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Executive Summary
The author has prepared the following report for the assistance of the Interpol Environmental
Security Sub-Directorate owing to anomalies in the evidence in the public domain with
regard to the illegal trade in great apes from the Republic of Guinea (Guinea), other African
countries and the Syrian Arab Republic (Syria) to the People’s Republic of China (‘China’)
since 2007. In particular, whilst Guinea has been sanctioned by the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora ('CITES') for exporting
great apes using fraudulent CITES export permits and whilst Interpol has made interventions
against some of the dealers in Africa, the evidence available shows that this illegal trade was
and presumably still is being instigated at the Chinese end of the supply chain. This is not
anti-Chinese xenophobia but rather the inescapable conclusion reached from an objective
analysis of the available evidence with a 'fresh pair of eyes'.
The CITES Secretariat has confirmed that China’s imports from Guinea of 104 endangered
chimpanzees, 10 critically endangered Western Gorillas and 10 vulnerable classified
Mandrills over the period from 2007 to 2011 were all in contravention of the CITES
Convention and therefore in breach of International Law. Whilst Guinea has subsequently
been punished by CITES for these crimes (via a recommendation to all other CITES Parties
that they suspend all commercial trade in CITES listed species with Guinea until further
notice) no such action has been taken against China where the orders requiring these illegal
activities originated.
In addition to the above, the trade statistics show that as further great ape imports into China
from Guinea became noticed and focused upon from late 2011 onwards, China then simply
started importing great apes from Syria and the Republic of Chad (Chad), again using the
same ’captive-bred’ scam that had been used for its great ape imports from Guinea. For the
avoidance of doubt the CITES Secretariat is on record as confirming that there are no
legitimate, officially recognised great ape breeding facilities on the African continent that
could have exported the purportedly captive bred great apes that China is on record as
having imported from Africa since 2007.
Put simply, China’s great ape imports from Guinea from 2007 to 2011 have been officially
declared to have been in breach of International Law and yet the instigators of those crimes
continued to place similar illegal orders elsewhere whilst Guinea was being investigated and
punished. All remain in their posts, perfectly able and almost certainly continuing to place
similar illegal orders at the time of writing in early 2015.
Further, the evidence presented by the CITES Secretariat itself could usefully be
investigated. Evidence presented herein suggests that many of China’s illegal great ape
imports from Guinea took place after a meeting between Guinean and Chinese CITES
Management Authority officials in March 2010. At that meeting the two countries agreed
‘certain document control measures’ between them and it was only after agreement of those
document control measures that the majority of China’s recorded illegal great ape imports
from Guinea in 2010 actually took place. Significantly, the previous head of Guinea’s CITES
Management Authority appears to be evidenced as stating that a representative of the
CITES Secretariat was in attendance at that meeting. It is recommended that this be verified
and the exact contents of that meeting be established.
In addition the CITES Secretariat’s mission team that was sent to Guinea in September 2011
confirmed on record that the CITES Secretariat had received copies of the fraudulent
Guinean great ape export permits from the Chinese CITES Management Authority.
Bizarrely, however, those export permits were not then supplied by the CITES Secretariat to
the analyst who they subsequently instructed to scrutinise the CITES permits apparently

3

issued by Guinea’s CITES Management Authority. This makes no sense whatsoever and,
again, warrants further investigation.
The CITES Secretariat’s failure to properly implement the CITES Convention in response to
its finding that China’s great ape imports from Guinea were in contravention of the
Convention is also highly questionable. Similarly, no legal reasonableness test in any
jurisdiction would find that the Chinese CITES Management Authority had done anywhere
near enough to dispense with its obligations under the CITES Convention in terms of
verifying the fraudulent Guinean export permits or ‘captive-bred’ source codes on those
permits.
As evidenced at Appendix 1 of this report, writing about the Guinean officials following their
September 2011 mission to Guinea, the CITES Secretariat’s mission team stated that:
Turning to the illegal trade from Guinea, particularly involving chimpanzees,
this has occurred at such significant levels, over such a long period of time,
that the team finds it hard to reach any other conclusion but that there has
been:





gross incompetence on the part of officials;
corruption of officials;
collusion on the part of officials with the criminals responsible
for the illegal trade; or
a combination of the above.

Having conducted a thorough and objective legal analysis of the evidence currently available
in the public domain it is the author’s conclusion that the mission team’s findings above
would not be out of place if extended to not just include the Guinean officials involved in this
trade but also the Chinese and CITES Secretariat officials involved too. Accordingly, it is the
author’s recommendation that INTERPOL’s Environmental Security Sub-Directorate kindly
carry out the checks and investigations recommended throughout this report.
1. An overview of exports of CITES listed species from Guinea to China from 1975 to
2006
Over the entire period from when its records first began back in 1975 up to and including
2006, the trade database of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora ('CITES') has no record of any trade whatsoever in CITES listed
species between China and Guinea other than:




Guinea's export of 10 birds to China in 1989;
Guinea's export of 10 birds to China in 2000; and
Guinea's export of 3 comparatively large sea horse shipments to China between 2004
and 2005.

2. April 2006 - CITES 'Alert number 22' issued
On 29 September 2000 the CITES Secretariat published Notification to the Parties No.
2000/058 advising that:
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In order to increase the efficiency of its information distribution, the Secretariat
will shortly begin to publish Alerts. These documents will contain illicit trade
intelligence obtained through analyses of data supplied to the Secretariat.2
The Secretariat went on to explain that:
The Alerts will not be published on the CITES website but will be sent solely to
CITES Management Authorities, ICPO-Interpol, the World Customs Organization
and those enforcement agencies with whom the Secretariat has formal
agreements for the exchange of information.3
In April 2006 the CITES Secretariat issued 'Alert number 22' which, the Secretariat
subsequently advised publicly:
(…) described invalid permits that had allegedly been issued by the CITES
Management Authority of Guinea and which were used to facilitate illicit trade,
particularly involving live birds.4
3. China's CITES listed imports from Guinea in 2007
Having only ever been recorded as importing seahorses and 20 birds from Guinea under the
provisions of CITES previously, following the Chinese CITES Management Authority's
receipt of CITES Alert number 22 in 2006 (notifying China that Guinea was issuing invalid
CITES permits that were being used to facilitate illicit wildlife trade) China was then recorded
as importing from Guinea, in 2007 alone:


2 live endangered5 Chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) who were stated to have been bred
in captivity and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



10 live Putty-nosed Monkeys (Cercopithecus nictitans) who were taken from the wild and
exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



6 live Grivet monkeys (Chlorocebus aethiops) who were taken from the wild and
exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



10 live Mantled Guereza (Colobus guereza) old world monkeys who were taken from the
wild and exported to China for 'commercial' purposes;



8 live Patas Monkeys (Erythrocebus patas) who were taken from the wild and exported to
China for 'zoo' purposes;



150 wild African Rock Python (Python sebae) skins that were exported to China for
'commercial' purposes; and



10 wild Royal Python (Python regius) skins that were exported to China for 'commercial'
purposes.

2
3
4
5

http://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/notif/2000/058.shtml
Id.
http://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/notif/2007/E014.pdf
Oates, J.F. et. al. 2008. Pan troglodytes. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version
2014.3. <www.iucnredlist.org>. Downloaded on 29 November 2014.
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4. CITES Notification to the Parties No. 2007/014 published on 12 April 2007
On 12 April 2007 the CITES Secretariat published Notification to the Parties No. 2007/014
advising CITES Parties that, further to Alert number 22:
'It appears that illicit trade [from Guinea] using such [invalid] documents is
continuing. [As a result] Parties are reminded to carefully check that the correct
information regarding the office designated to issue CITES documents
authorizing trade from Guinea is contained in box 6 of any permit or certificate
that is presented. Details of the only office authorized to issue permits and
certificates, as well as the corresponding information found on the invalid forms,
are contained in Alert No. 22.
If a permit or certificate specifies any other office, it should be rejected. Any
specimens presented for import, or found in transit, that are accompanied by
such a document should be seized.
In case of doubt, Parties are encouraged to seek confirmation from the CITES
Management Authority of Guinea. Any suspect CITES documents apparently
originating from Guinea should be reported to the Secretariat'.6
5. China's CITES listed imports from Guinea in 2008
It is not clear from the evidence available in the public domain whether China's recorded
imports from Guinea in 2007, as set out above, occurred primarily before or after Notification
to the Parties No. 2007/014 was published. What is known is that, despite having hardly ever
traded in CITES listed species with Guinea before and despite the CITES Secretariat's
purported concerns in Alert number 22 (in April 2006) and Notification to the Parties No.
2007/014 (in April 2007), China went on to be recorded as importing from Guinea in 2008:


Another 8 live endangered Chimpanzees who were again stated to have been bred in
captivity and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



12 live endangered7 West African Red Colobus (Piliocolobus badius) old world monkeys
who were taken from the wild and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



6 live vulnerable8 West African Manatees (Trichechus senegalensis) who were taken
from the wild and exported to China for 'commercial' purposes;



A massive shipment of 222 live Guenon (Cercopithecus spp.) old world monkeys who
were taken from the wild and exported to China for 'commercial' purposes;



12 live Mona Monkeys (Cercopithecus mona) who were taken from the wild and exported
to China for 'zoo' purposes;



A further 12 live Putty-nosed Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to
China for 'zoo' purposes;

6 Id.
7 Oates, J.F., Struhsaker, T., McGraw, S., Galat-Luong, A., Galat, G. & Ting, T. 2008. Procolobus
badius. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2014.3. <www.iucnredlist.org>.
Downloaded on 29 November 2014.
8 Powell, J. & Kouadio, A. 2008. Trichechus senegalensis. The IUCN Red List of Threatened
Species. Version 2014.3. <www.iucnredlist.org>. Downloaded on 29 November 2014.
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An additional 70 live Mantled Guereza old world monkeys who were taken from the wild
and exported to China for 'commercial' purposes (as reported by Guinea - China only
reported importing 32 for 'zoo' purposes but it is the 70 that show on the CITES Gross
Import and Export reports);



A further 30 live Patas Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to China for
'commercial' purposes;



20 live Spotted-necked otters (Hydrictis maculicollis) who were taken from the wild and
exported to China for 'commercial' purposes;



20 live giant tortoises (Geochelone spp.) who were taken from the wild and exported to
China for 'commercial' purposes;



650 live Orange-cheeked Waxbill birds (Estrilda melpoda) who were taken from the wild
and exported to China for 'commercial' purposes;



50 live African Rock Pythons who were taken from the wild and exported to China for
'commercial' purposes;



50 wild African Rock Python skins that were exported to China for 'commercial' purposes;
and



50 other wild python (Python spp.) skins that were exported to China for 'commercial'
purposes.

