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Introduction to CITES 
 

The 19th Conference of the Parties (CoP19) for the Convention on International Trade 

in Endangered Species of Fauna and Flora (CITES) was held in Panama City from 14 

to 24 November 2022.  

 

The Conference of the Parties, CoP, meets every 3 years to review and decide on two 

types of documents submitted prior to the meeting: 

- Documents presented as suggestions for changing some CITES procedures or 

rules,  

- Proposals related to the listing of animal and plant species into the appendices 

of the Convention to increase or decrease the regulations for international trade 

in these species. 

 
Only the CITES Secretariat, the Standing Committee and the Parties (States that have 

ratified CITES) can propose Documents, while only Parties can submit Proposals. The 

debates on Proposals are held in Committee I, while the debates on Documents and 

held in Committee II. These Committees operate simultaneously throughout the 

conference, so Parties and Observers are split between the two. A combined Plenary 

session is held at the end of the CoP to go through the recommendations made by the 

Committees and give Parties a final chance to reopen the debate on specific matters.  

 

During Committee and Plenary sessions, Parties are given preference for debating each 

issue. Observers are usually given shorter times to make interventions once the Parties 

have had a chance to debate. The Chair of the Committee session is tasked with 

moderating the debate and trying to find consensus where possible. If there is no 

consensus on a particular point, the Parties come to a vote on the matter. Votes on 

substantive matters require a two-thirds majority to be approved.  

 

Having Observer status allows one to attend these sessions, join working groups that 

are formed during or after the CoP, and make interventions. Observer organisations 

may also host side events that highlight specific issues or present studies related to 

CITES. Outside of the formal sessions, Observers may lobby the Parties to support or 

reject particular Documents or Proposals. CITES CoPs also provide civil society 

organisations with a chance to meet key government officials to discuss wildlife trade 

or other matters. 

 

CITES CoP19 was followed by a meeting of the Standing Committee, which 

implements some of the decisions taken by the CoP, particularly by forming the 

intersessional working groups that were established through decisions made during 

CoP19. 
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Delegation and Work Prior to CITES 
 

 
From left to right: Siyoka Simasiku, CLN, Rodgers Lubilo, CLN, Sharon Andersen, 

AWF/ACBA, Maxi Louis, CLN, Marianne Courouble, RAUK, Nabot Mbeeli, AWF/NNF 

 

Resource Africa (RA), the Community Leaders Network of Southern Africa (CLN), 

and other partner organisations in the African CSOs Biodiversity Alliance (ACBA) sent 

several delegates to CITES. As registered Observers, these delegates could request to 

take the floor during the debates to make strategic interventions.  

 

RA sent two delegates – Marianne Courouble and Gail Thomson. While only one 

delegate was officially registered under CLN – Dr Rodgers Lubilo – several others were 

able to attend by being registered under other Observer organisations. Maxi Louis 

attended under the auspices of IUCN Sustainable Livelihoods Specialist Group (SULi), 

Bupe Banda under the International Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation 

(CIC), and Siyoka Simasiku and Ditiro Mmereki under NCONGO. The NCONGO 

delegation, which was supported by the Botswana delegation, also included members 

of Community Trusts in Botswana – Moses Sinchembe, Kutlwano Russel and Gabriel 

Musindoall.  

 

A number of community members from South Africa who were not CLN members at 

the time of CoP19 (but intend to apply) attended the conference as part of their 

government’s delegation. Consequently, with financial assistance from various partner 

organisations and governments, communities in Southern Africa were relatively well 

represented at CITES. Besides the delegates from RA and CLN, ACBA was 

represented by three delegates registered under African Wildlife Foundation (AWF) 

(Edwin Tambara, Philip Muruthi, Sharon Andersen and Nabot Mbeeli (fellowship 

programme)), Taye Taferi from TRAFFIC and Dr Gladys Kalema-Zikusoka from 

Kenya Wildlife Conservancies Association. 
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The main points of interest for the delegates in these partner organisations were the 

Documents submitted to CoP19 on the role of communities in CITES, the need for 

CITES to consider impacts of decisions made on livelihoods, and to observe the debates 

around listing decisions for key African species. Regular briefing and debriefing 

meetings were organised by RA at the venue with ACBA partner organisations to 

discuss events happening in the day ahead or the outcomes of previous debates.  

