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1. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

The Chair of the Standing Committee to the ConeentMr Jan Plesnik, opened the meeting on 4
April 2014 by welcoming the other Bureau memberg tie Secretariat. In his opening remarks, the
Chair recalled the main outcomes of the last StapndCommittee meeting, emphasising on the
comprehensive programme of work adopted for 20ktthHen thanked both the Bureau members and
the Secretariat for their hard work in the past tihen

When introducing the draft agenda, the Chair sbekéisat the Secretariat recently had a bilateral
meeting with the colleagues of the European Uniorthe adoption of the Online Reporting System
(agenda item 5.2) and proposed to put this iterhdnign the agenda so to ensure that enough time is
devoted to the update by the Secretariat and weisiions which would necessarily follow it.

The draft Agenda was adopted with minor amendnm{sets appendix 1).

2. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2014PROGRAMME OF ACTIVITIES
[T-PVS (2013) 15 - Report of the®feeting of the Standing Committee]
[T-PVS (2013) 8- Programme of Activities for 20 1013]

Mr Eladio Fernandez Galiano, Head of the Demaciattiatives Department, welcomed the Chair
and the Bureau members, and informed about som#ivposhanges in the composition of the
Secretariat. Ms Ivana d’Alessandro, Secretary efBern Convention, has been appointed Head of the
Biodiversity Unit as of T of January; moreover, Ms Tatiana State-Massorjdiigesd the Secretariat in
March, to support the work of the Administratorake over the activities related to the European
Diploma of Protected Areas, and deal with a smathbber of complaints; finally, Ms Tania Braulio, has
been recruited within the framework of the CoE/EtddEald Joint Project and replaces Ms Westmacott.
The reinforcement of the Secretariat intervenesr a@tperiod of repeated cuts in the budget antlan t
number of staff members and shows the renewecksttef the Council of Europe in the Convention.

Ms d’Alessandro made a short presentation aboet rtiain activities carried out for the
implementation of the Convention’s Programme ofkvgince last Standing Committee meeting. She
detailed the conferences and other events attebgledtie Secretariat, emphasising on a number of
bilateral or multilateral coordination meetings amged between the representatives of the interradti
bodies in charge of biodiversity conservation. Sheher informed that the author of the Bern
Convention’s European Code of Conduct on IAS fortaB@ Gardens accepted to present this
important and innovative voluntary instrument a & Science in Botanic Gardens Congress, which
took place in Las Palmas, on 1-4 April 2014: then@ess was organised by the Botanic Garden
Conservation International and attended by a waletience of botanists and directors of botanic
gardens.

Furthermore, the Secretariat launched the convilotthe Highland Foundation for Wildlife for
the preparation of a draft Action Plan for the mey and/or reintroduction of the Osprey, as agreed
by the Standing Committee at its last meeting.

Regarding Large Carnivores, the Secretariat infdriadgout a proposal of the Large Carnivores
Initiative for Europe, which requested the Stand@mmmittee to examine the matter of wolf-dogs
hybrids, whose uncertain legal status need to beedoAn “interpretative Resolution” that would
permit clarifying the issues linked to the contblthose animals could therefore be proposed td nex
Standing Committee meeting for examination.

The Secretariat also informed that the plannedeptapf a training on the monitoring of Large
Carnivores in Ukraine and the Slovak Republic @oiriatially carried in cooperation with the IUCN
Cats Specialist Group) would not be implementethasapplication for additional grants from other
donors failed.

Concerning Protected Areas, the Secretariat madepgtication for a presentation on the
contribution of the Emerald Network to the achieeaiof the global targets on protected areas
during the IUCN World Parks Congress. The resuitthe selection process should be known in the
coming months.
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On a more procedural angle, Ms d’Alessandro expthihat — pursuing the coordination efforts -
the calendar of meetings to be organised undeB#ra Convention was sent to the Convention’s
main partners already in February. In the sameogethe Committee of Ministers of the Council of
Europe received for information the abridged remdrthe 3% meeting of the Standing Committee
and the adopted texts. Moreover, the general $eftarrequesting additional contributions to Partie
were sent out in March, while bilateral consultaichad taken place at the request of some of the
Parties already in February.

The Chair thanked the Secretariat for the presentadtressing the initiative of sharing the cakand
of meetings as an example of good practices.

