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Background 
 
This paper reports on the outcomes of the work of the open-ended intersessional contact group on protected 
areas regarding Part (b) of the terms of reference for the group.  Part (b) charged the group with the 
following task: 
 

To consider further ways that the CEP might most effectively develop advice on proposed and revised 
management plans for specially protected areas and the means by which they could be monitored. 
 (CEP II Report Para 80 (b)) 

 
The outcome of the work on parts (a) and (c) of the terms of reference are reported in separate working 
papers. Twenty-two contact points registered their interest in participating in the work of the contact group.  
New Zealand coordinated this process with contributions on part (b) of the TOR received from Argentina, 
Australia, Chile, France, Germany, Italy, Norway, United Kingdom, USA and IUCN.   
 
The paper includes, for the consideration of the CEP, draft guidelines for CEP consideration of new 
and revised draft management plans for protected areas as well as a discussion of the issues that the 
contact group discussed during the course of its work.  
 
 
Discussion 
 
The contact group considered a number of issues through the development of this paper which are 
summarised below. 
 
Ways to develop advice 
 
The terms of reference part (b) tasked the open-ended intersessional contact group with considering further 
ways in which the CEP might most effectively develop advice on proposed and revised management plans 
for specially protected areas and the means by which they could be monitored.   
 
There was general agreement from contact points that the most suitable way to provide the CEP with the 
basis for its advice was through the open-ended intersessional contact group process.   



 

  2 

However different views were expressed on whether a contact group should be established that would 
consider all draft plans that came before the CEP or whether contact groups should be established on an as 
needed basis for each new or revised draft plan.   
 
Some contact points noted the importance of the CEP building up a core of expertise that could effectively 
consider draft plans, while others noted that different plans would require different expertise and be of 
varying degrees of interest to Parties e.g. depending on the location of the proposed SPA.   
 
There was agreement from contact points that any intersessional open-ended contact group(s) would be 
most appropriately established under Rule 9 of the Rules of Procedures for the CEP.  Any contact group 
would also need to operate according to the guidelines established for such groups at CEP I (refer paragraph 
9 of the final report). 
 
No further suggestions on how the CEP might develop advice were put forward from contact points.  
 
 
Monitoring of plans 
 
The contact group did not directly address the issue of how plans might be monitored.  It would seem that 
monitoring of plans is a separate process from developing and providing advice on draft plans.  The CEP 
may wish to consider how best to address this issue in light of the work of this contact group and in 
particular consider what the monitoring requirements there are and how best these might be achieved. 
 
 
Open ended intersessional contact group functions 
 
There was agreement that the function of any open-ended intersessional contact group(s) established would 
be to provide the CEP with the basis for its advice to the ATCM on draft plans.  Another function suggested 
by some contact points was the provision of advice to the proponent of a draft plan.  A number of contact 
points noted procedural issues associated with a contact group providing comments directly to the 
proponent, while others noted the importance of the proponent being central to the process.  If it is assumed 
that the proponent will partake in the deliberations of the group (and this is most likely), then the proponent 
will in fact be informed and advised about any concerns or issues that surface with respect to the draft plan 
and will in effect receive this “advice”, although not formally.  This is a key point that the CEP may wish to 
consider further. 
 
Contact points agreed that it will be useful for any contact group to consider the content, clarity, consistency 
and likely effectiveness of draft plans.  Another suggestion was that the contact group could examine the 
relevance of protecting the proposed area and should take into account any relevant guidance and 
overarching strategies developed by the CEP.  This aspect has been included in the draft guidelines, 
however the CEP may wish to further consider this issue further. 
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Coordinator  
 
While it was recognised that the coordinator of any contact group would be appointed by the CEP there was 
a difference of views on whether or not the coordinator should be the proponent of the draft plan.  Some 
contact points noted that the coordinator should be independent in relation to the draft plan while others felt 
that the proponent would actually be the best person to coordinate the contact group as they have the proper 
knowledge and interest.  As drafted the guidelines allow for the CEP to determine who will coordinate the 
group on a case by case basis.  The CEP may wish to consider this point further. 
 
 
Process for CEP consideration of draft plans 
 
The process for provision of advice on draft management plans for protected areas is illustrated in the 
flowchart below.   
 
A process for CEP consideration of draft plans was suggested by some contact points whereby draft 
management plans for protected areas are provided to the CEP Chair before the CEP meeting (CEP N) 
ahead of the meeting at which the plan would be formally tabled (CEP N+1).  This allows 13 months for the 
process to be completed for each plan as follows: 
 
• receipt of the plan by the CEP Chair before the CEP meeting;  
• formation of a contact group at that meeting; 
• consideration of the plan intersessionally by a contact group; 
• provision of the contact group’s report to the CEP; and  
• consideration of the report by the CEP and development of its advice on the draft plan to the ATCM.   
 
This is the process followed in the draft guidelines set out below which provide flexibility for the CEP to 
establish intersessional contact groups, as it considers appropriate, for draft plans received by the CEP 
Chair.  The CEP may decide to establish one group to consider all plans received in any year or to establish 
more than one group.  The draft guidelines also allow the CEP to appoint a coordinator, as it considers 
appropriate, for the plan(s) received.  The specific terms of reference for each group would also be 
confirmed at the CEP meeting.  
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Draft Guidelines for CEP Consideration of New and Revised Draft Management Plans for Protected 
Areas 
 
1. Draft management plans (new or revised) shall be provided by the proponent to the CEP Chair at 

least one month prior to the CEP meeting (CEP N) in advance of the CEP meeting (CEP N+1) at 
which the proponent expects to formally table the draft plan. 

 
2. The CEP Chair shall immediately notify designated CEP contact points of the receipt of the draft 

plan. 
 
3. At its meeting, the CEP shall establish, in accordance with Rule 9 of its Rules of Procedure, an 

intersessional contact group to consider the draft plan and provide the CEP with the basis for its 
advice to the ATCM.  A coordinator for the group shall also be appointed by the CEP.   

 
4. If the CEP Chair receives more than one draft plan, the CEP, shall at its meeting, decide whether to 

establish more than one group i.e. whether or not the same group will consider all draft plans 
received. 

 
5. The group shall operate in accordance with the guidelines noted in paragraph 9 of the report of CEP 

I.  
 
6. The CEP Chair shall provide the draft plan to the coordinator immediately following the CEP 

meeting at which the group is established. The coordinator shall circulate the draft plan to all 
representatives in the group. 

 
7. In considering the draft plan, the group shall examine the content, clarity, consistency and likely 

effectiveness of the plan and should take into account the Guide to the Preparation of Management 
Plans for Antarctic Specially Protected Areas (Resolution 2(1998)). The group should also examine 
the relevance of protecting the proposed area.  

 
8. The outcome of the group’s deliberations, including any recommendations, shall be reported to the 

next CEP meeting by the coordinator. 
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Process for provision of advice on draft management plans for protected areas 
(NB: Dotted lines are routes provided for in the Protocol but as yet unused) 
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