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Appendix A 

 

ELEPHANTS, RHINOS, MOZAMBIQUE AND CITES 

 

Conservation of rhinos and elephants has long been a focus of CITES. CITES contributes to the 

conservation of species by limiting and regulating the international trade in specimens of species 

listed in the CITES Appendices. Appendix I includes species “threatened with extinction which 

are or may be affected by trade.”1 CITES prohibits the importation of specimens of Appendix I 

species for primarily commercial purposes and requires import and export permits for any 

permissible trade.2 Appendix II species are those not currently threatened by extinction, but that 

may become threatened if trade is not strictly regulated.3 CITES allows both commercial and non-

commercial trade in Appendix II species but requires that permits accompany all exports and that 

each export is “non-detrimental to the survival of that species.”4 As documented throughout this 

section, CITES Parties often adopt additional measures in resolutions and decisions when a 

species’ conservation status warrants them. 

 

A.   Rhinos, CITES and Mozambique 

 

In 1977, the Parties to the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna 

and Flora (CITES or the Convention) included all rhino subspecies in Appendix I. However, as 

certain rhino populations began to recover—namely the southern white rhino populations in 

southern Africa—the CITES Parties provided certain countries with healthier populations some 

flexibility in terms of exporting rhino specimens.5 The Parties down-listed the southern white rhino 

population of South Africa to Appendix II in 19946 and the southern white rhino population of 

Swaziland in 2004.7 The annotation to these listings specifies that it only applies to the South 

Africa and Swaziland subpopulations “[f]or the exclusive purpose of allowing international trade 

                                                 
1 CITES, supra note XX, art. II(1); CITES, Appendices I and II as of 4 February 1977. 
2 CITES, supra note XX. 
3 CITES, supra note XX, art. II(2)(a). 
4 CITES, supra note XX, art. II(1); CITES, Appendices I and II as of 4 February 1977. 
5 See CITES, Trade in Rhinoceros Specimens: Report of the Secretariat, Doc. 9.28, pg. 1 (1994) (noting that by 

1994, the southern African white rhino and the one-horned rhino of India and Nepal began to experience population 

increases). 
6 CITES, Amendments to Appendices I and II of the Convention, CoP 9 (Nov. 1994). 
7 CITES, Amendments to Appendices I and II of the Convention, Notification to the Parties No. 2004/073 (Nov. 

2004). 
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in live animals to appropriate and acceptable destinations and hunting trophies.”8 The annotation 

further specifies that all other specimens from these populations “shall be deemed to be specimens 

of species included in Appendix I and the trade in them shall be regulated accordingly.”9 

Additionally, by 2004, the Parties also recognized that certain populations of black rhino could 

sustain limited off-takes and granted South Africa and Namibia each an export quota of five black 

rhino hunting trophies.10 

 

At the same time, Parties recognized that substantial demand for and illegal trade in rhino horn 

were contributing significantly to the rapid decline in overall rhino population numbers worldwide, 

even while some range States made progress in their rhino conservation efforts. As a result, the 

Parties have adopted a string of resolutions that have attempted to address the poaching and illegal 

trade crises. At the third meeting of the Conference of Parties (CoP3) in 1981, the Parties adopted 

Resolution Conf. 3.11, recommending that the Secretariat ask non-Party States to take measures 

to prevent the commercial import or export of rhino parts or derivatives.11 Additionally, the 

resolution recommended that the Secretariat ask all relevant States to impose a moratorium on the 

sale of government-held stocks of rhino horn as well as to report on their stockpiles in their annual 

reports.12  

 

Illegal trade and poaching continued, however, and at CoP6 in 1987, the Parties acknowledged 

that drastic measures were necessary to protect rhinos. In fact, a report prepared by the African 

