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Moderators: Ms. Christiane Roettger (UNEP-CMS), Dr. Navinder J Singh (Swedish 

University of Agricultural Sciences - International Consultant) 

The workshop was opened with welcoming speeches by Mr. Abdykalyk Rustamov, Deputy 

Director of the State Agency of Environment and Forestry, Ms Petra Hippman, BMZ, 

Germany and Ms. Melanie Virtue, CMS. 

Each of the participants introduced themself and expressed their expectations of the 

workshop. 

Agenda Item 1: Introduction and Meeting Objectives 

Christiane Roettger, CMS Secretariat, gave a presentation about the process leading up to the 

workshop since the listing of Ovis ammon on Appendix II of CMS in 2011. This had included 

a side event at the 10
th

 Conference of the Parties to CMS and a workshop on sustainable 

management of Central Asian game animals on the Isle of Vilm, Germany in March 2012. 

Ms. Roettger then introduced the agenda and explained the schedule and main items for 

discussion over the course of the workshop. 

Agenda Item 2: Conservation status and needs of argali 

Dr. Singh presented slides on the distribution of Argali, the population size by country, major 

threats and conservation status of the species in different countries on the basis of research 

results, as well as information obtained from the participants and the previous workshop in 

Vilm, Germany. Argali populations were scattered in Central Asia and their overall density 

was low. He also mentioned the fact that populations were heterogeneous in terms of 

composition of subspecies. 

Dr. Singh also presented the most common threats affecting populations. 

 Poaching 

 Habitat loss and degradation 

 Unsustainable hunting 

 Lack of monitoring and protection 

 Ineffective decision-making by the management 
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 Herding dogs 

 Competition with domestic livestock 

 Rangeland degradation through climate change 

 Disease transfer from livestock 

Workshop participants added more threats such as poverty as poverty of the local population 

led to uncontrollable hunting which reduced population numbers.  Alternative sources of 

income needed to be developed in collaboration with local hunters in order to reduce the 

pressure on the trophy resources. For Pakistan, there were problems in the border areas with 

India, but poaching was less of a problem there as argali populations were protected through a 

national park. 

Participants agreed that most threats were anthropogenic, but there were also biological 

threats, such as climate change and diseases, transmitted from livestock. It was suggested to 

treat man-made and biological threats separately. There was also discussion on the population 

size and distribution and some countries indicated that they would provide updated figures 

and data to the organizers. 

Agenda Item 3: Presentation of the draft Action Plan 

Dr. Singh gave a presentation about the objectives, content and structure of the draft action 

plan. After a general introduction and some additional background to the species (taxonomy, 

distribution, conservation status, threats, etc.), he explained that the Action Plan would consist 

of a table including the overall vision, goals, objectives and activities. Dr. Singh said that the 

Action Plan would be designed for a period of five years and he reiterated the need for regular 

monitoring and evaluation to assess progress in implementation of the activities. He then 

opened the floor for discussions and invited participants to provide additional information and 

comments on the both format and content. 

Mr. Tahir Rasheed (Pakistan) pointed out that the use of standardized methods was very 

important in the implementation of regional projects. It was therefore necessary to include the 

issue of capacity building in order for all countries to be able to apply the same approach in 

recording Argali numbers. Furthermore, an additional column should be added to the action 

plan matrix on quantitative and performance indicators, for example, that 70 per cent of the 

territory should be covered by the monitoring. 

Mr. Kai Wollscheid (CIC) noted the need to supplement the table with the estimated costs of 

the activities in order to show donors what was required to finance them. This was a difficult 

task, but could be a valuable exercise to mobilize financial support. 

Ms. Roettger explained that the Action Plan was intended as a working document on 

measures to be taken. Questions concerning the actual scientific information on populations, 

area of distribution, etc., would be subject to regular review. 
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Dr. Singh remarked that in the future progress of the action plan could be tracked on the table 

which would be updated by national coordinators (focal points) and discussed at subsequent 

meetings.  

Agenda Item 4: Argali is sustainably managed based on the best available data and 

research (Outcome 1) 

Dr. Singh gave a presentation about the monitoring requirements for determining Argali 

population numbers. Monitoring should be conducted taking into account spatial extent 

(country, region, etc.), indicators of habitat (rivers, streams, etc.), and temporal factors 

(season, month). Often, insufficient attention was paid to the confidence interval for 

monitoring; the confidence interval indicated how close the average data obtained were to 

reality. 

He introduced different methods of monitoring such as random sampling and systematic 

sampling (every 5 km e.g.). Sometimes this could be applied successfully in aerial surveys 

when areas to be covered were large. Convenience sampling could be applied when the access 

to the territory was easy. Stratified random sampling or the inhomogeneous random sampling 

was a method that allowed for sampling based on the probability of occurrence of Argali (e.g. 

in selected areas with suitable environmental conditions). 

Ms. Tatiana Yudina (Russia) asked for clarification regarding the techniques for 

extrapolation. 

Dr. Singh explained that those areas should be defined where argali expected to occur and this 

should be based on the characteristics of the surveyed area using GIS and habitat suitability 

models. After an examination of selected sites, the information about the site, which was used 

as a model as updated and newer observations were entered to improve the model. 

Mr. Rasheed pointed out that this was suitable for small sites, but that it remained unclear 

how to deal with large areas and especially those that were exposed to grazing and climate 

change. 

Dr. Singh mentioned that the scheme with possible areas of habitat should be constantly 

updated and new criteria entered after the on-site monitoring. The scheme could be 

complemented by additional parameters on grazing, poaching, etc. Selection of monitoring 

types for each country would depend on the terrain, the environment and other factors. Types 

of monitoring would also vary in scale, species, logistics, transport type (plane, vehicle). Dr. 

Singh cited the example of an experiment with the Saiga census in Russia where Saiga group 

sizes were estimated using photographs. In ranger-based monitoring, more animals were 

found near the roads, simply because the rangers allocated higher effort along the roads. 

People involved in counting often underestimated or overestimated the number of animals on 

the photo. It was important to determine how much effort was required for monitoring in 

terms of costs, manpower, time and logistics. 

Mr. Alexander Esipov (Uzbekistan) gave a presentation on the experiences with participatory 

monitoring of Saiga in Uzbekistan. Since 2006, the main method used for monitoring of Saiga 

had involved surveys of local residents. The challenge related to this method was to ensure 
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reliable sources of information, which often came from hunters and/or poachers. The 

advantage of the method was its low costs; it was a very cheap way to get information. 

Information was usually provided based on various monitoring methods used in the Saiga 

range states (aerial surveys, ground surveys on fixed routes, the use of remote sensing 

methods, radio collars, GPS-collars, and monitoring with local residents). 

When recording Saiga numbers in Uzbekistan the method of ground surveys along transects 

with local residents was being used: site selection, route trail on the ground. Recording was 

done on motorbikes. Often, the persons involved were former poachers. The recorded area is 

1,200 metres as the motorcyclist sees at each side about 600 metres. 150-200 Saiga antelopes 

were registered in Uzbekistan. Currently the fence constructed along the border between 

Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan might hinder the migration of saiga. 

