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Introduction

In accordance with Article V.1(c) of the Agreement on the Conservation of AfEcassian
Migratory Waterbirds (AEWA), each Party shall prepare to each ordsession of the Meeting of

the Parties (MOP) a National Report on its implementation oAgneement and submit that report to

the Agreement Secretariat not later than 120 days before the session of the MOP. Therefore the
deadline for submission of National Reports to SfieSession of the Meeting of the Parties (MOP5)

was 14 January 2012.

Theformat for reports for the period 20@®11 was approved at th& 8ession of the Meeting of the
Parties (1519 September 2008, Antananarivo, Madagascar) by Resolution 4.7. Further amendments
were endorsed by the Standing Committee in August 2011 indeow® with operative paragraph 11

of Resolution 4.7. This format has been constructed following the AEWA Action Plan, the AEWA
Strategic Plan 2002017 andResolutions of the MOP.

The AEWA National Reports 2062011 were compiled and submitted through @dS Family
Online Reporting System (ORS), which is an online reporting tool for the whole CMS Family.
However, AEWA was the first of the CM®lated treaties to use the ORS for its reporting to MOP5.
The CMS Family ORS was developed in 22001 by the UNP-World Conservation Monitoring
Centre (UNEPWCMC) in close collaboration withand under the guidance, ahe UNEP/AEWA
Secretariat.

The reporting cycle to MOP5 was launched by the Secretariat in early July 2011 and access
credentials to the ORS were pided to the Parties as of midctober. Meanwhile, the Secretariat had
prefilled the National Reports of most Parties as much as possible on the basis of National Reports
submitted to previous MOPs. The Parties Haal task of verifyinghe prefilled dataand finalisng

their reports. Upon receipt of each National Report, the Secretariat performed a check for
completeness and sent back a detailed request for additional information to be provided.- Once re
submittedthe National Reports were considessdbeindinal.

The majority of Parties submitted their reports after the deadline and the Secretariatued
accepting late submissisruntil six weeks lateri.e. by 23 February 2012After this date all
submitted reports were analys@&y. the cutoff date of 23February 43 National Reports or 69% of
the due reportarere submittedhrough the ORSThis is the highest submission rate achietcedate
One report was submittecfter the cubff date, increasinghe overall submission rate to 71%
however the infomation from this report was not included in the analysis.



The analysis of national reports for the triennium 22021 was commissioned by the Secretariat to
UNEP-WCMC in accordance with a detailed analysis matrix developed by the Secretariat and
reviewedand approved by the Technical Committee. The draft of the analysis was reviewed and
commented by the Secretariat and the Technical Committee. Results of this analysis were used in the
compilation of the Report on the implementation of the AEWA Strategic 0092017 (document
AEWA/MOP 5.11).

Action requested from the Meeting of the Parties

The Meeting of the Parties is invited to note the Analysis of National Reports for the Triennism 2009
2011 and take its conclusions and recommendations into adndbatdecisiormaking process.
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Executive Summary

The analysis of National Reports summarises the information provided by Parties Abithe-
Eurasian Waterbird Agreement (AEWA) on their implementation of the Agreement over the
triennium 20092011. The analysis highlights progress on the Strategic tBigets and identifies
priority areas where more effort and focus is needed.

National Reportswere submitted usinghé new Online Reporting SystemdRS), developed by
UNEP-WCMC in close cooperation with the UNEP/AEWA Secretarattomated data capture ia
facilitated the productio of a detailed and graphicalijustrated report; development afh analytical

module would further automate thpsocess in futureThe 71% submissiorate (44 out of 62 due

reportd is the highest to date, in line with theiaase seen each triennium since MORZty-three

reports were submitted in the required format by the extended deadline (23 February 2012) and have
therefore been included in this analysis.

The analysis indicates that progress is being ntadards theimplementation ofa number of
Strategic Plan targetnd associated indicatorsut that mog work is needed in some areas. Three
targets were fully achieved and an additional seven targets were partially fulfilled, indicating that
Parties are actively takg action to safeguard waterbirds in line with the requirements of the
Agreement.

