CONVENTION ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ENDANGERED SPECIES (CITES)

By the Natural Resources Management Programme of the Thailand Environment Institute

CASE STUDY 1 * THAILAND’S EXPERIENCE WITH CITES

This chapter focuses on the experience of Thailand with CITES. It analyses in particular the extent to which trade sanctions have induced Thailand to  formulate domestic legislation to comply with CITES. The effectiveness of these legislation in curbing illegal trade in CITES listed species is also analysed. In addition, the study discusses the steps necessary to reduce illegal trade in endangered species in Thailand, concentrating in particular on the role of increased financing and capacity building.

(1) HIGHLIGHTS OF TRADE IN ENDANGERED SPECIES IN

THAILAND

Background

The location of Thailand, extending across two major bio-geographical subregions, has provided the country with rich wildlife resources. Thailand contains 8 percent of the world's known plant species, 10 percent of the world's bird species, 5 percent of the world's reptile species and 3 percent of the world's amphibian species, while Thai waters contains 10 percent of the total fish species worldwide (OEPP, 1996; Gray, Piprell and Graham, 1994).

Table 13 Total Number of Species Found in Thailand &

Number of Endangered Species

	
	PLANTS


	MAMMALS


	BIRDS


	REPTILES


	AMPHIBIANS


	FRESH

WATER

FISH



	Total No. of

Species


	15,000
	284
	915
	313
	107
	552

	Total No. Of

Endangered

Species


	68
	26
	34
	9
	0
	13




Sources: OEPP 1996, World Conservation Monitoring Centre, 1992 and Gray, Piprell and Graham, 1994.

Considering the relevance of trade in endangered species in Thailand, this country was an original member of CITES and signed the convention as early as 1973. However, ratification of the agreement took 10 years, and CITES officially came into effect in Thailand only in April 1983. Unfortunately, trade in wildlife has remained an important source of income for the country, and continues in many species despite Thailand being a member of CITES. CITES has a membership of 143 nations which are party to the Convention.

Comment: why unfortunately - only if trade is unsustainable or illegal.

While trade in wildlife is far less important than trade in products such as textiles or electronics, it is nonetheless of significant economic importance to the country. Over the years, demand for wildlife has put significant pressure on Thailand's rich wildlife resource, as a result of which a number of species of plants and animals are stated to have been traded unsustainably. According to internationally accepted estimates, 140 identified species (about evenly divided between plants and animals) are presently considered threatened (WCMC 1992). Although the international market is a major source of demand for CITES listed species in Thailand, the demand from the domestic market exacerbates problems associated with compliance. Because endangered species are a rarety, they often form a collector's item and command a high price. This factor increases the prices of such products and further encourages their supply in some cases, illegally. The domestic and international demand for endangered species is for a variety of uses.

In the case of flowers, pets, tusks and carved ivory, in particular, it has been found that ornamental use of these products acts as a status symbol, both within and outside the country. Their use as traditional Asian medicines is a source of demand for endangered species resulting in the trade of tiger, bear and reptile parts. In these products, Thailand is a net exporter. As food too, some endangered animals are considered delicacies resulting in the heavy cross border trade with Laos, Korea and Myanmar in heads and paws of Asian bears, and other trade in exotic and high value animals. Another source of trade (both exports and imports) is in the apparel sector where clothes and other fashion goods made from crocodile and some species of snakes, are high value products with a substantial demand. Export of wildlife for purpose of research is also responsible for a small share trade in protected species.

Extent of Trade in Endangered Plants and Animals

Estimating levels and patterns of trade in protected wildlife is difficult, not only because of the reportedly large illegal trade, which goes undocumented, but also because Thai records of CITES listed trade has often been sketchy and incomplete, especially during the period before 1992. Trade data presented here are based primarily on figures given in the annual trade reports submitted by Thailand to the CITES Secretariat, supported by information from annual reports of other nations which cited Thailand as a source of wildlife, and from independent research reports on Thailand's wildlife trade.