Elephant and Rhino Specialist Group specifically indicated that poaching had escalated and was 

particularly severe in Mozambique.13 The report further explained that Mozambique once was 

home to several thousand black rhinos but that heavy poaching, mostly at the hands of armed 

resistance fighters, reduced the population to fewer than 500.14 It also notes that large quantities 

of rhino horn left Mozambique during the early 1980s.15 In response to this report, the Parties 

adopted Resolution Conf. 6.10, which, among other things, urged a complete prohibition on all 

international and domestic sales and trade of rhino parts and derivatives, an increase in penalties 

for those convicted of rhino related crimes, and strategic action against cross-border poaching.16  

 

By 1994, in the run up to CoP9, it was clear that still more needed to be done. The world rhino 

population decreased more than 90 percent from 1970 to 1994.17 Black rhino populations declined 

by 95 percent, and the Javan rhino population declined to fewer than 100 animals.18 Thus, at CoP9 

in 1994, the Parties commended the successful efforts of some range States to protect existing 

                                                 
8 Id. at Appendices (valid as of Sept. 24, 2012).  
9 Id. 
10 CITES, Establishment of export quotas for black rhinoceros hunting trophies, Resolution Conf. 13.5 (Rev. 

CoP14). 
11 CITES, Trade in Rhinoceros Horn, Resolution Conf. 3.11 (1981) (repealed by Res. Conf. 9.14). 
12 Id. 
13 CITES, Trade in Rhinoceros Products, pg. 631 (1987) (the report also noted troublesome poaching in Chad, 

Central African Republic, all countries in East Africa, Zambia, and Angola). 
14 Id. at 632. 
15 Id. 
16 CITES, Trade in Rhinoceros Products, Resolution Conf. 6.10 (1987)(repealed by Res. Conf. 9.14) (the 

recommended prohibition specifically excluded non-commercial trade in legitimate hunting trophies). 
17 CITES Secretariat, Trade in Rhinoceros Specimens: Report of the Secretariat, Doc. 9.28 § 1 (1994). 
18 Id.  
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rhino populations and reduce consumption of rhino products but concluded that these measures 

had failed to stem the decline in rhino populations.19 Concerned about the continued survival of 

rhinos worldwide, the Parties repealed the two earlier, largely unimplemented resolutions and 

adopted Resolution Conf. 9.14 regarding the Conservation of Rhinoceroses in Asia and Africa.20  

 

Resolution 9.14 reflected a more comprehensive approach to rhino conservation. The resolution 

continued to call for some of the same measures as Resolution 6.11, including a heightened focus 

on cross-border law enforcement collaboration, internal trade restrictions, and the development of 

range State rhino recovery plans.21 In addition, the resolution urges Parties to have adequate 

legislation (consistent with the requirement found in Article VIII(1) of the Convention), 

emphasizes early detection of potential poachers, directs the Standing Committee to continue to 

pursue illegal trade reduction strategies with ongoing evaluation and the development of 

indicators, and calls for increased funding for range State efforts.22 

 

In the following years, Resolution Conf. 9.14 continued to evolve, and the Parties took additional 

measures. At CoP10, the Parties directed rhino range States to report on measures taken to 

conserve their rhino populations.23 In its initial report to CoP11, the Secretariat reported that the 

only reports it received in response to Decision 10.47 were from a handful of range States, 

including Botswana, India, Namibia, Nepal, and South Africa.24 Mozambique did not report. At 

CoP11, the Parties amended Resolution Conf. 9.14 to “strongly urge” range States to report at each 

meeting of the CoP regarding the status of captive and wild rhinoceros populations, a summary of 

incidents of illegal hunting and illegal trade, information regarding law environment activities and 

monitoring programs, efforts to develop and implement relevant national legislation, and the status 

of rhino horn stocks.25 As noted by the Secretariat at CoP12, the only range States to comply with 

this request were Namibia and South Africa; again, Mozambique did not submit a report.26 At 

CoP13, the Secretariat again noted that few range States reported; the only reports it received were 

from Namibia, Swaziland, and China.27 Yet again, Mozambique failed to report, and by this time, 

its rhino populations had declined precipitously.  

