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Interpretation and implementation of the Convention 

 Amendment of the Appendices 

60. Proposals to amend Appendices I and II 

 The delegation of Fiji introduced proposal CoP13 Prop. 33, regarding the inclusion of Cheilinus 
undulatus in Appendix II, co-proposed with Ireland, on behalf of the 25 Member States of the 
European Union, and the United States of America. They stressed that they were speaking from the 
perspective of a range State that was also a Small Island Developing State. They noted that they 
were involved in various conservation activities regarding the species but that, despite these, its 
population was continuing to decline. The delegation of Palau supported the proposal, stressing the 
high cultural value of the species in their country. The delegations of Ireland, on behalf of the 
Member States of the European Union, and the United States discussed the species’s vulnerability, 
habitat, threats and ease of identification. The delegations of Iceland, Indonesia, Kenya and Norway 
also supported the proposal. The delegation of China did not dispute the biological data in the 
supporting statement, but drew attention to potential difficulties in controlling trade in specimens of 
species introduced from the sea. The delegation of the Seychelles opposed the proposal, pointing out 
that no data had been provided for their region of the Indian Ocean. They were concerned that 
adoption of the proposal would lead to other reef fish species being listed in the Appendices, and felt 
that the responsibility for management of these species should be left to other organizations, such as 
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), rather than CITES. The observer 
from FAO confirmed that their ad hoc Expert Advisory Panel had concluded that the available 
evidence supported the inclusion of the humphead wrasse based on Annex 2 a. The proposal was 
accepted. 

 The delegation of Slovenia with their co-proponent, the delegation of Italy, introduced proposal 
CoP13 Prop. 35, for the inclusion of Lithophaga lithophaga in Appendix II, on behalf of the Member 
States of the European Community. The proposal was supported by the delegations of Croatia, 
Monaco, and Serbia and Montenegro. The observer from FAO reported that the proposal highlighted 
a genuine problem but stressed that the species was not in danger of extinction in the near future. 
The FAO Expert Panel considered that an Appendix-II listing would not prevent illegal trade, some of 
which occurred between Member States of the European Community. These concerns were shared 
by the delegations of Japan and Norway, and the delegation of Canada, which did not believe the 
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criteria for listing in Appendix II as set out in Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP12) had been met. 
While wishing their concerns to be recorded, these delegations, noting the wide approval for this 
proposal within the Committee, did not further oppose it, and it was accepted.  

The Chairman directed the Committee to reconsideration of three plant proposals. She reported that 
the working group charged with trying to combine proposals CoP13 Prop. 40, Prop. 41 and Prop. 42 
had failed to reach consensus on a way forward: the three proposals therefore stood separately. 

The delegation of Thailand introduced document CoP13 Doc. 60 Addendum 2, an amendment to 
proposal CoP13 Prop. 40. The delegations of Mexico and Ecuador opposed the amended proposal, 
citing identification problems and believing the proposal to be premature. The delegations of Malaysia 
and Switzerland supported it, the latter considering that it would ease the burden placed on 
importing and exporting countries in issuing permits for hybrids. Seeing that there was no consensus, 
the Chairman and the delegation of Thailand wished to move to vote on the amended proposal, 
which was accepted, with 60 votes in favour, 20 against and 11 abstentions (Annex 1). 

The delegation of Switzerland then introduced proposal CoP13 Prop. 41, stressing that they believed 
their proposal was not theoretically difficult to implement and that the acceptance of proposal CoP13 
Prop. 40 did not render theirs redundant. They recommended that, if their proposal were accepted, 
the Plants Committee work on reconciling it with proposal CoP13 Prop. 40. The delegation of Mexico 
opposed the Swiss proposal for the same reasons they had opposed the Thai proposal and sought 
clarification over the interrelation between the two. The Secretariat expressed concern that there 
could be two regimes applying to orchid hybrids and that this might not be practical. The delegation 
of Switzerland strove to convince the Committee that there was no overlap between their proposal 
and that from Thailand just accepted. The Chairman of the Plants Committee clarified that the Swiss 
proposal addressed a different form of trade and was therefore not redundant for consideration. 
Reluctantly, the delegation of Australia opposed the Swiss proposal, as it did not appear to limit the 
quantity of orchids implicated, while the Thai proposal did not appear to exclude specimens in 
flower. On these grounds, they suggested deferring the Swiss proposal until it could be made more 
supportive of the Thai one. The delegation of the United States fully supported proposal CoP13 Prop. 
41, on the grounds that the specimens involved would be readily recognizable. Recognizing some 
confusion in the Committee, they also clarified that this proposal and the previous proposal did not 
overlap with regard to the genera Miltonia, Odontoglossum and Oncidium as these were excluded 
from the annotation agreed by the Committee in accepting the amended proposal CoP13 Prop. 40 
but included in the present proposal. However, in order to bring the scope of the present proposal 
closer into line with the previous proposal, the delegation of the Netherlands, on behalf of the 
Member States of the European Community, proposed that these three genera be removed from 
proposal CoP13 Prop. 41. 

The Chairman moved to vote on proposal CoP13 Prop. 41, as amended by the proposal from the 
delegation of the Netherlands, on behalf of the Member States of the European Community. The 
result was 33 votes in favour, 16 against and 45 abstentions (see Annex 2) and the proposal, 
amended to exclude the genera Miltonia, Odontoglossum and Oncidium (interspecific hybrids within 
the genera and intergeneric hybrids), was accepted. 

 The delegation of Brazil, noted that they had voted in favour but registered their support for other 
Parties within the region, and their grave concern at the measures taken. They considered that the 
proposal was unenforceable in practice.  

In light of the acceptance of the above two proposals, proposal CoP13 Prop. 42 was withdrawn by 
the Chairman of the Plants Committee. 

 Document CoP13 Com. I. 11, relating to proposal CoP13 Prop. 49 to list Aquilaria spp. and 
Gyrinops spp. in Appendix II, was introduced by the Chairman of the working group established to 
consider the proposal (United States). They noted that it had been agreed to recommend a capacity-
building workshop. The Secretariat suggested addition of prior to the 14th meeting of the 
Conference of the Parties at the end of paragraph a), in response to a query from the delegation of 
Qatar regarding timing. The document was accepted, as amended. 

The session was closed at 21h00. 
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Annex 1 

Agenda item 60 – Result of the vote on proposal CoP13 Prop. 40, as amended by document CoP13 Doc. 
60 Addendum 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CoP13 Com. I. Rep. 16 (Rev. 1) – p. 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CoP13 Com. I. Rep. 16 (Rev. 1) – p. 5 

CoP13 Com. I. Rep. 16 (Rev. 1) 
Annex 2 

Agenda item 60 – Result of the vote on proposal CoP13 Prop. 41, as amended. 
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