 

Taking advantage of the presence of all European State delegations, meetings were also 

set up between CLN and delegates from European Parties to talk about proposed 

hunting bans in these countries. Finally, the delegates took advantage of networking 

opportunities and discussed interventions and strategies with other Observers that had 

similar goals at CoP19. This report covers the activities of CLN and RA delegates.  

 

Prior to CoP19, RA, CLN and ACBA had several preparation meetings for CITES 

CoP19 and jointly prepared an advocacy strategy and released a position paper focusing 

on four key Documents that concern the involvement of communities in CITES and the 

effect of CITES listing decisions on livelihoods. Documents 13 and 15 covered the 

former issue, while Documents 14 and 87.1 covered the latter. In that analysis and a 

similar one prepared as an official Information Document by IUCN SULi, Document 

15 was singled out as a key proposal that should get maximum support from all partner 

organisations. This position paper was sent to CITES delegates via email during the 

first day of CoP19 in both English and French Social media memes were created with 

our key messages on each of these documents and posted on CLN and RA social media 

platforms. 

 

A popular article was drafted before CoP19 by Marianne Courouble for the French 

magazine, Chasses Internationales, “La Cop19 cultive la protection de papier”, page 

32, December issue, N°28. 

https://fr.calameo.com/read/00395089366360dcca96f?authid=nGKGrF3ZEuXW 

 

  

https://fr.calameo.com/read/00395089366360dcca96f?authid=nGKGrF3ZEuXW
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Supporting CITES and Communities – Documents 13 and 15 
 

 
The press conference held prior to the side event. The Zimbabwean Minister Hon. 

Ndlovu (middle) was in attendance. 

 

Document 15, entitled “Participatory Mechanisms for Rural Communities in CITES”, 

was submitted by Eswatini, Namibia and Zimbabwe. The main point of their proposal 

was to create a Rural Communities Sub-committee to play an advisory role to the 

CITES Standing Committee (comprising CITES Parties). They further recommended 

that CITES CoP19 to fully endorse the UN Declaration on the Rights of Peasants and 

Other People Working in Rural Areas (UNDROP).  

 

Document 13, entitled “Engagement of Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities”, 

was submitted by the CITES Secretariat. This suggested re-establishing an inter-

sessional working group (comprising Parties and Observers) between CoP19 and 

CoP20 to further investigate mechanisms for CITES to engage with communities.  

 

Side Events, Reception and Press Conference 

 

 
Side event moderated by Maxi Louis and attended by several CITES Parties and CLN 
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CLN and Southern African Parties co-hosted a side event on 16 November to discuss 

these matters and invited the EU Head of Delegation, Jorge Rodriguez Romeiro (visited 

during the CLN/RA EU trip in May 2022) to speak at the event. A press conference 

with the Zimbabwean Minister, CLN members and community leaders from Mexico 

and the United States of America was held to advertise the side event.  

 

RA obtained a substantial list of contact mails of attending delegates and was therefore 

able to circulate the invitation for the side-event widely. The event itself was well 

attended and high-level officials or Ministers from Zimbabwe, Botswana, Zambia and 

Tanzania all gave their inputs alongside the EU Head of Delegation recalling the EU 

commitment to better engage communities “as part of the solutions” and the need of 

“people-centered” approaches to conservation. Rodgers and Ditiro spoke as community 

leaders, while Maxi moderated the event.  

 

IUCN SULi held a separate, complementary side event (in the slot immediately after 

the CLN event) on Document 15. This event discussed the kind of mechanism one 

could put in place to achieve the goal of Doc. 15, following the example set by the UN 

Convention on Biological Diversity and the UN Framework Convention for Climate 

Change. Maxi was an invited speaker to this event and other CLN members attended. 

 

In the evening before the discussion on Document 15, CIC hosted a reception at the Bio 

Museum in Panama City as a means of lobbying for this document and for sustainable 

use and community involvement more generally. Bupe Banda gave a presentation 

during the reception on the role of communities in conservation. 

 

 
Bupe Banda giving a talk at a reception hosted by CIC. 

 

Interventions during Committee II deliberations on Doc. 13 and Doc. 15 
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CLN members intervened as Observers during the debates regarding Doc. 13 and 15, 

calling for more involvement of communities in CITES decision-making.  

