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Report finalised after a process of consultation by correspondence with the AEWA EGM IWG2 participants.

EGM IWG2 DECISIONS AND ACTIONS
AGENDA ITEM
Agenda item 2.

Adoption of agenda

Agenda item 3.

Admission of permanent observers
and individual expert observers

Agenda item 5.

Guidance on the composition, role and
responsibilities of national delegations

Agenda item 6.

EGM IWG Task Forces

Agenda item 7.

Project concepts – legal regulations and
communication

DECISION
The agenda (document AEWA/EGM IWG 2.2
Rev.1) was adopted with no comments.
The individual experts were admitted to the EGM
IWG2 and the organisations present were all
approved by the Meeting as permanent observer
organisations to the EGM IWG.
Document EGM IWG 2.3 - EGM IWG Guidance on
the Composition, Role and Responsibilities of
National Delegates was adopted by the Meeting
with the inclusion of the amendments submitted by
the United Kingdom and Sweden (see Appendix 1).
Both the generic and Agriculture Task Force Terms
of Reference were adopted with the incorporation of
changes (see Appendices 2 and 3 respectively).

1. Review of harvest-related legal
regulations in the EGMP Range States

ACTION

The Secretariat would take the lead and invite
the designation of representatives for the Pinkfooted and Taiga Bean Goose Task Forces. The
Secretariat will identify a coordinator for the
Agriculture TF and its work will be launched.

The Secretariat should commission the
production of relevant model legislation which
would be an ideal case scenario for running an
Adaptive Management System and disseminate
this amongst the range states. Funds will be
sought in the operational budget of the EGMP
coordination.
Each range state could then undertake either a
review of its own relevant legislation or decide
to outsource the review with regard to 1) the
opening/closure of goose hunting seasons and
quota-setting and 2) the collection of harvest
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EGM IWG2 DECISIONS AND ACTIONS
AGENDA ITEM

DECISION

ACTION
data. The outcome of those reviews, including an
estimation of the time frame necessary to amend
legislation (if amendment is needed) should then
be communicated to the Secretariat. An
overview of the feedback of each country will be
presented to the EGM IWG3 in June 2018.

2. EGMP Communication Strategy

The Meeting agreed that the Secretariat should
take the issue forward and start fundraising in
order to be able to commission the work to the
identified contractor as soon as possible.

Agenda item 8.

EGMP logo

The Meeting approved the EGMP logo presented.

Agenda item 9.

EGMP budget 2017-2018

1) The Meeting approved handling the saving
accumulated so far (ca. 179,000 EUR by the
Coordination Unit and 59,900 by the Data Centre) as
well as any surplus money from one year to another
as a reserve.

Agenda item 11.

PfG Adaptive Harvest Management
update

The preferred management option was confirmed as
being optimizing harvest to stabilize the population
at 60,000, which will be examined again the
following year, and the harvest quota for 2017/18
was set at 36,000, although it is acknowledged that it
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1) The Secretariat would establish a reserve and
report back to the countries annually as to what
it had been used for.
2) The Secretariat will prepare the calculations
for two options for 1) equally splitting up the
costs between the range states and 2) paying
according to the UN scale of assessments for
circulation very early in 2018 and subsequent
consideration by the EGM IWG at its annual
meeting in 2018.

EGM IWG2 DECISIONS AND ACTIONS
AGENDA ITEM

DECISION

ACTION

it is unlikely that this level of harvest would be
attained.

Agenda item 13.

Feedback session on the
implementation of TBG ISSAP actions
(see Appendix 4 for feedback provided by
the range states)

Agenda item 15.

TBG Sustainable Harvest Assessment

Agenda item 17.

IWG Reporting Process

Agenda item 18.

Next AEWA EGM IWG Meeting

The UK delegation provided the following
activity to be added by the Secretariat to the
work plan and the reporting format: “Review
factors possibly contributing to rapid declines in
eastern England and implement appropriate
management responses, as appropriate”.
Finland, Sweden, Denmark and Norway agreed on a
harvest rate of 3% for the Central Management Unit
of the Taiga Bean Goose for 2017/18 (see Appendix
5 for the actual numbers)

The meeting agreed on the dates for the 2018 annual
meeting.
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The Secretariat would circulate a draft national
reporting format to the EGMP range states for
review. The format will be finalised following
the feedback received and translated into an
online template by the end of 2017. The
reporting process will be launched by January
2018.
The Secretariat would send out a reminder to
the EGM IWG range states requesting back-up
offers to host the EGM IWG3 on 14-15 June
2018, in case this cannot be held back-to-back
with the Barnacle Goose Workshop in the
Netherlands.

Agenda item 1. Opening
1. Representing Norway, the Chair of the AEWA European Goose Management International Working Group (EGM
IWG), Mr Øystein Størkersen opened the meeting, giving a short introduction to the main objectives of this second
Meeting of the AEWA EGM IWG (EGM IWG2), which would deal with operational issues as well as management
options for the coming harvest period.
2. On behalf of the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat, the Head of the Science, Implementation and Compliance Unit, Mr Sergey
Dereliev welcomed the delegates to the meeting. He thanked the Danish Ministry of Environment and Food,
Environmental Protection Agency for hosting the meeting and providing exceptionally good facilities.

Agenda item 2. Adoption of agenda
Decision: The agenda (document AEWA/EGM IWG 2.2 Rev.1) was adopted with no comments.

Agenda item 3. Admission of permanent observers and individual expert observers
3. The Chair introduced the individual experts who had been invited to this meeting to contribute to specific agenda
items, i.e. Dr Fred Johnson, U.S. Geological Survey, Ms Sonia Rozenfeld, Severtsov Institute of Ecology and Evolution
and Ms Melissa Lewis, Environmental Law Expert on the AEWA Technical Committee, all of whom were admitted by
the Meeting.
4. He went on to introduce the specialised observer organisations represented at the Meeting:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The International Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation (CIC)
The Committee of Professional Agricultural Organisations and General Confederation of Agricultural
Cooperatives in the European Union, known as COPA COGECA
BirdLife International
The European Federation of Associations for Hunting and Conservation (FACE)
Migratory Birds of the Western Palearctic (OMPO)
Wetlands International
Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust (WWT)

5. In accordance with the EGM IWG Modus Operandi, the Chair invited the admission of these organisations as
permanent observers to the Working Group.
Decision: The individual experts were admitted to the EGM IWG2 and the organisations present were all approved by
the Meeting as permanent observer organisations to the EGM IWG.

Agenda item 4. Reports of the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat and the AEWA European Goose Management Platform
Data Centre
6. On behalf of the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat, the Head of the Science, Implementation and Compliance Unit, Mr
Dereliev gave a short summary of events since the last meeting of the EGM IWG in December 2016. The report of that
meeting had been finalised in December together with the work plan for the implementation of the non-Adaptive Harvest
Management (AHM) - related actions of the Taiga Bean Goose International Single Species Action Plan (2017-2018).
7. The Task Force to develop an international framework for dealing with agricultural conflicts caused by geese (EGM
IWG Agriculture Task Force) had been convened. The arrangements between the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat and Aarhus
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University were concluded in form of a Memorandum of Cooperation (MoC), which defines the parameters of
collaboration and the Aarhus University services to the EGMP as the Data Centre.
8. The recruitment of the EGMP Coordinator and Programme Management Assistant, to be based at the UNEP/AEWA
Secretariat in Bonn, had been very time-consuming and lengthy. The Coordinator should be able to enter on duty on 03
July 2017, while the interviews for the Assistant post are scheduled to take place in July 2017 so that it was hoped to
have a fully-fledged unit serving the EGMP by the end of the year.
9. As a result of the delay with recruitment of the EGMP staff, the Secretariat has had to deal with the organisation and
substantial matters of four EGMP-related events within six months, which constituted a heavy additional workload.
10. Regarding the development of project proposals, a costed project concept for a review looking into national hunting
legislation, with the aim to provide guidance on adapting national legislations to allow administrations to regulate
hunting on an annual basis, as necessary within the AHM process, had been developed with AEWA Technical
Committee Environmental Law Expert, Ms Melissa Lewis.
11. The second project the Secretariat had been requested to initiate was that of the development of a coherent
Communication Strategy for the EGMP, for which a call for tenders had been announced. The Secretariat had already
undertaken several communication-related trips, presenting the progress of implementation of the EGMP to the Expert
Group on the Birds and Habitats Directives of the EU (NADEG), and the European Parliament in Strasbourg and in
Brussels.
12. Representing the newly established AEWA EGMP Goose Data Centre at Aarhus University, Professor Jesper
Madsen reported that Ms Gitte Høj Jensen had been recruited to coordinate the annual data collation. The EGMP Goose
Modelling Consortium, currently consisting of Aarhus University and other relevant institutions from the Netherlands,
France, Sweden and the United Kingdom had met for the first time in May in the Netherlands. In preparation for the
recent Barnacle Goose Management Planning Workshop, the Data Centre had prepared a prototype of models for the
Barnacle Goose, as well as annual monitoring and adaptive harvest updates and modelling updates for the Taiga Bean
Goose and Pink-footed Goose for the current meeting.