Ms. Tatiana Yudina referred to the experience with using unmanned aircraft for counting 

ungulates in Russia. The results were obtained in the form of digital photos, and the method 

was a cheaper option than a pilot aerial survey. Tatiana suggested considering the option with 

unmanned aircraft. 

Mr. Alexander Esipov noted that 100 km was the maximum range this kind of aircraft could 

cover. In addition, there were disadvantages of using them and it was necessary to obtain 

special permits, especially when working near state borders. The cost of using the device was 

high, compared with the methods that were being used in Uzbekistan. Motorcyclists involved 

in monitoring were paid for each kilometre of the route (about $ 1 per km) plus gasoline, all 

other expenses were covered by the people participating in the surveys (repairs, etc.). It was 

therefore a very inexpensive method. The survey was controlled by recording tracks on GPS, 

which was not allowed to be switched off. 

Ms. Yudina confirmed that using unmanned aircraft had a shortcoming, the limited possibility 

of using it near international border areas (e.g. with Mongolia and the Caucasus). Also, the 

aircraft had not been used at high altitudes. 

Alexander Esipov said they had experience with the infra-red satellite imagery for Saiga with 

sensors in the collar in the winter period in Ustyurt. 

Askar Davletbakov (Kyrgyzstan) was interested, whether unmanned aircraft could be used at 

high altitudes. He presented the experience of monitoring Argali in northern Kyrgyzstan. 

Recording was done in December and January, when there was the largest accumulation of 

animals. Registration cards for the monitoring had been developed, as well as guidelines for 

recording. The one-off census had been conducted. There were eight groups of five-six people 

that were involved in the survey, including two-three specially trained persons who could 

distinguish the argali sex and age composition. According to the data, 16,800 head of Argali 

were recorded. This was a minimum, which had been registered in an area of 17,000 square 

km. Duplication was avoided and the density distribution was determined for Argali. The 

monitoring results were recorded in a GIS-based map. He stressed that a uniform 

methodology for recording Argali in countries with similar geographical conditions should be 

developed. 
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Munavvar Alidodov (Tajikistan) noted that in 2009, Tajikistan had been using a similar 

technique to count Argali. Participants also made further suggestions regarding the matrix of 

the Action Plan. 

Objective/Programme 1 

Kai Wollscheid suggested splitting the column ‘Responsibility’ in the table and adding 

another column called ‘Collaborators’ to clearly define responsibilities for the execution of 

activities.  This would make it more convenient to allocate liabilities between the 

stakeholders. 

Askar Davletbakov (Kyrgyzstan) suggested in the activity group ‘financial and technical 

support’ to clarify the issues of financial sources, i.e. the country’s contribution and support 

from donors. 

Dr. Singh suggested that the provision of financial support would be the responsibility of the 

countries especially as donor funding could not be considered sustainable.  

Alexander Berber (Kazakhstan) considered it necessary that countries should rely on their 

own strength which was more stable and reliable. If additional funding became available, then 

the amount of work could be increased. 

2. Discussion under this objective focused on the timing of the activities and whether it would 

be realistic to implement the programme within three years. Questions also arose about the 

timing and frequency of the monitoring over the course of the year. 

Mr Almaz (Kyrgyzstan) said that monitoring activities could be split into the spring-summer 

and autumn-winter periods. Dr. Singh mentioned the need to take into account the division of 

Argali herds, which during the rutting period stayed together, and at other times of the year 

the females separated from the males. 

Mr Berber explained that in the Kazakh hills and the lower part of the Tien Shan the 

monitoring was conducted in late October and then early November during the rut. Dr. Singh 

confirmed that the late autumn and early spring would be the best time to conduct the census 

if the conditions allowed. 

Ms Yondon (Mongolia) said that they did not have enough people to conduct the monitoring. 

Therefore, a simplified method with the involvement of local communities had been 

developed. She suggested using a variety of methods, depending on the goals and objectives. 

If the objective was just to define the distribution, then simpler methods could be applied. 

Tahir Rasheed (Pakistan) explained that in Pakistan the Argali arrived around March-April 

and left the country again in September, so recording was undertaken in June, and then again 

at the end of September. For Pakistan it was more important to register the offspring. In order 

to determine population trends, it was necessary to count the offspring every three-five years. 

Dr. Singh gave the example of Saiga, where often annual surveys were not needed, and that it 

might be more efficient to conduct surveys once every three-five years. It all depended on the 

purpose of monitoring. 
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Khadim Abbas (Pakistan) asked how to determine the sex of the offspring. Dr. Singh replied 

that in order to determine the sex of the lambs, they would have to be caught. 

Tatiana Yudina (Russia) mentioned the joint surveys with Mongolia in October-November. 

Once every three years spring and summer surveys were undertaken. Mr Singh highlighted 

the opportunities of joint monitoring also to promote eco-tourism and to attract donors to 

obtain more funding. 

There was agreement that developing a guide for monitoring, which could be used for all of 

the area would be helpful. 

It was also mentioned that the action plan would need support at the level of ministers, which 

might be achieved through developing a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU). The 

involvement of all Argali Range States and especially of China was considered essential. 

In order to better understand how much time was needed for implementation, it would be 

useful to assign clear responsibilities. 

3. Mr. Rasheed raised the question as to how the reliability of the data could be ensured. For 

example, in order to maintain hunting, data could be overestimated and there might be the 

need to have a neutral observer. Mr Singh mentioned that if the monitoring programme was 

sufficiently well developed, it would be possible to see the whole picture and detect biases 

and a possible overstatement of the data. 

Mr. Rasheed said that trophy hunting was allowed in Pakistan and that there were major 

problems because people from different provinces provided inflated figures about the 

population numbers in order to secure higher quotas for hunting. Dr. Singh mentioned that 

engaging an appraiser from the state or an independent consultant could be a solution to this 

problem. 

Mr. Wollscheid stressed the need to avoid delaying the decision-making process but to 

elaborate a uniform methodology based on international standards (IUCN, WWF) to certify 

the quality of the surveys conducted. The problem hereby would be however, that certifying 

organization would have to have some proof of the quality of the monitoring results in order 

to be able to give a certificate. 

Khadim Abbas (Pakistan) proposed to engage in the inventories of those organizations that 

did not benefit from hunting (NGOs, etc.) to avoid situations where a conflict of interest could 

occur.  

Tom de Meulenaar (CITES) suggested the use of comparative studies (peer reviews) to assess 

the quality of counting.  For example, the assessment of the populations of African Elephants 

was also conducted by the IUCN. 

Further discussion centred on the advantages and disadvantages of aerial surveys and ground 

observation and whether it would be possible to combine them and to collaborate with 

neighbouring countries. There would also have to be agreement among the countries on the 

collection and storage of the data, as well as on whether they wanted to share information 
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with others, and what kind of information would be shared and the form in which the 

information would be given (see also Agenda Item 11 below). 

