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Overview

1. Article VII, paragraph 5(b), of the Convention régs the Conference of the Parties (COP) to
review at each of its meetings progress made tasthedconservation of migratory species, especially
those listed on Appendices | and Il. In accordamite CMS Article IX, paragraph 4(h), and COP
Resolution 3.5 (Geneva, September 1991), the Seiaeis submitting a consolidated report
summarizing measures carried out under Article fthe Convention to develop and conclude
Agreements. Since the last meeting of the Conferefthe Parties, significant progress has been
made in the negotiation and conclusion of new Agrer@s and the implementation of existing ones.

2. Part | of this report presents some general coraidas on Agreement development and
servicing.
3. Part Il of this report reviews Article IV Agreemsrdlready concluded, but focuses only on

five of the six Memoranda of Understanding (MoU)osh secretariat services are provided by the
CMS Secretariat. Short reports from Agreements thigir own permanent or interim secretariats will
be reported on separately by the respective se@tstaither in writing or verbally to the COP. The
Agreement Secretariats that have provided a wriport are:

. Agreement on the Conservation of Seals in the Wa&a (UNEP/CMS/Inf. 8.14.2);
. Agreement on the Conservation of Small Cetaceanshef Baltic and North Seas
(ASCOBANS) (UNEP/CMS/Inf. 8.14.1);
. Memorandum of Understanding on the Conservation\daigagement of Marine Turtles and
their Habitats of the Indian Ocean and South-Eag& AOSEA) (UNEP/CMS/Inf. 8.14.3); and
. Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses at@B€ACAP) (UNEP/CMS/Inf. 8.14.4).

4. Part 11l of this report focuses on Article IV Agmaents under development.

5. Strategic issues related to Agreements that haeady been concluded are addressed in
document UNEP/CMS/Conf. 8.25.



Part | - General considerations on Agreement development and servicing including related
financial issues

6. The Conference of Parties has recognised that Agrets, including Memoranda of
Understanding (MoU), represent one of the key dpmeral tools of the Convention reinforcing the
Convention’s provisions on Agreement developmemriicles IV and V.

7. The Seventh Meeting of the Conference of the Pa(@®©P7) provided a clear mandate to
continue Agreement development. To date six Agrexsrend seven Memoranda of Understanding
have entered into force/effect. As the followingmsnary indicated indicates one draft Agreement is
under development and needs to be urgently firtdh{ideubara Bustard), an on-going CMS process is
underway to adopt the Central Asian Flyway ActidamRand identify a legal and institutional option
to support its implementation. In addition, at tests MoU are under varying degrees of development.
MoUs for the Saiga Antelope and the West Africapuydations of the African Elephant will be
opened for signature during COPS8.

8. The Convention’s support for these initiatives efpt only the species targeted, but
demonstrates the Convention’s commitment to thagliegion in which the instrument will apply.
Agreement development and effective servicing satee Convention’s profile as a practical and
operationally-oriented framework convention, antpseo bring non-Parties into the CMS family
through their membership in CMS Agreements withiibpe that they become CMS Parties later on.

9. Agreement development has been only moderatelyefiirdthe past triennium under budget
line 3310 (Agreement Development), essentiallydlgioCOP-authorized drawing down of surpluses
from the Trust Fund, taking advantage of the hgaltinditions of the Trust Fund in recent past years
Subsequent MoU meetings of the Range States havefbreded from dedicated budget lines from
the regular CMS budget.

10. It is generally accepted that the CMS Secretaciatas the secretariat to the MoU developed
under CMS auspices at no cost to the MoU signatgtte exception being the Indian Ocean-South-
east Asia Marine Turtles MoU. As the number of Mbds grown, the CMS Secretariat has

increasingly partnered with collaborating organ@# to support it in organising Range State
meetings and provide technically-oriented docuntemtaThis has been typically funded from the

appropriate meeting budget line under the CMS sedulidget.

11. Furthermore, in order to better ensure that the Mold accompanying action plans are
effectively implemented, the CMS Secretariat hasnbdeveloping the theory and practice of
outsourced “MoU coordinators” with many of the sacodlaborating partner organisations, while
CMS continues to provide the MoU'’s secretariatsTtas been in line with COP7 Resolution 7.7 that
encouraged “the Secretariat to continue exploriagtnerships with interested organisations
specialised in the conservation and managemenigoatary species for the provision of secretariat
services for selected MoU” (COP7 Resolution 7.Fapa(c)). A coordinator at least in part would
help to develop range-wide projects, as well asonal-level projects requiring international
cooperation, for funding, support regular meetiofjthe Range States, and undertake range-wide
communication efforts to raise awareness and shmenation.

12.  The only coordinator funded to date, in part frdla CMS budget, has been that for the
Siberian Crane MoU. This activity had been fundediar budget line 2253 (Implementation
Measures), which was also supported by drawing diw T rust Fund surplus.

13. Agreement development is not at all straightforwavidiny times the Secretariat is in a
reactionary mode, depending in many instancesvaniety of variables, few of which the Secretariat



has control over. This is especially the case véhBange State Party may wish to initiate a process,
but may not have the requisite financial and otbsources to independently lead the process. his i
a very common scenario exemplified by the WhalelSha

14. Many times the Secretariat has had difficulty pdowy the necessary support and such
decisions have been taken considering inter glialjather the activity fulfils a COP request oresth
procedural requirements (such as a concerted ecative action); (b) whether the activity supports
an existing CMS activity; and (c) the degree ofexesting CMS engagement.

15. Asindicated in other documents before the COPideriag budget matters, it is unlikely that
COP8 will be able to draw on Trust Fund surplusdarther support the Agreement development and
servicing operational area as has been the céise past. Other sources of funding would need to be
considered to fund these activities for the naghtrium.

16. The Secretariat requests that the Parties undedaleful consideration of Agreement
development and servicing, in particular in lighttee draft Strategic Plan for 2006-11. Among other
things, Parties should identify solutions as reg&mdding this operational activity including theexal

for (1) meetings to develop Agreements/MoUs; (2sourcing of MoU coordination activities; and
(3) regular meetings of MoU Range States.

17. In the reports that follow, the Secretariat hasaated, in its view, the level of priority the
Convention should attach to each initiative desatjtalong with which, if any, of the four proposed
CMS Budget Scenarios would provide finance resaufoethe initiative.

Part Il - Review of Article 'V Agreements already concluded

18.  This part focuses on five Memoranda of Understamdiready concluded for which the CMS
Secretariat provides secretariat services.

Memorandum of Under standing concer ning Conser vation M easuresfor the Sberian Crane- 1993

19. The Memorandum of Understanding concerning ConsiervéMeasures for the Siberian
Crane was concluded under CMS auspices in 199@&dthe first such instrument to be considered
an Agreement under CMS Article IV (4). Originallgrecentrating on the highly endangered Western
and Central Populations of Siberian Cranes, whidrate between breeding grounds in Western
Siberia and wintering sites in Iran and India, ezgely, the MoU’s scope was extended in 1998 to
cover the larger Eastern Population which winteosiad Poyang Lake, China, and accounts for over
95% of the species.

20.  The Siberian Crane MoU now has 10 Signatory Sta#esrbaijan, China, India, Islamic
Republic of Iran, Kazakhstan, Mongolia (the latést join), Pakistan, Russian Federation,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. At the time of thiging the CMS Secretariat was coordinating with
the Government of Afghanistan to confirm its intentto sign the MoU during COP8.

21.  The Fifth Meeting of Siberian Crane Range Statelstiegen organised on behalf of CMS by
the International Crane Foundation (ICF) through@MS/ICF Siberian Crane Flyway Coordinator in
cooperation with the All Russian Research InstifateNature Protection (ARRINP) and the Crane
Working Group of Eurasia (CWGE) in Moscow, Russketderation, in April 2004. (The four
previous meetings took place in Moscow, Russiarefabn, Bharatpur, India, Ramsar, Islamic
Republic of Iran, and Baraboo, Wisconsin, USA bemw&995 and 2001.) The revised Conservation
Plans for the Western, Central and Eastern Popukativere adopted by the meeting.



22. Reducing high hunting pressure is critical to theovery of both the Western and Central
Populations, which have collapsed over the pastieeades. The Fifth Meeting identified strategies
to more effectively enforce hunting regulations geehniques for educating hunters. Efforts in these
flyways will also focus on innovative reintroduatimethods, including the use of ultra-light aircraf
and hang gliders.

23. Encouragingly, a captive-reared Siberian Cranesuasessfully released for the first time on
the wintering grounds in Iran. Satellite telemdtjowed the bird’s migration to Dagestan where the
signal stopped. Important new migration sites Hmean recently identified in both of these countries
At the meeting, colleagues from Afghanistan, Irad aurkmenistan agreed to develop a joint survey
to identify potential alternate wintering sitesrajatheir border areas.

24. Participants gave enthusiastic accounts of a yaoétcreative programmes to increase
awareness and involve local communities. Highlycegsful and inspiring Crane Day celebrations
were held in several countries between 2002 and 28@d have continued in 2005).

25.  With approximately 3,000 birds, the remaining Easteopulation in China is far more
numerous than the other two populations. Recentwnider counts at Poyang Lake suggest that the
population may number as many as 4,000 birds. UtidetUNEP-GEF Siberian Crane wetland
project (see doc. UNEP/CMS/Conf. 8.23), protectias expanded to 15 county-level protection
stations around the greater Poyang Lake Basin.aftef hydrologists plans to tackle water
management issues at migration resting areas theast China, including the Zhalong and Xiangha
National Nature Reserves.

26.  Coordination efforts under the MoU have been stiered significantly with the recruitment

in 2002 of a dedicated Siberian Crane Flyway Ofi&&CFC) based in Moscow. The SCFC is jointly
funded by CMS and ICF (through the UNEP-GEF Silbe@eane Wetlands Project). The SCFC was
the first to be established by CMS for an MoU amellessons learned have been applied to CMS'’s
and its partners’ efforts to establish coordinatorsother MoU.

27. The SCFC'stasks are wide-ranging. They includeawipg: (a) coordination of flyway level
activities for the Western/Central Populationsludig regular email communication of sightings and
reports, as well as publication of a Siberian Ciidewsletter in English and Russian; (b) coordimatio
with the North East Asia Crane Site Network; (caeeness among all stakeholders including hunters,
fisherman, loggers, oil and gas companies, govemhagencies, general public and schoolchildren;
(d) support by national, regional, and local goweents; and (e) data collection, management, and
dissemination. The SFFC also confirms informationiee location of Siberian Crane breeding, sub-
adult summering, migratory resting, and winteringgs and co-organises the MoU'’s periodic Range
State Meetings. The SCFC is also supported then@mat#on of the Meeting to Endorse the Proposed
Western/Central Asian Site Network for Siberianr@s(and other waterbirds) (WCASN).