Agenda item 5. Guidance on the composition, role and responsibilities of national delegations
13. Referring to document EGM IWG 2.3 - EGM IWG Guidance on the Composition, Role and Responsibilities of
National Delegates, AEWA Associate Programme Officer, Ms Nina Mikander explained the background of the
guidance document and, the need to set a limit on the total number of participants while ensuring the continued
involvement of national experts and stakeholders. The document also included an outline of the roles of the various
delegates.
14. The United Kingdom and Sweden had some comments to the text of the guidance, which were supplied to the
Secretariat in writing and subsequently incorporated.
15. It was clarified that it is for the range states participating in the EGMP to decide on the composition of their national
delegations. The guidelines suggest that each delegation should comprise at least one national government representative
with the mandate to make decisions with financial and legislative implications and one national expert to provide input
and advice, where necessary. Within the limit of five members per country delegation, the involvement of further expert
and stakeholder organisations in the process is encouraged.
16. In answer to concerns raised by Sweden with regard to decisions on national legislation, Mr Dereliev clarified that
it was not for the Meeting to decide on national legislation but that the implications of decisions made at the annual
EGM IWG meetings may require amendments to national legislation. The dynamic nature of decision-making and
adaptive regulations were the core of the system. The legislation in each country was already being looked at with the
aim of being able to make recommendations to enable any potential adjustments.
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Decision: Document EGM IWG 2.3 - EGM IWG Guidance on the Composition, Role and Responsibilities of National
Delegates was adopted by the Meeting with the inclusion of the amendments submitted by the United Kingdom and
Sweden (see Appendix 1).

Agenda item 6. EGM IWG Task Forces
17. Referring to document EGM IWG 2.4 – AEWA European Goose Management International Working Group Task
Forces, Ms Mikander explained that the establishment of task forces under the EGM IWG had been adopted under
Rule 29 of the EGM IWG Modus Operandi at its first meeting. The document outlined the process for establishment of
task forces and the generic terms of reference (ToR). It also recommended the establishment of species-specific task
forces for the Pink-footed Goose (Anser brachyrhynchus) and Taiga Bean Goose (Anser f. fabalis) to ensure coordinated
cooperation amongst range states for the delivery of all the objectives and results in the respective Species Management
and Action Plans already under the remit of the EGMP.
18. The task forces would deal with preparatory work before the meetings of the EGM IWG, which would remain as
the decision-making forum. The task force membership would be less restrictive than that of the EGM IWG and could
include national government representatives and experts from various thematic fields.
19. The workload would vary; however, it was expected that the task force participants should participate actively in
the development of EGM IWG meeting documents. Task forces could meet via skype calls and potentially, in future,
back-to-back to the annual EGM IWG meetings, dependent on the availability of funds, although documents would
have to be produced according to the deadlines established in the EGM IWG Modus Operandi.
20. Once the Meeting had adopted the relevant ToR for a task force, the Secretariat would send invitations to countries
and permanent observer organisations to designate representatives and maintain up-to-date membership lists. Members
of the Agriculture Task Force had already been designated.
21. With regard to both the generic and Agriculture Task Force ToR, under Membership, first line, the United Kingdom
suggested replacing ‘representatives of national bodies’ with ‘designated governmental representatives’ for legal
clarity.
22. Responding to a question by Denmark on the ‘assistance’ of task forces with the regular monitoring, Ms Mikander
explained that the role of the task forces was to make sure that the data was delivered to the AEWA EGMP Goose Data
Centre, rather than to engage in monitoring.
23. Following a short discussion on the tasks under the Agriculture Task Force ToR, it was decided to amend the first
bullet point as follows:
•

‘develop and support the implementation of an international interdisciplinary cooperation framework for dealing
with agricultural conflicts caused by geese interaction between geese and agriculture;’

24. Representing the EU, Mr Ludovic Le Maresquier, DG ENV, European Commission, stressed the importance of the
EU’s representation in the Agriculture Task Force.
Decision: Both the generic and Agriculture Task Force Terms of Reference were adopted with the incorporation of
changes (see Appendices 2 and 3 respectively).
Action: The Secretariat would take the lead and invite the designation of representatives for the Pink-footed and Taiga
Bean Goose Task Forces. The Secretariat will identify a coordinator for the Agriculture TF and its work will be launched.

7

Agenda item 7. Project concepts – legal regulations and communication
1. Review of harvest-related legal regulations in the EGMP Range States
25. Environmental Law Expert on the AEWA Technical Committee, Ms Melissa Lewis introduced this project concept,
the establishment of which had been decided at EGM IWG1 in December 2016, to review portions of national legislation
and to provide countries with individual guidance as to how they could adapt their processes on an annual basis. The
Secretariat had been requested to come up with a costed project proposal.
The Secretariat suggested that the objectives of the project should be as follows:
Primary objective: To review those portions of range states’ legislation that are relevant for the opening/closure of
goose hunting seasons and quota-setting, and provide each state with individually tailored guidance on how these can
be adapted to enable administrators to transpose international decisions regarding AHM into their national decisionmaking processes in good time, on an annual basis.
Potential secondary objective: To review those portions of range states’ legislation that are relevant for the collection
of harvest data, and provide each range state with individually tailored guidance on how these can be adapted to enable
administrators to monitor compliance with internationally agreed harvest quotas and submission of comprehensive
annual data for population modelling.
26. The Secretariat suggested that the project should have three components to draw from existing examples to develop
model legal approaches, identify and review all relevant legal provisions in each range state and to produce
recommendations for each range state concerning appropriate modifications to the status quo. In order to keep the costs
down, copies of relevant legislation received in the review phase could be translated into English using automated
translation systems and the final interpretation checked by the range states for accuracy. After reviewing the legislation,
draft recommendations would be developed in consultation with the range states.
27. Four EGMP range states were excluded from the project; Estonia, Ireland and Poland were not active in the EGMP
yet and in the Netherlands, goose shooting was only possible under derogation.
28. Time and cost estimates for the project were presented for the creation of models and for both the high and lower
priority range states.
29. With regard to the funding of the project, Mr Dereliev explained that the first step would be to create model
legislation, the cost of which could be covered by several countries. All the other items could be funded by a grant from
one entity or shared by several entities. Alternatively, each country could pay for the review of its own legislation.
30. The proposal presented by the Secretariat was discussed. The United Kingdom stressed the importance of
consistency and that another option could be self-assessment by each country based on established criteria.
31. Germany concurred with the United Kingdom, pointing out that a review of national legislation by the project was
not deemed feasible. Furthermore it was pointed out that the main obstacle was not how to adapt national legislation to
allow for Adaptive Harvest Management (AHM) but what can be achieved on political level.
32. Mr Dereliev stressed that it would be useful if countries could produce a timeline for the accommodation of
amendments in their legislations as the implementation of management plans was dependent on the legal ability of
countries to do this. Timelines needed to be compact and should be communicated; it was essential to achieve uniformity
across the range states as soon as possible.
33. Responding to a remark by Denmark on the importance of clarity as to what could be expected from the range states
with regard to the provision of harvest data to the Data Centre, Mr Dereliev agreed that the expected timelines and
dataflow were both critical elements.
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34. Representing FACE, Dr David Scallan further stressed the need for good harvest data with reference to FACE’s
work in promoting this and also suggested ranking the scale of political will to make changes in legislation with regard
to amending legislation to incorporate AHM into national decision-making processes on an annual basis
35. Responding to a question from Norway as to the possibility to outsource the review of national legislation,
Mr Dereliev responded that each country could decide if they want to carry out the review themselves or if they want to
outsource it, with the help of the Secretariat.
Actions:
The Secretariat should commission the production of relevant model legislation which would be an ideal case scenario
for running an Adaptive Management System and disseminate this amongst the range states. Funds will be sought in the
operational budget of the EGMP coordination.
Each range state could then undertake either a review of its own relevant legislation or decide to outsource the review
with regard to 1) the opening/closure of goose hunting seasons and quota-setting and 2) the collection of harvest
data. The outcome of those reviews, including an estimation of the time frame necessary to amend legislation (if
amendment is needed) should then be communicated to the Secretariat. An overview of the feedback of each country
will be presented to the EGM IWG3 in June 2018.

