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Amendment of the Appendices
88. Proposals to amend Appendices I and II
The Chair drew the attention of the Committee to documents CoP17 Doc. 88.1 (Secretariat's assessment of
the proposals to amend Appendices I and II), CoP17 Doc. 88.2 (Rev. 1) (Comments from Parties) and CoP17
Doc. 88.3 (Comments from statutory consultees) and their annexes. She invited any statutory consultee who
wished to do so to take the floor.
The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) reminded the Committee that, as a service to
Parties, IUCN and TRAFFIC had since 1987 been producing the IUCN/TRAFFIC Analyses of the Proposals
to Amend the CITES Appendices (document CoP17 Inf. 11). They drew attention to three areas where use
of Resolution Conf. 9. 24 (Rev. CoP16) on Criteria for amendment of Appendices I and II had proved
problematic. These were: interpretation of the opening paragraph of Annex 4 on precautionary measures;
the appropriate timescales over which to assess forward projections of declines; and the use of data of
uncertain quality. They believed that elaboration of further guidance in these areas would be useful to Parties
for applying the criteria contained in the Resolution, and stated that IUCN and TRAFFIC stood ready to assist
in elaborating such guidance.
The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) drew attention to Annex 5 to document
CoP17 Doc. 88.3, containing the report of the Fifth FAO Expert Advisory Panel for the Assessment of
Proposals to Amend Appendices I and II of CITES Concerning Commercially-exploited Fish Species. They
stressed that the Panel made strenuous efforts to provide fair and balanced reviews against specific terms
of reference, based on inputs from a range of experts. The Panel’s report was intended to be a key reference
to assist Parties in judging amendment proposals, but did not make specific recommendations as to whether
or not to accept proposals. They noted the limited time that the Parties had to make use of the Panel’s
findings, and asked the Committee to consider improved ways in which objective, transparent, scientific
advice on the amendment proposals could be provided to the Parties before the 18th meeting of the
Conference of the Parties. They also proposed that they work with the Secretariat in order to suggest ways
forward, within the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between CITES and FAO.
The Chair indicated that the full interventions by FAO and IUCN would be included as annexes to the
summary record (see Annex 1).
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Proposal CoP17 Prop. 1, to delete Bison bison athabascae from Appendix II, was introduced by Canada.
Brazil, Chile, China, Egypt, the European Union, Kenya, Norway, Qatar and the United States of America
supported the proposal.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 1 to delete Bison bison athabascae from Appendix II was accepted by consensus.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 2, to include Capra caucasica in Appendix II, with a zero quota for wild-taken Capra
caucasica caucasica exported for commercial purposes or as hunting trophies, was introduced by Georgia
and the European Union. The co-proponents drew attention to document CoP17 Inf. 16 which contained
additional information on the export for commercial purposes or as hunting trophies of the species.
India, Ukraine and Humane Society International (HSI) supported the proposal, with the annotation for a
zero export quota. The Russian Federation opposed the proposal, emphasising that it was the largest range
State for the species, that the Russian population was stable and that controlled hunting provided incentives
for the conservation of the species and its habitat. They also questioned the accuracy of some of the
information in the proposal’s supporting statement.
Canada, supported by the United States of America, expressed concern regarding the annotation for a zero
export quota, noting that it would result in measures stricter than those that would apply in an Appendix-I
listing and querying whether it would provide any additional benefit, given that the subspecies was already
protected at national level and that the threats it faced were domestic. South Africa believed that only Capra
caucasica caucasica met the criteria for inclusion in Appendix II.
The European Union and Georgia proposed amending the proposal by removing reference to a zero quota
for wild-taken Capra caucasica caucasica. Canada and Guyana supported this. The Russian Federation
suggested that an Appendix-III listing for Georgia could be more appropriate, but agreed not to block
consensus to support the amended proposal.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 2 to include Capra caucasica in Appendix II, as amended so as to remove the zero
quota annotation for wild-taken Capra caucasica caucasica, was accepted by consensus.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 3, to amend annotations 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the populations of Vicugna vicugna in
Appendix II, was introduced by Peru, who noted that the current annotations were insufficiently clear. They
reported that they had new relevant information and asked the Chair to delay the proposal’s consideration
until Parties had had time to review this information. Peru’s request was supported by Argentina, Bolivia,
Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador and the European Union. The Chair suspended discussion of proposal
CoP17 Prop. 3 until Parties had had time to review the new text, once it had been made available.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 5 to transfer Puma concolor coryi and P. c. couguar from Appendix I to Appendix II
was introduced by Canada, who noted that the proposal resulted from the Periodic Review and was
endorsed by the Animals Committee. The proposal included a recommendation that, should it be accepted,
the Conference of the Parties adopt the standard taxonomic reference for mammals [Wilson and Reader
(2005)] as the taxonomic reference for Puma concolor.
The United States of America explained that the proposal was essentially procedural and would have no
effect on the conservation of Puma concolor coryi in the wild. However, they were aware that some countries
with Puma concolor populations had raised concerns that the proposal, if adopted, might have an impact on
domestic protection of those populations. They intended therefore to abstain if the proposal were to come to
a vote.
Brazil, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Humane Society International and the Natural
Resources Defense Council did not support the proposal, Costa Rica drawing attention to evidence of illegal
trade in Puma concolor. Canada stressed that the proposal concerned only Puma concolor coryi and
P. c. couguar, whose distribution was confined to Canada and the United States of America.
Chile, Colombia, the European Union and its member States, Mexico, Switzerland and the Documentation
Centre for Species Protection supported the proposal.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 5 to transfer Puma concolor coryi and P. c. couguar from Appendix I to Appendix II
was accepted by consensus. The Committee agreed that the Annex to Resolution Conf. 12.11 (Rev. CoP16)
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on Standard nomenclature be amended to reflect the fact that the taxonomic reference for Puma concolor
would henceforth be Wilson and Reeder (2005).
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 6 to transfer Equus zebra zebra from Appendix I to Appendix II, was introduced by