 

Ditiro Mmereki made the following intervention during the Doc.13 debate: 

 

“Madam Chair, I thank you for the opportunity. As this is the first time we are taking 

the floor, we would like to congratulate you as chair, and thank Panama for its 

hospitality. I am making this intervention on behalf of Ngamiland Council of NGOs 

and the communities we work with in Botswana. We are disappointed that this process 

has taken so long until now. We recognise that COVID-19 caused problems in the last 

intersessional period, but it has been 6 years since this issue was first introduced. On 

behalf of rural communities in Botswana, we would like to support the intervention of 

Botswana and other countries who have said similar things. It is time for CITES to 

include the views and perspectives of rural communities. We cannot just keep speaking 

about it, we need some concrete actions and way forward.” 

 

Rodgers Lubilo made the following intervention during the Doc. 15 debate: 

 

“Madam Chair, since we are taking the floor for the first time, I would like to thank 

Panama as the host country for organising this event, and the Chair for this opportunity 

to make an intervention. 

 

I am making this intervention on behalf of the Community Leaders Network of 

Southern Africa, which represents millions of people in rural areas living alongside 

wildlife in Angola, Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Tanzania, 

Zambia and Zimbabwe. We are also making this intervention on behalf of our 

community-based organisations in all nine countries, the list of which I will provide to 

the rapporteurs. Our network is also a member of the African Civil Society 

Organisations’ Biodiversity Alliance (ACBA). 

 

Madam Chair, as rural community representatives, we fully support Document 15 

submitted by Eswatini, Namibia and Zimbabwe. Rural communities are the ultimate 

custodians of fauna and flora around the world. Since communities are being excluded 

from decision-making processes at CITES, conservation is suffering.  

 

Madam Chair, our communities may not have political power, but they live with 

wildlife on a daily basis. Ultimately, we decide the fate of wildlife. We want a positive 

outcome. Therefore we would like to discuss more about the benefits of legal trade than 

illegal trade. If communities continue to be left out of CITES decisions about the 

wildlife we are living with, we have the power to remove wildlife and convert natural 

habitat to other uses. Without any incentive to conserve animals that threaten our lives, 

damage our crops and kill our livestock, without any incentive to sustainably use their 

woodlands and forests, we bear the costs for conservation. If our communities are left 

behind and no longer conserve the wildlife and habitat, what will CITES discuss during 

future CoPs? There will be no fauna and flora left to discuss. 

 

Madam Chair, we must bring communities into CITES decision-making processes. 

Document 15 charts a practical way forward to achieve this goal through the 

mechanism of an advisory sub-committee to the Standing Committee. The diversity of 

communities across the world should not be viewed as a hindrance to our participation 
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at international level. Our communities have organised themselves in their own 

democratic structures and have joined associations such as ours on national and regional 

levels. There is no reason why community associations should not be incorporated in 

CITES structures. As I conclude, we strongly call upon all Parties to CITES that are 

serious about upholding the rights of rural communities to support Document 15.” 

 

This intervention was accompanied by a list of the CLN member countries, the number 

of community-based organisations that are part of CLN in those countries, and the 

estimated number of community members represented by those organisations. This was 

submitted to the rapporteur of the Committee for the CITES CoP19 records. 

 

 
Rodgers, Siyoka and Maxi sitting at the CLN station at CoP19 

 

Concluding statement in plenary 

 

Chair Rodgers Lubilo made the following concluding remarks during plenary, 

particularly referring to the involvement of communities in CITES: 

 

“I take this opportunity to thank you and your colleagues, the good people of Panama, 

the Secretariat, the Conference of the Parties and all the delegates who are here. I speak 

on behalf of the Community Leaders Network that represents nine Southern African 

countries and millions of rural communities. 

 

From the outset, I would like to acknowledge the diversity in this room; we appreciate 

the diversity of opinion. But we would also like to thank our countries from Southern 

Africa especially for their good, consistent call that community involvement is critical 

to conservation. We thank them.  

 

I would also like to take this opportunity to invite our friends from all over the world 

who have had no chance to work with communities properly to come to Southern 

Africa. Wildlife populations are thriving in Southern Africa is because our governments 

have worked with communities, they have put communities at the centre so that they 

can maintain the habitat and be resilient to the human-wildlife conflict that goes with 

wildlife conservation. So you are welcome to visit us, our friends in Europe, America, 

Asia, come to Southern Africa, come to us and listen and see how we interact with 

wildlife.  
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We would like to thank the organisers for giving us the opportunity to be part of CoP 

19, and we look forward to adding value to CoP20. Community Leaders Network, on 

behalf of our communities would like to express interest to be included in the 

intersessional working group on rural communities so that our voices and contribution 

can be heard.  

