUKaCNUNCKUX rocyaapcTs (2003-2007)

2003 2004 2005 2006* 2007*

Q E Q E Q E Q Q
A3sepbakan
Pycckwuit océrp 42 3.69 3.78 4.78 3.78 5.7 NP 3.36
Cesprora 4.5 3.51 2.7 4.84 2.7 3.7 NP 3
Benyra 0.4 0.56 0.25 0.29 0.25 0.37 NP 0.3
Umozo 9.1 7.77 6.73 9.91 6.73 9.77* - 6.66
Hpan
Pycckwnit océrp 1.95 2.13 1.76 1.03 1.6 0.25 NP 1
Tlepcunckuit océTp 63 36.6 56.7 329 51 11.7 44.37 38
Cesprora 11.7 7.31 7.02 4.21 6.3 1.38 NP 32
benyra 2.13 2.42 1.07 0.97 1.07 0.68 NP 1
Hmozo 78.78 48.46 66.54 39.12 59.97 14.02 44.37 43.2
Ka3zaxcran
Pycckuit océrp 4.62 1.76 32 1.25 3.1 4.02 NP 3.27
Cesprora 26.23 6.84 11.01 371 10.49 13.91 NP 10.64
benyra 8.53 1.08 2.4 0.21 2.6 4.61 NP 1.76
Hmozo 41.19 9.68 16.61 5.17 16.19 22.54 - 15.63
Poccuiickas ®enepanus
Pycckuit océrp 17.2 3.65 14.58 241 14 0 NP 20
Cesprora 13.8 0.69 8.28 3.23 8 0 NP 35
Crepnans 13.8 0.69 8.28 3.23 0 NP 3.5
Benyra 1.6 0.67 0.8 0.27 0.6 0 NP 0.7
Cubupckuii océrp 0.5 0 NP 0 0 0 0 0
Amypcknii océTp 0.35 0.06 NP 0.5 NP 0 NP 1.9
Kanyra 1 0.19 NP 0.57 NP 0.65 NP 2.56
Hmozo 34.55 5.26 24.03 6.98 22.7 0.65 0 28.66
Bcero 163.62 71.17 113.91 61.18 105.59 46.98 44.37 84.85

Tpumeuannsi: NP = He ony6iukoBaHo. KpacHbIM 1BETOM BbIIE/ICHBI LH(PbI, MOKA3bIBAIOIIHE [IPEBBILICHHE 3asBICHHON KBOTBI.

* B COOTBETCTBUH C MH(hOpManmeit, mocTynuaieit n3 AsepOaiikana, peanbhblii skcropt B 2005 roxy coctaBui 9,1 TOHHBI B CBA3HM € TEM, YTO OH BKJTIOYAI B CeOst
1 00beMBI, Pe/IHA3HAYaBIINECs Ul 9KkcropTa B 2004 roxy.

# Otuets! 1o 3kcropty B 2006 11 2007 rojax noka He HPEIOCTABICHBL.

Hcmounux: KBotsl, ony6imkosasst Ha caiite CUTEC (www.cites.org) nannbie 06 00beMax TOproBiiu B3aThl n3 6a3bl gaHHbIX 110 Toprosie CITES Trade Database.
B Tex ciyuasx, Korna JaHHbIe 00 9KCIOPTE 10 KaKMM-THOO CTpaHaM/TolaM OTCYTCTBOBAIM, HH(OPMAIMA KOMIMIMPOBATAch M3 JAHHBIX 110 UMIOPTY U3
9THX CTpPaH.

Hcnonb3oBanHas IuTepaTypa
1 Ilypxasemu, M. (2006). Oxpana 1 HCTIONIBb30BaHHE KACIIMICKUX OCETPOBBIX: NPOLILIOE, HacTosiLee, Oytyuiee. Marepuaibl 5-ro Mex 1y HapoHOI0 CUMIIO3HyMa
110 oceTpoBbiM, Pamcap, Mpan, 9-13 mas 2006 (anri.).