However, three of the targets still require considerable work and progress towards the overall Goal of
the Strategic Plan was limited, with localisedimctions recordedat the national levelThese four

areas of wor8 reducing extinctions and improving conservation stdegal protection for Column

A speciesSingle Species Action Plaasid implementation of thekEWA Communication Strate@y

should be considered priorityess for future action on the basis of the level of fulfilment of the
targets. A number addditionalpriority recommendations have been identified for the consideration

of the Parties to AEWAas detailed in the Conclusions and Recommendations sectlom anfidlysis

Furthermore, this analysis highlights that support is required to assist Parties in compiling their
National Report information and in implementing the Agreenfemither assessment of the reporting
guestionnaire may be required to ensuré this readily interpreted by Parties and that it focuses
implementing bodies on priority tasks in support of the conservation and management of AEWA
species.
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l. Introduction

National Reportprovideone ofthe best means available to assess the status of implementation of the
African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement (AEWANd help to guide decisions on current and future
strategicpriorities. The present document providesaaalysis of theNational Reportsubmitted by
Parties prior tahe fifth Meeting of the Parties to AEWA (®P5 in the context ofhetargets set out

in the Strategic Plan 20217, the AEWA Action Plan and desions of previous MOPRs

The Strategic PlarR0032017, adopted at MOP4 in 2008, highlights txeerall goal of the
Agreementto maintainor to restore migratory waterbird species and their populations at a favourable
conservation status throughout thiéywvays, through the implementation &ife mainobjectives and
associatedargetsfor the period2009 to 2017 The objectives focus oRavourable Conservation
Status, Sustainable Use, Increased Knowledge, ImpiGeetmunicatiorandIimproved Cooperatian
correspondingtargets and measurabiedicatois were developedto monitor progress towards
implementationProgress on those targets for whithtional Reportprovide ameans for verification

is highlighted throughout the document.

This analysis followshe general structure of tidational Reportswith the exception of the sians
onadherence to AEWAonservatiorGuidelines, which g discussetbgetherat the end.

Online reporting

A new Online Reporting System (ORS) developed by UNERVCMC in partneship with the
UNEP/AEWA Secretariaandreplacing the previously used pajiersed format foNational Reports

was approved by MOP4 in 2008 and introduced in 28ll1INational Report$or the MOPS5 reporting

cycle were submitted using the online reportiiogmat’. Following submission oNational Reports

the data were extracted, compiled and synthesised for this analysis. Inréoiréng cyclesParties

will be able to retrieve their previous responses so that reporting will be more streaaténéihe. If

online reporting is adopted by CMS and all its daughter agreements, it is hoped that questions could be
shared across agreements in order to reduce the reporting burden on Patrties.

In addition, it is also hoped that this system can be built updrinaproved to include, for exanmgl
an analytical tool to facilitatéhe process of national reporting as well as analgsisanalytical tool
would allow Parties toconductsophisticated analysesd view graphical representatioofsthe data
contained inNational ReportsThesecould include analyseby Party (e.g.quickly summarising
information acrossall the speciesspecific datasubmittedby each Parlyas well aslongitudinal
analygs summarising informatiomcross Partiedut could also include aifidnal types of analysis
depending on the needs of the AgreemEot instance, an analytical module could allow for regional
analyss to be conducted in order to visualise trends across Africa or Eurdéth. further
development, the OR&uld alsosene as acentralised, searchable resource for couspscificdata
on species status within countries;gming AEWA researctprojects, and other information relevant
to AEWA implementation.

! Details ofthe online reporting formatan be found here:
www.unepaewa.org/documents/national _report_format.htm
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Overview of report submission eat

80%
Article V.1(c) of the AEWA text requires eachl  70%

Contracting Partyo prepare a National Report or] ¢ 60%

its implementation of the Agreememtior to each :‘;: 50% -

ordinary session of the Meeting of the Parties 400 -

(MOP). The daiginal deadline for submitting | & g0, 4

National Reportsfor the 20092011 triennium § 20% A

was 14January 2012, but submissions receive@ ... j

up to 23 February weraccepted and included 0% ‘ , .
within the aalysis. In total, 43 reportswere MOP2 MOP3 MOP4 MOP5
receivedin the required formt by this cut off (m=34) (=49 (=58 (@M=62)

. . 0 g J
date representlr?gapprox_lmately 69/’ of Fhﬁz Figure 1.1. National report submission rate o
AEWA Contracting Partiefrom which National time. With the exception of MOP2 where

Reportswere dué. This submiss_,ion rate is any nthesis report was prepared, values repre
improvement upon the submission rates for th ports received in time for the syntheséport

preViOl.JS two MOPs (Figure 1.1ne Qdditional compiled before each MO&ut of the total report
reportin the required formawas receivedafter

the cut off datdrom Libya, increasing the overall

submission rate to 71%. Throughout this 3 ’ E e
. . y - > = Ny

analysis, percentages are provithedhout ofthe . e f/};’_) 3R b

total6r es p&redpeonrtts ng Parti eso, r ng to

the 43 Partiesvhose repod were included in the
analysis, and out of thetotal 6 Contracting
Par trefermgto the 62 Parties from which
National Reportsvere due.