Plants

Thai trade in plant-life is largely centered around export of orchids, both whole plants and cut flowers. Orchids account for over 99% of all CITES-listed plant exports, also making Thailand the world's largest orchid exporter. Overall, orchid trade has been rising, and in 1994, for instance, accounted for close to US$35million, rising dramatically from US$8million in 1986 (Luxmoore, 1989 & Alpha Research, 1992, 1993, 1995). Artificially propagated specimens are increasingly produced in Thailand andare responsible for majority of the exports of protected plants, as trade in these products are not subject to the same restrictions as plants found in their natural habitat. This provision has permitted for a booming of commercial flower cultivation in Thailand. However, the number of wild specimens legally exported from Thailand is still significant. In 1992, for instance, Thailand approved the export of close to 430,000 plants of species listed under CITES (Department of Agriculture, 1993). Thailand also has a very large domestic market for orchids, and protected wild species are allegedly sold in central Bangkok, Thailand's largest concentration of

domestic trade of protected species. In international trade, the actual extent of wild orchid smuggling is unknown, but it is believed to be widespread, with Thailand also acting as a funneling point through which neighboring nations export their orchids (Luxmoore 1989 and Department of Agriculture, 1996). The two primary import markets for Thai orchids are Japan, which accounts for nearly half of Thai orchid exports, and the United States, which buys roughly 15- 20% of it (Handley 1992a and Department of Agriculture 1993-1996).Collectively the EU is also an important market for buyer of orchids, accounting for 20-25% of total exports, with Germany, France and the Netherlands being the primary European purchasers. South Korea, Taiwan, and Canada have also been some important markets for orchids (ibid).

In the case of orchids, a Thai government report to UNCED alleged that implementation of CITES implied losses of millions of dollars annually in orchid trade. The report argued that CITES, by prohibiting trade in wild orchids but allowing trade in artificially propagated orchids, encouraged other countries to cultivate this plant for commercial purposes while providing protection from outside competition. This has been disputed by the CITES secretariat, which holds that while Thai exporters may have incurred losses in the short term, restrictions on trade in wild orchids has contributed to the development of Thailand's artificial propagation industry, which is significantly more profitable in the long run.

Overall, the effects of trade measures between parties is difficult to judge. For instance, very significant price increases for many types of orchids during the 1980s can, to a large extent, be attributed to restrictions on trade in wild orchids. Thus, increased value added of artificially propagated orchids made up for reduced quantity in exports of wild orchids. But a subsequent declines in prices of orchids in the 1990s were a result of market saturation. This seems to suggest that CITES restrictions are no longer inhibiting orchid trade. In addition several other efforts have been made to regulate trade in orchids: 

1. There are efforts made by the Plants Management Authority to regulate the

market;

2. confiscations made on export;

3.4. fines imposed on irregularities by exporters;

4.5. the existence of a national nursery registration system;

5.6. the existence of a reference collection of live orchids at the Management

Authority Office in Bangkok to check exports;

6. that all exports are checked by the Management Authority at their office;

7. that Management Authority staff in 1997 (and also in July 1993 for six

months) has been sent to Kew 9. Gardens in the United Kingdom for training;

80. in 1994 the Management Authority published a special identification guide

for wild versus artificially propagated Pahiopedilum;

9. a special poster has been prepared for the identification of the Appendix I

Dendrobium.

10. Also there is an intention to ban trade in all wild orchids from Thailand.

Since the end of the “ban” reporting requirements are well met for plants.

Animals

Thailand also has been very active in the import, export, and re-export of animals. Trade in snake and crocodile skins, and apparel have dominated this sector, accounting for 99% of Thailand's recorded trade in CITES-listed animals (Luxmoore 1989, Department of Agriculture 1993-1996 and RFD 1993-1996). Small amounts of serum from protected reptiles are also exported for their medicinal use in making anti-venoms; however, this amount is insignificant in terms of overall reptile trade. During the 1990s, the bulk of the trade in unprocessed snake skins was exported to other developing nations, principally Mexico, although some industrialized nations, such as the US, also purchased whole skins as well. Most manufactured products made from snake skin went to industrialized countries such as Japan, the US, and the EU nations, principally France and Italy, and to other Asian nations, such as Hong Kong (RFD 1993-1996). Thailand has registered captive crocodile breeding programs for the Siamese crocodile, Crocodylus siamensis, and the Salt-water crocodile, Crocodylus porosus, both of which are listed in CITES Appendix I (Jenkins and Broad 1994). Crocodiles listed on Appendix I, but which have been bred in captivity at CITESregistered farms are treated as Appendix II-listed species in terms of the trade restrictions applied to them (Luxmoore 1992), thus, allowing for commercial exports of these species from Thailand.