Agenda Item 5: The habitat and connectivity of the argali range is restored and 

maintained (Outcome 2) 

5. Ms. Onon Yordon (Mongolia) gave a presentation on the protection of Argali in Mongolia 

and the national Argali conservation programme. The National Centre for the Protection of 

Nature, which had been involved in decisions related to environment protection over the last 

20 years and had developed the national programme for the protection of endangered species 

for 2006-2011. In Mongolia, there were 8,000 argali within an area of 24,000 km
2
. Currently, 

two NGOs and the Academy of Sciences were studying Argali on site and had a cross-border 

support on Argali monitoring with Russia, which started in 2003, in a joint project. Also the 

habitat of argali was monitored, the local authorities had developed the pasture management 

plan and included the issued of habitat conservation. The Government allocated the quota of 

50 head of argali annually. 

Ms. Yudina pointed out that despite the fact that the Argali was listed in Mongolia in the Red 

Book, the government did assign quotas for trophy hunting. She asked whether this was to 

motivate the local communities to protect the wild sheep population, or whether the situation 

had in fact become worse. 

Ms. Yondon explained that in Mongolia the Red Book was not a practical legislative 

instrument. The history of trophy hunting in Mongolia was that originally it was not intended 

to benefit the local communities, but it was now recognized that such hunting had to be 

profitable for residents, and appropriate steps were taken. 

Mr. Rasheed asked whether there was great competition for grazing and pastures between 

livestock and Argali and how the problem of traditional rights to use the pastures was being 

addressed. 

Ms. Yondon said that the pasture management in Mongolia was a major problem. The 

following year, the Parliament had to pass a law on the management of hunting, which would 

also address the issues of pastures and participation of local communities in the management 

of hunting and provide opportunities for them to benefit. 

Dr. Singh mentioned that the analysis to match grassland and livestock and wildlife showed 

that in many countries the pressure on the pastures had increased several times due to the fact 

that people were changing their lifestyle and were increasingly leading a sedentary life. The 

government wanted to improve the lives of people, and build hospitals and schools. People 

were living in the same place all year and grazed their cattle on the same ground. In summer, 

when they were still changing pastures, the grazing pressure was lower. One had to be careful 

with the use of the term “competition” since one needed to prove that the resources were 

limited for the animals to compete. 

Mr. Musayev asked whether the government in Mongolia allocated sufficient funds for the 

monitoring and how the revenue from the trophy hunting was distributed? 
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Ms. Yondon replied that monitoring was financed by donors, not by the State. Companies 

involved in the trophy hunting co-financed the Argali census once in 2001. 

Discussion arose around the objective to create a communication mechanism whereby Range 

States sharing argali populations would cooperate, share information and undertake joint 

monitoring and activities. 

Mr Davletbakov mentioned that it was agreed earlier that on the Argali website, currently 

maintained by CMS and GIZ, all information would be supplied for the exchange of data on 

the genetic status of populations of Argali. 

Mr Rasheed pointed out that mechanisms for the distribution of confiscated trophies between 

countries need to be established.  Mr. Wollscheid agreed, further requesting that the 

establishment of a legislative framework should be a separate programme objective and it 

should be removed from the section on communication. This suggestion was supported by 

other participants. It was further pointed out that there was a range of very different threats, 

not only long-standing and well-known ones such as poaching, overgrazing, etc., but also new 

and emerging threats such as climate change and mining. There was a need to find solutions 

about those problems as well. 

The day was concluded with a last presentation by Dr. Singh about the organization of moose 

hunting in Sweden. 

 

Day 2, 3 December 2012 

Agenda Item 6: Argali is sustainably used for the benefit and with support of local 

communities (Outcome 3) 

Mr. Tahir Rasheed (Pakistan) gave a presentation about community-based wildlife 

conservation in the Torghar region in Pakistan. He presented two case studies: the Torghar 

Conservation Programme on ungulate populations, which started in 1985, and the case of the 

Tooshi Community Game Reserve. In 1994, the Society for Torghar Environmental 

Protection (STEP) was established and since then it had obtained significant success in 

increasing the number of Markhors and Urials, which was now ten times higher than at the 

start of the initiative. 

The first foreign hunters harvested one markhor and four urial for a fee of US$6,500 per Urial 

and US$20,000 for the Markhor, which contributed to making the programme self-reliant. 

The conservation of Markhor and Urial through sustainable use was the first step to 

conserving the overall biodiversity of Torghar. Trophy hunting was not the goal of the STEP, 

but a means to fund the conservation programme. 

The local communities benefit from trophy hunting: Since 1986 the trophy harvest had 

generated a total income of US$2,712,800, of which US$ 486,400 was paid to the government 

of Balochistan. With joint support from UNDP, the Sustainable Use Specialist Group Central 

Asia (SUSG-CA), STEP had developed water tanks, wells, channels and storage dams. 
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SUSG-CA had trained ten veterinary and agriculture technicians. People in the communities 

now maintained fewer but healthier livestock. SUSG-CA/STEP had assisted with the 

development of agricultural fields and provided fruit and firewood sapling trees for orchards. 

STEP contributed to social improvements in Torghar, including health care and insurance for 

local communities, provision of alternative sources of income, women’s and children’s 

education, capacity building (vocational training) as well as the development of linkages with 

organizations.  

An Executive Committee had been established for the wildlife management and it consisted 

of local community representatives (two-thirds) and government officials, scientists and 

others. Each community annually selected its representative for the Committee. In addition, 

there were various other committees dealing with education, health issues, etc.  

The second case study was the Tooshi Community Game Reserve, which covered more than 

12 villages (area 20,000 ha). The Game Reserve was habitat for Snow Leopards, Markhor, 

Snow Partridge, Lynx, Wolves, etc. Trophy hunting had been conducted since 1987 and as a 

formally established programme since 1997. The governmentally coordinated trophy harvest 

started with a Markhor trophy fee of US$87,000, of which 80 per cent was spent on 

community infrastructure. The resource share formula was therefore 80:20.  

Lessons learnt: 

 Biodiversity conservation in Torghar and other Communicty Conservation Areas 

(CCAs) had more to do with managing the needs of people than the application of 

modern wildlife science. 

 Schaller (1977) estimated a range-wide population of 2,000 Suleiman Markhor. The 

population in Torghar was now the largest in the world. 

 The Sustainable Use paradigm had proven a successful means to conserve wildlife. 

Challenges ahead: 

 Equitable Distribution of Funds  

 Conflict of interests among the communities 

 Livestock-Wildlife competition  

 Provision of legal cover to the participatory paradigms  

 Alternative income generation 

 Capacity building of custodian communities in co-management approaches 

 Development of linkages 

Conclusion and Policy Recommendations 

 Framework for joint planning 
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 Legal coverage of CCAs 

 Reactivation and recognition of Indigenous Management Systems 

 Human Resource Development 

 Establishment of New Safety Nets for the Poor  

 Strengthening the cultural identity of indigenous peoples and local and mobile 

communities, in particular regarding natural resource management and conservation  

 Documenting and re-affirmation of  the cultural dimension of conservation 

 Clarifying and protecting the intellectual property rights of indigenous people / 

communities 

Khadim Abbas (Pakistan) pointed out that the government was not against decentralization of 

management. There were already 24 such self-managed hunting enterprises, and their number 

was growing. In some places, people reduced the number of livestock in order to generate 

more revenues from trophy hunting. 