2. EGMP Communication Strategy
36. As decided by EGM IWG1, the Secretariat had produced terms of reference for the development of a coherent
communication strategy, which had been consulted with the EGM IWG and a call for tenders had been published. The
Secretariat had meanwhile reviewed the submitted tenders and identified a potential contractor with very specific
experience on AHM.
37. Responding to questions regarding the required funds and the implementation of the communication strategy,
Mr Dereliev confirmed that additional funding would be required for this project and that all EGMP stakeholders would
have a role to play. Communication is key and should be targeted at all levels. The chosen tender had represented the
best value for money and once commissioned, this long-term communication strategy and three-year communication
plan would be delivered within six months
Decision and Action: The Meeting agreed that the Secretariat should take the issue forward and start fundraising in
order to be able to commission the work to the identified contractor as soon as possible.

Agenda item 8. EGMP logo
38. Presenting the draft logo, Mr Dereliev explained that EGM IWG1 had requested the Secretariat to produce a logo
for the EGMP and the Secretariat had endeavoured to do this on the basis of the style of logos for the existing
International Species Working Groups. This task was posted as an opportunity on the United Nations Volunteer Platform
and a volunteer had been recruited, who the Secretariat had worked closely with in order to produce a logo, which was
final apart from some minimal fine-tuning.
Decision: The Meeting approved the EGMP logo presented.

Agenda item 9. EGMP budget 2017-2018
39. Presenting this agenda item, Mr Dereliev stressed that sufficient funds were essential to the operations of the EGMP.
An estimated budget had been presented to countries at the launch of the EGMP in Paris in 2016, consisting of two
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components; one for a coordination unit at the Secretariat and one for a Data Centre at Aarhus University (both include
staffing costs and operational costs).
40. Ireland, Poland, the Russian Federation and Spain had not yet confirmed their participation in the EGMP, although
some progress had been made. The Secretariat would continue its efforts in getting these important range states on board
and would be grateful for any support from the current EGM IWG members.
41. Mr Dereliev presented a table showing the estimated annual EGMP operational budget, which amounted to:
EUR 282,000 for the coordination unit at the Secretariat; and
EUR 184,000 for the costs of the Data Centre.
42. He went on to show an overview of the funding transferred or confirmed so far and this showed that for 2017, the
Secretariat had a reserve of EUR 179,000 and the Data Centre a deficit of EUR 74,400. For 2018, the only pledge so far
was for EUR 20,000 towards the costs of the Data Centre.
43. Finland was considering the possibility of a further contribution for 2018.
44. Belgium confirmed that the paperwork for contributions for 2017 and 2018 had been completed. It would be helpful
to have a formula upon which to base the amounts contributed as Belgium was involved with several EGMP-related
species.
45. The European Commission was willing to contribute but not able to commit until the issue had been discussed
internally.
46. Latvia very much regretted that the Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional Development had cut off all
voluntary contributions.
47. Norway had pledged EUR 30,000 towards the Greylag Goose process and EUR 30,000 towards the operational costs
of the EGMP.
48. Regarding the balance left from one year to another, Mr Dereliev enquired whether this could be kept in the form of
a reserve, since there is no reliability as to when contributions will arrive in any particular year. In this way operations,
would not be hampered while waiting for grants to be received and both the Coordination Unit and the Data Centre can
be funded from the reserve for the first six months of the year before the annual budget has been replenished.
Decision: The Meeting approved handling the saving accumulated so far (ca. 179,000 EUR by the Coordination Unit
and 59,900 by the Data Centre) as well as any surplus money from one year to another as a reserve.
Action: The Secretariat would establish a reserve fund and report back to the countries annually as to what it had been
used for.

49. Mr Dereliev went on to request proposals from the EGM IWG members on ways of sharing the budget from 2019
onwards. He further explained that there were basically three options, if a decision should be taken by the EGM IWG
members that contributions from 2019 onwards shall be mandatory for each Range State:
1. To equally split the costs up between the participating countries and the EU, which would come to roughly 30,000
EUR per year; or
2. To pay according to the amount of populations per participating country and the EU, whereby the EU would be
paying the biggest share; or
3. To pay according to the UN scale of assessments, whereby France, Germany and the United Kingdom would pay
the biggest share because they had the biggest factor in the UN scale of assessments.
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50. In the ensuing discussion, Mr Dereliev assured those present that all possible efforts were being made to get the
missing EGMP range states on board, i.e. the Russian Federation, Poland, Spain and Ireland. With regard to the costs
as they are calculated now and how these would be affected when the number of populations increased, Mr Dereliev
explained that it was expected the costs of the Secretariat to be more stagnant, whereas those of the Data Centre would
increase.
Action: The Secretariat will prepare the calculations for two options for 1) equally splitting up the costs between the
range states and 2) paying according to the UN scale of assessments for circulation very early in 2018 and subsequent
consideration by the EGM IWG at its annual meeting in 2018.

Pink-footed Goose Session

Agenda item 10. Population status update
51. Referring to document EGM IWG 2.5 – Pink-footed Goose Population Status Update 2016-2017, Professor Madsen
reported on the status of the Svalbard Pink-footed Goose population, which had been subject to management for the last
three years under an AEWA International Species Working Group, which was already working in the form of a task
force. In recent years, the Pink-footed Goose had been extending its migration range into Sweden and Finland and also
wintering in Germany. Sweden and Finland would remain as observers to the process as long as the migrating numbers
remained low.
52. The goal and objectives for the Svalbard Pink-footed Goose had been agreed upon by the International Working
Group. A stable population was considered to consist of ca. 60,000 individuals. Numbers in Norway, Denmark, the
Netherlands and Belgium had reached a record high due to the good breeding season; in late April 2017, 88,000
individuals had been recorded with Finland as a site increasing in importance, where birds had moved to Oulu, thereby
establishing a new migration route.
53. Estimates had become challenging due to the changes in the population’s migration route. An alternative way of
population estimation based on Capture-Mark-Recapture had been established and had supported recent population
estimates based on ground-based surveys. Increasingly, observers in the field were inputting the data electronically so
it was being sent to the Data Centre immediately.
54. Reliable harvest bag estimates around May showed a significant increase in harvest since the mid-2000s, with most
birds being shot in Denmark (75%). Population growth had continued following a good breeding season and harvest
had increased but not relative to population growth.
55. Based on X-rays of birds captured by canon-netting in spring, in the 1990s, for each bird shot, one was crippled.
Currently one out of every eight birds shot was crippled. Thus, there was a definite improvement, due to targeted
campaigns in Denmark and Norway in recent years.