28. The WCASN meeting aimed to establish the basisafoiinternational network of sites
important for the conservation and recovery of 8#&reCranes in Western and Central Asia. The site
network will be established within the frameworktbé MoU and was agreed in principle by the
Fourth Meeting of the Range States. The focusedsitwork will pave the way for a wider network
of sites for all waterbirds under the Central AskEgway Action Plan to Conserve Migratory
Waterbirds and their Habitats (see below).

29. Nine Siberian Crane Range States were represehitieel WCASN meeting (eight of which
are signatories to the CMS MoU) which took placel8une 2005 in New Delhi. The meeting was
hosted by the Government of India and convened B\ Cwith organizational and technical
assistance from the International Crane FoundatimhWetlands International.



30. Building on the efforts of an intersessional wotkigroup the meeting participants
conceptualised the basis for the site network, @seg criteria for nominations and site selectioms a
established an interim review committee.

31. The site network will be coordinated with relatedtiatives including the Central Asian

Flyway project, the North East Asia Crane Site Nekythe African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement
GEF Project, and the GEF Econet project in Certs#h. It will also be coordinated with CMS’s

efforts to adopt and implement the Central Asiapwialy Action Plan to Conserve Migratory

Waterbirds and their Habitats.

Action reguested:

Outstanding issues regarding the MoU’s continuedessful implementation, for which the guidance
of the Conference of the Parties is sought, incthéeConvention:

(1) Providing approximately 1/3 of the funding fie Siberian Crane Flyway Coordinator and
supporting related activities (approximately US$0D® per year) in 2007 and 2008; and

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3

(2) Funding from the regular CMS budget for twonBa State Meetings estimated to cost
approximately US$ 48,000 in 2006 and US$ 50,000i08.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3

Memorandum of Understanding concerning Conservation Measures for the Slender-billed Curlew -
1994

32.  The Slender-billed Curlew is listed in CMS Appentand is a concerted action species. The
Slender-billed Curlew MoU entered into effect onSptember 1994. The MoU and Action Plan are
designed to conserve one of the world’s raressbi&ihce its adoption, 18 of 30 Range States have
become signatories (Italy was the last signatoB0id0). The CMS Secretariat, BirdLife International
and the International Council for Game and Wild@fenservation (CIC) have also signed the MoU as
co-operating organisations. The Slender-billed &uris also listed on Appendix | of AEWA, but
remains a CMS responsibility until a transfer toW& becomes institutionally possible and, at the
same time, it can be ensured that priority att@ngayiven relative to the bird’s conservation ssat
The transfer process would be achieved by commoeeaent, and CMS would return an oversight
role.

33. In 1997, the CMS Scientific Council establisheden8er-billed Curlew Working Group as
part of a concerted action for the species. Birglifternational has provided the Working Group’s
secretariat on behalf of and under contract to GM8 2002, and continues to maintain nominal
oversight of the Working Group. The Working Grouitl veport to the Scientific Council at its 13
meeting. Highlights of its work since 2002 are wnlate CMS/ScC.13/Doc.11.

34. As part of its mandate, the Working Group finalizegew version of an Action Plan in 2002
that adheres to the CMS model. It incorporateskrewwledge that has become available in the course
of the concerted action and incorporates the resifihin experts meeting in Kiev in 2001. The CMS
Secretariat anticipates circulating the Action Rtathe Range States for comments shortly.



Action requested:

Outstanding issues regarding the Slender-billede@uMoU’s continued implementation, for which
the guidance of the Conference of the Partiesuglsp include the relative priority that should be
given in the next triennium to:

(1) the MoU'’s revitalization in light of the new msolidated Action Plan;

(2) the desirability of transferring lead respoiigibfor the MoU to AEWA and related cost
implications;

(3) financial support of approximately US$ 10,000 ¢oordination activities related to finalising
the consolidated Action Plan; and

(4) the priority to be given to a first meetingtbe Range States in 2008 whose costs from the
regular budget are estimated to be approximately &5000.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3 (Action Plan finalisation); 4 (Range State Mieg}

Memorandum of Understanding on the Conservation and Management of the Middle-European
Population of the Great Bustard - 2000

35.  The Great Bustard is listed on CMS Appendix |. dswecommended for concerted action by
CMS COP Resolution 4.2. CMS COP Recommendatiom@tdd Hungary's willingness to chair a
working group while Spain would serve as vice-chioreover it requested the Range States to
undertake in th&tistarda Working Group the necessary steps to implemeappfopriate, an MoU
within the framework of the concerted action.

36. The Great Bustard MoU was opened for signature/aiuBe 2000 and entered into effect on
1 June 2001. Twelve of sixteen Range States aad participating organisations (BirdLife, CIC, the
CMS Secretariat and IUCN) have since signed thieunment.

37.  The First Meeting of Signatory States concludedsssfully on 17 September 2004 with the
adoption of a Medium Term International Work Pragnae (MTIWP) to support the implementation
of the MoU’s Action Plan. Representatives of tentlod seventeen Range States, together with
specialists from a number of scientific institutesl non-governmental organizations, attended the
meeting in llimitz, Austria.

38. The two-day Symposium of Great Bustard Experts fedinover Europe and Part of Asia
preceded the meeting on 14-15 September 2004. £aventy experts and governmental officials
attended. They provided important scientific ingate the MoU meeting including information on
the conservation status of the Great Bustard foofaEurope. The entire European population is
estimated to be between 35,600 and 38,500 birds.

39. Both meetings took place at the Information Ceatrthe Neusiedler See National Park. The
Austrian Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Envirarent and Water Management and the Neusiedler
See National Park hosted the meetings. The Symmosw@s co-organized by the Ministry and the
National Park. The Ministry, National Park and Cktsorganised the MoU Meeting.

40. In addition to adopting the new MoU MTIWP that whlkelp to coordinate international
cooperative projects within the agreement aredylineting agreed a national report format. It wéll b



used by the Signatories for future meetings to gdlng MoU'’s level of implementation. In addition,
the Meeting agreed to expand the MoU’s geograplsicape and laid the basis to invite Italy, the
Russian Federation and Serbia and MontenegroriaheiMoU and sign it at the next meeting of the
Signatory States which will take place in 2007.

41.  Very encouragingly, since the First Meeting of Benge States, the CMS Secretariat has
learned of three recently approved European LIkepts to support the breeding populations of the
Middle-European Population: Austria (€ 7.0 millip8)ovak Republic (€ 500,000); and Hungary (€

3.5 million).

42. In October 2005, the Austrian Ministry of Agriculey Forestry, Environment and Water
Management generously offered to provide finarstiglport towards a coordinator for the MoU for a
period of one year (starting in late 2005) withasgibility of extension. Among other things, the
coordinator would support the implementation of MEWP. BirdLife International has agreed to act
as the coordinator.

Action requested:

Outstanding issues regarding the Great Bustard Bla@dhtinued implementation, for which the
guidance of the Conference of the Parties is squmytitide:

(1) financing the coordinator in 2007 and 2008inested respectively to cost approximately €
29,020 and € 27,050; and

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 4/External

(2) financing the next meeting of the Signatoryt&tan 2007 estimated to cost approximately US$
50,000; and

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3

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

43. The African Atlantic Coast Marine Turtle MoU wasctuded under CMS auspices in Abidjan,
Cote d’lvoire, in May 1999. Range States adoptedraprehensive Conservation Plan linked to the
Memorandum in 2002. The 2002 meeting also agreeddhtent and format of a template for national
reports, mirroring the content of the Conservaktan. Progress was made towards the development of
strategy for identifying potential funding sourdes marine turtle conservation activities, from alev
Range of local, national and international doriting Nairobi Declaration, adopted at the conclusfdihe

2002 meeting, sets the stage for the MoU’s furtbercerted implementation.

44.  Since 2002, the CMS Secretariat has been actixplpeng how best to support the MoU’s
implementation. In 2005 a breakthrough occurred nwagreement was reached between CMS,
Senegal, which already provides the interim sededtir the environmental programme of the New
Partnership for Africa’s Development (SINEPAD), atite UNEP Division of Environmental
Conventions (UNEP-DEC), to establish a coordinatfice for the MoU in Senegal. CMS and
UNEP would provide financial support, while Senegdl provide in-kind contributions, for up to
three years.



45. A Memorandum of Cooperation was signed in DakaDatober 2005 between the CMS
Secretariat and the Senegalese Ministry of Envientiat the AEWA Third Meeting of the Parties.
The activities under the MoC are valued at US$ QG0 for the next triennium, whereby CMS and
UNEP-DEC would each provide US$ 75,000 over threary. The MoC will support the
implementation of seven main components, includibgthe provision by Senegal of an MoU
coordinator and an assistant hosted within SINEP@Dthe launch of diverse activities on marine
turtles conservation and sustainable use, in tig&&tates. Currently, four partners are pledging
funds towards the MoU: CMS, UNEP-DEC, the UNEP Ragl Office for Africa and the Abidjan
Convention under the UNEP Regional Seas Programme.

46. The CMS contribution for 2006 was from the 2005dpetd The CMS contribution for 2007
(US$ 25,000) and 2008 (US$ 25,000) would come fiteeregular budget.

Action requested:

Outstanding issues regarding the African Atlantioa§& Marine Turtle MoU’s continued
implementation, for which the guidance of the Coaifee of the Parties is sought include:

(1) the coordination arrangement for the MoU in 2@dd 2008; and

Priority: Very high
CM S Budget Scenario: 3

(2) the next meeting of Range States, foreseesktlace in 2007 for an estimated cost of
approximately US$ 82,000.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 4

Memorandum of Understanding concerning Conservation and Restoration of the Bukhara Deer -
2002

47. The Bukhara DeerQervus elaphus bactrianus), which is proposed for listing on CMS
Appendices | and Il, faces extinction from a numbkehuman threats. Artificial regulation of the
water regime of the major rivers along whose baniesides, habitat destruction, as well as illegal
hunting and poaching are the main reasons forlaisneng decline in numbers. Historically the
species' area of distribution included all rivelesgs of Amudaria and Syrdaria and all their river
basins. At one time only approximately 350-450 alénremained, scattered in a few small
populations in limited areas.

48.  The Ministers for Environment of Kazakhstan, Tatkn and Turkmenistan, meeting in
Dushanbe, Tajikistan, concluded and signed the Br&kliDeer MoU on 16 May 2002. WWF
International, the International Council for Ganmal aVildlife Conservation (CIC) and the CMS
Secretariat signed the MoU as cooperating orgaoisat Uzbekistan later joined the MoU in
September 2002.

49. The MoU is now 3 years old. It has provided a ulske&sis for Range States to focus their
attention on the Bukhara Deer’s conservation statnge the Action Plan’s implementation is
proceeding and provides a useful framework forgmoglevelopment and execution.