2 TIpecc-penus Cekperapuara CUTEC ot 3 smBaps 2006 rofga. DKCHOPTEPhI AOKHBI YCHIMTH KOHTPOJb HaJl BBIIOBOM OCTEPOBBIX M HMPHHSTH MEphl K T R A F Fl
YCTOHYHBOMY HCIIONB30BAHMIO HX 3aacoB mpeske yem CekpeTapuaT CMOKET OMyOIMKOBaTh KBOTHI Ha akeriopT Ha 2006 rox. ITonyueno ¢ caiita CUTEC www.
cites.org/eng/news/press/2006/060103.shtml, 22 mas 2007 roxa. o @A m-h-”-:_-h
3 Pycckuii ocetp Acipenser gueldenstaedtii, mn A. nudiventris, nepcunckuii ocetp A. persicus, crepnsiab A. ruth cespiora A. stell u Genyra Huso
huso.

is a joint programmie of

4 PacueThl OCHOBAHBI HA IAHHBIX O CPEJHUX 3HAYCHUAX TOHAJIO-COMATHYECKNX HHICKCOB, 16% mnsa kamyru u 20% nns amypekoro ocerpa. Ilo Kasanckwuit, 5.H.,
(1979), DK0I0r0-3BONIOIMOHHBIC IPUHIIAIIBI OPraHU3AI[HH 0CETPOBOTO TXO3sHCTBA B Oacceiinax rokHbIX Mopeit CCCP, B cOopHIKe «BHOIOrHYECKHEe OCHOBBI
pasBUTHs 0ceTpoBOro xo3siicTsa B Mopsix CCCPNe, Mocksa, Hayxka, ¢. 22-33.

5 Ha ocnoge aannbix KacnHUPX, Actpaxans, Poccuiickas denepars. » ‘ l N

6 Tlo 034, ory! npasuTenbeTBamu crpan EC (Cucrema obMena nupopmaimeii o Toprosie aukumu suamu B EC).

7 Baiicman, A., Peiimekepc, K. (2001). Cocrosirne pecypcos ocerpoBbix B Poccun. TRAFFIC Bulletin 19 (1): 33-44 (anm.). i i £ i




At CoP14, there will be
proposals to include all
species of the family
Pristidae (sawfishes) in
Appendix I of CITES, and
to include two other shark
species, Spiny Dogfish and
Porbeagle, in Appendix 11 of
CITES. Three other agenda
items relate to sharks.

All seven species of
sawfishes are Critically
Endangered, whilst there is
ample evidence directed
fisheries have caused over-
exploitation of both Spiny
Dogfish and Porbeagle in
significant parts of their
range.

Credit: Andy Murch/Elasmodiver

Spiny Dogfish: a CITES
Appendix-1I listing is clearly
justified according to
Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev.
CoP13) Annex 2a Criteria A
and B.
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Introduction

It iswidely recognized that shark speciest are vulnerable to overfishing because they grow slowly, are late
to mature and produce relatively few young. Concern for the status of shark stocks has been growing since
the early 1990s. The list of shark speciesincluded in the [UCN Red List of Threatened Species continues
to grow. Of the 556 shark species assessed globally by the IUCN, nearly 20% are considered Critically
Endangered, Endangered or Vulnerable2.

TRAFFIC and WWF note that the most recent data from the Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO) suggest that reported shark catch peaked at 883 000 t in 2003 but declined to
around 773 000 t in 20053. It is unclear whether the decline in catch reflects reduced abundance, the
impact of management measures, changes to reporting, or some combination of these factors.

The Partiesto CITES, together with members of FAO and the United Nations General Assembly,
have called for increased monitoring, research, data collection, and management of shark stocks. The
Parties to CITES also recognize the conservation threat that international trade poses to sharks, astestified
to by various resolutions to try and address this:

* Resolution Conf. 9.17; Res. Conf. 12.6; Decisions 10.48, 10.73, 10.74, 10.93, 10.126, 11.94 and 11.151;

» Decision 13.42, directed to CITES Parties, to address poor implementation of the International Plan
of Action for the Conservation and Management of Sharks (IPOA-Sharks), to address the lack of
species-spexific data collection and reporting on shark catch and trade, and to address the lack of
capacity for management of shark fisheries;

* Decision 13.43, directed to the Animals Committee, to identify implementation issues associated
with CITES listed sharks, to identify instances where trade is having an adverse impact on sharks,
and to identify trade-related measures to improve conservation and management of sharks that have
been adopted and implemented by Parties.

