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Final Report of the Thirty-second
Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting
Baltimore, Maryland, USA, 6-17 April 2009
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)
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Pursuant to Article 1X of the Antarctic Treaty, Representatives of the
Consultative Parties (Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Chile, China, Ecuador, Finland, France, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, the
Republic of Korea, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Peru, Poland,
the Russian Federation, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Ukraine, the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of
America and Uruguay) met in Baltimore from 6 to 17 April 2009 for the
purpose of exchanging information, holding consultations, and considering
and recommending to their Governments measures in furtherance of the
principles and objectives of the Treaty.

The Meeting was also attended by delegations from the following Contracting
Parties to the Antarctic Treaty which are not Consultative Parties: Austria,
Belarus, Canada, Colombia, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Greece, Monaco,
Romania, Switzerland and Venezuela. A delegation from Malaysia was
present by invitation of ATCM XXXI to observe the Meeting.

In accordance with Rules 2 and 31 of the Rules of Procedure, Observers from
the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources
(CCAMLR), the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR) and
the Council of Managers of National Antarctic Programs (COMNAP)
attended the Meeting.

In accordance with Rule 39 of the Rules of Procedure, Experts from the
following international organisations and non-governmental organisations
were invited to attend the Meeting: the Secretariat of the Agreement on the
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP), the Antarctic and Southern
Ocean Coalition (ASOC), the International Association of Antarctica Tour
Operators (IAATO), the International Hydrographic Organization (IHO),
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the International Maritime Organization (IMO), the Intergovernmental
Oceanographic Commission (IOC), the International Programme Office
for the International Polar Year (IPY-IPO), the International Union for the
Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the World Tourism Organization (WTO),
the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP).

The Host Country fulfilled its information requirements towards the
Contracting Parties, Observers and Experts through Secretariat Circular
Notes, letters and a website which included both public and restricted
areas.

Item 1: Opening of the Meeting

(6)

(")

(8)
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The Meeting was officially opened at the U.S. Department of State in
Washington, D.C., on April 6, 2009. It coincided with an extraordinary
joint meeting of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties and the Arctic
Council. On behalf of the Host Government, Ambassador Reno Harnish
called the joint meeting to order and proposed R. Tucker Scully as Chair of
the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting. The proposal was accepted.

The U.S. Secretary of State, the Honorable Hillary Rodham Clinton,
addressed the joint meeting, stressing the U.S. Administration’s commitment
to the Treaty and cooperation in Antarctica. She noted the significance of
these meetings: they marked the 32" ATCM, the 50" anniversary of the
signing of the Treaty, the conclusion of the International Polar Year (IPY) and
for the first time the inclusion of the Arctic Council. She introduced several
US initiatives and announced that, on April 3, 2009, President Obama sent
the Annex on Liability to the Environment Protocol to the Antarctic Treaty
to the U.S. Senate for its approval for ratification. The full text of Secretary
Clinton’s remarks can be found in Vol. 2, Part 11, section 1.

His Excellency Jonas Gahr Stgre, Minister of Foreign Affairs of Norway,
addressed the joint meeting in his role as Chairman of the Arctic Council.
He noted that Antarctica is a land mass surrounded by oceans, while the
Acrctic is an ocean surrounded by land masses. Thus, the UN Convention on
the Law of the Sea provides a solid foundation for continued development
of the international governance framework for the Arctic. He further noted
that climate change is the ultimate political challenge of our generation, and
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our legacy to future generations. The full text of Minister Stgre’s remarks
can be found in Vol. 2, Part 111, section 1.

Dr John P. Holdren, Assistant to the President for Science and Technology and
Director, Office of Science and Technology Policy in the Executive Office
of the President, spoke on the significance of the IPY and the importance
of continuing international cooperation. He reiterated this Administration’s
commitment to supporting science and using scientific findings to shape
policy.

A discussion period followed, during which a number of statements were
made by Ministers focusing on the importance of the International Polar Year
and polar science priorities. The New Zealand Foreign Minister, Mr Murray
McCully led a discussion on International Polar Year accomplishments,
which led to interventions by a number of Ministers. The texts of these
remarks can be found in Vol. 2, Part 111, section 2.

The Uruguayan Foreign Minister, Mr Gonzalo D. Ferndndez, led a discussion
on the future of polar science priorities. A number of Ministers joined in the
round table discussion. Prince Albert 1l attended the meeting representing
Monaco, and spoke on the importance of encouraging young scientists to
pursue work in polar science. The texts of these remarks can be found in
\ol. 2, Part 111, section 2.

The Chair welcomed the Ministers attending the joint meeting and the
ATCM Representatives and noted that 2009 was the 50 Anniversary of the
Antarctic Treaty. He expressed the hope that the Parties would continue to
identify and find innovative ways to further the purposes and provisions of
the Treaty and other components of the Treaty System. The full text of Mr
Scully’s remarks can be found in Vol. 2, Part 111, section 1. In keeping with
past practice, he indicated that opening statements would not necessarily be
presented orally but would be appended to the Final Report of the ATCM.

The Joint Session adopted two Declarations, one on the International Polar
Year and Polar Science, and a second on the 50" anniversary of the Antarctic
Treaty. The text of the Declarations can be found in Part I, section 3, page
159. The Chair spoke on the historic significance of the 50" anniversary of the
Antarctic Treaty, and unveiled a replica of a plaque which will commemorate
the 50" Anniversary of the Treaty and be located in the National Academies
of Science building in Washington, site of key informal negotiations on the
Antarctic Treaty in 1958-1959.
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Item 2: Election of Officers and Creation of Working Groups

(14) Mr Albert Lluberas, representative of the Oriental Republic of Uruguay
(Host Country of ATCM XXXIII) was elected Vice-Chair. In accordance
with Rule 7 of the Rules of Procedure, Mr Jan Huber, Executive Secretary
of the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat, acted as Secretary to the Meeting. Mr
Raymond Arnaudo, head of the Host Country Secretariat, acted as Deputy
Secretary.

(15) Four Working Groups were established:

Working Group on the Fiftieth Anniversary of the Antarctic
Treaty;

Working Group on Legal and Institutional Affairs;
Working Group on Operational Matters;
Working Group on Tourism and Non-governmental Activities.

(16) The following Chairs of the Working Groups were elected:

Fiftieth Anniversary Working Group: Mr Tucker Scully of the
United States;

Legal and Institutional Affairs Working Group: Dr Olav Orheim
of Norway;

Operational Matters Working Group: Dr José Retamales of
Chile;

Tourism and Non-governmental Activities Working Group: Mr
Evan Bloom of the United States of America.

Item 3:Adoption of the Agenda and Allocation of Items

(17) The following Agenda was adopted:

1.

2.
3.
4

o

20

Opening of the Meeting
Election of Officers and Creation of Working Groups
Adoption of the Agenda and Allocation of Items

Operational of the Antarctic Treaty System: Reports by Parties,
Observers and Experts

Operation of the Antarctic Treaty System: General Matters

Operation of the Antarctic Treaty System: Review of the
Secretariat’s Situation

Report of the Committee for Environmental Protection



8.
9.

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
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Liability: Implementation of Decision 1 (2005)
Safety and Operations in Antarctica
The International Polar Year 2007- 2008

Tourism and Non-Governmental Activities in the Antarctic Treaty
Area

Inspections under the Antarctic Treaty and the Environment
Protocol

Science lIssues, Including Climate-related Research, Scientific
Co-operation and Facilitation

Operational Issues

Education Issues

Exchange of Information

Biological Prospecting in Antarctica

50" Anniversary: Looking to the Future of Antarctica
Preparation of the 33" Meeting

Any Other Business

Adoption of the Final Report

(18)  The Meeting adopted the following allocation of agenda items:

Plenary: Items 1, 2, 3,4, 7, 19, 20 and 21
Fiftieth Anniversary Working Group: Item 18
Legal and Institutional Working Group: Items 5, 6, 8 and 17

Operational Matters Working Group: Items 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15
and 16

Tourism and Non-governmental Activities Working Group: Item 11

(19) The Meeting also decided to allocate draft instruments arising out of the work
of the Committee for Environmental Protection to the Legal and Institutional
Working Group for consideration of their legal and institutional aspects.

Item 4: Operation of the Antarctic Treaty System:
Reports by Parties, Observers and Experts

(20) Pursuant

to Recommendation XII1-2, the Meeting received reports from:

The United States in its capacity as Depositary of the Antarctic Treaty
and the Protocol; the United Kingdom in its capacity as Depositary of the
Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Seals (CCAS); Australiain its
capacity as Depositary of the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic
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(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)
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Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) and Depositary of the Agreement on
the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP); the Commission for
the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR); the
Council of Managers of National Antarctic Programs (COMNAP); and the
Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR).

The United States, in its capacity as Depositary Government, reported on the
status of the Antarctic Treaty and the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty, noting that Belarus had acceded to the Protocol on
July 16, 2008 and that there now are 33 Parties to the Protocol and 47 Parties
to the Treaty (see Volume 2, Part I11, section 4 for the complete report). The
United States urged Parties to take prompt action to approve measures still
pending.

The United Kingdom, as Depositary for the Convention on the Conservation
of Antarctic Seals, reported that there had been no accessions to the
Convention since ATCM XXXI. More than 4,000 seals were reported
captured for scientific purposes, and three leopard seals and two Weddell
seals were reported accidentally killed during the period 1 March 2007 to 29
February 2008. Parties to the Convention were reminded that the information
referenced in paragraph 6 of the Annex to the Convention should be provided
to SCAR and the Contracting Parties by 30 June each year (see Volume 2,
Part 111 section 4 for the complete report).

Awustralia, as the Depositary, reported on the Convention for the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living Resources, noting that there had been no new accessions
to the Convention since ATCM XXXI (Molume 2, Part I11, section 4).

Australia, in its capacity as Depositary for the Agreement on the Conservation
of Albatrosses and Petrels, reported that two new states had become Parties
to the Agreement. Brazil ratified the Agreement on 3 September 2008, and
Uruguay acceded on 9 October 2008. Australia also reported that on 2
December 2008 the ACAP Secretariat was formally established following
entry into force of the ACAP Headquarters Agreement (Molume 2, Part 11,
section 4).

The Executive Secretary of the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources introduced the CCAMLR report (Molume 2, Part
111, section 4). He noted that a performance review of the Commission
and Scientific Committee had been carried out in 2008, that the report of
the review was available on the CCAMLR web site (http://www.ccamlr.
org/pu/E/Prfrm%20Rvw%20Rpt%20Feb09.pdf), and that efforts were
underway to implement the recommendations for improving operation of the
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Commission and Committee. He called attention to the recently completed
CEP/SC-CCAMLR Workshop (WP 55), and the continuing collaboration
of the two committees. He also noted that the CCAMLR Commission
had closed seven areas to fishing in the Convention Area because of their
vulnerability to bottom fishing and that eleven areas were being considered
for eventual designation as marine protected areas in accordance with Article
IX of the Convention.

Following the report by the CCAMLR Executive Secretary, the ASOC
observer expressed disappointment that the CCAMLR Scientific
Committee and Commission had not, at their Meetings in 2008, endorsed
the recommendation of the Working Group on Ecosystem Monitoring and
Management that 100% observer coverage be required on all vessels fishing
for Antarctic krill in the Convention Area. He expressed concern that advice
based on the best available science had been rejected.

The United States expressed its appreciation of the CCAMLR report and
indicated that it too was concerned about the lack of consensus concerning
the proposal to achieve 100% observer coverage on vessels fishing for krill
in the Convention Area.

The United Kingdom, Sweden, Chile, and Argentina also welcomed the
CCAMLR report, and called attention to the importance of the Treaty Parties
and CEP continuing to work cooperatively with the CCAMLR Commission
and Scientific Committee on issues of mutual concern. Many delegations
indicated their appreciation of the many years of service of the outgoing
CCAMLR Executive Secretary, Dr Denzil Miller.

The President of the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research introduced
the SCAR Report (Molume 2, Part 111, section 4), and several papers bearing on
other agenda items. He noted that SCAR now has 38 members and provides
the Parties with high quality scientific advice on a wide range of issues. In
July 2008, SCAR organised with the International Arctic Science Committee
the first IPY science conference in St. Petersburg, Russia, the largest polar
science conference ever, with 1150 attendees. SCAR is now working with
ICSU to develop a Polar Information Commons, a bipolar approach to data
management. SCAR has attempted to respond to requests from the ATCM
and the CEP in a comprehensive and timely manner. For consideration at this
year’s ATCM and meeting of the CEP, SCAR provided one Working Paper
and nine Information Papers. Work on some requests by the CEP had to be
deferred to 2010 due to the short time since ATCM XXXI.
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The Meeting welcomed the introductions to the referenced SCAR papers and
expressed appreciation for SCAR’s continuing efforts to respond to ATCM
and CEP requests, and to provide independent scientific advice to assist in
implementing the various components of the Antarctic Treaty system. It
was noted that the papers provided by SCAR would be considered under
the relevant agenda items.

The Executive Secretary of the Council of Managers of National Antarctic
Programs introduced the COMNAP Report (Volume 2, Part 111, section
4). He noted that the Council, established in 1988, had at its 20" annual
meeting adopted a new constitution that clarified and reasserted COMNAP’s
purpose “to develop and promote the best practices in managing the support
of scientific research in the Antarctic”. He indicated that the organisation
remains committed to supporting the Antarctic Treaty system and that its
members continue to work together to help each other facilitate the development
and conduct of National Antarctic Programs, safely, efficiently, and in the most
environmentally responsible manner possible. He noted further that additional
information can be found at COMNAP’s website www.comnap.ag.

The Meeting recognised with appreciation COMNAP’s continuing role
in both promoting and facilitating cooperative development of Antarctic
research and support programmes, and in providing operational advice to
the various participants in the Antarctic Treaty system.

Inrelation to Article 111-2 of the Antarctic Treaty, the Meeting also received
reports from the Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels
(ACAP); the International Association of Antarctica Tour Operators (IAATO);
the International Hydrographic Organization (IHO); the International Union
for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN); and the Antarctic and Southern
Ocean Coalition (ASOC).

The representative of the International Association of Antarctica Tour
Operators introduced the IAATO report (Volume 2, Part 111, section 5). He
indicated that tourism activities are expected to continue to decline due to the
world economic situation. He noted that, despite the decline, IAATO remains
committed to strengthening its core mission of safe and environmentally
responsible tourism through several new initiatives. He confirmed that
IAATO welcomes a dialogue with the Treaty Parties, both on a bilateral
and multilateral basis. In that regard, he indicated that representatives of
Consultative Parties would be welcome to attend the IAATO Annual Meeting
to be held the week of June 8, 2009 in Providence, Rhode Island, USA.
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The representative of the International Hydrographic Organization introduced the
IHO report Cooperation in Hydrographic Surveying and Charting in Antarctic
Waters (Volume 2, Part 111, section 5). He pointed out that, despite efforts to
raise awareness of the importance of assigning higher priority to charting in
Antarctica, progress has been slow. He urged Parties to consider adopting rules
or guidelines analogous to those of SOLAS Chapter V, Regulation 9.

The representative of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature
introduced the IUCN report (Volume 2, Part 111, section 5). He noted that
Recommendation 4118, adopted at the 4™ World Conservation Conference
held in Barcelona, Spain, had identified a number of issues of relevance to
the Antarctic and Southern Ocean, including marine protected areas, climate
change, tourism, and bioprospecting. He referenced the disintegration of certain
Antarctic ice shelves, noted the importance of the joint CEP/SC-CCAMLR
workshop, and urged that a network of protected areas be established to
facilitate investigation of the effects of climate change in the Antarctic as well
as to meet the objectives of CCAMLR and the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty. He noted further that scientific research is
the foundation of bioprospecting and that the Treaty Parties should ensure that
the provisions of the Treaty and the Protocol concerning advanced notification,
environmental impact assessment, and exchange of information are applied
to any such research in the Treaty Area.

The representative of the Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition introduced
the ASOC report (Vol. 2, Part 111, section 5) and referenced several additional
papers submitted by ASOC relevant to other agenda items. She urged Parties
that have not done so to ratify Annex V1 of the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty. She also urged expedited efforts to deal
with tourism and bioprospecting in the Antarctic and development of a
system of marine protected areas and reserves in the Southern Ocean to
better meet the intents of both CCAMLR and the Protocol.

Item 5: Operation of the Antarctic Treaty System: General Matters

Extending the Boundary of the International Maritime Organization’s
Antarctic Special Area

(38)

The United States introduced WP 15 Initiative to Extend the Boundary of
the International Maritime Organization’s Antarctic Special Area Northward
to the Antarctic Convergence, proposing that Parties support at the IMO the
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extension of the boundary of the IMO’s Antarctic Special Area northward
to the Antarctic convergence as a means to protect the ecosystem encircling
Antarctica. It proposed in a draft resolution that the Antarctic Treaty Parties
which were also parties to MARPOL 73/78 cooperate in taking action within
the IMO to attain this. It also recommended that Parties assess the feasibility
of individual vessels observing the Special Area provisions whenever
measurements of seawater temperature indicated that the Convergence was
located north of the CCAMLR area.

Parties supported the idea of protecting the entire Antarctic marine ecosystem.
However, questions were raised related to the role and competence of the
ATCM with regard to the area north of 60 degrees south latitude. An informal
open-ended contact group chaired by the US discussed these issues further.
The Meeting agreed to cooperate to enhance environmental protection for
the entire Antarctic marine ecosystem, to seek the views of CCAMLR on the
possibility of asking the IMO to extend the Antarctic Special Area northward
to the Antarctic Convergence, and to consider at the next ATCM the views
of CCAMLR and whether to recommend that further steps be taken within
the IMO. The Meeting adopted Resolution 1 (2009) (Part 11, section 3, page
267).

Upon approval of Resolution 1 (2009), Chile, as proponent in 1959 of the
“protection and conservation of the living resources of Antarctica” expressed
satisfaction for the consolidation of the Antarctic region within the sequence
initiated by the Agreed Measures and continued by the Seals, Marine
Living Resources, Regulation of Antarctic Mineral Resources Conventions
and subsequent prohibition of mineral resource activities by the Protocol
on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty, of which Annex IV
on Prevention of Marine Pollution, Article 8 requires due consideration
of possible adverse effects upon dependent and associated ecosystems
“outside the Antarctic Treaty area”. Chile expressed the hope that actions
undertaken under this Resolution will result in the extension of the Special
Acrea established by the IMO.

While joining consensus on Resolution 1 (2009), Argentina expressed the
view that the application of an ecosystem approach may have its limitations,
particularly if consideration is given to situations in which the lack of
sufficient scientific knowledge could render the application of such an
approach inadequate or controversial.

The United Kingdom and some other Parties stated that, in their view,
nothing in Resolution 1 (2009) would have the effect of extending the scope
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of the Antarctic Treaty or the Protocol to the area north of 60 degrees south
latitude.

The US and some other Parties noted that the focus in Resolution 1 (2009)
on the area north of 60 degrees south latitude up to the Antarctic convergence
was consistent with the Antarctic Treaty and related instruments. It referred
in particular to Article 2 of the Protocol by which the Parties committed
themselves to the comprehensive protection of the Antarctic environment
and dependent and associated ecosystems.

Role and place of COMNAP in the Antarctic Treaty system

(44)

(45)

The Russian Federation introduced WP 45 About the role and place of
COMNAP in the Antarctic Treaty System. It noted COMNAP’s adoption in
2008 of a new constitution as an important development and proposed that
the ATCM provide additional formal recognition of COMNAP through a
Decision.

The Meeting agreed that COMNAP was an extremely useful component of
the family of Antarctic institutions. Several Parties supported the proposal,
while others pointed out that the ATCM could not “approve COMNAP’s
constitution” and had difficulties with other wordings in the draft. After
further consultations, the Meeting agreed to adopt Resolution 2 (2009) (Part
11, section 3, page 269).

Review of the recommendations on Protected Areas and Monuments

(46)

(47)

The Executive Secretary introduced SP 6 Review of Recommendations on
Protected Areas and Monuments which continued the work of analysing
previous measures related to area protection. During a brief discussion, the
Meeting expressed its great appreciation for the considerable work of the
Secretariat in conducting this analysis, and agreed to consider this further
at ATCM XXXIII.

Chile introduced WP 50 rev. 1, Measure 3 (2003) Antarctic Protected Areas
System, Revised List of Historic Sites and Monuments (Proposed Amendment
to the Annex), which proposed the insertion of the words “Cape Legoupil”
before the words “Trinity Peninsula” and a dash and the words “Louis
Philippe Peninsula” after the words “Trinity Peninsula” in the Revised List
of Historic Sites and Monuments. Chile reported that the present designation
was inadvertently introduced during the revision of the Revised List and
failed to recognise the century’s long use of Louis Philippe Peninsula as
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a place name. The United Kingdom expressed its concern that the use of
double designations could set an undesired precedent in listing historic sites.
Chile concluded that it would return to this issue at the next ATCM.

Review of Annex Il of the Environmental Protocol

(48)

(49)

(50)

(51)

Australia introduced WP 39 Annex Il: Finalising the Review which
outlined progress made during discussions over the last eight years and
offered suggestions on how to complete this work, including a proposed
revised text of Annex Il. The proposed text was considered paragraph by
paragraph, and a number of outstanding issues were identified. Following
further consultations in an informal open-ended contact group chaired by
Australia, the Meeting agreed to adopt Measure 16 (2009) (Part Il, section
1, page 201). The Meeting congratulated Australia and all other Parties
who had participated in the discussions for their extremely hard work in
achieving this milestone. Australia submitted IP 121 Annex Il to the Protocol
on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty, which identified the
changes between the amended version of Annex Il adopted by Measure 16
(2009) and the original 1991 text.

Japan reconfirmed the Parties’ right to extend the one-year period before
the entry into force of the amendment of Annex II.

During the negotiations, the United States noted the complex interaction
between the Annex and the Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses
and Petrels. While recognising that the objectives of both agreements are
consistent and should be implemented in a manner consistent with each other,
the United States noted that additional discussions on how both agreements
will interact going forward would be helpful.

Argentina acknowledged the work undertaken by Parties to conclude the
revision of Annex Il. However, Argentina, as the initial proponent of such
a revision, wished to point out that some issues of this work, particularly
its scope, would have benefited from a more in-depth analysis.

ATME on Climate Change

(52)
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Pursuant to its offer to host an Antarctic Treaty Meeting of Experts (ATME)
on the implications of climate change for the management and governance
of Antarctica, Norway introduced a draft Decision identifying the topics to
be discussed at the meeting. The draft Decision also identified organisations,
including the WMO, the IPCC and UNEP, which should be invited to
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provide experts for the ATME. Norway clarified that the ATME will include
Antarctica’s uniqueness in providing records of past climate changes among
the topics it addresses. The advice of the ATME will be reported by Norway
at ATCM XXXIII. Parties thanked Norway for its offer to host this meeting
of experts and agreed to adopt Decision 1 (2009) (Part Il, section 2, page
213).

Item 6: Operation of the Antarctic Treaty system:
Review of the Secretariat’s situation

(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

As an introduction to the presentation of the Secretariat Report 2008/09
(SP3 rev. 2), the Executive Secretary reviewed the progress made since
2004 in performing the Secretariat tasks listed in Measure 1 (2003). With the
exception of the task to update the Antarctic Treaty Handbook, he reported
that all tasks had been carried out as part of the Secretariat’s operations, and
emphasised two in particular: the establishment of the Electronic Information
Exchange System (EIES) and the availability of ATCM documents, Final
Reports and measures on the ATS website. Both tasks were critical to
the Parties fulfilling their requirements under the Antarctic Treaty and
the Protocol. The Secretariat was congratulated by the Meeting on these
accomplishments.

The Executive Secretary further noted that the ATS website now included the
complete set of documents from all past ATCMs in all languages except for
some texts in Russian and French from early ATCMs. The Meeting agreed
that the archives needed to be complete, and requested Parties to check
their files for the early reports. Russia and France were asked to consider
translating missing reports for inclusion in the electronic archive.

The Executive Secretary explained the key elements in SP 3 rev. 2 Secretariat
Report 2008/09 related to ATCM/CEP support, information exchange,
documentation, public information and management.

He stated that budgetary restrictions had caused a delay in distributing the
Final Reports of ATCM XXXI. In addition, many colour illustrations had
had to be printed in black and white. He further noted that the assistance
of the United States in preparing for ATCM XXXII and the CEP made the
Secretariat’s task relatively easy. The United States thanked the Secretariat
for its assistance in helping organise ATCM XXXII and facilitate the
selection of the new Executive Secretary. It requested and received further
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(57)

information on the development of the dynamic database on Antarctic
Specially Protected and Managed Areas.

The Executive Secretary stressed the critical importance of keeping the
Contacts Database current, to ensure that there were authorised officers for
each Party to keep the information on the contact points current and to supply
data to the Electronic Information Exchange System (EIES). He noted the
high public demand for copies of the Antarctic Treaty system brochure. He
informed the Meeting that after lengthy discussions the issues concerning
the status of Secretariat staff under Argentine labour and social welfare
legislation had been resolved. As a voluntary contribution, Argentina had
agreed to provide the employer part of the contributions to the Integrated
System of Pensions and Retirement of the Argentine Republic.

Financial Matters

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)
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The Executive Secretary introduced the Secretariat’s Financial Report for
2007/08, contained in SP 4 rev. 4 Draft Secretariat Programme 2009/10
noting that the report contained columns for the budget, the provisional
report as presented last year and the (audited) definitive report, as proposed
by ATCM XXXI.

He further noted the appointment of a new Accountant, and explained a
few complications associated with the income and expenditures included
in the report. Due to an error in calculating the exchange rate between the
Argentine peso and the US dollar, the item “Other income” had been too
high in the provisional report. This reduced the surplus available as income
for 2008/09.

Due to inflation, office expenses and the maintenance of IT equipment
were greater than budgeted for. There were on the other hand several cost
savings. Waiting to send all of the Final Reports in all languages at one time,
rather than as they were produced, reduced the cost of postage. The amount
expended for travel had been reduced because the Executive Secretary did
not attend the 2008 meeting of CCAMLR.

The Executive Secretary noted the difficulty in budgeting for translation and
editing because of the difficulty in anticipating the number of documents
requiring translation. He suggested that the Meeting consider the creation
of a “buffer fund” to cover these types of expenses not in the Secretariat’s
control, and that the “buffer” be included in a contingency fund to replace
the Future Meeting Fund after its disbursement of funds held in reserve
pending approval by all Parties of Measure 1 (2003).
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The Executive Secretary noted that some gaps in the budget had been made
up in part by the receipt of Member contributions overdue from previous
years and by extra contributions made by the United States and Spain
in 2007/08. He referred to SP 5 Contributions Received by the Antarctic
Treaty Secretariat 2007-2010 which contained a table showing Parties’
contributions for 2007-2010, and noted that there were a few outstanding
arrears.

2009/10 Activities

(63)

The Executive Secretary explained the key elements of the activities carried
out during the Financial Year 2009/10, including the start of the operational
phase of the Electronic Information Exchange System and the development
of the Protected Areas Database. Inflation caused budgetary increases for
staff and equipment, with some expenses offset in the short term because
of the devalued Argentine peso. He hoped to tackle the Antarctic Treaty
Handbook this year.

Proposed Budget 2010/11

(64)

(65)

(66)

(67)

The Executive Secretary reported that budget cuts decided at ATCM XXXI
were in some cases more drastic than the Secretariat could realise. Staff
and translation costs continued to be the largest costs of the Secretariat.
There would be a USD 400,000 budget increase within one or two years,
when the remaining Party approved Measure 1 (2003). He explained that
the Staff Replacement item was to cover costs associated with the change
of the Executive Secretary.

The Meeting agreed to adopt Decision 2 (2009) (Part Il, section 2, page
215) regarding the reappointment of the Sindicatura General de la Nacion
(SIGEN) as the external auditor of the Secretariat for the coming four years.
This Decision replaces Decision 3 (2008).

The Meeting agreed to upgrade the Information Officer’s rank due to
expanded duties with EIES. It noted that although the upgrade did not affect
the current budget, the relevant increased costs would appear in future
budgets.

Referring to the list of outstanding contributions, Peru announced that it
had approved the pending contribution from 2008 and part of 2009. Ukraine
reported it planned to make its contribution in the second half of 2009.
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One Party recommended a budget of zero nominal growth, and noted that
this would imply a budget cut of USD 170,000, which could be achieved
by reducing amounts for the Future Meeting Fund and the Working Capital
Fund and by reducing by 20% expenditure on Goods and Services and
Equipment.

The Meeting noted that Executive Secretary travel to the CCAMLR Annual
Meeting was not included in the budget. Many Parties suggested that travel
funds to attend this meeting should be added to the budget because it was
important that the new Executive Secretary be present in 2009/10, and it
was the responsibility of the Secretariat to attend and participate in Antarctic
Treaty system meetings in order to maintain awareness of relevant trends
and decisions. The Meeting agreed to also include cost of travel to the two
Antarctic Treaty Meetings of Experts that will take place prior to ATCM
XXXIII.

Parties agreed on the need to ensure a lean, controlled budget, while noting
that “micromanagement” was undesirable. The budget must provide
adequate funds to ensure quality support. Some Parties noted that last year’s
lean budget reduced many areas of expenditure and saw no need for cuts
of comparable size this year. Some Parties noted in particular the need to
maintain appropriate investment in information technology equipment and
development and training of personnel needed to ensure the Secretariat was
able to support the ATCM as intended by the Parties. They were concerned
that further cuts could compromise the Secretariat’s ability to support the
ATCM in its work. Some Parties noted that they wanted to avoid letting last
year’s lean budget set a precedent for this year, and were concerned that
more cuts could be difficult to reverse.

It was agreed that the large fluctuations in contributions in these formative
years were unfortunate, and that there was a need for more stable budget
and contribution levels. In this connection the Meeting agreed that
unpredictability in translation costs was a problem. Travel costs would also
fluctuate depending upon the location of the annual ATCM.

Parties agreed to consider various means to reduce translation and publication
costs. An informal open-ended contact group presented various options,
including limiting length of papers and reducing size of printed version
of Final Reports. The Meeting directed the Secretariat to publish only the
ATCM and CEP reports and the Decisions, Measures and Resolutions as
printed text reporting on the annual meeting of Parties. Annexes to measures
and observer statements would be issued with each copy of the Final Report
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in the form of a CD attached to the cover of the Report. All materials from
the annual meeting would continue to be available in full on the Secretariat
website. This approach would result in a Final Report of approximately 100
pages, reducing the cost of printing by half.

The Meeting agreed to revise the 2002 Guidelines on the submission of
documents for translation to set an upper limit of 1500 words of text.
Proposed Resolutions, Decisions or Measures and their attachments would
not be included within this limit. The revised guidelines would take effect
with the submission of papers for ATCM XXXIII. The Meeting agreed to
adopt Decision 3 (Part I1, section 2, page 219). The Decision also noted that
Recommendation 1-XV1 (Canberra, 1961) was no longer current.

The Meeting discussed whether a translation charge should be applied to
documents for translation submitted to the Secretariat after the deadline and
concluded that this should not be applied for the present. The Meeting agreed
that in cases where the Guidelines had not been adhered to, the Secretariat
would draw the attention of the submitting body to them.

Some Parties expressed a desire to see draft budgets in coming years, for
their reference, that would create a surplus to reflect the increased expenses
for Parties that will take place upon activation of Measure 1 (2003). The
Executive Secretary suggested maintaining the Future Meeting Fund for
this purpose.

Following discussions in an informal open-ended contact group, the revised
budget for 2009/10 and the Forecast Budget for 2010/11 presented in SP 4
rev. 4 were approved and the Meeting agreed to adopt Decision 4 (2009) (Part
11, section 2, page 223). This paper also contained the Executive Secretary’s
projection for an estimated budget for 2011/12. The budget for 2009/10
included projected savings from reduced printing and translation costs and
increases in travel expenses to enable the Executive Secretary to attend the
annual meeting of the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine
Living Resources and the ATME in New Zealand in 2009, if the Executive
Secretary determined that such attendance was necessary or appropriate.
Correspondingly, the Forecast Budget included an allowance for travel to
the ATME in Norway in 2010. The balance of the Future Meeting Fund not
transferred to the host country of the first ATCM after the entry into effect
of Measure 1 (2003) would be re-designated as the Translation Contingency
Fund.
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Election of the new Executive Secretary

(77) AtaPlenary Session held on Monday 13 April 2009 the Chair of the ATCM
announced that, in accordance with the agreed procedures, Dr Manfred
Reinke of Germany had been elected as the new Executive Secretary of
the Antarctic Treaty and would take up his duties in September 2009. This
agreement is reflected in Decision 5 (2009) (Part 11, section 2, page 245).

(78) The Meeting mandated the Chair to write to the Argentine Government to
this effect, in accordance with Article 21 of the Headquarters Agreement
for the Secretariat. A copy of this letter is attached to the Decision on page
249.

Item 7: Report of the Committee for Environmental Protection

(79) Dr Neil Gilbert, Chair of the Committee for Environmental Protection,
introduced the report of CEP XII (see Part I, section 2, page 85). The CEP
had considered 37 Working Papers, 49 Information Papers and five Secretariat
Papers (the full list of papers is at Annex I to the Report of CEP XII).

Operation of the CEP and Strategic Discussions on its Future (CEP
Agenda Item 3)

(80) The Committee had scrutinised options for improving the efficiency with
which it works both intersessionally and during its meetings. It had noted the
usefulness of its five-year work plan as a means of managing its workload.
An updated version of this is at Appendix 1 of the CEP report.

Operation of the CEP (CEP Agenda Item 4)

(81) The Secretariat had reported on the further development of the electronic
(web-based) information exchange system (EIES) developed as a mechanism
for exchanging information as required by the Protocol on Environmental
Protection. The Committee had noted the value of the EIES in facilitating the
submission, management and use of environmental information exchanged
under Article 17 of the Protocol and encouraged Parties to use the system
fully. It had supported further development of the EIES and had noted
that the fully operational system would allow summary information to be
obtained to support the work of the Committee. It had asked the Secretariat
to prepare an example of such summary information for CEP XIII.
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The United Kingdom, noting the importance of the EIES as a tool, expressed
its concern that the EIES was not being fully utilised. It suggested that further
clarification of the deadlines for data submission may be necessary as well
as the need to consider other potential barriers to timely data exchange and
submission.

The Committee had examined its Rules of Procedure noting that they had
not been updated since 1998. Following discussion, the Meeting revised the
CEP’s Rules of Procedure and adopted Decision 6 (2009) (Part I1, section
2, page 251).

Environmental Impact Assessment (CEP Agenda Item 6)

(84)

(85)

The Committee had agreed to undertake a study of the environmental aspects
and impacts of tourism and non-governmental activities in Antarctica,
noting the high priority afforded to environmental impacts of tourism and
non-governmental activities in the CEP’s Five Year Work Plan and the
Meeting’s interest in the topic (paragraph 203, Final Report ATCM XXXI).
It had identified four key objectives for the proposed study: (i) the need
to provide a comprehensive and up-to-date status report on tourism and
non-governmental activities in the Antarctic Treaty area; (ii) an assessment
of actual or potential environmental impacts; (iii) the identification and
assessment of the effectiveness of existing management measures; (iv)
the identification and assessment of the adequacy of ongoing research and
monitoring, as well as of analytical methods used to analyse existing data.
The outcome would be to make recommendations for the future management
of the environmental aspects of Antarctic tourism and non-governmental
activities.

The Committee had agreed to establish a Project Management Group
comprising interested CEP Members to oversee the study. The United
States welcomed the proposed tourism study and its focus on potential
environmental impacts of tourism and other non-governmental activity.
It also recorded its appreciation of the offer by New Zealand to staff the
proposed tourism study.

Area Protection and Management (CEP Agenda Item 7)

(86)

The Committee had considered 13 new or revised protected or managed
area management plans. Three had been reviewed by the Subsidiary Group
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on Management Plans (SGMP) established by CEP XI and 10 revised
management plans had been submitted directly to CEP XII.

Accepting the CEP’s advice, the Meeting adopted the following Measures
on Protected and Managed Areas:

Measure 1 (2009): Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 3 (Cape
Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land, East Antarctica):
Revised Management Plan

Measure 2 (2009): Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 7 (South-
west Anvers Island and Palmer Basin): Revised Management
Plan

Measure 3 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 104
(Sabrina Island, Balleny Islands): Management Plan

Measure 4 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
113 (Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbor Anvers Island, Palmer
Archipelago): Revised Management Plan

Measure 5 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 121
(Cape Royds, Ross Island): Revised Management Plan

Measure 6 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 125
(Fildes Peninsula, King George Island, South Shetland Islands):
Revised Management Plan

Measure 7 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 136
(Clark Peninsula, Budd Coast, Wilkes Land): Revised Management
Plan

Measure 8 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 142
(Svarthamaren): Revised Management Plan

Measure 9 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 150:
(Ardley Island, Maxwell Bay, King George Island): Revised
Management Plan

Measure 10 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 152
(Western Bransfield Strait): Revised Management Plan

Measure 11 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 153
(Eastern Dallmann Bay): Revised Management Plan

Measure 12 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 162
(Mawson’s Huts,Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V
Land, East Antarctica): Revised Management Plan

Measure 13 (2009): Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
171 (Narebski Point, Barton Peninsula, King George Island):
Management Plan
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The Committee had enthusiastically welcomed the Secretariat’s development
of an updated database to support the Antarctic protected area system, and
incorporating a geographic information system.