Mr. Musayev needed clarification about the difficulties when the project started and whether 

there were also people that opposed trophy hunting and if so, who they were. 

Mr. Rasheed explained that there were many skeptical voices and opponents from different 

organizations. They believed that hunting of rare animals was unethical. Public authorities 

had some doubts, whether to give the permission or not. In fact, there were still opponents of 

trophy hunting, including in the leadership circles. Difficulties still existed, but the public and 

media were actively supporting this initiative. 

Participants discussed the different types of trophy hunting programmes including cases 

where the hunting was managed not by the local community, but by private companies and 

how local communities could become more involved in the process.  

Mr. Rasheed said that the SUSG-CA was not involved directly in the hunting, but assisted 

local communities in the distribution of revenues received from trophy hunts. The programme 

itself was completely implemented by the local community. The role of the SUSG-CA is only 

to serve as a link between the international organizations involved in the organization of 

hunting, and local residents. Local communities managed the hunt programmes themselves. 

Mr. Davletbakov asked about the provision of benefits to the traditional hunting for local 

hunters. Mr. Rashid agreed that in Pakistan, people traditionally hunted Markhor. CITES 

allocated for Pakistan a quota to hunt 12 animals per year. Negotiations on a quota and plans 

for the protection of animals were the responsibility of the Government. Then this quota was 

allocated internally. The price was the same for all, regardless of whether they were 

foreigners or local hunters. Very few people in Pakistan could afford to pay the amount set, 

but there were no plans to subsidize the local hunt. However, in other regions, the situation 

might be different. For example, in one district the hunting of ibex for local residents was 

cheaper. 
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Maxim Levitin (Kazakhstan) mentioned that the experience from Pakistan was well known in 

Kazakhstan. There was a great interest in the legal and technical mechanisms that allowed 

local communities to protect wildlife. He asked what rights the rangers had.  In Kazakhstan, 

for example, only the police had the right to detain poachers. 

Mr. Rasheed explained that there were rangers and observers from the community (90 

people), who monitored compliance with the law. Of course they should be educated and at 

least one training session per year should be provided. Nobody from the outside could be 

observer, only locals. 

The punishment for illegal hunting was a fine of 50,000 rupees. The property of the criminal 

could also be confiscated or the offender could be evicted from the community, which was a 

very severe punishment (this was a local control system). In serious cases the police became 

involved. But there were very strong local regulations, so within two years, only one or two 

violations occurred. 

Mr. Grigoryants (Uzbekistan) asked whether the current quota of 12 permits each year was 

actually too little as the population was 2,500 Markhor.  

Mr. Rasheed said that the quota was determined by supply and demand. Firstly, CITES issued 

the permits, and secondly, if the quota was higher, the price might decrease and thus the 

population could decline.  Other approaches were also used, such as ecotourism. Furthermore, 

the area concerned was very large area and could support a population of Markhors three 

times higher than it currently was. There were also good migration corridors, so Markhor 

could move into Afghanistan and elsewhere in the country. 

Other questions referred to the applicability of Pakistan’s approach to other countries and in 

how far the cultural and social identity in this approach of Pakistan was unique and what the 

main preconditions were that needed to be in place in order to be able to successfully replicate 

the approach in Central Asian countries. 

Mr. Rasheed said that there were many similarities in the countries of this region. The 

northern province of Pakistan, for example, had similar traditions and culture to Afghanistan 

and Tajikistan, and possibly other countries in Central Asia. So in principle, the approach was 

applicable to other countries as well. It was important to start a dialogue with the government 

about possibly decentralizing management with the participation of the population and 

different international organizations (IUCN, CMS, CITES and FAO) and NGOs. It was 

important to remember that the residents had built up their experience of using and conserving 

nature over many centuries and the key was to give them the opportunity to manage their 

resources on their own. It would be good to organize a meeting, and an excursion to Pakistan, 

so that participants could speak directly to the public authorities and all local stakeholders. 

When the programme started, everyone said it was impossible, but now it was a famous and 

very successful example and a model for other countries. 

 

 



 
 

 

        

-12- 

Agenda Item 7: International trade under CITES  

Tom De Meulenaar (CITES Secretariat) gave a presentation on the Convention. CITES had 

been established 40 years ago, with the purpose to ensure that wild fauna and flora were not 

exploited unsustainably, and it achieved this by regulating the international trade in 

endangered species. The Convention included nearly 35,000 species divided amongst three 

Appendices. 

Appendix I included species (655 animals and 298 plants), threatened with extinction, for 

which trade and commercial hunting were prohibited. Appendix II included species (4,399 

animals and 28,679 plants) that were not necessarily threatened with extinction, and so trade 

and commercial hunting were allowed under certain criteria. One species might be subject to 

different applications in different countries. For customs it was very difficult to distinguish 

sub-species.  

Each Party to the Convention provided an annual report of how much, when and where a 

species was exported, including those that were used for scientific purposes. 

The issue of sustainable use was very important for allocation of quotas. The Plant and 

Animal Committee considered different issues (according to Article 4 of the Convention) 

when making decisions on quotas and harvest measures. This might also include reducing the 

quota or suspending it. National quotas were published each year on the website of the 

Convention. 

Mr. Rasheed asked about the responsibility for the accuracy of data on populations and how 

to deal with countries that were not Party of the CITES. 

Mr. De Meulenaar explained that it was the responsibility of the countries themselves and 

their academic institutions to ensure the accuracy of the population assessments which were 

the basis for the quota setting. There was of course a risk that research organizations were 

influenced by the private sector. The only possibility to address such problems was to build 

capacity and the CITES Secretariat conducted training courses upon the request of the 

countries. Even countries that were not Parties to CITES used the mechanisms of the 

Convention. 

There had to be very serious justification to decide to transfer a species from Appendix II to 

Appendix I. There were 72 proposals from countries to up-list species at the forthcoming 16
th

 

Conference of the Parties (COP16) in March 2013in Bangkok. But listing a species in 

Appendix I meant that Parties had failed to manage this species sustainably. Appendix I only 

included endangered species, of which there were less than 5,000 individuals in the world and 

living in a small area, with an area of less than 5,000 square kilometres. 

Regarding confiscated species, if it was an Appendix II species, the confiscated material 

could re-enter commercial circulation. If it was an Appendix I species, the commercial use 

was not possible and samples could only be used for museums, zoos or for customs training 

but they could not be sold. African Elephants for example were listed on Appendix I. The 

Philippines seized 60 tons of ivory, but they could not use it. They had to keep it until there 

was a final decision of the CITES Parties what to do with it. This would also be discussed in 
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Bangkok at COP16 (March 2013). This applied not only to ivory, but also for the skins of 

Snow Leopards for instance. 

Katalin Kecse-Nagy (TRAFFIC) gave a presentation about the Eurasian Customs Union and 

its implications for wildlife trade. 