Agenda item 11. Adaptive Harvest Management update
56. Referring to document EGM IWG 2.6 – Pink-footed Goose Adaptive Harvest Management Update 2017, Dr Fred
Johnson introduced the Adaptive Harvest Management (AHM) programme, which aimed at an optimal harvest strategy.
Prediction models were developed and the harvest observed.
57. The models were successful in predicting population size from one year to another until the population got over
60,000 birds, when in most cases, models were predicting lower numbers than the actual numbers observed.
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58. The management objective was to maintain a population of 60,000 to avoid human-goose conflicts, by providing
sustainable hunting opportunities in Norway and Denmark. Due to an increase in the population size to 88,000, the 2017
harvest quota increased to 36,000 compared to 25,000 last year.
59. Dr Johnson summarised that updated model weights showed little or no evidence of density dependence so that the
population could continue to grow exponentially for some time at least. The timing of spring appeard to have more
effect on reproduction than on survival.
60. After five years of implementation, it may be time to re-visit at least some of the elements of the AHM programme,
potentially including other actions to reduce survival and/or reproductive rates.
61. On behalf of Copa Cogeca, Ms Karen Post expressed the concern that the high population was likely to cause more
conflict with farmers so that she very much hoped that the EGM IWG would find a solution to that.
Decision: The preferred management option was confirmed as being optimizing harvest to stabilize the population at
60,000, which will be examined again the following year, and the harvest quota for 2017/18 was set at 36,000, although
it is acknowledged that it is unlikely that this level of harvest would be attained.

Agenda item 12. Pink-footed Goose Range State Updates
62. Updates on the implementation of the Pink-footed Goose ISMP were provided by all four Range States (Belgium,
Netherlands, Denmark and Norway)

Taiga Bean Goose Session

Agenda item 13. Feedback session on the implementation of TBG ISSAP actions
63. Mr Dereliev introduced this agenda item and proceeded to facilitate the reporting session on actions undertaken
following the EGM IWG1 with the emphasis on habitat conservation and other non-AHM related activities by June
2017 in the Eastern 1 and Central and Western Management Units, on the basis of the workplan agreed upon in
conjunction with the consultation procedure of the EGM IWG1 Meeting Report.
64. In future, range states would report in advance and findings would be summarised in a document for presentation to
the meetings of the EGM IWG.
65. The TBG range states, Germany, Russia and the United Kingdom were not present at EGM IWG1 and reported
individually.
66. See Appendix 4 for the feedback provided by the range states.

Agenda item 14. Population status update
67. On behalf of the AEWA EGMP Goose Data Centre, Professor Tony Fox referred to document EGM IWG 2.7 Taiga
Bean Goose Population Status Report 2015/16 and 2016/17, explaining that although this process was very much in the
early stages, progress has been made. In Appendix 1 of the International Species Action Plan for the Conservation of
the Taiga Bean Goose (TBG), provisional flyway Management Units (MU) had been defined. In 2014, the Western
Management Unit (MU) was considered to consist of ca. 1,500 individuals, stable or declining, the Central MU 35,000,
stable or declining and the Eastern 1 MU down to 15,000 and declining. The Eastern 2 MU was down to ca 2,000-5,000
individuals, which was a major cause for concern.
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68. Supported by the Danish Environmental Protection Agency, feather stable isotope analysis showed that TGB
wintering in Eastern Germany and Poland must have originated from Western Siberia confirming the discrete nature of
the Eastern 1 population, which will probably be confirmed by transmitters recently fitted to birds in the Russian
Federation.
69. He went on to outline the status, distribution and monitoring status of the individual MUs, whereby data was being
obtained from a huge network of goose counters and hunters and coordinated at the AEWA EGMP Goose Data Centre
by Gitte Høj Jensen. The Western MU had showed little change since 2014, while the Central MU was estimated at ca
51,500. He stressed the improvements necessary for obtaining more reliable data from all MUs and particularly the
alarming lack of data for the Eastern 1 and 2 Management Units.
70. Mr Nagy concurred that the apparent total collapse of monitoring in Germany was very worrying

Agenda item 15. Sustainable Harvest Assessment
71. Referring to document EGM IWG 2.8 An Interim Harvest Strategy for Taiga Bean Geese, Dr Johnson recalled the
decision of EGM IWG1 in December 2016, i.e. the continuation of the closed hunting season for the Western and closure
of hunting for the Eastern 1 & 2 Management Units until such time as further management alternatives could be possibly
outlined for consideration on the basis of strengthened datasets. For the Central Management Unit, EGM IWG1 decided
to defer the decision until the present Meeting, subject to the availability of a better information basis following the midJanuary counts.
72. Since December 2016, model revisions had been carried out, to account for the lack of a terminal age and allow for
the possibility that natural mortality and density dependence may vary among classes. Over 100,000 different
parameterizations of the model were carried out to account for parameter uncertainty and to acertain which harvest rate
best maintains the population between 60,000 and 80,000 in winter over the time frame 2018 - 2025.
73. Dr Johnson went on to present the figures for potential harvest targets for the Central MU of 2% and 4%, which
were discussed by the range states.
74. In the ensuing discussion, Finland thanked all those concerned for the good work and strongly encouraged this
process to go forward with coordination between the countries. The priority was a quick recovery of the population. The
relevant Finnish legislation was about to be adopted in parliament.
75. After further discussion on how to best achieve recovery of this population within a reasonable timeframe, Finland,
Sweden, Denmark and Norway agreed on a 3% harvest rate. For the actual numbers, both total and per country, please
see Appendix 5.
Decision: Finland, Sweden, Denmark and Norway agreed on a harvest rate of 3% for the Central Management Unit of
the Taiga Bean Goose for 2017/18 (see Appendix 5).
76. Mr Nagy remarked that this was a historic moment, as for the first time consensus had been reached amongst
countries in Europe on how to reduce hunting to enable an existing quarry species to recover.

Agenda item 16. Data provision
77. Professor Madsen presented document EGM IWG 2.9 AEWA EGMP Data Centre Work Plan: January 2017-June
2018. The Data Centre was based at Aarhus University, Denmark and was coordinated by himself, Ms Gitte Høj Jensen
and Professor Tony Fox. The work plan presented had been amended in the light of the decisions of the preceding
Barnacle Goose Management Planning Workshop, which had taken place on 12-14 June 2017 and cleary indicated that
it would be a very busy year for the Data Centre.
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78. Germany thanked the Data Centre Coordination Team for incorporating the outcomes of the Barnacle Goose
Workshop in the work plan and confirmed that the issue would continue to be discussed on national level.
79. An international EGMP Goose Modelling Consortium was in the process of being set up to collaborate on the
development of integrated population models for populations currently included under the EGMP. In July 2017 the
Consortium would discuss and agree on a model stucture for Barnacle Goose populations and socio-economic
interactions. A data request on barnacle goose management schemes would be sent to range states in September 2017
with a deadline of 2,5 months for submission.
80. Work was ongoing in preparation for the Management Planning Workshop for the Greylag Goose, sceduled to take
place on 4-6 October 2017 in Paris, France. Mr Thibaut Powolny from OMPO would be taking the lead in compiling
the AEWA International Species Management Plan for the Greylag Goose (NW/SW European Population). A draft
biological assessment would be submitted to the relevant range states by 4 September 2017.
81. In 2017 monitoring networks will be established within the EGMP range states, as well as with the International
Waterbird Census of Wetlands International and other stakeholders, with the aim of sharing the work and getting the
most efficient data.
82. In December 2017 agreements would be made with the EGMP range states and their responsible institutions on
harvest data collection systems and harvest data provision.
83. He briefly outlined the current data collection activities in the Pink-footed Goose range states and the need to
streamline the process and strengthen alternative estimation of population size based on marking and satellite tracking.
84. Professor Fox raised attention to the fact that in the case of the Taiga Bean Goose, data collection in the Western
MU was satisfactory, however in the case of the Central MU, there were still issues with the definition of races, i.e. the
percentages of Taiga and Tundra Bean Geese.
85. Within the Eastern 1 MU large numbers of TBG were going to Germany, where more needed to be done, particularly
by involving the relevant Federal States. For the Central MU, Sweden, Finland and Denmark also needed to increase
efforts. Within the Bean Goose network, the data needed to be more reliable and also delivered on time. Hunting bag
data was urgently needed at subspecies level through better engagement with hunters. Also important were robust
estimates of annual survival with the help of collar-marking and productivity, by motivating the network to undertake
age counts. Illegal take continued to be a problem and should be assessed regularly. X-rays should preferably be carried
out to check for shotgun pellets in geese when they were caught for collar marking.
86. Finland reported that a survey of moulting families to show reproductive success on the Finnish population was
being carried out via a helicopter-based approach, whereby good estimates could be produced over time.
87. The Meeting strongly urged the governments of the relevant EGMP range states (marked in red), which have not
yet started to do so, to proactively work with the Data Centre to make progress towards filling the gaps in the following
table as soon as possible during the course of next year.
Where/Who
Population size and
distribution
(counts)

Productivity: Age
ratio/Brood size

2

TBG, Western MU
• Max winter count in
UK (Scotland and
Norfolk)
• January count in
Denmark

TBG, Central MU
• Mid-winter count in
Sweden*, Denmark
and Netherlands*
• N/A2: Germany

• Annually sampled in
Scotland
• N/A: Annual sample
in Denmark

• N/A: Annual sample
in Denmark
• N/A: Sweden?
• N/A: Finland?