Most of the crocodile skins and crocodile-derived exports, however, are from Caiman crocodiles, Caiman crocodilus, listed in Appendix II of CITES, which are obtained primarily from Columbia and Venezuela, or from Singapore which acts as an entrepot for wildlife trade. Minor trade has also occurred in Chinese and Mississippi alligators and other crocodile species, although not for commercial purposes. The provisions of Article III of the Convention specify that specimens of Appendix-I species may not be imported for primarily comemrcial purposes. However, nothing is said about the purpose of the export. Thailand has also had a history of trade in other reptile species, including monitor lizards. Between 1983 and 1987, Thailand had an official reservation with CITES for the Clouded Monitor, which is listed in CITES Appendix I. By taking a reservation on a species, Thailand was to be treated as a non-party to CITES with respect to the designated species, and was legally entitled to trade this species with non-parties and with other members who had reservations for this species. Which, in the case of the Clouded Monitor lizard, was only Japan. Reptile trade also included the Water Monitor, Varanus salvator, listed in Appendix III of CITES, and reportedly in the Yellow Monitor, Varanus flavescens an Appendix I species not native to Thailand (Luxmoore 1989). Trade records from the 1980s show that there was much inconsistency between reported trade involving Thailand for these species (Jenkins and Broad 1994). Since the retraction of Thailand's reservation on the Clouded Monitor, reported trade in these species has declined to zero. Illicit trade in monitor lizards still continues, and cross-border trade, in particular, is widely observable; however, mass commercial trade in these species probably no longer occurs. 
Thailand's trade in protected birds has been one of the more noted aspects of Thai  wildlife trade. It is also one of the few major areas of CITES-listed wildlife trade, outside of border-trade with its land-linked neighbors, in which Thailand is a net importer of specimens. However, exports of these birds are very prevalent in Thailand, and are considered extremely lucrative. For example, the export of zebra doves is estimated to earn close to US$4million annually (Corrigan 1992). Thailand's recorded annual exports of protected birds, which totalled in the thousands during the mid- 1980s, has, however, dropped significantly since. Legally recorded Thai imports of CITES-listed birds range from a few hundred per year to over 2,000 in 1995 (RFD 1996). The major suppliers are the Netherlands and the Philippines. In both cases, the majority of the birds were listed as being bred in captivity and in general were sold either for purely commercial terms or for captive breeding programs in Thailand. Illicit trade of protected birds within Thailand and across borders is expected to be common, and protected species can be found for sale at some border and provincial markets as well as within Bangkok's Chatuchak weekend market (Srikosamatara et al 1992, TRAFFIC 1993, and personal observation 1997).

Thailand has also traded whole specimens or parts of several species of CITES listed mammals with other Asian countries, including, inter alia, Tiger, Asian Sun Bear, Malaysian Black Bear, Rhinoceros, rare birds and tortoises (see for example, Srikosamatara et al 1992 and TRAFFIC 1993). In addition, the country has also been a supplier and conduit for primate trade, sought after by private collectors, as well as research institutions in the West. In the case of Asian elephants, despite a long-standing legal protection, illicit trade is still common in Thailand. Illegal import of Asian elephant also occurs via Thailand's neighbours, sometimes for use in the logging industry. While significant in terms of species conservation, in economic terms legitimate ivory trade is less important. Even in the boom year of 1988, revenues from ivory exports amounted to less than US$ 10,000 (Alpha Research 1992). Although all ivory trade must be registered by law, illegal export of elephant ivory is still common, and several shops catering to tourists offer carvings of both Asian and African elephant ivory, without any documentation.