6. China's CITES listed imports from Guinea in 2009
The 14th Conference of the Parties to CITES in the Hague in 2007 and the 57th and 58th
meetings of the CITES Standing Committee in Geneva in 2008 and 2009 respectively all had
'Great apes' on their agendas but, despite being aware that Guinea was issuing invalid
permits, judging from the documents available on the CITES website at the time of writing in
early 2015, it appears that none of those meetings considered China's questionable
recorded imports of endangered Chimpanzees from Guinea in 2007 and 2008. The CITES
Secretariat did publish an additional 6 page internal Alert to CITES Parties in September
2008 'on combating the illicit trade in great apes'9 but, despite this, China was subsequently
officially recorded as importing from Guinea in 2009:


29 more live endangered Chimpanzees who were again stated to have been bred in
captivity and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



2 live endangered10 pygmy hippopotami (Hexaprotodon liberiensis) who were taken
from the wild and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



20 live vulnerable11 Diana Monkeys (Cercopithecus diana) who were taken from the wild
and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;

9 http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/58/E58-32.pdf
10 Lewison, R. & Oliver, W. (IUCN SSC Hippo Specialist Subgroup) 2008. Choeropsis liberiensis. The
IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2014.3. <www.iucnredlist.org>. Downloaded on 30
November 2014.
11 Oates, J.F., Gippoliti, S. & Groves, C.P. 2008. Cercopithecus diana. The IUCN Red List of
Threatened Species. Version 2014.3. <www.iucnredlist.org>. Downloaded on 30 November 2014.
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28 live De Brazza's Monkeys (Cercopithecus neglectus) who were taken from the wild
and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



16 live Grey-cheeked Mangabey (Cercocebus albigena) old world monkeys who were
taken from the wild and exported to China for 'commercial purposes';



27 additional live Mantled Guereza old world monkeys who were taken from the wild and
exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



20 more live Patas Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to China for
'zoo' purposes;



20 additional live Mona monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to China for
'zoo' purposes; and



10 more live Grivet monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to China for
'zoo' purposes;

7. Meeting in March 2010 and China's CITES listed imports from Guinea in 2010
A translation of a meeting hosted by China's CITES Management Authority on 24 September
2014, that was forwarded to the author in October 2014, has a representative of China's
'Endangered Species Import & Export Management Office' (within China's CITES
Management Authority) named Zhou Zhihua on record as stating that:
Gorillas, or the great apes look funny (…) So inevitably, there are some legal
export and import of those animals by the zoos. A few years ago, China imported
some of them from Guinea and other African countries. During that time, the
Guinean government issued several export permits (…) They were all labeled
captive breeding. When confirming those permits, we also have some doubts.
So during the 15th conference of all the parties in 2010, we communicated with
the representatives of the Guinean government face to face.
The existence of this meeting, between the Chinese and Guinean CITES Management
Authorities at the 15th Conference of the Parties to CITES in Doha, Qatar in March 2010
(CoP15), is also confirmed in a letter from the previous head of Guinea's CITES
Management Authority, Mr Ansoumane Doumboya. A copy of Mr Doumboya's letter, that he
sent to the CITES Secretary General following a report of a 2011 CITES mission to Guinea,
appears at Appendix 2 of this report. A translation of that letter has Mr Doumboya confirming
that:
I also met Chinese CITES officials face to face at the CoP 15 in Doha in the
presence of a member of the General Secretariat for the issues of fraud and
tampering of great apes; the bottom we have adopted certain document control
measures between Guinea and China.
Whilst neither of the two aforementioned translated sources of evidence are perfect they do
independently corroborate one another suggesting that, on a balance of probabilities, it is
more likely than not that representatives of the Chinese and Guinean CITES Management
Authorities did indeed meet in person at CITES CoP15 in Doha in March 2010 to discuss the
trade in great apes from Guinea to China.
In addition to the above, it seems from Mr Doumboya's account, that a member of the CITES
Secretariat was also in attendance at the 2010 meeting between the Chinese and Guinean
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CITES Management Authorities. Given that the attendance at this meeting by the CITES
Secretariat's representative could presumably be verified this would certainly be an unusual
detail for Mr Doumboya to fabricate in a letter to the CITES Secretary General.
What is known is that the apparent outcome of the March 2010 meeting between the
Chinese, Guinean and CITES Secretariat officials was the adoption of 'certain document
control measures between Guinea and China'. Quite what those document control measures
were has yet to be ascertained but the fact that Mr Doumboya has subsequently been
reported as having been 'auditioned' by Interpol (over his purported role in facilitating illegal
trade in bonobos (Pan piniscus) from Guinea to Armenia12) and the fact that he was still
apparently signing fraudulent export permits late in 2014 (see Appendix 3) gives little reason
for confidence as to exactly what document control measures were agreed or for what
purpose.
Lack of confidence in the document control measures that seem to have been agreed at
CoP15 is apparently well justified given that China was subsequently recorded as having
gone on to import a further 61 live endangered chimpanzees from Guinea in 2010, many of
whom were evidently imported into China after the March 2010 meeting between the
Chinese, Guinean and CITES Secretariat officials. In fact, in total, China is officially recorded
as having imported from Guinea in 2010:


The 61 live endangered Chimpanzees mentioned above who were again stated to have
been bred in captivity and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



10 live critically endangered13 Western Gorillas (Gorilla gorilla) who were stated to have
been bred in captivity and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



10 live vulnerable14 Mandrills who were stated to have been bred in captivity and
exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



8 additional live De Brazza's Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to
China for 'zoo' purposes;



8 further live Putty-nosed Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to China
for 'zoo' purposes;



10 more live Grivet monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to China for
'zoo' purposes;



15 further live Mantled Guereza old world monkeys who were taken from the wild and
exported to China for 'commercial' purposes; and



12 more live Mantled Guereza old world monkeys who were taken from the wild and
exported to China for 'zoo' purposes.

12 See LAGA et. al. Monthly Regional Wildlife Law Enforcement Briefing – January 2014 at:
http://www.lagaenforcement.org/Portals/0/Documents/Regional%20Wildlife%20Law%20Enforcement%20Briefing
%20-%20Jan%202014.pdf
13 Walsh, P.D., Tutin, C.E.G., Oates, J.F., Baillie, J.E.M., Maisels, F., Stokes, E.J., Gatti, S., Bergl,
R.A., Sunderland-Groves, J. & Dunn. A. 2008. Gorilla gorilla. The IUCN Red List of Threatened
Species. Version 2014.3. <www.iucnredlist.org>. Downloaded on 26 December 2014.
14 Oates, J.F. & Butynski, T.M. 2008. Mandrillus sphinx. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species.
Version 2014.3. <www.iucnredlist.org>. Downloaded on 26 December 2014.
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8. China's recorded Chimpanzee imports in 2010 after the meeting at CITES
CoP15 in March 2010
The above conclusion, that many of the 61 Chimpanzees that China is officially recorded as
importing from Guinea in 2010 were evidently imported after 'certain document control
measures between Guinea and China' were agreed at the March 2010 meeting between the
Chinese, Guinean and CITES Secretariat officials, is reached from analysis of Chinese
media and zoo reports from the time. These reports evidence:


Arrival of 8 chimpanzees from Guinea (3 males and 5 females aged between 1 and 2
years old) at Dalian Forest Zoo, in China's Liaoning Province, in July 201015 (only for
them to subsequently be used in tacky exploitative shows within a year of their arrival16);



Arrival of 4 chimpanzees from Guinea (2 males and 2 females reported as aged between
1.5 and 3.5 years old) at Jinan Zoo, in China's Shandong Province, in July 201017 18;



Arrival of 3 chimpanzees from Guinea at the 'Zoological and Botanical Garden of
Changchun' in China's Jilin Province in August 201019; and



Arrival of 3 chimpanzees from Guinea (1 male and 2 females aged between 1 and 2
years) at Yancheng Safari Park in China's Jiangsu Province in November 2010 (where
they were subsequently used in an exploitative, public 'shopping trip' within a month of
their arrival20).

In addition, as China is currently only recorded as having imported 4 further live endangered
chimpanzees from Guinea after 2010 (all 4 of whom are recorded as having been imported
by China in 2011), it is submitted that the following, evidenced chimpanzee arrivals into
China in 2011 must also be included in the 61 figure that China is recorded as importing in
2010:


Arrival of 4 chimpanzees from Guinea (2 males and 2 females all reportedly aged 2 years
old) at Changsha Ecological Zoo, in China's Liaoning Province, in January 201121;



Arrival of 6 chimpanzees from Guinea at Hangzhou Zoo, in China's Zhejiang Province, in
March 201122;



Arrival of 3 chimpanzees from Guinea at Ghuangzhou Zoo, in China's Guangdong
Province, in April 201123; and



Arrival of 2 chimpanzees from Guinea at Ghuangzhou Zoo, in China's Guangdong
Province, in June 201124.

15
16
17
18

http://dalian.runsky.com/2010-07/07/content_3634188.htm (Link working in December 2014)
http://news.163.com/11/0427/02/72K69K5500014AED.html (Link working in December 2014)
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/zflt/eng/zjfz/fzfq/t719854.htm (Link working in December 2014)
http://www.iqilu.com/html/minsheng/zixun/2010/0725/285321.html (Link working in December
2014)
http://news.xwh.cn/news/system/2011/07/08/010194224.shtml (Link working in December 2014)
http://www.quirkychina.com/pictureNews.jsp?id=3292 (Link working in December 2014)
http://tour.rednet.cn/c/2011/01/18/2163100.htm (Link working as at December 2014)
http://www.hzzoo.com/newsinfo.aspx?kid=505 (Link working as at December 2014)
http://news.sina.com.cn/c/2011-04-13/014222281719.shtml (Link working as at December 2014)
http://roll.sohu.com/20120206/n333816794.shtml (Link working as at December 2014)

19
20
21
22
23
24
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Inclusion of these in the 61 figure for 2010 makes sense when it is taken into account that,
for CITES Appendix-I listed species such as Chimpanzees, Article III of the CITES
Convention requires an import permit to be granted before an export permit is granted with
CITES import permits being understood to be valid for 12 months from the date they are
granted (Resolution Conf. 12.3 (Rev. CoP16) Paragraph III) and CITES export permits being
understood to be valid for 6 months from the date on which they are granted (Resolution
Conf. 12.3 (Rev. CoP16) Paragraph II).
In addition, CITES has traditionally had problems with Parties often recording permits issued
in their annual returns as opposed to permits actually used. As shown above, however,
either way, it seems that most of the 61 import permits that were issued in 2010 for import of
chimpanzees from Guinea into China, were actually used in 2010 and 2011. As also shown
above it is a common sense conclusion that many of those 61 permits were issued and
many of those chimpanzees (at least 33 evidenced out of 61) were actually shipped and
imported into China after 'certain document control measures between Guinea and China'
were agreed at the March 2010 meeting between the Chinese, Guinean and CITES
Secretariat officials.
In the circumstances, it is recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the
Chinese and Guinean CITES Management Authorities and the CITES Secretariat to
find out who exactly was at their evidenced meeting in March 2010 and what exactly
was agreed. Given the illegality of these transactions (see below) if it is discovered
that those present at that meeting agreed to facilitate or 'turn a blind eye' to this illegal
trade, to e.g. clear a backlog of chimpanzees already obtained and sat waiting to fulfil
contracts / orders already placed before the subsequent Guinean commercial trade
ban (see below), then it is recommended that criminal charges be brought
accordingly.
9. The 61st Meeting of the CITES Standing Committee in 2011
As with the CITES meetings that took place between 2007 and 2009, it appears from
summary records on the CITES website that CITES CoP15 again had 'Great apes' on the
Agenda and again none of the trade outlined above up to March 2010 was 'officially'
mentioned or discussed.
Following the evidenced informal meeting at CoP15 between the Chinese, Guinean and
CITES Secretariat officials and China's subsequent import of the majority of the 61 live
endangered chimpanzees that it was recorded as importing in 2010, the CITES Secretariat
then published what was apparently its first public statement on the ape trade from Guinea
to China on 30 June 201125. This was contained within the Secretariat's briefing on
'Enforcement Matters' for the 61st meeting of the CITES Standing Committee (SC61) that
took place in Geneva in August 2011. The CITES Secretariat advised the CITES Standing
Committee in the following terms (with the author's emphasis added in bold):
40. During 2010, the Secretariat noted increasing numbers of false
documents allegedly issued by the CITES Management Authority of
Guinea, as well as a lack of consistency in some of the communications
allegedly coming from the Authority. Through personal communication with
a representative of the Management Authority of Guinea, who was
attending a Secretariat-organized meeting, it was learned that blank,
signed and stamped export permits had apparently been taken from the
Authority offices without permission. It was also alleged that telephone, fax