The Animals Committee report on sharks to the 14th meeting of the
Conference of the Parties to CITES (CoP14)

The Animas Committee report on sharks to CoP14 (document CoP14 Doc. 59.1), referring to
implementation of Decision 13.43 and other work, includes recommendations concerning the
conservation and management of sharks directed at CITES Parties, the Animals Committee, the CITES
Secretariat and FAO. TRAFFIC and WWF support the recommendations, considering that their
implementation will facilitate more informed discussion of proposals to list marine speciesin general, and
sharks in particular, and improve the effectiveness of current listings. In the spirit of the Memorandum of
Understanding between FAO and the CITES Secretariat, TRAFFIC and WWF encourage close co-
operation between CITES and FAO in theimplementation of these recommendations, taking advantage
of the mandate to CITES authorities to monitor and regulate international trade to complement and
strengthen the management objectives of fisheries authorities. Such collaboration will ensure that the
expertise and mandates of the organizations involved can be used to maximize their contribution to
fisheries management and shark species conservation. TRAFFIC and WWF encour age the Parties at
CoP14 to adopt a Decision or Resolution, as appropriate, based on the Animals Committee
recommendations, paying particular attention to the following.

» The mgjor shark-fishing catching countries and territories (see Table 1), which together catch around 80%
of the world's reported landings of sharks, should improve, in consultation with FAO, their species-specific
monitoring and reporting of catch, by-catch, discards, market and international trade data, and report on
progressto the 23" and 24t meti ngs of the Animals Committee (AC23 and AC24).

» Inline with the CITES Secretariat’s suggestion (see document CoP14 Doc 59.1), Tables 1-3 specify
the major shark-catching and -trading entities, based on the latest available FAO catch and trade data.

» Analyses by TRAFFIC# indicate that there are a number of anomdiesin the catch data, especialy when
compared to trade data, and improved reporting may address some of these.

» It should be emphasized that the catch data available provide little indication of the species of shark
taken, which masks impacts on particularly vulnerable species.
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» The magjor shark-fishing Parties, in collaboration where appropriate with Regional Fisheries Bodies
(RFBs) and with the FAO, should review or develop IPOA-Sharks implementation programmes and
report on progress to AC23 and AC24.

» TRAFFIC and WWF notethat the | atest avail able information from FAOS showsthat only half of itsmembers
have conducted a Shark Assessment to determine whether aNationa Plan of Action (NPOA) isrequired and
only one-third of these (i.e. less than 20% of FAO members) has developed and implemented an NPOA.
Further, TRAFFIC and WWF note that the FAO has found that, even where IPOAs have been
developed, the actions they specify have often not been implemented.b
TRAFFIC and WWF believe that members of RFBs are well placed to make a significant contribution
to the conservation and management of oceanic shark species, by requiring their members to collect
and provide verified shark catch data, through the adoption of measures to preclude the devel opment
of new target shark fisheries, and by requiring mitigation of shark by-catch.

TRAFFIC and WWF note that no RFBs have implemented regiona plans of action for sharks and that

shark conservation and management measures in place in these bodies relate amost solely to shark

“finning” and that those measures are, in any case, flawed?, asthey will not necessarily reduce theincentive

to target sharks, to retain fins from otherwise discarded sharks, or reduce the overall mortality of sharks.

» The mgjor shark importers/exporters (see Tables 2 and 3) should adopt a standardized set of commodity
codes for shark products in order to differentiate between species and product types.

» Thecurrent lack of gpecies- and product-specific trade codes impedes andysis of theimpact of trade on shark
species and of implementation issues associated with CITES listings of such species. It is criticd that the
major tradersin shark products introduce Customs codes that facilitate trade analysis, meaningful assessment
of CITES implementation issues and, where required, effective implementation of CITES listings.

» An analysis should be undertaken of catches, production, markets, catch-reporting arrangements, trade
codes and import data for major shark-fishing and -trading Parties and other entities, including regional
fisheries management organizations (RFMOs).

Often only a shark’s fins » This will enable a range of questions to be answered that have arisen from analysis of the data

are retained, the currently available (see ).

» The Parties should continue to support the valuable work of the Animals Committee, as specified in
Resolution Conf. 12.6, in identifying non-listed species® in trade that are in need of conservation

overboard at sea. To attention and recommending to Parties the nature of interventions required.

monitor trade in sharks, a * In order to improve the capacity of countries to make non-detriment findings for marine species,

method to identify fins at including sharks, and taking into account the outputs from the Non-Detriment Findings Workshop

planned to be held in Mexico in late 2007:

» A joint (CITES/FAO) workshop should be held to provide guidance on the development of non-
detriment findings for listed, commercially-harvested shark species, including shared, migratory,
straddling and high seas stocks.

» CITES Notification 2005/004 on implementation of listings should be updated and re-issued, focusing
on obtaining more case studies on the development of non-detriment findings and identification tools
and manuals for marine fish, especially shark species.

v

v

v

Credit: Elizabeth Hayes

remainder is discarded

species level is necessary.