Ms. Katalin Kecse-Nagy provided information on TRAFFIC, which was the global wildlife 

trade monitoring network. Its focus areas included:  

 Flagship species – e.g. elephants, rhinos, tigers 

 Wild Animals as Food and Medicine 

 Wild Animals for Pets and Fashion 

 Timber 

 Medicinal and Aromatic Plants 

 Fisheries 

 Strategic monitoring 

TRAFFIC studied the mechanisms of CITES implication in the new conditions of the 

Customs Union in the CIS. There were the following issues: lack of CU legislation dealing 

with CITES trade; lack of coordination and information exchange at all levels of CITES 

implementation and enforcement; lack of internal trade monitoring; consequences of removal 

of border controls within the CU; reduced opportunities for control and enforcement at 

borders; possible circumvention of CITES export quotas and national (or EU) import 

restrictions as well as future enlargement of CU (inclusion of non-CITES Parties such as 

Tajikistan) 

Agenda Item 8: Appropriate institutional legal and policy framework is in place 

(Outcome 4) 

Mr. Musayev (Kyrgyzstan) gave a presentation about the new hunting legislation in 

Kyrgyzstan. 

In Kyrgyzstan every year ten Argali were harvested for scientific purposes, and 60 from 

hunting. The commercial trophy hunting was provided by private game companies. The State 

agency controlled the setting of quotas and conducted the monitoring. Internal monitoring 

was also undertaken by game enterprises. 

The income from hunting was distributed as follows: 20 per cent – local communities, 35 per 

cent – game enterprise, 30 per cent – State Game Department, 15 per cent – the national 

nature conservation fund, which used the funds to support the work of Protected Areas. 

Scientific shooting was free of charge according to the law and normally scientists went with 

them in the game reserve and took certain parts of the harvested sheep for analysis; the rest of 

the carcass was the trophy. The revenues partly went back to support scientific work.  



 
 

 

        

-14- 

The second reading of the hunting law would take place in Parliament on 7 December 2012. 

According to the new law, photos and video during the arrest of poachers were considered as 

proof. Hunting reserve grounds would be available for lease for 15 years and therefore the 

environmental planning should cover this time period. Previously, it was only possible to 

lease land for three to four years. The longer leasing period provided greater potential for 

long-term planning and investments. The law also proposed the labeling of permits and 

trophies. 

For areas that were not assigned to protected areas and game reserve users, hunting limits 

were not allocated and the quota was not issued. Hunting in these areas was managed by the 

State Game Department. Those were basically unprofitable areas and the intention was to 

assign them to their local communities. 

Mr. Rasheed queried how the local communities benefitted and whether they obtained rights 

to use the pastures. 

Mr. Musayev explained that there was compensation for the restriction of grazing and the loss 

of profit which was paid by the hunting reserve. People who arrested the poachers received a 

bonus of 30 per cent of the fine. Local residents were also employed in the hunting game 

business. 

The allocation of land for the establishment of new game enterprises was normally 

undertaken by the local administration. The estimate of the value of the territory was provided 

by the State agency and then there would be a contract with the hunting reserve to conduct 

conservation activities. The allocation of land was based on competition and the competition 

commission was composed of local communities, scientists, NGOs and State agencies. 

Mr. Rasheed asked why there were not two departments created, one for the protection of 

animals, and another one for the hunting. If the Game Department was engaged in the 

protection, there might be a conflict of interest. 

Mr. Musayev said that there was a policy with a general trend to transfer the functions of 

services to third parties, so-called outsourcing. Control and supervision would be conducted 

by State agencies, and hunting and other activities by community and private firms. 

Agenda Item 9: Transboundary cooperation of migratory species under CMS 

Ms. Roettger gave a presentation about available options for regional cooperation within the 

framework of the CMS. Following the presentation, participants discussed which 

organizations could play a leadership role in promoting Argali conservation issues and how 

the work could be coordinated. There was agreement that an MOU for the conservation of 

Argali would be beneficial as it was seen as an important tool for the species’ protection. 

There was however also discussion about how to ensure sustainable and effective 

implementation of the MOU and whether the instrument should be a legally-binding 

Agreement or a non-legally binding MOU. Participants agreed that national focal points 

should be assigned with clear tasks and responsibilities to ensure compliance even if a non-

legally binding MOU would be established. 
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Agenda Item 10: Technical coordination to implement the CMS Saiga MoU 

Mr. Alexander Esipov (Uzbekistan, Saiga Conservation Alliance) gave a presentation on the 

coordination and implementation of the Saiga MOU. 

The Saiga Conservation Alliance (SCA) worked as a charity registered in the UK. 

The SCA had been supported for three years from the INTAS (International Association for 

the promotion of cooperation with scientists from the Independent States of the former Soviet 

Union). Since then funding was unstable and reliant on donors. In 2011, the SCA and the 

Association for the Conservation of Biodiversity in Kazakhstan (ACBK) became official 

technical coordinators for the MOU and CMS provided some funding to stimulate 

coordination work, including the production of the newsletter (The Saiga News) and the 

setting-up of a website (the Saiga Resource Centre). Ideally, there would be mechanisms for 

sustainable financing from the range countries. 

A good option would also be to involve the Asian consumer countries. A trust fund, for 

example, could be established. This could be facilitated jointly by CMS and CITES, and 

CITES could play a major role in coordinating interaction with the consumer countries. 

For the SCA, there was a Supervisory Committee, which included two representatives from 

each area, elected for two years. Anyone could become a member of the Committee if 

nominated by the country coordinator. Organizations could also join as corporate members. 

The production, dissemination and distribution of information and the Saiga News were quite 

expensive and editing took three months. There is also a small grants programme which was 

very successful and effectively used, making it possible to do a considerable amount work 

with a small budget. 

Ms. Roettger mentioned that for the case of Argali, there were currently no suitable 

organizations that could take over the work that, the SCA was currently doing for the Saiga 

MOU. She asked participants for suggestions. Mr. Wollscheid mentioned that the Wildlife 

Initiative for Central Asia and the Caucasus (WICAC) had been started by FAO and 

supported by GIZ in 2006, with a focus on Central Asia and Caucasus and dealt with issues of 

wildlife management.  WICAC was an existing platform with the experience and knowledge 

necessary to implement the action plan on Argali. In addition, FAO had experience of 

working in the region. It also had a good reputation and representatives in each country of the 

region and could provide administrative and logistical support. CIC wanted to continue with 

this initiative. GIZ also expressed interest to continue supporting the initiative. 

Since Argali were a valuable species for hunters, it was essential also to involve the hunting 

sector and build capacity among them. CIC was a well-known and respected platform for 

hunters, and its ability to involve hunters in conservation, also financially, should be used. 

Participants agreed that the Argali network should consist of a group of scientists, local and 

international organizations and government agencies. State agencies played an important role 

and without them, progress would be very difficult. 
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Day 3, 4 December 2012 

Agenda Item 11: Future cooperation among the range states and Requirements for 

implementation 

The Argali network webpage would be mainly maintained by Lira Joldubaeva (GIZ), but 

there needed to be agreement as to how often and what kind of information should be shared 

through this website. 

Participants agreed that the most interesting information would concern the population 

numbers in border areas, the time of the census, methods used, the main factors affecting the 

dynamics of the populations, and the amendments in the legislation of the Range States. 

It would also be good to share information about threats to Argali in certain areas and the 

measures taken, including policies and laws. There should be information about Argali in 

general. 