 

These and other conclusions, as well as the evolving state of rhino conservation led the Parties to 

revise Resolution 9.14 several times, most recently in 2010 at CoP15. Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. 

CoP15) now “urges” the following actions: 

 

a) all Parties that have stocks of rhinoceros horn to identify, mark, register and secure 

such stocks;  

                                                 
19 CITES, Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP15), supra note ___. 
20 CITES, Resolution Conf. 9.14, Conservation of Rhinoceros in Asia and Africa, in Resolutions of the Conference 

of the Parties, 69, available at http://www.cites.org/eng/CoP/09/E9-Res.pdf.  
21 CITES, Conservation of Rhinos in Asia and Africa, Resolution 9.14 (1994). 
22 Id. 
23 CITES, Regarding the conservation of Rhinoceros, Decision 10.45 (1997). 
24 CITES, Summary Record Committee I, pg. 6 (2000). 
25 CITES, Revised Resolutions of the Conference of the Parties, CoP11, pg. 11 (2000). 
26 CITES, Rhinoceros Trade and Conservation Issues, CoP12 Doc. 35, pg. 1 (2002). 
27 CITES, Conservation of and Trade in Rhinoceros, CoP13 Doc. 30 (Rev. 1), pg. 2 (2004). 

http://www.cites.org/eng/cop/09/E9-Res.pdf
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b) all Parties to adopt and implement comprehensive legislation and enforcement controls, 

including internal trade restrictions and penalties, aimed at reducing illegal trade in 

rhinoceros parts and derivatives;  

c) range States to be vigilant in their law enforcement efforts, including the prevention of 

illegal hunting, the early detection of potential offenders and the application of 

appropriate penalties to act as effective deterrents;  

d) that law enforcement cooperation among range and implicated States be increased 

through existing international, regional and national law enforcement mechanisms and, 

where necessary, through the creation of such mechanisms in order to curtail illegal 

trade in rhinoceros horn; and 

e) the implicated States, as a matter of priority, to work with all user groups and industries 

to develop and implement strategies for reducing the use and consumption of 

rhinoceros parts and derivatives and to report on progress for inclusion into the joint 

IUCN/TRAFFIC reports.28 

 

Since CoP14 in 2007, Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP15) also now recommends that the 

IUCN/SSC African and Asian Rhino Specialist Groups and TRAFFIC submit a report to the 

Secretariat on the conservation of and trade in rhinos and rhino parts and derivatives, in lieu of 

range State reporting.29  

 

In 2007, the Parties further adopted Decisions 14.88 and 14.89, which directed countries with 

stocks of rhino horns to declare their stocks to the Secretariat by CoP15, and invited TRAFFIC to 

review this information.30 As of CoP15, only two range States submitted information regarding 

their stockpiles, and the Secretariat expressed disappointment at the rate of noncompliance as well 

as in the effectiveness of its work and the work of the CITES Parties given the disregard affected 

Parties seem to have for implementing agreed measures.31 Even as of CoP16 in 2013, Mozambique 

had failed to report on its rhino horn stocks, even as knowledge of arrests for possession of rhino 

horn in Mozambique became well known.32 

 

Between CoP14 and CoP15, the Standing Committee took the important step of endorsing the 

establishment of a Rhino Enforcement Task Force.33 Importantly, Mozambique participated as a 

member of the Task Force.34 The Task Force concluded after its first meeting that any Party that 

seizes rhino specimens or becomes aware of illegal trade or poaching should report all relevant 

information using the Interpol Ecomessage format.35 The Task Force, including Mozambique, met 

again after CoP16 and made a number of recommendations dealing with a range of issues relevant 

to rhino poaching and illegal rhino horn trafficking.36 The recommendations range from greater 

collaboration with INTERPOL and better sharing of seizure data to identification of prominent 