South Africa, who drew the Committee’s attention to relevant supplementary information in documents
CoP17 Inf. 38 and 39.
Burkina Faso, Canada, the Central African Republic, Chile, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Egypt,
Equatorial Guinea, the European Union, Kenya, Senegal, the United Arab Emirates, the United States of
America, Zimbabwe and the Safari Club International Foundation all supported the proposal.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 6 to transfer Equus zebra zebra from Appendix I to Appendix II was accepted by
consensus.
Consideration of proposal CoP17 Prop. 7 regarding Swaziland’s white rhinoceros was deferred.
Proposal CoP17 Prop. 8, to transfer Manis crassicaudata from Appendix II to Appendix I, was withdrawn
by Bangladesh.
The Chair ruled that the following proposals for the transfer of Asian pangolin species from Appendix II to
Appendix I be considered together: CoP17 Prop. 9 relating to Manis crassicaudata, introduced by India;
CoP17 Prop. 10 relating to M. culionensis, introduced by the Philippines; and CoP17 Prop. 11 relating to
M. javanica and M. pentadactyla, introduced by Viet Nam.
The Plurinational State of Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Egypt, the European Union and its member States, Israel,
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mali, Nepal, New Zealand, Pakistan, Peru, Singapore, Sri Lanka and
the United States of America supported the proposals. China noted the importance of joint efforts between
producer, transit and consumer countries in tackling illegal trade in pangolins.
Proposals CoP17 Prop. 9 to transfer Manis crassicaudata from Appendix II to Appendix I and CoP17
Prop. 10 to transfer M. culionensis from Appendix II to Appendix I were accepted by consensus.
Regarding proposal CoP17 Prop. 11, Indonesia expressed the view that Appendix-I listings for Manis
javanica and M. pentadactyla would not achieve conservation objectives. They believed that focussing on
enforcement and engaging local communities would be more effective.
The Chair, realising there was no consensus, called for a vote. Proposal CoP17 Prop. 11 to transfer Manis
javanica and M. pentadactyla from Appendix II to Appendix I was accepted, with 114 Parties voting in favour,
one against and five abstaining (see Annex 2).
The session was adjourned at 12h00.
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Annex 1
Intervention from IUCN and TRAFFIC on CITES Listing Criteria
Since 1987 IUCN and TRAFFIC have been pleased to provide their joint Analyses of Proposals to Amend the
CITES Appendices. Since the adoption of the CITES listing criteria in 1994 we have collected and critically
analysed relevant information to assess the Proposals (not the Supporting Statements) against the criteria in
Resolution Conf. 9.24 (and its revisions). In response to feedback from Parties this time we undertook the
analyses in 10 weeks rather than 12 in order to fit better with Parties’ decision making processes.
In the Analyses we aim to provide an objective analysis of whether or not the proposals meet the listing criteria.
They do not provide advice on whether or not the listing proposed should be adopted or would have positive or
negative conservation benefits for the species or taxa being proposed. In cases where data are lacking we have
noted that there are insufficient data to determine whether the taxon does or does not meet the criteria.
In Annex 4 of Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev CoP16), it is stated that “when considering proposals to amend
Appendix I or II, the Parties shall, by virtue of the precautionary approach and in case of uncertainty … act in the
best interest of the conservation of the species concerned and adopt measures that are proportionate to the
anticipated risks to the species”. However, the Parties have never provided any clear guidance on how to
implement a precautionary approach in the application of the CITES listing criteria; nor have they given guidance
on how to handle information of uncertain quality. In contrast, IUCN’s Red List guidelines provide extensive
guidance on these aspects. In view of the lack of guidance from the CITES Parties, the IUCN TRAFFIC Analyses
of Proposals to Amend the CITES Appendices have always interpreted data and information objectively and have
not attempted to apply a precautionary approach. In other words, in the absence of any clear guidance from the
Parties on these aspects, IUCN and TRAFFIC do not consider it appropriate to apply our own views on risk
tolerance or precaution when carrying out the Analyses.
A number of comments have been made to us regarding apparent discrepancies between the IUCN Red List
assessments and the IUCN/TRAFFIC Analyses. Part of these differences relates to different information being
used. Although the Analyses have drawn on the information in the Red List, we have used the most up-to-date
available data, which is sometimes more recent than that included in the Red List.
Furthermore, although there are similarities between the two sets of criteria (Red List and CITES) there are also
significant differences. Indeed the work in the 1990s to develop the CITES listing criteria initially drew on IUCN’s
parallel process to develop new criteria for the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, although the finalisation of
the two sets of criteria was independent. Both the CITES Parties and IUCN adopted their new criteria in 1994.
In 2001, IUCN revised its own objective and quantitative criteria (with explicit thresholds), which increased the
divergence from the CITES criteria. IUCN’s criteria are applicable to a wide range of taxa so that all species can
be classified using available information into one of a number of categories of extinction risk. Over 80,000 species
have now been assessed by IUCN, and as a result of the learnings from this, extensive guidelines have been
developed that are updated annually. The application of the guidelines has led to further divergence between the
results that can be obtained by applying the two sets of criteria.
Whereas the IUCN Red List system requires that set numerical thresholds be met in order for a species to be
listed in a particular Red List category, the CITES listing criteria only provide indicative, non-binding guidelines
on numerical values in Annex 5 of Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP16).
We would like to emphasise one particular issue. When considering possible future declines of species, the IUCN
criteria (specifically criterion A3) seek to quantify a population size reduction projected or suspected to be met
within the next 10 years or three generations, whichever is the longer (up to a maximum of 100 years).
Although the CITES Listing criteria refer to projected (i.e., future) decreases and declines, unlike IUCN the Parties
have provided no explicit guidance in the biological criteria for Appendix 1 on the time period over which future
declines should be considered. The guidance on future declines given in Annex 5 of Resolution Conf. 9.24
(Rev. CoP16) relates to Appendix 2, in Annex 2aA, not to Appendix 1 proposals.
In conclusion, and regardless of any differences between the CITES and IUCN criteria, IUCN and TRAFFIC
suggests that the CITES Parties might want to consider doing work on the following aspects:
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Developing clear guidance on how to handle uncertainty in information on a species
Likewise develop guidance on the application of the precautionary principle in listing
And develop guidance on appropriate timescales for forward projections for species proposed for
listing in Appendix I.