50. The WWEF Central Asian Programme, which took thd ieavorking with the Range States
and CMS in developing the MoU and the Action Plaas provided extensive support to Bukhara



Deer conservation activities that pre- and post-dla¢ CMS MoU as part of an existing and long
running multi-year project supported by WWF-Nethads. The project, which has run since 1999,
has provided € 50-70,000 a year divided amongsgbitimeRange States for a wide variety of activities
Working together with the relevant authorities frita Range States the deer population has doubled,
reintroductions have been initiated at two sithe {irst group of deer was set released in Augd@52

in Zarafshan, Uzbekistan) and human dimension iievhave taken place.

51.  Still more needs to be done. The WWF funding isguatranteed to continue past July 2006,
and has not been enough to fund all activities utitee MoU Action Plan. The critical issue now
therefore is ensuring enough financial and techmésources are available to build on the progress
made to date. Support is especially needed forrruof large multi-year and small-scale projects.

52. Large-scale needs include:

* Rehabilitating the region’s major riparian forestigrovaja balka — in the upper Amu-Darya
(Tajikistan), the home of the species’ natural bhagopulation. (€ 70-90,000 per year; 3-5
years).

» Developing deer farms, including a certificatiostgyn for marketing. (€ 50-90,000 per farm).

» Establishing new protected areas and ecologicaidors for natural deer migrations along the
Amudaria as part of a transboundary system of ptedeareas.

53. Small-scale project needs include:

» Developing ecotourism infrastructure in the twasérg re-introduction sites situated near famous
centres of historical, cultural and religious it (€ 10-15,000 per site).

* Providing technical support for equipment to thestaxg zapovedniks (protected areas) where
Bukhara Deer are protected.

» Establishing alternative livelihood projects forcé communities premised on alternative
livestock forage possibilities outside of the riparforests used by the deer leading to forest
restoration in Zerafshan Zapovednik. (€ 10,000 feasibility study; € 20-40,000 for
demonstration project).

« Re-introducing Bukhara Deer in an additional ndttiparian forest habitat site. (€ 25,000"(1
year); € 15,000 per for 3-4 years).

» Establishing a regional ecological camp for schuaitddeen to support on-going work with children
(€ 15,000).

54.  With the support of the American Zoo and Aquariussdciation Cervid Taxon Advisory
Group and the Minnesota Zoo US$ 5000 was grant@@®5 by the Disney Wildlife Conservation
Fund for initial work on improving deer habitatsTigrovaja balka, Tajikistan.

55. The CMS Secretariat has assisted by soliciting $und activities under the Action Plan in
December 2003. While no CMS Party expressed irtter@soviding support, the World Association
of Zoos and Aquaria (WAZA) generously provided US®HO0 that was forwarded to WWF to support
census work. CMS is working with CIC to concepts@lhow it could best contribute to the MoU'’s
implementation in the region as a collaboratingaargation that has signed the MoU.



56.  An outstanding issue is the need for a future RaBigée meeting in the next triennium
considering the progress being made with actioesnserve the Bukhara Deer. One possibility that
will be explored by the CMS Secretariat in congidtawith the Range States is the desirability of
including Bukhara Deer into the agenda of a futneeting of the Interstate Sustainable Development
Commission (ISDC) as a means for Range Statesate ginogress and experience.

Action requested:

Outstanding issues regarding the Bukhara Deer Ma@UOrginued implementation, for which the
guidance of the Conference of the Parties is sougtitide:

(1) Securing financial resources to support theohcPlan’s implementation; and
(2) the first meeting of MoU Range States in 2868fimated to cost approximately US$ 34,500.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 4

Memorandum of Understanding concerning Conservation Measures for the Aquatic Warbler
(Acrocephalus paludicola) - 2003

57.  The Aquatic WarblerAcrocephalus paludicola) - a small passerine bird, migrating up to
twelve thousand kilometres from Eastern Europ@inSaharan Africa - is listed in CMS Appendix I.
It was listed for concerted action in 1999. Ovdf bithe world population of this species breedd a
spends part of the year in the marshes and fersrafr8elarus with other major sub-populations
found in Poland and Ukraine.

58.  Over half of the known breeding population of 124®,000 vocalizing males has been
discovered only in the last decade thanks to trelmes work of the BirdLife International Aquatic

Warbler Conservation Team (AWCT) chaired by Dr.MeRlade (Germany). Astoundingly, Aquatic

Warbler wintering grounds have yet to be identiiaall.

59.  Throughout 2001 and 2002, BirdLife Internationatken closely with the CMS Secretariat to
develop a draft Aquatic Warbler MoU. An internatdmeeting was held in Minsk, Belarus, from 29
to 30 April 2003, to negotiate and adopt the MoBlaBussian Minister of Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection, Leonty I. Khoruzhik, restind chaired the meeting, in cooperation with
the CMS Secretariat, BirdLife International, Akhoktushak Belarusi (the BirdLife International
Partner in Belarus), the Royal Society for the &ton of Birds (UK) and the United Nations
Development Programme. The MoU was opened for gignduring the meeting, signed by delegates
from nine Range States and entered into effectdhee day on 30 April 2003. The CMS Secretariat
and BirdLife International signed the MoU as collediting organisations. At present 11 of 15 Range
States have signed the MoU. Belgium is expecteigio during COPS8.

60. The MoU expresses countries’ intentions to idenpifgptect and manage sites where Aquatic
Warblers breed (Central Europe and Western Sihees) on migration (Western Europe) or spend
the winter (Central-West Africa). Annexed to the rilmandum is a detailed Action Plan that
summarises the distribution, biology and thredustaf the Aquatic Warbler, and describes precise
actions to be taken by the Range States.

61. Following efforts of the Royal Society for the Rrction of Birds, the BirdLife partner in the
United Kingdom, the MoU’s implementation got offsivong start with the appointment in April 2004
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of the BirdLife/CMS International Aquatic Warbleo@servation Officer (AWCO). The Michael Otto
Foundation in Germany provided financial support¥gears. The AWCO is based with APB — the
BirdLife partner in Belarus, and is also suppoitezhlly by UNDP Belarus.

62. Inaboutone year on the job, the AWCO had pubtighe first edition of the Aquatic Warbler
Flyway Newsletter, established close links withkbg organisations involved in conservation of the
Aquatic Warbler, and began preparations for tret fireeting of the Range States scheduled for 2006.

63. Most importantly, the AWCO participated in the dieyanent of several applications for
funding, including a LIFE project for funding byelEuropean Union submitted by OTOP (the
BirdLife partner in Poland), securing a five-yeab& million LIFE project grant (“Conserving
Acrocephalus paludicola in Poland and Germany”)e phoject will focus on the survival of the
critically threatened “Pomeranian” population af thquatic Warbler and establish the recovery of the
Polish core population of the species in the BialMalley. Other projects financed by GEF focus on
conservation of Aquatic Warbler key breeding graimoBelarus and are aimed to introduce regular
habitat management at Zvanets and Sporava fen-mires

64. Conservation organizations throughout the speaiega are working actively to conserve the
Aquatic Warbler and its breeding and migratory tetbi Urgent management plans at key Aquatic
Warbler breeding sites are being implemented il conservation of the core species populations
in Poland and Germany, including the disappeanmbgenetically distinct Pomeranian population, is
being addressed in frames of the LIFE project. AWi@&Mmbers, national BirdLife partners or national
conservation organizations are regularly condugimgulation monitoring at all major breeding sites
of the Aquatic Warbler. Breeding biology of the sigs is being studied in Belarus, Poland and
Germany and several PhD theses are being preperiely migratory stop-over sites of the Aquatic
Warbler in Spain and France LIFE projects on coregém of wetlands are being implemented.

65. Despite remarkable progress that has been madehm/éast decade in both research and
conservation of Aquatic Warbler breeding grounkis wintering territories of the species still remai
unknown. This poses a serious threat to the surefthe Aquatic Warbler, as all the measures that
are being taken now to conserve the breeding aitdsexpand breeding population of the Aquatic
Warbler may be seriously impaired by adverse carttat the species’ wintering grounds.

66. Addressing this issue, RSPB in cooperation with AMAD conservation organisations in
several West African Countries, including the Ghfilalife Society, Naturama in Burkina Faso and
AMCEFE in Mali, set-up a project aiming to narromdothe potential Aquatic Warbler wintering
areas in West Africa.

67. Theresearch project was financed through CMS biyelfthe Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs of the Government of thetgdiKingdom) that, together with support from
the Darwin Initiative, has already provided substdrsupport to a number of Aquatic Warbler
conservation initiatives.

68. Theresearch has helped to identify the likely swelaere the Aquatic Warbler winters so that
wintering ground conservation measures can betuteti as necessary as part of the Action Plan
annexed to the MoU.

Action requested:

Outstanding issues regarding the Aquatic WarbleUM@ontinued implementation, for which the
guidance of the Conference of the Parties is songhide:
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(1) CMS funding to continue the MoU coordinator'stiaties after 2006 estimated to cost
approximately US$ 17,000 for 2 years; and;

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3/4

(2) CMS support to the first meeting of the Rantges, planned for June 2006, estimated to cost
approximately US$ 39,500.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3/4
Part |11 - Review of ArticlelV Agreements Under Development
69. Resolution 7.7 (Implementation of Existing Agreetsemd Development of Future Agreements)
provided an outline of many Agreements that atithe of the Seventh Meeting of the Conference®f th
Parties were being developed, or were foreseendeveloped, under CMS auspices. Part Il of thartep
reviews the current status of these and otherlAicAgreements that during the triennium wergated
by Contracting Party Range States in collaboratitimthe CMS Secretariat.

BIRDS

Houbara Bustard

70.  The Houbara BustardChlamydotis undulata) was recommended for concerted action by
Resolution 3.2. The efforts since that time to dode a formal Agreement under CMS Atrticle 1V (4)
for the Asiatic subspecie<lilamydotis undulata macqueenii) were recounted for the Seventh
Meeting of the CMS Conference of the Parties inudeent UNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.2.

71. In Resolution 7.7, COP7 took note of informatiompded by the representative of the
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia that an updated text ofA@meement and Action Plan on the Asiatic
populations of the Houbara was ready for distrimuind that two meetings were planned for 2003 to
review the updated text and conclude the Agreement.

72.  When the two meetings did not take place, the Ci&&ariat made a new proposal to the
lead country on a possible way forward in May/J2@@4. The Secretariat subsequently undertook a
mission to Saudi Arabia in December 2004 and woriedely with the lead country to finalise a
proposal to the Range States for official commeéitis.Kingdom of Saudi Arabia officially circulated
the proposal to the Range States in March 2006domments.

73.  An official meeting to conclude the draft Agreemesnplanned during the upcoming Eighth
Meeting of the Conference of the Parties.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: External

Sand Grouse
74. The Sand Grouse moves nomadically between regiomoiswana, Namibia and South

Africa, and is subject to growing hunting pressi@euth Africa decided in 1997 to take the lead in
the development of an MoU and action plan amondrtérege States. The MoU, among other things,
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would formalise co-operation to collect more sdfentlata on the bird’s biology, the threats affiegt
it and the potential of using it in a sustainabknmer.