A number of additional conservation measures for sharks have been proposed in document CoP14 Doc.
59.2. TRAFFIC and WWF believe that these proposals have merit and that they are consistent with many
of the recommendations of the Animals Committee. They should be considered in conjunction with the
Animals Committee recommendations to ensure there is no duplication or excessive reporting burden.

CoP14 proposals to amend the CITES Appendices for shark species

CoP14 will consder proposds to include Porbesgle Lamna nasus and Spiny Dogfish Squalus acanthias in
Appendix I of CITES and sawfishes Prisidae in Appendix I. TRAFFIC and WWF support these proposals.

There is a substantial amount of material available that consders the merits of these proposals and
implementation issues associated with inclusion of these shark speciesin the CITES Appendices. This materia
includes reports commissioned by the proponents®, the report of the FAO Expert Advisory Pandl (document
CoP14 Doc. 68 Annex 3), and the provisona assessments by the Secretariat (included in document CoP14 Doc.
rostrum (nose) of sawfishes 68). IUCN and TRAFFIC have dso andysed the proposals (see document CoP 14 Inf. 13). In summary,
is sometimes traded as a TRAFFIC and WWF recommend that Perties:

curiosity item. « Accept the proposal to include all species of Pristidae in Appendix | of CITES

The seven species of sawfish are classified as Critically Endangered in the 2006 IUCN Red List of
Threatened Species. Any increased mortality could have a negative impact on their populations and
cause further range reduction. The species are affected by both directed and non-directed fisheries, and
international tradeislikely to be contributing to their poor conservation status. Productsin trade include
the toothed rostrum (nose) as a curiosity, fins and meat. For implementation purposes, there is a need
to identify fins at species level when traded.

TRAFFIC and WWF note that the FAO Expert Advisory Panel has concluded that the available
evidence supports the inclusion of all species of Pristidae in CITES Appendix I.
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« Accept the proposal to include Porbeaglein Appendix Il of CITES
This temperate water shark is widely distributed and its life history makes it highly vulnerable to over-
explaitation. It has suffered from stock declines asaresult of long-term harvesting for internationd trade and
it continues to be traded internationally. Directed fisheries for the highly-prized meat have resulted in over-
exploitation of stocks and the species continues to be caught as incidental catch, with both meat and fins
retained for trade. There are instances of dramatic localized depletions that would meet the criteria for an
Appendix-I listing. For implementation purposes, thereisaneed to identify fins at specieslevel when traded.
The FAO Expert Advisory Panel concluded that the evidence did not support an Appendix-I1
listing of Porbeagle. On review of the Panel’s report, it appears that it placed more emphasis on
differences in the management arrangementsin place for various stocks than on considering whether the
conservation of the species as a whole would benefit from a listing (as per Resolution Conf 9.24 (rev
CoP13)). In particular, TRAFFIC and WWF consider that FAO’s reliance on the voluntary
implementation of NPOAs for sharks to address the poor management of Porbeagle is overly optimistic
given FAO'’s own assessment that implementation of the |POA has been unsatisfactory.

TRAFFIC and WWF consider that Porbeagle meets the criteria for inclusion in Appendix Il of CITES
and that CITEShas an important roleto play in conservation of Porbeagle. TRAFFIC and WWF urge
the Parties to support the proposal.

Accept the proposal to include Spiny Dogfish in Appendix |1 of CITES

Thiswidely distributed temperate water shark is aso highly vulnerable to over-exploitation owing to its
life history characteristics. The speciesistraded for its high-value meat and substantial species-specific
trade information isavailable. Fisheries directed at this species have caused serious depletion of stocks.
Spiny Dogfish aggregates according to sex and age and this has resulted in targeting of the larger
females. Consequently, heavily targeted stocks are male-biased with reduced production of young.
International trade also occursin fins and other products. CITES-isting is clearly justified according to
criteriafor inclusion in Appendix Il in Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP13) Annex 2a Criteria A and B.
For implementation purposes, there is a heed to identify fins at species level when traded.

The FAO Expert Advisory Panel concluded that the evidence did not support an Appendix-I1
listing of Spiny Dogfish. On review of the Panel’s report, it appears that it gave more weight to
populations of the species as a whole and that it may not have appreciated the trend for serial depletion
of Spiny Dogfish stocks globally and the potential role that a CITES listing may play in preventing an
extension of thistrend. Experience suggeststhat thereislittle chance that implementation of NPOAswill do so.

TRAFFIC and WWF consider that Spiny Dogfish meets the criteria for inclusion in Appendix Il of
CITES and that CITES has an important role to play in its conservation. In the absence of a CITES
listing, TRAFFIC and WWF believe that serial depletion of Spiny Dogfish stocks will continue. They
urge Parties to support the proposal.