N/A = data or information Not Available
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TBG, Eastern 1 MU
• N/A: Mid-winter
count from
Germany and
Poland
• N/A: Annual
sample in
Germany and
Poland

TBG, Eastern 2 MU
• N/A: Mid-winter
counts from NW
China, E
Kyrgyzstan, SE
Kazakhstan
• N/A

Survival

• Neck-banding and
telemetry in
Scotland
• NA: Winter neckbanding in Jutland

• Winter neck-banding
in Jutland
• Neck-banding and
telemetry in Sweden
• Finland: Planned

• N/A: Neckbanding and
telemetry in
Germany,
Poland and
Russia

• N/A

Harvest

• Protected

• Hunting bag from
Sweden, Denmark
and Finland
• N/A: Germany
• N/A: Russia

• N/A: Hunting
bag from
Germany
Poland and
Russia

• N/A

* All birds in Sweden and the Netherlands are considered as belonging to the Central flyway MU in the absence of better
information.

88. Professor Fox agreed that there was a need for a cohesive set of proposals which is why the establishment of the
TBG Task Force was a priority. In answer to a question from the United Kingdom on setting targets for collar marking
in the individual MUs and distributing this amongst the range states, he noted that this would be the part of the work of
the TBG Task Force.
89. Representing BirdLife International, Mr Ariel Brunner pointed out that the EU should also be concerned since
Germany and Poland were both member states under legal obligation to take conservation measures for the species and
the EU should be vigilant as to how member states were meeting those obligations.
90. Representing Wetlands International, Mr Nagy concurred, adding that as part of the preparations for the work
programme of the next two years, Wetlands International European Association was willing to help and hoped to have
some resources to be able to work with the Data Centre with respect to Germany and Poland to improve the network.
With the support of Norway, Wetlands International was working with the Secretariat to get data from some Central
Asian countries.
91. Responding to a remark by Germany that only the full species Bean Goose Anser fabalis was listed under the Birds
Directive rather than the Taiga subspecies Anser fabalis fabalis, Mr Ludovic Le Maresquier, representing the EU,
suggested that the EU worked with the EGM IWG to see to what extent the Birds Directive could be helpful.
92. In summary the Chair stressed that the range states needed to step up efforts to provide the required data. The
Secretariat and the Data Centre would be involved in the initiation of the TBG Task Force, which would have its own
mandate and would report back to the Meetings of the EGM IWG.

Agenda item 17. IWG Reporting Process
93. Referring to document EGM IWG 2.10 Establishment of National Reporting under the AEWA EGM IWG, Mr
Dereliev pointed out Rule 32 of the EGM IWG Modus Operandi, which states that EGMP range states shall prepare
reports on the implementation of the AEWA International Species Management and Action Plans within the remit of
the EGM IWG, to a format agreed by the EGM IWG.
94. National reporting under the AEWA Pink-footed Goose International Working Group had previously been carried
out in the form of oral reports by each range state at working group meetings. However oral reporting was not practical
under the EGMP and EGM IWG, due to the extended scope of range states, as well as species. Thus it was suggested to
set up online reporting under the EGM IWG using the CMS family online reporting system. Since its establishment, the
system had been much improved. Each country had one master user who had the right to delegate parts of the report to
others.
95. The Secretariat would draft and circulate a reporting template by autumn 2017 for reporting on the implementation
of the action and management plans relevant for the range states. The template would be light, requiring more box
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ticking than descriptive text. The first report would entail most work; subsequent reports could be done on the basis of
the pre-filled template by adjusting and up-dating where necessary. He pointed out that data provision templates would
be run in a seperate process by the Data Centre.
Decision and Action: The Secretariat would circulate a draft national reporting format to the EGMP range states for
review. The format will be finalised following the feedback received and translated into an online template by the end
of 2017. The reporting process will be launched by January 2018.

Agenda item 18. Next AEWA EGM IWG Meeting
96. Mr Dereliev informed the delegates that the next annual meeting of the EGM IWG was tentatively scheduled to take
place on 14-15 June 2018. He went on to report that the Netherlands were keen to host the 2nd Barnacle Goose Workshop
and the EGM IWG meeting, which could theoretically be held back-to-back. This depended entirely on how much the
Data Centre could deliver by June and could only be decided at the beginning of 2018.
97. Thus, the Barnacle Goose Workshop might have to be postponed to a later date, in which case an alternative host
for the EGM IWG in mid-June 2018 would need to be sought. Mr Dereliev invited offers for hosting the 2-day meeting.
98. The host country obligations included covering the cost of the venue for a maximum of 80 participants and possibly
also hospitality. The costs of the Secretariat and funded delegates were covered by the EGMP operational budget. A
meeting room at the AEWA premises in Bonn would also be reserved for 14-15 June 2018 as a back-up option.
99. Representing the Netherlands, Ms Wilmar Remmelts reiterated that her Government was happy to organise both the
workshop and the meeting in the Province of Friesland, which hosted approximately 1 million geese. She looked forward
to welcoming all the participants to Friesland and to a fruitful meeting.
Decision and Action: The meeting agreed on the dates for the 2018 annual meeting. The Secretariat would send out a
reminder to the EGM IWG range states requesting back-up offers to host the EGM IWG3 on 14-15 June 2018, in case
this cannot be held back-to-back with the Barnacle Goose Workshop in the Netherlands.

Agenda item 19. Next Steps and Closure
100. The Chair acknowledged that all the objectives of the Meeting had been achieved and thanked those present for
their active and productive contributions, both in the meeting and in its margins. Special thanks were due to the
Secretariat and the Data Centre for the excellent substantial and logistical preparation and to Denmark for the
exceptionally efficient organisation and for providing such outstanding facilities, which contributed substantially to the
success of the meeting.
101. Adaptive Harvest Management was a procedure of learning-by-doing and this meeting had very much reflected the
need for adapting to new objectives. The countries had been able to settle on harvesting quotas and other management
objectives, which was a great success in itself.
102. Mr Dereliev joined in thanking all those present for their commitment to the EGMP, which was obviously an
initiative they were very much committed to delivering on. He ensured those present that the Secretariat also did all it
could to meet expectations. He went on to thank the host for making this week in Copenhagen one to remember and
also the venue staff, who had been extremely helpful.
103. With that the Chair declared the Meeting closed.
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APPENDIX 1
AEWA EUROPEAN GOOSE MANAGEMENT INTERNATIONAL WORKING GROUP
GUIDANCE ON THE COMPOSITION, ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES
OF NATIONAL DELEGATIONS3
1. Introduction
Complementary to the Modus Operandi for the AEWA European Goose Management International Working
Group (EGM IWG), which were adopted at the 1st Meeting of the EGM IWG in December 2016, the
UNEP/AEWA Secretariat was requested to produce additional guidance regarding the composition, role and
responsibilities of the national delegations attending future meetings of the Working Group.
This brief guidance aims to assist the designated national government representatives to the Working Group
when deciding on the composition of their national delegations for each meeting and briefly describes the basic
roles and responsibilities of the designated Working Group members.
2. Composition of National Delegations
2.1. Designated national representatives to the EGM IWG
As outlined in the Modus Operandi, each range state participating in the European Goose Management
Platform (EGMP) is requested by the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat to designate up to four national representatives
to the EGM IWG, which may include:
a) a maximum of two representatives from national state authorities relevant to the implementation of
AEWA and;
b) a maximum of two representatives from national scientific or expert institutions and organizations.
These designated representatives form the core of the national delegations to the EGM IWG.
2.2. National delegations attending EGM IWG meetings
It is for the Range State to decide on the composition of its national delegation to each meeting of the
Working Group. As outlined in the Working Group Modus Operandi, the national delegations are limited to a
maximum of five representatives from each range state. As an exception, the range state hosting a meeting
of the Working Group may invite additional national participants to join that particular meeting as part of their
national delegation.
The EGM IWG is the coordinating and decision-making body of the European Goose Management
Platform, subject to decisions made by the AEWA MOP. As such, Range States are requested to consider
the following guideline points when composing their national delegations for each meeting to ensure the
smooth functioning of the Working Group, the timely delivery on the implementation of the AEWA Species
Action and Management Plans under its remit, as well as the involvement of relevant experts and national
stakeholders.