75.  The initiative was described to the Seventh Meetihthe Conference of the Meetings. In
Resolution 7.7, the COP welcomed South Africa’sative to continue to develop and conclude an
MoU and encouraged the Range States to seek anceadlusion to their work.

76. In September 2005, the CMS Secretariat contacee8dhth African Ministry of Environment
Affairs and Tourism to inquire as to whether theWoroject would be taken forward and when a
successful completion of the instrument could bpeeted. South Africa’s Focal Point to CMS
indicated that not much progress has been madedieg#he MoU'’s further development, noting that
South Africa had been attempting to revive the Mwbktess for quite a while. South Africa has been
in contact with its counterparts in Namibia and€ena to get an indication from their respective
governments as to whether they are still willinggrested in finalising the MoU. As of the datetu$t
writing, South Africa has not received official ifmation from these governmental organisations.

Action requested:

South Africa is invited to provide an update ompitegress and future intentions with respect to the
pending Memorandum of Understanding on the Sand<&.dl he Conference of the Parties is invited
to consider whether this MoU is a priority for CMSpport.

Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: External

Central Asian Flyway

77. The Central Asian Flyway (CAF) covers at least dfi@ratory waterbird species, including 29
globally threatened and near-threatened speciat btieed, migrate and spend the non-breeding
(winter) period within the region. These waterbiude a wide variety of habitats during their annual
cycle. This continental flyway comprises large san habitats with a limited number of wetlands,
particularly in the staging areas. Different grougfsmigratory waterbirds appear to overlap
considerably in the usage of important sites. Mainthe wetlands are situated in areas with dense
human populations where they provide many goodservtes to local communities, but humans are
increasingly unsustainably exploiting them. Thus thanagement of these wetlands to secure the
provision of these goods and services requires dooated multi-sectoral planning and
implementation to realise the needs of local peapkbiodiversity conservation.

78.  The Fifth Meeting of the Conference of the Partiiethe Convention on Migratory Species
(Geneva, April 1997) through Resolution 5.4 calledRange States to take an active role in the
development of a conservation initiative for migrgtwaterbirds in the Central Asian Flyway.

79.  The Meeting to Conclude and Endorse the Proposettr&ldsian Flyway Action Plan to
Conserve Migratory Waterbirds and their Habitatktplace in New Delhi, India, from 10-12 June
2005. The New Delhi Meeting was the second offimakting of the CAF Range States since they
first met in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, in 2001, to d&sca draft action plan for the CAF and varioualleg
and institutional options to support an action {#amplementation.

80. The New Delhi meeting was attended by nearly 1@@cgEants including delegates from 23 of 30
Range States and a number of international andnatievel non-governmental organisations. CMS
organised the meeting, in cooperation with Wetldntisnational, who also provided technical adtice
the CMS Secretariat and in-kind support to the img€ethe Indian Ministry of Environment and Forests
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hosted the event with organisational support fteeildlife Institute of India. The Governmentdradia,

the Netherlands and Switzerland, as well as CMSYARhe Global Environment Facility, and the UNEP
Regional Offices for West Asia, Asia and the Paciéind Europe (Pan-European Biodiversity and
Landscape Strategy) provided generous financidfibations.

81. The meeting had four primary objectives to: (1)yille Range State delegations with an
overview of flyway conservation issues; (2) finaliand endorse the draft CAF Action Plan; (3)
consider, prioritise and endorse selected impleatiemt activities, and lay the basis for exploring a
possibly establishing an interim coordination meus&; and (4) develop a consensus on their
preferred option for a legal and institutional feaork for the CAF region. The outcomes of the
meeting were summarised in the New Delhi Meetiragednent (UNEP/CMS/Inf.8.26).

82. The New Delhi meeting finalised the text of theftéection Plan while agreeing that the
Russian Federation should provide additional texdimata for its annexes.

The CMS Secretariat reported the outcomes of thiei Deeting to the AEWA Standing Committee
and the AEWA Third Meeting of the Parties (MOP)dtted there were three outstanding issues in
light of the conclusions of the meeting: (1) officadoption of the Action Plan; (2) gaining congens
on a legal and institutional option; and (3) imtedoordination of the Action Plan.

83.  The Secretariat anticipates that there are twmngptio address the first outstanding issue:
How CMS can best obtain the official adoption of #hction Plan by the Range States? The first
option would be another intergovernmental Rangee3teeting. The other possibility would be that
the Range States could provide their consent tgtatthe Action Plan by correspondence. The
Secretariat would prefer option 2 if there is stiéint support, as there are no funds currentlyavai

for option 1.

84.  Withregard to the second outstanding issue, tive Dielhi Statement indicated that there was
a clear preference for the CAF Action Plan to beesygled to a legally binding instrument and for this
instrument to be AEWA. However the official goveremt views of 18 of the 30 Range States were
not available in New Delhi. These would be stileded to determine which legal and institutional
option would be appropriate to support the Actitan® implementation. The outstanding issue then
is how best to attain the consensus needed toaleni@ppropriate legal and institutional option?

85.  The Secretariat anticipates that another intergowental meeting to seek the views of the
Range States and adopt an option may be necesshgymnext triennium, but could be postponed until
the Action Plan is under interim implementation. émg other things, such a meeting would give the
Range States a chance to weigh the financial ilspdias of the legal and institutional options. Tdes
had not been adequately investigated prior to aswldsed at the Delhi meeting. For example, the
difference in the costs between a separate Agreeamehexpanding the AEWA Agreement area
would be significant. Such a meeting would notikely before mid-2006 at the earliest and would
require additional financial support from donor ntries estimated to be approximately US$ 100,000
(in line with the costs of the New Delhi meeting).

86. Because the process needed is likely to be lengtiy,interim coordination measures were
endorsed by the New Delhi meeting, in consultatigh the AEWA Secretariat, the CMS Secretariat has
given high priority to establishing an interim atioation mechanism to address the third outstanskng:
interim coordination of the Action Plan. An intereaordination mechanism would:

a. Provide aflyway level "presence" to promoter@nass and support for the Action Plan amongst
Range States, international agencies, partner mag#@ns and funding agencies;

b. Develop, source funding for and implement flydeyel activities, and activities at national level
requiring international cooperation, based on tireed prioritised set of activities from the New
Delhi meeting;
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c. Catalyse information exchange between the R8tafes about issues of common concern;

d. Develop and maintain a web portal and electrdisicussion forum for the Central Asian Flyway
initiative; and
e. Provide technical and logistical support to @ad organise follow up meetings to conclude the

Action Plan (if a correspondence procedure ternh$ooloie inappropriate) and a reach a decision
on the final legal and institutional option to soppts implementation.

87. In his 21 July 2005 letter to Range States the &kexSecretary asked them to express their
interest in hosting the interim coordination medkanand to provide financial and/or in-kind
resources to support it. The estimated cost fardkier 2 years is approximately US$ 100,000. No
Range States have officially responded to thisestas yet.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to (ag tadte of the outcomes of the New Delhi meeting; (b
urge the Range States to adopt the Action Plamtrgspondence; (c) invite offers to host and fieanc
a meeting in 2007 to achieve consensus on a ladanatitutional option; and (d) appeal to all Rang
States, other interested States, AEWA, other iotergimental organisations and interested
international NGOs to consider supporting thisative generously.

Priority: Very High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3 (Interim Coordination); 4 (Meeting on legal/imstional framework)

Raptors

88. During its 12" meeting the Scientific Council heard a presentdiipa representative from the
United Kingdom on raptors. He emphasized the ingmme of raptors as symbols throughout history,
as well as sentinels and ecological indicatorsjemw of their position at the top of the food chain
Populations of raptors were small in relation tostn of other birds and they were very susceptible t
threats.

89. A proposal by the United Kingdom was described Whiould evaluate CMS’s possible
future involvement with raptors. It would consi$taoscoping study that would gather together all
available information on the habitats, migratorpiteand routes of raptors, mapping their flyways
and identifying the status of the various spediés would also cover such issues as whether raptor
should be defined as including vultures and owisally, the scoping study would look at the
advantages and disadvantages of the various méaasam available, including the development of
action plans, wider MoUs or a fully-fledged AgreemheThe Scientific Council welcomed the
proposal for the study.

90. The United Kingdom has submitted the study, whaseggaphical scope is limited to the
African-Eurasian region, for the consideration lod Scientific Council and the Conference of the
Parties. The full report is available as an infaiora document UNEP/CMS/Inf.8.18, while an
executive summary is available as a conferencerdenttUNEP/CMS/Conf.8.21.

Action requested:
The Conference of the Parties is invited to takeéhef note of the study. A proposal for a draft
recommendation on improving the conservation statuaptors and owls in the African Eurasian

region has been circulated for consideration by tBenference of the Parties as
UNEP/CMS/Rec.8.12/Rev.1. Operative paragraph 2 oalRange States to consider whether a CMS
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instrument would help to attain the recommendasi@onservation objectives. The COP is invited to
consider the recommendation and provide appromiatance among other things on (a) the possible
form of the Agreement and the possible financigblioations for its negotiation and subsequent
coordination. The CMS Secretariat estimates thagatiation meeting for a raptors Agreement would
cost approximately US$ 179,500.

Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: 4 (Secretariat preparatory work); External (negj@n meeting)

FISH

Sturgeon

91. CMS's historical involvement with sturgeons wasowated for the Seventh Meeting of the
CMS Conference of the Parties (Bonn, 2002) in deurdNEP/CMS/Conf.7.9.2. In Resolution 7.7
the CMS COP (1) called upon CMS Party Range Stdt&surgeons listed in CMS Appendices to
take the lead to develop an appropriate CMS ingtniran sturgeons, (2) urged the resumption of
cooperative activities among the lead country, @ CMS Secretariat and the CITES Secretariat,
as appropriate; and (3) invited the CITES Confesarfthe Parties to encourage closer collaboration
between the CMS and CITES Secretariats with resjpesturgeon conservation in view of the
strategic priorities of these two complementaryvesttions.

92. The 13 Meeting of the CITES Conference of the Partiegaled the CITES Standing
Committee to ensure that CITES initiatives in resppé sturgeons complement, reinforce and, as far
as possible, benefit from the regional collaboratibeady undertaken or envisaged in the framework
of CMS. In 2005, the CMS and CITES Secretariateedyr and the CITES Standing Committee
endorsed, a list of joint activities pursuant teitt2002 Memorandum of Cooperation which among
other things proposes close cooperation and caardinon action concerning priority species such as
sturgeon.

Action requested:

The CITES Secretariat and the lead country, Germaitiybe invited to elaborate on the situation,
report on any additional progress made up untiQbeference of the Parties and to propose possible
actions for additional progress.

Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: External

Whale Shark

93.  Whale SharkRhinocodon typus) was listed in CMS Appendix Il and for cooperatgtion in
November 1999. The Tenth Meeting of the Scien@aincil (Edinburgh, 2001) recommended the
convening of a workshop on Whale Shark fisheriesiaternational trade in whale shark products. At
Eleventh Meeting of the Scientific Council (Bon002), the Philippines announced that it intended to
seek a regional Memorandum of Understanding fovWthale Shark. It was also announced that India
planned to host previously recommended worksho@/bale Shark fisheries and trade.

94. In mid-2003, the Philippines approached the Sedattéo determine the process to be

followed to develop a Whale Shark MoU and advaheecboperative action. During this time it was
confirmed that the Whale Shark workshop would raietplace and, in consultation with the
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Scientific Council Chairman, it was decided to redi the financial resources available for the
workshop to a possible future Range State meetimigtelop an MoU and action plan.

95. In 2004 a small informal contact group, composéihity of the CMS Secretariat, the CMS
Appointed Councillor for large fishes, the Philipps Scientific Councillor and Focal Point, the Chai
of the IUCN Shark Specialist Group, a represengdtiom both the Marine Conservation Society of
Seychelles and from ECOCEAN discussed the elenoéatpossible MoU and action plan that could
be circulated to Range States in the Indian OceahSoutheast Asia regions. The group was
expanded later in the year to include a governnheepmesentative from Seychelles (an interested
non-Party to CMS at the time) and the CMS focahpbiom Australia.

96. In late 2004, the CMS Secretariat and IUCN Shar&ctbist Group co-hosted a dialogue

session on Whale Shark at the IUCN World Consasadfiongress in Bangkok to solicit comments
on the desirability of an MoU and action plan. Tdosclusions of the meeting are summarised in
document UNEP/CMS/Inf.8.24. Of these the most rietalere that:

* Only limited baseline knowledge on Whale Shark tsxibut enough information exists to
promote conservation/fisheries measures;

» Stock assessment information does not exist, sgrokd individuals seem to be decreasing in
size; and

* Management measures needed are either strict fiootecfisheries management based on sound
science. It was recognised that marine protectealsawill be important and tourism needs to be
managed or at least premised on a code conduct.

97. The CMS Executive Secretary noted that it wouldrbgortant to determine the level of
priority CMS should give to initiating a processftwther develop international cooperation on the
Whale Shark and suggested that a CMS instrumerd demuin the form of a partnership (e.g., A
WSSD Type Il Partnership) given the exceptionaligé number of Range States and the implications
for CMS resources.

98. In response to a question posed by the Executieeetéey, it was indicated that grouping
Whale Sharks together with other species for itonal cooperative activities “makes sense’iff it
with other sharks (e.g., Basking Shark (not on G\pgendices at the time of the meeting) and Great
White on CMS Appendix | and II).

99. In May 2005, the International Whale Shark Confeeetook place in Perth, Western
Australia, with the objectives of (a) advancingdbcregional and international efforts for the
conservation of the Whale Sharks and (b) faciitiegional and international collaboration in
research on Whale Sharks Sixty papers were preksexitgong other things, participants agreed that
there is a wide scientific consensus on the needrgent regional and international conservation
measures for the Whale Shark. The participantsiatepalia called for more “local, regional and
international effort, cooperation and collaboraiion.whale shark research...and conservation.” (see
document UNEP/CMS/Inf.8.25).

Action requested:

A proposal for a draft recommendation on migratsiyarks (UNEP/CMS/Rec. 8.16) has been
circulated for consideration by the ConferencdefRarties. In the context of the development®f th
Agreement that is proposed in lieu of a stand alop& on Whale Shark, the Conference of the
Parties is invited to consider and provide appaiprguidance among other things on (a) the possible
form of the instrument; (b) its species coveragd gaographical scope; (c) the potential for a
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(WSSD) partnership; and (d) the financial implioas for its negotiation and subsequent coordination
considering a negotiation meeting in the Indian@cand South-east Asia region is estimated to cost
approximately US$ 134,000.
Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: 4 (Negotiation meeting); 4 (coordination)

MARINE REPTILES

Marine Turtles

100. Six species of Marine Turtles are listed in CMS Apgix I. In 1991, the Conference of the
Parties designated Marine Turtles collectivelya@mcerted actignspecies within the framework of
Resolution 3.2. The Seventh Meeting of the Confezenf the Parties endorsed the Secretariat’'s
proposal to explore, by the most appropriate methespossible development of an instrument for
Marine Turtles in the Pacific Ocean, within the @ of the CMS Strategic Plan and the existing
CMS Indian Ocean-South-East Asian Marine Turtle M&dsolution 7.7).

101. Inresponse to Resolution 7.7, the Second and Meeting of the IOSEA Signatory States
examined the possible extension of the MoU’s ggagascope. At the Second Meeting several
delegations supported the United Kingdom's view, floa various reasons, it would be premature to
extend the geographical scope of the MoU to encempacific Ocean Island States at this stage; and
that a paper should be elaborated first to look the advantages and disadvantages of such a
proposal. The Chairman concluded that the Meetathrbacted positively to this cautious approach.
It was agreed that, subject to the availabilitpdditional financial resources, the IOSEA Secratari
should develop an exploratory paper that would eéxarme possible advantages and disadvantages
of, and support for, extending the geographic sadgbe MoU to the Pacific for consideration by
Signatory States.

102. The Third Meeting of the IOSEA Signatory Statesweixeed a paper by the IOSEA Secretariat
that outlined two options for developing an ingtdnal framework similar to the IOSEA MoU in the
Pacific, either by extending the range of the IOQ##U and effectively creating another sub-region
with co-ordination provided through SPREP, or dep#&lg a new Pacific regional agreement. Certain
Signatories maintained the view that the IOSEA Mshbuld continue to focus its efforts on
increasing the participation of non-Signatory Staethe region, before moving further a field.ekft
discussion, it was agreed that the IOSEA Secré¢tdkisstralia and SPREP would collaborate on a
further elaboration of exploratory options papeithva view to presenting it at a Pacific Regional
Environment Programme meeting in September 2008 of resources limitations the paper it
was not possible to produce the paper in timeHerSPREP 18Meeting.

103. Inthe South Pacific marine turtle conservation saeas were initiated in the 1990s within the
framework of the Pacific Regional Environment Peogme (formerly the South Pacific Regional
Environmental Programme) (SPREP). In 2003, the SP&Iastituents adopted the SPREP Regional
Marine Species Programme Framework (2003-2007)athdhis the SPREP Turtles Action Plan for
the same period.

104. The CMS Secretariat had been approached to patedipexploratory discussions to examine
various options for enhancing international coopenain the Pacific Islands region in the 1990s.
Since then SPREP has hosted three workshops ore@iithe region over the last three years (2003
(Apia), 2004 (Apia) and 2005 (Nadi)). While theseudsed primarily on developing a cetaceans MoU,
the 2004 and 2005 meetings also provided the pbfsilor break out groups to discuss other
migratory species of interest to the region, inclgdnarine turtles.
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105. At the Apia 2004 meeting, participants noted that ¢éxisting IOSEA process to examine

options for expanding the scope of the IOSEA MoUesgnent area may have implications for closer
cooperation with the MoU region, but recommended finture discussions on a CMS instrument for
marine turtles should draw on the existing SPRERrda urtles Action Plan. Participants at the Nadi

2005 meeting supported the development of a rebinstiument to conserve marine turtles in the
Pacific Islands region.

106. During the 16th SPREP Meeting in 2005, the CMS H#ee Secretary confirmed that the
SPREP Secretariat and SPREP constituents gentatlyr a stand alone MoU on turtles for the
Pacific Islands region. In his message to delegtiesExecutive Secretary indicated CMS’s
willingness to pursue this option as part of a Mesmdum of Cooperation with SPREP.

Action requested:

A proposal for a draft recommendation on marindeaafUNEP/CMS/Rec. 8.17) has been
circulated for consideration by the ConferencehefParties. Operative paragraph 3 proposes the
negotiation of an Agreement on marine turtles uiderauspices of CMS. The Conference of the
Parties is invited to consider the proposal angrtwide appropriate guidance on, among other
things, the financial implications for concludingetAgreement and its subsequent coordination,
taking into consideration a Range State meetiegtisnated to cost approximately US$ 84,0000.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 4 (MoU negotiation meeting); External (Coordioat

MARINE MAMMALS

Small Cetaceans and Sireniansin West and Central Africa

107. CMS has been actively engaged in small cetaceaseceation efforts in the West African
region since 1998. A series of projects aiming tonmte the study and conservation of small
cetaceans in West African countries (mainly Senegambia, Ghana, Togo) — the West African
Cetacean Research and Conservation Projects (WAFEE&s been undertaken with financial
support from CMS. The WAFCET IIl project was contptkin 2004.

108. Following up on the recommendations of a CMS sujggloworkshop on the conservation of
small cetaceans in West Africa, held in Conakryit@a) in 2000, a first outline of an action plarswa
developed. Its geographic scope would include 23gR&tates.

109. CMS COP Recommendation 7.3 encouraged regionalication in Central and West Africa
for small cetaceans and sirenians, including tmsiceration of a Memorandum of Understanding.
The Conference of the Parties recommended thatdhetries of the region designate as soon as
possible a coordinator to support the MoU’s prejoaygphase. Multilateral and bilateral technicad an
funding partners were asked to facilitate the im@atation of the recommendation.

110. The development of a Status Report and a Conserv&tirategy for the African Manatee
throughout its range in Central and West Africa besn agreed among CMS, the UNEP Regional
Seas Programme, the Abidjan Convention SecretamdWWF, with additional financial support
from Wetlands International and the Government ohlto. At the time of this writing the terms of
reference for the initiative have been agreed. WaE also agreed to develop an action plan to
conserve small cetaceans in the area covered lpyatgamme for the West Africa Marine Eco-
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Region (WAMER). Other potential partners are bepgroached by the CMS Secretariat to extend
the initiative to other West African riparian cotes.

111. In parallel with the development of these instrutagtine interest of the concerned countries
to develop a Memorandum of Understanding under @Mpices will be explored.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to consgahelorsing the Convention’s continued support
to the initiatives currently being undertaken ie tlegion, taking into consideration the respective
financial implications of developing an MoU and odioating its subsequent implementation
estimated for cost approximately US$ 10,000 per f@a2 years. It may wish to invite Parties,
interested States and organisations to supporoataljoin current efforts, notably with a view to
extending the initiative on small cetacean to oivesst African riparian Range States.

Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3/4 (MoU negotiation meeting); 4 (Coordination)

Small Cetaceans and Dugongsin Southeast Asia

112. Recommendation 7.4 encouraged Parties and Rangges S$itaSouth-Southeast Asia to
consider the establishment of an appropriate imstni of cooperation for the conservation of the
region’s small cetaceans and dugongs. It also rewmded that countries in the region designate a
lead country as coordinator for the preparatoryspha the instrument.