Related CoP14 agenda items

Several other items on the CoP14 agenda are relevant to trade and conservation of sharks. These include:
« Co-operation with other organizations (Agenda Item 18.1)

¢ Introduction from the Sea (Agenda Item 33)

e Trade measures for Porbeagle and Spiny Dogfish (Item 59.3)

TRAFFIC and WWF are supportive of the establishment of a Fishery Working Group, as proposed by
document CoP14 Doc. 18.1, to enhance the effectiveness of co-operation between FAO and CITES.
TRAFFIC and WWF believe that the terms of reference for the Group should relate to practical issues
related to implementation and enforcement of CITES for marine species included in the CITES Appendices
and that activities of the Working Group should complement and support the activities of the relevant
working groups (e.g. the working groups on sharks, sea cucumbers and sturgeons) of the CITES Animals
Committee.

TRAFFIC and WWF believe that resolution of the issues surrounding the Introduction from the
Sea provision of the Convention iscritical to the overall effectiveness of CITES listings of marine species,
noting however that it is relevant to only some marine species and to only some species of sharks.
Decisions on further inclusions of marine species in the CITES Appendices should not necessarily,
therefore, be affected by the resolution of these issues, particularly given that CITES Parties are moving
forward in resolving this issue.

Draft decisions were submitted by Germany (document CoP14 Doc. 59.3) asking the Animals
Committee to examine trade in Porbeagle and Spiny Dogfish. TRAFFIC and WWF look forward to
adoption of the proposals to include the Porbeagle and Spiny Dogfish in Appendix I1; when that occurs,
these decisions would not be needed. However, important work by the Parties, FAO and RFBs in data
gathering and data analysis will need to continue, to ensure effective implementation of these listings, as
well as effective NPOA and IPOA implementation.

TRAFFIC considers FAO’s
reliance on voluntary
measures to address poor
management of Porbeagle
stocks is overly optimistic
given FAO’s own
assessment that voluntary
implementation of an

international plan of action

to manage shark fisheries
has been unsatisfactory.

Fisheries targeting Spiny
Dogfish for its high-value
meat have caused a
serious depletion of
stocks, particularly of
the larger females, which
are specifically sought.

Whale Shark Rhincodon
typus (above) and Great
White Shark Carcharodon
carcharias, CITES-listed
shark species
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Summary

TRAFFIC and WWF believe that inclusion of Porbeagle, Spiny Dogfish and sawfishes in the CITES
Appendices will make a significant contribution to the conservation of these species through the
management and regulation of international trade. Implementation of the recommendations of the
Animals Committee will lend further support to the effectiveness of these and other shark listings and will
ensure that CITES Parties are better informed about the impact of trade on other species of sharks.

It is now seven years since the IPOA-Sharks was adopted. TRAFFIC and WWF note with
concern the disappointing progress in its implementation. It is clear that reliance on voluntary
instruments, such as the IPOA, to improve conservation of shark species has failed and that there is need
for a binding fisheries instrument that requires Parties to implement conservation and management
measures for sharks. In the absence of such an agreement, CITES can play a useful complementary role
in ensuring sustainability of trade in shark species, as well as sustainable shark populations.

Table 1:Top 20 shark catchers

1990 2003 2005

Catcher % Catcher % Catcher %
Taiwan 10.83 Indonesia 14.09 Indonesia 14.11
Indonesia 10.48 Taiwan 7.87 India 8.04
India 7.33 India 7.38 Taiwan 594
Mexico 6.42 Spain 7.19 Mexico 5.06
Pakistan 573 USA 4.13 Spain 4.92
USA 4.95 Pakistan 3.88 Argentina 4.81
Japan 459 Argentina 3.70 USA 3.88
Portugal 3.80 Mexico 3.60 Japan 3.40
France 3.76 Malaysia 3.26 Thailand 3.26
Brazil 3.53 Japan 291 Malaysia 3.25
UK 3.12 Thailand 2.89 Brazil 3.07
Philippines 2.64 France 2.63 Pakistan 2.96
Malaysia 248 Sri Lanka 2.49 France 2.76
Argentina 2.39 UK 229 New Zealand 2.33
Korea, Rep.of 2.25 New Zealand 2.15 Iran 2.26
Sri Lanka 2.18 Portugal 1.98 Portugal 1.99
Spain 2.03 Iran 1.86 Nigeria 1.80
Peru 1.75 Nigeria 1.77 Yemen 1.69
Norway 1.59 Brazil 1.47 Venezuela 1.46
Thailand 157 Korea 1.47 Australia 1.44