The Committee had considered the report by its Subsidiary Group on
Management Plans (SGMP) on its work, in accordance with its fourth Term
of Reference, to improve management plans and the process for intersessional
review. The group’s review of past protected area recommendations had
indicated several important events and actions since the last review at CEP I1l,
including the entry into force of Annex V, the adoption of several Resolutions
on area protection and management, the establishment of the Secretariat and its
protected areas database and information exchange system, the establishment
of the SGMP, the CEP’s proposal to study the environmental aspects and
impacts of Antarctic tourism, and the joint CEP / SC-CAMLR workshop.

The Committee had endorsed the SGMP’s proposed work plan, which
included work for the next two years to develop standard wording and a
template for management plans, to revise the Guide to the Preparation of
Management Plans for Antarctic Specially Protected Areas, and to develop
similar guidance for the development of ASMA management plans.

The United States commended the work of the SGMP during the intersessional
period and supported its future programme.

The UK endorsed the work of the SGMP and noted the significant amount
of work it had accomplished which had streamlined the work of the CEP
considerably. The UK also suggested that the CEP practice of including an
abstract in every paper and circulating a digest of all the submitted papers
might also be adopted by the ATCM.

The Meeting adopted Resolution 3 (2009) (see Part 1, section 3, page
271) providing new guidelines for managing the list of Historic Sites and
Monuments (HSM) held under Measure 3 (2003), aimed at improving the
quality of the protection afforded to present and future sites and monuments.
It agreed to add two new sites to the list of Historic Sites and Monuments
held under Measure 3 (2003) and adopted Measure 14 (2009) (see Part I,
section 1, page 197):

* British hut (Base W) on Detaille Island, Lallemand Fjord, Loubet
Coast

 British hut at Damoy Point, Dorian Bay, Wiencke Island
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The Meeting considered and approved seven new Site Guidelines endorsed
by the Committee by adopting Resolution 4 (2009), which can be found
in Part Il, section 3 on page 277. The Committee had established an
Intersessional Contact Group (ICG) to review the current Site Guidelines
and assess the extent to which these guidelines contained generic versus site-
specific advice, and to develop generic guidance for visitors, among other
things by reviewing the environmental elements of the guidelines appended
to Recommendation XV1I1-1 (1994). Chile had been appointed as the ICG
convener and the following terms of reference had been agreed:

» Review the environmental elements of Recommendation XVI11-1
(1994) Guidance for Visitors to the Antarctic, and Guidance for
Those Organising and Conducting Tourism and Non-governmental
Activities in the Antarctic and other advice to visitors including
that in Site Guidelines, Recommendations and Resolutions.

e Develop revised and updated guidance for visitors based on
Recommendation XVIII-1 in a format that can also be used as a
generic cover to accompany site specific guidelines.

» Consider options for how the CEP might most effectively assess
new site guidelines and periodically review existing guidelines.

« Report to CEP XIII on the outcomes of this work.

The UK noted that although Recommendation XV111-1 was not yet in force as
some Parties still needed to approve it, it would be helpful if it were in force.
The UK suggested that the work of the CEP should not be to renegotiate that
Recommendation but to advise the Meeting of the components that needed
updating so that, in the meantime, Recommendation XVII1-1 does not lose
its impact.

The US noted its support for continuing efforts to develop site guidelines.
These represent important environmental protection for sites that are
frequently visited by tourists.

In respect of marine spatial protection and management, the Committee had
agreed to:

» develop a strategy and work towards the establishment of an
effective, representative and coherent spatial protection of marine
biodiversity within the Antarctic Treaty area within the next three
years through the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (ASPAs) and Antarctic Specially Managed Areas (ASMAS)
under Annex V of the Protocol on Environmental Protection;
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 cooperate as far as possible with CCAMLR and SCAR to ensure
that such measures are implemented on a scientific basis, and with
the aim of achieving harmonized protection for Antarctic marine
biodiversity across the Antarctic Treaty system; and

 focus further work on the development of marine spatial protection
and management within, but not limited to, those priority areas
agreed by CCAMLR which fall within the Antarctic Treaty area
(Appendix 4 to the CEP Report, Part I, section 2, page 157).

(98) New Zealand congratulated the CEP on its work on extending marine
protection into the Southern Ocean and the work by CCAMLR on the
bioregionalization of the Southern Ocean and the identification of the
eleven priority areas. It welcomed the holding of the joint CEP/SC-CAMLR
workshop prior to CEP XI|I.

Conservation of Antarctic Fauna and Flora: Specially Protected Species
(CEP Agenda Item 8)

(99) The Meeting noted that the issue of non-native species in Antarctica was
shown as a high priority issue in the CEP’s five-year work plan. The
Committee had established an Intersessional Contact Group (ICG) which
would work during the coming two years to take this work forward.

(100) The Committee had appointed France as the ICG convener and had agreed
the following terms of reference:

« Develop suggested overall objective and key guiding principles
for Parties’ actions to address non-native species concerns.

» Develop a suggested set of generally applicable measures to
prevent the introduction of non-native species, including the
transfer of species between sites in Antarctica.

 Identify particular aspects of Antarctic operations for which further
work might be required in order to develop specific guidance.

» Report to CEP XIII on progress with the above.

(101) The Committee had discussed updated information about the status of the
southern giant petrel, and had expressed its gratitude to SCAR and ACAP
for their work to update the status of the bird and to ensure the best available
data for the status assessment. In the light of this, the Meeting adopted
Resolution 5 (2009) on the Conservation of southern giant petrels as an
update to Resolution 2 (2007) (see Part |1, section 3, page 269).
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Environmental Monitoring and Reporting (CEP Agenda Item 9)

(102) The Committee had had a substantive discussion on the issue of climate
change in the Antarctic context, including a progress report from SCAR
on Antarctic Climate Change and the Antarctic Environment. It had noted
the increasing importance of addressing the issue of climate change, as
highlighted in the Ministerial meeting held in Washington on Monday 6 April
at the start of this Meeting and the signing of the Washington Declaration
(2009) (Part I, section 3, page 159). The Committee had welcomed the
proposal by Norway for a Meeting of Antarctic Experts (ATME) on this
issue, and further welcomed the participation of the Secretariat. The Meeting
recalled that it had earlier adopted Decision 1 (2009) with the Terms of
Reference for an ATME.

(103) The Committee had welcomed SCAR’s advice on its report on persistent
organic pollutants (POPs) in the Antarctic region, prepared in response to a
request from the Stockholm Convention Secretariat in 2008. The Meeting
noted that the final edited report would be available in the intersessional
period and authorised the Secretariat to forward the final report to the
Stockholm Convention Secretariat.

Cooperation with Other Organisations (CEP Agenda Item 11)

(104) The Committee had noted the increasing cooperation between CEP and
SCAR, and had welcomed the participation by the CEP’s first observer to
the SCAR Delegates Meeting (held in Moscow in July 2008).

(105) The Committee had considered the outcomes to the joint SC-CAMLR and
CEP workshop held 3-4 April 2009, immediately prior to CEP XII. The
Committee welcomed the joint CEP / SC-CAMLR workshop report and its
recommendations and endorsed them, noting that such a workshop was in
the spirit of Resolution 1 (2006). It stressed the importance of maintaining
momentum on the issues identified by the workshop. The Meeting agreed that
the joint workshop accorded with both the spirit and the recommendations
of Resolution 1 (2006) and endorsed the report and its recommendations,
commending both to SC-CAMLR.

Other Matters

(106) The Committee had adopted the provisional agenda for CEP XIII and had
updated its five-year work plan.
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(107) The Committee had elected Ms Veronica Vallejos to the position of first Vice

Chair. The Chair congratulated Ms Vallejos on her election and expressed the
gratitude of the Meeting to Dr Yves Frenot for his work during two terms as
first Vice Chair. The Chair further thanked Dr Neil Gilbert for a successful
shortened, yet highly productive CEP meeting.

Item 8: Liability: Implementation of Decision 1 (2005)

(108) Several Parties reported on progress since ATCM XXXI in drafting legislation

to implement the Liability Annex to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection. Notwithstanding a number of complex issues that arise in
finding ways to implement certain provisions of Annex VI through domestic
legislation, the majority of those Parties anticipated that the Liability Annex
would be advanced in their countries by the time of the next ATCM. ASOC
noted that it was pleased to hear about the progress of many Parties, but that
other Parties had not spoken. It noted that it was important for this Annex
to be ratified quickly and brought into force.

(109) The Meeting congratulated Poland and Spain for having approved Measure

1 (2005) since the previous ATCM.

Item 9: Safety and Operations in Antarctica

Towards Improved Search and Rescue Coordination

(110) COMNAP presented WP 47 Towards Improved Search and Rescue

(111)

Coordination and Response in the Antarctic, informing the Meeting on
the outcome of a workshop on this topic held in August 2008. Participants
of the workshop included the Rescue Coordination Centres (RCCs) of the
five countries that share responsibility for the coordination of search and
rescue (SAR) over the Antarctic region, several ATCPs, IAATO, IMO, and
ICAO. The workshop participants adopted a number of recommendations
and decided on arange of actions. As a result, COMNAP asked the ATCM to
consider the adoption of a Resolution incorporating those recommendations
from the workshop that were directed to Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Parties.

As part of its presentation, COMNAP and Chile presented an example of
an emergency scenario explored during the workshop. The presentation
highlighted the information available to RCCs and National Programs
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during an emergency and how this information can assist in responding to
an accident.

Parties and IAATO thanked COMNAP for its work in convening the
workshop and thanked Chile for hosting the workshop. Parties and IAATO
welcomed the increased cooperation between and among RCCs, Parties’
National Programs, IAATO, and other bodies. The Russian Federation
noted the connection between its IP 47 International cooperation in the
Antarctic as an important argument for provision of safety of operations and
investigations in the region and the workshop’s emphasis on international
cooperation in safe operations in Antarctica.

France recalled that work on SAR in the ATCM has been ongoing since
1996 and was thankful to COMNAP for its exhaustive study. It proposed
to adopt a resolution based on COMNAP’s proposition and emphasised the
importance of the land SAR issue.

Chile noted the benefit of the workshop including the benefit of IAATO’s
vessel tracking system. IAATO noted that as a result of this system, IAATO
vessels were able to respond to other distress signals in the last season.

In light of successful handling of recent incidents in Antarctica, Chile further
noted that the current system of SAR is working.

South Africa reported that following its participation in the workshop it
had enhanced the relationship with its RCCs through a formal operating
agreement and that this had already led to improved information exchange
between them, as well as with vessels of other National Programs utilising
Cape Town as a gateway to Antarctica.

Norway welcomed this initiative to enhance the effectiveness of search and
rescue operations in the Antarctic Treaty area, and also emphasised the work
and responsibility of the IMO and ICAQ on search and rescue.

COMNAP noted that, at the next workshop on this topic to be held in
Argentina in July or August 2009 (to be confirmed), it is proposed to include
discussions on the issue of land-based emergencies. Parties supported
the workshop in addressing this important topic. The Russian Federation
suggested that consideration may also be given to rescue scenarios in the
winter particularly with regard to remote land-based locations.

Since consensus could not be reached on a draft Resolution because a
few Parties expressed some concern, it was agreed to go on working
intersessionally on the issue raised by COMNAP.
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Chile introduced IP 118 Participacion de los Centros de Busqueda y
Salvamento aéreo y maritimo de Chile en el rescate del buque de pasajeros
“USHUAIA”" y medidas de mitigacién medioambiental por accidente en la
Antértida.

Argentina thanked Chile for its presentation of IP 118 on the incident in 2008
involving the M/V Ushuaia in the Antarctic Treaty area, in which Argentina
and Chile shared SAR coordination responsibilities. 1t added that Chile’s
paper is proof, once again, of the excellent cooperation between the two
countries on this issue.

In reference to the rescue of the M/V Ushuaia, Argentina pointed out the
importance of having worked together with tour operators, MRCCs and the
national program operators, as this allowed for an early intervention by the
Argentine Air force C-130s, which carried the affected vessel’s passengers
to the city of Ushuaia. Furthermore it underscored that the previous work
undertaken by the Argentine Antarctic Programme in preparing contingency
plans for the M/V Ushuaia turned out to be a positive outcome of the Search
and Rescue Workshop, while it also contributed to keep spills under control
once crew and passenger safety had been secured.

Argentina also recalled another case, occurred on 17 February 2009, in
which the Ushuaia MRCC initiated coordination of rescue operations upon
receiving an alert call from the M/V Ocean Nova, which ran aground in
the proximity of the Argentine San Martin Station. The first vessel on the
scene was the Spanish vessel Hespérides. Argentine Navy vessels Canal de
Beagle, Aviso Castillo and Aviso Olivieri also set sail for the incident site.
The Ocean Nova was also assisted by IAATO member vessels. Passengers
were transferred to the port of Ushuaia where they arrived on February 22",
Although the incident had no serious consequences of environmental or any
other nature, it cannot be considered a minor one. Argentina further recalled
the importance of continuing joint activities between MRCCs, National
Operators and IAATO.

IAATO thanked Argentina, Chile and Spain for their assistance in both the
M/V Ushuaia and M/V Ocean Nova groundings.

ASOC introduced IP 34 Managing Antarctic vessels — Avoiding future
disasters, noting that during the last summer season, two vessels ran aground
in Antarctica and the potential for such disasters is amplified with increasing
shipping activity. Also noting the good work by the IMO and the ICG on risk
assessment, ASOC identified vessel routing and monitoring, environmental
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impacts of fishing and whaling vessels, general discharge operations, and
the need for vulnerability assessment and protection of sensitive sea areas
as issues still requiring attention.

(126) ASOC called on the ATCM to work with the IMO and to take urgent action
on these matters to mitigate the risks of operating in Antarctic waters.

(127) ASOC IP 2 Impacts of local human activities on the Antarctic environment:
A review was submitted under this agenda item, but discussed extensively
in the CEP (Item 6b — Other EIA Matters, paragraphs 48-51 of the XII CEP
report) and thus taken as read.

(128) Uruguay presented IP 60 On spot technical assistance: Availability of
hydrographic experts for vessels of opportunity collecting hydrographic
data, by the Uruguayan Antarctic Program in the Antarctic Peninsula
area. Uruguay offered to provide a hydrographer free of charge to train
crewmembers for vessels of opportunity on how to use the guidelines for
collection of hydrographic data issued by the IHO Hydrographic Commission
on Antarctica (HCA).

(129) IAATO welcomed the initiative and looked forward to working with
Uruguay.

(130) Australia introduced IP 79 Joint medical evacuation from Davis Station,
Antarctica (submitted together with the United States). Australia described
the air evacuation performed on 5 November 2008 by the United States and
Australia of a badly injured programme participant from Davis Station. The
injured person, a winter-over employee of the Australian Antarctic Division
(AAD), suffered multiple fractures during an all-terrain vehicle accident on
20 October 2008 while on a field trip. Australia expressed its thanks to the
US for its assistance in making the medical evacuation possible.

(131) The United States noted that the medical evacuation was a very difficult
and complex affair. Constructing the sea ice runway and getting the runway
ready for the aircraft was no small achievement.

(132) The United Kingdom introduced IP 42 An update on the Antarctic Polar
View programme: Information from satellite observations for safer and
efficient sea ice navigation, noting that the primary aim of the programme
in the Antarctic is to deliver sea ice information from multiple satellite
observations to ship operators in a timely manner. In addition to supporting
ship routing, Antarctic Polar View services are increasingly being used to
support science activities in the Southern Ocean. The United Kingdom noted
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that Polar View continues to be available to all at no charge and announced
that the programme had secured funding from the European Space Agency
and the UK government to cover provision of this free service for the next
two Antarctic seasons. At the conclusion of that period, the United Kingdom
plans to look at other funding options.

(133) The Meeting welcomed IP 42, noting that Polar View is an important tool for
safety of shipping. The Meeting thanked the United Kingdom for ensuring
this tool will be available for another two years.

(134) Chinaintroduced IP 38 The report on accident of snow vehicle’s falling down
into the sea, providing details on how a PB 300 snow vehicle fell into the
sea 41km from Zhongshan Station on 27 November 2008. The only person
inside jumped out and was not injured. The investigation showed that no
pollution was found.

(135) Germany informed the Meeting about three medical evacuations during
construction activities at Neumayer Station. Germany thanked the national
programmes for their cooperation, especially to those that are part of
DROMLAN.

(136) The Russian Federation introduced IP 47 International cooperation in the
Antarctic as an important argument for provision of safety of operations
and investigations in the region, informing the Meeting that on 5 October
2008 a fire broke out at Progress station, completely burning a two-storey
building used for sleeping and working. One person was killed in the fire and
two were seriously injured. In the same month at Mirny Station, Australian
doctors performed surgery on a station staff member. The patient was later
transferred out of Antarctica. The Russian Federation also thanked Brazil’s
assistance with transportation to King George Island when a Russian aircraft
was damaged during landing in Punta Arenas. The Russian Federation
also thanked Australia and China for their help on the accident at Progress
Station.

(137) China expressed its sorrow for the Russian Federation’s loss during the fire
at Progress Station. China encouraged further international cooperation in
polar research and logistics.

(138) The Russian Federation noted that Australia had proposed international
cooperative arrangements in East Antarctica and that China had fully
supported the proposal and hosted a meeting on the topic in Shanghai in
2008.
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(139) Australia strongly echoed the Russian Federation’s comments on the
importance of international cooperation and thanked the Russian Federation
and China for their help in transporting a Davis Station’s traverse team’s
broken-down vehicle back to the station.

(140) China commented that this traverse had demonstrated a successful logistic
cooperation between Australia, the Russian Federation and China. China
noted that it had gained useful logistic experience during the traverse.

(141) Argentina informed the Meeting on an evacuation carried out by Argentina
and Chile. It also highlighted the importance of addressing communication
problems during medical evacuations that may arise due to different
languages as well as procedures for medical check-ups carried out prior
to travelling to Antarctica, and of having well equipped aircraft for such
evacuations.

(142) New Zealand informed the Meeting about an accident which occurred inside
the Antarctic Treaty area to a crew member onboard the ship Bremen. Rather
than proceed to Antarctica, the ship turned back, allowing the crew member
to be rescued by a New Zealand helicopter.

(143) IAATO thanked Australia and New Zealand for their response to the Bremen
emergency. IAATO is keen to support Measure 4 (2004) and is willing to put
its own resources on offer for national Antarctic programs if necessary.

(144) The United States thanked Argentina and Chile for help with the medical
evacuation of two people who became ill on board research vessels. The
US highlighted the opportunities provided by the COMNAP framework to
act in these difficult situations.

Item 10: The International Polar Year 2007-2008

(145) On behalf of SCAR and the IPY-IPO, Dr David Carlson introduced WP
48 IPY Report: Accomplishments and challenges, noting that the IPY will
leave a vital legacy of sustained observing systems, increased international
research coordination and collaboration, stronger links between researchers
across different disciplinary fields, reference datasets for comparison with
the future and the past, development of a new generation of enthused polar
researchers, and full engagement and understanding of the purpose and value
of polar research by the public and decision-makers worldwide. He noted that
the real success of the IPY will be judged by how the large amount of data
collected will be analysed, synthesised, archived and above all exchanged.
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Dr Carlson anticipated that a new, comprehensive view of the polar regions
will result from IPY efforts.

(146) Dr Carlson also noted the challenge of maintaining focus on the polar regions
now that the IPY period has passed, referring to four specific needs:

a. the need to develop integrated prediction capabilities;

b. the need to sustain networks of contacts between journalists,
scientists and teachers that were established during the IPY;

c. the need to continue support for young polar scientists; and

d. the need to identify, preserve and share data obtained during the
IPY.

(147) SCAR advised that the IPY Oslo Science Conference will be held in Oslo
June 8-12, 2010 and encouraged all Parties to participate. All IPY scientists
were urged to submit their data to their national Antarctic data centre or, if one
does not exist, to establish a repository for data that may then be exchanged
with other national Antarctic data centres. SCAR noted its engagement with
SCOR (the Scientific Committee on Oceanic Research) in the design for a
Southern Ocean Observing System and urged Parties to learn more about
this system and to aid in its implementation when the design is published.

(148) Several Parties and COMNAP acknowledged the hard work of the IPY-IPO
in compiling this report and thanked Dr Carlson for his contributions. Parties
agreed that the legacy of IPY cannot be overestimated in terms of both its
international scientific achievements and the related impacts of the long-
term observation system infrastructure and the information now available
to policy makers for governance in light of global climate change.

(149) Parties strongly supported a continuation of IPY work, particularly in the
arena of long-term observation systems, data and information gathering,
storage and exchange and the encouragement of young scientists.

(150) The Meeting adopted Resolution 6 (2009) on Ensuring the legacy of the
International Polar Year (IPY) (see Part I1, section 3, page 283).

(151) COMNAP supported the work described in both WP 48 and WP 6 (see
paragraph 154 below) and confirmed it would assist as appropriate. It noted
it was working in liaison with the SCAR Executive on development of new
mechanisms to support and preserve the legacy of the IPY, in particular in
regard to the networks of long term observations. This work will be presented
for discussion at the next COMNAP annual meeting in August.
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(152) The Republic of Korea informed Parties that, as part of the IPY legacy, the
International Arctic Science Committee (IASC) meeting will be held in
Korea in 2011.

(153) Moving on suggestions proposed in the 1960s, the Russian Federation
suggested that it may be worth considering initiating a “Polar Decade”.

(154) Norway and the UK presented WP 6 Maximizing the Antarctic IPY legacy,
which proposed a scoping study and workshop to look at ways in which
the legacy of the IPY in Antarctica could be maximised. Norway offered to
prepare the scoping study which would constitute the basis for the discussions
at the proposed workshop. The workshop will examine:

« the legacy of scientific measurements and observations, and
implications for long-term data access and data management,
collected during IPY in Antarctica;

» the ways in which the communication and outreach of the
science results from IPY projects in Antarctica to policy makers,
stakeholders and the interested public could be best continued;
and

« the continued operation of IPY projects in Antarctica which
has assisted with the recruitment of young polar scientists,
international research coordination and funding, and international
capacity building.

(155) The Meeting welcomed this proposal from Norway and the UK.

(156) It was agreed that the workshop will be hosted by Norway in June 2010,
back-to-back with the IPY Oslo Science Conference. The workshop will
be open for all interested Parties and organisations, such as SCAR and IPY
(ICSU and WMO). The contact point will be Dr Jan-Gunnar Winther at the
Norwegian Polar Institute (winther@npolar.no).

(157) The conclusions and recommendations of the workshop will be prepared
by an open ended contact group led by Norway and will be reported to the
ATCM XXXIV.

(158) Some Parties recognised the value of encouraging young scientists to
focus on Antarctic research through several organisations, including the
Association of Polar Early Career Scientists (APECS). SCAR undertook
to submit a paper to the next Meeting providing details on APECS and its
activities.
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Item 11: Tourism and Non-Governmental Activities
in the Antarctic Treaty Area

i. Overview of the Antarctic tourist activity in the 2008/09 season

(159)

(160)

(161)

(162)

(163)

IAATO introduced IP 86 rev. 1 IAATO Overview of Antarctic Tourism:
2008-2009 Antarctic Season and Preliminary Estimates for 2009-2010
Antarctic Season, providing a report of tourist activity in Antarctica during
the last season, as well as an overview of Antarctic tourism trends. IAATO
informed the Meeting that, because of the early timing of ATCM XXXIl,
it had not been possible to compile or analyse in detail the statistical data
for the 2008-2009 season, and it expected that this data will be available
in June 2009. IAATO noted that those preliminary estimations showed that
the total number of visitors for the 2008—-2009 season for IAATO members
was around 38,900, including over-flights and cruise-only voyages, noting
that this number was eight percent below the 42,298 that IAATO members
had projected in June 2008 for the 2008—2009 season.

IAATO had originally expected that the total number estimated for 2009—
2010 season, considering all tourist activities, would be around 43,000.
However, IAATO noted that, given the current economic downturn, levels of
tourism are dropping and may continue to drop though it is unclear whether
this will be a short-term or long-term trend. However, any decrease in activity
should not prevent further measures to ensure that visitors are experiencing
Antarctica in a safe and responsible manner. IAATO noted that they will
continue to develop and provide training on industry best-practices and to
offer advice and guidance where needed.

It was noted that there was some uncertainty in the forecast of numbers of
visitors in the future.

IAATO presented IP 101 Land-Based Tourism Facilities, providing
information on the range, scale and scope of IAATO members’ land-based
activities. IAATO recalled that this paper was a response to Japan’s request
at ATCM XXXI and noted that the paper includes definitions of land-based
tourism and permanent infrastructure.

IAATO’s proposed definition for permanent infrastructure, which included
reference to remediation of sites when infrastructure is removed, was
welcomed, although it was noted that it may not be possible to return a site
to its pre-impact condition.
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(164) 1AATO also introduced IP 87 IAATO Field Operations Manual (FOM),

which is IAATO’s standardised single source for operations and training of
tourism industry field staff.

(165) ASOC introduced IP 23 rev. 1 Tourism and Land-based Facilities in

Antarctica, which has been produced following a request by Japan at ATCM
XXXI. ASOC said that it had worked to the best of its ability to provide the
requested information. ASOC had identified 14 land-based facilities that
were used or had been used at some point to support or manage tourism.
The tourism interface with land based facilities runs along three continuums:
commercial — non-commercial; non-governmental/private — governmental;
and the primary or ancillary use of the facility for tourism purposes. ASOC
noted that it would appreciate the inputs of all Parties to a questionnaire that
was attached to its paper and which it distributed at the Meeting.

(166) Parties thanked ASOC for this paper and asked ASOC to provide future

updates on this information. ASOC noted that its ability to provide updates
depended on Parties’ continuing to provide information through the
Information Exchange system. It was noted that these updates will assist in
tracking the potential growth of infrastructure. The Meeting agreed that it
was possible to obtain such information through the existing requirements for
exchange of information under the Treaty and Protocol and urged Parties to
fully implement these requirements. It was noted that better reporting would
facilitate further analysis and discussion of potential tourism impacts.

(167) Argentina associated itself with comments made by other Parties that there

are different interpretations with respect to tourism regulation. In relation
to land-based facilities, Argentina recalled its position at former ATCMs,
reserving its right to install at any time land infrastructure with some lodging
capacity at any of its bases to host tourists and visitors, similar to those
already existing in Antarctica.

(168) ASOC introduced IP 53 Key Elements of a strategic vision for Antarctic
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tourism, arguing that there is an urgent need for Antarctic Treaty Parties
to develop a clear vision of tourism in the Antarctic, and to agree on a
tourism strategy that delivers step by step on that vision through time.
ASOC characterised tourism as a whole system composed by a departure
region, a transit region, a destination region, the tourism industry, and the
tourists themselves, which helped to conceptualise tourism as more than
visitation of certain landing sites. ASOC considered that the unending growth
of Antarctic tourism was not desirable, required or inevitable. Tourism
activities in Antarctica should demonstrably have no more than a minor or
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transitory impact on the environment. A precautionary approach should be
used to manage tourism in the absence of conclusive scientific evidence
about tourism impacts. Certain types of commercial tourism would need to
be discouraged or prohibited.

Parties’ attention was called to the work the CEP is undertaking during the
intersessional period regarding environmental aspects of tourism and non-
governmental activities, which should help inform future debates.

It was stressed that there has already been work done on regulating tourism
in Antarctica and that future proposals for regulation should be focused and
build on this past work.

In relation to the control exercised over tourists on land, Argentina indicated
that the inspection a Party carries out on a cruise ship under the provisions
of Art. VII of the Antarctic Treaty does not allow exercising control over
tourists on land. Argentina noted its experience in using observers on an
Argentine cruise ship. Argentina also pointed out that deploying observers
from a Party on cruise ships of its flag or whose operator has its legal address
in such a Party has proved to be very positive since it allowed the Party
to fully assess tourism management during a complete trip and promoted
mutual understanding between the operator and the National Antarctic
Program. However, Argentina recognised that some limitations with respect
to proper supervision of Antarctic tourism still exist, and it would therefore
be convenient to start exploring the chance of establishing a more open
system of observers on board cruise ships.

Other delegations agreed with Argentina that establishing a more open
system of observers on board of cruise ships would be very useful.

IAATO concurred that the use of observers on cruise ships has proven
helpful for all concerned and that it complemented work in ensuring best
practices and training for field staff. IAATO also expressed its willingness to
cooperate with Parties to improve observer practice in respect of Antarctic
tourism. However, it noted the practical challenges in obtaining observers
for every departure.

Regarding jurisdiction of passengers while on-shore, IAATO noted that these
passengers are under the control of the expedition leader, who is employed
by the authorised tour operator. In the zodiac, however, they remain under
the flag state of the ship. At field camps tourists are under the control of the
camp manager who is operating under a national authority. IAATO explained
that compliance in the field relies on self-regulation.
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(175) The UK clarified that it had clear permitting procedures to bind passengers
ashore to comply with Antarctic Treaty provisions.

(176) Argentinaintroduced IP 119 Report of activities of Antarctic tourism cruise
ships operating from Ushuaia during austral summer season 2008/2009,
a summary of the main activities of cruise ships that visited Antarctica
during 2008/2009 operating from the port of Ushuaia. This document
includes information which is based on crew and passenger lists provided
by cruise ships to Argentina’s competent authorities. Argentina indicated
that this document aims to become an alternative and/or complementary
source of information to other available sources, in order to further assist
in the assessment of tourist activities in the Antarctic Peninsula region.
Argentina announced that it plans to present a similar report annually at
future ATCMs.

(177) Russiawelcomed Argentina’s document and pointed out that it represented an
excellent response to the need for control and regulation of Antarctic tourist
activities from Parties, to which Russia has referred on several occasions
during the current Meeting. ASOC thanked Argentina for its contribution,
which usefully complemented the information provided by IAATO.

ii. Tourism proposals

(178) The United Kingdom introduced WP 10 Strategic vision of Antarctic tourism
for the next decade, recalling to the Meeting that a proposal for developing
such a strategic vision as part of the celebrations for the 50" Anniversary
of the signing of the Antarctic Treaty had been presented to the 31 ATCM.
During the intersessional period the UK had received comments from several
Parties and Experts and noted that there was much common ground amongst
the contributions, in particular on principles of mitigation of environmental
and safety risks.

(179) The UK noted that the proposed vision aimed to establish the broad principles
by which the Antarctic Treaty Parties will manage tourism, and proposed that
the ATCM consider and endorse the vision as part of the 50" Anniversary
celebrations.

(180) Argentina expressed appreciation for the work undertaken by the UK and
pointed out that this document included some general principles on which
consensus can be readily reached, and some other ones which could be
better defined as tasks. Argentina considered that finding a common view
on such tasks would be more difficult, since it should be clearly determined
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where the responsibilities for such tasks should lie. However, Argentina also
indicated that the strategic vision proposed in WP 10 is a valuable starting
point.

(181) Several Parties noted concern over the growing popularity of tourism
focused on sports or “extreme sports”. Several Parties also noted the need
to keep in mind all of the values identified in the Protocol for protection, e.g.
intrinsic and wilderness values. The need to take a precautionary approach
to management of tourism was noted by several Parties.

(182) Several Parties stated that, when properly managed, tourism in Antarctica
should be welcomed. Tourism should be organised so as to minimise the
environmental impact and maximise the safety of operations, while at the
same time not interfering with the conduct of science programmes.

(183) Other Parties, on the other hand, stressed that the absolute priority of the
Treaty is Antarctic scientific research and environmental protection and that
tourism should not be encouraged but rather strictly regulated.

(184) There was some discussion as to whether a strategic vision document for
tourism should be aspirational, focusing on general themes and goals for
the future of tourism, or prescriptive, and thereby include a more detailed
list of tasks that might be required as part of the implementation of such a
strategy. The difficulty of separating out the goals of a strategic vision from
the tasks required to implement it was also noted.

(185) As a result of these deliberations the Meeting adopted Resolution 7 (2009)
(see Part 11, section 3, page 285).

(186) Germany, supported by other Parties, thanked the UK for the effort to drafta
strategic vision. It underlined however that the Resolution in its current form
does not meet the expectations for a “vision”. However, Germany supported
the principles and hoped the UK would continue the intersessional work.
This was echoed by Sweden.

(187) The UK shared the views of Sweden and Germany regarding their
expectations for a vision, and expressed the desire to continue working and
receiving comments during the intersessional period via the web-based
ATCM discussion forum. The UK asked to receive initial further comments
on the draft vision as set out in WP 10 by the end of September 2009.

(188) The Russian Federation introduced WP 44 Problems of national control of
tourist and non-governmental activity in the Antarctic, in which attention
is drawn to essential differences in the national procedures of regulation
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and control of activities in Antarctica. In its view, the problem of “flag of
convenience” is evident, since some tourist operators prefer to conduct their
business in the states with more lenient Antarctic laws. The other major
problem is the use by a sub-operator of one state, which does not possess
permit to conduct its activity in Antarctica, of a valid permit issued for a
tourist operator of another state (for example, sub-chartering of a boat,
possessing the relevant permit for conducting activity in Antarctica).

(189) Inthis respect Consultative Parties were invited to improve implementation
of the existing ATCM decisions on the exchange of information concerning
Antarctic activities and to consider elaboration of new legal instruments
enhancing control over tourist operations in Antarctica.

(190) Parties thanked Russia for this paper. Many Parties agreed the points raised
by Russia concerning lack of consistent implementation of rules related to
the Protocol on Environmental Protection and problems raised by use of
flags of convenience.

(191) Several Parties offered suggestions for further information exchange to
include posting EIAs and permits on the ATS website, or Parties submitting
additional information in the official languages of the Treaty related to EIAS
and permits to the Secretariat.

(192) Argentina, supporting Russia, reiterated, as it has already done in previous
ATCMs, that IEES on tourism activities were not always publicly available
and that ready access to such information would be valuable to adequately
assess proposals from tour operators.

(193) IAATO clarified the procedures when its member vessel operators sub-charter
vessels. In the case of a sub charterer, the sub-charterer — and not the vessel
operator — takes responsibility for providing advance notification, filing an
EIA, conducting the voyage and filing post-visit report forms. Conversely
if a vessel operator has a sales agreement with another company, the vessel
operator remains responsible for the voyage, including its authorisation,
execution and reporting.

(194) The United States introduced WP 17 Proposal to make binding certain
limitations on landing of persons from passenger vessels, recalling that
Resolution 4 (2007) recommended that Parties:

« discourage or decline to authorise tour operators that use vessels
carrying more than 500 passengers from making any landings in
Antarctica;

54



1. Final Report

 encourage or require them to coordinate activities so that no more
than one tourist vessel is at a landing site at any one time;

« restrict the number of passengers on shore at any one time to no
more than 100 persons; and

* maintain a minimum ratio of one guide to twenty passengers while
ashore.

(195) The United States proposed that it is timely to incorporate the recommendatory
provisions from Resolution 4 (2007) into binding obligations through a
Measure, and that such a Measure would serve both immediate and longer-
term objectives of the Consultative Parties with respect to tourism in
Antarctica. The United States stated that the adoption of a binding Measure
would make clear that all operators are subject to the same standards. The
US further noted that the provisions outlined in WP 17 are already practiced
by IAATO members and represent the best practices of industry.

(196) Many Parties supported the proposed Measure, noting that it was timely
and appropriate, given the 50" Anniversary of the Treaty, to make proactive
steps towards the regulation of Antarctic tourism.

(197) Germany noted that definitions are not needed for this Measure and may lead
to confusion with regard to the existing instruments. They should therefore
be deleted.

(198) Japan noted concern over the implementation mechanism and fixed uniform
figures as criteria. Parties agreed to add language that clarifies its relation
to the Parties’ obligations under the Protocol and confirm the possibility of
future changes of the criteria through discussion at ATCMs.

(199) As aresult of these deliberations, the Meeting adopted Measure 15 (2009)
(see Part I, section 1, page 199).

(200) Itwas noted that, compared to the adopted Measure, more stringent standards
are included in some existing resolutions (e.g. site specific guidelines).

(201) Norway introduced WP 43 Report of the continued Intersessional Contact
Group on Issues Concerning Passenger Ships Operating in Antarctic Waters,
informing the Meeting of the results of the ICG discussion on examination
of issues related to the prevention and mitigation of a maritime incident in
Antarctic waters. Norway informed the Meeting that the Group considered
event tree analysis (ETA) as a tool to analyse how, proceeding from an
initiating event, certain control measures may either prevent or mitigate
undesirable outcomes. Norway noted that the conclusions drawn from event
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(202)

(203)

(204)

(205)

(206)

(207)

(208)
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trees suggested that incidents of concern were characterised by a succession
of control measure failures, which showed a recurrence of possibly absent
or inadequate control measures in five key areas: training, search and rescue
(SAR), lifesaving, vessel construction, and other.

Norway informed the Meeting that the ICG proposed that the ATCM
continue to consider what issues related to tourist vessels should be referred
for expert review and that Parties pursue through their representatives at
the IMO consideration of the sufficiency of control measures related to the
technical specifications of vessels engaged in polar activities.