                                                 
28 CITES, Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP15), supra note __.  
29 CITES, Conservation of and Trade in African and Asian Rhinoceroses, Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP14). 
30 CITES, Rhinoceroses, Decision 14.88 (June 2007); CITES, Rhinoceroses, Decision 14.89 (June 2007). 
31 CITES, Rhinoceroses: Report of the Secretariat, CoP15 Doc. 45.1 (Rev. 1) (2010). 
32 CITES, Rhinoceroses: Report of the Secretariat, CoP16 Doc. 54.2 (Rev. 1), pg. 26 (2013) 
33 CITES, SC57 Summary Record, pg. 21 (2008). 
34 CITES, Notification to the Parties, Illegal trade in rhinoceros horn, No. 2008/069 (Dec. 16, 2008).  
35 Id.  
36 CITES, Rhinoceroses (Rhinocerotidae spp.), Notification to the Parties, No. 2014/006 (Jan. 23, 2014). 



EIA Petition to Certify Mozambique: Pelly Petition 

June 27, 2014 Page 5 

 

entry and exit points and designation of a national rhino focal point.37 Although Mozambique 

participates on this Task Force, it is unclear whether Mozambique has taken any steps toward 

fulfilling any of the Task Force’s recommendations. To date, information about Mozambique is 

often from secondary and non-governmental sources.38 

 

Despite this history of extraordinary measures, the situation for rhinos continues to be of grave 

concern for the CITES Parties and the Secretariat. In accordance with Decision 15.71, the 

Secretariat reported on the implementation of Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP15) at the sixty-

second meeting of the Standing Committee.39 The Secretariat’s report, as well as those submitted 

by range and implicated States, paint a bleak picture for rhinos. In its report, the Secretariat stated 

that it “continues to believe that the illegal trade in rhinoceros horn is one of the most structured 

criminal activities faced by CITES,” and “increased international cooperation and a well-

coordinated law enforcement response will be required to address this threat effectively.”40 As 

long as Parties like Mozambique fail to comply with the requirements and recommendation of 

CITES, the situation for rhinos will continue to decline and recent history indicates that 

Mozambique will indeed continue its failure to comply. 

 

In between CoP15 and CoP16, the Secretariat issued two requests for information from Parties 

regarding their implementation of Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP15) and measures taken to 

reduce illegal trade, among other things.41 The Secretariat posted a further request for information 

from Parties regarding measures taken to deal with the poaching and illegal trade crises, but 

Mozambique failed to respond to either request for information.42 

 

By CoP16, Mozambique’s role in rhino poaching and illegal trafficking in rhino horn became a 

focal point of the Parties’ attention. In fact, the Parties took decisions specifically targeting 

Mozambique. The Secretariat reported that 

 

[i]n the wake of scaled-up law enforcement actions against rhino crime in South 

Africa, neighbouring Mozambique appears to be emerging as a highly important 

entrepot and transit country as well as the source of many of the poachers operating 

in South Africa constituting the highest number of foreign national arrests.43 

 

                                                 
37 Id. 
38 See CITES, African and Asian Rhinoceroses – Status, Conservation, and Trade: A report from the IUCN Species 

Survival Commission (IUCN/SSC) African and Asian Rhino Specialist Groups and TRAFFIC to the CITES 

Secretariat pursuant to Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP14) and Decision 14.89, CoP15 Doc. 45.1 (Rev. 1), pg. 18 

(2010). 
39 Id.  
40 Id. ¶ 33. 
41 CITES, Conservation of and Trade in African and Asian Rhinoceros, Notification to the Parties, No. 2012/014 

(Feb. 20, 2012). 
42 CITES, Conservation of and Trade in African and Asian Rhinoceros, Notification to the Parties, No. 2012/053 

(Aug. 27, 2012); see also CITES, Rhinoceroses: Report of the Working Group, CoP16 Doc. 54.1 (Rev. 1), pg. 3, 4 