113. CMS has been actively engaged in the region simed-irst Conference on Biology and
Conservation of Small Cetaceans of Southeast Baiangguete, Philippines) was held in 1995, and
has supported several training workshops and cesusugys on small cetaceans in the region. In the
last triennium since COP7 a survey and trainingative in the Timor and Arafura Seas was
undertaken by WWF, with main support from CMS amyiEbonment Australia.

114. Just before COP7, the Second Conference on thed@®icind Conservation of Small
Cetaceans and Dugongs of South-East Asia was cedverDumaguete, Philippines in July 2002.
The Conference proceedings were recently publiah€MS Technical Series No. 9 and circulated to
Range States and other stakeholders. Included diadtaegional action plan to address by-catch of
small cetaceans and Dugongs in fisheries of Soa#t-£sia and a draft regional agreement on small
cetaceans and Dugongs of Southeast Asia.

115. In August 2005, the First Meeting on Dugong Conaeow in the Indian Ocean and South-
East Asian Region was held in Bangkok, Thailanetgponse to Recommendation 7.5 (Range State
Agreement for DugongXugong dugong) Conservation).

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties may wish to invitageaStates to express their continued interest in
developing a CMS instrument to conserve small eatas and Dugongs in South-East Asia, taking
into consideration the need to still identify ademuntry, as well as the financial implications to
develop the instrument, estimated to cost appraeiydJS$ 47,000 and the need to ensure its
subsequent coordination, estimated to cost appeairi;nUS$ 10,000 for one year. It may also wish
to clarify the taxonomic coverage of the initiatimetably on the desirability of excluding Dugonigs,
view of the on-going initiative to develop a rangele Memorandum of Understanding pursuant to
Recommendation 7.5.
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Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3/4 (MoU negotiation meeting); 4 (Coordination)

Cetaceansin the Pacific | Sland Region

116. Following the inclusion by CMS COP7 of several vesapecies in CMS appendices, and the
designation of a number of whale species for cdadeaction, an initiative aimed at exploring the
possibility of developing a CMS instrument for wdsin the South Pacific was initiated under the
leadership of the Governments of Australia and Mealand. The Pacific Regional Environment
Programme (SPREP) hosted a workshop, in Apia, Saimara 3-4 March 2003 on regional marine
mammal conservation under CMS.

117. A second workshop financially supported by Austsdew Zealand and the Ford Foundation
took place in Apia 17-19 April 2004. At the requefkthe regional representative from Oceania, the
26" Meeting of the CMS Standing Committee (Bonn, J20OP3) approved an extra-budgetary
allocation for CMS to also financially support tA@ia meeting. Thirteen Pacific countries and
territories were represented. The major outputeftorkshop was a consensus amongst participants
that it was desirable to progress towards an Mokéld@ed under CMS auspices.

118. In addition, because it predated the process teldp\a cetaceans MoU, and was already
being implemented across the SPREP region, theshogkalso proposed to append to any future
MoU the existing SPREP Whale and Dolphin ActionnP{2003-2007) adopted by SPREP

constituents in 2003. The WDAP expires in 2007 pa# of its regular procedures SPREP would
initiate a process in 2006 to revise it and thesexy WDAP would become the new Action Plan to
any MoU.

119. Samoa was invited by the second workshop to conaenepen ended drafting group to
develop a draft MoU for further consideration. AfiiMoU was produced and subsequently revised
in consultation with the CMS Secretariat. It praddhe basis for the drafting group to formally mee
in Nadi, Fiji, 5-7 July 2005.

120. Atthis meeting members of the drafting group, @spnting 12 countries, produced a proposal
for consideration by Range States and TerritorfitlseoPacific Islands region. The Nadi meeting was
organized by SPREP and CMS with financial and mdlsgupport from Australia, New Zealand, CMS,
SPREP, the Whale and Dolphin Conservation Socnetyrsternational Fund for Animal Welfare. The
meeting was convened by Samoa.

121. The proposal was circulated to the Range Statedffolal comments in mid-September 2005
prior to the 18 SPREP General Meeting. CMS co-hosted with SPREPSamoa a side event to
provide background information on the MoU and thecpss to develop it. The MoU was
subsequently discussed in the plenary of the SRR&RIng where it was strongly supported.

122. The comment period will end on 30 October 2008éfe is consensus or near consensus on
the MoU's text, CMS and SPREP will consider orgengjs signing ceremony in Nairobi at the CMS
Conference of the Parties.

123. Itis envisioned that SPREP will provide coordinatfunctions for the MoU with its recent

appointment of a new Marine Species Officer INSRREP Secretariat a portion of whose time can be
dedicated to the MoU.
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Action requested:

A proposal for a draft recommendation in supportthef new Pacific Cetaceans Memorandum of
Understanding (UNEP/CMS/Rec.8.19) has been ciredlfdr consideration by the Conference of
the Parties. The Conference of the Parties isedwib consider the proposal and, in addition,
provide appropriate guidance among other thingtheriinancial implications of the process to
revise the SPREP Whale and Dolphin Action Planmegéed to cost approximately US$ 84,000.

Priority: Very High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3 (Meeting to revise WDAP); Coordination (Exte)na

Dugong

124. The First Meeting on Dugong Conservation in thédn@®cean and South-East Asian Region was
held in Bangkok, Thailand, from 23-25 August 200%dsponse to Recommendation 7.5 (Range State
Agreement for DugongDugong dugon) Conservation) whereby the Seventh Meeting of GMS
Conference of the Parties recommended that alld&R8tages of Dugong cooperate amongst themselves, as
appropriate, and participate actively to develogh @nclude a Memorandum of Understanding and an
action plan for the conservation and managemeddtigbng throughout the species’ range. The Meeting
was held under CMS auspices and was generouslysteerand financed by the Governments of Thailand
and Australia. It was attended by participants fraimout 20 Range States, and drew heavily on the
experience gained to date under the IOSEA MarimdeMoU.

125. Dugong was identified by COP7 as a cooperativeadpecies. The meeting acknowledged
that Dugong are known to move between jurisdicting that any action to conserve and manage
their populations would require cooperation atgaaeal scale. The meeting recognized that regional
frameworks provide an opportunity to cooperateotaserve the Dugong, to share information, and to
secure financial and technical resources.

126. Participants identified and discussed the key dives and elements for a regional Dugong
conservation framework. The meeting concluded @hagally non-binding MoU offered the most
suitable approach to promote regional cooperadind,agreed on the appropriate structure and format
for a draft MoU.

127. The meeting also sought to clarify the MoU’s ponteographic scope, noting the
importance of involving countries throughout thega of the species, as well as other countries that
were relevant. Though no definitive conclusion weeched, justification was given for extending the
coverage eastward to include relevant Pacific slarates, whilst taking account of other initiaive
being undertaken through SPREP.

128. Through a number of working groups, the meetingettyed a paper that provided
constructive guidance to future negotiators onrthtire and scope of potential conservation and
management actions for dugong.

129. It was agreed that a follow-up meeting would beaoiged somewhere in the region in early
2006 to build on the progress achieved in Bangkuk & possible, to conclude the MoU and its
conservation management plan.

Action requested:

A proposal for a draft recommendation on regionabperation for Dugong conservation
(UNEP/CMS/Rec. 8.15) has been circulated for carsitibn by the Conference of the Parties. In the
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context of the Memorandum of Understanding propasegerative paragraph 1, the Conference of
the Parties is invited to consider and provide appate guidance among other things on (a) the
relationship of the MoU to the CMS instrument orafiroetaceans and Dugongs in South-east Asia
called for in Resolution 7.7 and Recommendatiorandidescribed in paragraphs 112-115 above; (b)
the financial implications for its conclusion, estited to cost approximately US$ 112,000, and
subsequent coordination.

Priority: High
CMS Budget Scenario: 3 (MoU negotiation Meeting); 4 (Range State Megt External
(Coordination)

Monk Seal

130. The Mediterranean Monk Se@lonachus monachus), considered by IUCN as “critically

endangered”, is one of the rarest and most thredtepecies in the world. It is listed on CMS
Appendices | and Il, and was recommended for ceedexction by the Fourth Meeting of the CMS
Conference of the Parties (Nairobi, 1994). Appraataly 500 individuals may exist in the
Mediterranean region and along the Eastern Atlatast.

131. The Monk Seal populations in the Mediterranean hes@ been the focus of scientific and
conservation efforts since 1986. The Action Plantfie@ Management of the Mediterranean Monk
Seal, an international strategy developed and im@ieed within the framework of the Barcelona
Convention, has been the key instrument througkhuitional and international level activities have
been organised. The 13/eeting of Contracting Parties to the Barcelona@mtion (November
2003) undertook a comprehensive review of the M8ekl Action Plan and made a number of
recommendations.

132. International cooperative efforts aimed at coortiitgascientific and conservation activities
for the Eastern Atlantic populations are more rébeming been initiated in the 1990s. Conservation.
The Eastern Atlantic populations total about 2Gfviuals and are found in in two main colonies:
Desertas Islands, Madeira, Portugal and Cabo Blpeomsula, Morocco-Mauritania

133. As a contribution to the CMS concerted action, Ntanfa, Morocco, Portugal and Spain
concluded in 2005 the Action Plan for the Recowdrthe Mediterranean Monk Seal in the Eastern
Atlantic (CMS/ScC.13/Inf.3). The Plan reflects imational concern about the critical status of the
Monk Seal and the responsibility of the four coigstrin the distribution range of the Atlantic
populations to promote and undertake concertectadtive actions to reverse the decline, recover
the species and ensure its favourable conservsiians.

134. An expert working group from the four Range Statestwice to elaborate and then adopt the
Action Plan (Las Palmas, Spain (2000) and Dakhlarddco (2004)). The Action Plan’'s
implementation is being coordinated by a speci# fon Monk Seal and small cetacean species in
Nouadhibou, Mauritania, close to the most importamony of theCabo Blanco peninsula

135. Spain took a leading role in the development of Alkéon Plan and is also interested in
working with the other Eastern Atlantic Range Stdteconclude a Memorandum of Understanding
for the Eastern Atlantic populations.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to endtireé\ction Plan. The lead country, Spain, will be
invited to provide an update on progress made t® idadeveloping an MoU.
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Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: 4/External

TERRESTRIAL MAMMALS

Sahelo-Saharan Antelopes

136. Six species of Sahelo-Saharan antelopes areiiis@dS Appendix | and are the subject of a
concerted action guided by the Scientific Counthe Range States affected by extinction or
population losses are Senegal, Mauritania, Moroéddégeria, Tunisia, Mali, Niger, Chad, Sudan,

Burkina Faso, Nigeria, Egypt, Libya and Ethiopia.

137. Pursuantto the Djerba Declaration of February 1888Range States adopted an action plan
developed under CMS auspices that will contribatdhte concerted action. The Range States
subsequently updated the Action Plan at a works$togged by Morocco (Agadir, 2003).