(2) ROLE OF TRADE SANCTIONS IN ENFORCEMENT OF

CITIES IN THAILAND

Background toTrade Sanctions

Although a member of CITES since 1983, Thailand had no legislation in place to enforce CITES requirements, prior to 1992. The existing laws governing the collection/capture and trade of wildlife in Thailand were the Plant Act (1975) (also sometimes referred to as the Seed Act) and the Wild Animals Reservation and Protection Act (WARPA 1960, as amended in 1972). This legal structure provided protection only for species listed in these acts, and the lists did not conform to those of the CITES Appendices. Furthermore, under WARPA, even the protection provided to listed animals was limited to restricting the hunting of designated animals and offering protection for animals in wildlife sanctuaries and national parks. Limitations on some trade were occasionally put in place, in certain types of reptiles, orchids (TCGE 1992), and primates (TDR1 1987) for instance, when they became particularly objectionable to the international community; however, such actions were rare, inconsistent, and lacking a solid, transparent legal framework. Therefore, effectively, the local laws had little connection with CITES provisions and their enforcement. In addition, the Thai authorities in charge of implementing CITES had no legal backing to do so. 
After Thailand ignored several warnings from the COPs and Standing Committees about its performance in the trade of endangered species, the Secretariat and the Standing Committee of CITES urged Parties to immediately take all possible measures to prohibit trade with Thailand in any specimens of species included in the CITES Appendices (TRAFFIC 1991). The recommendation was made and remained in effect for a year. In response to the threat of elimination of all endangered wildlife trade, which would have cost Thailand tens of millions of dollars in orchids and snake-skins alone, Thailand passed new versions of both the Plant Act and WARPA in early 1992.

The new version of WARPA restricted all trade in wildlife except for that from captive- breeding programs, and the new Plant Act stated that the import and export of conserved plants are limited only to those receiving a permit to do so. The new legislation also increased the maximum fines and jail terms for illegal wildlife trade. The new legislation also provided for a legal backing to the authorities in charge of implementing CITES. In addition, as of 1992, all CITESlisted species are protected under Thai law. Alongside, an effort was also made to train the staff manning transit points outside of Bangkok. As a result of these actions, the threat of trade sanctions by CITES member Parties was withdrawn.

Impact of the New Legislation on Compliance with CITES

The impact of the new legislation has been favourable in some cases. Various types of endangered pythons, which dominated Thailand's exports in the 1980s, continue to be exported, but at levels much lower than in the previous decade. This reduction in exports of the endangered reptiles has been attributed to the fact that officials have ceased granting hunting permits for protected species of snakes (Luxmoore 1989). Thus allowing Thai exporters of snake skins and snake skin products only to clear their stocks to permit better supervision of the snake products export industry. A similar reduction in the illegal trade of some varieties of endangered orchids has also been reported.

Unfortunately, changes in domestic legislation have been insufficient in minimizing endangered wildlife trade in many species. For instance, studies of wildlife trade across the Thai-Laos border conducted one year before and one year after the new legislation was put in place demonstrate that cross-border trade in much of protected wildlife continued unabated (Srikosamatara et al 1992, TRAFFIC 1993). Reports of illegal wildlife from Cambodia, Myanmar, and Malaysia also indicate that these trade routes continue to exist (TRAFFIC 1993, Department of Agriculture personal transmission 1996). In addition, large shipments containing dozens of protected birds, reptiles, and mammals seized at Bangkok's port facility in 1996 indicate that despite Thailand's efforts and the enforcement of CITES, the country still remains a transit center for international shipments.

A number of LOOPHOLES have been found by illegal traders which have inhibited the effectiveness of the legal structure attempting to uphold CITES provisions. For one, the new law which required that owners of wildlife register their possessions, and bans any new acquisition of protected species, has not been very effective. Any individual can keep up to two specimens of any protected wildlife provided they were acquired prior to 1992. Traders have taken  advantage of this loophole, registering the animals under the names of relatives and friends. Ineffective monitoring has contributed to the problem. Another loophole which has abetted illegal trade in endangered species is that a large amount of cross-breeding and cloning of species makes it difficult even for trained authorities to identify and distinguish between different types of orchids. In addition, the fact that trade can be legal for certain artificially propagated plants but illegal for wild plants of the same species, has left the door open for smugglers, who can pass wild collected orchids off as cultivated flowers. In view of the fact that many cultivated varieties of orchids can take up to 10 years to bloom, considerations of short term profit make it even more attractive to poach wild orchids Thus, despite the success of artificial propagation and captive breeding programs, which have made possible the legal commercial trade of species

endangered in the wild, there continues to be black markets for wild specimens, which can be passed off as legal. While it is not possible to estimate any reliable sale figures, the existence of black markets seem to indicate that private marginal benefit of risking is far higher than that of marginal cost, including the probability of being caught. 
As with orchids, protected reptiles raised under breeding programs can be exported legally. It is widely believed, however, that much of the recognized and documented trade in such animals may actually be illegal, with specimens obtained in contravention of CITES regulations. 