Norway also noted that it will submit an information paper to the IMQO’s
Maritime Safety Committee 87" session or the Sub-Committee on Design
and Equipment in 2010. The information paper will report on the work of the
ICG and its identification of possible regulatory gaps bearing on the technical
specifications of vessels engaged in polar activities, as described in IP 17 rev.
1 Proposal for submission to the International Maritime Organization.

Parties noted the synergies in the work by the ICG and the ATME planned
for Wellington regarding ship-borne tourism. Many Parties suggested that
these issues should continue to be discussed at the ATME.

The Parties agreed not to continue the ICG, but rather to continue to work
on related matters in the context of the ATME on management of ship-borne
tourism in Antarctica in Wellington.

IAATO noted that while it had participated in the early stages of the ICG,
it did not necessarily agree with the conclusions.

Chile introduced WP 54 The effect of marathons held on the Antarctic
continent, reiterating that the steady increase of large scale activities such
as marathons on the Antarctic continent is disruptive to the function of
scientists and other station activities in addition to posing a hazard to both
tourists and the Antarctic environment. Chile noted that in its view these
activities are not currently subject to international regulation, pose a difficulty
for regulators in obtaining the proper documentation and may violate the
terms of Resolution 4 (2007). Chile requested the ATCM to express views on
holding large-scale adventure activities on land in Antarctica and to define
measures to restrict or control such events.

Many Parties thanked Chile for this work and agreed with the assertion that
marathon activities are problematic. Some Parties and ASOC advocated strict
regulation of adventure activities in Antarctica, noting that priority should
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be given to tourism focusing on educational enrichment and respect for the
environment.

(209) Other Parties felt the current mechanisms for regulation, including
environmental impact assessments, are sufficient.

(210) Itwas noted that competent authorities of certain Parties may have difficulties
with making decisions on the question of whether certain specific types of
tourist activities should be authorised and that the discussion as proposed
by Chile would therefore be of high value.

(211) ASOC noted that there was considerable information available on the world
wide web about Antarctic marathons. ASOC expressed its opinion that
Antarctic tourism should primarily be based on appreciation of Antarctic
values rather than activity based, and noted that marathons were one of the
activities that were not focused on the intrinsic values of Antarctica and that
could therefore be carried out anywhere else.

(212) The US felt proper planning of marathon activities as well as regulation
from responsible national authorities would address the concerns raised
in this paper regarding management and self-sufficiency. Further, proper
planning will also ensure that scientific schedules and activities are not
disrupted. The US noted that for the two marathon activities carried out
by US operators the US requires and has received environmental impact
assessment documentation.

(213) The ATCM established an Intersessional Contact Group on this matter with
the objective of presenting a draft document and resolution to the ATCM in
2010.

(214) The I1CG on Regulation of marathons and large-scale sporting events has
the following terms of reference:

» Conduct an analysis of the management of large-scale sporting
and marathon running events.

» Study where any additional regulations are required to address
regulating the tourist activities mentioned above, with particular
reference to site-specific instruments.

« Noting Resolution 3 (2004), to consider whether additional
procedures for prior communication and exchange of information
between Parties are needed.

(215) All ATCPs are invited to participate, as are COMNAP, IAATO, and ASOC.
The ICG will hold internet-based discussions through the website of the
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Secretariat and will be led by Chile. The group will present a report at the
next ATCM. The US noted IAATO has drafted guidelines for marathons
that would be useful to review by the ICG.

(216) Some Parties supported the terms of reference (TORs) for the ICG on
Regulation of Large-Scale or Special Tourist Activities originally tabled by
Chile. They could only accept the revised TORs in a spirit of compromise
and to give this very important work a start. These countries pointed out that
the very limited scope of the TORs would not cover all extreme activities and
neglects environmental impacts, possible disruptions to stations and scientific
programmes as well as safety issues. They underlined their concern on the
postponement of important work that has already been postponed for years.

iii. Antarctic Treaty Meeting of Experts

(217) New Zealand introduced WP 30 Antarctic Treaty Meeting of Experts on the
Management of Ship-borne Tourism in the Antarctic Treaty Area, noting that
Parties had expressed concern about humanitarian and environmental risks
associated with the increase of ship-borne tourism and the recent incidents
that occurred in Antarctic waters. New Zealand noted its offer to host a
Meeting of Experts on this topic had first been made at ATCM XXXI in Kyiv
and had been welcomed by the Parties. New Zealand expressed that, in its
view, further regulation was required for the safety of passengers and the
protection of the Antarctic environment, and proposed to host an Antarctic
Treaty Meeting of Experts (ATME) on the Management of Ship-borne
Tourism in the Antarctic Treaty Area in Wellington from 9-11 December
2009. The goal of the meeting would be to accelerate consideration of the
issues associated with ship-borne tourism, so that useful recommendations
could be provided to ATCM XXXIII. The Parties thanked New Zealand
for its offer to host the ATME and adopted Decision 7 (2009) (see Part Il,
section 2, page 259).

iv. Tourism and Shipping Safety

(218) The Working Groups of Tourism and Non-governmental Activities and
Operational Matters met jointly to consider issues of common concern,
including issues relating to tourism and shipping safety in Antarctica.

(219) The Parties discussed IP 120 Report by Liberia on Sinking of MS Explorer
(Belgium), which contains the Republic of Liberia’s Report of Investigation
in the Matter of Sinking of Passenger Vessel Explorer on November 23,
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2007 (report dated March 26, 2009). Michael Davies-Sekle, Vice President
for Marine Investigations of the Liberian International Ship & Corporate
Registry, was invited by the Meeting to present the Liberian report during
an informal session. During this session he described the conclusions and
recommendations in the report.

(220) While many delegations noted that the Liberian report had been issued only
the week before and was still being studied, some delegations did make
comments. Parties noted that the report underscored the point of how close
the M/S Explorer accident came to being a greater tragedy, which was very
narrowly avoided by the calm weather and the actions of the crew. It was
recognised that the report identified a series of serious shortcomings and
gaps.

(221) The Meeting expressed considerable concern related to the sinking of M/S
Explorer and other recent ship incidents, and considered it important to
focus on efforts to ensure the safety of passengers on tour vessels. Many
delegations expressed appreciation for the report, found it valuable, and
welcomed the fact that the report would be formally presented to the IMO
for detailed discussion of its recommendations.

(222) Australia noted that it regarded the M/S Explorer sinking with grave
concern, and that the report by Liberia highlighted a number of conclusions
and recommendations worthy of close consideration by Treaty Parties,
collectively and individually, and by those who operate and charter vessels
for work in Antarctic waters. For its part, Australia noted that it would be
raising these issues with Australian vessel operators and with companies that
it authorises to conduct ship-based tourism. Australia felt that the report lent
further impetus to the work of the Parties on these issues, in the ATCM and
within the IMO, and reinforced the need for coordinated effort among the
Parties when Antarctic related initiatives are being taken forward in IMO.

(223) Argentina stated that it was struck by Liberia’s statements under the heading
“Rescue Coordination” (page 70 of the report), when in all the recent cases
in which there were vessel alert calls, the Argentine MRCC’s intervention
has always been timely and unconditional having effectively carried out all
the necessary coordination tasks for the search and rescue and the safeguard
of human life. These cases have been the subject of acknowledgement by
Parties, including in respect of the M/S Explorer incident.

(224) Argentina also expressed surprise and concern that the flag state appeared
to seek to limit its responsibilities, when in fact the vessel did not have

59



ATCM XXXII Final Report

(225)

(226)

(227)

(228)

(229)
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an Ice Master on board and the vessel captain publicly acknowledged his
inexperience in Antarctic waters. Regarding the procedures that are referred
to in Liberia’s report, Argentina also noted that there are clear IMO provisions
which establish the joint responsibility and coordination between Argentina
and Chile in the area of the incident.

Argentina and Chile have been steadily working together in the provision
of SAR services in the Antarctic Peninsula area with very positive results.
An example of this is the ongoing work by the Combined Antarctic Naval
Patrols for over ten years, which has recently extended its operating season.
Argentina further noted that page 40 of the Liberian report lacks any
reference to the technical and scientific activities conducted by Argentina
in the area of the M/S Explorer wreckage. These were duly presented to
ATCM XXXI (Kyiv, 2008) in IP 130.

In response to a Party’s enquiry, Argentina provided additional information
on the amount of fuel and lubricants that the M/S Explorer carried on board
at the time of sinking.

Finally, Argentina stated its concern that it had not been included among
the Parties that had initially received the report presented by Liberia and
rejected several specific references contained in the report.

Chile expressed surprise with the introduction into the Liberian report of all
the elements of the preliminary investigation carried out by Chile and the
extensive correspondence and assistance provided by Chile to the flag state
in order to make feasible and credible their report to the IMO, without any
acknowledgement. Chile agreed with the statement by Argentina, including
its assessment of the lack of any real recognition of the obligations and duties
of a flag state under international law.

IAATO stated that for all those involved in Antarctic shipping operations —
especially passenger shipping operations — the Decision of the Commissioner
of Maritime Affairs and the Report of Investigation in the Matter of Sinking
of Passenger Vessel Explorer make for very sober reading. It stated that
when serious incidents such as this occur, the industry cannot deal with
speculation but needs facts to ensure that appropriate amendments in both
technological and operational practices and requirements can be achieved.
And so, while in the absence of a report IAATO is pleased with the progress
that has been made since the M/S Explorer incident — particularly in terms
of improving response actions and in vessel tracking — the recent arrival
of the report is a welcome and, indeed, crucial source of information on
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which to base further decisions and actions. It further noted that the facts,
conclusions and recommendations of the report will be pivotal in discussions
with ship owners, vessel operators, flag states, classification societies and
national authorities and that IAATO will take steps to initiate, facilitate and
take part in these discussions as appropriate. IAATO would note that many
of the conclusions and recommendations will require careful deliberation
from a number of international bodies. For example, IAATO would suggest
that, should the justification for a new work item in the IMO to develop
a mandatory polar shipping code be accepted, this would be a valid place
for several of these recommendations. In the interim, however, IAATO’s
Marine Committee will be studying the report carefully to assess what
specific advice can be put in place as industry best practice prior to the
2009-10 season — for example, through consideration of recommendations
6, 7 and 11 of the Liberia Report, as appropriate. These will be discussed
during IAATO’s next Annual Meeting in June of this year and IAATO will
keep Treaty Parties fully informed of those recommendations that IAATO
is in a position to implement.

(230) Several Parties commented that the sinking of the M/S Explorer was an
extraordinary event that drew a lot of attention and prompted renewed
discussion of the need to promote safety and environmental protection in
Antarctica.

(231) The United States introduced WP 16 Lifeboats on Antarctic Tourist Vessels.
The Meeting generally welcomed the proposal recommending Parties
cooperate in taking action within the International Maritime Organization to
require, with respect to ships undertaking tourist activities in the Antarctic
Treaty area, the carriage of sufficient and suitable lifeboats for all passengers
and crew, and to ensure those lifeboats were outfitted with equipment to
facilitate timely search and rescue. The Meeting generally supported the
initiative to advance the safety of vessels operating in Antarctic waters, and
acknowledged the ongoing work of the International Maritime Organization
in that regard. The Meeting agreed that the US proposal be redrafted to
recommend the Chair of ATCM XXXII write to the International Maritime
Organization indicating support for those activities.

(232) The Meeting adopted Resolution 8 (2009) (see Part I, section 3, page 287)
and agreed that the letter from the Chair of ATCM XXXII to the International
Maritime Organization will welcome the recent work of the Sub-committee
on Design and Equipment to develop Guidelines for Ships Operating in Polar
Waters, and express the Parties desire that these guidelines be adopted by
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the International Maritime Organization at their Assembly meeting later this
year. In addition, the letter will express the desire of the Antarctic Treaty
Parties that the International Maritime Organization commence work as
soon as practicable to develop mandatory requirements for ships operating
in Antarctic waters, which would include inter alia matters relating to vessel
design, construction, manning and equipment, including survival craft and
lifesaving equipment, taking particular note of the types of vessels, especially
passenger vessels, operating in Antarctica.

(233) Parties also emphasised the original intent of WP 16, which proposed
that the IMO require lifeboats on passenger vessels in Antarctic waters be
adequate to the degree of risk faced by passengers and crew in the event of
an accident. Parties welcomed the recent IMO Sub-committee on Design
and Equipment’s decision that only partially or fully enclosed lifeboats are
appropriate for Antarctic waters.

(234) 1AATO briefly introduced IP 88 Survival Craft on Passenger Vessels: An
Overview, which provided background on various types of survival craft
currently in use on board passenger vessels. IAATO noted that it welcomed
the decision by the ATCM to support IMQO’s possible efforts to prepare a
mandatory polar code, which it felt would be a useful and important tool
for advancing safety.

Item 12: Inspections under the Antarctic Treaty
and the Environment Protocol

(235) Argentina presented WP 37 Report of the Intersessional Contact Group on the
revision of List A ““Permanent Antarctic Stations and Associated Installations™
appended to Resolution 5 (1995). Argentina noted that, despite a very brief
intersessional period, the group had made significant progress.

(236) Argentina was thanked for leading the work and it was agreed the checklist
is a useful tool to facilitate inspections for both the inspectors and those
being inspected. The ATCM agreed to extend the ICG work until the next
ATCM in 2010.

(237) Noting their appreciation for being involved in this ICG, COMNAP proposed
the use of standard terminology and the availability of example answers to
the checklist questions which will facilitate inspection effectiveness and
communications.
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Many Parties thanked the Secretariat for making available previous
inspection reports in the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat’s website. Some Parties
reminded the Meeting that, while the checklist is an important mechanism
to prepare and guide the inspections, it should not replace or overshadow
the onsite discussions and observations, which comprise the focal point of
the inspections.

Norway introduced IP 96 Inspection undertaken by Norway in accordance
with Article VII of the Antarctic Treaty. Norway informed the Meeting that
in February 2009 it undertook inspections on Princess Elisabeth Antarctica
Station (71°57°S, 23°20°E), Halley Station (75°35’S, 26°34’W) and
Novolazarevskaya Airbase (70°49’S, 11°37°E). Thanking the inspected
stations for their assistance, Norway noted the report from the inspection
is still being compiled, and a full report of the findings will be circulated to
the Antarctic Treaty Parties before ATCM XXXIII.

Japan informed the Parties of its intention to undertake its first inspection
in the near future, as it indicated at ATCM XXXI. It also mentioned that
previous inspection reports in the ATS website were very helpful in planning
this inspection.

13: Science issues, including climate-related research,

scientific cooperation and facilitation

Climate Change

(241) SCAR introduced IP 5 SCAR’s Antarctic Climate Change and the

Environment (ACCE) review report, noting that the effects of increased
greenhouse gases were already evident. SCAR summarised a variety of
scientific research conducted in Antarctica pointing to atmospheric and
marine warming and consequences for terrestrial and marine physical and
biological environments. Effects could be expected to increase, given the
expected further increase in greenhouse gases over the next century. SCAR
showed how the latest numerical models project change into the future and
proposed to bring back to the ATCM annual updates on the state of the
climate and environment. Highlights of the review include:

« that current annual ice loss in west Antarctica is the same as is
being lost annually from Greenland, causing an increase in the
rate of rise of sea level;
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« that increased efforts are required to understand the mechanism
for this ice loss, so as to improve forecasts of future change;

 that the Southern Ocean is now taking up less CO2 from the
atmosphere, which means that the atmosphere is likely to warm
faster than expected;

« that acidification of the ocean has profound implications for the
marine ecosystem of the Southern Ocean.

(242) SCAR recommended the Parties to:

« take note of the latest scientific findings and notify SCAR on the
latest research results from National Antarctic Programs;

« support and foster research on Antarctic climate change focusing
on those aspects that are least understood;

 support research on the distribution of terrestrial species and the
geographical distribution of genetic diversity, especially in rapidly
warming areas, and areas that seem prone to an elevated risk of
biological invasion owing to climate change; and

« assess the contributions that their Antarctic operations make to
global warming with particular regard to greenhouse gas emissions
and adopt suitable mitigating protocols commensurate with the
potential for impact.

(243) SCAR was thanked for this excellent work and its recommendations. It was
noted this effort is only possible through international cooperation supporting
the collection and maintenance of long term data sets.

(244) ASOC presented IP 35 Policy implications arising from SCAR’s report:
Antarctic climate change and the environment, which it had previously
introduced in the CEP. ASOC urged Parties to consider the implications
and asked Parties to take concrete action at the local and regional levels in
Antarctica to help mitigate the effects of Antarctic climate change by:

« supporting global reductions in carbon emissions and an equitable,
effective, and science-based agreement at the United Nations
Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen in December 2009;

e putting in place consistently strong measures to prevent the
establishment of invasive species; and

 applying a precautionary approach to the conservation of marine
living resources through the use of Marine Protected Areas and
reductions in non-climate stresses, such as exploitation, invasive
species, and pollution.
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(245) Argentinaintroduced IP 83 Continuous data collection and long-term monitoring
as an integral part of the Antarctic scientific programs, highlighting the
importance and the special status of long term monitoring activities. Argentina
noted that this activity is generally financed by national programmes and
suggested that the ATCM recognise the importance of this work and encourage
national programmes to continue investing in long-term monitoring.

(246) Argentina also presented IP 85 Antarctic scientific research projects
developed in Argentina in 2008, which provides a list of scientific projects for
2008-2011. These activities are organised in two groups: research projects
and scientific-technological actions.

(247) Japan introduced IP 94 Japan’s Antarctic research program and its future.
Japan’s main activities in 2008—2009 were: cooperation with Australia and
Sweden, observations on atmospheric aerosols and greenhouse gases, and
experimental airborne observation. For the first time a Japanese researcher
led an international polar research project, with eleven proposals under its
umbrella including projects from Belgium, Canada and Spain. Japan also
briefly described its planned activities for 2010-15.

(248) Japan presented IP 89 Asian Forum for Polar Sciences (AFoPS) Report to
XXXII ATCM, describing the outcome of the 9" AFoPS Delegates Meeting
held in September 2008 in Incheon, Republic of Korea. AFOPS, which aims to
encourage non-polar Asian countries to work together on polar research, now
has five member states and several observers. Apart from the work of the five
AFoPS working groups (on Earth Science, Life Science, Planetary Science,
Engineering and Logistics, and Public Relations and Data Management),
workshops have been held. Asession titled Recent Advances in Polar Sciences
and Global Warming was organised by AFoPS scientists of the Asia Oceania
Geoscience Society (AOGS) held in Busan, Republic of Korea, in June 2008.
Further information can be found at www.afops.org.

(249) China, India and the Republic of Korea congratulated Japan for its
achievements as Chair of AFoPS.

(250) Bulgaria presented IP 28 Southern dimension for polar research, highlighting
ongoing steps for strengthening cooperation between south and south-
eastern European countries with well developed polar programmes and
other Southern EU countries through exchange of information, workshops
and open lectures for young people and a broad audience. Bulgaria stressed
that collaboration between scientific communities, laboratories and logistic
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facilities in the realisation of the EUROPOLAR ERA-NET Polar CLIMATE
project will be the most important goal for the near future.

The Russian Federation presented IP 43 Results of Russian activities
in the deep ice borehole at Vostok station in implementing the project
of penetration to the water layer of the subglacial lake in the season of
2008/2009, informing the Meeting about an unsuccessful attempt to retrieve
a 13 metre-long drill that was left in the lower part of the Vostok borehole
in 2007. After several failed attempts to bring the damaged drill back to the
surface by slightly enlarging the bore hole, melting the ice around the drill
bit with antifreeze, and attempting to hook its protrusions with a special
device manufactured in St. Petersburg so that it could be pulled out, the
Russian Federation decided to redirect the borehole starting from the depth
of 3,589m. This would allow it to by-pass the damaged drill at a distance of
1-1,5 metres. By the end of this season, this redirected borehole reached the
depth of 3,598m. This makes it possible to continue studies of interesting
mineral inclusions discovered in the ice core from the original borehole.

The Russian Federation also noted that as a consequence of the drill accident,
the final CEE on penetration to the water layer of Lake Vostok needed further
changes and was not ready in time for submission to ATCM XXXII.

The Russian Federation drew the Parties’ attention to IP 44 Preliminary
results of the Russian studies in the Antarctic under the IPY 2007/2008
Program Russian Federation and IP 45 Russian research in the Antarctic
in 2008, which provide details of its participation in IPY and its national
programme’s research in 2008.

The Republic of Korea introduced IP 25 Scientific and science-related
collaborations with other Parties during 2008-2009, noting that during the
last year, Korea cooperated on various projects with the United States, China,
Poland, Argentina, Ukraine and Germany. Korea also informed the Meeting
about the upcoming 16t Symposium on Polar Sciences which will be held
on 10-12 June 2009 and will be focused on the Korean icebreaker Araon.

Romania drew the attention of the Parties to IP 74 Romania participation
in IPY 2007-2008, which contains details of Romanian research in the IPY,
and introduced IP 75 Central and south-eastern Europe cooperation in polar
research, presenting a regional action plan of polar research cooperation
between the states in central and south-eastern Europe.

Romania also presented IP 77 Results of the Romanian scientific Antarctic
activities in Larsemann Hills, describing cooperation with several Parties,
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participation in SCAR’s Open Science conference, a symposium in Bucharest
and other activities in which Romania was involved.

(257) India introduced IP 22 Indian IPY activities, which describes its outreach
to school children, the general public and the scientific community
about polar research. India also presented IP 49 India’s Antarctic science
programme 2008-09, providing details on the research activities carried
out by India during the last year. These included projects on atmospheric
sciences, meteorology and climate change, earth science and glaciology,
biology, human physiology and medicine. India included four students in its
programme to make them aware of the challenges of Antarctic research.

(258) Chile presented IP 107 Chilean programme for scientific and technological
research in Antarctica. The programme includes projects which the Chilean
Antarctic Institute finances and executes, either directly or by supporting other
research. Projects are funded through a competitive process. The programme
is organised into four main areas of research: relationships between South
America and Antarctica, global warming and climate evolution, abundance
and diversity of Antarctic organisms, and the Antarctic environment and
its bioresources. The purpose of the programme is to produce high-quality
research worthy of international recognition.

(259) Chile also informed the Parties of an unfortunate fire that had affected the
gym at Presidente Eduardo Frei Montalva Base in the Fildes Peninsula over
the Easter weekend. No one was injured in the fire.

(260) Ecuador expressed its solidarity with Chile and its hope that all activities
necessary to rebuild will be carried out. It introduced IP 98 | Simposio
Ecuatoriano de Ciencia Polar, 2008, which outlines Ecuador’s polar
scientific activities and dissemination of the results. It highlighted its
participation with six other South American countries in the Brazil-led census
of Antarctic marine life, which it characterised as an excellent example of
international cooperation. Last year, Ecuador hosted its first symposium
on its polar science activities, with the participation of Argentina, Brazil
and Chile. At the symposium, Ecuador presented its research on a variety
of subjects including ice melt, environmental modelling, biology, giant
petrels, humpback whales, chemical geology, and robotics, among others.
Ecuador also cooperated with Malaysia on a project near Pedro Maldonado
Station.

(261) China introduced IP 40 Brief introduction on the third Chinese National
Arctic Marine Survey — IPY China programme. The Third Chinese National
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Arctic Marine Survey is an important part of the IPY China Programme.
The first survey was in 1999 and the second in 2003. The third survey was
carried out by R/V Xuelong from 11 July to 25 September 2008. The third
survey took 76 days and covered 12,000 nautical miles. 122 people were
involved in the third survey, including twelve foreign scientists from France,
Finland, Japan, Korea and the United States. The third survey conducted field
marine investigations at 132 sites, as well as combined long-term sea-ice
atmospheric observation and short-term sea ice investigation at eight sites
in the Bering Sea, the Chukchi Sea, the Chukchi Platform, and the Canadian
Basin.

(262) The SCAR lecture was presented by Prof. Dr Karin Lochte, Director of the

Alfred Wegener Institute (AWI) on the topic of Marine Life and Change in the
Southern Ocean, submitted as IP 71. An abstract is available in Volume 2, Part
IV, section 1 of this report. The lecture reiterated the key themes of the effects
on the ecosystem of warming, acidification and invasive species. The slides
from the lecture will be available from the SCAR website www.scar.org.

(263) The Meeting congratulated Professor Lochte on an excellent lecture and

expressed satisfaction at the amount of marine scientific research being
conducted by Parties, noting how little is actually known about the deep
sea around Antarctica.

(264) The following papers submitted under this agenda item were not introduced
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and were taken as read:

e IP 7 SCAR’s role in the Antarctic Treaty system;

» [P 24 Science supported by Antarctica New Zealand 2008/2009;
« [P 41 Marine Protected Areas in the Antarctic;

e [P 48rev. 1 ARoss Sea MPA: Preservation for science;

» IP 52 Protecting the Antarctic Marine Ecosystem: A role for the
ATCM;

» IP 57 Australia’s Antarctic scientific research program 2008/09;
* [P 63 Ukraine in Antarctica: Second decade of research;

* |IP 64 Ukrainian Antarctic research for 2008-2009 summer
season;

e IP 69 Persistent organic pollutants in the Antarctic;

e [P 92 South American Network on Antarctic Marine Biodiversity

(BioMAntar) and South American Consortium for the Census of
Antarctic Marine Life (LA CAML): an update;
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e [P 100 Two new Antarctic Related National Institutes recently
established in Brazil; and

* |P 113 The Czech research activities on the James Ross Island
and Antarctic Peninsula in 2008/09.

Item 14: Operational Issues

(265) The Executive Secretary presented SP 7 rev. 1 Measures on operational
matters, providing a summary analysis of ATCM recommendations
(Recommendations, Measures, Decisions and Resolutions) on operational
matters. They have been classified under the following topics: logistics,
search and rescue, telecommunications, meteorology, sitting of stations,
aircraft, hydrography, fuel storage and handling, contingency planning, and
shipping regulations. Given the large amount of obsolete recommendations
and measures found in the ATCM historical records, the Executive Secretary
proposed a full review of these measures and suggested COMNAP, WMO
and IMO should be consulted on this revision.

(266) ATCM Parties and COMNAP thanked the Secretariat for this paper which
provides useful background information for the work on review of the status
of recommendations and measures under Agenda Item 5. The Meeting
considered the need for simplification to be very important, particularly
when legal matters are concerned, in order to simplify the practical use.

(267) COMNAP noted the importance and value for all National Antarctic
Programs of having a very clear view of their obligations in relation to these
recommendations and noted it would continue analysing the technical parts
so as to help National Antarctic Programs. COMNAP further suggested the
proposed glossary of terms for the inspection checklist would also be helpful
in conjunction with these activities.

(268) The Meeting stressed the importance of completing the ongoing work on
the review of the status of Recommendations and Measures and agreed that
the topic covered by SP 7 should be added to the existing programme of
work under Item 5. ATCM XXXIII will give further consideration to SP 7
as well as SP 6 and decide how to proceed.

(269) While introducing IP 114 Neumayer Station 111 Completion of construction
and start of pilot operation in February 2009, Germany presented a short
movie showing the whole construction process of the new Neumayer
station. After two years, the new base is now completed and in service. Its
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construction was Germany’s most technically and logistically challenging
project during the International Polar Year.

(270) A major scientific objective is to maintain and to further develop long term
observations in meteorology, air chemistry and geophysics. This data set will
continually foster international networks. This is in line with the requirement
to sustain long term observing systems as a legacy of the IPY.

(271) The Meeting congratulated Germany for its outstanding results and wished
Germany all the best for the Neumayer station. The construction of the new
Neumayer station is a dazzling legacy of the IPY.

(272) At a side event, Belgium presented its new Princess Elisabeth Research
Station, the first polar research station operating without emitting greenhouse
gases. The building of the station was the result of a public-private partnership.
The intention of full scientific cooperation with partners and base-sharing
was underlined by Belgium. The base has also allowed the raising of
considerable awareness among the Belgian public on environmental and
scientific issues relating to Antarctica.

(273) The Republic of Korea introduced IP 26 rev. 1 Promotion of environmental
management at King Sejong Station, describing reforms undertaken at King
Sejong to meet environmental standards and install energy saving facilities. The
Republic of Korea expressed its hope that, in the future, King Sejong Station
can serve as a centre for international collaboration on King George Island.

(274) Chinaintroduced IP 39 Brief report on the construction of Kunlun Station on
Dome A in the Antarctic. China informed the Meeting that the construction
finished on 27 January 2009. The measures for environmental protection in
the CEE were followed. A few scientific observations were made. The second
phase of the construction will take place during the 2009-2010 season. After
the completion of the construction, the station will have lodging facilities
for up to 20 people during the summer.

(275) Chinaexpressed its hope that, at a future ATCM, it would be able to present
a detailed report on the building process along the lines of Germany’s report
on Neumayer IlI.

(276) Several Parties congratulated China for its tremendous work in constructing
an inland station and looked forward to seeing the construction works
completed and the research projects started at Kunlun station.

(277) The following papers submitted under this agenda item were taken as read:
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« [P 2 Impacts of local human activities on the Antarctic environment:
A review (ASOC);

* IP 99 The new Brazilian vessel (Brazil); and

* |IP 109 Fotoproteccion contra los rayos ultravioleta (UV)
(Ecuador).

Item 15: Education Issues

(278) The Republic of Korea presented IP 27 A Korean public awareness program:

(279)

(280)

(281)

(282)

“Pole-to-Pole Korea™ (2008-2009), giving a brief description of activities
organised by the Korea Polar Research Institute (KOPRI) to raise public
awareness of polar scientific research, disseminate the science-oriented
culture, and promote the pioneering spirit. Korea also thanked Chile, China
and the Russian Federation for their support.

Chile presented IP 93 Educational initiatives of the Chilean Antarctic
Institute: Promoting Antarctic science among youth, describing two
initiatives of the Chilean Antarctic Institute (INACH) to promote knowledge
of Antarctica amongst Chilean citizens: the establishment of the Antarctic
High School Fair and the Programme of Postgraduate Study Grants for
Antarctic Research.

Chile also introduced IP 117 Launch of postmarked stamp issue: “Preserving
the polar regions and glaciers” jointly submitted by Chile and Finland. Chile
detailed that the stamps, simultaneously issued in March 2009, reflect both
countries’ concern for climate change and its effects on the polar regions.

Chile also presented IP 108 Exposicién filatélica ExpoAntartica Chile
2009 - Lanzamiento y matasellado alusivo al sello postal de la exhibicion,
informing the Meeting on Chile’s stamps exhibition, which brought together
stamps collectors from all over the world. This was the first such exhibition
to be inaugurated in the Antarctic continent in commemoration of the 50t
anniversary of the Antarctic Treaty.

Ecuador introduced IP 110 V Simposio Latinoamericano sobre Investigaciones
Antarticas y Il Simposio Ecuatoriano de Ciencia Polar (2-4 Septiembre de
2009), informing the Meeting on the organisation of the V Latin American
Symposium on Antarctic Research and the Il Ecuadorian Symposium on
Polar Science to be held in La Libertad, Ecuador, 2—4 September 2009. The
former symposium will focus on Latin America, but Parties from any region
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are welcome to participate. Further information on the symposia can be found
on the Ecuadorean Antarctic Institute’s website: www.inae.gov.ec.

Item 16: Exchange of Information

(283) The Secretariat introduced SP 8 Electronic Information Exchange System:
A report on the first operational season. The Executive Secretary described
the productive use of the Electronic Information Exchange System made by
many Parties but expressed concern that, even though information exchange
under the Treaty is a legal obligation for all Parties, as of 1 March 2009,
only 12 of the 28 Consultative Parties had supplied preseason information
for 2008/09 in any form.

(284) The Executive Secretary then mentioned requests received from some Parties
for more importing tools and for changes in the procedures in some forms,
noting that most of those requests were technically feasible to implement.
He also noted that other proposals could only be carried out by amending
the Information Exchange requirements through a Decision.

(285) The Meeting was reminded of the continuing work by the Treaty and
COMNAP Secretariats to coordinate their electronic information exchange
systems to avoid duplication and make it easier for all to have access to
consistent, up to date information. COMNAP demonstrated how it was
now possible for Parties to import into the EIES the station information
already maintained by their National Program on the COMNAP web site.
The information could be edited at any time after import and Parties retain
full control over their information. This import possibility was presently
limited to information on stations and would be extended to other types of
information.

(286) Several Parties thanked the Secretariat and COMNAP for the presentation
and recognised the benefit of avoiding duplication when submitting
information.

(287) Argentina expressed its appreciation for the information provided by the
Secretariat and COMNAP on the EIES. It pointed out, however, its concern
regarding the type of information that might be imported into the EIES
database.

(288) Furthermore, Argentina made the following statement: “As per certain
incorrect references regarding toponomy and other matters related to the
legal territorial status of the Malvinas, South Georgias and South Sandwich
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Islands and the surrounding maritime areas, as shown on maps distributed
at the ATCM, as well as regarding references to an alleged ship registry
operated by the alleged authorities of those islands, the Argentine Republic
rejects such cartography and the references to the such ship registry. The
Malvinas, South Georgias and South Sandwich Islands and the surrounding
maritime areas are an integral part of the Argentine National territory, and
being under illegal British occupation, are the object of a sovereignty dispute
between the Argentine Republic and the United Kingdom recognised by the
international community.”

In response, the United Kingdom stated that it had no doubt about its
sovereignty over the Falkland Islands, South Georgia and the South
Sandwich Islands and their surrounding maritime areas, as is well known
to all delegates. In that regard, the United Kingdom has no doubt about the
right of the government of the Falkland Islands to operate a shipping register
for UK-flagged vessels.

Argentina rejected the statement by the United Kingdom and reiterated its
well known legal position.

Item 17: Biological Prospecting in Antarctica

(291)

(292)

(293)

(294)

Australia and New Zealand introduced WP 18 Regulation of biological
prospecting under the Antarctic Treaty system which described the current
controls over Antarctic biological prospecting and recommended that the
ATCM adopt a Resolution noting that the Antarctic Treaty system was the
appropriate framework for governing biological prospecting in Antarctica
and highlighting the existing regulatory arrangements.

The Meeting expressed support for a Resolution on the subject of
bioprospecting in the Antarctic Treaty area. A large number of amendments
were proposed to the original text, including several additions of new
concepts. Following further considerations in an informal open-ended
contact group chaired by Australia, the Meeting agreed to adopt Resolution
9 (2009) (Part 11, section 3, page 289).

Some Parties suggested that the Consultative Parties that are also members
of CCAMLR submit a similar resolution for adoption by CCAMLR at its
next meeting.

Belgium, on behalf of eight Parties, introduced WP 1 The Antarctic biological
prospecting database, recording that the database had grown significantly
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(295)

(296)

(297)
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to contain 187 records relating to bioprospecting conducted by 27 countries
and obtained from publicly accessible sources. It welcomed information
submitted by Argentina and Brazil, noting they were the only two Parties
to have submitted information requested in Resolution 7 (2005). Several
delegations commented on the value of the database in helping guide
discussions, and its usefulness in gathering information scattered in various
sources. Some Parties noted the profusion of databases and the need to
centralise appropriate data.

Belgium commented that, of the five recommendations in the paper, the
principal one was the proposal to use the Electronic Information Exchange
System (EIES) to collect information. Some Parties noted there was a need to
define more clearly exactly what information this database should contain, and
Belgium provided illustrative examples. The Meeting noted that information
on biological prospecting activities that would be maintained by the Secretariat
should be submitted only by Treaty Parties. In response to a question on cost,
the Executive Secretary said it could at a low cost include such information in
the existing EIES. In response to a question on whether it could collate such
information through the annual reports of its members, SCAR questioned
whether it was the most appropriate channel. It was suggested that the ATCM
could request the submission of such information through the Annual Exchange
of Information. If that were agreed, a Decision would have to be adopted on
revising the information exchange requirements.

The Netherlands, on behalf of eight Parties, introduced WP 26 A gap analysis
of the Antarctic Treaty System regarding the management of biological
prospecting, which launched a discussion on whether to regulate biological
prospecting under the Antarctic Treaty system. The paper suggested that
the ATS should be proactive in addressing regulation of Antarctic genetic
resources in the area south of the CCAMLR boundary. The Netherlands
argued that access to in situ and ex situ Antarctic genetic resources should be
free, subject to relevant provisions of the Antarctic Treaty and its Protocol on
Environmental Protection and of CCAMLR, and that appropriate sharing of
benefits of Antarctic genetic resources, other than the exchange of scientific
observations and results, should be considered.

Chile introduced WP 49 rev. 2 Bioprospection: Baselines and parameters
providing a basic analysis and history of consideration of bioprospecting
within the context of the Antarctic Treaty system, and referencing the role
of Antarctic institutions (ATCM, SCAR, CEP, COMNAP and CCAMLR).
It further addressed the elements of a possible regime for bioprospecting
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including its scope, the issue of entitlement, and external contributions to
an Antarctic regime.

The Russian Federation introduced IP 46 Microbiological monitoring of the
expedition infrastructure facilities in the Antarctic. The paper drew attention
to the discovery of the pathogenic non-endemic types of bacteria inside the
reactivated Russian Antarctic field bases which had not been visited for nearly
20 years. Apart from a unique scientific significance this fact also served as
evidence of potential threats to the lives of Antarctic expeditions personnel.