3

As adopted by the AEWA European Goose Management International Working Group at its 2nd Meeting on 15-16 June
2017 in Copenhagen, Denmark.
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-

A minimum of one designated government representative:
The EGM IWG is routinely expected to take decisions on various conservation and management
measures for the species/populations it covers. Some of these decisions will require negotiations
amongst the relevant range states at the Working Group meetings as well as timely follow-up and
national implementation. Some management alternatives may even require, for example, amendments
to national hunting regulations. It is therefore recommended, that national delegations include at least
one government representative well prepared for possible negotiations with the intention to take
decisions on behalf of his/her country on measures for the species/populations for which the country
has been identified as a range state (including for example hunting quotas), taking into account that
there may be issues under national legislation which need to be consulted before a decision can be
taken.
It is for the Range State to designate the person authorised to represent it at the meetings of the EGM
IWG.

-

A minimum of one designated national expert from national scientific or expert institutions and
organizations:
It is the aim of the EGM IWG to function as the coordinating and decision-making body of the
European Goose Management Platform with most of the scientific background and decision
documents prepared and consulted in advance of the meetings. Varying topics which require expert
input and advice are nonetheless expected to feature on the agenda of the Working Group meetings as
well.
It is therefore recommended to include at least one designated national expert in the national delegation
with broad experience and responsibilities attaining to the wider management and conservation issues
being dealt with under the EGMP.

-

Additional experts relevant to the issues dealt with by the EGM IWG:
In addition to the designated experts, it may also be useful to include additional national experts in the
national delegation, relevant to the agenda items at specific meetings.
As outlined in the Modus Operandi, specific Task Forces will be established to work on dedicated
topics or specific species/populations between the meetings of the Working Group. Additional national
scientific or expert institutions and organizations can also be nominated to take part in these Task
Forces according to their interest and expertise.

-

Involvement of national stakeholder organizations:
Ensuring a transparent process as well as the subsequent engagement and support of relevant national
stakeholders in the implementation of the conservation and management decisions taken by the
Working Group is a key issue.
As defined in the Modus Operandi, national stakeholder organizations can attend the meetings of the
Working Group if included in their country’s national delegation. National organizations cannot be
admitted as permanent observers to the EGM IWG. This decision was taken both for pragmatic reasons
related to the size of the Working Group, but also because it is assumed that an appropriate consultation
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with national stakeholders on the issues discussed at the EGM IWG takes place in each range state
(see roles and responsibilities below).
Range States are, however, in addition to national consultations encouraged to include representatives
from national stakeholder organizations in their national delegations, as appropriate. National
stakeholder organizations can also be nominated to take part in the Task Forces mentioned above.
Role and responsibilities of the designated government representatives
A core task of each designated government representative is the responsibility to coordinate (or to
organize/provide for the coordination of) the national implementation of the respective Action or Management
Plan and to function as the link between the International Working Group and the National Working Group or
other national bodies dealing with the implementation of the Plan. This includes, but is not limited to,
facilitating national implementation of activities pursuant to decisions taken by the Working Group and the
AEWA MOP and consulting with relevant national stakeholders throughout the EGM IWG decision-making
and implementation process, as appropriate.
The national government representative is also tasked with ensuring the timely delivery of any agreed national
reports, data etc. to the Working Group and the EGMP Data Centre.
Role and responsibilities of the designated national experts
The role of the designated national experts in the Working Group – beyond actively contributing to the work
of the Group based on their expertise – is to strengthen and maintain the technical and expert network
relevant for the species in question in their country. In addition, designated experts are also expected to
function as the link between the international and national expert networks.
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APPENDIX 2

AEWA EGM IWG Task Forces
Generic Terms of Reference4
Role
The role of the EGM IWG Task Force is to:
1) Assist the EGM IWG in coordinating and catalysing the implementation of [species Task Force:
Action/Management Plan / thematic Task Force: thematic activities] under the EGMP;
2) Assist the EGM IWG in stimulating and supporting Range States in the implementation of [species
Task Force: Action/Management Plan / thematic Task Force: thematic activities]; and
3) monitor and report on the implementation of these activities to the EGM IWG via the UNEP/AEWA
Secretariat and the National Reports to the EGM IWG, as appropriate.

Tasks
The EGM IWG Task Force will:
[Species Task Force:
• support the EGM IWG by suggesting implementation priorities;
• assist the EGM IWG in coordinating international implementation;
• assist with the regular and thorough monitoring of the species populations in cooperation with the
EGMP Data Centre;
• stimulate and support scientific research in the species necessary for conservation and management;
• facilitate internal and external communication and exchange of scientific, technical, legal and other
required information;
• lead on updating the international ISSAP/ISSMP as required;
• assist in other ways as requested by the EGM IWG.
Thematic Task Force: list tasks as defined by the EGM IWG]

Membership
The EGM IWG Task Force will be open to (1) designated governmental representatives of all [species Task
Force: key Range States / thematic Task Force: EGMP Range States], (2) representatives of national expert
and stakeholder organisations as designated by the state authorities from all [species Task Force: key Range
States / thematic Task Force: EGMP Range States], (3) representatives of admitted observer organisations,
and (4) other experts as required.
The Coordinator of the EGM IWG Task Force may invite and admit international expert and stakeholder
organisations as well as individual experts to the Task Force via the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat and in
consultation with the relevant Range States, as necessary.
To ensure coordination with the activities carried out by the EGMP Data Centre, the Data Centre will be
represented by a staff member in each of the Task Forces.

4

As adopted by EGM IWG2, 15-16 June 2017, Copenhagen, Denmark
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Officers
A voluntary Coordinator, ideally from one of the major Range States or organizations/institutes with expertise
on the subject matter of the Task Force, will be identified by the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat to oversee the
operations of the Task Force in close cooperation with the Secretariat and the EGMP Data Centre.

Communication
The Task Force will mainly conduct its work electronically via the EGM IWG website and intranet as well as
via email, Skype and other online communication platforms, as appropriate.

Meetings
No specific funds are allocated under the EGMP for the EGM IWG Task Forces. However, Task Forces are
encouraged to have annual face-to-face meetings directly before the meetings of the EGM IWG. In addition,
Task Force Coordinators and members are also encouraged to arrange face-to-face meetings if opportunities
present themselves, for example in the margins of other international meetings or conferences.

Reporting
A brief report on the general progress of the Task Force (convening, membership, activities etc.) will be
presented by the Coordinator via the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat to each meeting of the EGM IWG. This will
include the presentation of any specific Task Force outputs, as requested by the EGM IWG.
Overall National Reports will be prepared by each EGMP Range State according to a format and reporting
schedule agreed by the EGM IWG. Task Force members are requested to contribute to these National Reports
regarding the implementation of activities relevant to the Task Force, as appropriate.

Financing
No specific funds are allocated under the EGMP for the Task Forces. The operations of the Task Forces,
including that of the voluntary Coordinator, are therefore to be financed primarily by its members and
observers such as through in-kind support in form of personnel time or separate funding. Neither the
UNEP/AEWA Secretariat nor the EGMP Data Centre can commit regular financial support and may only
provide such if possible.
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APPENDIX 3
AEWA EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force
Terms of Reference5
Role
The role of the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force is to:
1) Assist the EGM IWG in coordinating and catalysing the implementation of activities related to goose
management and agriculture under the EGMP;
2) Assist the EGM IWG in stimulating and supporting Range States in the implementation of activities
related to goose management and agriculture; and
3) monitor and report on the implementation of these activities to the EGM IWG via the UNEP/AEWA
Secretariat and the National Reports to the EGM IWG, as appropriate.