2.1 Group of Specialists on the European Diploma oProtected Areas:

report of the meeting
[T-PVS/DE (2014) 6 - Draft Resolutions]

The Secretariat informed that the Group of Spestmlon the European Diploma of Protected
Areas (EDPA) met for its annual meeting on 24 M&6i4 in Strasbourg. The Secretariat informed
about the composition of the Group, with three maembers, respectively from the Netherlands,
Portugal and Ukraine and a newly elected Chair,Pdter Skoberne (Slovenia), for a period of two
years.

The Group discussed in details the results of théhe-spot appraisals organised in 2013, further
to the submission of applications from the Desddlads Nature Reserve (Portugal) and the Karadag
Nature Reserve (Ukraine). After examining the obstons and conclusions of the independent
experts in charge of the appraisals, the Groupddddo forward to the Bureau, prior to submissmn t
the Committee of Ministers, two draft Resolutionscc@mpanied with conditions and
recommendations.

Moreover, the Group dealt with the question of teewal of the EDPA to the Central Balkan
National Park in Bulgaria. The Group discussedréselts of the on-the-spot appraisal and noted the
reservations expressed by the expert, linked (thddact that the area still lacks an officialjopted
renewed management plan; and (2) to the incregsiegsure of some agriculture activities on the
park. The Group decided to temporarily suspendrémewal of the Diploma, pending the official
adoption of the new Management plan and subjesbine conditions on its terms. The Group left
open the possibility of re-examining the renewattaf Diploma as soon as the Bulgarian authorities
inform on the adoption of the plan and followingassessment of its terms by the independent expert.

In addition, the Secretariat presented to the Graugocument containing a comprehensive
analysis of the annual reports received from thplddia holding areas in 2013. After extensive
discussions on the problems faced by differentsaresame of which already producing negative
effects and some other representing potential thrélhe Group decided to react depending of the
severity of the threats and in line with the tqmievided by the European Diploma regulations.

Therefore the Group decided to send individuaktstto the competent national authorities of a
number of EDPA holding areas which raise particatarcerns and to organise an exceptional on-the-
spot visit to the sites of the Thayatal and Podliigtional Parks, respectively in Austria and in the
Czech Republic.

In relation to the Poloniny National Park, the ®¢anat reminded that in 2013 the Group of
Specialists formulated an opinion in which it calesed the possibility of recommending the Bureau
to withdraw the EDPA if no significant progress gs the adoption of a new management plan was
proved by its next meeting. The Slovak nationahatrities attended this year meeting and presented
the measures undertaken in view of the preparatidhe management plan, also with the support of
the Convention.

The Group decided to continue monitoring the wodwdrds the adoption of the new
management plan and the implementation of the tondi and recommendations set in the last
renewal of the Diploma, and to stress with the auitiles the urgency of the situation.
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Moreover, the Group discussed a new applicatiomstdxd by the Vashlovani Protected Areas in
Georgia and instructed the Secretariat to orgaaiseappraisal visit to the area in view of the
discussions on the possible award of the Diploma.

The Weerribben Nature Reserve in the Netherlanisalsb undergo an on-the-spot appraisal in
2014, in view of the renewal of its EDPA.

Finally, the Group discussed the celebrations ef B anniversary of the EDPA and the
proposals put forward so far. The Secretariatrisaaly working on the organization of a meeting of
the Diploma holding areas’ managers, which will gbly take place on 22 May 2015, at the San
Rossore National Park (Italy).

The Bureau members appreciated the work carriedytihe Secretariat and, more particularly,
the effort for the preparation of the analysis o innual reports submitted by the Diploma holding
areas. Regarding Thayatal, the Chair particuladeted the quick reaction of both the Secretaridt a
the national authorities.

DECISION: The Bureau expressed its appreciation for th&kwbthe Group of Specialists and the
good progress in the preparation of the celebratadrthe 5 anniversary of the European Diploma
of Protected Areas. In this respect, the Bureatuoted the Secretariat to ensure the presence of a
high level representative of the Council of Eurapéhe ceremony for the 8@nniversary.

The Bureau further decided to forward the two draffolutions on the award of the EDPA to the
Committee of Ministers for examination and possédeption.

2.2 Setting-up of the Emerald Network: state of prgress and co-operation
with the EEA

The Secretariat informed about the most recentrpesgn the setting-up of Emerald Network.

Several coordination meetings were held since #ginning of the year, first of all with the
European Topic Centre on Biological Diversity (EBO). The meeting took place in Paris on 27
January as a follow-up to the coordination meelialyl between the Bern Convention, the EEA and
WCMC, in August 2013 in Copenhagen. These meetinggarticularly important to ensure that the
Emerald needs in technical and scientific assistame taken into account in the annual planning of
activities of the ETC/BD and the EEA.