There was discussion about the existing argali website and what kind of information should 

be shared via this platform and how often. Information regarding the monitoring reports from 

the different countries, the methods applied, legislation would be useful information to share. 

However, everybody should be able to decide themselves whether or not to share what kind of 

information. A great challenge would be to update the information on the site and to replenish 

the data regularly. There were suggestions to establish an additional page called "Friends of 

Argali" with a list of stakeholders that provided support. 

Participants agreed that the website was a useful tool and that once the Action Plan was 

signed, then it would be even more useful.  

In order to make sure that the information was regularly updated, appropriate mechanisms 

should be established to ensure participation of all stakeholders. Regarding the frequency of 

information exchange, one way would be a mailing list where members could share 

information and exchange news. The webpage should be resource for everybody interested in 

Argali, including not only students but also decision-makers. 

Ideally, the information on the website would be translated into the languages of all Range 

States, including Chinese and Mongolian. Ms. Starrost (GIZ) clarified that discussions were 

focusing on two different issues, namely knowledge management on the one hand and 

awareness raising and disseminating information on the other. The objective was to establish 

a tool to improve the management of regional knowledge and to ensure a sustainable flow of 

the information and constant communication between members, to promote using standard 

approaches and methods (i.e. for monitoring and data collection). This would require 

agreement on responsibilities and common approaches to standardize information. 

Mr. Davletbakov mentioned that all information available in the Range States should be 

published on the website. There could be different thematic categories. The frequency should 

be at least once every three months. Mr. Levitin stressed the need that information should be 

available for game reserve users and state territory managers. In Kazakhstan, protected areas 

cover only a small part of the Argali range as most of it was managed by game reserve users. 
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Mr. Davletbakov added that the game reserve users should also be encouraged to share their 

information. 

Others suggested that the website could make public issues in the region that single countries 

could not deal with due to various reasons. 

It might also be useful to have a forum as part of the website where members could place 

questions and discuss issues. 

The more people used the site, the more the general public would be informed as well. There 

should be a page with urgent information, for example with problems that need immediate 

solutions. Also, not all information should be available to the general public, and a section 

with private data was suggested. 

Some participants raised concern that information shared on the website might be used by 

poachers as well. After some discussion, there was agreement that everyone could decide for 

themselves the level of specification and detail of the data to be shared. 

The website could also become a useful tool to provide information and statistics at least of 

reported poaching cases. It would be very effective to gather information about poaching, 

trade and seizures, which was for example also published in the media of the area. It would 

however be essential that those reports were proven and confirmed. There was also concern 

regarding information on the cost of trophies. For example, when there were media reports 

about the value of falcon and that people paid US$50,000-100,000 for one individual, this 

could also stimulate interest among local residents engage in illegal hunting and trade. The 

values of the trophies should be referred to as seldom as possible. 

While there was agreement that a rather strict framework for the provision of information 

would not be needed but could be more flexible, and it was suggested that the site coordinator 

should be very proactive and remind members of the network to provide information. 

Information about poachers and detention should have maximum publicity. 

Country Coordinators should forward the information to the coordinator of the site as soon as 

they had something to report. Mr. Amgaalanbataar (Mongolia) pointed out that most 

information on Argali in Mongolia was only available in Mongolian. One opportunity would 

be to have country-specific information in national languages and the most relevant 

information could also be translated into English. 

Mr. Dimet stressed the importance of integrating the gathering and preparation of information 

for the website in everyday work. 

The Argali Working Group 

Most of the argali range states have submitted nominations of experts to participate and 

actively contribute to the further development of the argali action plan and its implementation. 

Official nominations were received from India, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Nepal, 

Russia, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan (see also Annex III). The remaining countries were 
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reminded to communicate the contact details of their argali focal points to the CMS 

Secretariat after the workshop. 

In order to establish coordination and communication, the following activities were discussed 

as the main tasks for the working group: maintenance of communication with the Range 

States, partners, stakeholders and CMS Secretariat (e.g via a website, newsletter, mailing list); 

support to the elaboration and updating of documents, such as the Action Plan and relevant 

reports; support the preparation of Range States meetings and technical meetings; 

contribution to fundraising and implementation of the conservation initiatives. 

During the final session of the meeting, Mr. Singh gave a presentation on the fundraising 

opportunities to support implementation of the actions. Participants then discussed follow-up 

activities and agreed on the following next steps and responsibilities:  

1) Completion of the action plan: CIC, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Mongolia, Tajikistan 

2) Website: Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan (Esipov), Kazakhstan (Levitin, page on trophy 

hunting), GIZ (Joldubaeva), Nepal, CMS 

3) Mailing List, contact information: CMS 

4) Fundraising to implement plan: CIC (trophy hunting could be a source of money, CIC 

could reach out to potential customers, who could contribute), Pakistan 

5) The next planning meeting: Pakistan 

Revenue derived from trophy hunting in the countries could also be used to finance 

coordination activities, meetings, etc. While there was general agreement that this would be a 

good option, participants also raised doubts about the feasibility as hunting revenues were 

rigidly managed by the government. CITES could support activities which were directly 

related to CITES, and help to attract donors. 

The meeting closed with a round of concluding statements from all participants. 
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Annex I 

Summary of the Working Groups 1 

In order to provide incentives and increase the motivation of rangers to arrest poachers, the 

entire amount of the fines should go to the management of the national park or the hunting 

company where the poacher was arrested. In the Soviet Union the territory manager or 

supervisor used to receive 37 per cent of the fine as a bonus. 

The system of remuneration for the inspectors should be revised and inspectors must also 

become a stronger social status, such as policemen. For example, insurance and protection 

against attacks that might occur from poachers when rangers did their work. 

In Mongolia, poaching was not a serious problem, the greatest threat was habitat loss. The law 

on wildlife in Mongolia changed last year and now there were certain territories assigned for 

hunting, and mechanisms for sharing the profits with local communities would be provided. 

There should be clearly defined areas and periods of hunting. 

In the Wakhan Corridor (Afghanistan), residents helped to hunt Marco Polo Sheep and 

assisted in smuggling them to Pakistan. Those people needed to be identified and involved in 

the protection of Argali, for instance through income from trophy hunting. 

In order to reduce threats from livestock grazing to Argali populations, compensation 

programmes could be set up for pastures given over to Argali. The current distribution and 

usage of the pasture should be reviewed accordingly. 

Regarding activities in cases of trans-boundary nature of populations, the example of 

Kazakhstan was cited where in the area of Khan Tengri peak about 1,000 head of Argali spent 

the winter, and migrated in the summer to Kyrgyzstan. If the census in Kazakhstan was done 

in the summer, it would only be 200 head, but in winter 1,200. It was necessary to avoid such 

biases in monitoring of population numbers in both countries.  

The establishment of a cross-border monitoring group was suggested in order to ensure 

accurate census of the whole Argali population on both sides of the border. 