SCAR introduced IP 65 Biological prospecting in the Antarctic: An update on
the review by SCAR. At the request of ATCM XXXI, SCAR had commenced
a review of published research on biological prospecting in the Antarctic
and submitted a questionnaire to its members. SCAR noted the difficulty in
identifying biological prospecting activities within the scientific literature. As
aresult of this and a delay by its members in responding to the questionnaire,
SCAR required additional time to complete its review. It requested that
Parties encourage their researchers and bioprospecting communities to
respond to the questionnaire in a timely and detailed manner.

Sweden, on behalf of six Parties, presented IP 70 Concepts, Terms and
Definitions, including a Comparative Analysis (Biological Prospecting). The
paper explored definitions used, or proposed, particularly in the context of the
Convention on Biological Diversity. It suggested that despite difficulties in
defining terms it was possible, e.g. in the context of the ecosystem approach
used by CCAMLR, to move forward with implementation and practical
work before official definitions were agreed upon.

UNEP introduced IP 91 Biological Prospecting: An update on recent policy
developments at the international level, noting in particular developments
within the framework of the Convention on Biological Diversity relating
to the current elaboration of an international regime on access and benefit
sharing, United Nations General Assembly work relating to marine genetic
resources and the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food
and Agriculture.

Argentinaintroduced IP 84 Update on the activities of the Argentine Antarctic
Program on Bioprospecting and Bioremediation in Antarctica, describing
activities carried out by the Microbiology group of the Argentine Antarctic
Institute during the last three years.

Brazil introduced IP 115 Bioprospecting activities of Brazil in Antarctica:
a short report following Resolution 7 (2005), offering Brazil’s view that
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regulation of biological prospecting should continue under the Antarctic
Treaty system and be encouraged, especially with respect to cooperation
and information exchange. Brazil encouraged other Parties to comply with
Resolution 7 (2005).

(304) The Meeting expressed its appreciation of the various papers that were

(305)

(306)

(307)

(308)

76

presented in support of discussion on biological prospecting.

The Netherlands stated that the collection of biological material in the Antarctic
Treaty area should remain unhindered, if the applicable provisions of the
Antarctic Treaty system to access such material were complied with. It also
expressed the view that biological material following its collection should be
made freely available in accordance with Article 111 of the Antarctic Treaty.

Some Parties observed that the Antarctic Treaty system provides a proper and
sufficient framework for dealing with the matter of biological prospecting
with a focus on protecting the Antarctic environment. It was underscored
further how, consistent with Article 111 of the Antarctic Treaty, the exchange
of scientific information must take pragmatic cognizance of what is both
feasible and practical. It was noted that access to genetic resources is already
open to the Parties. It was pointed out that any regulation of the collection
of biological material should not proceed in a manner that would discourage
scientific ingenuity and innovation in developing products which may be
beneficial for people.

It was observed that the patenting process was a complicated topic which,
while not discussed in any detail at this Meeting, pertained to value added
in areas of national jurisdiction and did not confer exclusive use of or
exploitation rights over organisms which would still be available for use
by the global scientific community. Others argued, however, that scientific
observations and results may no longer be freely available or usable when
controlled by a patent or some other means. The point was also made that
naturally occurring genomes should not be patentable.

The view was expressed that regulation of access to biological material was a
complex matter which required further consideration, which should be guided
by the Antarctic Treaty including Article 1V, while taking into account the
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, other applicable international
instruments and domestic law. It was also suggested that the International Treaty
on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture could provide useful
guidance for the future consideration of the matter of bioprospecting.
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(309) The Meeting emphasised that the issue of genetic resources, given the unique
juridical circumstances of Antarctica, needed to be considered carefully
and that further regulation, if deemed necessary by the Parties, should be
developed under the Antarctic Treaty system.

(310) A number of Parties were of the view that progress had been achieved in
the discussions on benefit sharing of genetic resources in other international
fora. They therefore expressed the view that there was an urgent need for
the ATCM to be pro-active in considering the sharing of monetary and non-
monetary benefits in the context of the Antarctic Treaty system in light of
those discussions.

(311) Other Parties pointed out that such progress was of a limited nature, if any,
and that Parties needed to be cautious when considering whether to borrow
concepts from other legal instruments that were not consistent with the
principles of the Antarctic Treaty system.

(312) Some Parties said it was difficult to understand why bioprospecting should
be treated differently from other kinds of scientific research or other forms
of commercial activity such as fishing or tourism. The importance of not
discouraging beneficial scientific research was noted.

(313) Argentina stated that research activities on Antarctic genetic resources are
generally undertaken by public research institutions together with private
enterprise. In this joint venture, industry has access to the results of research
undertaken in exchange for financing. Such access to the results ultimately
leads to the development of products which are then patented.

(314) Argentina suggested that caution is required at this stage regarding the
development of a definition of bioprospecting. This could, in effect, lead
to a biased understanding of the issue as such a notion tends to be defined
by the commercial purpose, whilst evidence shows that a purely scientific
investigation that is undertaken by a non-profit public institution, results in
private enterprise making commercial use once it obtains the investigation
results. That is, commercial use is not the sought objective by the Party
undertaking the research, but the result of such research is indeed ultimately
commercial, and in this respect, private enterprise has privileged access to
the results of the research. Only once more information is available will the
ATCM be in a condition to take up consideration of a regime as such. Otherwise
we could find ourselves embarked on a process of elaborating regulation or
guidelines which place an incomplete or inadequate focus on the matter.
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(315) It also noted that the discussion about biological prospecting must take
into account the issue of the deep seabed genetic resources beyond national
jurisdiction, as well as the Antarctic Treaty including its Article IV.

(316) ASOC noted the importance of all Parties complying with Resolution 7
(2005), in light of the clear need for accurate information about actual
activities of scientists and companies. It saw compliance with Resolution 7
(2005) as an important step in moving forward on this issue.

(317) Giventhe importance and complexity of the issues associated with biological
prospecting, the Meeting agreed to convene an open-ended Intersessional
Contact Group (ICG) working until ATCM XXXII1 to examine the issue of
biological prospecting in the Antarctic Treaty area with the following terms
of reference. With the aim of assisting the ATCM, the ICG will consider the
following issues:

« definitions;

* SCope;

 status;

* access;

e environmental impact;
« commercialization;
 benefit-sharing;

» giving advance notice of and reporting on biological prospecting
activities, including those identified in WP 1;

« freedom of scientific investigation;
 free exchange of scientific information;
 applicable intellectual property regimes;
« merits of further regulation; and

* any other issues identified by the ICG.

(318) It was further agreed that:
» Observers and Experts participating in ATCM XXXII will be
invited to participate in the ICG;

« The Secretariat would develop an interactive electronic discussion
forum and provide assistance to the ICG; and

» The Netherlands would act as convener, and would report to ATCM
XXXII1 on the progress made in the ICG.
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(319) With respect to the issue of definitions, some Parties considered that it would
be important to reach agreement on the definitions of biological prospecting
terms as a first task in any further discussions under this agenda item. Others
noted that, while there was no internationally agreed definition of “biological
prospecting” or “bioprospecting” and many related terms, these were discussed
in other bodies such as the Convention on Biological Diversity.

Item 18: 50th anniversary: Looking to the future of Antarctica

(320) The Antarctic Treaty’s 50th anniversary commemoration that took place as
part of the Joint Meeting of the Antarctic Treaty Parties / Arctic Council,
held in Washington on 6 April, included an address by the ATCM Chairman
(Volume 2, Part 11, section 1), and culminated with the adoption of the
Washington Ministerial Declaration on the Fiftieth Anniversary of the
Antarctic Treaty. In the Ministerial Declaration, the Treaty Parties highlighted
the outstanding success of the Antarctic Treaty in the first half-century of
its operation and dedicated themselves to the continuing realization of its
principles and purposes. The Chairman’s remarks emphasised the essential
role of the Treaty’s basic obligations and governance provisions in its
continuing vitality and achievements, including the evolution of the Antarctic
Treaty system.

(321) The Russian Federation introduced WP 46 On the strategic role of the Antarctic
Treaty of 1959 in the process of international irelations in the south pPolar
region of the earth, and stressed the importance of the basic elements of the
Treaty as the foundation for meeting future challenges in Antarctica. The
Meeting also had before it ATCM XXXII: Possible Themes for a Long-term
Agenda (the Attachment to WP 48 tabled at ATCM XXXI in Kyiv).

(322) Looking five to ten years in the future, there was support for a strategic
planning approach to allow ATCMs to more effectively address priority
issues. This could take the form of a multi-year work plan.

(323) In support of such an approach, the Meeting considered ways that operation
of the ATCMs might be improved. There was no final conclusion, but among
the ideas put forward were:

(a) developing more issue-specific, targeted agendas for ATCMs;
(b) revising the frequency and / or duration of ATCMs;
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(c) making better use of meetings of experts, workshops ( such as the
Joint CEP/ SC-CCAMLR Workshop), and intersessional work to
prepare for ATCMs;

(d) providing input from the ATCMs to other forums addressing
important issues of relevance to the Antarctic region;

(e) coordination by ATCPs of their activities in those other forums in
pursuing common objectives;

(f) expanding outreach programmes to make the general public
and other international bodies aware of the unique features of
Antarctica and the Antarctic Treaty system;

(g) use of joint meetings or workshops with other international bodies,
both within and outside the Antarctic Treaty system; and

(h)noting, reviewing or addressing as appropriate international
developments, including treaties and or other international instruments,
which may be of relevance to the Antarctic Treaty system.

(324) With regard to sub-paragraph (g) above, several delegations emphasised in

particular the benefits of working with CCAMLR and the Arctic Council.

(325) With respect to themes for a multi-year strategic agenda, it was recognised
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that the Washington Ministerial Declaration on the 50th Anniversary of the
Antarctic Treaty identified several areas for priority attention. Against that
backdrop, discussions touched upon a number of issues that might figure
in development of a multi-year agenda or work plan, many of which are
already before the ATCMs. These included:

(a) climate change;

(b) science;

(c) ecosystems;

(d) marine protected areas;

(e) promotion of the use of renewable energy;

(f) biological prospecting;

(9) cooperation and coordination with other international bodies and

agreements;

(h)implementation of, and compliance with, the obligations of the
Treaty and measures adopted there under;

(i) liability (implementation of Annex V1 to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection and addressing issues beyond response action);

(j) shipping and aviation; and
(k) tourism.
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There was a wide ranging discussion of these subject areas, recognising from
the outset that this was not the forum to seek their substantive resolution
and that there were connections between many of them.

It also was recognised that the subject areas discussed were not exhaustive
—that is, they did not necessarily include all issues that might be considered
in the development of a multiple-year strategic work plan for the ATCMs.

It was generally agreed that development and use of a strategic multiple-year
work plan, as done by the CEP, would help the Treaty Parties anticipate and
structure both ATCMs and intersessional work to better address issues of
priority and timely importance. Such a “strategic” plan would be used as a
tool to help the Treaty Parties anticipate matters requiring priority attention,
and to decide when, where, and how those matters could best be addressed.
It would be used only to assist the ATCMs in formulating targeted agendas
for subsequent meetings and determining preparatory work needed to deal
effectively with the targeted issues. It would be reviewed at each ATCM
and be updated as necessary.

It was recognised that there were both procedural and substantive matters
that would have to be considered in developing targeted agendas and a multi-
year strategic work plan. Toward this end, it was suggested and agreed that
development of targeted agendas and a multi-year strategic work plan for
future ATCMs would be placed on the agenda for ATCM XXXIII.

The Meeting adopted Decision 8 (2009) stating that the Chair would send a
letter to the President of the Conference of the Parties of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change, forwarding to the UNFCCC
the Ministerial Declarations adopted on 6 April 2009 and the SCAR Review
Report on Antarctic Climate Change and the Environment (ACCE Review
Report) (see Part 11, section 2, page 261).

19: Preparation of the 337 Meeting

a. Date and place

(331)

(332)

The Meeting welcomed the kind invitation of the Government of the Oriental
Republic of Uruguay to host the 33 ATCM in Punta del Este from 3 to 14
May 2010.

For future planning, the Meeting took note of the following likely timetable
of upcoming ATCMs:
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e 2011: Argentina (planned for 20 June — 1 July)
e 2012: Australia

b. Invitation of international and non-governmental organizations

(333) Inaccordance with established practice, the Meeting agreed that the following
organizations having scientific or technical interest in Antarctica should be
invited to send experts to attend ATCM XXXIII: the ACAP Secretariat,
ASOC, IAATO, IHO, IMO, IOC, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC), the IPY International Programme Office, IUCN, UNEP,
WMO and WTO.

c. Invitation to Malaysia

(334) The Chair reported on informal contact with the Delegation of Malaysia
in the margins of ATCM XXXII. Recalling that Malaysia had been invited
to observe the ATCM on several occasions, the Meeting looked forward
to Malaysia’s early decision on accession to the Treaty and thus its formal
participation in the Antarctic Treaty system. The Meeting invited Malaysia
to observe ATCM XXXIII in Punta del Este. In conveying this invitation, the
Chair’s letter drew attention to the Washington Ministerial Declaration on
the Fiftieth Anniversary of the Antarctic Treaty, in particular the paragraph
encouraging other states that are committed to the objectives of the Antarctic
Treaty to accede to it.

d. Preparation of the agenda for ATCM XXXIII

(335) The Meeting approved the Preliminary Agenda for ATCM XXXIII (see
Part I, Section 3, page 165) and to include as an item “Development of a
Multi-Year Strategic Work Plan”.

e. Organisation of ATCM XXXIII

(336) Pursuant to Rule 11, the Meeting decided to continue to convene the same
working groups at ATCM XXXIII as at this Meeting, with the exception of
the 50t Anniversary Working Group.
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f. The SCAR Lecture

(337) Taking into account the valuable series of lectures given by SCAR on the
occasion of ATCMs, the Meeting decided to invite SCAR to give another
lecture on scientific issues relevant to ATCM XXXIII.

Item 20: Any Other Business

(338) The current Executive Secretary of COMNAP Antoine Guichard reminded
the ATCM that COMNAP’s Executive Secretary is finishing his term this
year. COMNAP announced with great pleasure that Ms Michelle Rogan-
Finnemore has been appointed new Executive Secretary of COMNAP. Ms
Rogan-Finnemore will take office in September 2009.

(339) The ATCM thanked very especially the Executive Secretary and his devotion
to the Treaty.

Item 21: Adoption of the Final Report

(340) The Meeting adopted the Final Report of the 32" Antarctic Treaty
Consultative Meeting.

(341) The Executive Secretary Jan Huber addressed the Parties at the end not only
of his term as Executive Secretary of the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat, but
also of his ATCM career, which had started in 1994. In his farewell remarks,
Mr Huber thanked the ATCM for the opportunity it had given him to make
a contribution to the Antarctic Treaty system in establishing and leading the
Antarctic Treaty Secretariat in its first five years. He also lamented the lack of
progress in the review of the ATCM’s past measures, a difficult but urgently
needed task, and said that expressions by the Meeting on the importance of
this work (see Par. 46 and 268 above) would not be credible unless time was
taken either intersessionally or during the meetings to tackle the matter.

(342) The Chair of the Meeting, R. Tucker Scully made closing remarks.
(343) The Meeting was closed on Friday, 17 April 2009 at 16:00.
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Report of the Committee
for Environmental Protection (CEP XIlI)
Baltimore, April 6-9, 2009

Item 1: Opening of the Meeting

(1) The CEP Chair, Dr Neil Gilbert (New Zealand), opened the meeting on
Monday 6 April 2009 and thanked the United States for arranging and hosting the
meeting.

(2)  The Chair remarked on the significance of the CEP meeting in the context of
the celebrations of the 50t anniversary of the signing of the Antarctic Treaty. The
Chair noted the significant differences between Antarctica in 1959 and Antarctica
in 2009, particularly in respect of increased human activity and a changing
environment, particularly on the Antarctic Peninsula. The Chair commented
that the CEP was likely to play an increasingly important role in advising on
and implementing appropriate management in Antarctica if the region’s status
as a natural reserve devoted to peace and science was to be maintained. Further
still, as the pace of change in Antarctica was likely to increase, it would be ever
more important for the CEP to be clear about its priorities and objectives and to
increasingly cooperate with other elements of the Antarctic Treaty system, notably
the Scientific Committee of CCAMLR, as well as expert bodies such as SCAR
and COMNAP, in order to achieve its objectives.

(3) The Committee welcomed Belarus as a Committee Member, following its
accession to the Environmental Protocol on 15 August 2008.

(4)  The Chair summarised the work undertaken during the intersessional period
as a result of actions and activities agreed at CEP XI, and circulated in the action
plan under CEP Circular 1 / CEP XII in August 2008. The Chair noted that these
issues would be dealt with during the course of CEP XI|I.

Item 2: Adoption of the Agenda

(5) The Committee adopted the following agenda and confirmed the allocation
of papers to Agenda Items:
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Opening of the Meeting

Adoption of the Agenda

Strategic Discussions on the Future Work of the CEP
Operation of the CEP

International Polar Year

© g~ e

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
a. Draft Comprehensive Environmental Evaluations
b. Other EIA Matters
7. Area Protection and Management Plans
a. Management Plans
b. Historic Sites and Monuments
c. Site Guidelines
d. Other Annex V Matters
8.  Conservation of Antarctic Flora and Fauna
a. Quarantine and Non-native Species
b. Specially Protected Species
c. Marine Acoustics
d. Other Annex Il Matters
9. Environmental Monitoring and Reporting
a. Climate Change
b. Other Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Matters
10. Inspection Reports
11. Cooperation with Other Organisations
12. General Matters
13. Election of Officers
14. Preparation for Next Meeting
15. Adoption of the Report

16. Closing of the Meeting

(6) The Committee considered 37 Working Papers, 49 Information Papers and
five Secretariat Papers (Annex 1).
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Item 3: Strategic Discussions on the Future of the CEP
(7)  No Working Papers were submitted under this agenda item.

(8) The Committee noted the progress it had made in agreeing and beginning
to implement its Five-year Work Plan and agreed to draw to the ATCM’s attention
the usefulness of its prioritised work plan as an effective means of managing its
workload.

(9) Members welcomed the list of papers and abstracts against each agenda
item that had been circulated in advance of CEP XII. Members noted that this
information had greatly assisted their preparation for the meeting and encouraged
the inclusion of a brief abstract in all submitted papers.

Item 4: Operation of the CEP

(10) The Secretariat introduced SP 8 Electronic Information Exchange System:
A report on the first operational season, providing an update on the system’s
development and use in the past year. The Secretariat noted that completing the
EIES fulfils Members’ obligations under Article 17 of the Protocol for exchange
of environmental information but that, possibly due to the timing of the meeting,
many annual reports had not yet been received.

(11) A number of Members thanked the Secretariat for its work on the EIES
and noted the system was generally easy to use and a helpful tool for compiling
information. Several Members supported the proposals for further development
of the EIES as noted in Appendix 1 of SP 8. Specifically, some Members looked
forward to the development of tools in the EIES that would facilitate information
gathering regarding ASPA visitation permits, particularly multiple use permits.

(12) The Secretariat noted further development of the EIES would be subject to
the availability of sufficient funding.

(13) The Committee encouraged 100 per cent usage of the system and requested
the Secretariat to send Members a reminder to use the EIES during the intersessional
period.

(14) Australia welcomed the Secretariat’s advice that, when use of the EIES
becomes common practice, reports could be produced summarising information
submitted across all Members. It suggested that the Secretariat could be asked to
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provide an example of what such a summary of compiled information might look
like for consideration at CEP XII1. The CEP supported this suggestion noting such
a document would facilitate discussions.

(15) COMNAP mentioned that it was continuing to work with the Secretariat
to make sure the COMNAP reporting system and the EIES are compatible and
complementary.

(16) The CEP thanked the Secretariat and COMNAP for their efforts in this regard,
and looked forward to continued improvement and application of the EIES.

Advice to the ATCM

(17) The CEP called the ATCM’s attention to the value of the EIES in facilitating
the submission, management and use of environmental information exchanged
under Article 17 of the Protocol and encouraged 100 per cent use of the system
by all Parties.

(18) Australia introduced WP 7 Amendments to the Rules of Procedure for the

Committee for Environmental Protection. It noted that the rules had not been
updated since their adoption at ATCM XXII in 1998. Australia recalled that there
had been several changes to the Committee’s work practices since that time,
including: the establishment of the Secretariat with its roles and responsibilities
for facilitating the Committee’s work; the use of online CEP Discussion Forum
and other enhancements to the Committee’s intersessional work practices; and the
ATCM’s adoption of guidelines for submission of documents to the ATCM and
CEPR.

(19) Australia proposed that the Committee consider the amendments to the Rules
of Procedure proposed in WP 7, which were intended to reflect the Committee’s
current practice. It expressed its view that the Rules should be considered a
living document to be regularly reviewed and updated as practices continue to
improve.

(20) In response to a question about the possible financial implications, the
Secretariat noted that the proposed changes reflected its current functions in
supporting the CEP and would not require additional resources.

(21) Members thanked Australia for its paper and raised several additional
suggestions, including to clarify:
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» the CEP’s desire to continue meeting annually;

» the benefit of providing for the Chair to establish intersessional work
outside of the CEP meeting, to allow the Committee to respond in
a timely manner to requests from the ATCM and other emerging
issues;

» the Committee’s ability and desire to utilise a variety of approaches
to its intersessional work, possibly including workshop and video
conferences; and

» the benefit of staggering the terms of the CEP Chair and Vice-chairs
where possible.

(22) Australia coordinated comments from interested Members and prepared a
revised version for consideration by the committee.

(23) The Committee endorsed the amended CEP Rules of Procedure proposed
by Australia.

Advice to the ATCM

(24) The Committee reviewed a proposal for revised CEP Rules of Procedure
and forwarded a revised version to the ATCM for consideration and adoption by
means of a Decision.

(25) The following papers, submitted to meet the reporting requirements under
Acrticle 17 of the Protocol, were also submitted under this agenda item:

» IP 58 Annual Report Pursuant to the Article 17 of the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty (Japan)

* |P 59 Informe Anual de Acuerdo al Articulo 17 del Protocolo al
Tratado Antartico sobre la Proteccion del Medio Ambiente Periodo
2008 — 2009 (Uruguay)

» IP 67 Annual Report pursuant to Article 17 of the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty 2008—2009 (ltaly)

e |IP 73 Annual Report pursuant to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty (Romania)

91



ATCM XXXII Final Report

e |P 97 Informe Anual del Ecuador de acuerdo con el Articulo 17 del
Protocolo al Tratado Antartico sobre Proteccion del Medio Ambiente
— Expedicion 2008-2009 (Ecuador)

Item 5: International Polar Year

(26) On behalf of SCAR and the IPY-IPO, Dr David Carlson introduced WP 48
IPY Report: Accomplishments and Challenges, and gave a short presentation on the
successes of the IPY, highlighting a long list of activities as examples of the kinds
of research undertaken. He noted that the real success of the IPY will be judged
by how the large amount of data collected will be analysed and synthesized. Dr
Carlson anticipated that a new, comprehensive view of the polar regions will result
from IPY efforts. Dr Carlson also noted that the Washington Ministerial Declaration
on the International Polar Year and Polar Science adopted on 6 April 2009 (see
paragraph 32 below) superseded the recommendation proposed in WP 48.

(27) Dr Carlson also noted the challenge of maintaining focus on the polar regions
now that the IPY period had passed, referring to four specific needs: the need to
develop integrated prediction capabilities, the need to sustain networks of contacts
between journalists, scientists and teachers that were established during the IPY,
the need to continue support for young polar scientists, and the need to identify,
preserve and share data obtained during the IPY.

(28) SCAR advised that the Second International Polar Year Conference will be
held in Oslo June 8-10, 2010 and encouraged all Parties to participate. All IPY
scientists were urged to submit their data to their national Antarctic data centre
or, if one doesn’t exist, to establish one to create a repository for data that may
then be exchanged with other national Antarctic data centres. SCAR noted its
engagement with SCOR (the Scientific Committee on Oceanic Research) in the
design for a Southern Ocean Observing System and urged Parties to learn more
about this system and to aid in its implementation, when the design is published.

(29) Several Members and ASOC acknowledged the impressive legacy of the
IPY.

(30) Belgium encouraged all Members to contribute financial or in-kind support
to the SCAR-MarBIN database.

(31) Koreadescribed its polar research programme which includes both an Arctic
and an Antarctic research base and informed the meeting of the launching of a new
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ice breaking research vessel this year that will contribute to Korea’s future polar
research efforts.

(32) The Committee welcomed the Washington Ministerial Declaration on the
International Polar Year and Polar Science agreed by the Treaty Parties on Monday
April 6.

(33) The Chair remarked that the success of IPY will depend on how the data
and information obtained are used for management purposes as well as on the
advances in understanding of the polar regions and how the challenges outlined
in WP 48 are overcome.

(34) The following papers were submitted under this Agenda item:

« |P 40 Brief Introduction on the Third Chinese National Arctic Marine
Survey — IPY China Programme (China), and

» |IP 56 Australian-led research during the International Polar Year
(Australia).

Item 6: Environmental Impact Assessment

6a) Consideration of Draft CEEs forwarded to the CEP in accordance with
paragraph 4 of Article 3 of the Protocol

(35) No draft CEEs were circulated in advance of CEP XIlI.

(36) Information Paper 29 Update on the Comprehensive Environmental
Evaluation of New Indian Research Base at Larsemann Hills, Antarctica (India)
was submitted under this agenda item.

6b) Other EIA Matters

(37) The Secretariat noted that SP 10 Annual List of Initial Environmental
Evaluations (IEE) and Comprehensive Environmental Evaluations (CEE) prepared
between April 15t 2008 and March 31% 2009 was prepared in response to Resolution
1 (2005). The Secretariat noted that most information was uploaded directly into
the database under the electronic reporting system.
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(38) ASOC noted the large variation in the number of environmental impact
assessments submitted by the different Parties with some submitting no EIAs.
ASOC questioned whether this was an indication that the EIA provisions of the
Protocol were not being adequately implemented or if Parties were simply not
fulfilling the information exchange requirements of the Protocol.

(39) Germany also noted the variation in the number of environmental impact
assessments and noted some variation in the procedures used by the different
Parties to prepare these assessments.

(40) The Committee recalled its lengthy previous discussions regarding the
appropriate level of EIAto apply to various activities in Antarctica and its attempts
to better define the meaning of the term “minor or transitory”. Whilst these matters
had not necessarily been resolved, the Committee reiterated the importance of
undertaking high quality EIAs for all activities in Antarctica and urged all Members
to ensure that this information was made available, where required, in accordance
with Resolution 1 (2005).

(41) The Chair introduced WP 12 Environmental aspects and impacts of tourism
and non-governmental activities in Antarctica: Draft project scope (Australia, France
and New Zealand), prepared jointly by the CEP Chair and Vice-chairs. The paper
contained a draft project scope to address this issue and a proposed management
approach for the study. The Chair noted that this had been developed in accordance
with the high priority afforded to environmental impacts of tourism and non-
governmental activities in the CEP’s five-year work pPlan and the ATCM’s interest
in seeing this work undertaken (paragraph 203 of ATCM XXXI Final Report).

(42) The Chair indicated that the key objectives of the proposed study were
to provide a comprehensive and up-to-date status report on tourism and non-
governmental activities in the Antarctic Treaty area; to provide an assessment of
actual or potential environmental impacts; to identify and assess the effectiveness
of existing management arrangements; to identify and assess the adequacy of
ongoing research and monitoring activities, as well as analytical methods to analyse
existing data; and to make recommendations for the future management of the
environmental aspects of Antarctic tourism and non-governmental activities.

(43) The Chair proposed that the project be developed through a Project
Management Group comprising interested CEP Members. This group would be
responsible for guiding and coordinating the project and for ensuring the Committee
as a whole is kept appraised of the study’s progress and findings.
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(44) New Zealand indicated its willingness to contract an individual to facilitate
the study under the direction of the project management group. There was extensive
support for the proposal and New Zealand’s offer to take a lead in the process. Many
Members also indicated their willingness to participate in the work.

(45) In supporting the initiative, the Committee emphasised the importance of
including all aspects of tourism and NGO activities in the scope of the study; ensuring
transparency in carrying out the study, and ensuring that input is open to observers
and experts. It was also noted that the study will contribute to the Committee’s
role in advising the ATCM on the state of the Antarctic environment.

(46) ASOC and IAATO also supported the initiative and offered to assist and
provide advice and information as required. Several Members emphasised that
undertaking the study should not be a deterrent to policy action being taken in the
interim. Some Members, supported by IAATO, noted that, in the future, it would
be beneficial to conduct a study examining all human activity in Antarctica, not
just the impacts of tourism and non-governmental activities.

(47) New Zealand indicated that it would begin the study shortly after the
completion of ATCM XXXII with a call for Members to participate in the
Management Group. All material would be made available through the CEP
website. Regular updates would be provided to all CEP Members to ensure the
credibility of the process and to ensure that the best available information and data
are used.

(48) ASOC introduced IP 2 Impacts of local human activities on the Antarctic
environment: A review, presenting a summary of an article co-authored by nine
experts in terrestrial and marine biology and contaminated site assessment and
remediation. The purpose of this review was to summarise recent research on
human impacts on the southern polar environment and to recommend how
research can be better fed back to the Environment Protocol and CCAMLR, to
inform decisions. Chemical contamination and sewage disposal on the continent
have been found to be long-lived. Contemporary sewage management practices
at many coastal stations are insufficient to prevent local contamination. Human
activities, particularly construction and transport, have affected Antarctic flora and
fauna. A small number of non-indigenous plant and animal species have become
established. There was little indication of recovery of overexploited fish stocks,
and ramifications of fishing activity on bycatch species and the ecosystem could
be far-reaching.
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(49) The Committee congratulated ASOC on its comprehensive review of the
subject, which provided an excellent state of knowledge report on human activity
and impacts in the region.

(50) The Committee noted the synergy between the report’s recommendations
and the Committee’s prioritised work plan, and concurred with the following
recommendations contained in the paper:

» Initiate long-term monitoring programmes for the verification of
impacts on, or early detection of unforeseen effects in relation to:

— Chemical contamination;
— Sewage;

— Floral assemblages;

— Fauna; and

— Non-native species;

e Put in place measures to prevent the establishment of non-native
species;

» Develop universal standards for the remediation of contaminated
sites;

» Ensure the effectiveness of the EIA provisions of the Protocol,
particularly with regard to improving the assessment of cumulative
impacts; and

* Apply the precautionary approach.

(51) The Committee noted that the joint CEP/ SC-CAMLR workshop held before
the CEP XII considered some of the issues discussed in the ASOC paper, such as
non-native species and monitoring.

(52) ASOC introduced IP 53 Key elements of a strategic vision for Antarctic
tourism stating that there is an urgent need for Antarctic Treaty Parties to develop
a clear vision of tourism in the Antarctic, and to agree on a tourism strategy that
delivers step by step on that vision through time. With respect to tourism and EIA,
ASOC noted that Antarctic environmental protection should begin at the tourism
departure region through the planning, assessment and permitting processes.
The impact of tourism activities in Antarctica as assessed in the EIA should
demonstrably have no more than a minor or transitory impact on the environment;
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consequently, there is a need to assess the effectiveness of EIA through monitoring.
A precautionary approach should be used to manage tourism in the absence of
conclusive scientific evidence about tourism impacts.

(53) ASOCalso introduced IP 23 Tourism and land based facilities in Antarctica.
It recalled that, at ATCM XXXI, IAATO and ASOC had been invited by Japan to
provide information on land-based facilities. Japan thanked ASOC for producing
the Information Paper in response to Japan’s request at ATCM XXXI and noted
that such information would be a good basis for discussions on tourism and non-
governmental activities.

(54) Some Members noted that some of the information contained in IP 23 could
be misinterpreted, in particular elements related to scientific bases, which some
Members considered to be inaccurate. ASOC commented that its paper was fully
referenced and noted that IP 23 lists facilities that play a role in tourism even if
that is not their principal purpose.

(55) IAATO introduced IP 87 IAATO Field Operations Manual (FOM), noting
that it viewed good training and experience as key factors in ensuring best practice
in safe and environmentally responsible private-sector travel to Antarctica, and as
a way to elevate its standards. As such, IAATO’s Field Operation Manual (FOM)
includes basic ATS documents and numerous guidelines and operating procedures
that have proven to be effective tools over the years for the management of Antarctic
travel. The FOM also provides the course material for the IAATO online training
and assessment initiative for field staff.

(56) The Committee thanked IAATO for this information.
(57) The following Information Papers were submitted under this agenda item:

e |P 21 Initial Environmental Evaluation for Installation of Wind
Energy Generators (WEG) at Proposed New Indian Research Base at
Larsemann Hills, East Antarctica (India); and

« |P 72 Initial Environmental Evaluation Law-Racovita Station
(Romania)
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Item 7: Area Protection and Management Plans
7a) Management Plans

i. Draft management plans which had been reviewed by the Subsidiary Group
on Management Plans

(58) Australia, on behalf of the Subsidiary Group on Management Plans (SGMP)
introduced WP 51 rev. 1 Subsidiary Group on Management Plans — Report on
Terms of Reference #1 to #3: Review of Draft Management Plans. It mentioned
that the group had operated in accordance with Terms of Reference agreed by CEP
Xl and ATCM XXXI, and was convened by one of the CEP Vice-chairs, Mr Ewan
Mclvor from Australia.

(59) Australia informed the Committee that the group had included seventeen
participants and suggested that the high level of participation was an encouraging
demonstration of support for this new mechanism for assisting the Committee’s
work. All participants were thanked for their hard work.

(60) The group had considered the four management plans referred by CEP XI
for intersessional review. The SGMP’s advice to proponents had been circulated
to CEP contact points and was available via the Discussion Forum.

(61) In summary, the SGMP recommended that the CEP:

* Approve:

— the revised management plan prepared by Chile for ASPA 125
(Fildes Peninsula, King George Island, South Shetland Islands),
contained in Attachment A to WP 51;

— the revised management plan prepared by Chile for ASPA 150
(Ardley Island, Maxwell Bay, King George Island), contained in
Attachment B to WP 51; and

— the revised draft management plan prepared by Korea for a new
ASPA at Nargbski Point, Barton Peninsula, King George Island,
contained in Attachment C to WP 51.

» Note that the United States planned to undertake further field work at
ASPA 106 Cape Hallett and to finalise the revised draft management
plan in 2010.
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(62) Korea introduced some of the key components of its new proposed ASPA
at Nargbski Point, and highlighted the outstanding flora and fauna at the location
as well as the aesthetic values of the site. The ASPA had been proposed in light
of the increased number of visitors over the past several years and the ASPA was
intended to protect the ecological, scientific, and aesthetic values.

(63) Argentina thanked Korea for incorporating comments made on the draft
management plan of the proposed ASPA at Narebski Point.

(64) The Committee endorsed the SGMP’s recommendations and agreed to
forward the management plans for ASPA 125 (Fildes Peninsula), ASPA 150 (Ardley
Island), and ASPA (new): Nargbski Point to the ATCM for formal adoption. It also
noted the advice from the SGMP regarding ASPA 106 (Cape Hallett), and further
noted that the United States would submit the revised management plan for that
Area to the SGMP during the intersessional period.

(65) The Chair recalled that, in part, the SGMP had been established to relieve
some of the burden of work on the Committee during the CEP meeting. The SGMP
was already proving helpful as there had been thorough scrutiny of management
plans during the intersessional period, allowing the Committee to review its
recommendations efficiently in session.

(66) The Committee looked forward to using the SGMP more in the future to
further the work of the CEP, and thanked Mr Mclvor for his work to coordinate
the SGMP.

ii. Draft revised management plans which had not been reviewed by the
Subsidiary Group on Management Plans

(67) The Committee considered revised management plans for the following
Antarctic Specially Protected Areas (ASPASs) and Antarctic Specially Managed
Areas (ASMASs) under this category:

» WP 20 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected
Area No 152: Western Bransfield Strait (United States)

» WP 21 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected
Area No 153: Eastern Dallmann Bay (United States)

» WP 22 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected
Area No 121: Cape Royds, Ross Island (United States)
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WP 24 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected
Area No 113: Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbor, Anvers Island, Palmer
Archipelago (United States)

WP 25 Revision of maps and text for the Management Plan for Antarctic
Specially Managed Area No 7: South-west Anvers Island and Palmer
Basin (United States)

WP 27 Review of Antarctic Specially Protected Area (ASPA) No 104
(New Zealand)

WP 40 Review of Management Plans for Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (ASPAs) 136 Clark Peninsula and 162 Mawson’s Huts,
and Antarctic Specially Managed Area (ASMA) 3 Cape Denison
(Australia)

WP 42 Review of the Management Plan for Antarctic Specially
Protected Area (ASPA) No 142 — Svarthamaren (Norway)

(68) Inintroducing its revised ASPA management plans, the United States noted

that:

no major changes had been made to the management plans for ASPA
113 (Litchfield Island), ASPA 152 (Western Bransfield Strait), ASPA
153 (Eastern Dallman Bay) or ASMA 7 (South-west Anvers Island
and Palmer Basin);

the marine boundary of ASPA 121 (Cape Royds) had been redefined to
focus more particularly on the area immediately surrounding the Adélie
penguin colony, in order to reflect more accurately the values under
special protection and in recognition of site management needs; and

other minor changes to the text and maps of these plans were outlined
in the corresponding Working Papers.