138. During the Agadir meeting, a bilateral agreemenrd signed between CMS and the Agence
Francaise de Développement (AFD) approving the Gd&ds Francais pour 'Environnement
Mondial (FFEM) Project. The project is now underwath the first phase involving implementing
elements of the Action Plan using Tunisia, Niget &fali as pilot countries for four years. Training
and monitoring activities would involve four additial Range States, namely Chad, Mauritania,
Morocco and Senegal. Recent work has focused aaferg an institutional framework and funding
national strategic projects in Tunisia, Niger ameparing a project for Chad. More details on the
project are given in document UNEP/CMS/Conf.8.24.

139. In Resolution 7.7, the Seventh Meeting of the Camrfee of the Parties supported the

Secretariat’s plan to develop an Agreement in abosgact with the Sahelo-Saharan Working Group
as requested by the Djerba Workshop. FurthermbesAgadir Declaration urged Range States to
develop and conclude an Agreement or Memorandudnoferstanding under CMS auspices to

provide a framework for the species’ long-term @mation and management. The Declaration also
noted that Range State representatives attendérygadir meeting had proposed forming a working

group to assist the CMS Secretariat in preparifigsadraft of a Memorandum of Understanding.

140. To further consolidate the Action Plan’s impleméiota establish an appropriate tool of

coordination and support the concerted action a WHge Il partnership will be launched during

COP8. The partnership would promote the proposechddandum of Understanding between the
Range States.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to (1¢takte of the progress made to date to implement th
Action Plan, in particular the initiation of the GYFFEM Sahelo-Sahara Antelopes project; (2)
endorse the creation of a WSSD partnership anteitive Secretariat, the Sahelo-Saharan Working
Group, Range States, other interested States gathisations to consider joining it; and (3) urge
Range States to conclude a Memorandum of Undeistanal support the existing Action Plan’s
implementation keeping in mind the financial implions for its conclusion at a future meeting ef th
Range States to review the Action Plan,estimatedsb approximately US$ 54,500.
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Priority: High
CMS Budget Scenario: External (MoU Negotiation Meeting during ActiorlaR Range State
Meeting)

Saiga Antelope

141. The historical range dfaiga tatarica tatarica included the vast plains of the Central Asian
and Pre-Caspian region. The numbers and the rdrigese animals have declined considerably in
recent decades resulting in the subspecies’ unfabtelconservation status. Poaching and illegal
trade in horns and other products, uncontrolledtingndestruction of habitats, construction of

irrigation channels and transportation routes hiasen responsible for the sharp decline in its
numbers. Some of these threats derive from therpowé the local population and land use

mismanagement.

142. Saiga tatarica is included in Appendix Il of the Convention ontdmational Trade in
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITESpart of the Review in Significant Trade
process, the 45Meeting of the CITES Standing Committees (200&pnemended a ban on imports
from Kazakhstan and Russian Federation as welhaglévelopment of a regional conservation
strategy for the species.

143. CMS’s work to develop an MoU and Action Plan faiga tatarica tatarica predated the
subspecies’ listing on CMS Appendix Il in 2002. T®RIS Secretariat undertook work on the MoU
when it became apparent that the sub-species vgtesap decline and cooperative action was needed
to stem it. The draft instruments were the suljéan international workshop on Saiga conservation
held in Elista, Republic of Kalmykia, Russian Fedim, in May 2002. It was co-sponsored by CMS
and CITES. Official comments from the Range Statexe incorporated in subsequent drafts of the
instruments.

144. The 13th Meeting of the CITES Conference of thei®aurged Range States to complete
their internal consultations and make the necessaapgements to sign the MoU and implement the
Action Plan. In addition, Mongolia was urged to Iempent those elements of the Action Plan that
were relevant to the conservation of its populatiofSaiga tatarica mongolica. The 54' Meeting of

the CITES Standing Committee will review progressdm prior to the #4Meeting of the CITES
Conference of the Parties, and make appropriateme@ndations.

145. The CMS Secretariat and the IUCN European Sustaitie Specialist Group co-sponsored
a dialogue meeting on Saiga at the IUCN World Corsd®n Congress in November 2004. A
summary of the meeting is found as document UNEFSMNM.8.23.

146. A status report presented by Flora and Fauna latiermal, and obtained via the Imperial
College Saiga Darwin Initiative project, with datgpplied by the Institute of Zoology, Kazakhstan,
the Academy of Science, Mongolia, and the DepartmkE@ame & Hunting, Kalmykia, confirmed
that population numbers had plummeted from 1 mmilkoound 1990 to some 31,000 individuals in
2003, including the sub-specigaiga tatarica mongolica. The meeting was significant in that China,
as the primary consumer State of Saiga produatsuarced the seizure of between 2,000 and 3,000
kg of illegally imported Saiga horn, along with rsaees to register legally held stocks and to itatia
tougher enforcement action against smuggling of teade in illegal horn. The meeting was also
useful in identifying six other existing and propdrojects fofaiga tatarica.

147. The CMS and CITES Secretariats met in April 2006dordinate joint activities for Saiga.

They focused in particular on the implementatiothefvarious CITES resolutions from COP13 and
the entry into effect and implementation of theg@avloU and Action Plan, including the intent to co-
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organise the first Meeting of the Range States utideMoU in 2006, at an estimated cost of US$
32,000, with a second meeting in 2008.

148. The Saiga Antelope is viewed by both Secretarigta #agship example of how the two
Conventions can complement one another. As an deaafighis, an informal meeting on Saiga
Antelope took place in the margins of thé’83TES Standing Committee in June 2005. The main
objectives of the meeting, which was Chaired byHoHy Dublin, Chairman of the IUCN Species
Survival Commission, were to:

« Exchange information on the different saiga-relatetivities that are planned or being
undertaken by IUCN, CMS, CITES, CITES Parties, mmterested NGOs;

» Discuss collaboration in implementing CITES Deansid 3.27-13.35 on the Saiga Antelope;
and

* Review possibilities for joint actions to be unaden in 2005-2007.

149. The MoU is anticipated to be opened for signatumend) the CMS COP.
Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to enditres@mew MoU and to provide appropriate guidance
on, among other things, (1) the importance of alhge States (aiga tatarica tatarica to urgently

join the MoU and to implement its Action Plan; (B¢ continuation of joint CMS/CITES efforts to
organise the first meeting of the Range State®@62and (3) the need for Range States, interested
States and intergovernmental and internationalgaM@rnmental organisations to actively support the
MoU'’s implementation financially and in-kind, inding the possibility of hosting a coordination
mechanism for the MoU. The related financial implions of future meetings of Range States,
estimated to cost approximately US$ 32,000 eac20b6 and 2008, and providing coordination
functions, estimated to cost approximately US$ Q8.8 year for 3 years may also be considered.

Priority: Very High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3 (two Range State Meetings); 3/4 (Coordination)

M ongolian Gazelle

150. Mongolian GazelleRrocapra gutturosa), for which Mongolia, China and Russian Federadian

Range States, was listed on CMS Appendix || byliweference of the Parties at its seventh meetiDg.1C

also supported the Secretariat’s intention to doatd with the Range States to establish the fasis
improved coordinated conservation and sustainaaleithe Mongolian Gazelle and agreed that seffiici
funding should be provided by CMS and requeste fither sources.

151. To collect additional information on the conseroatstatus of the gazelle, and to determine
how it could be included in a possible concept&fooncerted action on Asian desert and semi-desert
mammals modeled on the Sahelo-Saharan Antelopededaction, the CMS Secretariat sponsored
the attendance of Scientific Councilor Roseline diis-Jamar to attend the Workshop on
Conservation and Management of Mongolian Gazetledlaanbaatar Mongolia (25-27 October
2005). CMS also offered to financially co-spondw tvorkshop.

152. The main objective of the workshop was to iderdiffions to ensure the gazelle’s long-term
sustainable management. During this meeting itindisated that:

« The conservation status of Mongolia Gazelle isg@nieas. It has completely disappeared from the
Russian Federation, and only a small number remaitimited area of China. The vast majority
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of animals is now found in Mongolia and the rarggeaw about 190,000 sq km, down 24% from
50 years ago. It is now only found in any numbar®ur eastern provinces of Mongolia.

* Notonly has the species suffered a massive dedliitrange area, but it is also heavily hunted,
both legally and illegally. Climatic conditions aa® important factor in gazelle population
dynamics.

* At present, the size of the gazelle population iongblia is uncertain. Population estimates,
including aerial surveys carried out in 1989 an@4L9ary considerably (between 250,000 to
2,000,000 individuals). A proportion of the popudat migrates across the Mongolian-China
border every year. New research, based on satedltking techniques, has been carried out. But
the direction, frequency and other important fezgwf the Mongolian gazelle’s migration are still
largely unknown, with research remaining very diift in areas where gazelles cross national
borders.

« The Mongolian Gazelle is considered an economicadlijpable species for the people of
Mongolia. Considering the reported decline of thenlglolian gazelle population, and the lack of
solid data on current population trends, if the Bloian Gazelle is to remain a sustainable
resource, a series of measures must be taken.

153. The meeting also discussed a draft action plan taedpossibility for a cooperative
arrangement between Mongolia, Russia and Chinar Rrithe meeting the CMS Secretariat had
provided comments on both documents.

154. The CMS Secretariat has offered to provide continagvice to the Range States on both
instruments. However, because two of the three R&tates, China and the Russian Federation, are
still not Parties to CMS, it is recommended thatttivee countries conclude the instruments outdide
the CMS framework. Meanwhile, the Scientific Codinveill continue to assess the feasibility of
bringing the Mongolian Gazelle into a possible msiitecies concerted action.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to condide situation regarding the Mongolia Gazelle
and to provide guidance on how to proceed.

Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: 4/External

African Elephant

West African Populations

155. The Sixth Meeting of the CMS Conference of the iBadesignatedoxodonta africana for
cooperative action in 1999. Recommendation 6.5 éJaypvn, November 1999) urged the Scientific
Council and the Range States to establish a worgingp and initiate without delay cooperative
action for African Elephants in western and cerffalca. The COP suggested that the “Range States
envisage developing and concluding one or more éyeants, including action plans, and
implementing them”. Owing to the predominantly shaundary character of their seasonal
movements, it was considered that these partiquigrulations would benefit from concerted
management.

156. Just prior to COPS6, in June 1999, the African EseglSpecialist Group (AfESG) of the
IUCN Species Survival Commission (SSC) developetl @ncluded the West African Elephant
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Conservation Strategy (WAECS), with support from W\Vhis was undertaken in close consultation
with the competent authorities of the region’s Bkt Range States. [IUCN then undertook to support
the strategy’s implementation by the Range States.

157. In 2002, COP7 invited the Secretariat and the SiieCouncil to assist the lead country,
Burkina Faso, in its endeavour to organise the weldvant to the African Elephant as outlined in
Recommendation 6.5.