Table 2:Top 10 shark product exporters Table 3:Top 10 shark product importers
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1990 2003 2005 1990 2003 2005 - ensuring that the use of renewable
Exporter % Exporter % Exporter % Importer % Importer % Importer % natural resources is sustainable;
Norway 15.91 Taiwan 20.47 Taiwan 17.75 Italy 24.38 Spain 15.10 Spain 15.95 - promoting the reduction of pollution
UK 11.88 Spain 13.36 Spain 12.79 France 17.38 Rep. of Korea 14.53 Rep. of Korea 12.39 and wasteful consumption.

Japan 10.80 CostaRica 6.7 Japan. 5.48 Germany 8.22 Hong Kong® 1157 Hong Kong®  10.06

Canada 736 Chile 6.29 Panama 5.44 Denmark 8.20 Mexico 10.10 Italy 951 For more information, please contact:
Usa 7.19 UK 5.44 UK 5.00 HongKong®  7.59 Italy 881 China 9.03 Global Species Programme

Taiwan 6.11 Japan 498 Canada 450 UK 6.14 China 7.96 Brazil 821 WWF International

Germany 596 Canada 485 CostaRica  4.49 USA 5.83 Brazil 513 Mexico 7.02 Av. du Mont-Blanc

New Zedand  4.62 Panama 4.40 Ireland 412 Spain 457 France 434 France 301 1196 Gland

Denmark 399 | NewZedand 404 | Chile 357 Jpan 429 UK 202 Singapore 254 Switzerland

Chile 383 | USA 404 | Namibia 327 Greece 346 | Singapore 192 UK 231 Email: species@wwispecies.org

Source for Tables 1-3: Lack, M. and Sant, G. (2006). \brld Shark * data for Hong Kong are recorded separately from those for the remainder of China. Website: www.panda.org/species/cites

Catch, Production and Trade 1990-2003. TRAFFIC Oceaniaand
Australian Government Department of the Environment and Heritage.

Printed on Greencoat Plus Vel cled paper

1 Sharks refer to all species of sharks, skates, rays and chimaeras (Class Chondrichthyes). TRAFFIC International is

2 jucN (2006). Shark  Specialist Group Red List Summary Tables 200006 (May 2006). Viewed at
www.flmnh.ufl.edu/fish/organi zations/ssg/RL summary2006.pdf, 24 May 2007.

3 FAO Fishstat Plus Capture Production Database, 1950-2005.

4 Lack, M. and Sant, G (2006). World Shark Catch, Production and Trade 1990-2003. TRAFFIC Oceania and Australian Government
Department of the Environment and Heritage.

SFAO (2007). Progress in the implementation of the 1995 Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, Related International Plans of Action
and Strategy, COFI/2007/2.

="No) (2006). Report of the FAO Expert Consultation on the Implementation of the FAO International Plan of Action for the Conservation and
Management of Sharks, Rome 6-8 December 2005. FAO Fisheries Report No. 798. FAO, Rome, Italy.

7 Lack, M. and Sant, G (2006). Confronting Shark Conservation Head On! TRAFFIC International, Cambridge, UK.

8 The Animals Committee has currently identified Gulper sharks, Centrophorous spp., School/Tope shark, Galeorhinus galeus, Requiem sharks,
Carcharinidae, guitarfishes or shovelnose rays and /or devil rays Mobulidae.

9 For example, Lack, M. (2006). Conservation of Spiny Dogfish SqualusAcanthias: Arole for CITES? TRAFFIC International, Cambridge, UK.
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Strategic Vision 2008-2013

C and WWF briefing document

Introduction

At the 13th Meeting of the Conference of the Parties in 2004, CITES Parties mandated the CITES Standing
Committeeto establish a Strategic Plan Working Group tasked with devel oping a proposal for a Strategic Vision
and Action Plan through 2013, in particular in order to contribute to the achievement of the World Summit on
Sustainable Development (WSSD) targets of significantly reducing the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010
(Decision 13.1). At the 54th meeting of the Standing Committee in October 2006, adraft of a Strategic Plan for
CITES for the period 2008-2013 was presented and subsequently changed to a Strategic Vision. The Strategic
Plan Working Group of the Standing Committee has submitted Document 11 to Copl4, which contains the
Strategic Vision in Annex 1.