Tasks
The EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force will:
•
•

develop and support the implementation of an international interdisciplinary cooperation framework
for dealing with interaction between geese and agriculture;
assist in other ways as requested by the EGM IWG.

Membership
The EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force will be open to (1) designated governmental representatives of all
EGMP Range States, (2) representatives of national expert and stakeholder organisations as designated by the
state authorities from all EGMP Range States, (3) representatives of admitted observer organisations, and (4)
other experts as required.
The Coordinator of the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force may invite and admit international expert and
stakeholder organisations as well as individual experts to the Task Force via the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat and
in consultation with the relevant Range States, as necessary.
To ensure coordination with the activities carried out by the EGMP Data Centre, the Data Centre will be
represented by a staff member in the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force.

Officers
A voluntary Coordinator, ideally from one of the major Range States or organizations/institutes with expertise
on the subject matter of the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force, will be identified by the UNEP/AEWA
Secretariat to oversee the operations of the Task Force in close cooperation with the Secretariat and the EGMP
Data Centre.

5

As adopted by EGM IWG2, 15-16 June 2017, Copenhagen, Denmark
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Communication
The EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force will mainly conduct its work electronically via the EGM IWG website
and intranet as well as via email, Skype and other online communication platforms, as appropriate.
Meetings
No specific funds are allocated under the EGMP for the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force. However, the
EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force is encouraged to have annual face-to-face meetings directly before the
meetings of the EGM IWG. In addition, Task Force Coordinator and members are also encouraged to arrange
face-to-face meetings if opportunities present themselves, for example in the margins of other international
meetings or conferences.

Reporting
A brief report on the general progress of the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force (convening, membership,
activities etc.) will be presented by the Coordinator via the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat to each meeting of the
EGM IWG. This will include the presentation of any specific Task Force outputs, as requested by the EGM
IWG.
Overall National Reports will be prepared by each EGMP Range State according to a format and reporting
schedule agreed by the EGM IWG. Task Force members are requested to contribute to these National Reports
regarding the implementation of activities relevant to the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force, as appropriate.

Financing
No specific funds are allocated under the EGMP for the EGM IWG Agriculture Task Force. The operations of
the Task Force, including that of the voluntary Coordinator, are therefore to be financed primarily by its
members and observers such as through in-kind support in form of personnel time or separate funding. Neither
the UNEP/AEWA Secretariat nor the EGMP Data Centre can commit regular financial support and may only
provide such if possible.
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APPENDIX 4

Feedback from range states on implementation between December 2016 and June 2017 (marked in grey)
Work plan for the implementation of non-AHM related actions of the AEWA Taiga Bean Goose International Single Species Action Plan (2017-2018) –
Eastern 1 Management Unit (Range States: Belarus, Estonia, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Russia, Ukraine)6
ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

Comments

Responsible
government
authorities

2017-2018

none

Discussions amongst
responsible national
authorities and national
experts regarding the
closure of hunting should
commence as soon as
possible, even if it may not
possible to close hunting
immediately

Result 1.1. Legal harvest does not jeopardise an increase of adult survival rates
1.1.1. Develop and
implement international
adaptive harvest
management framework.
Obey the principles of
sustainable harvest
management and decisionmaking framework for
harvest management as
described in the revised
AEWA Guidelines for
sustainable harvest of
migratory waterbirds
adopted by MOP6. Obtain
accurate estimates of (sub)
population size, and robust
demographic and harvest
data.

1.1.1.1 Prepare and adopt legislative proposals for the closure
of hunting of Taiga Bean Geese (including the use of flexible
hunting seasons in Belarus and Russia) to allow for Taiga Bean
Geese to pass legislation before goose hunting is opened

Range States: ALL
Belarus reported that there was currently no separation
between sub-species among hunters. In 2017 new hunting
legislation was being put into place. In previous years, the
spring hunting season had amounted to 28 days for geese. A
project was being prepared with hunting organisations for the
next two years to establish a shorter hunting period, despite
pressure from government, as hunters from Russia, Italy and
France constituted an important source of income.
Latvia reported that it was already compliant as spring hunting
is not allowed and autumn hunting starts in September after the
TBG have passed.
Ukraine reported that consultations had been carried out with
scientists from protected areas during the last six months (i.e.
since early 2017 and efforts were being made to identify TBG
during the spring in Eastern Ukraine, where over 11,000
individuals were counted. Creating new protected areas or

6

Highlighted in yellow are countries which attended EGM IWG1 in December 2016 and are also attending EGM IWG2.
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ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

Comments

extending existing ones was being considered in this region,
which was a hot-spot for biodiversity.
In autumn, very few geese occur in western Ukraine (up to
2,000) and very limited hunting (100-200 birds) was permitted.
It was planned to prepare new legislation for 2018 to exclude
TBG from the list of huntable species, which was proving to be
a difficult process.
1.1.1.2 Improve knowledge
a) Ensure national monitoring
on the occurrence of Taiga
of Taiga Bean Geese at all
Bean Geese in all Eastern
known key sites (including
Management Unit Range
providing identification
States
training & equipment to
people carrying out the
monitoring where possible)

Responsible
government
authorities
(Ministries of
the
Environment
etc.)

2017-2018

unknown

Increased knowledge on
the occurrence,
distribution, migratory
patterns etc. of Taiga Bean
Geese is an essential step
in order to be able to
propose appropriate
changes to the hunting
legislations in each Range
State.

Range States: ALL
Belarus reported that
monitoring had not started
and was not planned for 2018.
Action: Mr Dereliev pointed
out that Wetlands
International could be
approached in this case for
support with setting up
monitoring.
Latvia reported that no action
had been taken as yet.
Ukraine reported that
monitoring programmes had
started in national parks in
western and north-eastern
Ukraine.
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In this context, it will be
useful to develop a joint
project for the Eastern
Management Unit with the
aim of implementing the
activities identified under
this action (for example
EU LIFE)

ISSAP actions

Detailed activities
b) Carry out satellite/GPStagging of Taiga Bean Geese
in the wintering/staging areas
to further identify and map
potential key sites as well as
migratory patterns (potentially
tag birds in Eastern Germany,
Lithuania, Belarus or in
Ukraine)

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

TBG Task
Force (to be
established)

2017-2018

unknown

Lithuania
Finland?
Norway?

2017

none

Range States: best location
for implementation to be
decided
No action had been taken in
any range state as yet.
c) Increase efforts to engage
Poland and Russia (especially
Kaliningrad)
Mr Dereliev reported that this
action had been suggested by
Lithuania, which was not
represented at the meeting.
Finland and Norway had not
yet managed to approach
Russian colleagues. The
Secretariat had been making
efforts and would continue to
do so.
Denmark reported that
collars had been provided to
Russia.
Result 1.2. Illegal harvest is reduced to non-significant levels
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Comments

ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

1.2.2. Raise identification
skills and awareness of the
status of different goose
species amongst hunters

1.2.2.1 Prepare and implement an awareness-raising campaign
for hunters to complement suggested legislation changes,
including guidance on the identification of grey geese.

National NGOs
and research
institutes in
cooperation
with the TBG
Task Force

2018

unknown

National NGOs
and research
institutes

2017

unknown

Range States: Belarus, Ukraine

Comments

Belarus reported that this was in progress and would be started
in 2018.
Ukraine reported that no action had been taken as yet and that
assistance from the Secretariat would be appreciated.
1.2.2.2 Produce and disseminate special publication on the
occurrence of Taiga Bean Geese

Collation of available
information

Range States: Ukraine
Ukraine reported that no action had been taken to date,
however this was planned for the future.