158. In June 2003, IUCN/SSC AfESG, the IUCN-Regionali€ffor West Africa, the CMS
Secretariat and Burkina Faso agreed that it woelddvantageous to integrate the two processes. It
was also agreed to explore through consultatioh #ie Range States and technical experts the
desirability of developing a Memorandum of Undenmsliag for the West African populations of the
African Elephant with the WAECS annexed as an irstiegpmponent thereto. Finally, in consultation
with the ECOWAS representative attending the mgetinvas confirmed that if the future MoU had
100 percent membership by the Range States it doeildubmitted to ECOWAS for possible
endorsement.

159. The IUCN/SSC AfESG revised some of the technicakbeound information found in the
original WAECS. Burkina Faso and the CMS Secretasarked to develop a draft MoU. The
documents were provided to the Range States fmialftomments in November 2003 and a final
proposal was circulated for final approval in Mag®05. The MoU will be opened for signature
during the Eighth Meeting of the Conference of Riagties.

160. Underthe MoU, technical co-ordination will be und&en by the IUCN/SSC AfESG, where
activities are being co-financed by external donnotably the Government of France.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to (a)oesel the Memorandum of Understanding and
Strategy for the Conservation of West African Elepis (oxodonta africana); (b) to encourage all
Range States to sign the MoU expeditiously; ando(cirge States, international organizations and
non-governmental organizations, including regioe@nomic organizations, having biodiversity
conservation in their mandate, to provide appraprassistance, including technical and financial
support, to support the implementation of the Meandum of Understanding and the Strategy. A
Range State meeting is expected to cost approxyria&s 57,000. (A CMS contribution towards
coordination costs is estimated to be approximat&$ 37,500 for 3 years.

Priority: Very high
CM S Budget Scenario: 3 (CMS coordination contribution); External (Ran§tate Meeting).

Central African Populations

161. The CMS Secretariat was invited to, but unabletenad, an IUCN/SSC AfESG workshop,
organized at the request of the Ministers of Emumment for Cameroon, Central African Republic,
Chad, Congo, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Exyied Guinea and Gabon, which took place in
Limbe, Cameroon, from 29 August-2 September 2008etailed logical framework for an IUCN
Central African Elephant Strategy was developedduhe meeting and a Strategy document is being
developed from this.

162. Atthe workshop the Range States unanimously stggbeeeking the Strategy’s endorsement
via the Yaoundé Process and introducing it to Mémswhen they meet in November 2005 at the next
meeting of the Yaoundé Process Convergence Pleepr&sentative from the COMIFAC Secretariat
has offered to assist with this process and witstibsequent adoption of the Strategy at a Miraster
meeting, possibly as early as June 2006. The wogkphrticipants also unanimously endorsed the
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suggestion that the AfESG play the leading rolmiordinating and supporting the implementation of
the Strategy after its adoption by the COMIFAC rsiiers.

163. An outstanding issue is the need for CMS’s furthegagement on the Central Africa
populations of the African Elephant in light of tteeently initiated process, the Range States’@tipp
for the process while keeping in mind the Confeesatthe Parties’ past recommendations and
resolutions. The value added of CMS'’s further imeohent would need to be considered.

164. One option might be for the Range States to wodtusikvely with [UCN to implement the
Strategy that is being developed. Another optionidde for the Range States to develop a new stand
alone Memorandum of Understanding and Action Pfeden CMS auspices. A third option would be
to follow the model of the West African MoU wheredoyMoU is developed under CMS auspices and
the new IUCN developed strategy becomes an integraponent thereto.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to revitecommendation 6.5 (Cape Town, 1999) and to
provide guidance to the Secretariat, the Scier@ifiancil and its working group on elephants on how
to proceed with the cooperative action for the @drifrican Populations in light of the existing
process to develop a strategy. A meeting to netgadia appropriate CMS instrument is estimated to
cost approximately US$ 42,000.

Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: 4/External

Gorillas

165. Mountain Gorillas Gorilla gorilla beringei) are currently listed on CMS Appendix |. They
were recommended for concerted action by the Rifgeting of the Conference of the Parties in
Resolution 5.1 (Geneva, 1991). Thé"IMeeting of the CMS Scientific Council (Glasgow, ip
2004) recommended extending the listingsofilla gorilla beringei to the specieGorillagorillaand
the preparation of a comprehensive concerted atttagrwould include existing preliminary projects
on Mountain Gorilla, as well as projects on Lowlddrilla populations.

166. The Secretariat reported to thé"28eeting of the Standing Committee (Bonn, April 3P0
that it was exploring the possibilities of developian Agreement and Action Plan for Mountain
Gorillas with financial assistance from the Unit€thgdom. It noted that while there were many
action programmes and a good framework of coomerain the ground such as the Great Apes
Survival Project (GRASP), an Agreement offeringgderm security was missing, and that was
something CMS could provide. It was hoped to statprocess during 2005. The rate of progress
would depend not least on the political climate #&m&lcontinuation of the peace initiatives in the
Democratic Republic of Congo.

167. Since the Standing Committee’s meeting, Congo sitibuira proposal to li§orillagorillaon
CMS Appendix I, for consideration by the COP atitght meeting. This would implement the first
part of the Scientific Council's recommendation Iisting all gorillas on Appendix | of the
Convention.

168. The First Intergovernmental Meeting on Great Apé$/) and the First Council Meeting to
the Great Apes Survival Project partnership (GRAS8K place in Kinshasa, Democratic Republic of
the Congo, 5-9 September 2005 and was attendetl Afritan Ministers and the UNEP Executive
Director. The Global Strategy for the Survival ak@t Apes and their Habitat was one of the IGM’s
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key outputs and was adopted by the Meeting. Thegdéds also agreed unanimously to a high level
statement (the Kinshasa Declaration”), GRASP Wahk@nd Rules for GRASP (of which CMS is
already a Partner alongside 3 other biodiversitgted Conventions and more than 60 other States,
IGOs, NGOs and other bodies).

169. The Strategy identifies as one of its longer-tehjectives the encouragement of countries to
enter into and/or enforce relevant conventions agréements for the conservation of great apes
(section 3.3.2). The Strategy also aims to encauttagyGovernment of each great ape Range State to
develop and adopt a national great ape survival jfay actions at the national level could include
developing cooperative activities between Rang&eStahere “areas of ape habitat are contiguous
with similar areas in neighbouring countries, wheemsboundary natural resource management
conservation agreements can be implemented, fan@gavithin the framework of the Convention on
the Conservation of Migratory Species” (section 43}.

170. In the weeks immediately prior to the Kinshasa IG¥d in the light of the new proposal
received from the Congo to list all gorillas un@S, the Secretariat conducted further negotiations
to develop a new CMS gorillas initiative, includitie GRASP Secretariat at UNEP and UNESCO,
the International Gorilla Conservation Programn®JP), and the Royal Institute of Natural Sciences
of Belgium, together with the Governments of thatehKingdom and Italy.

171. As aresult, in his address to the IGM high-leve@iraent in Kinshasa, the CMS Executive
Secretary was able to announce the outline of apreyect to be co-sponsored initially by CMS,
UNEP and UNESCO (through GRASP), the Internati@wiilla Conservation Programme (IGCP)
and the Royal Institute of Natural Sciences of Beig with additional financial support from the
United Kingdom and Italy. The project’s primary ebiive would be to support the CMS concerted
action by developing an Agreement and accompanyioion Plan on gorilla survival and
conservation in conjunction with the 10 Range Staldhe focus of the Agreement would be on
conservation, capacity building, conservation aflgs, their habitats and alternative livelihodds
human populations. The announcement was well redeivthe meeting, which was attended by 18
CMS Parties from Africa and Europe.

172. The total budget of the project would be approxetyat)S$ 193,000 of which CMS'’s
financial contribution from the regular budget wabbk approximately US$ 25,000, a leverage of over
65 percent.

Action requested:

The Conference of the Parties is invited to endtreeutcomes of the Kinshasa Meeting
including the Global Strategy for the Survival afe@t Apes and their Habitat.

It is also invited to note progress already takerdévelop a jointly funded project within the
framework of the GRASP Partnership to prepare areémgent, or an MoU if this is ultimately

preferred by Range States, noting its relationghipe proposed CMS concerted action for goriflas i
Gorillagorillais listed on CMS Appendix I, while keeping in mitigd pledges received to date for
financial and in-kind contributions to support thgreement’s development.

When considering the financial implications it slibbe noted that CMS’ role in the project to

develop an Agreement has been largely financed tt®@m2005 budget, which has allowed the
Secretariat to attract much larger earmarked fimwohs donors. Limited expenditure to support the
initial implementation of a new Agreement from 2@dvards would be available under CMS Budget
Scenarios 3 or 4 for the next triennium, as matgchontributions for further earmarked contributions
from donor States or other partners.
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Priority: High
CM S Budget Scenario: 3 (Agreement development)

Bats

173. The Conference of the Parties at its Seventh Mgétiok note of a study commissioned by
the CMS Secretariat to review the feasibility ofeleping additional CMS Agreements on bats, and
encouraged the Secretariat to continue its a@sviti this field, including exploring the potential
develop further CMS Agreements on bats. It invi@elS Parties to consider developing and
submitting proposals to list additional bat speanethe CMS Appendices and invited the Scientific
Council to have a substantial discussion on bats &2th meeting.

174. To support the Council’s further considerationaisat its 12 Meeting, Mr Tony Hutson, the
author of the study, graciously offered to updatestudy at no cost to the Convention. The study wa
re-circulated for additional comments in late 2@08 these comments were appended to the revised
study. In addition, a number of draft listing prepts were developed by Mr Hutson on behalf of the
CMS Secretariat in order to pre-identify speciest,tbased on the scientific knowledge available,
would appear to be eligible for listing on the C@pendices. They were submitted to the Scientific
Council for consideration. Based on the Councifisipve evaluation, the Secretariat then addressed
appropriate Parties and invited them to considdrsaibsequently submit the proposals to the Eighth
Meeting of the Conference of the Parties. Propolkaie been received to list three species in
Appendix II.

175. During the Scientific Council meeting the workingpgp for the European region expressed
strong support for the conclusion of agreementdaito EUROBATS. The regional working group
for Africa also supported the adoption of an Afnicagional agreement covering migratory species on
bats. Due to the lack of scientific knowledge, jgatarly regarding the migration of bats, actiorswa
called for achieving more information to clarifyetiole and status of bat species, to outline aewath

to human health and to balance this with inforrmata the economic role of bats.

Action requested:
The Conference of the Parties is invited to providéher guidance to the Range States of bats, the
Scientific Council and the Secretariat on coopeesdictivities related to bats. A meeting to negdetia

an appropriate CMS instrument is estimated to apptoximately US$ 137,000.

Priority: Medium
CM S Budget Scenario: 4/External (Agreement negotiation meeting)
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