(69) The United States also mentioned that it had included accurate coordinates
for certain locations in some of these areas, following a query from Japan. Japan
thanked the United States, noted that such information was helpful for implementing
management plans in its national legislation, and therefore proposed that all Parties
present as precise geographical coordinates as possible.

(70) The Committee encouraged all Members to include coordinates as accurately

as possible.
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(71) In response to a question from France, the United States advised that
tourism takes place in the vicinity of ASPA 153 but not within the Area. Due to
the proximity, however, it was important to include a reference to tourist activities
in the management plan.

(72) Argentina requested clarification on the Committee’s procedures regarding
when management plans may be forwarded to the ATCM for direct approval and
when management plans would be referred to the SGMP.

(73) The Chair noted that this decision fell to the Committee, and Australia
recalled that the current procedure was outlined in the revised Guidelines for CEP
Consideration of New and Revised Draft ASPA and ASMA Management Plans
adopted by CEP XI.

(74) In presenting the draft Management Plan for ASPA 104 (Sabrina Island),
which was prepared in the Annex V format, New Zealand noted that the existing
Management Plan dated back to 1966 and consisted only of a description of the
Area. Following a question from Japan, New Zealand made a minor modification
to clarify wording regarding restrictions on hazardous liquids that can be taken
into the Area.

(75) Australia introduced the draft Management Plans for ASPA 136 (Clark
Peninsula), ASPA 162 (Mawson’s Huts), HSM 77 and ASMA 3 (Cape Denison),
noting that:

* no major changes had been made to the management plans for ASPA
162 or HSM 77 and ASMA 3;

e it thanked New Zealand for its assistance in the review of these
management plans through the report of a New Zealand government
official who had visited the Areas on a tourist vessel during the past
season;

» in response to the effect of changing ice conditions on the essential
access corridor adjacent to ASPA 136, it had conducted an early
review of the management plan and realigned a portion of the southern
boundary to allow a safe alternative access route that would not impact
on the values of the Area; and

* minor changes to these plans were detailed in Working Paper 40.
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(76) Australia made minor changes to the management plan for ASPA 136 to
more clearly indicate provisions for accessing the Area, in response to a query
from Japan.

(77) Norway advised that no major changes had been made to the Management
Plan for ASPA 142 and that minor changes were identified in Working Paper 42.
Norway had, in its review of the plan, noted the area is classified asa T and U
domain which are poorly represented in the Protected Area System.

(78) The Committee agreed to refer each of these management plans to the ATCM
for adoption.

(79) The following paper was also submitted under this agenda item: IP 8
Protected Area Management Plan: Five year review of Beaufort Island — ASPA
105 (New Zealand).

iii. New draft management plans for protected/managed areas

(80) No new proposals were received.

Advice to the ATCM

(81) The Committee had before it 13 new or revised protected or managed area
management plans. Three of these had been subject to review by the Subsidiary
Group on Management Plans (SGMP) established by CEP Xl and 10 revised
management plans had been submitted directly to CEP XIlI.

(82) In reviewing the advice of the SGMP, and following the Committee’s
assessment of those plans that had not been subject to intersessional review, the
Committee agreed to forward each of these management plans to the ATCM, with
the recommendation that they be adopted by ATCM XXXI|I:

# Name
ASPA new Narebski Point, Barton Peninsula, King George Island
ASPA 104 Sabrina Island, Balleny Islands
ASPA 113 Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbour Anvers Island, Palmer Archipelago
ASPA 121 Cape Royds, Ross Island

ASPA 125 Fildes Peninsula, King George Island (25 de Mayo), South Shetland
Islands
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# Name
ASPA 136 Clark Peninsula, Budd Coast, Wilkes Land
ASPA 142 Svarthamaren, Muhlig-Hofmannfjella, Dronning Maud Land
ASPA 150 Ardley Island, Maxwell Bay, King George Island (25 de Mayo)
ASPA 152 Western Bransfield Strait off Low Island, South Shetland Islands
ASPA 153 Eastern Dallmann Bay off Brabant Island, Palmer Archipelago

ASPA 162 Mawson’s Huts, Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land,
East Antarctica

ASMA 3 Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land, East Antarctica
ASMA7 South-west Anvers Island and Palmer Basin

(83) The Committee also noted that, following further field work in the area,
the United States would submit a revised management plan for ASPA 106 Cape
Hallett to the SGMP during the intersessional period.

iv. Other matters relating to management plans for protected / managed
areas

(84) The Secretariat briefly demonstrated the features of the new Antarctic
Protected Area online database which had been developed during the intersessional
period. This tool, which replaced the former Antarctic Protected Areas Archive, is
now linked to a geographical information system (GIS) to provide more accurate
geo-referenced information on protected and managed areas and Historic Sites
and Monuments. The Secretariat highlighted key features of the online database,
including the ability to run queries on protected areas sites and to view detailed
maps and site photos. Further, the new database hosts GIS information which
includes an overlay of the Environmental Domains Analysis developed by New
Zealand, although this GIS component of the database is still under development.
The database site is available in all four languages of the Treaty.

(85) The Committee and ASOC commended the Secretariat for this development
and noted that the database will be a very useful tool in the future. Australia
commented that such a database had been a recommendation of the CEP for the
past ten years and thanked the Secretariat for its excellent work in bringing this
to fruition. The Chair noted that the database also contributes to the Committee’s
ongoing work in the strategic development of a more holistic protected areas
system.
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(86) Incommenting on SP 9 Register of the status of Antarctic Specially Protected
Area and Antarctic Specially Managed Area Management Plan, the Secretariat
noted that in future, the register would be linked to the protected areas database,
and that this might eliminate the need for a hard copy of this document.

(87) On behalf of the SGMP, Australia presented WP 8 Subsidiary Group on
Management Plans — Report on Term of Reference #4: Improving Management
Plans and the Process for their Intersessional Review. It again thanked all
participants, and summarised the main components of the group’s work under its
fourth Term of Reference.

(88) The Group had added protected area recommendations arising from the
2006 Workshop on Antarctica’s Future Environmental Challenges to the list of
recommendations appended to the CEP Il Final Report, and had conducted a
review of the status of these recommendations, as outlined in Attachment A to
WP 8. The group wished to bring to the Committee’s attention several particularly
notable actions and events which had occurred since CEP 111 and which addressed
many of the recommendations, including:

» the entry into force of Annex V;

» the adoption of several Resolutions pertinent to the Parties’
implementation of Annex V;

» the establishment of the Secretariat, with its responsibilities for
managing the protected areas database and EIES;

» the establishment of the Subsidiary Group on Management Plans;

» the proposal currently before the CEP to conduct a study of the
environmental aspects and impacts of Antarctic tourism; and

» the joint workshop held prior to CEP XII that considered improved
collaboration between the CEP and SC-CAMLR.

(89) The SGMP had also identified several matters for the Committee’s
consideration, and suggested that the CEP might wish to:

» consider further work to make the environmental domains analysis

accessible, to assist with developing and reviewing new protected area
proposals (Recommendation A3 in Attachment A to WP 8);

104



2. CEP XII Report

» reconsider promoting the use of GPS to accurately define protected area
boundaries. Such information could be managed in the protected area
database and could be used in conjunction with Resolution 3 (2008)
to assess representativeness. The CEP might also wish to consider
standardising protected area signs where appropriate (Recommendation
A8 in Attachment A to WP 8);

» consider whether further work is required to ensure the full “target
audience” (e.g. tour operators) is aware that management plans are
available via the ATS website (Recommendation A18 in Attachment
Ato WP 8); and

e consider what information about protected areas could usefully be
contained in the ATS protected areas database (Recommendation A18
in Attachment A to WP 8).

(90) New Zealand congratulated the SGMP for its work and expressed general
support for the proposals. It asked the SGMP for clarification on what types of
other information the group considered might be included in the protected areas
database.

(91) Australia suggested that the protected areas database could usefully be
expanded to provide the ability to search and reference additional fields of data,
such as the primary reason for site designation, values under protection, and the
size of the Area, and that such information could usefully inform the assessment
of existing or proposed areas and the further development of the protected areas
system. IAATO thanked the SGMP for its work and noted that the protected areas
database will be referenced in its Field Operations Manual.

(92) The Committee endorsed these points raised by the SGMP.

(93) The other components of the group’s work were outlined in points 2 to 5 of
WP 8, and related to proposals for further work scheduled in the suggested work
plan contained in Attachment C. This included:

» developing suggested standard wording for appropriate components
of management plans, as identified in Attachment B to WP 8, while
noting that management plans should continue to include sufficient
site-specific information, and that standard wording should not impede
or discourage proponents from developing creative or innovative
approaches to area protection and management;
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» preparing a template to help improve consistency between management
plans;

» reviewing the Guide to the Preparation of Management plans for
Antarctic Specially Protected Areas, and holding a workshop to
share best practice on ASMA management and develop guidance for
preparing ASMA management plans; and

» giving further consideration to whether the SGMP could usefully
consider and provide advice on management plans that are not referred
for intersessional review.

(94) With regard to the development of a template for management plans, the
United States noted that this would be particularly helpful given the need for
consistency and also to provide guidance to new CEP representatives. In response
to a question from the Chair, Australia clarified that the proposed template was
intended to allow proponents to insert management plan text into a standard format,
improving consistency between plans. Regarding consideration by the SGMP of
management plans not referred for review, some Members noted that such a holistic
review of all plans could assist with consistency and quality control, but could be
an overly ambitious workload for the group.

(95) Australiaresponded on behalf of the SGMP to clarify that the group’s present
intention was only to further discuss whether such a review would be feasible and
how it could be conducted.

(96) The Committee agreed that work outlined in the group’s report provided a
clear demonstration of the value of establishing the SGMP, particularly for assisting
the Committee’s meeting work load and for progressing the development Antarctic
protected areas system. It endorsed the proposed SGMP work plan.

Advice to the ATCM

(97) The Committee considered the report from the Subsidiary Group on
Management Plans (SGMP) on its work, in accordance with its fourth Term of
Reference, to improve management plans and the process for their intersessional
review.

(98) The group’s review of past protected area recommendations indicated several
important events and actions since the last review at CEP Ill, including the entry
into force of Annex V, the adoption of several Resolutions on area protection and
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management, the establishment of the Secretariat and its protected areas database
and information exchange system, the establishment of the SGMP, the CEP’s
proposal to study the environmental aspects and impacts of Antarctic tourism, and
the joint CEP / SC-CAMLR workshop.

(99) The Committee endorsed the SGMP’s proposed work plan (Appendix
2), which includes work over the next two years to develop standard wording
and a template for management plans, to revise the Guide to the preparation of
management plans for Antarctic Specially Protected Areas, and to develop similar
guidance for the development of ASMA management plans.

(100) Italy presented IP 61 The management of Terra Nova Bay (Ross Sea) area:
an ASPA or an ASMA?, noting that the area had scientific and environmental values
that should be protected, and included a marine area. Although ASPASs have been
designated, science and tourism in the area have increased. Italy expressed its
view that a management framework needs to be established for this area under
both CCAMLR and the Environment Protocol. Italy solicited advice from other
Members on this matter.

(101) Germany thanked ltaly for its initial proposals for this site as it is in close
proximity to Germany’s Gondwana Station. Germany offered to work with Italy
and to help in the development of a future proposal of a protected or managed
area.

(102) ASOC supported the proposal by Italy, noting it in the context of CCAMLR’s
bioregionalisation process. ASOC highlighted the protection of marine resources
needed by land-based predators and the establishment of a marine protected areas
network to protect marine biodiversity.

(103) The Chair welcomed lItaly’s work to bring the options forward and
encouraged those with interest and knowledge in the area to aid Italy in developing
a more complete proposal.

(104) The SC-CAMLR Observer confirmed that CCAMLR looked forward to
being consulted should further development result in the proposal of a protected or
managed area with a marine component that triggered the provisions of Decision 9
(2005). At that time, CCAMLR would do as much as possible to facilitate a timely
response.
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(105) The following paper was also submitted under this agenda item: IP 66
Revision of Maps for Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 2: McMurdo Dry

Valleys, Victoria Land (United States).

7b) Historic Sites and Monuments

(106) Chile introduced WP 3 Antarctic Protected Area System: Revised list of
Historic Sites and Monuments — Measure 3 (2003). Guidelines for its application,
recalling the consolidated list of HSMs held under Measure 3 (2003). Chile
noted that it might be useful to consolidate the existing provisions and guidelines
pertaining to the designation and management of HSMs, in order to maintain
and improve the quality of the protection awarded to present and future sites and
monuments.

(107) Norway supported the proposal but noted that guidelines should also
reflect Resolution 4 (1996), which recommended that, during the preparation for
the listing of a Historic Site and Monument or the writing of a Site Management
Plan, adequate liaison is accorded by the proposing Party with the originator of
the Historic Site or Monument and other Parties, as appropriate.

(108) The Meeting reaffirmed that, when considering designation of a new
monument, Parties will need to consider environmental impacts as part of an EIA
process.

(109) Argentina encouraged the adoption of clear language in the proposal to note
that these proposed guidelines should not impact upon existing Historic Sites and
Monuments as this may alter the way that these sites or monuments are managed.
Chile responded to the comments of Argentina by pointing out that the text as
written refers only to sites designated as Historic Sites and Monuments in the
future, however the language does not prevent it from being applied to existing
sites and monuments to the extent that the guidelines contain information relating
to the preservation of existing sites and monuments.

(110) Following questions and points of clarification from Members on several
elements of the draft Guidelines, Chile prepared a further revised draft which the
Committee endorsed. The Committee agreed to forward the guidelines to the ATCM
with the recommendation that they be adopted by means of a Resolution.

(111) Chile presented WP 50 rev. 1 Measure 3 (2003) Antarctic Protected Areas
System. Revised list of Historic Sites and Monuments (Proposed amendment to the
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Annex) proposing a modification of the text in the description of HSM 37 by adding
the names “Cape Legoupil” and “Louis Philippe Peninsula” in the original text
contained in the list of Measure 3 (2003). Chile explained that this would follow
with the practice of the site guidelines to put multiple names for a site together
with a hyphen.

(112) The Committee did not discuss the proposal and simply agreed that
it be forwarded to the ATCM’s Legal and Institutional Working Group for
consideration.

(1123) The United Kingdom introduced WP 35 Proposal to add the British hut
(Base W) on Detaille Island, Lallemand Fjord, Loubet Coast to the List of Historic
Sites and Monuments, as well as WP 36 Proposal to add the British hut at Damoy
Point, Dorian Bay, Wiencke Island to the List of Historic Sites and Monuments.
The United Kingdom informed the Committee that the reason for designation of
Base W at Detaille Island as an HSM was based on the fact that, as a relatively
unaltered base from the late 1950s, it provided an important reminder of the science
and living conditions that existed when the Antarctic Treaty was signed 50 years
ago. The British hut at Damoy point and its associated artefacts provided a notable
and representative example of the infrastructure required to undertake science and
logistic operations in the Antarctic Peninsula.

(114) Following some minor changes to the text of the HSM descriptions, the
Committee endorsed the proposals and agreed to recommend to ATCM the inclusion
of these two additional sites on the list of Historic Sites and Monuments.

(115) The Meeting noted IP 13 Antarctic Historic Resources: Ross Sea Heritage
Restoration Project — Historic artefacts from ASPAs 155, 157, 158 and 159 (New
Zealand).

Advice to the ATCM

(116) The Committee reviewed a proposal for new guidelines for managing the
list of HSMs held under Measure 3 (2003), aimed at improving the quality of the
protection awarded to present and future sites and monuments.

(117) The Committee commends the guidelines to ATCM with the recommendation
that they be adopted by means of a Resolution.
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(118) The Committee recommends that the ATCM approves the addition of the
following two new sites to the list of Historic Sites and Monuments held under
Measures 3 (2003):

e British hut (Base W) on Detaille Island, Lallemand Fjord, Loubet
Coast

» British hut at Damoy Point, Dorian Bay, Wiencke Island

7c¢) Site Guidelines

(119) France introduced WP 9 Report on informal discussions about the non-
specific information contained in the Site Guidelines for Visitors to Antarctica.
France recalled that, after adoption of Resolution 5 (2005), several site guidelines
had been prepared and adopted. The informal group had assessed the existing site
guidelines with the objective of identifying and differentiating generic guidance
that could be applicable to any landing site in Antarctica from those more site-
specific elements.

(120) The informal group had concluded that several elements of the current
guidelines are not site-specific and should be considered as generic recommendations
for all sites in Antarctica. In order to avoid creating new instruments, the group
suggested that such generic guidance might be accommodated through a revision
of the environmental elements of Recommendation XVI1I-1.

(121) France, on behalf of the participants in the informal group, invited the
Committee to consider the conclusions of the discussions undertaken during the
intersessional period and, if appropriate, to establish an open-ended intersessional
contact group (ICG) with agreed terms of reference to continue working on this
issue during the upcoming intersessional period.

(122) Australia noted that the environmental elements of Recommendation XVI11-1
have not been reviewed since their adoption and that this may be a good opportunity
to make sure that these recommendations are up-to-date so that visitors can easily
obtain the most current advice.

(123) Romania emphasised that it is important that such guidance needed to
be practical and easily used in the field. The UK indicated its support for the
proposal whilst cautioning that such a review should not detract from additional
site-specific guidelines being developed and adopted in the meantime. Several
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Members expressed their support for the proposal and offered to participate in any
Intersessional Contact Group that may be formed.

(124) The Chair thanked France for leading the intersessional work it had
undertaken and, noting the agreement to continue the work, the Chair indicated
that it may be appropriate to clear the proposal to review Recommendation XVI11-1
with the ATCM to ensure that such action had ATCM support and did not interfere
with actions or initiatives underway or planned by the ATCM.

(125) Following the discussions that took place at CEP XI on the possibility of
establishing a subsidiary group to assess and review Visitor Site Guidelines, and in
response to a comment made by the United States, Australia suggested including
a specific item on this issue on the terms of reference of the ICG.

(126) The Committee agreed the following terms of reference for the ICG, subject
to any comments by the ATCM:

(127) The group will:

i. Review the environmental elements of Recommendation XVIII-1
(1994) Guidance for Visitors to the Antarctic, and Guidance for Those
Organising and Conducting Tourism and Non-governmental Activities
in the Antarctic and other advice to visitors including in Site Guidelines,
Recommendations and Resolutions;

ii. Develop revised and updated guidance for visitors based on
Recommendation XVI1I-1 in a format that can also be used as a generic
cover to accompany site specific guidelines;

iii. Consider options for how the CEP might most effectively assess new
site guidelines and periodically review existing guidelines; and

iv. Reportto CEP XIII on the outcomes of this work.

(128) The Committee welcomed the offer of VerdnicaVallejos from Chile to act
as ICG convenor.

(129) Proposals for eight new Visitor Site Guidelines were presented at the
Meeting.

(130) The UK, on behalf of its co-authors, introduced WP 28 Site Guidelines for
Baily Head and Telefon Bay, Deception Island, South Shetland Islands (Argentina,
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Chile, Norway, Spain, United Kingdom and United States). The UK noted that
visitation of Baily Head had increased from 455 visitors in 1989/90 to 1386 in
2007/08 and visits to Telefon Bay had increased from 492 visitors in 1989/90 to
3068 in 2007/08. The UK also stated that these guidelines would contribute to the
framework for protection of environmental values within the Deception Island
ASMA 4.

(131) New Zealand introduced WP 13 Visitor Site Guide for Cape Royds, Ross
Island (New Zealand and United States), noting that Cape Royds was one of the
most visited sites in the Ross Sea region, with approximately 900 visitors per
year on average. While the key sensitivities at the sites were already protected
by ASPA 121 and ASPA 157, the proposed guidelines aimed to further minimise
visitor impacts.

(132) Ukraine presented WP 19 Site Guidelines for Wordie House, Winter Island,
Argentine Islands (Ukraine and United Kingdom). Ukraine noted that Wordie
House is the site of the British Base “F”, which had been recognised for its
historical importance and adopted as HSM 62 in 1995. The UK had carried out
a heritage survey in February 2007, including a detailed description of the site
with recommendations for its future management. It also informed that Vernadsky
station undertook management of the Base F on behalf of the UK. The UK noted
that the site guidelines had been voluntarily and successfully implemented by
IAATO during the 2008/09 austral summer.

(133) The United Kingdom presented WP 2 Site Guidelines for Stonington Island,
Marguerite Bay, Antarctic Peninsula (United Kingdom and United States). The
United Kingdom thanked IAATO for its assistance in preparing the guidelines
and noted that, although visits by tourist vessels or national programmes over
the past decade had been infrequent, more tourist vessels were travelling further
south into Marguerite Bay, and visits to the island are increasing in number. The
guidelines were proposed to better protect HSM 55 (East Base) and HSM 64 (Base
“E”) whilst allowing for educational and recreational visits by tour operators and
National Antarctic Programmes.

(134) The United Kingdom presented WP 11 Site Guidelines for Horseshoe
Island and Detaille Island, Antarctic Peninsula, and again thanked IAATO for its
assistance. These guidelines were intended to improve the protection of HSM 63
(British Base “Y™) on Horseshoe Island and Base “E” on Detaille Island, which
the United Kingdom had proposed for HSM designation.
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(135) Argentina expressed its concerns about WP2, WP 11 and WP19 regarding
additional authorisation requirements for entering or visiting an Antarctic Treaty
site or monument even for those already holding a permit issued by a Party. In
this respect, Argentina further stated it would review the guidelines for Snow Hill
Island so as to fully adjust to these criteria and encouraged the other Parties to
undertake the same exercise with other already approved guidelines. It also stated
that links to a Party website in the guidelines should be avoided as the guidelines
should contain all the relevant information.

(136) Spain agreed with Argentina outlining that Article 8 of the Protocol states
that the environmental permission to visit any Antarctic site must be issued by a
Party. Consequently, it noted that any permission not issued in according with the
Protocol must be reviewed.

(137) In response, the UK emphasised that the reference to “prior agreement”
was intended to ensure safe and responsible operation and management of these
huts. This reflected the UK’s responsibilities as the Party undertaking management
of these sites. The UK noted that the discussion had raised an issue of a political
rather than an environmental or technical nature, which would better be addressed
by the ATCM.

(138) Argentina shared the views expressed by Spain.

(139) Chile presented WP 53 Site Guidelines for the North-east beach of Ardley
Peninsula (Ardley Island), King George Island (25 de Mayo Island), South Shetland
Islands (Argentina and Chile), informing the meeting that the site, adjacent to ASPA
150, was receiving an increasing number of tourist visits, how up to a hundred
visitors per season. Chile also noted that personnel from the stations on Fildes
Peninsula also visited the area during their rest time. Representatives from Chile
and Argentina had completed an on-site assessment to develop the guidelines.

(140) After considering some comments provided by Members, Chile and
Argentina decided to further consider the proposed for Site Guidelines during the
intersessional period and provide a revised version to CEP XIIlI.

(141) 1AATO thanked Parties for working with it during the development of these
new guidelines, noting the importance of ensuring the practical application of the
guidelines in the field. IAATO also recorded that, in the intersessional period, it
would make available to the Committee information from the 2008-09 season
about landing activity at those sites covered by Site Guidelines.
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(142) Following minor amendments, the Committee approved the remaining Site
Guidelines and agreed to forward them to the ATCM with the recommendation
that they be adopted by means of a Resolution.

Advice to the ATCM

(143) The Committee considered the results of informal discussions led by France
to review the current Site Guidelines and assess the extent to which these guidelines
contained generic versus site-specific advice. Subject to any guidance from the ATCM,
the Committee had agreed to establish an ICG to continue this work and to develop
generic guidance for visitors, including by reviewing the environmental elements of
the guidelines appended to Recommendation XVI1I-1.

(144) The Committee reviewed proposals for eight new site-specific guidelines.
The proposed guidelines for Ardley Island were to be revised by the proponents
and resubmitted for consideration by CEP XIII. The Committee approved the
remaining seven guidelines and forwarded them to the ATCM for adoption by
means of a Resolution.

(145) The US introduced IP 1 Monitoring and assessment using Hierarchical
Bayesian Modeling: An approach taken by the Antarctic site inventory and IP 14
Antarctic Site Inventory: 1994-2009, relating to the work of the Antarctic Site
Inventory, particularly noting the relevance of the methods described in IP 1 to
discussions of long-term monitoring of environmental changes and assessing the
cause of detected changes.

(146) New Zealand thanked the US for these two papers which will be very useful
to the work of the Committee. Australia noted that the information provided in these
papers would be useful for the proposed CEP Tourism study (agenda item 6Db).

7d) Other Annex V Matters

(147) Germany presented WP 4 Second Progress Report on the Discussion of the
International Working Group about Possibilities for Environmental Management
of Fildes Peninsula and Ardley Island, recalling that, at CEP XI, it had been agreed
that the future of Fildes Peninsula would be discussed in the framework of the
International Working Group (IWG).

(148) Germany noted that limited intersessional work had been achieved due to
sporadic participation of IWG members. Germany also noted that discussions
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on Fildes should continue, including via the CEP Discussion Forum, and at an
extra meeting in austral winter 2009 to discuss items related to the management
scheme.

(149) Chile expressed its appreciation for WP 4, noting that some progress had
been made. Chile drew the meeting’s attention to its IP 81 Notes on a Multiple
Protection System for some areas of King George Island: Zones under Annex V
and their relevance to Fildes Peninsula and adjacent areas. Chile suggested that
IP 81 could help push forward the work of the IWG.

(150) As agreed by the convenors and the members of the International Working
Group, the meeting in austral winter 2009 will take place in Punta Arenas in
connection with the COMNAP meeting in August 2009.

(151) The Committee welcomed the progress that had been made and encouraged
the IWG to continue its efforts to develop appropriate environmental management
mechanisms for this important area.

(152) New Zealand introduced WP 31 Updated analysis of representation of
Annex V categories and Environmental Domains in the system of Antarctic
Specially Protected and Managed Areas. New Zealand noted inviolate reference
areas and wilderness values in the categories listed in Annex V of the Protocol
are still poorly represented. Protected areas are relatively well represented in the
most vulnerable ice-free Environmental Domains, although Domains R, T and U
are the ice-free environments which are least represented. These analyses provide
background information to the topic of human footprint and wilderness which is
listed as priority 2 in the CEP’s five year plan. This is important, given Article 3 of
the Protocol includes the need to protect wilderness and aesthetic values and the
value for the conduct of scientific research in relation to the planning and conduct
of all activities in the Antarctic Treaty area.

(153) New Zealand stated that it will aim to bring further information on human
footprint and wilderness matters to CEP XIII, with support from interested Members
and Observers including COMNAP, ASOC and IAATO, as a contribution to the
discussions that are planned. SCAR complemented New Zealand on its analysis,
and reminded the CEP that it is in the midst of an analysis of the Environmental
Domains Analysis (EDA) which it plans to present at CEP XIIl. Romania noted
the EDA continued to offer many ideas for CEP consideration.
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(154) Australia thanked New Zealand for its paper, welcoming the assessment
of existing protected areas against the environmental domains analysis, which
would assist the Committee’s work to further develop the protected areas system.
Australia also noted that consideration of the terms footprint and wilderness was
scheduled in the CEP five-year work plan, and indicated its willingness to further
discuss this issue with New Zealand.

(155) COMNAP confirmed its readiness to work with the CEP on issues related
to wilderness matters, noting it had relevant data on human activity, bases and
installations across the continent.

(156) The Committee thanked New Zealand for their excellent paper and recalled
that it had considered the issue of wilderness values several times over the last
eleven meetings and agreed that it might be useful to, at some point, ask the
Secretariat to prepare a topic summary on the matter.

(157) New Zealand indicated that the work set out in its paper would likely take
more than a year, but it envisioned presenting some map-based products for
the CEP’s consideration at CEP XIII, so that a topic summary on footprint and
wilderness would be useful at that meeting.

(158) The Chair commented that progress to date was consistent with the goals
laid out in the CEP’s five-year work plan.

(159) The United Kingdom introduced WP 34 Spatial protection and management
of Antarctic marine biodiversity, noting that it was based on a presentation for the
joint CEP/SC-CAMLR workshop. It provided information on the types of marine
spatial protection and management that can be implemented in Antarctic waters.
This included details on definition of terms, objectives of marine spatial protection
and management, examples of measures currently adopted under CCAMLR and the
Antarctic Treaty and a summary of principles agreed by the ATCPs and CCAMLR
Members with regard to marine spatial protection and management.

(160) The United Kingdom further noted that appropriate tools for marine spatial
protection and management are already in place, that scientific information is now
adequate to make progress, and that practical means to cooperate with CCAMLR
are available through ATCM Decision 9 (2005). It encouraged the Committee
to recommend for approval by the ATCM the recommendations that Parties
should:
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i. Work towards the establishment of effective, representative and coherent
spatial protection of marine biodiversity within the Antarctic Treaty
Area by 2012, through the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (ASPAs) and Antarctic Specially Managed Areas (ASMAS)
under Annex V of the Protocol on Environmental Protection.

ii. Cooperate as far as possible with CCAMLR and SCAR to ensure that
such measures are implemented on a scientific basis, and with the aim
of achieving harmonised protection for Antarctic marine biodiversity
across the Antarctic Treaty system.

(161) The CCAMLR Representative referred to CCAMLR’s bioregionalisation
of the Southern Ocean, noting that the Scientific Committee and the Commission
had approved SC-CAMLR’s identification of eleven priority areas for attention
within the bioregionalisation. These areas had been identified based on a variety of
indicators that highlighted areas of high heterogeneity within the Southern Ocean,
predictive of high biodiversity. The bioregionalisation graphic overlain with the
eleven priority areas was made available to the Committee.

(162) The Russian Federation congratulated the UK on their paper, noting that
this analysis provides a basis on which to build an effective and efficient system
of Antarctic marine protected areas. SCAR also expressed support for the paper,
confirming its willingness to cooperate on this issue wherever appropriate and
feasible.

(163) The Committee agreed that the eleven areas were useful priority areas for
ongoing attention, and further agreed to append the CCAMLR figure to its report
as a means of lending CEP endorsement to the eleven priority areas and as a means
of focussing future CEP work on the issue (Appendix 4). The Committee urged its
Members to focus further work on the development of marine spatial protection
and management within, but not limited to, those priority areas which fall within
the Treaty area.

(164) Belgium indicated that marine protected areas represent a priority for the
country. It flagged the recommendation of the CEP/SC-CAMLR workshop to
develop a three year strategy to achieve marine protection considering, but not
limited to, the priority areas agreed by SC-CAMLR.

(165) The United Kingdom introduced WP 29 Towards a representative system of
marine spatial protection for the South Orkney Islands, providing details of a pilot
study carried out to investigate the utility of a systematic conservation methodology
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in identifying important areas for conserving marine biodiversity. The UK noted
that both CEP and CCAMLR had identified the establishment of spatial protection
of marine biodiversity as a priority issue, that a proposed methodology was
presented at CEP X1 and that preliminary results were presented to SC-CAMLR’s
Working Group on Ecosystem Monitoring and Management (WG-EMM) during
2008. The UK noted that the methodology had been endorsed by CCAMLR’s
Scientific Committee as one possible approach for the selection of marine areas
for protection.

(166) The United Kingdom also drew attention to its information paper IP 11 Pilot
study on identifying important marine areas for conservation around the South
Orkney Islands, which provided further information on the methodology used and
the results. The UK suggested that methods such as the one demonstrated provided
a useful tool to inform decision making on management of protected areas in the
region, although they were not sufficient to provide a definitive answer on which
areas should be protected. The UK also noted that the full range of management
options discussed in its WP 34 could be used in conjunction with this analysis.
The UK encouraged other Members to attempt similar trials and indicated that it
would bring the results of further studies to future meetings.

(167) Several Members and ASOC praised the UK’s efforts to develop these
practical procedures, noting that they provided a systematic and logical approach
to the selection of sites for protection. Several Members indicated their willingness
to work with the UK in further testing and developing the process. The US
commended the UK’s trial of this process, noting that the study area chosen had
been an ideal test case in that it contained multiple uses and interests including
fishing activity.

(168) The Russian Federation questioned whether the establishment of such
protected areas would place unnecessary restrictions on vessel traffic and the
conduct of marine research programmes. In response, the UK, supported by the
CCAMLR Observer, suggested that all uses of any marine area would need to be
taken into account in the planning stage prior to the designation of marine areas.
The UK further noted that there were currently no such restrictions on shipping
in protected areas that had already been designated in the Southern Ocean.

(169) In response to a query from Russia regarding the availability of tables and
figures to support the trial process, the UK explained that the paper presented the
early stages of the analysis, and that it intended to provide the CEP and CCAMLR
with detailed information, maps and data as the research progressed.
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(170) The Committee endorsed the methodology demonstrated by the UK as
one practical method of selecting and designating marine protected areas and
encouraged Members to work with scientific and CCAMLR colleagues to trial
this and other methods, particularly in the eleven priority areas highlighted by
CCAMLR.

Advice to the ATCM
(171) The Committee agreed to:

» Develop a strategy and work towards the establishment of effective,
representative and coherent spatial protection of marine biodiversity
within the Antarctic Treaty Area within the next three years, through
the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected Areas (ASPASs) and
Antarctic Specially Managed Areas (ASMAS) under Annex V of the
Protocol on Environmental Protection.

» Cooperate as far as possible with CCAMLR and SCAR to ensure that
such measures are implemented on a scientific basis, and with the aim
of achieving harmonised protection for Antarctic marine biodiversity
across the Antarctic Treaty System.

» Focus further work on the development of marine spatial protection and
management within, but not limited to, those priority areas agreed by
CCAMLR (Appendix 4 to this Report) which fall within the Antarctic
Treaty Area.

(172) ASOC presented IP 41 Marine Protected Areas in the Antarctic outlining
the case for establishing a network of protected areas across the Southern Ocean.
ASOC commented that the matter required a sense of urgency due to the effects
of climate change. ASOC endorsed the use of the eleven priority areas identified
by CCAMLR as a reference in establishing the protected area network, and urged
the CEP to work with the Scientific Committee and CCAMLR to move this project
forward as quickly as possible.

(173) France thanked ASOC for its paper and endorsed the sense of urgency
with respect to the designation of a system of protected areas. France noted the
progress being made in other world oceans under other international arrangements
and indicated that it was timely for the Antarctic Treaty system to make similar
progress with respect to the Southern Ocean.
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(174) ASOC introduced IP 48 rev. 1 A Ross Sea MPA: Preservation for Science,
noting that strong marine protection of sufficient scale is needed to understand the
indirect effects of human activity and climate change on the Southern Ocean and its
food webs. Noting that a recent study had ranked the Ross Sea as the least affected
area within the entire world ocean, ASOC proposed that it should be preserved
for scientific research values, as well as a global reference site to monitor the
capabilities of living marine organisms to adapt to climate change. ASOC urged
the comprehensive protection of the Ross Sea in keeping with the environmental
values of the Treaty, its Protocol and CCAMLR. ASOC also invited all Members
to participate in a seminar on the Ross Sea on 21 May 2009 to be co-hosted by
the Marine Conservation Congress. Further information can be found at: http://
www?2.cedarcrest.edu/imcc/program.html.

(175) The US thanked ASOC for its paper and noted that, as an indication of
the importance of the Ross Sea, CCAMLR intends to hold a workshop to ensure
decision rules and management of toothfish are sufficiently precautionary.

(176) Ukraine briefly introduced IP 62 Possibilities for broad-scale management of
the Vernadsky station area, noting that several national Antarctic programmes and
non-governmental organisations had interests in this area, which is considered an
extremely important site for long-term environmental monitoring. Ukraine noted
that this proposal was the first of its type for Vernadsky station, and represented
an attempt to harmonise current and future management approaches in the region
of Vernadsky station. Members were invited to provide comments to Ukraine to
assist with further development of this initiative.

(177) The following papers were also submitted under this agenda item:

» |IP 50 Research Project “Current Environmental Situation and
Management Proposals for the Fildes Region (Antarctic)”
(Germany)

» IP 54 Report of the Larsemann Hills Antarctic Specially Managed
Area (ASMA) Management Group (Australia, China, India, Romania,
Russian Federation), and

» |P 81 Notes on a Multiple Protection System for some areas of King
George Island: Zones under Annex V and their relevance to Fildes
Peninsula and adjacent areas (Chile).
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Item 8: Conservation of Antarctic Fauna and Flora
8a) Quarantine and non-native species

(178) The Secretariat presented SP 11 Topic Summary of CEP discussions on Non-
native species (NNS) in Antarctica, summarising past discussions by the Committee
about non-native species. The Secretariat recalled that this summary had been
requested by CEP Xl and that the intention was to provide a central resource for
the CEP’s continuing consideration of this important topic, which received the
highest priority in the CEP five-year work plan.

(179) The Committee thanked the Secretariat for the paper, noting that its advanced
distribution had facilitated delegates’ preparation for scheduled CEP discussions
on the matter, and that the embedded hyperlinks to the documents referenced were
particularly helpful.