25 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/61/E61-30.pdf
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and email communications to and from the same offices were somehow
being intercepted.
41. In late 2010, the Secretariat learned of many instances of trade
involving chimpanzees from Guinea and that the majority of such animals
were being declared as captive-bred. The Secretariat is not aware of
captive-breeding of chimpanzees taking place in Guinea. It learned
that trade in gorillas was proposed too. The Secretariat knows of one
country of destination for such trade, but would welcome learning of any
other Parties that have imported great ape specimens from Guinea or
neighbouring countries.
42. The Secretariat wrote to Guinea, pursuant to Article XIII of the
Convention, expressing its concern and requesting additional information.
It also requested that it be allowed to conduct a mission to Guinea, to
assess, in situ, what had occurred and to see for itself any captivebreeding facilities. The Secretariat is of the opinion that, potentially, very
significant levels of fraud, and associated crime, may have taken place. It
requested to meet with CITES officials in Guinea and also officials in
relevant law enforcement agencies. It believes that what has taken place
is likely to warrant detailed criminal investigation by appropriate
agencies and that crimes will have occurred beyond violations of the
Convention. It seems likely that national legislation in several countries
may also have been contravened. The Secretariat does not feel confident
to provide suitable and authoritative guidance to enforcement agencies and
the Parties until a mission to Guinea has been conducted.
43. The CITES Management Authority of Guinea replied that it welcomed
assistance from the Secretariat in responding to fraudulent trade but
indicated that at that time, early 2011, it was not convenient for a mission to
take place, because government elections had just taken place. The
Secretariat has since written to Guinea again, encouraging that a mission
take place at the earliest convenient time.
44. At the time of writing (May 2011), no invitation had been received.
Should an invitation still be awaited by the time of the Standing Committee
meeting, the Secretariat will suggest that the Committee establish a
deadline by which an invitation should be received and, if one is not
forthcoming, that appropriate action be taken in accordance with
Resolution Conf. 14.326.
It is the author's view that, on a balance of probabilities, the 'Secretariat-organized meeting'
referred to at quoted paragraph 40 above could well have been the aforementioned meeting
between the Chinese, Guinean and CITES Secretariat officials at CoP15 in March 2010 (as
evidenced by the Chinese and Guinean CITES officials independently of one another). If so,
if that was a 'Secretariat-organized meeting' and the evidence shows that most of the 61 live
endangered chimpanzees that China is recorded as illegally importing from Guinea in 2010
were imported after agreement of 'certain document control measures between Guinea and
China' at that meeting, then that would obviously have extremely serious implications.
In the circumstances it is recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the CITES
Secretariat to find out when the 'Secretariat-organized meeting', referred to at
Paragraph 40 of the Secretariat's briefing on Enforcement Matters for SC61, took
26 Ibid.
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place, who was in attendance at that meeting and what was discussed and agreed. In
particular it is recommended that it be ascertained whether the 'Secretariat-organized
meeting' referred to was the same meeting that Chinese and Guinean CITES officials
have independently evidenced as taking place at CITES CoP15 in Doha, Qatar in
March 2010. Given the illegality of these transactions (see below) if it is established
that those present at the 'Secretariat-organized meeting' referred to agreed to
facilitate or 'turn a blind eye' to this trade, to e.g. clear a backlog of chimpanzees
already obtained and sat waiting to fulfil contracts / orders already placed before the
subsequent Guinean commercial trade ban (see below), then it is again recommended
that criminal charges be brought accordingly.
Given what it had learned about the trade in chimpanzees from Guinea and also the
proposed trade in gorillas it seems unusual that there was no mention of these matters in the
CITES Secretariat's 'Great Apes' specific briefing for the CITES SC61 meeting in August
201127. In any event, following consideration of the Secretariat's statement above by the
Parties to CITES and the CITES Standing Committee, the outcome of the CITES SC61
meeting on this issue was recorded as follows:
[Several participants] supported the Secretariat’s proposal for a mission to
Guinea.
The [CITES Standing] Committee (...) accepted an oral recommendation
from the Secretariat that Guinea should be requested to issue an invitation,
by 30 November 2011, for the Secretariat to conduct a mission to Guinea
to examine illicit trade issues. The Committee agreed, should such an
invitation not be forthcoming by 30 November 2011, that the Secretariat
would issue a Notification to the Parties recommending a suspension in
commercial trade in specimens of CITES-listed species to and from
Guinea28.
10. China's CITES listed imports from Guinea in 2011
Against the backdrop of the CITES Secretariat's statement on Guinea's apes exports quoted
above, the aforementioned translation of the meeting hosted by China's CITES Management
Authority on 24 September 2014 has China's CITES official Zhou Zhihua translated as
stating that:
In 2010, we received a letter from the [CITES] Secretariat that some
people said there were no captive breeding facilities for chimpanzees in
Guinea. The Secretariat asked departments regarding Guinea to be alert.
Knowing that, we communicated with the Wildlife Protection Department
and internally decided to stop importing from Guinea. We also issued a
warning to relevant companies in case of losses.
In the circumstances It is recommended that it be ascertained when exactly the CITES
Secretariat's 2010 letter about the apparent lack of chimpanzee breeding facilities in
Guinea, addressed to and recently referenced by China's CITES Management
Authority, was sent. In addition it is recommended that a copy of that letter be
obtained so that its precise contents can be established.
With reference to the quoted translation of Zhou Zhihua's statement above it is not known
when exactly China's CITES Management Authority 'internally decided to stop importing
27 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/61/E61-40.pdf
28 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/61/sum/E61-SumRec.pdf
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from Guinea'. Given the media and zoo reports / evidence referenced above, however, it can
confidently be established that no such decision was taken during the period from July 2010
to June 2011. This is a common sense conclusion as there is clear evidence that live
endangered chimpanzees were still illegally arriving from Guinea at Chinese zoo type
establishments in real terms consistently throughout that period. In addition the CITES trade
database also has China on record as importing from Guinea in 2011:


4 additional live endangered Chimpanzees who were, as usual, stated to have been bred
in captivity and exported to China for 'zoo' purposes; and



8 additional live Putty-nosed Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to
China for 'zoo' purposes.

11. The CITES Mission to Guinea in September 2011
Following CITES SC61 and the 30 November 2011 deadline that Guinea was given to invite
the CITES Secretariat to 'conduct a mission to Guinea to examine illicit trade issues' it
seems that the such an invite was made and, as the CITES Secretariat later advised, its
'Chief of Enforcement Support at that time and the Senior Scientific Support Officer (Fauna)
conducted a mission to Conakry'29 from 12-14 September 201130.
The 'Restricted Circulation' report of the CITES Secretariat's September 2011 mission to
Guinea was subsequently 'leaked' and published in the public domain. In the circumstances,
given its relevance, the author attaches a copy of this now public domain document at
Appendix I to the present report in good faith and 'with clean hands' (not least because it is
stated as 'for Government and Law Enforcement Purposes Only' and the purpose of the
present report is, inter alia, to encourage law enforcement of CITES as a formal instrument
of International Law).
Significantly, the CITES Secretariat went on record at page 4 of its September 2011 mission
report, stating (with the author's emphasis added) that:
In late 2010, the Secretariat's attention was drawn to what appeared to be
regular trade in chimpanzees from Guinea. At that stage, the trade
appeared to be restricted to China as the country of destination. The
Secretariat asked the CITES Management Authority in Beijing for
information and received basic data, which indicated that relatively
extensive trade had been occurring. For example, in 2010 alone, it seemed
that some 69 chimpanzees had been imported [compared to 61 reported
by China for CITES trade database purposes]. Copies of export permits
allegedly issued by Guinea were received from China and these all
declared the animals as captive-bred. The Secretariat was unaware of
any captive-breeding of this species in Africa for commercial trade
purposes and also found the number involved from one country alone
highly questionable.
The CITES Secretariat went on to advise (with the author's emphasis added) that:
The [Guinean] officials [who the Secretariat's team met with during their
September 2011 mission to Guinea] stated categorically that no captivebreeding of chimpanzees was taking place in Guinea and that no
29 See: http://cites.org/sites/default/files/common/docs/CITES-Guinea-China-great-apes.pdf
30 See: http://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/notif/2011/E040.pdf

14

official authorization of trade in chimpanzees for commercial
purposes had been granted by the government.
Overall, in its briefing on 'Enforcement Matters' for the 62nd meeting of the CITES Standing
Committee in Geneva in July 2012 (SC62) the CITES Secretariat concluded that 'significant
problems were identified in the implementation of CITES'31 in the context of its September
2011 mission to Guinea. As a result, less than two weeks after that mission, the CITES
Secretariat issued Notification to the Parties No. 2011/040 dated 26 September 2011 in
which it advised the Parties to CITES that:
Given the findings of the mission, and until further notice, the Secretariat is
unable to confirm the authenticity and validity of any permit, certificate or
other documentation apparently issued by the CITES Management
Authority of Guinea32.
Having received the CITES Secretariat's report of it's September 2011 fact finding mission to
Guinea on 19 October 2011, the previous head of Guinea's CITES Management Authority,
Mr Ansoumane Doumboya then wrote his letter to the CITES Secretary General at Appendix
2 to the present report in response. As can be seen from that letter, Mr Doumboya was
concerned that, inter alia, the three days allocated for such an important mission, as far as
Guinea's CITES fortunes were concerned, was insufficient. Objectively, given the two CITES
Secretariat staff members and three days total that were allocated to the mission such a
concern is perhaps not entirely without merit.
12. September 2011 confirmation from the CITES Secretariat that China's imports of
great apes from Guinea since 2007 were in breach of International Law
Given the Guinean officials' confirmation that no captive-breeding of chimpanzees was
taking place in Guinea, the CITES Secretariat was obliged to go on record in Notification to
the Parties No. 2011/040 of 26 September 2011, stating (with the author's emphasis added)
that:
The Secretariat takes this opportunity to advise the Parties that no
commercial captive-breeding of specimens of CITES-listed species
currently occurs in Guinea. Neither has such captive-breeding taken place
in the past. The Secretariat is aware, however, that exports have
occurred from Guinea in relation to specimens declared as having
been bred in captivity. This trade has been in violation of the
Convention and has involved the use of invalid and fraudulent permits and
certificates.
This statement was nothing short of formal confirmation by the executive function of the
CITES Convention that China's reported imports of 10 critically endangered Western
Gorillas, 104 endangered chimpanzees and 10 vulnerable Mandrills from Guinea, over the
period from 2007 to 2011, were all officially in breach of the CITES Convention and therefore
all officially in breach of International Law.
13. The true origin and present position of the chimpanzees China imported from
Guinea
In the report of its September 2011 mission to Guinea the CITES Secretariat's mission team
advised that:
31 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/62/E62-29.pdf
32 See: http://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/notif/2011/E040.pdf
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Turning to the illegal trade from Guinea, particularly involving chimpanzees,
this has occurred at such significant levels, over such a long period of time,
that the team finds it hard to reach any other conclusion but that there has
been:





gross incompetence on the part of officials;
corruption of officials;
collusion on the part of officials with the criminals responsible
for the illegal trade; or
a combination of the above

The team doubts, however, that the responsibility for this can be laid at the
door of just one individual. For instance, shipments of chimpanzees were
occurring with such regularity that it seems inconceivable that they can
have gone unnoticed. Most shipments involved more than one animal. One
shipment involved six chimpanzees. That one movement alone of
specimens of a high-profile endangered species must have been observed
by many officials, airport staff and airline personnel. It seems hardly
credible that no one became suspicious. It is difficult to imagine that
persons were not encouraged, presumably through bribery, to either
facilitate such shipments or turn a blind eye to them. Alternatively, forged
documents were regularly being accepted unwittingly by a range of
officials.
Possible corruption aside, it is clear that significant levels of criminality
were associated with this illegal trade in a CITES Appendix-I species. This
must have involved a network of people: organizing and conducting the
necessary capture of animals, either in Guinea or elsewhere; transporting
them to presumably a holding area; construction or acquisition of cages or
crates for shipment; the forgery or acquisition of the necessary CITES
documents; the forgery or acquisition of relevant quarantine, health and
veterinary paperwork; and the delivery of the specimens to a port of export,
including the by-passing or avoidance of proper export controls.
The capture of such large numbers of chimpanzees must have been a
considerable undertaking in itself, which past experience indicates would
have involved the killing of mothers, and perhaps other family or group
members, since it is invariably juvenile chimpanzees that are wanted for
trade. Such crime has the potential to have considerable negative impact
upon chimpanzee populations.
This penultimate point, that many family members would have been killed to get each of
these chimpanzees from the wild for export to China, is corroborated by the evidence at
Figure 1 below and also in the December 2007 USAID 'Guinea Biodiversity and Tropical
Forests 118/199 Assessment' which found that:
'(…) experts interviewed reported that an estimated nine adult
chimpanzees are killed for each baby chimpanzee taken for (…) trade'33.
It is clear from China's herein listed extensive imports from Guinea of other wild, CITES
listed primates, from 2007 to 2012, that China's CITES Management Authority had no

33 See P. 25 at: http://pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PNADK880.pdf
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qualms whatsoever about approving the import into china of hundreds of less endangered
primates who were taken from the wild and imported into China for commercial and / or 'zoo'
purposes. If these figures are correct however, for the 104 endangered chimpanzees that
China reported importing from Guinea from 2007 to 2011, approximately 936 of their wild,
protective, endangered chimpanzee family and group members would have had to have
been killed to make that possible.