Germany reported that TBG was huntable in Germany. Hunting was allowed in the Federal State Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and there was currently no intention to
change the legislation. It was being considered to prepare a resolution only to hunt when the visibility was sufficient to be able to distinguish between Taiga and Tundra
Bean Geese. No reply had been received from the Federal State Brandenburg, where it was thought that Taiga Bean Geese occur.
Ms Sonia Rozenfeld of the Severtsov Institute of Ecology and Evolution in Russia reported that tagging had been carried out in the Eastern 1 and 2 MUs on three
adult females and nine young birds. A map of movement during moulting of females with broods had been compiled and it was clear that the Eastern 2 MU
population was migrating south to Kazakhstan or Kyrgyzstan. A map of spring and autumn distribution of the Eastern 1 population had been prepared and hunting
free zones had been established, using inspectors and aerial control, which also helped to catch poachers. A map had been compiled of where the Eastern 1 and 2
populations probably occur in temporarily protected state areas, the borders of which would hopefully be enlarged. Birds had been measured and in July 2017 it was
being planned to fit birds with transmitters (12 were available) to gain more knowledge of the migration route.
Despite the huge hunters’ lobby, there had been a consensus that the TBG should be included in the Red Book of Russia in 2017 or 2018 making it automatically nonhuntable; this had been prepared by Ms Rozenfeld and her colleague, who hoped that it would be useful for work on federal level.
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Feedback from range states on implementation between December 2016 and June 2017 (marked in grey)
Work plan for the implementation of non-AHM related actions of the AEWA Taiga Bean Goose International Single Species Action Plan (2017-2018) – Western and
Central Management Units (Range States: Denmark, Finland, Norway, Russia, Sweden, UK)7
ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

SVANA

2017

None

2017 + 2018

none

Result 1.2. Illegal harvest is reduced to non-significant levels
Action 1.2.2. Raise
identification skills and
awareness of the status of
different goose species
amongst hunters

1.2.2.1 Investigate TBG shooting NE
Jutland & Zealand
Range States: Denmark
Denmark reported that this had not been
carried out to date but will be done in
autumn 2017 based on the new bag
statistics that are now available. In order to
avoid any illegal harvest of TBG, public
announcements of hunting seasons will be
restructured to stress the importance of the
geographical restrictions applying to Bean
Goose hunting in Denmark.

Result 1.3. Impact of huntable native predators in breeding and moulting areas is reduced
Action 1.3.1. Maintain and
strengthen predator control
measures in breeding and
moulting areas

1.3.1.1 Undertake annual campaign
amongst hunters in the breeding areas to
strengthen fox management

Finnish Wildlife Agency
+ hunting association

Range States: Finland
Finland reported that this will start later
this year for the up-coming hunting season.

7

Highlighted in yellow are countries which attended EGM IWG1 in December 2016 and are also attending EGM IWG2.
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Comments

ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

1.3.1.2 Communicate to the Forestry &
Parks Service the importance of continuing
and strengthening fox management in the
northernmost Finland

Finnish Wildlife Agency

2017

none

Finnish Wildlife Agency /
Swedish Hunters’
Association

Ongoing

FI: Secured
(150,000 EUR)
SE: secured
(800,000 EUR)

County Administrative
Boards

Ongoing

secured

Range States: Finland
Finland reported that this will start later
this year for the up-coming hunting season.

Result 1.4. Impact of alien predators in breeding and moulting areas is reduced
Action 1.4.1. Maintain and
strengthen alien predator
control and eradication
measures in breeding and
moulting areas

1.4.1.1 Carry on the eradication of raccoon
dog in Lapland & Sweden
Range States: Finland, Sweden
Finland reported that this work was
ongoing and would continue for four years.
Funding had been provided by Norway and
Sweden and the results were very
promising so far.
Sweden reported that this was ongoing and
good progress was being made.

Result 2.2. Interspecific competition in spring staging areas is reduced
Action 2.2.1. Maintain the
unharvested-fields-for-birds
programme (within the
Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) of the
European Union, if
applicable)

2.2.1.1 Continue implementing the fields
for geese programme
Range States: Sweden
Sweden reported that this was ongoing,
although not exclusive for TBG.
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Comments

ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

2.2.1.2 Ministry of Agriculture to maintain
this programme in the national CAP
starting form 2020

Ministry of Agriculture

2017 + 2018

none

Finnish Wildlife Agency

2017 + 2018

none

Finnish Wildlife Agency

Ongoing

none

Range States: Finland
Finland reported that this would be
discussed in more detail in future once the
negotiation and planning for the CAP in
Finland starts.
2.2.1.3 Demonstrate the benefits of the
programme to the Agriculture Department
of the Ministry of Agriculture
Range States: Finland
Finland reported that this was also related
to the preparation of the next CAP.
Result 3.1. Impact of forestry works is reduced
Action 3.1.1. Continue the
adaptation of forestry
operations to take into
account wildlife, in
particular Taiga Bean Goose

3.1.1.1 Working models for Wildlife
Friendly Forests management and forestry
related habitat restorations are developed in
co-operation with forestry sector and
promoted at large to forest owners and
corporations to reach implementation in
practice. Actions implement the national
management plans for the grouse species
and the Bean Goose.
Range States: Finland
Finland reported that this was ongoing and
progressing surprisingly well. The Finnish
Forest Centre was to create a layer of
valuable forest and marsh habitats.
Funding was available for the next couple
of years.
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Comments

ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

Action 3.1.2. Continue
restoring mires used by
Taiga Bean Geese that have
been affected by past
drainage

3.1.2.1 Implement annual goals for mire
restoration by Parks & Wildlife Finland set
by the Ministry of Environment

Parks & Wildlife Finland

Ongoing

Dependent on
available
resources

Parks & Wildlife Finland

2017 + 2018

none

Range States: Finland
Finland reported that this was ongoing
work.
3.1.2.2 Develop and submit LIFE
application to the EC
Range States: Finland
Finland reported that LIFE Project funding
was expected in future. They would submit
further details from the Ministry of
Environment.

Result 3.3. Breeding, staging and wintering habitats are not further lost due to oil and gas or renewable energy developments
Action 3.3.1. Take account
of Taiga Bean Goose
breeding, staging and
wintering habitats in the
planning of new oil and gas
and renewable energy
developments

3.3.1.1 Continued monitoring of collision
risk posed to Taiga Bean close to the
Special Protection Areas identified as their
important wintering sites

SVANA / Aarhus
University/ Windfarming
company

Range States: Denmark
Denmark reported that two test sites were
being investigated. Birds were avoiding the
turbines and no large birds had been found
under the turbines. A further site had
showed no collision risks. Monitoring was
ongoing and results would be obtained
soon, however this did not seem to be a
major cause for concern.
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Ongoing

Secured

Comments

ISSAP actions

Detailed activities

Lead

Time-frame

Budget

2017-2018

secured

Comments

Result 3.4. Impact of agriculture on natural Taiga Bean Goose habitats is minimised
Action 3.4.1. Restore wet
grassland habitats in staging
and wintering areas

3.4.1.1 Increase the area of managed
coastal grassland under CAP

Centre for Economic
Development, Transport
and the Environment

Range States: Finland
Finland reported that the area had been
increased and would continue to increase.

The United Kingdom reported that two flocks existed in eastern England, which had declined in the last four years. Scotland hosted 260 birds, which constituted a 10% increase.
Monitoring took place at monthly intervals in England and weekly intervals in Scotland. A Masters study into the dynamics of the Scottish flock was being carried out. A study
of GPS tags in Scotland elucidated migration routes and significantly increased knowledge. The species was protected in the UK and no known hunting was occurring. A study
group in Scotland had substantially helped to facilitate knowledge of birds occurring in Scotland. Work should be carried out in eastern England to investigate the rapid decline.
Action: The UK delegation provided the following activity to be added by the Secretariat to the work plan and the reporting format: “Review factors possibly contributing to
rapid declines in eastern England and implement appropriate management responses, as appropriate”.
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APPENDIX 5
TAIGA BEAN GOOSE HARVEST QUOTA FOR 2017
(Prepared by the Data Centre on 19 June 2017)

January 2017 population size = 56,792
Adult harvest rate = 0.03
Country

2.5%

50%

97.5%

Russia

319

350

397

Finland

1,040

1,144

1,295

Sweden

552

607

687

Denmark

212

233

264

Total

2,123

2,334

2,643

33

APPENDIX 6
2nd MEETING OF THE AEWA EUROPEAN GOOSE MANAGEMENT
INTERNATIONAL WORKING GROUP
15-16 June, Copenhagen, Denmark
_______________________________________________________________________________
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8
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