 

We know that CITES is there to promote international trade, and we would like this 

organisation to continue, but it should be able to address some of the challenges that 

we have observed. The political processes that we have encountered here, we hope that 

they will translate into something of value. We would appreciate if the range states’ 

positions are given more attention in future. I thank you and the good people of Panama, 

and on behalf of all my colleagues we hope to meet again at the next CoP. Thank you.” 

 

Outcomes of the debates 

 

Doc.13 was adopted, but Doc.15 was not adopted in its current form. Instead, the 

working group that was to be re-established through Doc.13 was instructed to examine 

the proposal in Doc.15 and make further recommendations on possible mechanisms for 

incorporating the views of communities in CITES processes. 

 

During the Standing Committee meeting after CoP19, CLN and its member 

organisations (NCONGO, CAMPFIRE, ZCBNRM) all volunteered to be part of the 

working group on communities. Canada volunteered to chair the working group. 

 

 
Rodgers, Maxi and Bupe at the CLN and Zambian CBNRM Forum stations at CoP19 
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Support of CITES and Livelihoods – Documents 14 and 87.1 
 

Documents 14 and 87.1 on livelihoods were also generally supported by RA and CLN, 

although the mechanism for incorporating livelihood considerations in CITES proposed 

by Doc. 87.1 was flagged by the CITES Secretariat as difficult. The proponents of this 

Document (Botswana, Cambodia, Eswatini, Namibia and Zimbabwe) suggested that 

livelihoods be included in the listing criteria of CITES, alongside biological and trade 

criteria. Similar proposals had been presented at CoP17 and CoP18, but with little 

success.  

 

Document 14, submitted by the CITES Standing Committee, suggested re-establishing 

a working group on CITES and Livelihoods to operate between CoP19 and CoP20 and 

to collate and conduct more case studies and commission a review of these studies to 

provide further input into CITES processes. This Document also proposes that CITES 

Parties should engage with indigenous peoples and local communities at the national 

level.  

 

Intervention during Committee II deliberations on Doc. 14 

 

Bupe Banda made the following intervention during the debate on Doc. 14: 

 

“Madam Chair, I thank you for the opportunity. As this is the first time we are speaking 

at this session, we would like to congratulate you as chair, and we thank Panama for 

hosting us at this event. I am making this intervention on behalf of the Zambian 

Community Resources Board Forum, which represents 80 community-based 

organisations in Zambia and over 200,000 people who live in rural Zambia.  

 

Madam Chair, in Zambia, we are well aware of the contribution of legal wildlife trade 

to rural communities and the consequences of restricting such trade. When our 

communities are able to trade internationally wildlife in a sustainable manner, they 

create jobs, drive local development projects, pay scholarships for young people and 

improve access to essential services. When such trade is cut off, our people cannot 

generate these benefits. Rural communities are often marginalised and poor, meaning 

that these benefits make a substantial difference to daily life. 

 

Madam Chair, given this context, we would like to know why more case studies are 

needed to confirm that livelihoods are linked to wildlife trade. While the focus on 

livelihoods in Document 14 are welcomed, we urge Parties to take action and ensure 

that decisions made at this level do not negatively affect poor rural communities. We 

do not think that this important issue should only be discussed at the national level.” 

 

No interventions were made during the debate on Doc.87.1. 

 

Outcomes of the debates 

 

Doc.14 was adopted by the CoP, but Doc.87.1 was rejected. During the Standing 

Committee meeting after CoP19, Peru and Zambia volunteered as co-chairs of the 

Livelihoods working group. Observers wanting to be part of this working group must 

express their interest by responding to a notification to be sent via email. RA, CLN and 

its member organisations will request to be part of the working group.  
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Proposals relating to African animal species  
 

The outcomes relating to species listing proposals were both positive and negative for 

Southern African countries. To be adopted, these proposals need consensus or a two-

thirds majority (i.e. >66.6%) in favour by vote if consensus is not achieved. These are 

briefly described here.  

 

Prop. 1. Transfer hippopotamus from Appendix II to Appendix I.  
 

Proponents: Benin, Burkina Faso, Central African Republic, Gabon, Guinea, Liberia, 

Mali, Niger, Senegal, Togo. 

 

This proposal was amended to propose keeping the hippo on Appendix II but assigning 

zero quota for the purposes of international trade across all range states. This is 

effectively the same as moving the hippo to Appendix I. 