Figure 1: Chimpanzee orphan seized from poachers in Cameroon in the late 1990s.
This chimpanzee orphan's entire extended family of protective relatives had been killed
in order to take it from the wild. As indicated by the CITES Secretariat's September 2011
mission team, the protective relatives of the 104 chimpanzee orphans who China
reported importing from Guinea from 2007 to 2011 almost certainly met the same fate.

What makes these crimes even more unpalatable however is the use that these chimpanzee
orphans have subsequently been put to in China since they were imported. As Figures 2 to
6 show, they cannot even remotely be said to be providing any sort of legitimate educational
input. Instead, they have been and continue to be exploited in the most crass, tacky and
commercial way possible.
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Figure 2: Three of the wild chimpanzee orphans that China
imported from Guinea, shortly after their arrival
at Dalian Zoo (along with 5 others) in July 2010

Figure 3: Four of Dalian Zoo's eight wild chimpanzee orphans from
Guinea being shown off to large crowds soon after their arrival in July 2010

Figure 4: One of four wild chimpanzee orphans, imported from Guinea
by China's Jinan Zoo, on display shortly after arrival at the zoo in July 2010
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Figure 5: Three wild chimpanzee orphans imported from Guinea
to China's Yancheng Safari Park in November 2010 - Here
exploited in a tacky media stunt shopping trip
within a month of their arrival.

Figure 6: Wild chimpanzee from Guinea orphaned for export
to China's Dalian zoo so he could be exploited in this tacky
show for the crowd's amusement within a year of export.

In one particularly twisted irony, Jinan zoo, whilst confirming that the chimps they sourced
from Guinea were from the wild (contrary to the false CITES permit that stated they were
bred in captivity), advised that they had 'rescued' the orphans they had imported34.
Unsurprisingly, they failed to mention that the orphans they had 'rescued' had only become
orphans following what common sense can only suggest would have been an order for them
from the zoo itself.
14. April 2012 – CITES Analyst's report
Following CITES SC61 in the Summer of 2011, the September 2011 mission to Guinea and
the September 2011 Notification to the Parties confirming that China's great ape imports
34 See: http://www.iqilu.com/html/minsheng/zixun/2010/0823/306302.html (Link working as at
January 2015)
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from Guinea had all been in breach of International Law, the CITES Secretariat subsequently
instructed an expert to analyze the permits relating to the trade in CITES listed species from
Guinea. In its 2012 'Enforcement Matters' briefing for the CITES Standing Committee (that
was published on the CITES website on 19 June 2012 in readiness for SC62 in July 2012)
the CITES Secretariat advised the Standing Committee that:
During the September 2011 mission, the CITES Management Authority of
Guinea provided the Secretariat with copies of all export permits issued
from 2009 to 2011. The Secretariat consequently hired a consultant to
analyse these permits and the data on recent trade involving Guinea35.
The CITES Secretariat subsequently advised in a specific statement on these matters in
January 2014 (see below) that:
During the 2011 mission, the team requested the Guinean Management
Authority to provide copies of all the permits and certificates that it had
issued since 2009. The Guinean Management Authority provided copies of
126 export permits, issued between March 2009 and March 2011. These
included a permit for the export of 2 live specimens of Pan paniscus
(bonobo) to Armenia. None of the 126 permits that were handed over to
the Secretariat by Guinea related to chimpanzees or gorillas.
Mr John Caldwell, an independent consultant was contracted by the
Secretariat to analyze the permits and Guinea’s CITES trade data (Guinea
– an analysis of recent wildlife trade; 2012). This analysis had been
commissioned by the Secretariat to assist it in preparing its report on
related compliance issues at the 62nd meeting of the Standing
Committee (July, 2012), and was not intended for external publication.
After the 16th meeting of the Conference of the Parties (Bangkok, March
2013), the Secretariat was urged by certain individuals to make Mr.
Caldwell’s report publicly available. As the analysis had been produced for
internal purposes only and contained references to specific Parties to the
Convention, the Secretariat consulted with relevant Management
Authorities before publishing the analysis on the CITES website36.
Having read and reviewed Mr Caldwell's April 2012 report (following its 2013 publication in
the public domain on the CITES website37), an objective and simple comparison of it with the
CITES Secretariat's September 2011 mission team's report at Appendix 1 of the present
report appears to present more questions than answers. In the 'Data Sources' section of his
report, Mr Caldwell advises that:
Export permits and certificates of origin were provided by the [CITES]
Secretariat, comparative tabulations were downloaded from the CITES
Trade database, annual reports have been provided by Guinea and
detailed, shipment by shipment comparative tabulations that include permit
numbers were provided by UNEP‐ World Conservation Monitoring
Centre38.
He then went on to advise (with the author's emphasis added) that:
35
36
37
38

See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/62/E62-29.pdf
See: http://cites.org/sites/default/files/common/docs/CITES-Guinea-China-great-apes.pdf
See: http://www.cites.org/eng/com/sc/62/Caldwell_Report.pdf
Ibid.
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Export permits provided by Guinea via the Secretariat
A total of 126 export permits, dating from March 2009 to March 2011 were
examined in detail.
(…)
Export permits reported by importers but not by Guinea
China reports many permits that do not appear in the Guinea annual
report or among those forwarded by the Secretariat. Most are for
primates, many of which are listed in Appendix I39.
This is bizarre as it is apparent from the CITES Secretariat's mission report at Appendix 1 of
the present report that:
Copies of export permits allegedly issued by Guinea were received
from China and these all declared the animals as captive-bred.
Having publicly declared in September 2011 that China's great ape imports from Guinea
were in violation of the CITES Convention and therefore International Law and stated that it
had copies of the export permits allegedly issued by Guinea from the Chinese relating to this
illegal trade, why did the CITES Secretariat then fail to pass this evidence relating to China's
unlawful great ape imports from Guinea to the 'independent consultant [who] was contracted
by the Secretariat to analyze the permits and Guinea’s CITES trade data'?
Given that it should have been an obvious step for the CITES Secretariat to pass the
purported Guinean chimpanzee export permits that it received from China to its
contracted consultant for analysis (if only to get his view on their validity), it is
strongly recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the CITES Secretariat to
establish why such a glaring omission was made with regard to the evidence it
supplied to Mr John Caldwell for analysis for his 2012 April report.
In addition, it is strongly recommended that, as the CITES Secretariat's chosen
consultant did not get an opportunity to analyze the Guinean export permits
evidencing China's illegal great ape imports from Guinea, copies of those export
permits and China's corresponding import permits be obtained from the CITES
Secretariat and analyzed thoroughly. Thereafter it is recommended that all of the
exporters and importers named on those permits be investigated and questioned as
to why (and on whose instructions) the wild chimpanzee orphans they traded from
Guinea were illegally declared as having been bred in captivity.
15. The 62nd Meeting of the CITES Standing Committee in 2012
Having received the CITES Secretariat's briefing on 'Enforcement Matters', containing the
information on this illegal ape trade as detailed above, the outcome of the July 2012 CITES
Standing Committee meeting on these issues was subsequently recorded as follows:
The Committee noted [the CITES Secretariat's briefing on 'Enforcement
Matters'] and the additional information provided orally by the Secretariat,
including an analysis of feedback received from Guinea on the
implementation of recommendations from the Secretariat to ensure
39 Ibid.
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effective implementation of the Convention. In compliance with Resolution
Conf. 14.3, paragraph 29. g), the Committee instructed the Secretariat to
issue a warning to Guinea to take urgent measures to implement the
recommendations made during the 2011 mission of the Secretariat to
Guinea. The Committee also instructed the Secretariat to provide Guinea
with a clear set of minimum actions that should be undertaken. It requested
Guinea to implement these actions and to provide a report to the
Secretariat on progress by 31 December 2012. Finally, it asked the
Secretariat to evaluate that report and make a recommendation at the 63rd
meeting of the Standing Committee40.
As with CITES SC61 in July 2011 there was, again, no mention of these matters in the
CITES Secretariat's 'Great apes' specific briefing for SC6241.
It is not clear whether or not the CITES Standing Committee members had been provided
with copies of the CITES Secretariat's report of its September 2011 mission to Guinea. It is
also not clear whether or not the Standing Committee members were aware that copies of
the relevant exports permits evidencing this illegal great ape trade had been received by the
CITES Secretariat from China but not forwarded to their analyst for his consideration. If they
had been aware of these matters it can only be guessed what additional instructions and
requests they may have made on these issues at SC62 in addition to those recorded above.
16. China's CITES listed imports from Guinea in 2012
With all of the attention publicly focused on Guinea's apparent failings, negligence and
corruption since the summer of 2011, notwithstanding the September 2011 statement in
CITES Notification to the Parties No. 2011/040 that '(…) until further notice, the [CITES]
Secretariat is unable to confirm the authenticity and validity of any permit, certificate or other
documentation apparently issued by the CITES Management Authority of Guinea'42, China
went on to import from Guinea in 2012:


4 additional live vulnerable West African Manatees who were taken from the wild and
exported to China for 'zoo' purposes;



10 additional live De Brazza's Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to
China for 'zoo' purposes; and



9 additional live Putty-nosed Monkeys who were taken from the wild and exported to
China for 'zoo' purposes.