Further suggestion to increase the involvement and support from local communities included 

the establishment of a small grants programme to give local communities the opportunity to 

develop alternative sources of income. 
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Annex II 

Summary of the Working Groups 2 

Protected areas in Kazakhstan were not created for the protection of a single species, but for 

the protection of biodiversity in general. Only one reserve prioritized Argali. The territory of 

some protected areas had been expanded to include the habitat of wild sheep and it would 

make sense to create special protected areas for wild sheep. 

There was a need to conduct the genetic analysis of populations. In Kazakhstan, areas of wild 

sheep were large, and there might be one subspecies, divided into geographical populations. 

O.collium, karelini, littledalei, sairensis – all were one sub-species. They did not differ 

authentically; there was only individual variability. It was important to be clear in order to 

understand whether a separate subspecies needed special attention. So far, in Kazakhstan, 

genetic analysis had not been conducted. The Argali was listed in the Red Book, and such 

work was only possible through special programmes approved by the Government. 

The genetic analysis should be included in the legal framework and policies for the protection 

of wild sheep. There was a need to create incentives for the protection of animals: 

conservation through sustainable use. 

In Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, rare and endangered animals were not regulated by the law on 

hunting because any type of use was prohibited. This needed to be amended in the law. 

Currently, only the Ministry could give permission to use Argali. 

However, Mongolia had good legislation on Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA). If 

economic activities were conducted within the habitat of Argali, companies had to develop an 

action plan for their protection. However, the law was often not enforced. Monitoring for 

compliance assessments was also not conducted. 

The legislation should stipulate that companies had to include the conservation of biodiversity 

in their management plans. 

 



 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

 

 

Convention on the Conservation of  

Migratory Species of Wild Animals  
 

Secretariat provided by the United Nations Environment Programme 

 

 
 

 

 

Annex III 

LIST OF DESIGNATED NATIONAL CONTACT POINTS 

 

Range States 

 
 

INDIA 

 

Mr. Pradeep Kumar 

Chief Wildlife Warden 

Government of Sikkim 

Forest, Environment and Wildlife  

Management Department 

Deorali, Gangtok.  

India 

Mobile: + 91 - 9434241099 

E-Mail: pradeepifs@gmail.com 

 

Mr. Tarun Kathula 

Project Officer 

Wildlife Division, Ministry of  

Environment and Forests 

5th Floor, Wildlife Wing, Paryavaran Bhawan, 

C.G.O Complex, Lodi Road,  

New Delhi, India 

Mobile: +91 - 9873369024 

E-Mail: targettarun@gmail.com 

 

 

KAZAKHSTAN 

 
Dr. Ryspek Baidavletov 
Institute of Zoology 
Ministry of Education and Science 
93, Al-Farabi, Almaty 
Republic of Kazakhstan 
E-mail: ryspek.b@mail.ru 

 

 

KYRGYZSTAN 

 
Mr. Musaev Almaz 
Deputy Director of Hunting Department  
State Agency on Environment Protection and 
Forestry of the Kyrgyz Republic 
Toktogul str. 228 
720001 Bishkek 
Tel: (+996 31) 2311507 
E-mail: envforest@elcat.kg 

 

 

 

MONGOLIA 
 
Ms. OnonYondon 
Ministry of Environment and Green 
Development 
P.O. Box UB 38-415 
2nd Building of Government 
United Nation’s Street 5/2 
Ulaanbaatar 15160 
Tel: (+976) 11311265 
E-mail: onon@mne.gov.mn 

 

 

NEPAL 

 
Mr. Uday Chandra Thakur 
Deputy Director General 
Depurtment of Livestock services 
Email: pipra_uday@yahoo.com  
Mobile: +977-9841-271269  
 
Dr. Dinesh Prasad Parajuli 
Programme Director 
Livestock Production Directorate 
Email: parajuli_dinesh@yahoo.com  
Mobile: +977-9841-295259 

 

 

RUSSIAN FEDERATON 
 
Ms. Tatjana Judina 
General Director 
Non-profit Partnership Organization 
«OHOTPROEKT» 
Tel.: +7(903)111 74 84 
E-mail: zoodin@mail.ru 
 
 

TAJIKISTAN 
 
Mr. Nurali Saidov  
Head of the State Enterprise of Natural 
Protected Areas of Committee of 
Environmental Protection (CEP) 
62, Drujba Narodov Str. 
734025 Dushanbe  



 

 

 

22 

Tajikistan 
Tel: (992)918 23 23 06 
E-mail: nsaidov70@yahoo.com; 
nurali_saidov@hotmail.com 
 
Mr. Alidustova Mavlyuda 
Mavlyuda- leading specialist of    
Tourism Department 
Committee of Environmental Protection  
Dushanbe, Tajikistan 
E-mail:bigara4848@mail.ru  
Tel: (992)935 60 81 04 
Fax :( 992 37)222 08 50 

UZBEKISTAN 
 
Mr. Aleksandr Grigoryants 
Acting Chief of the State Biological Control 
Inspectorate 
State Committee for Nature Protection  
ul. Abdulla Kadiry 5A 
700128 Tashkent 
Republic of Uzbekistan 
Tel: (+99871) 2157935 
E-Mail: a.grigor50@mail



 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

Annex IV 

Workshop 

TOWARDS TRANS-BOUNDARY COOPERATION FOR THE CONSERVATION OF ARGALI (OVIS AMMON) 

2-4 December 2012, Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan 

 

List of participants 
 

Country Name Position Institution Contact 

Mongolia 

Onon Yondon Wildlife specialist 

Environment and Nature 
resource Department Ministry of 
Environment and Green 
Development 

Tel.: 976-11-311659 
onon@wwf.mn 
onon@mne.gov.mn 

Sukh Amgalanbaatar 
Senior researcher 
Wildlife Biologist 

Institute of biology of MAS 
and Argali, Wildlife (Game) 
Research 
Center (NGO)  

POB: UB 14192, (20th branch box #466),  Mongolia  
argali_mon@yahoo.com 
Tel.: 99176580 

Uzbekistan 
Alexandr 
Grigoryants 

Deputy of Chief 
GOSBIOKONTROL, State 
Committee for Nature Protection 

a.grigor50@mail.ru 
Tel.: +99871-2157935 

Tajikistan 

Nurali Saidov 
CMS Scientific 
Councilor 
  

Director of State Enterprise of 
Protected Areas, Committee for 
Environment Protection 

62, Drujba Narodov Str, 734025 Dushanbe, 
Tajikistan  
nsaidov70@yahoo.com 
Tel.: 99237-222-07-97 

Munavvar Alidodov 
Head, 
Wildlife biologist 

NGO “Yoquti Darshay” 
Village Darshay, Jamoat Shitkharv, Ishkashim 
district, GBAO, Tajikistan, tung_72@mail.ru  
Tel. +992-93-5389183 

mailto:tung_72@mail.ru


 

 

 

 

 
   

 

Maskaev 
Abdulkadyrkhon  

Head of the 
Department for 
Forests, Flora and 
Fauna 

Committee for Environment 
Protection  

street Shamsi 5/1, 734034 Dushanbe, Tajikistan  
Tel.: +992 935/049540 
Kodir61@mail.ru 

Afghanistan 
 
 
 