If requested, IUCN and TRAFFIC will be willing to provide further technical assistance to Parties on these aspects.
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Intervention from FAO on the FAO Expert Advisory Panel
Parties implement fisheries and trade management measures, to get better outcomes for their people and
environment. All management, represents a cost in resources and capacity, so the selection of a new
management measure, should be based on the best available information, of its need, its suitability and a belief
that its implementation will be successful.
One of the key pieces of information needed by Parties, when considering a new CITES listing, is an unbiased
report of the species current biological status. This piece of information, informs the question of risk, to the species
sustainable use for fishers today, and for generations to come.
This risk-based assessment is conducted by looking at species life history characteristics, plus its historical and
current status against benchmarks or standards developed by CITES, FAO and others, which are the CITES
criteria.
The FAO Expert Advisory Panel process has been put in place, to supply this very service.
FAO coordinates and hosts the FAO Expert Advisory Panel, for the Assessment of Proposals to Amend
Appendices I and II of CITES, Concerning Commercially-exploited Aquatic Species. The Panels task is to provide
a fair and balanced expert scientific peer review of CITES proposals. This requirement, responds to specific text
in the CITES Convention which translates, through the FAO-CITES MoU (2006) to the Terms of Reference for
the Expert Panel.
So how does this Panel work in practice?
As an example, the fifth Expert Panel held in June 2016, brought together 25 specialists on fisheries science,
management and trade, plus specialists on individual species or species groupings, to review the information
contained in the CITES listing proposals, provided in Resolution Conf. 9.24 (Rev. CoP16).
These woman and men from over fourteen countries across five continents were carefully selected through a
formal process, required for such UN expert meetings, which follow UN modalities requiring FAO to approach
Member States for clearance of Panel participants prior to invitations being sent out. Although Panel members
participate in their personal capacity and not as representatives of a State or Organization, FAO ensures there is
a balance of expertise and viewpoints available.
For example, in 2016 as well as a range of quantitative fisheries scientists and trade specialists, the Expert Panel
also welcomed an illegal trade specialist from TRAFFIC, and both Co-chairs of the IUCN sharks specialist group
were invited to attend as Expert Panel members. Lastly, two observers from the CITES Secretariat participated,
to provide input on questions related to the CITES criteria and provisions of the Convention.
These scientists, specialists and observers bring current and direct knowledge of the questions under
consideration. In many cases the Panel deliberate over datasets, where members had direct involvement in the
original sourcing of the raw data presented in Proposals, or had peer reviewed scientific manuscripts containing
that information. Therefore, there is usually a significant amount of first-hand knowledge of the material in
question. FAO does however ensure that Expert Panel participants have no direct affiliation with the writing of
the Proposals being assessed.
The critical biological, fishery and trade information assessed by the Panel, includes information on i) productivity
of the species, ii) known declines (both the historical extent of decline and recent rate of decline), plus iii)
information on the importance of the species in international trade, its current management and the likelihood
that a listing of the species in CITES Appendices would improve its outlook for conservation.
The panel spends five days reviewing proposals against the CITES criteria:
1)