This was also despite the CITES Secretariat's statement in Notification No. 2011/040 that:
It should be noted that illegal trade has not always been confined to
specimens declared as captive-bred. (…) The Secretariat is aware that
some Parties have also learned of other invalid and forged documents
involving specimens with source code ‘W’, together with attempts to
conduct suspected illicit trade in wild (...) specimens.
Notably, the West African Manatee was subsequently transferred from CITES Appendix-II to
CITES Appendix-I (at the Sixteenth Conference of the Parties to CITES (CoP16) in Bangkok
40 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/62/sum/E62-ExSum05.pdf
41 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/62/E62-42.pdf
42 Supra note 32
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in March 2013) shortly after China's potentially illegal import of these 4 wild individuals. This
was apparently because there are now thought to be less than 10,000 of these animals left
in the wild43.
In addition, China's extensive imports of wild, less protected, old world monkeys from
Guinea over the period covered by this report should also not be overlooked. This is
because indicative hearsay evidence from undercover operatives suggests that ape traders
operating outside the law frequently hide the more protected great apes they export amongst
these less protected primate species to avoid detection. This would presumably work
because, as indicated above, great apes in illegal trade are almost always youngsters who
are apparently easier to train.
17. CITES meetings in March 2013
In its briefings on Enforcement Matters for CoP16 and the Sixty Third meeting of the CITES
Standing Committee (which was also held in Bangkok in March 2013 (SC63)) the CITES
Secretariat advised both the CITES Conference of the Parties and the CITES Standing
Committee in identical terms that:
During the [CITES Secretariat's September 2011] mission [to Guinea], the
CITES Management Authority of Guinea provided the Secretariat with
copies of all export permits issued from 2009 to 201144 45.
This was not correct however because, as detailed above, the CITES Secretariat's mission
team had confirmed that the Secretariat had also received copies of the Guinean export
permits relating to China's illegal ape imports from Guinea and the Secretariat and their
analyst had both confirmed that these were not amongst the 126 export permits provided by
the CITES Management Authority of Guinea. In the circumstances it is recommended that
pressure be brought to bear upon the CITES Secretariat to ascertain why it incorrectly
advised CITES CoP16 and CITES SC63 that 'the CITES Management Authority of
Guinea provided the Secretariat with copies of ALL export permits issued from 2009
to 2011' when that was not the case at all.
For CITES SC63 in March 2013, the CITES Secretariat advised the CITES Standing
Committee (with the author's emphasis added) that:
5. [At its 62nd meeting in July 2012, the Standing Committee had]
expressed concern about the situation in Guinea and emphasized that
urgent action should be taken by Guinea to implement the [CITES]
Convention effectively. In compliance with paragraph 29 g) of the Annex to
Resolution Conf. 14.3 (CITES compliance procedures), the Committee
instructed the Secretariat to issue a warning to Guinea requesting it to take
urgent measures to implement the recommendations made during the
2011 mission of the Secretariat. The Committee also instructed the
Secretariat to provide Guinea with a clear set of minimum actions that
should be undertaken. It requested Guinea to implement these actions and
to provide a progress report to the Secretariat by 31 December 2012.
Finally, it asked the Secretariat to evaluate that report and make a
recommendation at the present meeting of the Standing Committee.

43 See for example: http://www.wetlands.org/News/tabid/66/ID/3259/Increased-protections-for-theWest-African-manatee.aspx
44 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/16/doc/E-CoP16-29.pdf
45 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/63/E-SC63-16.pdf
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Developments since SC62
6. The Secretariat issued the warning to Guinea on 17 September 2012
and provided a set of minimum actions that should be undertaken at the
same time. In compliance with the instructions of the Standing Committee,
Guinea was also requested to provide a detailed report to the Secretariat
by 31 December 2012.
7. At the time of writing this document (late January 2013), the report from
Guinea had not been received.
(…)
11. The Secretariat believes that significant measures still need to be
implemented by the Guinean authorities to implement the Convention
effectively, and that the minimum actions referred to in paragraphs 5 and 6
above have not be implemented yet.
Recommendation
12. The Standing Committee is invited to consider recommending that
all Parties suspend commercial trade in specimens of CITES species
with Guinea, pursuant to paragraph 30 of the Annex to Resolution
Conf. 14.346.
Perhaps inevitably, the CITES Standing Committee at SC63 in March 2013 went along with
the CITES Secretariat's recommendation that all Parties to CITES suspend commercial
trade with Guinea in CITES listed species. The Summary Record officially noted that:
The Secretariat introduced [its Enforcement Matters briefing] on the
implementation of CITES in Guinea. It noted that there had been no
response to the clear set of minimum actions that Guinea had been asked
to undertake, as had been agreed at SC62, and therefore recommended
that the Standing Committee recommend that Parties suspend commercial
trade in specimens of CITES-listed species with Guinea. This was
agreed47.
This, as far as the CITES Secretariat was (and remains) concerned, the end of this case. On
16 May 2013 it published Notification to the Parties No. 2013/017 formally advising the
Parties to CITES of the Standing Committee's recommendation '(…) that all Parties suspend
commercial trade in specimens of CITES-listed species with Guinea until further notice'. At
the time of writing in early 2015 that further notice has not been forthcoming.
As with CITES SC62, however, it can only be guessed whether or not the CITES Standing
Committee would have passed further instructions on this case at SC63 had it been fully
aware of the existence and content of the Guinean export permits provided to the CITES
Secretariat evidencing China's illegal ape imports from Guinea. If, for example, those
Guinean illegal ape export permits show that they were issued from an office other than that
specified in CITES Alert 22 in April 2006, and that China had failed to heed the instruction in
the April 2007 Notification to the Parties in that situation (that 'any specimens presented for
import, or found in transit, that are accompanied by such a document should be seized'),

46 Ibid
47 See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/63/E-SC63-SumRec.pdf
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might the Standing Committee also have passed a formal request to China to seize and
repatriate those apes in accordance with the CITES Convention?
18. CITES Secretariat's January 2014 Statement and the 65th Meeting of the CITES
Standing Committee in 2014
Possibly as a result of calls by concerned individuals such as the wildlife photographer Karl
Ammann and the filmmaker Klaus Sparwasser to provide copies of the Guinean ape export
permits that it had received from China, the CITES Secretariat took the unusual step of
publishing a formal and specific statement concerning these matters in January 201448. This
Statement was then also appended to the Secretariat's May 2014 briefing for the 65th
meeting of the CITES Standing Committee in July 2014 (SC65) on the subject of
'Implementation of the Convention relating to captive-bred and ranched specimens'49.
There was no further mention of any of the matters outlined above in the CITES Secretariat's
briefings on 'Enforcement matters'50 or 'Great apes'51 for SC65 and only a generic statement
on the treatment of great apes at SC65 has been published on the CITES website since (in
September 2014, possibly in response to concerns that calls for an illegal ape trade CITES
Working Group were apparently ignored at SC65)52. In the circumstances, at the time of
writing in early 2015, the CITES Secretariat's January 2014 statement effectively remains it's
final public position on the illegal trade detailed above. In that January 2014 statement the
Secretariat stated clearly (with the writer's emphasis added) that:
In its communications to the Standing Committee and Secretariat, China
indicated that it had met all the requirements of the Convention in relation
to trade in CITES specimens from Guinea, including great apes, and that it
had included data on the imports of such apes in its annual reports
submitted to the Secretariat.
China further noted that it had issued import permits for great apes only
after receiving formal written verification and confirmation of the validity of
each export permit from the Management Authority of Guinea. China
indicated that it regarded as legal the importations of great apes from
Guinea, which it had authorized through the issuance of import
permits.
The legal implications for the importing country of learning about
apparently corrupt and fraudulent actions involved in the issuance of
CITES export permits after an importation has taken place are
determined by government authorities in the importing country
pursuant to relevant national law.
National law enforcement power
Neither the Secretariat nor the Standing Committee is a law
enforcement authority, and the mandate and responsibility to
investigate alleged criminal activity within any country lies with the
relevant national law enforcement authorities of that country53.
48
49
50
51
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53

See: http://cites.org/sites/default/files/common/docs/CITES-Guinea-China-great-apes.pdf
See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-34-01.pdf
See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-27-01.pdf
See: http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/E-SC65-37.pdf
See: http://www.cites.org/eng/great_apes_sc65
Supra note 48.
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19. Legal Analysis
The fact that 'China indicated that it regarded as legal the importations of great apes from
Guinea, which it had authorized through the issuance of import permits' (as reported in the
CITES Secretariat's January 2014 statement) means nothing when compared to the clear
statement from the CITES Secretariat in Notification to the Parties No. 2011/040 of 26
September 2011, that '(...) exports have occurred from Guinea in relation to specimens
declared as having been bred in captivity. This trade has been in violation of the
Convention'. As stated above that was effectively a clear and official statement that all of
China's great ape (and Mandrill) imports from Guinea between 2007 and 2011 inclusive were
illegal and in breach of International Law.
Having reached the above conclusion, the CITES Secretariat then stated in January 2014
that 'The legal implications for the importing country of learning about apparently corrupt and
fraudulent actions involved in the issuance of CITES export permits after an importation has
taken place are determined by government authorities in the importing country pursuant to
relevant national law'.
It can only be guessed whether such a statement would have been in similar terms if the
trade had been the other way around and Guinea was found to have imported CITES listed
species 'in violation of the Convention'. Fortunately the CITES Convention itself is clear, at
Article VIII (1), about the International Law requirement signed up to that (with the author's
emphasis added):
The Parties shall take appropriate measures to enforce the provisions of
the present Convention and to prohibit trade in specimens in violation
thereof. These shall include measures:
(a) to penalize trade in, or possession of, such specimens, or both; and
(b) to provide for the confiscation or return to the State of export of such
specimens.
China should have taken such measures at the very latest soon after the CITES Secretariat
published Notification to the Parties No. 2011/040 on 26 September 2011 effectively, officially
stating that every single one of the 104 Chimpanzees, 10 Gorillas and 10 Mandrills, that
China reported importing from 'captive-bred' sources in Guinea between 2007 and 2011,
was imported 'in violation of the Convention'.
When China did not take any action pursuant to Article VIII (1) following Notification to the
Parties No. 2011/040 the CITES Secretariat should then have communicated to China's
CITES Management Authority that such action was required by the text of the Convention.
The CITES Secretariat was (and still is) required to do this under Article XIII (1) of the
Convention which is clear as to it's requirement (with the author's emphasis added) that:
When the Secretariat in the light of information received is satisfied (...) that
the provisions of the present Convention are not being effectively
implemented, it shall communicate such information to the authorized
Management Authority of the Party or Parties concerned.
Having effectively, formally stated that all of China's imports from purported captive-bred
sources in Guinea were 'in violation of the Convention', following China's failure to take any
of the subsequently required action pursuant to Article VIII (1) in that situation, it would be
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difficult to see how the CITES Secretariat could be anything other than 'satisfied (...) that the
provisions of the present Convention [were] not being effectively implemented' by China.
In the circumstances if, following the required communication from the Secretariat to China's
CITES Management Authority, China still deliberately failed to take the requisite action under
Article VIII (1), the CITES Secretariat should then have referred (and could still refer) China's
non-compliance with Article VIII (1) to the CITES Standing Committee. Paragraphs 20 and
21 of the Annex to Resolution Conf. 14.3 on 'CITES compliance procedures' are clear that
this is what should happen where they state:
20. Where compliance matters are identified, the Parties concerned are
given every opportunity to correct them within reasonable time limits, if
necessary with the assistance of the Secretariat.
(...)
21. If the Party fails to take sufficient remedial action within a reasonable
time limit, the compliance matter is brought to the attention of the Standing
Committee by the Secretariat, in direct contact with the Party concerned.
Thereafter China's non-compliance with Article VIII (1), in respect of its 124 illegal primate
imports from Guinea, would then be dealt with by the CITES Standing Committee in
accordance with Paragraphs 25 to 36 of the Annex to Resolution Conf. 14.3 on CITES
compliance procedures54. This is exactly what happened with Guinea, with a warning being
issued under Paragraph 29 (g) of the Annex and the subsequent recommendation to
suspend commercial trade with Guinea under Paragraph 30 of the Annex.
The fact that, following confirmation that all its CITES Appendix-I listed primate imports from
Guinea were illegal, no similar compliance procedures have ever been followed with regard
to China's non-compliance with Article VIII (1), is completely inconsistent and contrary to the
text of the CITES Convention. This becomes even more apparent when taken against the
statements of CITES' own previously favoured legal expert Cyrille de Klemm. In the Preface
to Mr de Klemm's 1993 book 'Guidelines for Legislation to Implement CITES' the previous
Secretary-General of CITES, Izgrev Topkov is on record as stating at that time that:
It would be difficult to find an author better prepared to carry out this project
than Cyrille de Klemm, a well-known lawyer whose friendship with CITES
and expertise in nature conservation in general is life-long. He has already
published many studies in this field and has recently received the
European Prize for the Protection of Nature, given by the Foundation
Johan Wolfgang von Goethe (Basle)55.
As CITES' favoured legal expert at that time Mr de Klemm made it perfectly clear in his book
that (with Mr de Klemm's own emphasis added):
Article VIII. 1 [of the CITES Convention] requires that Parties take
appropriate measures to enforce the provisions of the Convention and to
prohibit trade in specimens in violation thereof. Therefore, Parties have to
take the specific measures required to implement the Convention and
make its provisions binding not only upon public agencies but upon private
persons as well.
54 See: http://www.cites.org/eng/res/14/14-03C15.php
55 de Klemm, C. (1993). Guidelines for Legislation to Implement CITES. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland
and Cambridge, UK. x + 107 pp. at: https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/EPLP-026.pdf
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The scope of Article VIII. 1 is quite broad and allows, therefore, for a
certain degree of discretion by Parties on the type of measures they must
take to enforce the Convention. There are, however, two categories of
measures which must be taken under that Article: firstly, measures to
penalize trade in specimens in violation of the Convention, or the
possession of specimens so traded, or both (Article VIII.1 (a)); and
secondly, measures to confiscate such specimens or return them to the
State of export (Article VIII. l(b)).
These obligations must be considered as the very keystone of the
Convention since without effective penalties it is obvious that
enforcement will be impossible56.
Mr de Klemm then went on to explain (again with his emphasis added) that:
Article VIII.l requires Parties to take appropriate measures to enforce the
provisions of the Convention and to prohibit trade in violation thereof. This
obligation is not limited to international trade but covers domestic trade as
well. Its purpose is to ensure that illegally imported specimens are not
subsequently lawfully traded on the domestic market. It is essential for an
effective implementation of the Convention.
The only way to control trade in CITES specimens within the territory
of a Party is to prohibit the possession, trade and transport of
unlawfully imported or acquired specimens.
(...)
Parties have an obligation under the Convention to take any
legislative or regulatory measures that may be required to ensure that
the prescriptions of the Convention are adequately enforced. In
particular, they must prohibit and make it an offence to import or
export specimens in violation of the provisions of the Convention,
that is to say without appropriate and valid permits, as well as to
prohibit and make it an offence to trade in, or possess (or both),
specimens that have been imported in violation of the Convention57.
The CITES Secretariat stated in its January 2014 statement that:
Neither the Secretariat nor the Standing Committee is a law enforcement
authority, and the mandate and responsibility to investigate alleged criminal
activity within any country lies with the relevant national law enforcement
authorities of that country'58.
While the second limb of this statement may very well be true it cannot, however, be used to
justify a complete lack of political will to do anything when the formal instrument of
International Law, for which the CITES Secretariat is the executive function, is clear that
action must be taken. Moreover, with regard to the first limb of the section of the
Secretariat's January 2014 statement directly above, it is submitted that this sits