Details of Parties that submitted reports in time
for the analysisreports that have been received
either late or not in the required formand those W
from which reports have not yet been received ’“7
are provided below and in Figure 1.2. ; \ ~

AEWA Parties that provided National
Reports in the required format (as of 23
February 2012) (43; 69% of due reports)

Africa (9; 36% of due reports): Algeria, Egypt,

Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Senegal, South Africa,
the United Republic of Tanzaniahereafter National report submitted
referred to as TanzaniapdUganda. B v (S

. . E Yes, but not in required format
. 0,
EuraSIa (341 92 /0 Of due reports) Albanla’ |I]]]]] Yes, but submitted after the cut off date

Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprusthe Czech B -

Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Frart@, [ x.por not equirea
Former Yugoslav Republic ofMacedonia [ o contractng pary
(hereafter referred to as FYR Macedonigdigyre 1.2. Contracting Parties to AEWA t
Georgia, Germany, Hungary, Israel, ltaly, Jordag;nmitted a National Report to MOPS5 in

Latvia, ~Lebanon, Lithuania, Luxembourgeqyired format by 2% February 2012 and we
Republic of Moldova(heredter referred to asinerefore included in this analysis.

2 |n addition, Madagascar submitted a report that was not in the required format and was not included in this
analysis.

% Due to the reporting of the individual EU Member States, the European Commission was not required to report
on behalf of the European Union; Chad and Montenegro acceded only two months before the reporting deadline
and therefore were not required to subanieport.

“ All submitted national reports can be seen here:
http://www.unepaewa.org/meetings/en/mop/mop5_docs/mop5_nreporting.htm
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Moldova), Monaco, Netherlands, Norway, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
the Syrian Arab Republiqdhereafter referred to as Syria), Ukraiaedthe United Kingdomof Great
Britain and Northern Ireland (hereafteferred to as the United Kingdom)

AEWA Parties that provided due National Reportsthat were not in the required format (as of 23
February 2012)and weretherefore not included in this analysis (1;: 2% of due reports):

Africa: (1; 4% of due reports): Madagscar.

AEWA Parties that provided due National Reports after 23 February 2012 and were not included
in this analysis (1: 2% of due reports):

Africa: (1; 4% of due reports): Libya.

AEWA Parties that have not provideddue National Reports (as of2 April 2012 (18 29% of due
reports): (number ofconsecutiveMOPs to which Parties have not submittddtional Reportsn
brackets, where this is 31

Africa (14; 56% of due reports). Benin(4), Congq Djibouti (3), EquatoriaiGuinea(4), Gambia(4),
Guinea(4), GuineaBissau(2), Mali, Mauritius,Niger (4), Nigeria(3), Sudan,TogoandTunisia.

Eurasia (3; 86 of due reports): Ireland(2), Portugal(3), Uzbekistan.
AEWA Parties that were not required to submit aNational Report (3):
Africa (1): Chad

Eurasia (2): Montenegrothe European Union.
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Il. Species Status

Parties were asked to report on the AEWA Table 1 categorisation, legal status, population status and trend, and |
Red Listthreat status of AEWA species occurring in their country.

The species status was analysedrfative species anfbr species native for at least part of their
annual cycle(but introduced populations or populations of feral or domesticated origin alsg.occur
ThreeParties Jordan, Kenyand Tanzanid were excluded from the analysis of species status due to
incomplete reponses in this section of tiNational Report The United Kingdom was also excluded

since it is in the process of updating its species status data; this information was communicated to the
Secretariat.

2.1 Legal Rotection ( Column A A

Thirty-nine Parties provided B100%

information on the national
categorisation of specie:

876-99%

051-75%

Strateqic Plan Target 1.1

Full lega protection is (C.Olgmn A, B and C) | 026-50%
provided to allColumn A within Table 1 of the 00-25%

species AEWA Agreement Text B No informat
H 0 mlormation
Indicator: (Flgure 22)' An
All CPs have adopted overview of the s W Exelyded
national legislation proportion 0fCqumnsA, k ' J

protecting all ColmnA Figure 2.1.a: Proportion and number

B and C species fuI_Iy Parties and proportion of fully protect

protectel by Party is Column A species within their countr
provided in Table.1. Full P Y

protectionfor Column A speciesorresponds to all easures (
as per paragraph 2.1.1 of the AEWA Action Piarplace.
Full protection for Column Band Cspeciescorresponds to
all measuresis per paragraph 2.1.2, or mooé the AEWA
Action Plan in place

