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HARPAGOPHYTUM SPP.
1.

This document has been prepared by the Secretariat.

2.

Decision 13.60 states that:
The Plants Committee shall decide on what action is required for outstanding reports from the
importing countries of Harpagophytum.

3.

At its 15th meeting (PC15, Geneva, May 2005), the Plants Committee recommended that in
compliance with Decision 13.60 the importing countries of Harpagophytum spp. report on the
following actions:
a)

verifications of the origin of imported specimens of Harpagophytum spp., and particularly of
material claimed to be artificially propagated;

b)

the results of negotiations with the devil’s claw industry to obtain support for management
programmes that promote sustainable use and the development of communities that are
managing the resource; and

c)

industry and consumer-oriented efforts to promote the trade in and utilization of wild,
sustainably produced Harpagophytum spp.

4.

The Plants Committee recommended that Botswana, Namibia and South Africa inform the Secretariat
about all countries to which Harpagophytum spp. are exported by 1 October 2005. The Secretariat
was advised that these countries were: Belgium, Botswana, China (through the Province of Taiwan),
France, Germany, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Monaco, Portugal, the Republic of Korea, South Africa,
Spain, Switzerland, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States
of America.

5.

The Secretariat wrote to these countries to request the information mentioned in paragraph 3 above.
Responses from Botswana, France, Germany, Japan, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, the United States
of America were received by 15 March 2006 and are copied in Annex 1 to this document in the
language in which they were received. They were also forwarded to Germany since the Plants
Committee requested Germany to provide an updated report on this issue at the present meeting.
The report submitted by Germany is provided in Annex 2.

6.

The Plants Committee is invited to decide if Decision 13.60 has been complied with.
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Annex 2
SUMMARY REPORT PREPARED BY THE SCIENTIFIC AUTHORITY OF GERMANY
AT THE REQUEST OF THE PLANTS COMMITTEE
1.

At its 15th meeting, the Plants Committee requested importing countries to report on three aspects
of their trade in Harpagophytum spp. (cf. Summary Record, 15th meeting of the Plants Committee;
www.cites.org/eng/com/PC/15/E-PC15-SummaryRecord.pdf).

2.

The present report summarizes and evaluates information provided by the importing countries:
Botswana, France, Germany, Japan, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland and the United States of America.

3.

Botswana has informed the Secretariat that, although it imported a small amount of Harpagophytum
procumbens from Namibia for domestic use, it should be regarded mainly as an exporting country.
Therefore, addressing this country through Decision 13.60 might be considered not to be useful.

Verification of the origin of imported specimens of Harpagophytum
4.

Importing countries replying to this request pointed out that they had no system in place to report
imports of Harpagophytum species. Consequently, no substantial figures on verification of the origin
of imported specimens of Harpagophytum spp. were provided. Germany referred to information
resulting from a trade review which had already been presented to PC12.

5.

Since August 2005, legislation of the European Union rules to notify imports of roots of
Harpagophytum species. Member States have to report import notifications to the EU Commission.
However, it will still take a long time to adopt and implement this monitoring system before it can
provide reliable figures.

Negotiations with the devil's claw industry
and
Efforts to promote trade in wild devil's claws that are collected sustainably
6.

With regard to these requests too, only little information has been made available.

7.

With the exception of Germany, which has already reported on its negotiations with the devil’s claw
industry at PC15, importing countries that have replied/provided a report stated that they were not
aware of activities of the devil's claw industry in their country or of the type and scale of their
operations. Some countries emphasized that they did not have a mandate or resources to negotiate
with the industry or to promote trade in sustainably produced Harpagophytum species.

Conclusion
8.

CITES authorities of importing countries have no possibilities or only restricted possibilities to monitor
imports of specimens of Harpagophytum spp. as this is not a CITES-listed taxon.

9.

Consequently, importing countries do not appear to be in a position to provide adequate information
as requested by PC15. It seems that importing countries can only give limited support of the
sustainable use of wild collected Harpagophytum spp. and further actions by importing countries
cannot be achieved.
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