Many of the imported Caiman crocodiles and/or skins have also been shown to be illegally traded (Luxmoore 1989). As they are listed in Appendix II, import permits by Thai authorities are not required, only export permits from the country of origin. A study from 1989 stated that most of the imports of Caiman crocodile skins into Thailand in the 1980s were from Columbia and Venezuela, neither of which had issued export permits to Thailand (ibid). More recent figures, however, show that imports were accompanied with proper export certificates from Columbia and other exporting nations (WCMC, personal communication 1997 and RFD 1993-1996). However, speculation still exist as to whether the certificates are genuine and legal (Jenkins and Broad 1994). Similarly, loopholes have been found with the provision that exports of CITES Appendix I-listed species are permitted for research and captive breeding programs. By claiming to be for research or for zoos, traders have obtained CITES protected wildlife species from Thailand and have sold them on the

lucrative export market. One publication from 1990 documented that Thai animal dealers have been known to ship endangered wildlife directly to zoos in Poland. In Poland they are accepted on credit, quarantined and then reshipped to buyers in western countries with new certificates of origin stating that the species were bred in captivity (The Nation 1990).

International trade in endangered species has also been circumvented by bringing consumers into Thailand instead of shipping the animals out. Korean nationals for instance have come on organized trips which include meals of bear paws offered by restaurants in Thailand (Srikosamatara et al 1992). 
Corrective Steps Required to Improve Compliance

Perhaps the most important factor in the continuation of wildlife trade is the lack of adequate enforcement. Despite articles in the new 1992 wildlife legislation which raised the maximum potential fines and jail terms from US$ 200 and/or six months in prison, to US$ 1,600 and/or four years imprisonment, the penalty has been kept minimal, which is insufficient to deter traffickers. A report from 1990 noted that a gibbon could fetch a price of up to US$ 16,000 on the international market, or 80 times the maximum financial penalty. Since the changes in the laws in 1992, the differential has dropped to only 10 times the maximum financial penalty, but remains an inadequate incentive for compliance.

The staff responsible for implementing CITES too, has been insufficient in number, under-trained, and lacking the necessary technical and financial support, much of the staff lacks the necessary expertise to correctly identify protected species, especially at border-crossings (Thitiprasert and Jesdapipat 1997).

Inadequate funding has been another major shortcoming in the implementation process. For the first several years after joining CITES, the staff did not even have an adequate budget for essential equipment such as computers for keeping track of wildlife permits and transfers. As a result, annual reports detailing CITES trade in Thailand were incomplete, inaccurate, and sometimes were not submitted at all.

A reorganisation of institutions involved in improving compliance with CITES is also necessary. For example, both the enforcing authorities of CITES and customs officials have legal authority to enforce customs laws relating to border trade in endangered species. However, while the latter are empowered to detain any suspects, officers of the Department of Agriculture, Department of Fisheries and RFD do not have such authority. Improving the co-ordination between all the concerned agencies would be much more effective in improving monitoring. On account of the thriving cross border trade with nations such as Cambodia, Laos and Myanmar, there is also a need for capacity building towards increased border patrols and inspections of border markets. Problems with implementing this include lax enforcement by the Thai authorities in charge of the wildlife protection laws in the border regions (TDRI 1987, Luxmoore 1989, The Nation 1990, Bangkok Post 29 July, 1996). Equally important is the ineffective enforcement of trade regulations on the other side, which permits a very low or no marginal cost in carrying out illegal trade. There is thus a clear need for more financial assistance towards capacity building to improve the monitoring infrastructure as well as database available to the government in order to formulate effective mechanisms for compliance, both within Thailand and among its neighbours.. Such capacity building activities require both technical assistance and finances to do so. 
Financial concerns also affect captive farming efforts in the country since the cost of captive farming has been shouldered entirely by private breeders without government assistance. High costs of such cultivation may have acted as an  incentive towards illegal trade in Thailand, especially considering the longgestation period of captive breeding in some species of wild orchids. An establishment of a trust fund may be useful for the private investment for encouraging sustainable captive farming. One positive development in Thailand is cooperation between non-governmental organizations and the Thai CITES management authorities. Recently, for instance, a program was announced whereby the Thai authorities and NGOs are

cooperating to mark off the wildlife section of the local weekend market, to post information regarding illegal wildlife trade, and to man a permanent information booth regarding the sale of wildlife (Anaseeda 1997). Such programs may be of substantial service to understaffed wildlife protection authorities.