(180) On behalf of its co-authors, Australia introduced WP 5 A Work Program
for CEP Action on Non-native Species (Australia, France and New Zealand). It
recalled the Committee’s previous agreement that action to address non-native
species concerns was the highest priority for the Committee’s attention, and had
been identified as a priority 1 issue in the five-year work plan. The paper was
intended to build on the general actions identified in the work plan and included
a suggested detailed work plan to build on the recommendations arising from the
2006 workshop on Non-native species in the Antarctic.

(181) Awstralia, France and New Zealand recommended that the Committee:

 agree to the programme of work to address non-native species concerns,
contained in Attachment A to WP 5, and populate the CEP five-year
work plan accordingly;

* initiate intersessional work, following the Terms of Reference contained
in Attachment B to WP 5, to commence development of a “quarantine
manual”; and

» implement, and annually review progress with, the work program.

(182) Many Members expressed their support for the proposals and indicated
their willingness to participate in the proposed work plan. Norway suggested that
there were useful synergies with the Arctic and best practices could be usefully
replicated in Antarctica.
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(183) SCAR noted that there was a lack of data for many areas, particularly regarding
terrestrial biodiversity, and that it would be difficult to develop a surveillance plan for an
area without baseline biodiversity information. SCAR indicated that it was willing to
report to the next Committee meeting on high risk areas and to propose a set of research
needs that address the lack of appropriate data.

(184) The Committee welcomed SCAR’s offer to develop a list of research needs
for consideration by the Committee.

(185) Belgium supported SCAR’s remark and noted that, three years after the
2006 workshop, no study has yet focused on microbial communities.

(186) Several Members highlighted the importance of conducting the work in an
inclusive manner, involving a broad spectrum of Members, as well as other relevant
experts. It was also noted that any recommendations arising should be practical and
able to be implemented, which would be aided by the involvement of participants
with operational experience. SCAR and IAATO indicated their willingness to be
involved.

(187) The United States suggested that robust participation by Members could
be facilitated through a variety of methods, including online forums, workshops,
intersessional groups. It noted that it could also be useful to provide regular progress
reports to all Members.

(188) Romania emphasised the need to promote education and awareness, and
to focus on both introduction of species from outside Antarctica and transfer of
Antarctic species from their home ranges into areas where they had not previously
been found.

(189) Spain noted that the intentional introduction of species for approved purposes
was addressed in the Protocol. France remarked that, based on past experience,
prevention was much cheaper and easier than eradication.

(190) Australiawelcomed Members’ comments and support, agreeing that it would
be useful to draw on experience in the Arctic, to promote broad participation by
Members, and to involve other components of the Antarctic Treaty system. It noted
that the proposed work programme prioritised the development of preventive
measures, but that surveillance was of course an important component of the
“Prevention / Surveillance / Response” approach.
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(191) Australia noted that the joint CEP / SC-CAMLR workshop had agreed that
the CEP could take the lead on the development of measures to prevent marine
introductions, while noting that the workshop’s report and its recommendations
would need to be approved by both the CEP and the Scientific Committee. Australia
also mentioned WP 39, submitted for consideration by the ATCM, which proposed
amendments to Annex Il to incorporate provisions to address the unintentional
introduction of non-native species. Australia encouraged Members to show their
support for those amendments.

(192) The Committee endorsed the establishment of an ICG, led by Dr Yves Frenot,
and agreed the following Terms of Reference:

With reference to the final report of the 2006 workshop on Non-native Species in the
Antarctic (ATCM XXIX /WP13), papers submitted to previous CEP meetings on
this issue (as outlined in SP11) and those submitted to CEP XII, the ICG will:

i. Develop a suggested overall objective and key guiding principles for
Parties’ actions to address non-native species concerns.

ii. Develop a suggested set of generally applicable measures to prevent
the introduction of non-native species, including the transfer of species
between sites in Antarctica.

iii. ldentify particular aspects of Antarctic operations for which further
work might be required in order to develop specific guidance.

iv. Report to CEP XIII on progress with the above.

(193) The Committee also endorsed the program of work contained in Attachment
Ato WP 5 and agreed to incorporate these actions into its five-year work plan.

(194) South Africa introduced WP 23 Propagule transport associated with logistic
operations: a South African appraisal of a regional issue, informing the meeting
that, between 2006 and 2008, it had undertaken surveys to assess the seed propagule
load associated with resupply of its stations on Marion and Gough Islands and
SANAE 1V. The survey involved quantifying propagule pressure both in cargo
and in expeditioner luggage. Cost-effective changes to operational procedures had
been developed to reduce propagule transfer to the Antarctic region in cargo and
on clothing. South Africa invited members to participate and noted that further
research on intra-regional propagules was also needed.
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(195) Several Members noted that the data arising from South Africa’s research
would be very useful for the Committee’s work. The Netherlands also noted that
this research was compatible with similar work conducted under the IPY Aliens
in Antarctica project.

(196) The United Kingdom presented WP 32 Procedures for vehicle cleaning
to prevent transfer of non-native species into and around Antarctica on practical
guidelines to prevent the transport, via vehicles, of non-native species into
and within the Antarctic Treaty area. It stated that vehicles are transported into
Antarctica by ship and aircraft from a wide range of locations, and could have
biological material and soil attached to them. The UK stated that these guidelines
demonstrate the level of detail required for Antarctic personnel to implement
effective biosecurity.

(197) Recognising that other Parties had developed various guidelines, the
United Kingdom asked the CEP to consider the proposal and develop a single set
of guidelines for wider use and adoption by the ATCM. The UK volunteered to
coordinate drafting of proposed guidelines on vehicle cleaning intersessionally.

(198) Several Members expressed support for the procedures outlined in WP 32
and noted that they already implement similar practices. ASOC thanked the UK
for its proposal and highlighted the need for taking a precautionary approach while
a long-term strategy is being developed

(199) The Committee welcomed the UK’s offer to coordinate comments from
interested Members during the intersessional period, in conjunction with the ICG
to develop guidance on non-native species.

(200) The United Kingdom introduced WP 33 Review of provisions relating to
non-native species introductions in ASPA and ASMA management plans. Additional
information was provided in IP 12 ASPA and ASMA management plans: review
of provisions relating to non-native species introductions. The review indicated
that, although most management plans include some provisions for preventing
non-native species introductions, these were not consistent across areas, and that
management plans for marine areas did not include biosecurity measures.

(201) The UK proposed that the SGMP update the Guide to the Preparation
of Management Plans for Antarctic Specially Protected Areas to include more
consistent procedures for controlling non-native species introductions and
translocation, and recommended that site specific biosecurity measures be
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implemented where necessary. It also noted that protected areas would benefit from
the development and implementation of a more standardised biosecurity procedure
across Antarctica, and that consideration be given to developing measures to prevent
marine introductions.

(202) SCAR noted that inter-site transfer of non-native species is also a concern
because it introduces the possibility of genetic contamination, which is an issue
deserving careful thought. SCAR offered help if needed.

(203) Australia noted similarities between the work proposed by the United
Kingdom and the work to be undertaken by the SGMP to develop standard wording
for management plan provisions regarding “restrictions on materials and organisms
which may be brought into the site”. It also noted that the SGMP could usefully
consult with the ICG to develop guidance on non-native species for inclusion in
management plans, while noting the SGMP’s view that proponents should continue
to develop site-specific provisions as appropriate.

(204) SCAR presented IP 4 SCAR’s environmental code of conduct for terrestrial
scientific field research in Antarctica, providing a guidance for scientists undertaking
terrestrial scientific field research in Antarctica. SCAR advised that this new version
of the code had been reviewed by the SCAR community and by COMNAP and that
it had been approved by the 30t SCAR Delegates Meeting in 2008. SCAR noted
that measures for preventing the introduction of alien propagules had been unified,
using common terminology, for field work in Antarctica, including Protected Areas.
SCAR encouraged all Parties to implement the code.

(205) SCAR introduced IP 10 rev. 1 The IPY Aliens in Antarctica Project, which gave
a preliminary report on one aspect of the project conducted by Dutch scientists.
SCAR noted that a comprehensive report on all aspects of the project would be
provided to the next CEP meeting.

(206) New Zealand introduced IP 36 A framework for analysing and managing
non-native species risks in Antarctica on development of guiding principles and
a framework for analysing non-native species risks for its national Antarctic
programme. It noted that an understanding of risk was fundamental to managing
the issue of non-native species in Antarctica and that the analysis of risk allowed
management efforts to be focussed where it would be most effective.

(207) Australia presented IP 55 Improvements to the Alien Species Database, which
had been co-authored by SCAR. The paper recalled the Committee’s agreement at
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CEP XI to use the Biodiversity Database maintained by the Australian Antarctic
Data Centre (AADC) as the central database of hon-native species occurrences in
the Antarctic region. The AADC was considering ways to modify the database to
improve the management of non-native species records, including by allowing for
images to be associated with species records to assist with species identification and
by developing an online data entry form to provide a consistent format for entering
and distributing new species records. Australia encouraged Members to submit
alien species records to the database, and welcomed feedback from Members on
the proposed enhancements.

(208) The Committee recognised the importance of a centralised data repository and
encouraged all Parties to input data to the Alien Species database. It was also noted
that the five-year work plan was guiding the work of the CEP, as reflected in the
substantive papers submitted to the meeting on the subject of non-native species.

(209) The following paper was submitted under this agenda item: IP 12 ASPA
and ASMA management plans: review of provisions relating to non-native species
introductions (United Kingdom).

Advice to the ATCM

(210) Noting that the issue of non-native species in Antarctica is placed as a high
priority issue on the CEP’s five-year work plan, the Committee wishes to draw the
ATCM’s attention to the CEP’s agreed programme of work on non-native species,
to be conducted by an intersessional contact group over the next two years.

8b) Specially protected species

(211) On behalf of ACAP, the Chair introduced IP 30 Standardised methodology
for counting southern giant petrels which presented ACAP’s response to the
Committee’s request for advice on standardised methodology for undertaking
population counts of southern giant petrels. ACAP had noted that the use of
standardised methods would greatly add to the value of population data by
improving its comparability.

(212) The paper also contained the ACAP Species Assessment for the southern giant
petrel, which collated and summarized information on taxonomy, conservation
listings and plans, breeding sites, population numbers and trends, as well as
demographic data, threats, foraging ecology and distribution, and any data gaps
for the species that still need to be addressed. ACAP had noted that its population
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dataset was incomplete and that some of the population data for southern giant
petrels breeding in Antarctica and used by SCAR during its May 2008 workshop
to review the status of the species had not been made available to ACAP.

(213) France expressed some concern about the reference in Footnote 2 of Annex
7 to potential conduct of census work by inexperienced personnel, noting the
difficulty of performing such work on particularly sensitive species such as the
southern giant petrel. SCAR welcomed this information from ACAP and supported
the continued provision of advice by ACAP.

(214) Australia noted its support for the proposed methodology, and felt that
it would be appropriate for Parties to support regular population counts using
standardised methodology, with priority given to sites where current data were
insufficient. Australia also recalled the Committee’s previous agreement that there
was a need to take further steps to prevent disturbance to this species and to make
status and trend data available to ACAP.

(215) Australia suggested that it might be appropriate to update Resolution 2 (2007)
on Conservation of the Southern Giant Petrel, which had been adopted before the
2008 SCAR workshop and the recent advice from ACAP.

(216) The Committee welcomed Australia’s suggestion, and agreed to forward to
the ATCM for adoption a proposed Resolution on Conservation of the Southern
Giant Petrel. The Committee also agreed to convey to ACAP its concern about
the reference to inexperienced personnel in the suggested standardised monitoring
methodology.

Advice to the ATCM

(217) The Committee noted the progress that had been made in the assessment of
the status of the southern giant petrel. In light of the current state of knowledge of this
species, the Committee recommends to the ATCM the adoption of a Resolution on
the Conservation of Southern Giant Petrels as an update to Resolution 2 (2007).

8c) Marine acoustics

(218) IP 51 Strategic assessment of the risk posed to marine mammals by the use
of airguns in the Antarctic Treaty area (Germany) was submitted under this agenda
item.
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8d) Other matters relating to the conservation of Antarctic fauna and flora

(219) The United States briefly introduced IP 15 Cumulative impacts from walking
in the Dry Valleys and IP 80 Distinguishing human impacts at Palmer Station,
Antarctica, noting that these papers represent examples of the use of science to
address issues of interest to the CEP and the ATCM’s Tourism Working Group.

Item 9: Environmental Monitoring and Reporting
9a) Climate Change

(220) The United Kingdom presented WP 38 Climate change and the Antarctic
environment: Management implications, highlighting some of the implications of
regional and global climate change in Antarctica and the Southern Ocean and how
these may direct the future work and priorities of the CEP. The UK suggested that,
for the CEP to undertake management effectively, it will be essential to determine
the absolute risks, uncertainties, impacts and timescales of various processes which
are implications of climate change. Given potential overlaps and finite resources,
it was important that the CEP, SC-CAMLR and SCAR continue to work closely
together on issues of common interest.

(221) SCAR introduced IP5 SCAR’s Antarctic Climate Change and the Environment
(ACCE) Review Report, noting that the effects of increased greenhouse gases were
already evident. SCAR summarised a variety of scientific research conducted in
Antarctica pointing to atmospheric and marine warming and consequences for
terrestrial and marine physical environments. Effects could be expected to increase,
given the expected further increase in greenhouse gases over the next century.
SCAR showed how the latest numerical models project change into the future and
proposed to facilitate annual updates on the State of the Climate and Environment.
SCAR reiterated the importance of examining these issues in conjunction with
increased human activities in Antarctica, including the emissions generated by
operations conducted in Antarctica.

(222) SCAR recommended CEP Members:

» take note of the latest scientific findings and notify SCAR on the latest
research results from national Antarctic programs;

» support and foster research on Antarctic climate change focusing on
those aspects that are least understood,;
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» support research on the distribution of terrestrial species and the spatial
distribution of genetic diversity, especially in rapidly warming areas
and areas that seem prone to an elevated risk of biological invasion
owing to climate change; and

» assess the contributions that their Antarctic operations make to global
warming with a particular regard to greenhouse gas emissions, and
adopt suitable mitigating protocols commensurate with the potential
for impact.

(223) The CCAMLR representative acknowledged the collaboration alluded to by
SCAR and noted that CCAMLR had identified climate change as an area of high
priority for research and management, particularly in relation to target species that
are likely to be affected.

(224) Norway welcomed the report from SCAR and underlined the need to consider
the management implications of climate change in Antarctica. Norway proposed
that the ATCM should agree to convene an Antarctic Treaty Meeting of Experts
to discuss implications of climate change for management and governance of the
Antarctic region, and noted its willingness to host such a meeting in 2010.

(225) Many Members thanked Norway for the offer, agreeing, particularly in the
context of the recent Ministerial meeting, that a meeting of climate change experts
would be a substantive step in discussing these issues. Germany and Sweden noted
the proposed meeting as an opportunity to discuss and compare northern and southern
polar sciences and in relation to the Copenhagen meeting in 2009.

(226) Russia considered that further research is necessary and noted that the Arctic
Council’s Antarctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA) report might serve as
an example for the Antarctic Committee Members. The United Kingdom agreed
with Russia that all information relevant to global climate change, particularly that
compiled by the IPY, should be used to inform decisions. The United Kingdom
reiterated that work detailing current and anticipated scientific progress on climate
change would be useful in addressing gap areas.

(227) New Zealand agreed that the risk assessment proposed by the United
Kingdom in WP 38 would be useful for identifying further research and monitoring
needs. New Zealand commended Australia and other Members on their use of
wind power as an energy resource with reduced greenhouse emissions and noted
its imminent installation of three such generators in collaboration with the United
States.
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(228) ASOC introduced IP 35 Policy implications arising from SCAR’s report:
Antarctic climate change and the environment, noting the policy implications
arising from the SCAR Review Report (ACCE). ASOC urged Members to consider
those implications and ask them to take concrete action at local-regional level in
Antarctica to assist mitigation of the effects of climate change in Antarctica.

(229) Korea noted the importance of SCAR'’s report and encouraged SCAR to be
actively involved in the UNFCCC activities, by emphasising the important role
of the Antarctic in the global climate system.

(230) SCAR offered its services in deciding where to conduct climate change
monitoring and how best to evaluate the most effective indicators of climate change.
As such, SCAR offered to provide a review paper as suggested by the United
Kingdom by next year, or in two years at the latest, following consultation with other
interested Parties. The United Kingdom gratefully accepted SCAR’s offer.

(231) Australia noted that the United Kingdom’s suggestion to assess the implications
of climate change impacts for management of the Antarctic environment was
consistent with the CEP’s five-year work plan, and agreed that it would be appropriate
to initiate a risk assessment for the purposes of informing the CEP’s deliberations.
Australia also noted that it would report to the CEP on a workshop on Monitoring
climate change impacts: establishing a Southern Ocean Sentinel program, to be held
in Hobart shortly following the CEP meeting, which would consider what needs to
be done to develop an integrated scientific programme to estimate the rates of change
in Southern Ocean ecosystems as a result of climate change.

Advice to the ATCM

(232) The Committee strongly endorsed the recommendations made by SCAR
with regard to scientific research to identifying gaps in knowledge about climate
change and its impacts. Additionally, the Committee appreciated SCAR’s offer to
help with these efforts and welcomed the proposed annual updates.

(233) The Committee supported the United Kingdom’s risk assessment approach
to management and welcomed suggestions on how that might be taken forward.

(234) The Committee supported Norway’s suggestion that an Antarctic Treaty
Meeting of Experts to discuss the implications of climate change for management
and governance of the Antarctic region should be held, and welcomed Norway’s
willingness to host such a meeting in 2010 with appreciation.
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9b) Other Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Matters

(235) The UK presented WP 41 Development of Environmental Data Services
to inform the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), which proposed that the
CEP work with SCAR and other bodies as appropriate (in particular COMNAP and
CCAMLR) in order to facilitate easier access to, and ensure better co-ordination of,
environmental monitoring data and information for development of EIAs.

(236) SCAR indicated that it would be happy to assist, and noted that the list of
all SCAR database was available on its website.

(237) The Secretariat recalled that Members were obliged to submit some
monitoring information under the information exchange requirements of the
Protocol. Argentina suggested that the Secretariat might consider adding a link from
the CEP website to the page on the SCAR website listing the SCAR databases.

(238) Australia noted that the need to effectively manage environmental data
had been raised in many earlier ATCM and CEP discussions as important to
underpinning the environmental practices and the functions of the CEP, with
benefits extending to the EIA process and beyond. Australia noted that it had held
informal discussions with some representatives of the Standing Committee on
Antarctic Data Management (SC-ADM), and suggested that it might be useful to
request that group to provide a report to the Committee, through SCAR, on how
it could assist the CEP’s work.

(239) The Committee agreed with this suggestion, and SCAR indicated its
willingness to provide such a report for the next meeting.

(240) New Zealand introduced IP 37 Joint VISTA — Oceanites Antarctic Project,
noting that both monitoring schemes were very similar in aims and objectives and
worked together to standardise opportunistic monitoring programs. New Zealand
noted the link between this work and the proposed tourism study as relates to the
United States’ IP 1 on the use of statistical methods. New Zealand recommended
a coordinated approach with monitoring in other Antarctic regions, particularly the
Oceanites approach in the Antarctic Peninsula. It also informed that representatives
from the two programmes had been working together in order to share ideas and
work towards standard approaches to site monitoring.

(241) IAATO welcomed this work, expressed its pleasure in working with
Oceanites and anticipated the expansion of a similar study to the Ross Sea area.
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IAATO noted that the Polar View programme mentioned in IP 42 An Update on
the Antarctic Polar View programme — Information from satellite observations for
safer and efficient sea ice navigation (United Kingdom) was an important source
of sea ice information promoting save and efficient navigation.

(242) Withregard to IP 68 Antarctica—An overview of 50 years of British scientific
monitoring (1959-2009), the United Kingdom noted the brochures would be made
available to Members during the meeting.

(243) SCAR introduced IP 69 Persistent organic pollutants in the Antarctic:
an Update, recalling that the Stockholm Convention Secretariat had requested
advice from the Antarctic Treaty Parties on information about persistent organic
pollutants (POPs) in the Antarctic region. SCAR advised that the newly formed
SCAR Action Group on Environmental Contamination in Antarctica (ECA) had
undertaken this task and produced a lengthy report, the full edited version of which
would be completed shortly after the meeting.

(244) The Committee thanked SCAR for its work and requested that SCAR forward
the final report to the Chair once completed.

Advice to the ATCM

(245) The Committee welcomed SCAR’s advice about its report on persistent
organic pollutants (POPs) in the Antarctic region, prepared in response to a request
from the Stockholm Convention Secretariat in 2008. The final edited report would
be available shortly after the meeting. The ATCM might wish to consider the process
for conveying this information to the Stockholm Convention Secretariat.

(246) Ecuador presented IP 104 Proyecto para el Estudio de Contaminantes
Orgéanicos Persistentes (COPS) y Mercurio en la Red Trdéfica de la Antartida
(Ecuador and Canada) noting that global distillation patterns of organic
contaminants make Antarctica vulnerable to pollutant deposition. Ecuador and
Canada were undertaking further research on the transport and fate of such
contaminants in terrestrial and marine areas of Antarctica, including the biosphere,
and would report on the results of this work.

(247) 1P 100 Two new Antarctic Related National Institutes recently established
in Brazil (Brazil) was also submitted under this agenda item.
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Item 10: Inspection Reports

(248) Japan noted that it is planning to undertake a formal Treaty inspection in
the near future.

(249) Norway informed the Committee that it would submit a report to the next
meeting summarising findings from the inspection carried out by Norway in
February 2009.

Item 11: Cooperation with Other Organisations

(250) Belgium presented WP 52 Report of the CEP Observer to the XXX SCAR
Delegates Meeting held in Moscow, 14-16 July 2008, summarising the reports and
conclusions made during the 30t SCAR meeting. Belgium noted that several parts
of the report related to matters of direct interest to the CEP and the ATCM, notably
SCAR’s development of a code of conduct for scientific fieldwork, coordination
of scientific research in King George Island, a code of conduct for sub-glacial
exploration and, in particular, the report of the Standing Committee on the Antarctic
Treaty System (SC-ATS). SC-ATS provides the operational linkage with the CEP
and ATCM and coordinates the development of papers for the annual Treaty and
CEP meetings.

(251) Belgium noted that a recent review of SC-ATS had made a series of
recommendations, including increasing the resources available to the standing
committee. These recommendations had all been endorsed by the SCAR Delegates.
Belgium further noted that the five major groups of SCAR were reviewed as
“excellent” in an external audit of SCAR. In addition, Belgium noted the positive
trend in increased communication between ATS bodies and commented that having
a CEP Observer invited to the SCAR Delegates Meeting is one example.

(252) Noting that this was the first time a CEP observer attended the SCAR
Delegates Meeting, the Chair noted the benefit to the Committee of this cooperation.
The Committee thanked Hugo Decleir for his role as CEP’s first observer to the
SCAR Delegates Meeting and welcomed this as a sign of increasing cooperation
between CEP and SCAR. As there is not a SCAR Delegates Meeting in the coming
intersessional period, no CEP observer is required to be nominated at CEP XI|.

(253) SCAR presented IP 7 SCAR’s role in the Antarctic Treaty system as a means
of conveying a clear and common understanding of SCAR’s current role within
the current Antarctic Treaty system framework. SCAR reaffirmed its advisory role
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to the CEP, its independence, and its commitment to bring important information
to Members. SCAR highlighted its six guiding principles of operation as being:

Commitment to giving the best, most accurate and up-to-date advice
to the ATPs.

Assessments of scientific data and information are works in progress
and any and all conclusions are tempered and qualified as being to the
“best of our knowledge” at the time they are issued.

SCAR has a yearly obligation to the ATCM/CEP to provide new or
updated advice. Deadlines are inevitable and may be beyond the control
of SCAR so a “best effort” is the goal within time constraints, but not
at the sacrifice of quality.

SCAR has elected to rely primarily, if not exclusively, on peer-reviewed,
publicly available science and information as a quality control/quality
assurance mechanism.

Broad, inclusive, and open consultation is the basis for producing
SCAR advisory documents.

SCAR has ultimate responsibility for the quality and accuracy of its
advice, accepts this responsibility, and highly values its reputation as
an objective, authoritative and independent source of advice, as this
is fundamental to what SCAR is as an organization.

(254) SCAR encouraged all Members to review IP 7 in order to better understand
and establish realistic expectations for SCAR’s role in contributing to the work of

the CEP.

(255) The Committee thanked SCAR for its paper and welcomed the ongoing and
developing relationship between SCAR and the CEP. The Chair further noted that
the CEP is reliant upon external sources, including SCAR, for the provision of high
quality and timely scientific advice that is outside the expertise of the Committee
to inform the Committee’s work.

(256) To improve communication and ensure common expectations, the CEP chair
agreed to write to SCAR following each CEP meeting, outlining those actions
requested to SCAR by the CEP.
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(257) The Chair introduced WP 14 Report of the CEP Observer to the twenty-
seventh meeting of the Scientific Committee to CCAMLR; 27 — 31 October 2008.
The Chair drew the Committee’s attention to several matters arising from SC-
CAMLR XXVI, noting in particular:

e The CCAMLR Performance Review, which was submitted to
CCAMLR and contained 107 recommendations from the review panel
and in which the CEP Chair had participated.

» The Scientific Committee’s Working Group on Ecosystem Monitoring
and Management (WG-EMM) continues to give attention to marine
spatial management and further development of the Southern Ocean
bioregionalisation. WG-EMM had also established a new subgroup on
the status and trends of predator populations.

» The Scientific Committee had also made significant progress in
addressing the issue of bottom fishing and identification and mitigation
of impacts to vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMES) in accordance
with UNGA Resolution 61/105.

» CCAMLR’s ongoing success in minimising or eliminating seabird and
seal by-catch in all high seas fisheries within the Convention area.

» CCAMLR’s consideration of a range of issues related to climate change,
many of which overlap with the CEP’s consideration of this issue.

(258) The CCAMLR Observer noted with appreciation the significant contribution
that the CEP Chair had made to the CCAMLR Performance Review, and that this
review had amongst other matters encouraged the holding of the joint workshop
between the CEP and SC-CAMLR.

(259) The CCAMLR Observer further commented on the significance of SC-
CAMLR’s timely and expeditious work on the issue of VMEs in response to the
31 December 2008 deadline imposed by UNGA Resolution 61/105 as described
in IP 3 (ATCM agenda item 4). In a very short period of time, CCAMLR had
developed procedures, identified areas, and engaged fishermen in data collection
resulting in five closed areas prior to the UN deadline. In this regard, CCAMLR
was well in advance of RFMOs.

(260) The Committee thanked the Chair and the CCAMLR Observer for this
information and requested that the Chair attend the next SC-CAMLR meeting as
its observer.
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(261) Russia, as one of the four workshop convenors, introduced WP 55 Report of
the Joint CEP/SC-CAMLR Workshop, noting the symbolism of the first meeting of
the CEP and SC-CAMLR on the 50t Anniversary of the signing of the Antarctic
Treaty. Russia commented that the joint workshop was a clear indication that
the conservation of Antarctica and its wildlife are of critical importance to both
bodies. Russia further noted that the joint workshop had provided a significant
step towards generating greater cooperation. Outcomes of the workshop were an
improved shared understanding of differences, similarities and overlaps in the
objectives and functions of the two committees.

(262) The workshop report also provided a series of recommendations around five
key topics with regard to establishing common interests, identifying mechanisms
to address these interests, and identifying lead bodies for action on key issues of
mutual interest. The workshop had also highlighted the importance of science and
strong data quality in policy as a significant outcome of the joint workshop.

(263) Australia called the Committee’s attention to the joint workshop’s benefit in
understanding SC-CAMLR’s work and the resulting opportunities for cooperation
between SC-CAMLR and the CEP. Australia noted that the joint workshop
suggested the CEP take the lead on non-native species, already part of the CEP
Five-Year Work Plan, and the special protection of “overlap species” in the Antarctic
Treaty area, namely seals, penguins, and seabirds.

(264) Uruguay further commented that, in the past, the CEP has not always had
the chance to engage the expertise it would like and that more and better science
would be beneficial in the future through the help of SCAR, SC-CAMLR, and
independent groups. France also stressed the importance for the CEP of workshops
in general, noting the benefit of the in-depth work such a forum provides. France
recalled the workshop preceding CEP IX in Edinburgh in outlining the CEP Five-
Year Work Plan and the joint CEP/SC-CAMLR workshop in outlining future
collaboration between the CEP and SC-CAMLR.

(265) The United States echoed support for future workshops and suggested that
adding a workshop to the days preceding a regularly scheduled meeting was an
agreeable arrangement. ASOC expressed its support of the joint workshop. In
particular, ASOC saw the workshop as a positive step toward protecting the marine
environment and managing a system of marine protected areas.

(266) The Chair also noted a recommendation by the joint workshop to give further
consideration to the structure of the information exchange report between the CEP
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and SC-CAMLR. The Chair offered to look at this and to develop a format focusing
on key issues and avoiding information pertinent only to one of the bodies.

(267) The Committee welcomed the workshop report and endorsed the
recommendations. In doing so, the Committee commended the report and its
recommendations to SC-CAMLR and stressed the importance of maintaining
momentum on the issues identified by the workshop.

(268) The Committee and the CCAMLR observer regretted that the CCAMLR
Chair, Dr Carlos Moreno, could not attend the joint workshop due to current ill-
health. Dr Moreno’s presence was missed and the Committee conveyed its best
wishes to him. Chile thanked the Committee for its concern and offered to relay
this sentiment to Dr Moreno.

(269) ASOC introduced IP 52 Protecting the Antarctic Marine Ecosystem: A Role
for the ATCM, urging the ATCM to become more involved in issues related to the
protection of the Antarctic marine ecosystem. ASOC noted that, whilst recognising
the role of CCAMLR, the ATCM had ultimate responsibility for the protection of the
Antarctic environment as a whole. ASOC emphasised that the ATCM and CCAMLR
should increase their efforts to address the threats of climate change, fishing, marine
pollution, and bioprospecting. ASOC further noted that the ATCM should support
CCAMLR to protect krill and thus protect predators under Annex II.

(270) Australia noted that ACAP’s paper, IP 31 Progress with the implementation of
the Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, had been introduced
under ATCM Agenda ltem 4.

Item 12: General Matters

(271) No papers were received under this Agenda Item.

Item 13: Election of Officers

(272) The Committee expressed its warm appreciation to Dr Yves Frenot whose
term as first Vice-chair would conclude at the end of CEP XII. The Committee
recognised with gratitude the significant contribution that Dr Frenot had made to
the work of the Committee during his term as Vice-chair.

(273) The Committee elected Ms. Verdnica Vallejos from Chile to the position of
Vice-chair and warmly congratulated Ms. Vallejos on her appointment.
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Item 14: Preparation for CEP XII
(274) The Committee adopted the provisional agenda for CEP XIII (Appendix 3).

(275) The Committee made further changes and updates to its prioritised five-year
work plan in accordance with the outcomes to CEP XII (Appendix 1).

Item 15: Adoption of the Report

(276) The Committee adopted the draft Report.

Item 16: Closing of the Meeting

(277) The Chair closed the meeting on Thursday 9 April 20009.
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ANNEX 1
CEP XII Agenda and Final List of Documents
Paper No Title Submitted By
Item 1: Opening of the M eeting
SP1 ATCM XXXII —CEP XII Agendaand Schedule Secretariat
Item 2: Adoption of the Agenda
Item 3: Strategic Discussion on the Future of the CEP
Item 4: Operation of the CEP
WP7 Amendments to the Rules of Procedure for the Committeefor | Australia
Environmental Protection
IP58 Annua Report Pursuant to the Article 17 of the Protocol on Japan
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty
IP59 Informe Anual de Acuerdo al Articulo 17 del Protocolo al Uruguay
Tratado Antértico sobre la Proteccion del Medio Ambiente
Periodo 2008 — 2009
IP67 Annual Report pursuant to Article 17 of the Protocol on Italy
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty 2008-2009
IP73 Annua Report pursuant to the Protocol on Environmental Romania
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty
1P 97 Informe Anual del Ecuador de acuerdo con el Articulo 17 del Ecuador
Protocolo a Tratado Antértico sobre Proteccion del Medio
Ambiente — Expedicion 2008-2009
SP8 Electronic Information Exchange System: A report on thefirst | Secretariat
operational season
Item 5: International Polar Year
WP 48 IPY Report: Accomplishments and challenges SCAR
1P 20 Antarctic Treaty Summit: Science-Policy Interactionsin SCAR
International Governance
1P 40 Brief Introduction on the Third Chinese National Arctic China
Marine Survey — IPY China Programme
IP56 Australian-led Research During the International Polar Y ear Australia
Item 6: Environmental Impact Assessment
6a) Draft comprehensive environmental evaluations
1P 29 Update on the Comprehensive Environmental Evaluation of India

New Indian Research Base at Larsemann Hills, Antarctica
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Paper No Title

Submitted By

6b) Other EIA matters

WP 12 Environmental Aspects and Impacts of Tourism and Non- Austradia, France &
governmental Activitiesin Antarctica: Draft Project Scope New Zealand
P2 Impacts of local human activities on the Antarctic environment: | ASOC
A review
P21 Initial Environmental Evaluation for Installation of Wind Energy | India
Generators (WEG) at Proposed New Indian Research Base at
Larsemann Hills, East Antarctica
1P 23 Tourism and Land-based Facilitiesin Antarctica ASOC
IP53 Key Elements of a Strategic Vision for Antarctic Tourism ASOC
IP72 Initial Environmental Evaluation Law-Racovita Station Romania
1P 87 IAATO Field Operations Manual (FOM) IAATO
SP 10 Annual list of Initial Environmental Evaluations (IEE) and Secretariat
Comprehensive Environmental Evaluations (CEE) prepared
between April 1% 2008 and March 31% 2009
Item 7: Area Protection and Management Plans
7a) Management Plans
WP8 Subsidiary Group on Management Plans — Report on Term of Austraia
Reference 4: Improving Management Plans and the Process for
their Intersessional Review
WP 20 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected | United States
AreaNo 152: Western Bransfield Strait
WP 21 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected | United States
AreaNo 153: Eastern Dallmann Bay
WP 22 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected | United States
AreaNo 121: Cape Royds, Ross Island
WP 24 Revision of Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected | United States
AreaNo 113: Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbor, Anvers Island,
Palmer Archipelago
WP 25 Revision of maps and text for the Management Plan for United States
Antarctic Specialy Managed AreaNo 7: South-west Anvers
Island and Palmer Basin
WP 27 Review of Antarctic Specially Protected Area (ASPA) No 104 | New Zealand
WP 40 Review of Management Plans for Antarctic Specially Protected | Australia
Areas (ASPAS) 136 Clark Peninsula and 162 Mawson’s Huts,
and Antarctic Specially Managed Area (ASMA) 3 Cape
Denison
WP 42 Review of Antarctic Specialy Protected Area (ASPA) No 142 | Norway
— Svarthamaren
WP 51 Subsidiary Group on Management Plans— Report on Termsof | Australia
Reference #1 to #3: Review of Draft Management Plans
IP8 Protected Area Management Plan: Five year review of Beaufort | New Zealand
Island — ASPA 105
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Paper No Title Submitted By

IP61 The management of TerraNova Bay (Ross Sea) area: an ASPA | Italy
or an ASMA?