56 Ibid. p. 7
57 Ibid. p. 57
58 Supra note 48
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uncomfortably with the CITES Conference of the Parties' statements in CITES Resolution
Conf. 11.3 (Rev. CoP16) (with the author's emphasis added):
RECOGNIZING the important role the Secretariat can play in the
enforcement process
[and]
CONSCIOUS of the Secretariat's role in promoting enforcement of the
Convention
[and]
Regarding enforcement activities of the Secretariat

[urging] the Parties, intergovernmental and non-governmental
organizations to provide additional financial support for the
enforcement of the Convention, by providing funds for the
enforcement assistance work of the Secretariat.
Put simply, there can be no doubt that, objectively, China should have complied with Article
VIII (1) of the CITES Convention soon after the 26 September 2011 statement from the
CITES Secretariat that all of its 'captive-bred' imports from Guinea were in violation of the
Convention. This is without even needing to get into the realms of showing how China's
purported checks in relation to this illegal trade were woefully inadequate when compared to
the fundamental principle at Article II (1) and the requirements at Article III (3) of the CITES
Convention.
When China failed to comply with Article VIII (1) after the September 2011 Notification to the
Parties and 'indicated that it regarded as legal the importations of great apes from Guinea',
despite the Secretariat's statement that they were not, there can similarly be no doubt that
the CITES Secretariat should then have taken the steps required under Article XIII (1) of the
Convention and the Annex to Resolution Conf. 14.3.
In the circumstances, it is recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the CITES
Secretariat to ascertain why, following its 26 September 2011 confirmation that all of
China's CITES Appendix-I listed primate imports from Guinea were in violation of the
Convention, it then failed to take any of the required steps under Article XIII (1) of the
CITES Convention and the Annex to Resolution Conf. 14.3 in response to China's
subsequent non-compliance with Article VIII (1).
The Secretariat's failure to take these requisite steps becomes even more inexplicable when
it is also taken into account that, objectively, the evidence all points to this illegal trade being
instigated at the Chinese end of the supply chain.
20. Evidence indicating that China's illegal ape imports were all instigated at the China
end of the supply chain
The trends apparent from the CITES trade database data all strongly point to China as the
common denominator and main importer in recent years of illegally traded great apes and
other CITES Appendix-I listed primates. These have been illegally recorded as 'captive bred'
and exported to China from a number of countries (not just Guinea) that clearly do not have
officially recognized captive breeding facilities for these species.
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The trade data clearly shows that, from 2007 to 2010 inclusive, China imported increasing
numbers of endangered chimpanzees from Guinea year on year. As set out above, these
chimpanzees were all illegally recorded as having been bred in captivity in Guinea, despite
there being no officially recognized chimpanzee breeding facilities there. This almost
certainly meant they were wild chimpanzee orphans who, expert evidence suggests, were
taken from the wild at a cost of the lives of up to nine of their protective relatives per
chimpanzee orphan taken. As also set out above, all of these illegal chimpanzee orphan
imports by China were subsequently, officially declared as having been in violation of the
CITES Convention.
In 2010 China is also recorded as importing 10 critically endangered Western Gorillas and
10 vulnerable listed Mandrills from Guinea. These were also recorded as having been bred
in captivity in Guinea despite there, again, being no officially recognized breeding facilities
for such species in Guinea. As with the chimpanzees these were all CITES Appendix-I listed
animals whose import into China was also officially declared in violation of the CITES
Convention in September 2011.
Following the focus on Guinea in respect of this international trade around 2010 and 2011,
China is currently only recorded as having imported a further 4 chimpanzees from Guinea in
2011 (who were also included in those that were officially declared to have been imported
into China in violation of the CITES Convention). Coincidentally, it was from 2011 onwards,
however, that China then started importing additional 'captive-bred' chimpanzees from
countries other than Guinea who, similarly, have no officially recognized chimpanzee
breeding facilities.
In addition to its illegal imports of 4 chimpanzees from Guinea in 2011, the CITES trade
database also records China importing 4 purportedly 'captive-bred' chimpanzees from Syria
that year. It then records China as importing an additional 8 'captive-bred' chimpanzees from
Syria in 2012. With regard to those 8, corroborative evidence from September 2012 proves
actual physical arrival of 4 of those chimpanzees from Syria at Qingdao Zoo, in China's
Shandong Province, that year59.
CITES Resolution Conf. 12.10 (Rev. CoP15) on 'Registration of operations that breed
Appendix-I animal species in captivity for commercial purposes' is clear that the CITES
Secretariat will notify the Parties of any applications it receives by a Party to the Convention
for registration of any such operation. The CITES Secretariat does this through the
Notification to the Parties system through which it advises Parties to CITES of requests it
has received to include captive breeding operations in the CITES 'Register of operations that
breed Appendix-I animal species in captivity for commercial purposes'.
At the time of writing in early 2015 the CITES 'Register of operations that breed Appendix-I
animal species in captivity for commercial purposes' had no listing for any such operations in
Syria at all60. As stated on the CITES trade database, however, all of China's 'captive-bred'
CITES Appendix-I listed primate imports since 2007 have been recorded as imported with
purpose code 'Z' (indicating a 'zoo' purpose) as opposed to purpose code 'T' (indicating a
'commercial' purpose).
In light of the above China's imports of 12 chimpanzees from Syria over 2011 and 2012
could potentially be less illegal than its imports of 104 chimpanzees, 10 gorillas and 10
Mandrills from Guinea from 2007 to 2011 (which have all been officially declared to be in
violation of the CITES Convention and therefore in breach of International Law) if it could be
59 http://news.bandao.cn/news_html/201209/20120929/news_20120929_1992711.shtml (Link
working in February 2015)
60 See: http://www.cites.org/eng/common/reg/cb/summary.html
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proven that there were official captive breeding facilities for chimpanzees in Syria for 'zoo'
purposes. The chances of this were so remote for Guinea that the CITES Secretariat had no
doubt that China's imports of CITES Appendix-I listed primates from there were in violation
of the Convention as there were simply no breeding facilities for those species in Guinea at
all. The situation would almost certainly be identical with Syria. Further, even if such facilities
did exist, China's imports would then almost certainly fail the requirement in the CITES
Convention that such imports were not for 'primarily commercial purposes'. This is
evidenced by Figure 6 herein and voluminous additional evidence in the public domain of
these chimpanzees being commercially exploited in the tackiest of shows across many of
China's zoos.
There can be no doubt that China's illegal imports of 104 chimpanzees, 10 gorillas and 10
mandrills from Guinea, from 2007 to 2011 were in violation of the CITES Convention (and
therefore in breach of International Law) as the CITES Secretariat officially stated that was
the case in its September 2011 Notification. When that trade started to be scrutinized China
then simply switched to Syria and imported at least 12 additional chimpanzees who, as with
the chimpanzees China imported from Guinea, were similarly marked as having been bred in
captivity in Syria when that was almost certainly not the case at all. As a result, by the same
logic applied to China's CITES Appendix-I listed primate imports from Guinea, China's
chimpanzee imports from Syria, from 2011 onwards, would almost certainly have been in
violation of the CITES Convention and in breach of International Law also.
The trends continue however as China was also recorded as importing an additional 6
'captive-bred' chimpanzees from Chad in 2012. This is notwithstanding the fact that the
situation as regards chimpanzee captive breeding facilities in Chad was in 2012 and remains
the same as it was in 2012 and remains for Syria, i.e. definitely non-existent for commercial
purposes (which China's imports would almost certainly, objectively, been found to be) and
almost certainly non-existent for any other purposes.
For the sake of completeness, China is also recorded as importing 4 live, endangered
chimpanzees with source code 'W' from Sierra Leone in 2011. This 'W' source code truthfully
indicated that these 4 chimpanzees that China imported from Sierra Leone were all 'wild'
sourced as virtually, if not all, of China's other ape imports detailed herein realistically were
also (despite their 'C' source codes). Ironically China's import of these 4 chimpanzees could
potentially have been less illegal than its definitely illegal ape imports from Guinea since
2007 and its almost certainly illegal chimpanzee imports from Syria and Chad since 2011.
For China's wild chimpanzee imports from Sierra Leone in 2011 it would be necessary to go
back to the requirements of Article III of the CITES Convention to conclusively prove they
were illegal (owing to e.g. Sierra Leone's national laws and / or the fact that they would
almost certainly be found to have been imported for primarily commercial purposes in breach
of Article III).
Revealingly, it should also be noted that the CITES trade database had no record of any
trade whatsoever in CITES listed species from Chad, Sierra Leone or Syria to China before
2010 when Guinea's exports started to be scrutinized.
In addition, if further evidence were needed beyond the trends apparent from the trade data,
that China instigated its illegal ape imports from Guinea and also instigated its almost
certainly illegal ape imports from Chad, Sierra Leone and Syria, the writer has also been
provided with the documentation attached at Appendix 3 of this report.
Page 1 of Appendix 3 is a letter dated 28 April 2007 from a Chinese import and / or shipping
company called 'Tianjin Junheng International Trade Company, Ltd'. It is addressed to a
Guinean national and, further to his 'monkey' shipment to China, expresses Tianjin's
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satisfaction with their business arrangement and hope for 'further development' in their trade
along with their invite for him to visit China to meet with them in person.
Page 2 of Appendix 3 is a translation of a contractual agreement made between China's
'Shanghai Wild Animal Park' and an organization translated at 'Northern International Group'.
This is dated 11 June 2010 and sets out the contractual obligations between these two
parties with regard to Shanghai Wild Animal Park's import of 8 chimpanzees into China.
Pages 3 and 4 of Appendix 3 are the original and apparent translation of China's State
Forestry Bureau's permission for Shanghai Wild Animal Park to import 8 chimpanzees from
Guinea. This is dated 6 July 2010 and it will be noted that it provides permission to
Shanghai Wild Animal Park to entrust the aforementioned 'Tianjin Junheng International
Trade Limited Company' to carry out the actual importing activities. This document appears
to require Shanghai Wild Animal Park to apply to China's CITES Management Authority for
the requisite import permit within 6 months of the permission being granted (i.e. by 6 January
2011).
Pages 5 to 7 of Appendix 3 appear to the author to be the translation of Shanghai Wild
Animal Park's covering letter to China's CITES Management Authority dated 14 September
2010, under cover of which Shanghai Wild Animal Park then provided its applications for
import permits for the animals listed, included the 8 chimpanzees from Guinea detailed
above.
Pages 8 to 11 of Appendix 3 appear to the author to be Chinese and translated versions of
Shanghai Wild Animal Park's application of 15 September 2010, to China's CITES
Management Authority, for a CITES import permit in respect of the 8 chimpanzees it was
proposing to import from Guinea. Significantly it will be noted that this document reported
these animals as captive bred months in advance of the corresponding Guinean export
permit (see below).
Page 12 of Appendix 3 is a poor but apparently legitimate copy of the Guinean export permit
approving the export of 8 chimpanzees from the 'Birds Breeding Farm' in Conakry, Guinea to
Shanghai Wild Animal Park in China. This was dated 24 January 2011 and valid until 23 July
2011 (but for the inherent illegality of the document in specifying a false 'C' source code for
the chimpanzees detailed within it).
Page 13 of Appendix 3 is a letter dated 17 February 2011 from the previous head of
Guinea's CITES Management Authority, Mr Ansoumane Doumboya, confirming the
authenticity of the export permit at Page 12 of Appendix 3.
The CITES Convention and Resolutions are clear that, for CITES Appendix-I listed species
such as chimpanzees, the import permit (with a validity period of 12 months) is issued before
the corresponding export permit (with a validity period of 6 months). That creates a
presumption ab initio that China's herein detailed illegal great ape imports since 2007 were
instigated at the China end of the supply chain. The only logical alternative would be that
Guinean suppliers such as those behind the evidenced 'Birds Breeding Farm' in Conakry
went out and tore chimpanzees from the wild and then started cold calling all of China's zoos
to ask if they wanted any. The letter / evidence at Page 1 of Appendix 3 would appear to
rebut any suggestion that this trade works like that, instead suggesting that all the
encouragement is coming from the Chinese end (which is also what the trends identified and
detailed in the CITES trade data point towards).
In the circumstances it is recommended that the Chinese zoos detailed herein be
investigated and any staff there with knowledge of their respective illegal chimpanzee
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imports from Guinea be questioned in order to ascertain the full details concerning
these illegal transactions.
It is also recommended that any of China's CITES Management Authority, State
Forestry Bureau and / or zoological governing body staff with knowledge of these
matters be questioned in order to ascertain whether or not there was a policy / modus
operandi in place for having wild great apes imported from Guinea and then Syria and
Chad classified as 'captive-bred' in an attempt to divert attention from those imports.
If so, it is recommended that those involved in any such policy, that ultimately caused
China to be in breach of International Law on numerous occasions since 2007, be
arrested and charged under China's applicable national laws.
21. The illegal trade continues
Although, at the time of writing in early 2015, the data on the CITES trade database can only
be relied upon up to and including the end of 2012 there is clear evidence that China
continued importing great apes after 2012. Shanghai Wild Animal Park was, for instance,
evidenced as physically taking delivery of 4 chimpanzees from Africa in the spring of 201361.
Only time and investigation will tell whether or not that transaction was as illegal as the vast
majority of China's other great ape imports since 2007.
It would certainly be possible for China to continue importing great apes illegally, even from
Guinea. This is evidenced by two July 2014 dated, fraudulent, chimpanzee export permits
from Guinea that the author was provided with (attached at Pages 14 and 15 of Appendix 3
to this report). These permits were apparently obtained by undercover investigators acting as
a 'front company' and were basically drafted as required over the top of previous content,
even with blatant use of corrective fluid. These permits were possible to obtain in July 2014
because the 2013 recommendation to the Parties to CITES, to suspend trade in CITES
listed species with Guinea, was only limited to 'commercial' trade. As mentioned, China's
great ape imports have primarily all been reported as being for 'z' / zoo purposes (despite
the blatantly commercial uses to which those apes are subjected to following their arrival).
The evidence at Pages 14 and 15 of Appendix 3 could easily be used in support of moves to
extend the recommendation to suspend trade in CITES listed species with Guinea from
'commercial' to 'all' trade. In addition, as it would almost certainly be found that there are no
chimpanzee captive breeding facilities in either Chad or Syria, the CITES Secretariat and
Standing Committee could also take the same steps with those Parties to the Convention as
it took with Guinea from 2011 to 2013.
To do any of the above, however, whilst doing nothing to compel compliance with the CITES
Convention by China (as the common denominator and almost certainly the instigator of all
of this trade), would be ridiculously inconsistent and certainly against the requirements of the
CITES Convention detailed throughout this report.
22. Interpol actions on the trade to date
In the course of researching these matters the author was able to locate indicative evidence
in the public domain of the following actions purportedly taken by Interpol to date and
relevant to the illegal ape trade detailed herein:

61 http://society.people.com.cn/n/2013/0518/c136657-21529833.html (Link working in February 2015)
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1) Interpol Armenia, DRC and Nigeria apparently looking into the trade in endangered
species including apes62;
2) Purported Interpol 'audition' of Guinean CITES official Ansoumane Doumboya with regard
to his alleged role in the export of chimpanzees from Guinea to Armenia63;
3) Apparent Interpol involvement in the apprehension, conviction and sentencing of Guinean
chimpanzee trader Ousmane Diallo to 12 months imprisonment (and two of his accomplices,
Thierno Mamadou Diallo and Mamadou Alimou Bah, to 6 months imprisonment each)64;
4) Apparent Interpol involvement in the re-arrest of Ousmane Diallo after he was enabled to
go on the run half way through his 12 month prison sentence65; and
5) Apparent Interpol involvement in the arrest of two chimpanzee traders, Mamadou Moussa
Barry and Dinos Doré, in Conakry in December 201466.
In the hopes of avoiding recommending any additional action(s), that may already have been
taken by Interpol in relation to the illegal trade detailed herein, the author also contacted the
Head of Interpol's Environmental Security Sub-Directorate to check. The author was advised
that illegal trade in primates is not currently a focus of Interpol's and yet this seems at odds
with the reports of Interpol's apparent involvement in the matters listed above. In any event
it is hoped that the current report will encourage Interpol to now take a more active
involvement in investigating the illegal matters detailed in this report. In the circumstances
the author respectfully requests that, if it has not done so already, Interpol now carry out the
actions recommended throughout this report and summarised below for convenience.
Recommendations
1) It is recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the Chinese and Guinean CITES
Management Authorities and the CITES Secretariat to find out who exactly was at their
evidenced meeting in March 2010 and what exactly was agreed. Given the illegality of these
transactions if it is discovered that those present at that meeting agreed to facilitate or 'turn a
blind eye' to this illegal trade, to e.g. clear a backlog of chimpanzees already obtained and
sat waiting to fulfil contracts / orders already placed before the subsequent Guinean
commercial trade ban, then it is recommended that criminal charges be brought accordingly.
2) it is recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the CITES Secretariat to find out
when the 'Secretariat-organized meeting', referred to at Paragraph 40 of the Secretariat's
briefing on Enforcement Matters for SC61, took place, who was in attendance at that
meeting and what was discussed and agreed. In particular it is recommended that it be
ascertained whether the 'Secretariat-organized meeting' referred to was the same meeting
that Chinese and Guinean CITES officials have independently evidenced as taking place at
CITES CoP15 in Doha, Qatar in March 2010. Given the illegality of these transactions, if it is
established that those present at the 'Secretariat-organized meeting' referred to agreed to
facilitate or 'turn a blind eye' to this trade, to e.g. clear a backlog of chimpanzees already
62 http://hetq.am/eng/news/32643/interpol-now-investigating-trafficking-of-endangered-animals-viaarmenia.html (Link working in February 2015)
63 http://www.lagaenforcement.org/Portals/0/Documents/Regional%20Wildlife%20Law%20Enforcement%20Briefing
%20-%20Jan%202014.pdf (Link working in February 2015)
64 http://pfbc-cbfp.org/news_en/items/LAGA-ENEN.html (Link working in February 2015)
65 http://irokoheritage.com/portfolio/wildlife-crime-watch-interpol-re-arrest-notorious-e-guineantrafficker/ (Link working in February 2015)
66 http://freetheapes.org/category/galf/ (Link working in February 2015)
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obtained and sat waiting to fulfil contracts / orders already placed before the subsequent
Guinean commercial trade ban, then it is again recommended that criminal charges be
brought accordingly.
3) It is recommended that it be ascertained when exactly the CITES Secretariat's 2010 letter
about the apparent lack of chimpanzee breeding facilities in Guinea, addressed to and
recently referenced by China's CITES Management Authority, was sent. In addition it is
recommended that a copy of that letter be obtained so that its precise contents can be
established.
4) Given that it should have been an obvious step for the CITES Secretariat to pass the
purported Guinean chimpanzee export permits that it received from China to its contracted
consultant for analysis (if only to get his view on their validity), it is strongly recommended
that pressure be brought to bear on the CITES Secretariat to establish why such a glaring
omission was made with regard to the evidence it supplied to Mr John Caldwell for analysis
for his 2012 April report.
5) In addition to Recommendation 4 above, it is strongly recommended that, as the CITES
Secretariat's chosen consultant did not get an opportunity to analyze the Guinean export
permits evidencing China's illegal great ape imports from Guinea, copies of those export
permits and China's corresponding import permits be obtained from the CITES Secretariat
and analyzed thoroughly. Thereafter it is recommended that all of the exporters and
importers named on those permits be investigated and questioned as to why (and on whose
instructions) the wild chimpanzee orphans they traded from Guinea were illegally declared
as having been bred in captivity.
6) It is recommended that pressure be brought to bear upon the CITES Secretariat to
ascertain why it incorrectly advised CITES CoP16 and CITES SC63 that 'the CITES
Management Authority of Guinea provided the Secretariat with copies of ALL export permits
issued from 2009 to 2011' when that was not the case at all.
7) It is recommended that pressure be brought to bear on the CITES Secretariat to ascertain
why, following its 26 September 2011 confirmation that all of China's CITES Appendix-I listed
primate imports from Guinea were in violation of the Convention, it then failed to take any of
the required steps under Article XIII (1) of the CITES Convention and the Annex to
Resolution Conf. 14.3 in response to China's subsequent non-compliance with Article VIII
(1).
8) it is recommended that the Chinese zoos detailed herein be investigated and any staff
there with knowledge of their respective illegal chimpanzee imports from Guinea be
questioned in order to ascertain the full details concerning these illegal transactions.
9) In addition to Recommendation 8 above, it is also recommended that any of China's
CITES Management Authority, State Forestry Bureau and / or zoological governing body
staff with knowledge of these matters be questioned in order to ascertain whether or not
there was a policy / modus operandi in place for having wild great apes imported from
Guinea and then Syria and Chad classified as 'captive-bred' in an attempt to divert attention
from those imports. If so, it is recommended that those involved in any such policy, that
ultimately caused China to be in breach of International Law on numerous occasions since
2007, be arrested and charged under China's applicable national laws.