Column B

B100%
B876-99%
051-75%
. . | 026-50%
Ten Parties reportedulf protection for all Column A /
species, with a further 15 Padiindicating full protectiorsi
in place for between 789% of Column A specie@~igure
2.1.a) Increased legal protection across tRaris needed B Excluded

before Target 1.1 can be achieved. O y,

. . . Figure 2.1.b: Proportionand number o
Five Parties noted that all Column B species are fl pgiies and proportion of fully protecte

protected(Figure 2.1.b)and five Parties reported grantin column B species within their country.
the same, or higher, protection to Column C species as

afforded to Column B specig§igure 2.1.c) The level of (.

legal protection in place (fully, partially, no protection, r
information) by Party is detailed in Figures3&c for
Column A, B and C species, respectively.

00-25%

B No information

B 100%
076-99%
051-75%
It is important to note that for a number of species, t
categorisatioColumn A, B or C)selected by a Partgid
not correspond with the categorisation the AEWA
Tablel, with some Parties providingultiple categories for
a speies with a single categoryriTable 1 In future, it
might assist Parties if the relevant categoryengovided to \ J
them within the Online ReportingyStem, so that they couldFigure 2.1.c: Proportion and number
easily identify those species that are Column AnB C and Parties and proportion of fully protect
could then respond appropriately to the relevant questionsColumn C species within their country.
legal requirements.

026-50%
00-25%

B No information

B Excluded
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Table 2.1 Number of Parties and proportion faflly/partially protectedColumn A, B and C species

Proportion of fully No. Party
protected species  Parties

Column A
100% 10 Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Ghana, Italy, Nethe
Spain
76-99% 15 Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Egypt, France, Georgia, Hungary, Israel,
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Uganda
51-75% 1 Ethiopia
26-50% 2 Luxembourg, Senegal
0-25% 4 Albania, South Africa, Syria, Ukraine
No information 7 Algeria, FYR Macedonial.ebanon, Monaco, Moldova, Norway, Switzerland
provided
Excluded 4 Jordan, Kenyalanzania, United Kingdom
Column B
100% 5 Egypt, Hungary, Monaco, Senegal, Sweden
76-99% 13 Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Georgia, Ghana, Israel, Italy, Lithi
Slovakia, Spain, Uganda, Ukraine
51-75% 4  Cyprus, Estonia, Germany, Latvia
26-50% 0
0-25% 11 Bulgaria, CzechRepublic, Ethiopia, France, Netherlands, Norway, Rom
Slovakia, South Africa, Switzerland, Syria
No information 6 Albania, AlgeriafYR Macedonial.ebanon, Luxemburg, Moldova
provided
Excluded 4  Jordan, Kenya, Tanzanidnited Kingdom
Column C
100% 5 Egypt, Italy, Monaco, Sweden, Ukraine
76-99% 6 Belgium, Croatia, Georgia, Ghana, Hungary, Spain
51-75% 7 Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia
26-50% 2 Slovakia, Slovenia
0-25% 5 Czech Republic, Ethiopia, Norway, South Africa, Uganda
No information 14 Albania, Algeria, France, FYR Macedonia, Israel, Lebanon, Lithuani
provided Luxemtourg, Moldova, Netherlands, Romania, Senegal, Switzerland, Syria
Excluded 4 Jordan, Kenya, Tanzanidnited Kingdom

® Full protectionfor Column A speciesorresponds to all easures as per paragraph 2.1.1 of the AEWA Action
Planin place. Full protection for Column Eand Cspeciescorresponds to all measuras per paragraph 2.1.2, or
more, of the AEWA Action Plan in place
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100% -

80% -

60% -

40%

20% -

\_

OColumn A

EColumn B

EColumn C @ no categorisation provide

Figure 22. Proportion of species pgkEWATable 1 Category (number of species confirmed to occur in each canditgtedin bracket$.
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Bfull protection O partial protectior O no protection O no legal status provide
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Figure 23a. National protection of Column A species (number of species confirmed to occur in each icdiicdtgdin brackets.
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@no legal status provide

Opartial protectior Ono protection

@full protection

100% A

80% A

60% -

40% -

20% A

Figure 23b. National protection of Column B species (number of species confirmed to occur in each icdiicdtgdin brackets.
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Figure 23c. National protection of Column C species (number of species confirmed to occur in each icdiicdtgdin brackets.
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