This is perhaps the most ambitious strategic plan developed for CITES since its first Strategic Plan
was adopted in 2000. The purpose of the Strategic Vision is not only to improve the working of the Convention
but also to ensure that CITES policy developments are aligned with changes in international environmental
priorities and take into account new international initiatives. It specifically recognizes that sustainable trade in
wild fauna and flora can make a major contribution to achieving the broader objectives of sustainable
development and biodiversity conservation.

IUCN, WWF and TRAFFIC welcome the draft CITES Strategic Vision 2008-2013, which maintains
the core mission of the Convention while including consideration of CITES' links to sustainable development
and achievement of the Millennium Development Goals. The attention to the broader development agenda
should not be viewed as moving away from CITES primary role in conservation of species in international
trade, but as making it more effective and relevant, both because consideration of the impact of trade in those

At CoP 13 in 2004, the

CITES Standing was species on human well-being must be included in all decisions made by the Parties, and because it is clear that

mandated to establish the conservation of species subject to international trade can and does contribute positively to several of the
. Millennium Development Goals (MDGS).

a StrateQ|C Plan However, key elements remain a challenge. There needs to be a recognition of, and attempt to

Wo rking Group tasked identify and address, the underlying causes of unsustainable/illegal international trade in endangered species.

ith d o The focus of the Strategic Vision remains on enforcement through traditional mechanisms. While this may be
wit eveloping a the core of CITES, the time has come to redlize this is a critical but not sufficient set of measures. To
proposal for a Strategic incorporate seriously the stated aims and goals of (particularly) meeting the MDGs, reducing biodiversity loss,

s : ensuring food security and health, CITES needs to broaden its reach and targets. A broader, and more
Vision and Action Plan innovative, range of mutually-reinforcing tools in support of the Convention also needs to be deployed.
through 2013.

Goal 1: Ensure compliance with, and implementation and enforcement of, the Convention
The Strategic Vision'sfirst god isthelargest in scope and proposed investment. It relatesto the heart of CITES namely,

This Vision would ensuring the knowledge and capecity arein place to implement the agreed governance mechanisms of the Convention.

contribute to the One of the objectives (Objective 1.4) concerns the appropriate listing of species in the Appendices,
achievement of the to ensure they correctly reflect the conservation needs of species. It is important this also reflects the

: conservation status of species in the wild, the conservation status (and trade threats to) similar (“look alike”)
World Summit on species, and other aspects of the CITES listing criteria. It is aso important this should include a commitment
Sustainable Development to monitor and evaluate the conservation status of species on the Appendices over time-to ascertain how and

whether CITES interventions are really achieving their intended purpose. Without tangible means to judge its
performance over time, CITES will struggle to justify greater resource investment.

targets of significantly

reducing the rate Objective 15 on the use of robust scientific information in the making of non-detriment findings is
of biodiversity loss important. We concur that non-detriment findings must be made on the basis of sound and relevant scientific

information and appropriate risk assessment. We suggest that the Parties consider including here as well a more
specific indicator asto the issuance of permits by Management Authorities based on scientifically-based findings from
their Scientific Authorities (asin many cases, particularly for heavily traded species, thisis not necessarily the case).

Objective 1.7 on enforcement to reduceillegal trade should also consider providing incentivesfor Parties
to move to regiona and multi-country enforcement mechanisms (such as the ASEAN Wildlife Law Enforcement
Network established in 2005). In addition, the Strategic Vision notes that multi-agency co-ordination and co-
operation are vital, as are the traditiona constituency of wildlife and enforcement officers. However, if we are to
address the underlying threats and drivers effectively, we have to recognise the need to target and work with those
sectors (and decision-makers) whose policies and actions drive unsustainablefillegal international trade in
endangered species. This meansinvolving new actors along the entire supply chain, especialy the private sector, in
CITES enforcement and compliance processes-from harvesters and traders to processors and retailers.

by 2010.

Goal 2: Securethefinancial basisfor the Convention

This objective is very clearly focused on harnessing traditional sources of support for implementation-
unfortunately not always easy due to non-compliance of some Parties with payments in a timely fashion and
the inherent limitations on growth of the CITES Trust Fund budget. More emphasis should be placed on
additional options to secure and mobilize new financial resources, especialy those needed to help enhance the

Credit: Adrian Reuter/TRAFFIC
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capacity of individual Parties to manage wildlife trade more effectively and meet the conservation and social
goals expressed elsewhere in the Vision. The concept of indirect costs, or opportunity costs also needs to be
incorporated. These also need to be covered if we are looking at the financial basis for the Convention. They
are incurred mainly at the local level, and are intimately tied both to poverty issues, and to drivers of
unsustainable/illegal international trade in endangered species.