Looking at the accuracy, relevance and suitability of any data and information used in each Proposal

2)

The appropriateness of the methods of analysis used and whether or not they have been correctly applied

3)

Modifying factors and the levels of uncertainty in the data and analyses, and whether these have been
appropriately considered in the conclusions of the Proposals; and lastly

4)

The validity of the results and conclusions, and hence the recommendations in each Proposal.
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The FAO Expert Panel Report is the main output, and the FAO position on whether the Proposals, present
information that supports a case for a species meeting the CITES criteria. The CITES Secretariat and Parties are
then offered this information to help them decide if they believe a CITES listing is warranted.
It is important to note that FAO does not advise Parties on whether to list species, as that is the Sovereign
responsibility of the Parties. What FAO is asked to do, is service the needs of the Parties, and the Secretariat, in
regards collating the best available scientific and trade information to assist in the decision making process.
Historically, the Panels decisions have been well received by Parties, and the record shows, that the Panel has
determined that species have met the Cites criteria, on more occasions, than Parties have decided to list them
in the Appendices.
The process of receiving and reviewing Proposals, and preparing the Panel report prior for the COP is very timelimited. However, the FAO tries to ensure the CITES Secretariat and Parties are offered a clear view of the best
available scientific and trade information, to allow them to make informed decisions.
Unlike many fisheries management bodies, there is little scope under the current CITES listing amendment
process to resolve any conflicting views should the Panels evaluations be contested, and this puts at risk, Parties
chances of receiving a coherent, balanced and unified scientific analysis, information they need to assist in their
decision making.
Parties might be urged to consider ways to strengthen and improve the existing process for informing Parties of
the scientific evaluation of Proposals, to ensure that decisions on amendments to the Appendices I and II are
informed by objective and transparent evaluations, of the status of each population in relation to the CITES listing
criteria and guidelines.
In conclusion, we now have three years to work intersessionally so that we are better placed to assist Parties in
their decision making at the following Conference of Parties, CoP18, that will be held in 2019, and I welcome the
opportunity to work with the Secretariat, under the existing provisions of the FAO – CITES MOU (paragraph 4)
to further strengthen and improve the existing process. If the Chair feels this is useful, we could record this
statement in the summary record of this meeting, for future reference.
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Annex 2

The list only shows Parties whose credentials have been accepted.
Seules les Parties dont les pouvoirs ont été acceptés figurent sur cette liste.
En la lista sólo figuran las Partes cuyas credenciales han sido aceptadas.