There certainly is a potential constructive role that local, as well as international, NGOs can play in strengthening the implementation of CITES in Thailand. The database available with a number of NGOs, for example, is valuable, and could be used in understanding the nature of illegal trade and in making strategies for increased compliance with CITES. NGOs can also be brought into closer participation in assisting with effective monitoring at the grassroot level. To make them effective in these tasks, NGOs and their network would have to be trained and funded adequately. According to the government sources, however, financial support from the Secretariat has been unreliable, and sporadic, even though there is a provision for transfer of funds. So far, Thailand has funded its activities out of its own coffer and with donations from international sources such as DANCED. The amount of budget often varies, depending on the type and nature of activities being proposed and the policy of funding agencies, as well as competition from other demands. In order to truly curtail wide-spread illegal trade in endangered species, however, a much larger budget for increased manpower and training would be needed, a prospect unlikely for Thailand, and many of CITES developing nations membership. Unless this shortcoming of the present set up is altered reliably, countries such as Thailand will continue to encounter serious problems with enforcement of CITES

(3) SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

While Thailand has been party to CITES since 1973, it ratified the MEA only ten years later. This was perhaps the first indicator of the difficulties associated with stopping trade in endangered species in a developing country with a rich biodiversity which was in demand in international and domestic markets.

That Thailand did not have an adequate legal infrastructure to enforce this MEA in the initial years perhaps exacerbated the extent of illegal trade in endangered species in the country. In many cases, the trade, both in the domestic market as well as internationally, was blatant, not receiving sanction on account of the lucrative nature of the transactions. Overall, however, the main problems were the fact that domestic law relating to wildlife preservation were different from CITES requirements, and no additional input was undertaken in the legislation to include the provisions of this MEA into domestic law. In addition, CITES enforcement authorities were also not backed by the law to reduce trade in CITES listed species either in the domestic market, or in the thriving international trade for these products. Considering the extent of illegal trade in CITES listed species, a threat of trade sanctions from member Parties of the MEA was imposed on Thailand in 1991.

Considering the importance of legal trade in animals and plants here, Thailand undertook a massive operation to improve the legislation associated with trade in endangered species. Existing laws now included CITES listed species, and enforcement authorities were provided with a legal backing to carry out their designated tasks. In addition, the country carried out a capacity building exercise to improve the monitoring abilities of the authorities working at transit points outside Bangkok. Thus, the threat of trade sanctions was effective in the expanding of domestic laws to incorporate the provisions of CITES. 
In some cases, the new legislation helped reduce the extent of illegal trade in endangered species. However, for the majority of products, any decline in trade has been market dictated, and not on account of CITES provisions, asithe case of wild orchids., A number of loopholes in the existing provisions have helped in the continuing trade in endangered species. For example, the provision that captive breeding of endangered species is permitted for trade whereas those from their natural habitat are not, has led to considerable trade in orchids in particular.

Since it is difficult for even experts to distinguish between a plant grown through captive breeding, and one from its natural habitat, enforcement of trade in the latter has been elusive. The long gestation period of captive cultivation in some species of orchids, and the relatively low cost of poaching, has further abetted illegal trade in the protected varieties of orchids.

To close in the loopholes associated with the present legislation, it is first necessary to increase the penalty associated with illegal traffic in endangered species. So far, the marginal benefit of poaching and illegal trade is much higher than the marginal cost of being caught and of paying a penalty. Furthermore, lack of specific and adequate funding for enforcement of domestic regulations relating to trade in endangered species needs to be addressed to improve compliance with CITES. More effective data collection on the part of local CITES authorities would help in discerning the major problem species and geographic regions which need to be prioritised. In this respect, greater coordination with customs officials and grassroots and international level NGOs would be effective. In addition, greater emphasis needs to be laid on training of border personnel to improve their performance in tracking down illegal trade. Here too, greater capacity building efforts are necessary. Overall, the Thai experience shows that the threat of trade sanctions by CITES Parties has been effective in ensuring the formation of stringent laws to enable compliance with the MEA. However, in order to truly contain widespread illegal trade in endangered species, the budget available for training and enforcement would have to increase substantially. So far, the lack of prospects of increased availability of finances in a nation with many competing needs, has reduced the possibility of further compliance with CITES. Only if adequate capacity building and financial assistance is provided to the country, either from the CITES secretariat or from international aid agencies can the effectiveness of the monitoring mechanism be rendered more efficient. In the future, thus, positive measures to complement the trade provisions in CITES are likely to be most effective in ensuring compliance.