The Strategic Vision also needs to be accompanied by a realistic implementation strategy that
identifies partnerships and resourcing opportunities for implementation. The Parties should consider the merits
of establishing funding packages for key aspects of CITES development - for example a Capacity Building
Fund and a Compliance Monitoring Fund-to which individual governments, NGOs, and the private sector can
make voluntary contributions over and above the payments made to the CITES Trust Fund. The Strategic
Vision Working Group should continue its work, with a mandate to provide regular reports to the Standing
Committee on progress towards implementing this strategy.

Goal 3: Ensurethat CITES and other multilateral instruments and processes are
coherent and mutually supportive.

Goa 3 has become a mixed bag of objectives relating to CITES' relevance to the broader sustainable
development agenda as well as the two basic mechanisms required to implement the Convention fully-
awareness raising and partnerships.

With respect to the former, consideration should be given to incorporating much more thoughtfully
and explicitly the fact that there is a need to investigate and provide a clear economic and development
justification for CITES in today’s world. Returning a portion of funds generated from wildlife trade to local
communities will not necessarily demonstrate the value of that trade. Benefit sharing is necessary and
desirable, but what are needed are concrete and tangible economic and financial incentives which generate
direct local benefits from sustainable use and legal trade, while creating disincentives for poaching and illegal
trade. In addition, means to reduce the costs of international wildlife trade to sustainability and a means for
accountability of both costs and benefits would be important.

Under Objective 3.1 (Funding and common implementation of CITES-related conservation projects
by international financial mechanisms and other relevant institutions is significantly increased), we suggest an
indicator or recommendation that devel oped countries include wildlife trade, CITES, and the CITES Strategic
Vision, and the needs of developing country range States, in their development assistance programmes.

M easuring success

The incorporation of goals, objectives and indicators in the Strategic Vision is an encouraging recognition of
the importance of measuring success. In severa cases, the indicators suggest that all Parties will have achieved
the noted results/indicators by 2013, which some may consider too ambitious. For example, Objective 1.1
identifies as an indicator ALL Parties having legislation to implement the Convention. The 54th meeting of the
Standing Committee noted that 73 Parties and territories had sufficient and 100 had insufficient legislation.
With only 42% having “sufficient” implementing legislation, a massive mobilization of effort will be needed
to achievethisfirst objective alone. We agree thisis critical, and is atreaty requirement, but perhaps the Parties
would consider articulating more realistic targets and milestones for themselves for the next 5 years.

In addition, as objectives and indicators are now available, the stage is set for Parties to be able to
monitor and assess progressin implementation of the Convention. Parties should seize this opportunity and ensure
that amechanismisin place to inform them of the efficiency and effectiveness of actions delivered under the Plan.

Parties should also support continuation of the Strategic Vision Working Group as the monitoring
agent for the Vision, with a mandate to provide regular reports to the Standing Committee on progress towards
achieving the Convention's objectives.

Prioritising needs

The Strategic Vision is a very ambitious plan that will rely heavily on partnerships and collaboration with
governments and civil society to be achieved. IUCN, WWF and TRAFFIC welcome the costed programme of
work for the Secretariat for the triennium 2009-2011 (CoP14 Doc. 7.3 (Rev.l)), even if we have specific
recommendations that might differ for some budget elements. The various aspects of the costed programme
very strongly reflect the new elements in the Strategic Vision, particularly in the areas of capacity building;
assessing social and economic impacts of CITES implementation, promoting wildlife use or production
operations which involve and benefit local communities; livelihoods, and enhancing the practical use and
acceptance of the Addis Ababa principles. However, the ambition of the Vision is much larger than the current
CITES Trust Fund would be able to resource. With atotal budget of US$ 32 million, Parties will be faced with
making decisions about which particular aspects of the Plan to implement unless additional funding options are
identified. Approaches to development agencies and the private sector will be facilitated by the Convention’s
new vision that incorporates sustainable development, and we encourage such approaches as a high priority;
however, it is unlikely that the total vision can be fulfilled and Parties will be faced with the need to prioritise
actions and objectives for implementation.

It is therefore critical that Parties identify and support the elements of the costed work programme
that would best assist Parties (particularly developing country Parties) in meeting the challenges of
implementing the new Strategic Vision and Action Plan. Parties also need to respond to the new Strategic
Vision by developing technical assistance plans that would directly provide assistance to producer countriesin
effectively meeting the demands of the Vision.
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