(2013) (noting that only a few countries responded to each request). 
43 CITES, Rhinoceroses: Report of the Secretariat, CoP16 Doc. 54.2 (Rev. 1), pg. 20 (2013). 
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As a result of these concerns, the Parties directed Mozambique to take steps to implement 

Resolution Conf. 9.14 (Rev. CoP15) and to enact legislation with sufficient deterrent penalties.44 

In the same decision, the Parties further requested Mozambique to report to the Secretariat by 

January 31, 2014 on measures implemented in response to the decision.45 In a separate decision, 

the Parties directed Mozambique and South Africa to enhance bilateral cooperation to fight the 

rhino poaching and trade crises and requested a report on the matter by January 31, 2014.46 

Mozambique filed a 5-page report in March 2014, well after the deadline. The report catalogues 

anti-poaching measures taken since 2012 in Limpopo National Park, but the working group noted, 

“It is difficult to draw conclusions about the scale and impact of this activity, given the limited 

information provided.”47 The report also stated that arrests increased from 14 in 2012 to 43 in 

2013, and fines issued increased tenfold (to 10,912,250Mt), but the working group note that less 

than 3% of these fines have been paid, and that “improvement in the judicial system is thus 

required.”48 The working group concluded that, “On the basis of the limited information provided 

it is difficult for the Group to draw any meaningful conclusions on the steps taken by Mozambique 

to effectively implement Resolution Conf 9.14 (Rev. CoP15).”49 

  

 B.  Elephants, CITES and Mozambique 

 

The CITES Parties have long considered Asian and African elephants species of concern and, as 

such, have taken extraordinary measures to improve the conservation status of elephants. In fact, 

as the conservation status of elephants has evolved, the conservation measures deployed by CITES 

Parties have evolved. In the face of the most recent poaching crises, the Parties have become 

increasingly concerned about elephant populations, especially African elephant populations, and 

considerable attention has been directed to combating rampant poaching and the extraordinary 

scale of illegal ivory trafficking.  

 

Although the Parties have adopted many decisions and multiple resolutions pertaining to elephants, 

Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP16) outlines the core expectations of all Parties regarding the 

illegal trade in and illegal killing of elephants. Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP16) recommends 

actions regarding marking, national legislation, stockpile security, domestic ivory markets and 

enforcement. As a means of broadly tackling illegal ivory trade, the resolution urges relevant 

Parties to ensure that national legislation exists to  

 

 regulate the domestic trade in ivory; 

 register or license any individual who deals in ivory, including importers, exporters, 

manufacturers, and sellers; 

 provide for inspection and recordkeeping authority to monitor domestic ivory 

movements and stockpiles; 

 engage in public awareness activities; and  

                                                 
44 CITES, Rhinoceroses (Rhinocerotidae spp.), Decision 16.87 (2013). 
45 Id. 
46 CITES, Rhinoceroses (Rhinocerotidae spp.), Decision 16.88 (2013). 
47 Sixty Fifth Meeting of the Standing Committee, Geneva (Switzerland), 7-11 July 2014, Interpretation and 

implementation of the Convention Species trade and conservation, Rhinoceroses, report of the working group. 
48 Id. 
49 Id. 
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 maintain inventories of ivory stockpiles, whether government-held or private, and 

report information annually to the Secretariat.50 

 

The resolution also recommends a number of enforcement-related actions. Significantly, it 

recommends that Parties mark all whole tusks and sizable pieces of ivory with information that 

would help with tracking the ivory should it make its way into illegal trade.51 Additionally, when 

a Party intercepts illegal ivory, the resolution asks Parties to collect samples for forensic purposes 

when the seizure is of 500 kilograms or more of ivory.52 The Parties have also recognized that 

Parties must strengthen their law-enforcement and border control activities, as well as better 

coordinate their activities to counter the extensive criminal networks that regularly work across 

borders.53 To strengthen enforcement of international trade controls, Resolution 10.10 (Rev. 