 

This proposal from West African countries that jointly host only 4,500 hippos was 

based on old or invalid information on hippos and claimed that the species was 

undergoing a ‘marked decline’. Although none of the proponent countries allow trade 

of hippo parts in any form, their populations are still declining. The proposal suggested 

that trade in hippo parts from Southern and East African range states was threatening 

their hippo populations, but there is no clear evidence that this was the case.  

 

SADC States all opposed this proposal, pointing out that their hippo populations are 

healthy and either stable or growing. Since each of these range states have more hippos 

than the combined number in the West African proponent states, the healthy hippo 

population in this part of Africa indicates that the species is not undergoing a marked 

decline Africa-wide and that the hippo trade that is allowed in these countries is not a 

cause for concern. 

 

CLN had prepared an intervention for this debate, but due to time constraints Observers 

were not given the opportunity to take the floor. RA published an Opinion Editorial in 

Daily Maverick explaining why up-listing hippos to Appendix I would not improve 

hippo conservation - https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-11-22-hippo-parts-

trade-curbs-not-necessarily-best-for-africa-conservation/  

 

Outcome: the proposal went to a vote both in Committee I and during plenary. Both 

times it did not receive enough votes (only 53% in favour in Committee I and 50% in 

favour in plenary) to pass and was therefore rejected. It is important to note that the EU 

(27 votes in one block) against the proposal on both occasions. 

 

https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-11-22-hippo-parts-trade-curbs-not-necessarily-best-for-africa-conservation/
https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2022-11-22-hippo-parts-trade-curbs-not-necessarily-best-for-africa-conservation/
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Vote for Prop 1 on hippo. 

 

Prop. 2. Transfer of rhinoceros population in Namibia from Appendix I to 

Appendix II. 

 

Proponents: Botswana and Namibia. 

 

This proposal requested an annotation on the Appendix II listing that would allow for 

live trade of rhinos for the purposes of in-situ conservation only and for hunting trophy 

exports. Trophies may already be exported under Appendix I, as Article 3 of the 

Convention allows exports of such species for ‘non-commercial purposes’. 

 

Most of the white rhino population in Namibia is on private farmland, where it has 

grown due to a combination of imports from South Africa and successful breeding. 

Allowing sales of white rhino to other African range states would increase the incentive 

for rhino ownership in Namibia and provide a source of rhinos for countries that want 

to reintroduce the species.  

 

Kenya and Uganda supported this proposal, as the northern white rhino (sub-species of 

white rhino) has been driven to extinction in the wild, and introducing the southern 

white rhino could be an option for the future. Israel suggested that the annotation be 

restricted to allow only export only to parts of the range of the southern white rhino, 

which would exclude exports to countries that used to have northern white rhino. This 

extra restriction was rejected by most other Parties, based on the need to replace the 

northern white rhino with an ecologically equivalent sub-species, since the northern 

white is all but extinct (two females remain in captivity in Kenya).  

 

Outcome: During discussions in Committee I, the proponents were persuaded to 

remove the point about hunting trophies and include only live trade to areas where white 

rhino (both sub-species) historically occurred. Trophies can still be exported under 

Appendix I. The amended proposal was adopted with a 73% majority. 
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Vote for Prop. 2 on the Namibian white rhino 

 

Prop. 3. Remove the annotation on Eswatini’s rhino population (Appendix II), 

thus allowing regulated trade in rhino horn 

 

Proponent: Eswatini 

 

Eswatini has a population of nearly 100 white rhinos in two reserves that are largely 

self-funded. This proposal was to enable Eswatini to sell 300 kg of stockpiled horn and 

20 kg of horn from regular dehorning and natural deaths per year thereafter. The 

purpose of these sales would be to fund the reserves where the rhinos currently occur, 

increase salaries of game rangers and aid recovery post-COVID.  

 

Most CITES Parties spoke against this proposal, saying that any form of rhino horn 

trade would stimulate demand and increase illegal trade and poaching. China, Japan 

and the other SADC range states were the only ones who spoke in favour of the 

proposal. 

 

Outcome: Eswatini requested a vote, but the proposal was rejected with only 15% in 

favour. 
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Vote for Prop. 3 Eswatini rhino horn trade 

 

Prop. 4. To amend the annotation on elephant Appendix II for populations in 

Botswana, Namibia, South Africa and Zimbabwe 

 

Proponent: Zimbabwe 

 

Although the elephants in these four range states are on Appendix II, trade in ivory is 

restricted through an annotation that allowed only once-off sales of government 

stockpiles in 2008. Additionally, Zimbabwe is not allowed to sell elephant leather 

products commercially, even though the other three countries are allowed. The proposal 

included deleting this restriction for Zimbabwe. 