1P 66 Revision of Maps for Antarctic Specially Managed AreaNo 2: | United States
McMurdo Dry Valleys, Victoria Land

SP9 Register of the status of Antarctic Specially Protected Areaand | Secretariat
Antarctic Specially Managed Area Management Plans

7b) Historic Sitesand Monuments

WP3 Antarctic Protected Area System: Revised list of Historic Sites | Chile
and Monuments — Measure 3 (2003). Guidelines for its
application

WP 35 Proposal to add the British hut (Base W) on Detaille Island, United Kingdom
Lallemande Fjord, Loubert Coast to the List of Historic Sites
and Monuments

WP 36 Proposal to add the British hut at Damoy Point, Dorian Bay, United Kingdom
Wiencke Island to the List of Historic Sites and Monuments

WP50rev. 1 | Measure 3 (2003) Antarctic Protected Areas System. Revised Chile
list of Historic Sites and Monuments (Proposed amendment to
the Annex)

1P 13 Antarctic Historic Resources: Ross Sea Heritage Restoration New Zealand

Project — Historic artefacts from ASPAs 155, 157, 158 and 159

7c) Site Guidelin

€s

WP 2 Site Guidelines for Stonington Island, Marguerite Bay, United Kingdom &
Antarctic Peninsula United States
WP9 Report on informal discussions about the non-specific France
information contained in the Site Guidelines for Visitors to
Antarctica
WP 11 Site Guidelines for Horseshoe Island and Detaille Island, United Kingdom
Antarctic Peninsula
WP 13 Visitor Site Guide for Cape Royds, Ross Island New Zealand &
United States
WP 19 Site Guidelines for Wordie House, Winter Island, Argentine Ukraine & United
Islands Kingdom
WP 28 Site Guidelines for Baily Head and Telefon Bay, Deception Argentina, Chile,
Island, South Shetland Islands Norway, Spain,
United Kingdom &
United States
WP 53 Site Guidelines for the North-east beach of Ardley Peninsula Argentina& Chile
(Ardley Island), King George Island (25 de Mayo Island),
South Shetland Islands
IP1 Monitoring and assessment using Hierarchical Bayesian United States
Modeling: An approach taken by the Antarctic site inventory
P14 Antarctic Site Inventory: 1994-2009 United States
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Paper No Title Submitted By
7d) Other Annex V Matters

WP4 Second Progress Report on the Discussion of the International Chie & Germany
Working Group about Possibilities for Environmental
Management of Fildes Peninsulaand Ardley Island

WP 29 Towards a representative system of marine spatial protection United Kingdom
for the South Orkney Islands

WP 31 Updated analysis of representation of Annex V categories and New Zealand
Environmental Domains in the system of Antarctic Specially
Protected and Managed Areas

WP 34 Spatial protection and management of Antarctic marine United Kingdom
biodiversity

IP11 Pilot study on identifying important marine areas for United Kingdom
conservation around the South Orkney Islands

P41 Marine Protected Areas in the Antarctic ASOC

IP48rev.1 | A Ross SeaMPA: Preservation for science ASOC

1P 50 Research Project “ Current Environmental Situation and Germany
Management Proposals for the Fildes Region (Antarctic)”

IP54 Report of the Larsemann Hills Antarctic Specially Managed Australia, China,
Area (ASMA) Management Group India, Romania &

Russian Federation

1P 62 Possibilities for broad-scale management of the Vernadsky Ukraine
station area

IP81 Notes on a Multiple Protection System for some areas of King | Chile
George Island: Zones under Annex V and their relevance to
Fildes Peninsula and adjacent areas

Item 8: Conservation of Antarctic Flora and Fauna

142

8a) Quar antine and non-native species

WP5 A work program for CEP action on non-native species Australia, France &
New Zealand

WP 23 Propagul e transport associated with logistic operations: a South | South Africa
African appraisal of aregional issue

WP 32 Procedures for vehicle cleaning to prevent transfer of non-native | United Kingdom
speciesinto and around Antarctica

WP 33 Review of provisions relating to non-native species United Kingdom
introductionsin ASPA and ASMA management plans

IP4 SCAR’s environmental code of conduct for terrestrial scientific | SCAR
field research in Antarctica

IP10rev.1 | ThelPY Aliensin Antarctica Project SCAR

1P 12 ASPA and ASMA management plans: review of provisions United Kingdom
relating to non-native species introductions

1P 36 A framework for analysing and managing non-native species New Zealand
risksin Antarctica

IP55 Improvements to the Alien Species Database Australia& SCAR

SP11 Topic Summary of CEP discussions on Non-native species Secretariat
(NNS) in Antarctica




Paper No

Title
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Submitted By

8b) Specially protected species

| P30 | Standardised methodol ogy for counting Southern giant petrels | ACAP
8c) Marine acoustics
IP51 Strategic assessment of the risk posed to marine mammals by Germany
the use of airgunsin the Antarctic Treaty area
8d) Other Annex |1 Matters
1P 15 Cumulative impacts from walking in the Dry Valleys United States
1P 80 Distinguishing human impacts at Palmer Station, Antarctica United Sattes

Item 9: Environmental Monitoring and Reporting

9a) Climate Change

WP 38 Climate change and the Antarctic environment: Management United Kingdom
implications

IP5 SCAR’s Antarctic Climate Change and the Environment SCAR
(ACCE) Review Report

IP35 Policy implications arising from SCAR'’ s report: Antarctic ASOC
climate change and the environment

9b) Other Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Matters

WP 41 Development of environmental data servicesto inform the United Kingdom
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process

1P 37 Joint VISTA-Oceanites Antarctic Project New Zealand

1P 42 An Update on the Antarctic Polar View programme. Information | United Kingdom
from satellite observations for safer and efficient seaice
navigation

1P 68 Antarctica— 50 Y ears of Scientific Monitoring United Kingdom

1P 69 Persistent organic pollutants in the Antarctic SCAR

1P 100 Two new Antarctic Related National Institutes recently Brazil
established in Brazil

Item 10: I nspection Reports
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Paper No

Title

Submitted By

Item 11: Cooperation with Other Organisations

WP 14 Report of the CEP Observer to the twenty-seventh meeting of New Zealand
the Scientific Committee to CCAMLR,; 27-31 October 2008
WP 52 Report of the CEP Observer to the XX X™ SCAR Delegates Belgium
Meeting held in Moscow, 14-16 July 2008
WP 55 Report of the Joint CEP/SC-CAMLR Workshop France, New
Zealand, Russian
Federation, United
States
IP7 SCAR’s Role in the Antarctic Treaty System SCAR
IP31 Progress with the Implementation of the Agreement on the ACAP
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP)
IP52 Protecting the Antarctic Marine Ecosystem: A Role for the ASOC
ATCM

Item 12: General Matters

Item 13: Election of Officers

Item 14: Preparation for CEP XI|1

Item 15: Adoption of the Report

Item 16: Closing of the Meeting
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Appendix 1

Five-year work plan for the CEP
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SGMP three-year work plan

2. CEP XII Report

Appendix 2

Year 1 (08/09)
Tasks completed

Year 2 (09/10)
Suggested tasks

Year 3 (10/11)
Suggested tasks

Review draft management
plans referred by CEP for
intersessional review and
provide advice to proponents

Review draft management
plans referred by CEP for
intersessional review and pro-
vide advice to proponents

Review draft management plans
referred by CEP for intersessio-
nal review and provide advice
to proponents

Develop SGMP work plan,
for consideration by CEP

Review and update SGMP
work plan

Review and update SGMP work
plan

Review progress with exis-
ting protected area recom-

mendations, for considera-
tion by CEP

Develop recommended stan-
dard wording for suitable ma-
nagement plan components,
for consideration by CEP

Workshop to share best practice
in ASMA management and to
consider development of Guide
to the Preparation of Mana-
gement Plans for Antarctic
Specially Managed Areas

Identify management plan
components suited to recom-
mended standard wording,
for consideration by CEP

Examine approaches to
reviewing plans other than
those referred for intersessio-
nal review, for consideration
by CEP

Finalise development of stan-
dard template for management
plans

Commence development of
standard template for mana-
gement plans

Review Guide to the Prepara-
tion of Management Plans for
Antarctic Specially Protected
Avreas, taking into account work
on standard wording and a
standard template, and develop
advice for consideration by CEP

Prepare report for CEP Prepare report for CEP Prepare report for CEP against
against SGMP Terms of against SGMP Terms of SGMP Terms of Reference 1-3
Reference 1-3 Reference 1-3

Prepare report for CEP Prepare report for CEP Prepare report for CEP against
against SGMP Term of Refe- | against SGMP Term of Refe- | SGMP Term of Reference 4
rence 4 rence 4
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Appendix 3

Provisional Agenda for CEP XIII

o ks~ wbdPE

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Opening of the Meeting

Adoption of the Agenda

Strategic Discussions on the Future Work of the CEP
Operation of the CEP

Progress to the International Polar Year
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

a. Draft Comprehensive Environmental Evaluations
b. Other EIA Matters

Area Protection and Management Plans

Management Plans

Historic Sites and Monuments

Site Guidelines

Human footprint and wilderness values
Marine Spatial Protection and Management
Other Annex V Matters

-~ ® o0 T

Conservation of Antarctic Flora and Fauna

a. Quarantine and Non-native Species
b. Specially Protected Species
c. Other Annex Il Matters

Environmental Monitoring and Reporting

a. Climate Change
b. Other Environmental Monitoring and Reporting Matters

Inspection Reports

Cooperation with Other Organisations
General Matters

Election of Officers

Preparation for Next Meeting
Adoption of the Report

Closing of the Meeting

155






2. CEP XII Report

Appendix 4

Southern Ocean Bioregionalisation
with CCAMLR priority areas identified

157






3. Appendices






Appendix 1

Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting XXXII
Washington Ministerial Declaration
on the Fiftieth Anniversary of the Antarctic Treaty

In the year of the fiftieth anniversary of the signing of the Antarctic Treaty (the “Treaty”)
in Washington on December 1, 1959, the Consultative Parties to the Antarctic Treaty,

Recognizing the historic achievements of the Treaty in promoting peace and international
cooperation in the Antarctic region over the past half century,

Recognizing that it is in the interest of all humankind that Antarctica continue to be used exclusively
for peaceful purposes and shall not become the scene or object of international discord,

Recognizing the integrated and mutually supportive nature of the Antarctic Treaty system,
encompassing, inter alia, the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic
Treaty, the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources and
the Convention for the Conservation of Antarctic Seals, and the central role of the Treaty
within that system,

Recalling their commitment to the comprehensive protection of the Antarctic environment
and dependent and associated ecosystems, and the designation of Antarctica as a natural
reserve, devoted to peace and science,

Mindful that freedom of scientific investigation is and continues to be a cornerstone of
the Treaty,

Recalling that this anniversary takes place following the latest International Polar Year, a
multidisciplinary scientific endeavor that was supported by all Parties and endorsed in the
2006 Edinburgh Antarctic Declaration on the International Polar Year,

Acknowledging the key role that Antarctic science plays in understanding the world’s
climate system,

Concerned about the implications of global environmental change, in particular climate
change, for the Antarctic environment and dependent and associated ecosystems,

Mindful to ensure that human activity in Antarctica, including tourism, is conducted in a
manner that effectively promotes the continued protection of the Antarctic environment
and minimizes cumulative impacts,

Hereby:
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10.

11.

12.

Reaffirm their continued commitment to the objectives and purposes of the
Antarctic Treaty and the other elements of the Antarctic Treaty system;

Reaffirm the importance of the Treaty’s provisions guaranteeing freedom of
scientific investigation and reserving Antarctica exclusively for peaceful purposes,
free from measures of a military nature;

Reaffirm the importance they attach to the contribution made by the Treaty, and
by Article IV in particular, to ensuring the continuance of international harmony
in Antarctica;

Underscore the importance of the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the
Antarctic Treaty;

Reaffirm their commitment to Article 7 of the Environmental Protocol, which
prohibits any activity relating to mineral resources, other than scientific
research;

Underline the importance of cooperation related to the conservation of living
marine resources and strengthened implementation under the Convention on the
Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources;

Pledge to strengthen their efforts to preserve and protect the Antarctic terrestrial
and marine environments;

Welcome the increase in Parties to the Antarctic Treaty, from the original twelve
signatories in 1959 to forty-seven Parties at the time of this anniversary, and
encourage other States that are committed to the objectives of the Antarctic Treaty
to accede in accordance with its terms;

Encourage Parties to work through other appropriate international organizations
that have expertise in respect of certain activities that may also take place in
the Antarctic Treaty area, in particular those relating to maritime and aviation
activities, to give special consideration to the development, adoption and effective
implementation of measures to promote safety and environmental protection in
Antarctica;

Confirm their intention to work together to better understand changes to the
Earth’s climate and to actively seek ways to address the effects of climate and
environmental change on the Antarctic environment and dependent and associated
ecosystems;

Commit to support and build upon the innovative scientific programmes relating
to Antarctica initiated as part of the International Polar Year 2007-08, and
promote education and outreach programmes to enhance global understanding
and commitment to protecting the Antarctic environment; and

Decide to continue and extend for the benefit of all humankind their cooperation
established in the Treaty and in the Treaty system over the last fifty years.

Adopted at Washington, April 6, 2009
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Antarctic Treaty-Arctic Council Joint Meeting
Washington Ministerial Declaration
on the International Polar Year and Polar Science

On the occasion of the conclusion of the fourth International Polar Year (IPY), the Member
States of the Arctic Council and the Consultative Parties to the Antarctic Treaty,

Observing that the IPY occurred against a backdrop of rapid and significant climate and
environmental change in the polar regions,

Acknowledging the unique scientific importance of the polar regions, both as actors and
barometers of these changes, which are vital to the functioning of the earth’s terrestrial,
biological, climate, ocean and atmospheric systems,

Recognizing the need to improve the modeling and prediction of change on a regional
basis,

Recognizing the significant work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
in assessing documented and predicted changes in polar regions and in relating them to
larger global systems,

Affirming the importance of the IPY’s findings to the scientific community, Arctic residents,
including indigenous peoples, and to humanity as a whole,

Observing the success of participants in forming IPY collaborations that integrate
the human, physical, and biological aspects of their research to achieve system-scale
knowledge,

Recognizing the vital contributions toward understanding the characteristics and dynamics
of polar regions and their roles for the world’s ecosystems made by scientists and other
participants from over sixty countries,

Noting the extensive efforts of the International Council for Science (ICSU), the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO), the many IPY National Committees, and the scientists
and other participants around the globe whose research made IPY a great success,

Recalling the goals for the IPY set forth in the 2006 Edinburgh Antarctic Declaration on
the International Polar Year 2007-2008, and the strong support for IPY expressed by the
Arctic Council in the 2006 Salekhard Declaration,

Expecting that the legacy of the IPY will continue well beyond its formal conclusion,

Hereby:
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10.

Urge states, national and international scientific bodies, and other interested parties
to cooperate to deliver a lasting legacy from the IPY, and to support appropriate
infrastructures to achieve this;

Commit themselves to reviewing key issues related to scientific cooperation and
recent scientific findings at the biennial Ministerial Meetings of the Arctic Council
and annual Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meetings, and further commit to using
science to help inform the cooperative development of measures to address the
threats to the polar regions;

Call upon IPY participants to continue to make data collected under IPY 2007-
2008 and its legacy programmes available in an open and timely manner, recall
the obligations related to exchange of scientific information to this effect in the
Antarctic Treaty, and encourage the same spirit of scientific openness among Arctic
researchers;

Endorse the goal of strengthening international cooperation at all levels in polar
regions among States, scientists, Arctic residents, including indigenous peoples,
and their institutions in areas such as educational outreach, human and ecosystem
health, environmental protection, and scholarships for young scientists;

Encourage the development of coordinated research and scientific observations at
both poles to compare the current dynamics of polar areas and their contributions
to the Earth’s processes and changes;

Recommend that governments continue their support for efforts initiated during
IPY to create and link observational systems in order to improve the modeling
and prediction of climate change on both regional and temporal scales;

Encourage states and international bodies to use the scientific understandings
derived from IPY research to support the development of concrete steps to protect
the environment in the polar regions;

Support the analysis and use of scientific data and information collected from
the polar regions as a result of IPY to contribute to future assessments by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, as well as other efforts to address
climate change, and future Arctic Council assessments;

Call upon states, organizations, scientists, and other stakeholders to continue to
engage with young people to cultivate the next generation of polar scientists, and
to communicate with the general public to develop an awareness of the importance
of polar research for life in all regions of the world; and

Affirm the value of collaboration and coordination between states and Arctic
residents, including indigenous peoples, for the benefit of polar research.

Adopted at Washington, April 6, 2009
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Appendix 3
Preliminary Agenda for ATCM XXXIII

1. Opening of the Meeting

2. Election of Officers and Creation of Working Groups

3. Adoption of the Agenda and Allocation of Items

4. Operational of the Antarctic Treaty System: Reports by Parties, Observers and Experts
5. Operation of the Antarctic Treaty System: General Matters

6. Operation of the Antarctic Treaty System: Review of the Secretariat’s Situation
7. Report of the Committee for Environmental Protection

8. Liability: Implementation of Decision 1 (2005)

9. Safety and Operations in Antarctica

10. The International Polar Year 2007-2008

11. Tourism and Non-Governmental Activities in the Antarctic Treaty Area

12. Inspections under the Antarctic Treaty and the Environment Protocol

13. Science Issues, Including Climate-related Research, Scientific Cooperation and Facilitation
14. Operational Issues

15. Education Issues

16. Exchange of Information

17. Biological Prospecting in Antarctica

18. Development of a Multi-Year Strategic Work Plan

19. Preparation of the 34" Meeting

20. Any Other Business

21. Adoption of the Final Report
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PART Il

Measures, Decisions
and Resolutions






1. Measures






Measure 1 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 3

(Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land,
East Antarctica): revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 4, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty, providing for the designation of Antarctic
Specially Managed Areas (“ASMA”) and the approval of Management Plans for
those Areas;

Recalling

e Measure 1 (2004), which designated Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay,
George V Land, as Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 3 and annexed a
Management Plan for the site;

e Measure 3 (2004), which added Historic Site and Monument No 77:
Cape Denison, located within ASMA 3, to the List of Historic Sites and
Monuments;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASMA 3;

Noting Measure 12 (2009), dealing with Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
162 (Mawson’s Huts, Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land, East
Antarctica), which is located within ASMA 3;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASMA 3 with the revised
Management Plan;
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Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Managed Area No
3 (Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land, East Antarctica),
which is annexed to this Measure, be approved,;

2. the Management Plan for ASMA 3 annexed to Measure 1 (2004) shall cease
to be effective.
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Measure 2 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 7

(South-west Anvers Island and Palmer Basin):
revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 4, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty, providing for the designation of Antarctic
Specially Managed Areas (“ASMA”) and the approval of Management Plans for
those Areas;

Recalling Measure 1 (2008), which designated South-west Anvers Island
and Palmer Basin as Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 7 and annexed a
Management Plan for the site;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASMA 7;

Noting Measure 4 (2009), dealing with Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 113
(Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbour, Anvers Island, Palmer Archipelago), which is
located within ASMA 7;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASMA 7 with the revised

Management Plan;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:
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1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Managed Area No
7 (South-west Anvers Island and Palmer Basin), which is annexed to this
Measure, be approved;

2. the Management Plan for ASMA 7 annexed to Measure 1 (2008) shall cease
to be effective.
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Measure 3 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 104
(Sabrina Island, Balleny Islands): Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those Areas;

Recalling

* Recommendation V-4 (1966), which designated Sabrina Island, Balleny
Islands, as Specially Protected Area (“SPA”) No 4 and annexed a map for
the site;

e Decision 1 (2002), which renamed and renumbered SPA 4 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 104;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a
Management Plan for ASPA 104;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. the Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 104 (Sabrina
Island, Balleny Islands), which is annexed to this Measure, be approved.

2. Recommendation IV-4: Sabrina Island, Balleny Islands shall cease to be
effective.
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Measure 4 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 113

(Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbour, Anvers Island,
Palmer Archipelago): revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those Areas;

Recalling

¢ Recommendation VIII-1 (1975), which designated Litchfield Island, Arthur
Harbour, Palmer Archipelago, as Specially Protected Area (“SPA™) No 17
and annexed a map for the site;

e Decision 1 (2002), which renamed and renumbered SPA 17 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 113;

* Measure 2 (2004), which adopted a Management Plan for ASPA 113,;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 113;

Noting Measure 2 (2009), dealing with ASMA 7 (South-west Anvers Island and
Palmer Basin), in which ASPA 113 is located;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 113 with the revised
Management Plan;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:
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That:

1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
113 (Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbour, Anvers Island, Palmer Archipelago),
which is annexed to this Measure, be approved;

2. the Management Plan for ASPA 113 annexed to Measure 2 (2004) shall
cease to be effective;

3. Recommendation VIII-1 (1975): Litchfield Island, Arthur Harbour, Palmer
Archipelago shall cease to be effective.
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Measure 5 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 121
(Cape Royds, Ross Island): revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic
Specially Protected Areas (ASPA) and approval of Management Plans for those

Areas;

Recalling

Recommendation VII1-4 (1975), which designated Cape Royds, Ross
Island as Site of Special Scientific Interest (“SSSI”) No 1 and annexed a
Management Plan for the site;

Recommendation X-6 (1979), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 1
from 30 June 1981 to 30 June 1985;

Recommendation XI1-5 (1983), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 1
from 30 June 1985 to 31 December 1985;

Recommendation XI11-9 (1985), which annexed a revised Management Plan
for SSSI 1;

Resolution 7 (1995), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 1 from 31
December 1995 to 31 December 2000;

Measure 2 (2000), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 1 from 31
December 2000 to 31 December 2005;

Decision 1 (2002), which renamed and renumbered SSSI 1 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 121;

Measure 1 (2002), which adopted a revised Management Plan for ASPA
121;
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Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 121;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 121 with the revised
Management Plan;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
121 (Cape Royds, Ross Island), which is annexed to this Measure, be
approved;

2. all prior Management Plans for ASPA 121, namely those annexed to:
*  Recommendation XI11-9 (1985) and
*  Measure 1 (2002)

shall cease to be effective; and

3. Measure 2 (2000), which is not yet effective, be withdrawn.
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Measure 6 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 125

(Fildes Peninsula, King George Island,
South Shetland Islands): revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic
Specially Protected Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those

Areas;

Recalling

Recommendation 1V-12 (1966), which designated Fildes Peninsula, King
George Island, South Shetland Islands as Specially Protected Area (“SPA”)
No 12;

Recommendation V-5 (1968), which revised the description of SPA 12;

Recommendation VI1I-2 (1975), which terminated Recommendation V-5
and Recommendation 1V-12;

Recommendation V1I1-4 (1975), which renamed and renumbered SPA 12 as
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) No 5 and annexed a Management
Plan for the site;

Recommendation X-6 (1979), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 5
from 30 June 1981 to 30 June 1985;

Recommendation XI1-5 (1984), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 5
from 30 June 1985 to 31 December 1985;

Recommendation XI11-7 (1985), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 5
from 31 December 1985 to 31 December 1991;

Recommendation XVI1-7 (1991), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 5
until 31 December 2001;
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e Measure 3 (2001), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 5 from 31
December 2001 to 31 December 2005;

e Decision 1 (2002), which renamed and renumbered SSSI 5 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 125;

e Measure 4 (2005), which extended the expiry date of ASPA 125 from 31
December 2005 to 31 December 2010;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 125;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 125 with the revised
Management Plan;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. therevised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 125
(Fildes Peninsula, King George Island, South Shetland Islands), which is
annexed to this Measure, be approved;

2. the Management Plan for ASPA 125 annexed to Recommendation VI1II-4
(1975) shall cease to be effective.
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Measure 7 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 136

(Clark Peninsula, Budd Coast, Wilkes Land):
revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those Areas;

Recalling

Recommendation XI111-8 (1985), which designated Clark Peninsula, Budd
Coast, Wilkes Land, as Site of Special Scientific Interest (“SSSI”) No 17
and annexed a Management Plan for the site;

Resolution 7 (1995), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 17 from 31
December 1995 to 31 December 2000;

Measure 1 (2000), which adopted a revised Management Plan for SSSI
17;

Decision 1(2002), which renamed and renumbered SSSI 17 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 136;

Measure 1 (2006), which adopted a revised Management Plan for ASPA
136;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 136;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 136 with the revised
Management Plan;
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Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
136 (Clark Peninsula, Budd Coast, Wilkes Land), which is annexed to this
Measure, be approved;

2. the prior Management Plans for ASPA 136 annexed to:
*  Recommendation XI111-8 (1985) and
e Measure 1 (2006)

shall cease to be effective; and

3. the Management Plan for SSSI 17 annexed to Measure 1 (2000), which is
not yet effective, be withdrawn.
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Measure 8 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 142
(Svarthamaren): revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those Areas;

Recalling

* Recommendation XIV-5 (1987), which designated Svarthamaren, Muhlig-
Hofmannfjella, Dronning Maud Land, as Site of Special Scientific Interest
(“SSSI”) No 23 and annexed a Management Plan for the site;

¢ Resolution 3 (1996), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 23 from 31
December 1997 to 31 December 2000;

e Measure 1 (1999), which adopted a revised Management Plan for SSSI
23;

e Decision 1(2002), which renamed and renumbered SSSI 23 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 142;

e Measure 2 (2004), which adopted a revised Management Plan for ASPA
142;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 142;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 142 with the revised
Management Plan;

185



ATCM XXXII Final Report

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
148 (Svarthamaren), which is annexed to this Measure, be approved,

2. all prior Management Plans for ASPA 142, namely those annexed to:
*  Recommendation XIV-5 (1987) and
e Measure 2 (2004)

shall cease to be effective; and

3. Measure 1 (1999), which is not yet effective, be withdrawn.
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Measure 9 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 150

(Ardley Island, Maxwell Bay, King George Island):
revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic
Specially Protected Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those
Areas;

Recalling

* Recommendation XVI-2 (1991), which designated Ardley Island, Maxwell
Bay, King George Island as Site of Special Scientific Interest (“*SSSI””) No
33 and annexed a Management Plan for the site;

e Measure 3 (2001), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 33 from 31
December 2001 to 31 December 2005;

» Decision 1 (2002) which renamed and renumbered SSSI 33 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 150;

e Measure 4 (2005), which extended the expiry date of ASPA 150 until 31
December 2010;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 150;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 150 with the revised
Management Plan;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:
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That:

1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
150 (Ardley Island, Maxwell Bay, King George Island), which is annexed
to this Measure, be approved:;

2. the Management Plan for ASPA 150 annexed to Recommendation XVI-2
(1991), which is not yet effective, be withdrawn.
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Measure 10 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 152
(Western Bransfield Strait): revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic
Specially Protected Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those
Areas;

Recalling

* Recommendation XVI-3 (1991), which designated Western Bransfield Strait,
off Low Island, South Shetland Islands, as Site of Special Scientific Interest
(*SSSI”) No 35 and annexed a Management Plan for the site;

e Measure 3 (2001), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 35 from 31
December 2001 to 31 December 2005;

» Decision 1 (2002), which renamed and renumbered SSSI 35 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 152;

e Measure 2 (2003), which adopted a revised Management Plan for ASPA
152;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 152;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 152 with the revised

Management Plan;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:
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That:

1. the revised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
152 (Western Bransfield Strait), which is annexed to this Measure, be
approved;

2. the Management Plan for ASPA 152 annexed to Measure 2 (2003) shall
cease to be effective; and

3. Recommendation XVI-3 (1991), which is not yet effective, be withdrawn.
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Measure 11 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 153
(Eastern Dallmann Bay): revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those Areas;

Recalling

* Recommendation XVI-3 (1991), which designated East Dallmann Bay, off
Brabant Island as Site of Special Scientific Interest (“SSSI”) No 36 and
annexed a Management Plan for the site;

e Measure 3 (2001), which extended the expiry date of SSSI 36 from 31
December 2001 to 31 December 2005;

» Decision 1 (2002), which renamed and renumbered SSSI 36 as Antarctic
Specially Protected Area No 153;

e Measure 2 (2003), which adopted a revised Management Plan for ASPA
153;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 153;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 153 with the revised
Management Plan;

Noting that Measure 10 (2009) withdraws Recommendation XVI-3 (1991);

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:
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That:

1. therevised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 153
(Eastern Dallmann Bay), which is annexed to this Measure, be approved;

2. the Management Plan for ASPA 153 annexed to Measure 2 (2003) shall
cease to be effective.
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Measure 12 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 162

(Mawson’s Huts, Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay,
George V Land, East Antarctica):
revised Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic Specially Protected
Areas (“ASPA”) and approval of Management Plans for those Areas;

Recalling

* Measure 2 (2004), which designated Mawson’s Huts, Commonwealth Bay,
George V Land, East Antarctica, as Antarctic Specially Protected Area No
162, and annexed a Management Plan for the site;

e Measure 3 (2004), which added Historic Site and Monument No 77 (Cape
Denison), located within ASPA 162, to the List of Historic Sites and
Monuments;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has endorsed a revised
Management Plan for ASPA 162;

Noting Measure 1 (2009), dealing with Antarctic Specially Managed Area No 3
(Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land, East Antarctica), within
which ASPA 162 is located:;

Desiring to replace the existing Management Plan for ASPA 162 with the revised
Management Plan;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:
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That:

1. therevised Management Plan for Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 162
(Mawson’s Huts, Cape Denison, Commonwealth Bay, George V Land, East
Antarctica), which is annexed to this Measure, be approved;

2. the Management Plan for ASPA 162 annexed to Measure 2 (2004) shall
cease to be effective.
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Measure 13 (2009)

Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 171

(Narebski Point, Barton Peninsula, King George Island):
Management Plan

The Representatives,

Recalling Articles 3, 5 and 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty providing for the designation of Antarctic
Specially Protected Areas and approval of Management Plans for those Areas;

Noting that the Committee for Environmental Protection has recommended that
Narebski Point, Barton Peninsula, King George Island, be designated as a new
Antarctic Specially Protected Area, and has endorsed the Management Plan for
this area annexed to this Measure;

Recognising that this area supports outstanding environmental, scientific, historic,
aesthetic or wilderness values, or ongoing or planned scientific research, and would
benefit from special protection;

Desiring to designate Narebski Point, Barton Peninsula, King George Island, as
an Antarctic Specially Protected Area and to approve the Management Plan for
this Area;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 6 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. Narebski Point, Barton Peninsula, King George Island, be designated as
Antarctic Specially Protected Area No 171; and

2. the Management Plan which is annexed to this Measure be approved.
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Measure 14 (2009)

Antarctic Historic Sites and Monuments:
Base “W” and Hut at Damoy Point

The Representatives,

Recalling the requirements of Article 8 of Annex V to the Protocol on Environmental
Protection to the Antarctic Treaty to maintain a list of current Historic Sites and
Monuments, and that such sites shall not be damaged, removed or destroyed,;

Recalling Measure 3 (2003), which revised and updated the “List of Historic Sites
and Monuments”, as subsequently amended;

Desiring to add two further historic sites to the List of Historic Sites and
Monuments;

Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 2 of Article 8 of Annex V to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:

That the following sites be added to the “List of Historic Sites and Monuments”
annexed to Measure 3 (2003):

No 83: Base “W”, Detaille Island, Lallemand Fjord, Loubet Coast

Base “W” is situated on a narrow isthmus at the northern end of Detaille Island,
Lallemand Fjord, Loubet Coast. The site consists of a hut and a range of associated
structures and outbuildings including a small emergency storage building, bitch
and pup pens, anemometer tower and two standard tubular steel radio masts (one
to the south west of the main hut and the other to the east).

Base “W” was established in 1956 as a British science base primarily for survey,
geology and meteorology and to contribute to the IGY in 1957. As a relatively
unaltered base from the late 1950s, Base “W” provides an important reminder
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of the science and living conditions that existed when the Antarctic Treaty was
signed 50 years ago.

Location: 66°52’ S, 66° 38’ W
Original proposing Party: United Kingdom
Party undertaking management: United Kingdom

No 84: Hut at Damoy Point, Dorian Bay,
Wiencke Island, Palmer Archipelago

The site consists of a well-preserved hut and the scientific equipment and other
artefacts inside it. It is located at Damoy Point on Dorian Bay, Wiencke Island,
Palmer Archipelago. The hut was erected in 1973 and used for a number of years
as a British summer air facility and transit station for scientific personnel. It was
last occupied in 1993.

Location: 64°49’S, 63° 31’ W

Original proposing Party: United Kingdom
Party undertaking management: United Kingdom
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Measure 15 (2009)

Landing of persons from passenger vessels
in the Antarctic Treaty area

The Representatives,

Noting the increasing trend in tourist activities in the Treaty area and the possible
impacts of such activities on the Antarctic environment, including its wildlife, and
on the conduct of scientific research;

Conscious of their responsibilities to ensure that tourism is conducted in a safe
and environmentally responsible manner consistent with the objectives of the
Antarctic Treaty;

Acknowledging the tourism industry’s collaboration in efforts to ensure that its
activities are sustainable and compatible with the objectives of the Antarctic
Treaty;

Aware of hazards confronting passenger vessels operating in the Antarctic Treaty
area and desiring to promote the safety of life at sea;

Wishing to minimize the likelihood of marine oil spills due to incidents involving
large tourist vessels in Antarctica;

Recalling Resolution 4 (2007);

Recalling the existence of resolutions which set site-specific recommendations;
Recommend to their Governments the following Measure for approval in
accordance with paragraph 4 of Article IX of the Antarctic Treaty:

That:

1. Parties shall require their operators organizing tourist or other non-
governmental activities in the Antarctic Treaty area, for which advance
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notification is required in accordance with Article VII(5) of the Antarctic
Treaty,

a. torefrain from making any landings in Antarctica from vessels carrying
more than 500 passengers unless a lower number is otherwise specified
in applicable ATCM measures; and

b. in the case of vessels carrying 500 or fewer passengers,

i. to coordinate with each other with the objective that not more than
one tourist vessel is at a landing site at any one time;

ii. to restrict the number of passengers on shore at any one time to 100
or fewer, unless a lower number is otherwise specified in applicable
ATCM Measures and to maintain a 1:20 guide-to-passenger ratio,
unless a more restrictive ratio is otherwise specified in applicable
ATCM measures.

2. nothing in this Measure shall derogate from the rights and obligations of
any Party with respect to environmental impact assessments and restrictions
on the activities of their nationals in accordance with Article 8 and other
relevant provisions of the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the
Antarctic Treaty.

3. this Measure, including the specific restrictions in paragraph 1 above,
shall be subject to further discussion in future ATCMs to take account of
possible changes in circumstance, including with respect to specific sites
in Antarctica.
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Measure 16 (2009)

Amendment of Annex Il to the Protocol on
Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:
Conservation of Antarctic Fauna and Flora

The Representatives,

Recalling the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty,
including its Annex Il on Conservation of Antarctic Fauna and Flora;

Noting that the functions of the Committee for Environmental Protection under
Article 12 of the Protocol include providing advice and formulating recommendations
in connection with the operation of the Annexes to the Protocol,;

Mindful that the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting endorsed the proposal of
the Committee for Environmental Protection in 2001 to undertake a review of
Annex |l to the Protocol;

Recalling also the procedure for amending Annex Il as set out in Article 9(3) of
the Protocol and Article 9 of Annex II;

Recalling further that the words *“All species of the genus Arctocephalus, fur seals”
were removed from Appendix A to Annex Il by Measure 4 (2006), which became
effective on 23 June 2007;

Recommend to their Governments that;

1. Annex Il to the Protocol on Environmental Protection to the Antarctic Treaty:
Conservation of Antarctic Fauna and Flora be replaced by the amended
version of Annex Il attached to this Measure;

2. the replacement of the current version of Annex Il with the amended version
becomes effective in accordance with Article 9 of Annex II.
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Annex |l to the Protocol on Environmental Protection
to the Antarctic Treaty

Conservation of Antarctic Fauna and Flora

ARTICLE 1
DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this Annex:

(@) *“native mammal” means any member of any species belonging to the Class
Mammalia, indigenous to the Antarctic Treaty area or occurring there naturally
through migrations;

(b) “native bird” means any member, at any stage of its life cycle (including eggs), of
any species of the Class Aves indigenous to the Antarctic Treaty area or occurring
there naturally through migrations;

(c) “native plant” means any member of any species of terrestrial or freshwater
vegetation, including bryophytes, lichens, fungi and algae, at any stage of its life
cycle (including seeds, and other propagules), indigenous to the Antarctic Treaty
area;

(d) “native invertebrate” means any member of any species of terrestrial or freshwater
invertebrate, at any stage of its life cycle, indigenous to the Antarctic Treaty
area;

(e) ‘“appropriate authority” means any person or agency authorised by a Party to issue
permits under this Annex;

(f)  “permit” means a formal permission in writing issued by an appropriate
authority;

(g) “take” or “taking” meansto Kill, injure, capture, handle or molest a native mammal
or bird, or to remove or damage such quantities of native plants or invertebrates
that their local distribution or abundance would be significantly affected,;

(h) “harmful interference” means:

(i) flying or landing helicopters or other aircraft in a manner that disturbs
concentrations of native birds or seals;

(if) using vehicles or vessels, including hovercraft and small boats, in a manner
that disturbs concentrations of native birds or seals;

(iii) using explosives or firearms in a manner that disturbs concentrations of
native birds or seals;

(iv) wilfully disturbing breeding or moulting native birds or concentrations of
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native birds or seals by persons on foot;

(v) significantly damaging concentrations of native terrestrial plants by landing
aircraft, driving vehicles, or walking on them, or by other means; and

(vi) any activity that results in the significant adverse modification of habitats of
any species or population of native mammal, bird, plant or invertebrate.

(i)  “International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling” means the Convention
done at Washington on 2 December 1946.

(i) “Agreementon the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels” means the Agreement
done at Canberra on 19 June 2001.

ARTICLE 2
CASES OF EMERGENCY

1. This Annex shall not apply in cases of emergency relating to the safety of human life
or of ships, aircraft, or equipment and facilities of high value, or the protection of the
environment.

2. Notice of activities undertaken in cases of emergency that result in any taking or harmful
interference shall be circulated immediately to all Parties and to the Committee.

ARTICLE 3
PROTECTION OF NATIVE FAUNA AND FLORA

1. Taking or harmful interference shall be prohibited, except in accordance with a
permit.

2. Such permits shall specify the authorised activity, including when, where and by whom
it is to be conducted and shall be issued only in the following circumstances:
(a) to provide specimens for scientific study or scientific information;

(b) to provide specimens for museums, herbaria and botanical gardens, or other
educational institutions or uses;

(c) toprovide specimens for zoological gardens but, in respect of native mammals or
birds, only if such specimens cannot be obtained from existing captive collections
elsewhere, or if there is a compelling conservation requirement; and

(d) to provide for unavoidable consequences of scientific activities not otherwise
authorised under sub-paragraphs (a), (b) or (c) above, or of the construction and
operation of scientific support facilities.