Muhibullah Fazli 

Secretary of 
Afghanistan 
Wildlife Executive 
Committee 

Natural Heritage Protection 
Division  
National Environmental 
Protection Agency/NEPA 
 

fazli_mohib2011@yahoo.com 
Tel.: +93774191826 

Zalmai Moheb  Survey biologist 
Widlife Conservation Society, 
Afganistan  

Qalah Fatullah Madina, Bazzar right hand street, 
No. 01 in lef 
Afghanistan  
Tel.: +93 799/170773 
mohebzalmai@yahoo.com 

Pakistan 

Khadim Abbas Ali 
Nawaz 

 
 

 

Syed Mahmood 
Nadir 

Inspector General 
of Forests 

 
Ministry of Climate Change 
 

LG & RD Complex  
G 5/2 
Islamabad Pakistan 
+92 51 924 55 89 
+92 51 924 55 90 
mnasirn@yahoo.com 

Nepal 
Dinesh Prasad 
Parajuli 

Head of the 
Directorate 

Directorate of Livestock 
Production 
harihar Bhawan, Lalitpur,  

parajuli_dinesh@yahoo.com  
Te.: +977-9841-295259 

Russia Tatiana Yudina General Director 
Non-profit partnership 
organization "OHOTPROEKT" 

Tel.: +7(903)111 74 84 
zoodin@mail.ru 

mailto:fazli_mohib2011@yahoo.comTel.:%20+93774191826
mailto:fazli_mohib2011@yahoo.comTel.:%20+93774191826
mailto:fazli_mohib2011@yahoo.comTel.:%20+93774191826
mailto:fazli_mohib2011@yahoo.comTel.:%20+93774191826
mailto:mnasirn@yahoo.com


 

 

 

 

 
   

 

Kazakhstan 

Ryspek Baidavletov 
CMS Focal Point 
Bukhara deer 
MOU 

Kazakh National Academy of 
Sciences Institute of Zoology 

ryspek.b@mail.ru 
Tel.: +7 7012 26 22 74 

Alexander Berber 

Head of the 
territorial 
department 
Karagandy oblast 

Committee for Forestry and 
Hunting 

Territorial department Karagandy oblast of 
Committee for Forestry and Hunting 

India Tarun Kathula Project Officer 

Wildlife Division, Ministry of 
Environment and Forests 

     

Ministry of Environment and Forests 
5th Floor, Wildlife Wing, Paryavaran Bhawan, 
C.G.O Complex, Lodi Road, New Delhi PIN: 
110003targettarun@gmail.com 
+91-9873369024 

Kyrgyzstan 

Rustamov Abdykalyk  
Alibekovich  Deputy Director 

State Agency on Environmental 
Protection and Forestry (SAEPF)  

Toktogulova 228 , 720040 Bishkek 
Tel.:+996 312/353527 

Musakanov Omurbek 
Asankulovich  Chief specialist SAEPF 

Toktogulova 228, 720040 Bishkek 
Tel.:+996 312/353527 

Musaev Almaz 
Mustafaevich  Deputy Director  Hunting Department  of SAEPF 

Isanova 87, 720040 Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan  
almazhunt@rambler.ru 
Tel.: +996 312/311507 

Emel’yanova 
Nadezhda Sergeevna  Head of sector  Hunting Department of SAEPF 

Isanova 87, 720040 Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan  
hunting@elcat.kg 
Tel.: +996 312/311507 

Davletbakov Askar 
Temirbekovich  Senior researcher  

Biology and soil Institute of 
Academy of Sciences of Kyrgyz 
Republic 

260 Chui Prospekt, Bischkek, Kyrgyzstan  
Tel.: +996 312/324622 
askar_davl@rambler.ru 

Lira Joldubaeva GIZ Expert for 
servicing the web 

Free lance expert 
l.joldubaeva@caiag.kg 
Tel.: +996 555812959 

mailto:l.joldubaeva@caiag.kg


 

 

 

 

 
   

 

site of the Argali 
network 

Other    
 

 

Consultant Navinder Singh Consultant 

Assistant Professor | 
Department of Wildlife, Fish, and 
Environmental Studies 
 

Faculty of Forest Sciences | Swedish University of 
Agricultural Sciences 
SE-901 83 Umea, Sweden | O: +46 (0)90 786 8538 
| M: +46 (0)70 676 0103 | 
email: navinder.singh@slu.se  

CITES Tom de Meulenaar 
Scientific Support 
Officer 

CITES Secretariat 

International Environment House/Maison 
Internationale de l’Environnement,  11-13, Chemin 
des Anémones  
1219 Châtelaine, Genève, SWITZERLAND 
Tel: + 41 (0) 22 917 8131 
Fax: + 41 (0) 22 797 3417 
Email: tom.de-meulenaer@cites.org 
Web site: http://www.cites.org  

CMS 

Christiane Roettger 
Regional Officer 
for Central Asia 

UNEP/CMS Secretariat 
 

UN Campus Hermann-Ehlers-Strasse 10, 53113 
Bonn, Germany    
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2425; Fax: (+49 228) 815 2449; 
www.cms.int  
 croettger@cms.int 

Melanie Virtue 

UNEP/CMS  
Agreements 
Officer   

 

UNEP/CMS Secretariat 

 

UN Campus Hermann-Ehlers-Strasse 10, 53113 
Bonn, Germany    
Tel.: (+49 228) 815 2425; Fax: (+49 228) 815 2449; 
www.cms.int  
mvirtue@cms.int 

mailto:navinder.singh@slu.se
mailto:tom.de-meulenaer@cites.org
http://www.cites.org/
http://www.cms.int/
http://www.cms.int/


 

 

 

 

 
   

 

Sustainable 
Use Specialist 
Group-Central 
Asia 

Tahir Rasheed 
 
Wildlife biologist 

CEO for the SUSG-CAsia 

BRSP House 5-A Saryab, Road Quetta.  
Office: +92 81 2451551 
Mobile +92 333 7901885 
Skype: tahir_rasheed20 
 tahir_rasheed20@yahoo.com 

CIC 

Kai Wollscheid Representative 
International Council for Game 
and Wildlife Conservation 

International Council for Game and Wildlife 
Conservation 
CIC Headquarters, H-2092 Budakeszi, P.O. Box 82, 
Hungary 
Phone: +36 23 45 38 30,  Fax: +36 23 45 38 32 
K.Wollscheid@gmail.com 

SCA 
Sasha Esipov 

Senior 
Researcher 

Institute of Zoology of the 
Uzbekistan Academy of Sciences 

esipov@xnet.uz 

FFI 

Alexander Dimet 

Head of the 
Eurasia 
Programme 
 

Fauna & Flora International   
  
 

Fauna & Flora International, Jupiter House (4th 
Floor) 
Station Road, Cambridge UK, CB1 2JD 
Direct: +44 (0)1223 579485 
Mobile: +44 (0)7865 622046 
Skype:  alex.diment 
www.fauna-flora.org 

Aigul Zhusupbaeva 
Coordinator in 
Kyrgyzstan 

Fauna & Flora International    

TRAFFIC 
Ms Katalin Kecse-
Nagy 

Senior 
Programme 
Officer 
 

TRAFFIC Europe - Central Eastern 
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