CoP16) also recommends that all Parties and non-Parties prohibit the unregulated domestic sale of 

ivory through legislation designed to effectively control the possession, sale and trade of ivory 

domestically.54 

 

Following the adoption of Resolution Conf. 10.10 in 1997, the Parties began to design and 

implement a more comprehensive and cohesive elephant conservation strategy, largely built on 

improving their understanding of both illegal trade in elephant specimens and the illegal killing of 

elephants. This concerted effort evolved into two, now integral, elephant conservation programs: 

the Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) and Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants 

(MIKE).55 Both of these data systems rely heavily on input from relevant countries. As 

Mozambique is a key player both in terms of its role in illegal trade and as a range State for 

elephants, it should regularly share information with both programs. Because MIKE is more of a 

collaborative project with in-country field researchers and other partners, individual countries 

themselves are less responsible for reporting. However, ETIS depends heavily on government 

reporting, especially with respect to seizures of ivory products. Since it began reporting to the CoP 

in 2002, the ETIS report authors have noted that Mozambique stands out for not reporting to either 

TRAFFIC or the Secretariat, despite the recommendation to do in Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. 

CoP16).56Mozambique’s failure to report is a consistent trend: In its report to the Parties at CoP16, 

TRAFFIC noted again that Mozambique rarely reports seizure data to ETIS, the Elephant Trade 

Information System, even when specifically requested to do so by the Parties or the Secretariat.57 

 

One of the main data sets that ETIS analyzes is the scale of domestic ivory markets, but the role 

of internal markets in the ivory black market has been a focus of CITES even before the prevalence 

of ETIS analyses. As early as 1997, with the original adoption of Resolution Conf. 10.10, the 

Parties recognized the link between internal ivory markets and illicit trade and prompted Parties 

with open markets and carving industries to bring them under government control.58 At CoP12, in 

                                                 
50 CITES, Trade in Elephant Specimens, Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP16). 
51 Id. 
52 Id. 
53 Id. 
54 Id. 
55 See generally http://www.cites.org/eng/prog/mike_etis.php. 
56 CITES, ETIS Report of TRAFFIC, CoP16 Doc. 53.2.2 (Rev. 1), pg. 22 (2013). 
57 Id. 
58 CITES, Trade in Elephant Specimens, Resolution Conf. 10.10 (1997). 
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the ETIS Summary Report, the authors noted that diverse, large-scale markets are typically more 

highly correlated with influencing illegal trade, especially when these markets operate in a 

regulatory framework that is weak or non-existent, as is the case in Mozambique.59  

 

At CoP13, domestic ivory markets were again a concern of the Parties. At this CoP, the Parties 

adopted the Action Plan for the Control of Trade in African Elephant Ivory, which declared that 

African elephant range States “should urgently . . . prohibit the unregulated domestic sale of 

ivory.”60 The Action Plan also asked Parties to report on progress made in this regard by the 53rd 

meeting of the Standing Committee.61 Mozambique failed to report by this deadline but had 

reported by CoP14.62 Concerned that Mozambique had not reported by the original deadline and 

alarmed at the rampant growth rate of Mozambique’s internal markets, TRAFFIC and WWF, 

among others, advocated for trade sanctions against Mozambique at the 53rd meeting of the 

Standing Committee.63 Although never agreed to, even the threat of these trade sanctions may have 

motivated Mozambique to comply with its reporting requirements under the Action Plan by 

CoP14.  