3. The issue of such permits shall be limited so as to ensure that:

(@) no more native mammals, birds, plants or invertebrates are taken than are strictly
necessary to meet the purposes set forth in paragraph 2 above;

(b) only small numbers of native mammals or birds are killed, and in no case more
are killed from local populations than can, in combination with other permitted
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takings, normally be replaced by natural reproduction in the following season;
and

(c) thediversity of species, as well as the habitats essential to their existence, and the
balance of the ecological systems existing within the Antarctic Treaty area are
maintained.

4. Any species of native mammals, birds, plants and invertebrates listed in Appendix A
to this Annex shall be designated “Specially Protected Species”, and shall be accorded
special protection by the Parties.

5. Designation of a species as a Specially Protected Species shall be undertaken according
to agreed procedures and criteria adopted by the ATCM.

6. The Committee shall review and provide advice on the criteria for proposing native
mammals, birds, plants or invertebrates for designation as a Specially Protected Species.

7. Any Party, the Committee, the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research or the
Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources may propose
a species for designation as a Specially Protected Species by submitting a proposal with
justification to the ATCM.

8. A permit shall not be issued to take a Specially Protected Species unless the taking:
(a) is for a compelling scientific purpose; and
(b) will not jeopardise the survival or recovery of that species or local population;

9. The use of lethal techniques on Specially Protected Species shall only be permitted
where there is no suitable alternative technique.

10. Proposals for the designation of a species as a Specially Protected Species shall be
forwarded to the Committee, the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research and, for
native mammals and birds, the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine
Living Resources, and as appropriate, the Meeting of the Parties to the Agreement on
the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels and other organisations. In formulating its
advice to the ATCM on whether a species should be designated as a Specially Protected
Species, the Committee shall take into account any comments provided by the Scientific
Committee on Antarctic Research, and, for native mammals and birds, the Commission for
the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, and as appropriate, the Meeting
of the Parties to the Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels and other
organisations.

11. All taking of native mammals and birds shall be done in the manner that involves the
least degree of pain and suffering practicable.
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ARTICLE 4
INTRODUCTION OF NON-NATIVE SPECIES AND DISEASES

1. No species of living organisms not native to the Antarctic Treaty area shall be introduced
onto land or ice shelves, or into water, in the Antarctic Treaty area except in accordance
with a permit.

2. Dogs shall not be introduced onto land, ice shelves or sea ice.
3. Permits under paragraph 1 above shall:

(@) beissued to allow the importation only of cultivated plants and their reproductive
propagules for controlled use, and species of living organisms for controlled
experimental use; and

(b) specify the species, numbers and, if appropriate, age and sex of the species to be
introduced, along with a rationale, justifying the introduction and precautions to
be taken to prevent escape or contact with fauna or flora.

4. Any species for which a permit has been issued in accordance with paragraphs 1 and 3
above shall, prior to expiration of the permit, be removed from the Antarctic Treaty area
or be disposed of by incineration or equally effective means that eliminates risk to native
fauna or flora. The permit shall specify this obligation.

5. Any species, including progeny, not native to the Antarctic Treaty area that is introduced
into that area without a permit that has been issued in accordance with paragraph 1 and 3
above, shall be removed or disposed of whenever feasible, unless the removal or disposal
would result in a greater adverse environmental impact. Such removal or disposal may
include by incineration or by equally effective means, so as to be rendered sterile, unless
it is determined that they pose no risk to native flora or fauna. In addition, all reasonable
steps shall be taken to control the consequences of that introduction to avoid harm to
native fauna or flora.

6. Nothing in this Article shall apply to the importation of food into the Antarctic Treaty area
provided that no live animals are imported for this purpose and all plants and animal parts
and products are kept under carefully controlled conditions and disposed of in accordance
with Annex 111 to the Protocol.

7. Each Party shall require that precautions are taken to prevent the accidental introduction
of micro-organisms (e.g., viruses, bacteria, yeasts, fungi) not present naturally in the
Antarctic Treaty area.

8. No live poultry or other living birds shall be brought into the Antarctic Treaty area.
All appropriate efforts shall be made to ensure that poultry or avian products imported
into Antarctica are free from contamination by diseases (such as Newcastle’s Disease,
tuberculosis, and yeast infection) which might be harmful to native flora and fauna. Any
poultry or avian products not consumed shall be removed from the Antarctic Treaty area
or disposed of by incineration or equivalent means that eliminates the risks of introduction
of micro-organisms (e.g. viruses, bacteria, yeasts, fungi) to native flora and fauna.
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9. The deliberate introduction of non-sterile soil into the Antarctic Treaty area is prohibited.
Parties should, to the maximum extent practicable, ensure that non-sterile soil is not
unintentionally imported into the Antarctic Treaty area.

ARTICLE 5
INFORMATION

Each Party shall make publicly available information on prohibited activities and Specially
Protected Species to all those persons present in or intending to enter the Antarctic Treaty
area with a view to ensuring that such persons understand and observe the provisions of
this Annex.

ARTICLE 6
EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION

1. The Parties shall make arrangements for:

(a) collecting and annually exchanging records (including records of permits) and
statistics concerning the numbers or quantities of each species of native mammal,
bird, plant or invertebrate taken in the Antarctic Treaty area; and

(b) obtaining and exchanging information as to the status of native mammals, birds,
plants, and invertebrates in the Antarctic Treaty area, and the extent to which any
species or population needs protection.

2. As early as possible, after the end of each austral summer season, but in all cases before
1 October of each year, the Parties shall inform the other Parties as well as the Committee
of any step taken pursuant to paragraph 1 above and of the number and nature of permits
issued under this Annex in the preceding period of 1 April to 31 March.

ARTICLE 7
RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER AGREEMENTS
OUTSIDE THE ANTARCTIC TREATY SYSTEM

Nothing in this Annex shall derogate from the rights and obligations of Parties under the
International Convention for the Regulation of Whaling.

ARTICLE 8

REVIEW

The Parties shall keep under continuing review measures for the conservation of Antarctic
fauna and flora, taking into account any recommendations from the Committee.
ARTICLE 9

AMENDMENT OR MODIFICATION

1. This Annex may be amended or modified by a measure adopted in accordance with Article
IX (1) of the Antarctic Treaty. Unless the measure specifies otherwise, the amendment
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or modification shall be deemed to have been approved, and shall become effective, one
year after the close of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting at which it was adopted,
unless one or more of the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties notifies the Depositary,
within that time period, that it wishes an extension of that period or that it is unable to
approve the measure.

2. Any amendment or modification of this Annex which becomes effective in accordance
with paragraph 1 above shall thereafter become effective as to any other Party when notice
of approval by it has been received by the Depositary.
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Appendix A: Specially Protected Species

Ommatophoca rossii, Ross seal.
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Decision 1 (2009)

Meeting of Experts on Climate Change

The Representatives,

Decide to:

1. convene a Meeting of Experts under the provisions of Recommendation IV-
24, with the aim of discussing relevant matters related to implications of
climate change for management and governance of the Antarctic region;

2. request the Meeting of Experts to examine the following topics relevant to
the issue of climate change in Antarctica:

» key scientific aspects of climate change and consequences of such
change to the Antarctic terrestrial and marine environment,

* implications of climate change to management of Antarctic
activities,

» the need for monitoring, scenario planning and risk assessments,
» outcomes of the Copenhagen negotiations relevant for the Antarctic,

» the need for further consideration of any of the above issues and
manners in which this can be achieved,

3. encourage attendance at the Meeting by representatives from Consultative
Parties and invite experts from Non-consultative Parties, the Scientific
Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR), the Council of Managers of
National Antarctic Programs (COMNAP), the International Association of
Antarctica Tourist Operators (IAATO), the Antarctic and Southern Ocean
Caoalition (ASOC), the International Union for the Conservation of Nature
(IUCN), the International Maritime Organization (IMO), the International
Hydrographical Organization (IHO), the World Meteorological Organization
(WMO), the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change (IPCC) and the
United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP);
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4.

214

accept the offer of the Norwegian Government to host the Meeting of Experts
in Norway, which should be held in advance of ATCM XXXII1 (potentially
Week 14, around 6-9 April 2010);

in accordance with Recommendation 1V-24, request Norway to submit a
report of the Meeting of Experts to ATCM XXXIII for consideration.



Decision 2 (2009)

Renewal of the contract
of the Secretariat’s External Auditor

The Representatives,

Recalling the Financial Regulations for the Secretariat of the Antarctic Treaty
annexed to Decision 4 (2003), and specifically Regulation 11 (External Audit);

Conscious that the Secretariat of the Antarctic Treaty conducts the majority of its
financial transactions in Argentina, and that the detailed rules of book-keeping and
accounting are country specific; and

Noting Argentina’s proposal to designate the Sindicatura General de la Nacion
(SIGEN) as the external auditor of the Secretariat;

Decide to:

1. designate SIGEN as the external auditor of the Secretariat of the Antarctic
Treaty for the Financial Years ending in 2010 to 2013, in accordance with
Regulation 11.1;

2. authorize the Executive Secretary to negotiate a contract with SIGEN to
carry out annual external audits for the abovementioned years in accordance
with Regulation 11.3, the Annex to this Decision and the budgetary limits
set by the ATCM.
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Tasks to be carried out by the external auditor

To provide external audit reports covering the financial years ending in 2010, 2011, 2012
and 2013 in accordance with Regulation 11.3 of the Financial Regulations annexed to
Decision 4 (2003).

The audit report shall address:

Implementation of regulations adopted by the ATCM
Internal controls — Regulations and Procedures

Internal oversight of administrative processes, payments, custody of funds, and
assets

Budgeting

Comparative budget reports

Expenditure efficiency analysis

Budget execution oversight

Analysis of the establishment of new area units
Control and reporting of contributions

Establishment and oversight of the General Fund, the Working Capital Fund, the
Future Meeting Fund, the Staff Replacement Fund, the Staff Termination Fund
and any other Funds held by the Secretariat

Income and expense accounts

Trust funds

Custody of funds — Investments

Accounting oversight in accordance with Regulation 10 of Decision 4 (2003)
Drafting an external auditor report

Other matters which may be necessary to ensure sound financial management of
the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat.

The provisional financial report for each Financial Year should be submitted by the
Executive Secretary to SIGEN no later than 1 June of the year in which the Financial Year
concludes and the final audited report should be submitted by SIGEN to the Executive
Secretary no later than 1 September of the year in which the Financial Year concludes.
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Decision 3 (2009)

Revised guidelines for the submission,
translation and distribution of documents
for the ATCM and the CEP

The Representatives,

Considering the desirability of updating the guidelines on the submission and
handling of documents for the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting (ATCM)
and the Committee for Environmental Protection (CEP),

Considering also the need to reduce the cost of translation of documents submitted
to the ATCM and the CEP,

Decide to:

1. replace the Revised Guidelines on Circulation and Handling of CEP
Documents appended to Decision 2 (2001) and the Revised Guidelines for
Document Translation and Distribution included in Appendix 1 of the Final
Report of the 25" ATCM (Warsaw, 2002) with the Guidelines appended to
this Decision;

2. consider Recommendation 1-XVI (Canberra, 1961) no longer current.
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Revised guidelines for the submission, translation and
distribution of documents for the ATCM and the CEP

1. These guidelines apply to the distribution and translation of official papers for the
Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting (ATCM) and for the Committee for Environmental
Protection (CEP). These papers consist of Working Papers, Secretariat Papers and
Information Papers.

2. Documents to be translated, i.e. Working Papers, Secretariat Papers (with the exception
of the Secretariat’s Report and Programme), reports submitted to the ATCM by ATCM
Observers and invited Experts according to the provisions of Recommendation XI11-2 or in
relation to Article I11-2 of the Antarctic Treaty, and Information Papers which a Consultative
Party has requested be translated should not exceed 1500 words. When calculating the
length of a paper, proposed Measures, Decisions and Resolutions and their attachments
are not included.

3. A Working Paper prepared by Consultative Parties or Observers and an Information
Paper which a Consultative Party has requested be translated should be received by the
Antarctic Treaty Secretariat (“the Secretariat”) no later than 45 days before the Consultative
Meeting.

4. The Secretariat should receive Information Papers for which no translation has been
requested no later than 30 days before the Meeting.

5. When a revised version of a Paper made after its initial submission is resubmitted to
the Secretariat for translation, the revised text should indicate clearly the amendments that
have been incorporated.

6. The Papers should be transmitted to the Secretariat by electronic means.

7. Papers will be uploaded to the ATCM Home Page established by the Secretariat for the
ATCM in question. Working Papers which were received before the 45 days limit should be
uploaded as soon as possible and in any case not later than 30 days before the Meeting.

8. Parties may agree to Working Papers and Information Papers for which a translation
has not been requested according to Paragraph 2 above to be presented to the Secretariat
during the Meeting for translation.

9. No Working Paper, Information Paper or Secretariat Paper submitted to the ATCM will
be used as the basis for discussion at the ATCM unless it has been translated into the four
official languages.

10. Within six months of the end of the Consultative Meeting the Secretariat should circulate
through diplomatic channels and also post on the ATCM Home Page the Final Report of
that Meeting in the four official languages.
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Decision 4 (2009)

Approval of Secretariat’s Financial Report for
2007/08 and Programme and Budget for 2009/10

The Representatives,

Recalling Measure 1 (2003) on the establishment of the Secretariat of the Antarctic
Treaty (the Secretariat);

Recalling also Decision 2 (2003) on the provisional application of Measure 1
(2003);

Recalling also Decision 7 (2005), in particular the provisions in Point 3 on the
establishment of a Special Fund to be used to defray the expenses of interpretation
and translation of the first Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting to be held after
the entry into effect of Measure 1 (2003);

Bearing in mind the Financial Regulations for the Secretariat of the Antarctic
Treaty annexed to Decision 4 (2003);

Decide to:

1. approve the audited Financial Report for 2007/08 annexed to this Decision
(Annex 1);

2. take note of the Secretariat’s Report on its work in 2008/09 (SP 3 rev.
2), including the Estimate of Income and Expenditures 2008/09 which is
annexed to this Decision in Annex 2;

3. after $350,000 of the Special Fund set up under the provisions of Decision 7
(2005) has been used to defray the expenses of interpretation and translation
of the first Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting to be held after the entry
into effect of Measure 1 (2003), to replenish the Fund, to be renamed the
Translation Contingency Fund, to the level of $30,000 to deal with translation
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expenses caused by unforeseen increases in the volume of documents
submitted to the ATCM for translation;

4. approve the Secretariat’s Work Programme and Budget for 2009/10 annexed
to this Decision in Annex 3.
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Financial Report for 2007/08
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Financial Report for 2007/08
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Estimate of Income and Expenditure during 2008/09

2007/08 Budget 2008/09 Est. 2008/09
Surplus/deficit $222,238 $189,611
INCOME
Previous FY contributions $22,661 $111,571 $138,317
Current FY contributions $656,163 $394,567 $404,118
Contributions $678,824 $506,138 $542,435
Future Meeting Fund $40,578 $40,578
Bank Interest etc. $3,833 $2,100 $1,300
Exchange gains $2,607 $100 $10,000
Other Income $6,440 $2,200 $11,300
TOTAL $685,264 $771,154 $783,924
EXPENDITURES
SALARIES
Executive Salaries $210,740 $220,318 $220,318
General Staff $125,286 $144,486 $144,486
SALARIES $336,026 $364,804 $364,804
GOODS & SERVICES
Audit $6,532 $14,370 $7,185
Data entry $4,349 $3,500 $2,000
Documentation Services $1,795 $0 $2,100
Legal Advice $4,257 $5,400 $5,000
Miscellaneous $8,416 $6,626 $8,000
Office Expenses $9,137 $10,000 $14,600
Postage $5,836 $6,600 $3,400
Printing & copying $25,484 $26,000 $28,500
Representation $7,272 $3,000 $3,000
Telecommunications $11,148 $9,600 $9,600
Training $4,623 $600 $2,000
Translation & Editing $187,152 $212,300 $235,033
Travel $130,349 $67,700 $43,000
GOODS & SERVICES $406,350 $365,696 $363,418
EQUIPMENT
Documentation $382 $1,000 $1,000
Furniture $10,687 $4,500 $5,000
IT Equipment $15,947 $14,500 $22,600
Development $14,213 $11,000 $21,000
EQUIPMENT $41,229 $31,000 $49,600
Subtotal $783,605 $761,500 $774,322
Future Meeting Fund
Staff Replacement Fund $12,500
Staff Termination Fund $3,426
Working Capital Fund $4,995 $14,149
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $804,526 $788,471
Surplus/deficit -$119,263 -$4,547
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Funds 01-04-2008  Operations 2008/09 31-03-2008
General Fund $251,602 -$194,158" $57,444
Working Capital Fund $133,783 $12,540 $146,323
Future Meeting Fund $400,000 -$40,578 $359,422
Net Assets $785,385 $563,189
3. Contributions
Financial Year 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10
Received 2008/09 2008/09 2007/08 2008/09 2008/09
Argentina $14,948
Australia $14,948
Belgium $23,222 $9,905
Brazil $9,905
Bulgaria $8,449
Chile $11,453
China $11,388
Ecuador $8,421
Finland $9,949
France $22,289
Germany $20,461
India $11,439
Italy $12,948
Japan $14,948
Korea $9,949
Netherlands $11,449
New Zealand $14,936
Norway $14,918
Peru $19,688
Poland $10,061
Russia $18,343
South Africa $26,756 $17,055 $27,859
Spain $26,756
Sweden $11,449
Ukraine $22,217 $23,212
United Kingdom $14,948
United States $49,581
Uruguay $23,222 $23,222
TOTAL $22,217 $116,100 $166,925 $237,193
$138,317 $404,118 $27,859

! Operations General Fund 2008/09
Contributions + other income
Transfer from FMF
Expenditures
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Secretariat’s Work Programme and Budget for 2009/10

Introduction

This work programme outlines the activities proposed for the Secretariat in the Financial
Year 2009/10 (1 April 2009 to 31 March 2010) and in the first quarter of the Financial Year
2010/11. The main areas of activity of the Secretariat are treated in the first four chapters,
which are followed by a section on management and a forecast of the programme in
2010/11. The Budget for 2009/10, the Forecast Budget for 2010/11 and the accompanying
contribution and salary scales are included in the appendices.

The programme and the accompanying budget figures for 2009/10 are based on the Forecast
Budget for 2009/10 (Decision 4 (2007), Appendix 1) and the experience of the past year.

The Financial Year 2009/10 will be marked by the replacement of the Executive Secretary
in September 2009. The Programme, therefore, focuses on the regular activities, such as
preparation of the 33" ATCM, publication of Final Reports and the various specific tasks
assigned to the Secretariat under Measure 1 (2003).

The entry into effect of Measure 1 (2003) is expected at any time. The responsibility for
the interpretation and translation of the annual ATCM, which has been borne by the Host
Country until now, will then be taken over by the Secretariat. This will mean that the budget,
which is now less than $900,000, will rise to around $1,300,000. To show the effect of
these changes, in this programme you will find, in addition to the Forecast Budget and
Contribution Scale for 2010/11, a global estimate of the Forecast Budget (including full
translation costs) and Contribution Scale for 2011/12. These are provided not for approval
by the ATCM but only as indicative estimates to assist Parties.

Contents

ATCM/CEP support
Information Exchange
Records and Documents
Public Information
Management

Forecast Programme 2010/11

ok~ w P

Appendix 1: Budget 2009/10, Forecast budget 2010/11, and est. Forecast budget
2011/12

Appendix 2: Contribution scale 2010/11
Appendix 3: Estimated Contribution scale 2011/12
Appendix 4: Salary scale 2009/10
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1. ATCM/CEP support

ATCM XXXI1I and XXXI11

The Secretariat will publish and distribute the Final Report of the 32" ATCM in the four
Treaty languages within six months of the end of the meeting.

The Secretariat will support the 33 ATCM by gathering and collating the documents for
the meeting and publishing them in a restricted section of the Secretariat website, linked
to the ATCM XXXIII website. The Delegates section will also provide online registration
for delegates and an up to date list of delegates to download.

The Secretariat will support the functioning of the ATCM through the production of
Secretariat Papers, a Manual for Delegates, as well as annotated agendas for the ATCM,
the CEP and the Working Groups

The Secretariat will maintain close contact with the Government of Uruguay in connection
with the preparation of the 33 ATCM in 2010, and with the Government of Argentina in
connection with the preparation of the 34" ATCM.

Review of ATCM Recommendations

Depending on the decisions taken by the 32" ATCM on this subject, the Secretariat
will produce revised or new resource papers to prepare decisions of the ATCM on
recommendations that are no longer current.

Coordination and contact

Aside from maintaining constant contact per email, telephone and other means with the
parties and international institutions of the Antarctic Treaty system, attendance at meetings
is an important tool to maintain coordination and contact.

Most of the travel expenses in the budget will be spent on direct support of the ATCM. In
2009, the Executive Secretary, the Assistant Executive Officer, the Information Officer,
the IT Officer and the Editor will travel to Baltimore to support the 32" ATCM and 12"
CEP, in cooperation with the host government secretariat. The staff will be strengthened
during the meeting with two staff members contracted ad hoc.

The other travel to be undertaken is as follows:
-  COMNAP Punta Arenas 2-6 August 2009

The COMNAP meeting is important in view of the close cooperation between the Antarctic
Treaty Secretariat and the COMNAP Secretariat in the coordination of electronic information
exchange systems. Attendance at the meeting will provide an opportunity to strengthen
the connections and interaction with COMNAP and brief the NAPs about the issues to be
faced in starting the operational phase of the EIES. Another issue on which contact with
COMNAP is necessary is the review of recommendations on operational matters.
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- CCAMLR Hobart 2-6 November 2009

The CCAMLR meeting, which takes place roughly midway between succeeding ATCMs,
provides a good opportunity for the Secretariat to brief the ATCM Representatives, many
of whom attend the CCAMLR meeting, on developments in the Secretariat’s work. Liaison
with the CCAMLR Secretariat is also important for the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat, as
many of its regulations were modelled after those of the CCAMLR Secretariat.

- ATME Wellington 8-10 December 2009

The Secretariat will provide data and administrative services as needed and inform the
Parties about possible consequences of ATME recommendations for the Secretariat’s
work.

- IPYJC (Place and date not yet known)

On instruction from the ATCM, the Executive Secretary has been attending the IPY Joint
Committee meetings as one of the two observers (the other observer being from the Arctic
Council) and providing reports to the ATCM.

Development of the Secretariat website

Following the recent release of a major renovation of the web site, the Secretariat will
continue its development areas as follows:

. The reporting facilities of the website databases, especially the Antarctic Treaty
database, will be further developed.

. The Secretariat will keep incorporating meeting documents from previous ATCM
and SATCM. Insofar as these documents are not available in digital form, this
involves scanning, proofreading and data entry printed documents.

Support of intersessional activities

During the last years both the CEP and the ATCM produced an important amount of
intersessional work mainly through intersessional contact groups (ICG). The Secretariat will
give technical support for the online establishment of the ICGs agreed at the 32" ATCM
and 12 CEP and by producing specific documents if required by the ATCM or the CEP.

Updating Information online

The Secretariat will update the website with the measures adopted by the ATCM and with
the information produced by the CEP and the ATCM.

Printing

Apart of the Final Report the Secretariat will print (if approved by the ATCM) the four
Site Guidelines adopted by the 318 ATCM, which were not printed last year because of
budgetary restrictions, and any new guidelines the 32" ATCM may adopt.
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2. Information Exchange

General

The Secretariat will continue to assist Parties in posting their information exchange
materials, as well as integrating information on EIAs in the EIA database and so on.

Electronic Information Exchange System

During the second operational season and depending on the decisions of the 32" ATCM
the Secretariat will make any adjustments necessary to facilitate the use of the electronic
system by the Parties.

3. Records and Documents

Documents of the ATCM

The Secretariat will continue its efforts to complete its archive of the Final Reports and
other records of the ATCM and other meetings of the Antarctic Treaty system in the four
Treaty languages. Assistance from the Parties in searching their archives will be essential
in achieving a complete archive.

Antarctic Treaty database

The database of the Recommendations, Measures, Decisions and Resolutions of the ATCM
is at present complete in English and almost complete in Spanish and French, although
the Secretariat is still lacking a few copies of Final Reports in those languages to get the
authentic texts of those measures. In Russian, more Final Reports are lacking, and materials
that have been received are being converted into electronic formats and proofread.

Documentation Centre

When the classification data to be provided by the Scott Polar Research Institute library
will be available, they will be used to reorganize the ATS library in a more systematic
way. The Secretariat’s collection of necessary reference materials and periodicals on the
Antarctic Treaty system will be maintained.

Antarctic Treaty Handbook

Volume | of the 10" Edition of the Handbook of the Antarctic Treaty System will consist
of the texts of the Antarctic Treaty and the subsidiary Antarctic agreements and short
factual introductions.
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4. Public Information

The Secretariat and its website will continue to function as a clearinghouse for information
on the Parties’ activities and relevant developments in Antarctica as well as specific
information related to the follow up and heritage of the International Polar Year (IPY,
2007-9). The Secretariat will maintain the special IPY section in its website to provide
information, links, news and other material related to the event.

5. Management

Personnel
On January 1, 2009, the Secretariat staff consisted of the following persons:

Executive staff

Name Nationality [ Position Rank | Since
Johannes Huber Netherlands Executive Secretary El 1-9-2004
José Maria Acero Argentina Assistant Executive Officer | E3 1-1-2005

General staff

José Luis Agraz id. Information Officer G2 1-4-2005

Diego Wydler id. Information Technology | G1 1-4-2008
Officer

Roberto Alan Fennell | id. Accountant (part time) G3 1-12-2008

Pablo Wainschenker | id. Editor G3 1-2-2006

Ms Violeta id. Librarian (part time) G3 1-4-2007

Antinarelli

Ms Gloria Fontan id. Office Manager G5 1-4-2006

Ms Karina Gil id. Data Entry Assistant (part | G6 1-4-2007
time)

In order to carry out the activities in this programme, the current staff complement should
be adequate.

Now that the Electronic Information Exchange System (EIES) is in its operational version,
the Information Officer is the contact point for Parties who have questions relating to the
operation of the system and of developing solutions to deal with any operational problems.
He also has had to take on a coordinating role with regard to quality control of the Antarctic
Treaty Database. It is proposed therefore to upgrade the position of Information Officer
from rank G-2 to rank G-1 from 1 April 2009.
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Correspondence and Internal Documents Database

Up till now the Secretariat has used a privately developed database to keep track of its
correspondence and internal documents. The local interface to the Contacts database is
also based on a privately developed database. Both applications will be replaced by a
new application linked to the Contacts Database to create a central repository of both the
electronic correspondence of the Secretariat and its internal documents.

Financial matters

The budget has been compiled on the basis of the figures in the Forecast Budget. The main
changes are as follows:

On the Income side, not all Parties made their contributions for 2008/09 on time. The
amount still expected from Peru and Ukraine is $32,613.

As to Expenditures, the following items have been adjusted:

. Salaries. Salaries for the general staff have been recalculated to take into account
the pay rise for public sector employees in Argentina for 2008 (21% according to
the official statistics used by the IMF) adjusted for the devaluation of the Argentine
Peso during the same period (from $0,32 to $0,29). Because of the overlapping
of scales, the repositioning of the Information Officer position (see above) has no
financial consequences. Salaries for executive staff have been recalculated to take
into account (for 50%) of the local salary rise and for 50% of the international
inflation rate published by the IMF in the World Economic Outlook of November
2008 (1.9%).

. Office expenses have been increasing because of serious price rises faced by the
Secretariat, generally between 40% and 80% during the last two years.

. Printing and postage costs are also rising fast. Furthermore, according to the
provisions of Resolution 5 (2005) the Secretariat is required to print the Site
Guidelines. This was cancelled last year as an emergency measure.

. Because of the financial crisis facing the Secretariat last year, radical cuts were
made at ATCM XXXI in the proposed budget. The amounts of the reductions could
be met and even exceeded in some cases, but in some others they could not. The
corresponding amounts in the Forecast Budget for 2009/10 have been readjusted
to a more realistic level. This is the case with a small item like training, but also
with some large items like IT equipment and development.

. The expected expenses for translations will be higher than foreseen in the Forecast
Budget because the volume of papers submitted for translation to the 32" ATCM
has been higher than foreseen. It is proposed to cover this shortfall by partially
postponing the replenishment of the Future Meeting Fund, originally included in
the Forecast Budget for 2009/10, to the Forecast Budget for 2010/11.
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6. Forecast programme 2010/11

It is expected that most of the ongoing activities of the Secretariat will be continued in
2009/10 so, unless the programme would undergo major changes, no changes in the staff
complement are foreseen for 2009/10.

The Forecast Budget 2010/11 has been compiled on the basis of the draft budget for 2009/10
with some correction for inflation, using the inflation figures from the IMF World Economic
Outlook of April 2008: 1.9% for international prices and 9% for prices in Argentina.

In order to provide a buffer for unpredictable and uncontrollable expenses caused by rises
in the number of documents submitted to the Secretariat for translation, it is proposed
to maintain the Future Meeting Fund at a level of $30,000 and rename it the Translation
Contingency Fund (see Circular No 4 of 2009).

The budgets after FY 2010/11 will be much higher to provide for the translation and
interpretation expenses of the ATCM. As a consequence the provision in the 2010/11
Forecast Budget for the Working Capital Fund, which according to the Financial Regulations
has to be maintained at 1/6 of the Secretariat’s budget, has been increased to $62,259. To
facilitate Parties’ forward financial planning, an estimate of the Forecast Budget and an
estimated Contribution Scale for 2011/12 have been added.
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Appendix 1

Budget 2009/10, Forecast budget 2010/11 and est. 2011/12

08/09 (est.) Forecast 09/10 Budget 09/10  Forecast 10/11 Est. 11/12

INCOME

Acc. Surplus $189,611

Previous FY contributions $138,317 $32,613

Current FY contributions $404,118 $808,124 $808,124 $899,942 $1,294,500
Future Meeting Fund $40,578

Staff Replacement Fund $50,000 $50,000

Other $11,300 $2,500 $1,400 $2,500 $2,500
TOTAL $783,924 $860,624 $892,137 $902,442 $1,297,000
EXPENDITURES

SALARIES

Executive Staff $220,318 $228,912 $232,425 $233,560

General Staff $144,486 $158,094 $161,905 $176,945

Total Salaries $364,804 $387,006 $394,329 $410,505 $450,000
GOODS AND SERVICES

Audit $7,185 $7,840 $7,185 $7,800

Data entry $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $2,200

Doc. Services $2,100 $2,000 $2,000 $2,200

Legal advice $5,000 $5,900 $5,900 $6,400

Miscellaneous $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,500

Office expenses $14,600 $11,000 $15,200 $16,700

Postage $3,400 $7,200 $7,700 $8,500

Printing $28,500 $28,300 $23,100 $24,900

Representation $3,000 $3,300 $3,300 $3,600

Staff Replacement $50,000 $50,000 $0

Telecom $9,600 $9,800 $10,700 $11,500

Training $2,000 $1,000 $1,400 $1,500

Translation $235,033 $212,300 $248,500 $214,500 $594,500
Travel $43,000 $35,000 $43,000 $46,500

Total Goods & Services $363,418 $383,640 $427,985 $354,800 $763,000
EQUIPMENT

Documentation $1,000 $1,100 $1,100 $1,300

Furniture $5,000 $4,900 $4,400 $5,600

IT Equipment $22,600 $16,000 $21,400 $23,600

Development $17,500 $11,000 $15,000 $15,100

Total equipment $46,100 $33,000 $41,900 $45,600 $50,000
TOTAL $774,322 $803,646 $864,214 $810,905 $1,263,000
Future Meeting Fund $40,578 $13,001 $7,577 $0
Staff Replacement Fund $13,000 $13,000
Staff Termination Fund $7,900 $7,900 $8,700 $9,000
Working Capital Fund $14,149 $8,500 $2,475 $62,260 $12,000
EXPENDITURES $788,471 $860,624 $887,590 $902,442  $1,297,000
Surplus/deficit -$4,547 $0 $4,547

Summary of Funds 31-03-2008 31-03-2009 31-03-2010 31-03-2011 31-03-2012
Future Meeting Fund $400,000 $359,422 $372,423 $30,000" $30,000
Staff Replacement Fund $50,000 $50,000 $13,000 $26,000
Staff Termination Fund $13,704 $13,704 $21,604 $30,304 $39,304
Working Capital Fund $133,783 $147,932 $150,407 $212,667 $224,667

* It is assumed that before 31-3-2011 $350,000 will be paid out of the Future Meeting Fund for the expenses
of translation and interpretation of ATCM XXXIII. After this the Fund will be renamed the Translation
Contingency Fund.
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Appendix 2

Contribution Scale 2010/11
2010/11 Cat. Mult.  Variable Fixed Total
Argentina A 3.6  $24,470 $16,070 $40,540
Australia A 3.6 $24,470 $16,070 $40,540
Belgium D 1.6 $10,875 $16,070 $26,946
Brazil D 1.6 $10,875 $16,070 $26,946
Bulgaria E 1 $6,797  $16,070 $22,868
Chile C 2.2  $14954 $16,070 $31,024
China C 2.2 3$14954  $16,070 $31,024
Ecuador E 1 $6,797  $16,070 $22,868
Finland D 1.6 $10,875 $16,070 $26,946
France A 3.6 $24470 $16,070 $40,540
Germany B 2.8 $19,032 $16,070 $35,102
India C 2.2 $14954 $16,070 $31,024
Italy B 2.8 $19,032 $16,070 $35,102
Japan A 3.6 $24470 $16,070 $40,540
Korea D 1.6 $10,875 $16,070 $26,946
Netherlands C 2.2 $14954  $16,070 $31,024
New Zealand A 3.6 $24,470 $16,070 $40,540
Norway A 3.6  $24,470 $16,070 $40,540
Peru E 1 $6,797  $16,070 $22,868
Poland D 1.6 $10,875 $16,070 $26,946
Russia C 2.2  $14954 $16,070 $31,024
South Africa C 2.2 $14954 $16,070 $31,024
Spain C 2.2  $14,954 $16,070 $31,024
Sweden C 2.2 $14,954 $16,070 $31,024
Ukraine D 1.6 $10,875 $16,070 $26,946
United Kingdom A 3.6 $24,470 $16,070 $40,540
United States A 3.6  $24,470 $16,070 $40,540
Uruguay D 1.6 $10,875 $16,070 $26,946

66.2 $449,971 $899,942
Base rate $6,797
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Appendix 3
Estimated Contribution Scale 2011/12
2011/12 Cat. Mult.  Variable  Fixed Total
Argentina A 3.6 $35198 $23,116 $58,314
Australia A 3.6 $35,198 $23,116 $58,314
Belgium D 1.6 $15644 $23,116 $38,760
Brazil D 1.6 $15644 $23,116 $38,760
Bulgaria E 1 $9,777  $23,116 $32,893
Chile C 2.2 $21510 $23,116 $44,626
China C 2.2 $21510 $23,116 $44,626
Ecuador E 1 $9,777  $23,116 $32,893
Finland D 1.6 $15,644 $23,116 $38,760
France A 3.6 $35198 $23,116 $58,314
Germany B 2.8 $27,376  $23,116 $50,492
India C 2.2 $21510 $23,116 $44,626
Italy B 2.8 $27,376  $23,116 $50,492
Japan A 3.6 $35198 $23,116 $58,314
Korea D 1.6 $15,644 $23,116 $38,760
Netherlands C 2.2 $21510 $23,116 $44,626
New Zealand A 3.6 $35198 $23,116 $58,314
Norway A 3.6 $35198 $23,116 $58,314
Peru E 1 $9,777  $23,116 $32,893
Poland D 1.6 $15,644 $23,116 $38,760
Russia C 2.2 $21,510 $23,116 $44,626
South Africa C 2.2 $21510 $23,116 $44,626
Spain C 2.2 $21510 $23,116 $44,626
Sweden C 2.2  $21510 $23,116 $44,626
Ukraine D 1.6 $15644 $23,116 $38,760
United Kingdom A 3.6 $35198 $23,116 $58,314
United States A 3.6 $35198 $23,116 $58,314
Uruguay D 1.6 $15,644 $23,116 $38,760
66.2 $647,250 $1,294,500
Base rate $9,777
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Appendix 4

Salary scale 2009/10
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Decision 5 (2009)

Appointment of the Executive Secretary
of the Antarctic Treaty Secretariat

The Representatives,

Recalling Article 3 of Measure 1 (2003) regarding the appointment of an Executive
Secretary to head the Secretariat of the Antarctic Treaty;

Recalling also Articles 4 and 5 of Decision 2 (2003) regarding the procedure for
the selection of the Executive Secretary;

Recalling Decision 2 (2007) on the re-appointment of Mr Johannes Huber as
Executive Secretary;

Decide:

1. to appoint Mr Manfred Reinke as Executive Secretary of the Secretariat
of the Antarctic Treaty for a term of four years, pursuant to the terms and
conditions set forth in the letter of the Chair of the 32" Antarctic Treaty