 

Outcome: This proposal was rejected in Committee I, but Zimbabwe reopened the 

debate in plenary to ask if the scope of the proposal could be reduced to allow it to sell 

elephant leather products commercially. This amended proposal was also rejected, with 

only 53% in favour. 
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Vote on Prop. 4 amended to allow Zimbabwe to trade elephant skins commercially. 

 

Prop. 5. Transfer elephant populations in Botswana, Namibia, South Africa and 

Zimbabwe from Appendix II to Appendix I 

 

Proponents: Burkina Faso, Equatorial Guinea, Mali, Senegal 

 

The proponents cite the marked decline in elephant populations across Africa and the 

new IUCN Red List assessment for African savannah elephants (Endangered) and 

forest elephants (Critically Endangered) as a reason to put all elephants on Appendix I. 

They stated that the current split-listing (with elephants in four countries on Appendix 

II) is a problem for law enforcement and encourages illegal trade in ivory. 

 

Outcome: This proposal was rejected in Committee I.  
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Advocacy work and meetings held during CoP19 
 

CoP19 presented a good opportunity for networking with European delegations, 

introducing CLN and the need of community participation to CITES decision-making 

processes, but also discussing recent national proposals to restrict the import of hunting 

trophies through unilateral decisions.  

 

Between the formal CITES discussion sessions, RA established contacts with several 

European delegates, including Belgium, Czech Republic (holding the EU Presidency), 

Germany, The Netherlands, Denmark, Italy, UK, Finland, France and Ukraine.  

 

Two meetings were organised by Marianne Courouble (RAUK) between the UK and 

Finland delegations and the CLN delegation. The details of these meetings are provided 

below. 

 

Advocacy meeting with UK Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(DEFRA) 

 

This meeting was held with Jamie Rendel, Deputy Head of International Biodiversity 

and Environment at DEFRA. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the 

presentation to the UK Parliament of Henry Smith’s Private Members Bill on 25th 

November.  

 

After respective introductions, RA and CLN expressed the concern about the impacts 

of a UK ban on hunting trophy imports on community conservation in Southern Africa. 

We highlighted the inconsistency of this proposed legislation with the confirmed 

additional financial support that the UK has earmarked for the KAZA area, which 

involves many community conservation efforts supported by trophy hunting.  

 

RA and CLN emphasised that the affected countries and communities of Southern 

Africa were not consulted, as they should have been. In response to a request for more 

data on hunting income, the delegates outlined the monitoring and information system 

that would provide more data in future.  

 

When asked about the possibility of implementing a smart ban in consultation with 

affected communities, Mr Rendel explained the UK government considered the 

possibility of a smart ban, but said it is too difficult to implement effectively. He added 

the UK ban should have a limited impact as the number of hunting trophies entering 

the UK is very limited and as such it should not have a big impact on the KAZA 

communities.  

 

Our delegates stressed the fact that a UK ban would have political consequences 

elsewhere in Europe with other countries following the UK ban. Mr Rendel said the 

UK government was aware of this and has therefore decided to take a low profile on 

this issue and not to do any advocacy about it.  

 

Asked about the follow up to the Bill, if adopted, J. Rendel said the debate at the UK 

Parliament would probably last until Spring 2023. He added that the animal rights 

NGOs will probably be busy lobbying the MPs during the period and recommended 
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that CLN/RA get in contact with the UK Parliamentarians to present their views. He 

concluded that he would report to the Minister about our discussion. 

 

Advocacy meeting with Finland Ministry of Environment 

 

This meeting was held with Esko Hyvärinen, Senior Ministerial Advisor, Finnish 

Ministry of Environment, Head of the Finish delegation at CITES CoP19. The focus of 

this meeting was to get an update on the Finnish Parliament’s proposal to ban hunting 

trophy imports.  

 

Mr Hyvärinen explained that the proposed ban is part of a larger initiative to adopt a 

new Nature Conservation Act. The ban will not be a blanket ban but a smart ban. He 

said the government has no say in the debate currently taking place in the Finnish 

Parliament. He observed that public opinion was growing sensitive to the trophy 

hunting issue throughout Europe and recognised that animal rights NGOs played a role 

in creating these sentiments.  