 

By CoP14, Mozambique’s classification among ranked “clusters” in ETIS analyses had become 

notable. TRAFFIC emphasized that although Mozambique was not among the most problematic 

countries, it “could move into more prominent clusters unless the authorities move aggressively to 

curtail illicit trade in ivory, particularly that associated with their domestic ivory markets.”64 

Despite this plea and forewarning, Mozambique did in fact move to a cluster of countries 

considered more problematic.65 In their report to the Parties, the authors noted again that 

Mozambique did not appear to make ivory seizures or report them to ETIS.66 Additionally, the 

authors highlighted that another particularly troublesome factor with respect to Mozambique was 

its link to large-scale ivory seizures, which indicates that organized criminal networks play a major 

role in the domestic and international trade in ivory arising from Mozambique.67 

 

At CoP16, in March 2013, the Parties took decisions that emphasized these core principles and 

specifically requested that the Secretariat liaise with certain Parties identified as playing a 

significant role in poaching and illegal trade. Specifically, the Parties directed, as opposed to 

“urged” in Resolution Conf. 10.10 (CoP16), that samples should be taken from ivory seizures of 

500 kilograms or more in a timeframe that facilitates forensic analysis and law enforcement 

purposes.68 Additionally, the Parties directed the Secretariat to cooperate with the United Nations 

                                                 
59 CITES, Illegal Trade in Ivory and Other Elephant Specimens, CoP12 Doc. 34.1, pg. 37 (2002). 
60 CITES, Trade in Elephant Specimens, CoP13 Doc. 29.1 Annex (Rev. 1). The Action Plan was adopted as 

proposed in Doc. 29.1. See CITES, Summary Report of the Plenary Session, CoP13 Plen. 4 (Rev. 1), pg. 7 (2004). 
61 CITES, Trade in Elephant Specimens, CoP13 Doc. 29.1 Annex (Rev. 1).  
62 CITES, Trade in Elephant Specimens, CoP14 Doc. 53.1, pg. 2 (2007). 
63 See TOM MILLIKEN ET AL., NO PEACE FOR ELEPHANTS: UNREGULATED DOMESTIC IVORY MARKETS IN ANGOLA 

AND MOZAMBIQUE viii (TRAFFIC, 2006) available at: www.traffic.org/species-

reports/traffic_species_mammals26.pdf [hereinafter TOM MILLIKEN ET AL., NO PEACE FOR ELEPHANTS] 
64 CITES, Monitoring Illegal Trade in Ivory and Other Elephant Specimens, CoP14 Doc. 53.2, pg. 35 (2007). 
65 T. Milliken, R.W. Burn and L. Sangalakula, The Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS) and the Illicit Trade 

in Ivory, CoP15 Doc. 44.1 Annex, pg. 19 (2009). 
66 Id. 
67 Id. 
68 CITES, Monitoring of illegal trade in ivory and other elephant specimens (Elephantidae spp.), Decision 16.83 

(2013). 
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Office on Drugs and Crime regarding illegal killing, the involvement of organized criminal 

syndicates, and the commensurate security implications in Africa and convene a CITES Ivory 

Enforcement Task Force, if funding becomes available.69 In response to the highest levels of 

poaching seen since 2006 and the highest seizure quantities recorded in the last 16 years, the Parties 

also again identified Mozambique as a country of “secondary concern,” and tasked the Secretariat 

with communicating directly with Mozambique to clarify the country’s implementation of CITES 

and with reporting its findings to the Standing Committee.70 The Parties identified Mozambique 

as a country of secondary concern based on TRAFFIC’s identification of three primary issues: “the 

continuation of its unregulated domestic ivory market, the ongoing flow of raw ivory to 

neighbouring Tanzania or directly to Asia, . . . and reoccurring thefts of ivory stocks from 

government custody.”71  

 

                                                 
69 CITES, Monitoring of illegal trade in ivory and other elephant specimens (Elephantidae spp.), Decisions 16.81 

and 16.78 (2013). 
70 CITES, Monitoring of illegal trade in ivory and other elephant specimens (Elephantidae spp.), Decision 16.79 

(2013). 
71 CITES, Monitoring of illegal trade in ivory and other elephant specimens: ETIS Report of TRAFFIC, CoP16 Doc. 

53.2.2 (Rev. 1), pg. 22 (2013). 