==================================================
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APPENDIX 1
CITES SECRETARIAT'S MISSION TEAM'S REPORT
OF THEIR MISSION TO GUINEA IN SEPTEMBER 2011
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APPENDIX 2
LETTER FROM GUINEA'S CITES MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY TO THE CITES
SECRETARY GENERAL FOLLOWING RECEIPT OF THE REPORT AT APPENDIX 1
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APPENDIX 3: PAGE 1
LETTER DATED 28 APRIL 2007 FROM CHINESE IMPORT AND / OR SHIPPING
COMPANY TO GUINEAN NATIONAL FURTHER TO THEIR PRIMATE TRADE
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APPENDIX 3: PAGE 2
TRANSLATION OF A CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN SHANGHAI WILD
ANIMAL PARK AND NORTHERN INTERNATIONAL GROUP - DATED 11 JUNE 2010

Agreement of Animal Importation Entrustment
No. TJJL2010-01
Party A: Shanghai Wild Animal Park

Telephone: 021-61180028

Party B: Northern International Group Telephone: 022-24650136
According to the need of exhibition and breeding in Party A, both parties reached this
agreement of importing animals:
The detail of imported animal is as follows:
Name

Quantity Gender Age

Pan troglodytes 8

3.5

Unit Price

Total amount

2 yrs old USD 16,000 USD 128,000

Delivery time and location: It is expected that the animals agreed above should arrive
Shanghai before December 31st, 2010.
Payment: After signing this agreement, Party A should pay to Party B according to overseas
requirements, Party B should remit to the specific account. After the animals imported, Party
A should pay the agency fee to Party B, the amount of agency fee should be 3% of the total
amount of imported animals.
Responsibilities of Party A:




Apply and deal with the animal importation permission, duty free certificate, imported
animals quarantine permission, etc. in Shanghai city. If a deposit is required, Party A
should pay the deposit.
Assist Party B to receive animals in Shanghai Pudong Airport, and responsible for the
expense and safety from airport to SWAP. Other expenses for customs, check, customs
liquidation should be paid by Party B and reimbursed to Party A.
Keep animals during quarantine, if animals die of poisoning, hunger, thirst or fight for
inappropriate husbandry, Party A should take the responsibility

Responsibilities of Party B:






Supervise the exporter to quarantine animals according to wildlife import and export
quarantine bureau.
Apply and deal with the animal importation permission, duty free certificate, imported
animals quarantine permission, etc. and pay for the expenses.
Responsible for animals’ death or injure, and deliver healthy animals to Party A in
specified time and location. If animals get sick, disabled or die during quarantine period,
Party B should compensate the loss of Party A.
This agreement abides by the law of PRC, wild animal protection law and quarantine law
of wildlife.
Any matters that are not included here should be agreed based on friend negotiation.

Party A: Shanghai Wild Animal Park

Party B: Northern International Group

June 11th, 2010
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APPENDIX 3: PAGES 3 AND 4
APPARENT ORIGINAL AND TRANSLATION OF CHINA'S STATE FORESTRY BUREAU'S
PERMISSION FOR SHANGHAI WILD ANIMAL PARK TO IMPORT 8 CHIMPANZEES
FROM GUINEA – ISSUED 9 JULY 2010

57

State Forestry Bureau
Permission for Shanghai Wild Animal Park Importing Chimpanzees
Shanghai Wild Animal Park:
Your application for importing chimpanzees has been received. It is now permitted
that you can entrust Tianjin Junheng International Trade Limited Company to import
8 live chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) of CITES appendix I from Guinea. The
chimpanzees shall be imported for exhibition and breeding. Please supervise the
animals, and protect them from escaping or causing any harm.
Please go through relevant workflows for animal importing and exporting certificate
in CITES China Office before January 6th, 2011.
July 6th, 2010
CC: CITES, Shanghai Forestry Bureau. Tianjin Junheng International Trade Limited
Company
Sent by: department of politics and law
State Forestry Bureau
Issued on July 9th, 2010
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APPENDIX 3: PAGES 5 TO 7
TRANSLATION OF WHAT APPEARS TO THE AUTHOR TO BE A COVERING LETTER
FROM SHANGHAI WILD ANIMAL PARK TO CHINA'S CITES MANAGEMENT
AUTHORITY ENCLOSING IMPORT PERMIT APPLICATIONS (INCLUDING FOR
CHIMPANZEES FROM GUINEA) - DATED 14 SEPTEMBER 2010

沪野园[2010] 57 号 Report Code of SWAP NO.57 of 2010

关于免税进口黑猩猩等种用野生动物的申请报告
Application for importing Chimpanzees and other wild
animals with duty free
上海市绿化和市容管理局（上海市林业局）：
Shanghai Forestry Bureau
为了促进野生动物的保护和科普教育，我公司与天津君恒国际贸易有
限公司等代理公司达成动物引进协议，拟委托代理公司进口黑猩猩（Pan

troglodytes）等种用野生动物，用于动物园观赏和繁殖，详见附表：免
税进口种用野生动物清单，特向贵局申请办理有关免税进口手续。
In order to promote wild animal conservation and science
popularization education, SWAP made an agreement with agents,
like Tianjin Junheng International Trade Co., Ltd to import wild
animals like Chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) under the purpose of
displaying and breeding in zoos. See more in the attachment of
the list of import breeding wildlife with duty free. Here apply
to related documents.
敬请批准为盼。
Please kindly approve

二0一0年九月十四日
Sept 14th 2010
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主题词： 免税进口 种用野生动物
Subject: Import with duty free for breeding wildlife
上海野生动物园党政办公室
SWAP Party and Gorverment office

2010年9月14日印发
Sept 14 th 2010

附表：免税进口种用野生动物清单 Attachment: list of import
breeding wildlife with duty free
动物名nam
e

拉丁名latin

保护级别cons
ervation
level

数量quan
tity

进口国o
rigin

国家局批
文approv
e no.

代理商age
nt
天津君恒
国际贸易

黑猩猩Chi
mpanzee

Pan troglody
tes

CITES I

8

几内亚G
uinea

林护许准
[2010]12
93号

有限公司T
ianjin
Junheng
Internati
onal
Trade
Co., Ltd
北方国际
集团有限

大食蚁兽
Giant
Anteater

Myrmecophaga
tridactyla

CITES II

2

圭亚那G
uyana

林护许准
[2010]14
14号

公司
Northern
Internati
onal
Group
Co., Ltd
天津金色

非洲象
African
Elephant

坦桑尼

Loxodonta
africana

CITES I

4
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亚
Tanzani
a

林护许准
[2010]14
16号

家园动物
进出口贸
易有限公
司
Tianjin

Golden
Land
Animal
Trade
Co., Ltd
大连龙锐
达进出口
麦哲伦企
鹅
Magellani
c Penguin

Spheniscus
magellanicus

非 None

20

阿根廷A
rgentin
a

林护许准
[2009]23
33号

有限公司D
alian
Longruida
Import
and
Export
Trade
Co., Ltd
大连龙锐
达进出口

水 豚
Capybara

Hydrochoerus
hydrochaeris

非None

4

荷兰Net
herland

林护许准
[2010]98
3号

有限公司
Dalian
Longruida
Import
and
Export
Trade
Co., Ltd
天津金色
家园动物
进出口贸

细尾獴Mee
rkat

Suricata
suricatta

非None

16

61

南非Sou
th
Africa

林护许准
[2010]14
15号

易有限公
司
Tianjin
Golden
Land
Animal
Trade
Co.,Ltd

APPENDIX 3: PAGES 8 TO 11
APPARENT CHINESE ORIGINAL AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF SHANGHAI WILD
ANIMAL PARK'S APPLICATION FOR A CITES IMPORT PERMIT FOR 8 REPORTEDLY
'CAPTIVE BRED' CHIMPANZEES FROM GUINEA – DATED 15 SEPTEMBER 2010

非盈利性野生动植物种源进口免税申请表
收货人及地址(中英文)：
Shanghai Wild Animal Park
No.178 Nanliu Road, Nanhui
District, Shanghai

发货人及地址（中英文）：
Birds Breeding Farm
BP.5881 Conakry REP.De

上海野生动物园发展有限责任公司

法定代表人：SIDIBIE

Guinea(几内亚)

上海市浦东新区南六公路178号
法定代表人：
进口代

天津君恒国际贸易有限公司

出口国

理单位
进口口

家
发货口

GUANGZHOU（广州）

岸
进口野

Guinea(几内亚)

Conakry（科纳克里）

岸
拉丁学名

生动植

数 单位

《公约

量

》附录

来源

用途

物种文
名
黑猩猩

总外汇

Pan troglodytes

8

184,000.00

只

I

C

人民币

额

数额

（美元

(元)

）
省级野生动植物行政主管部门意见：

允许进出口证明书编号：
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Z

附件：

备注：

申请单位申请函：
合同（协议书）：
联系

谢春雨

邮政

人姓

021-61180028；
13601851117

编码

名

201300

：

及电
话：
填表日期：

2010年9月15日
中华人民共和国濒危物种进出口管理办公室制
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非盈利性野生动植物种源进口免税申请表
Application for importing Nonprofit Wildlife Provenance with Duty Free
收货人及地址(中英文
)：Consignee &
Address
Shanghai Wild
Animal Park
No.178 Nanliu Road,
Nanhui District,
Shanghai

发货人及地址（中英文）：Consigner & Address
Birds Breeding Farm
BP.5881 Conakry REP.De Guinea(几内亚)
法定代表人：SIDIBIE

上海野生动物园发展
有限责任公司
上海市浦东新区南六
公路178号
法定代表人：Legal
representative
天津君恒国

出口国家
Export country

际贸易有限
进口代理单位import
agent

进口口岸import port

公司
Tianjin
Junheng
Internatio
nal Trade
Co., Ltd
GUANGZHOU

Guinea(几内亚)

发货口岸
Port of dispatch

（广州）

Conakry（科纳克里）
进口野生动植物中文

拉丁学名la
tin

数量quanti
ty
单位unit

名Chinese name of
imported wildlife
黑猩猩

Pan troglo
dytes

《公约》 来源o 用途purp
附录CITE rigi ose
n
S
appendix
I

8

C

只

Chimpanzee
总外汇额

184,000.00

人民币数额

（美元）Total USD

(元)RMB
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Z

省级野生动植物行政

允许进出口证明书编号：
Import and export permit certificate no.

主管部门意见：comm
ents from provincial
wildlife administrative
competent department

附件：attachment


申请单位申请函
：application

备注：note

2、合同(协议书)：con
tract(agreement)
联系人姓名及电话：contact name
and tel
谢春雨 Xie Chunyu

联系人姓名及电话：contact name and tel
谢春雨 Xie Chunyu
手机：13601851117

手机：13601851117

传真电话：021-61180028

传真电话：021-61180028
填表日期：Date

2010 年 09月 15日 Sept 15th 2010

中华人民共和国濒危物种进出口管理办公室制CITES China Office
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APPENDIX 3: PAGE 12
POOR BUT APPARENTLY LEGITIMATE COPY OF THE GUINEAN CITES EXPORT
PERMIT APPROVING THE EXPORT OF 8 REPORTEDLY 'CAPTIVE BRED'
CHIMPANZEES FROM THE 'BIRDS BREEDING FARM' IN CONAKRY, GUINEA TO
SHANGHAI WILD ANIMAL PARK (DATED 24 JANUARY 2011 AND STATED AS VALID
UNTIL 23 JULY 2011)
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APPENDIX 3: PAGE 13
LETTER DATED 17 FEBRUARY 2011 FROM GUINEA'S CITES
MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY CONFIRMING THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE
EXPORT PERMIT AT APPENDIX 3: PAGE 12
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APPENDIX 3: PAGES 14 AND 15
TWO GUINEAN CHIMPANZEE EXPORT PERMITS DATED JULY 2014 THAT WERE
BASICALLY DRAFTED TO ORDER BY UNDERCOVER OPERATIVES
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