 

CLN informed him of Maxi’s Zoom intervention to the relevant parliament committee 

some weeks ago to express the view of Southern African communities. Mr Hyvärinen 

informed us that the debate will probably be pursued up to spring 2023 and invited CLN 

to pursue its dialogue with Finish MPs.  

 

Informal discussions with other European delegations 

 

A discussion with Italian delegates revealed that last year’s attempt by some Italian 

MPs to introduce a blanket ban over trophy imports did not succeed (at the time RAUK 

sent off counter-argument letters to the MPs). However, a new ban is about to be 

introduced to the new government. Marco Pani, from Conservation Force said he would 

personally take care of the issue using his personal relations with the current 

government.  

 

Discussions with the Netherlands delegation revealed a pro-use and pragmatic 

approach on CITES issues. Ms Marijke Lengeveld, the CITES Management Authority 

and Head of Delegation indicated that the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs played a 

key role in introducing the stricter domestic measures and the trophy import ban in the 

Netherlands some years ago.   

 

Ongoing discussions during the CoP with the French delegation showed a divergence 

of positions within the delegation. The recently appointed Head of the CITES 

Management Authority and the Head of the Scientific Authority indicated a shift from 

a reasonably pro-use approach (with the former team) to a more anti-use approach that 

is influenced by animal rights organisations. Discussions with other members of the 

French delegation, in particular Cyrille Barneirias, Head of international issues at the 

French Biodiversity Office, showed strong willingness to discuss further integration of 

community voices into CITES, seen by his office as a crucial issue.  

 

Other advocacy activities at CoP19 

 

- Translation of the joint position paper for CoP19 into French for Francophone 

African delegates. This was shared by e-mail with delegates from Cameroon, 
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Senegal, Mali and Congo for further circulation within Francophone African 

delegates as well as to the French delegation. 

 

- Position paper also shared with the Head of the EU delegation, Jorge Rodriguez 

Romeiro and the Head of Czech Republic delegation, Jan Plesnik (currently 

holding EU Presidency), along with a request for them to share the paper with 

other EU delegations. 

 

- Position paper and side-event invitation shared with CITES Secretariat Yuan 

Liu, Programme Officer at CITES Secretariat in charge of community issues. 

He attended the side-event and provided useful information on how to secure 

CLN’s participation in the intersessional working groups on community issues. 

 

- Position paper together with invitation to the side-event, with message of 

introduction, sent to a mailing list of 250 CoP19 delegates, contributing to good 

attendance (about 100 delegates). Outcomes and recommendations sent to this 

list after the event to encourage support of Document 15.  
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Political analysis of CITES COP 19 
 

CoP19 was subject to intense lobbying from animal rights organisations such as Human 

Society International, Born Free Foundation, International Foundation for Animal 

Welfare (IFAW), Franz Weber Foundation and Wildlife Conservation Society, among 

others (under the umbrella of the Species Survival Network). These organisations sent 

large delegations to CoP19 to lobby the Parties and produced attractive and official-

looking voting guidebooks for the Parties in multiple languages. In addition, they 

distributed thousands of toy sharks and hippos as part of their emotion-driven strategy 

to support up-listing proposals. 

 

The animal rights positions are increasingly gaining traction at CITES and the 

convention is shifting away from trade regulation in support of sustainable use towards 

a species protection convention. A representative from Franz Foundation Weber took 

the floor during the debate to indicate that CITES was not a convention on trade but a 

convention for the protection of species. 

 

It is clear that anti-use organisations dedicate substantial financial resources to their 

lobbying efforts at CITES, while community-based organisations struggle to finance 

small delegations and cannot afford to match the efforts of the anti-use lobby. This is a 

key issue that requires strategic thinking to address. 

 

The Francophone African delegates are especially influenced by animal rights 

organisations. Marianne Courouble had many discussions in between the formal 

sessions with delegates from Burkina Faso, Senegal, Mali, Togo, Cameroon and 

Congo. A delegate from the Senegal delegation complained that the African Elephant 

Coalition (consisting of anti-use African States) platform is used by animal rights 

NGOs to instruct West African Parties on what they must say during CITES debates. 

The same delegate confirmed that Francophone African delegates are sponsored by 

animal rights organisations. In Mali’s concluding speech, they thanked Humane 

Society International, IFAW, Franz Weber Foundation and Born Free Foundation for 

their support and Israel (which has a very anti-use stance) for financial support. 

 

To overcome ongoing opposition from Francophone Africa, a dialogue needs to be 

established between Southern Africa and West Africa. Some common ground could 

potentially be created regarding community participation in CITES and the CBNRM 

model used in Southern Africa. Discussions with some Francophone African delegates 

indicated their genuine willingness to know more about CBNRM and to participate in 

a pan-African dialogue through ACBA.  

 

A series of technical exchange visits should be organised between key officials and 

community representatives from these two regions of Africa. This could be organised 

through the existing African wildlife colleges of Garoua in Cameroon, of Mweka in 

Tanzania and the South African wildlife college. The language barrier is an issue, but 

field exchange visits should overcome the problem. The proposal should also be 

discussed with DRC, which is currently the SADC chair. 

 

Despite strong internal opposition from some Member States, the EU (voting as a block 

of 27 Parties) adopted a rather pragmatic and balanced position, and voted in favour of 

SADC proposals several times (Prop. 1, Prop. 2 and the amended Prop. 4).  

https://africanelephantcoalition.com/member-countries/
https://africanelephantcoalition.com/member-countries/
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Other events and activities 
 

Interviews 

 

 
Ditiro Mmereki giving an interview on his participation at CoP19 

 

Some of the CLN delegation granted interviews for the German media and for our own 

use on the website and social media. These opportunities are useful for generating 

content and amplifying the views and perspectives of CLN about CITES and other 

related matters. 

 

South African communities side event 

 

 
Side event hosted by the South African delegation to present community involvement in 

conservation 

 

The South African delegation hosted a side event that included government and 

community representatives speaking about how communities can be involved in 

conservation. The first presentation outlined the People and Parks programme, whereby 
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communities living adjacent to National Parks are brought into the management 

structure of the Park and derive a wide variety of benefits from the Park. These benefits 

include capacity building, awareness, infrastructure development, access & benefit 

sharing and job creation. 

 

The second presentation was a case study from a community-run reserve that uses 

tourism and hunting as revenue streams. Through the land reform process, the 

community gained 20,000 hectares of land, 14,000 of which they decided to use as a 

game reserve. They have formed Joint Venture partnerships with the private sector to 

run lodges on their land and host hunting parties that hunt on their land or on 

surrounding game ranches. 

 

Anti-hunting and anti-trade side events 

 

Two anti-hunting or anti-trade side events were held during the CoP, which some of 

our delegation attended to challenge the narrative being presented. John Grobler, a 

Namibian journalist presented on the sale of live elephants from Namibia to the UAE 

and his belief that Namibia’s elephant numbers are falsified and CBNRM is not 

working. These points were challenged during the Q&A, pointing out that he has no 

scientific backing for his ideas and no factual grounds for his arguments. 

 

Adam Cruise was one of the speakers at an event hosted by Franz Weber Foundation 

to present his findings about CBNRM in Namibia and Botswana. He claimed that 

communities receive no benefits from hunting, while other invited speakers from Costa 

Rica and Kenya talked about the benefits from photo-tourism. CLN asked why people 

working in communities in the latter countries were invited to talk about their countries, 

while a journalist from South Africa who does not work with communities was invited 

to speak on behalf of Namibians and Batswana. He was also challenged to come up 

with viable alternatives to trophy hunting in remote parts of these countries where 

tourism is also not viable.  
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Conclusion and way forward 
 

CITES is politically a very important convention for RA and CLN, as it is addresses 

issues that have a direct impact on CBNRM, the role of communities in international 

conventions and rural livelihoods. The sustainable use of wildlife and concept of using 

a wildlife economy to fund conservation is strongly opposed at CITES, especially due 

to the influence of anti-use NGOs.  

 

It is therefore important for RA and CLN to work between CoP19 and CoP20 

strategically alongside the SADC Parties to engage with Parties from other parts of 

Africa and the world. ACBA has a key role to play in facilitating pan-African dialogue 

and exchange visits, while CLN and RA must continue to build relationships between 

communities and governments in SADC.  

 

CLN’s active participation in the working groups formed around community 

participation in CITES and livelihoods is key to generating support for these matters 

and providing input into proposals for CoP20 that will take this issue forwards. IUCN 

SULi will be a key partner in these working groups, as they provide technical expertise 

and a good understanding of the issues at hand. 

 

 

 