For instance, cooperation also concerns the adapttd subsequent testing of the new Emerald
Network Software, based on the new Natura 2000n80oé. Thanks to very quick progress, the new
software is expected to be operational before tiiead the year for countries working on the setting
up of the Emerald Network. Amongst other notablsués jointly discussed there is also the
cooperation with the Catalogue of Life. This cobiedtion concerns in particular the scientific check
of the proposals for additions to the lists of #temed species of the Emerald Network [Resolution
No. 6 (1998)] made by Eastern European and SoutltaSas countries. The Catalogue of Life is
currently examining preliminary list of proposalsdawill provide its opinion on the species which
raise some taxonomic issues by the upcoming meefitite Group of Experts on Protected Areas and
Ecological Networks, on 11 and 12 September 2014.

Two coordination meetings were also held in Brussah 17-18 February, with BirdLife
International and with DG DEVCO respectively. Botleetings concerned the implementation of the
EU/CoE Joint Programme on the setting-up of the raldeNetwork in seven Eastern European and
South Caucasus countries.

The Secretariat of the Convention and BirdLife intdional agreed on enhancing their
cooperation in view of the launching of the evahmtof the sufficiency of Emerald sites for bird
species from Resolution No. 6 (1998) in the tacgemtries.
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The meeting at DG DEVCO was meant to present thgteeof the first implementation year of
the Joint EU/CoE project to the newly appointeghoesible staff in charge of the Joint Programme at
the European Commission.

Moreover, the Secretariat presented more in dethiés work-plan of the EU/CoE Joint
Programme on the setting-up of the Emerald Netwbwo new experts were contracted, as the need
for additional technical and scientific supportrie@sed with the approaching scientific evaluation a
biogeographical level of the sites’ proposals miagléhe 7 targeted countries. Seven national teahnic
meetings will take place between April and Juned2@ie most important of which will take place in
the Russian Federation.

Two preparatory biogeographical seminars for theeisecountries will take place in autumn
2014, to present to the national authorities andONGhe methodology for the biogeographic
evaluation. Simulation exercises for a selectioapacies and habitats will also be carried out.

The Secretariat continued by informing about theppration of some relevant supporting
documents, among which a Toolkit on the socio-ecoadenefits of functional ecological networks
for decision-makers and stakeholders; an analygisedegal framework of the Emerald Network and
its integration into national legislation of Corttiag Parties; the guidance on compatible socio-
economic activities at Emerald sites.

Moreover, the Secretariat is still looking for fentb support the continuation of the pilot
Emerald project in Morocco. Finally, the Secretabidefly informed on the state of preparation fud t
meeting of the Group of Experts on Protected AssabEcological Networks, scheduled to take place
in September 2014, back-to-back to the second Bumeeeting. The meeting will concentrate on
further developing the legal and regulatory frameufor the Emerald Network, as well as its tools.

Answering questions from the Bureau members, tlweeSmriat confirmed that the EEA and the
Secretariat are working intensively to ensure e af the same software for both the Emerald amd th
Natura 2000 Networks. The users will only havedtest in the system the Network for which they
want to report for.

On a question concerning the need for continuowsldpment and improvement of the EUNIS
habitats classification system, the Secretariairméd that there is no established working group of
Experts in charge of this task. However, the EEA BT C/BD are taking care of eventual requests
submitted. The Chair of the Standing Committee psed to convey to the ETC/BD, EEA
respectively a request for the establishment of@oc Group in charge of the development of
EUNIS.

DECISION: The Bureau noted the good progress achieved sheebeginning of the year and
thanked the EEA and its ETC/BD for the continuoupp®rt provided to the Convention and,|in

particular, to the constitution process of the EateNetwork. Moreover, the Bureau praised the
initiative of preparing a Study on socio-econonutivaties at Emerald sites as such a document |will
help stakeholders to put forward the numerous litsngfoduced by the sites when addressing| the
issues related to the development of ecologicalois with the local people.

2.3 Select Group of Experts on Invasive Alien Spexs: report of the

meeting and draft Resolutions
[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 3- Summary of the main conclusions]

The Secretariat recalled that the recent adopti@aregulation on Invasive Alien Species by the
European Union can be considered as an opportioniiypcreasing the relevance of the work carried
out under the Bern Convention, as there will bentdor encouraging the adoption of a similar
approach by non-EU Contracting Parties. In additihre interest of Parties in issues like the
identification of invasive alien species’ pathwagisthe cooperation in the setting-up of common
information and early-detection/warning systemiy to increase.
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The Secretariat further summarised the main outsoofighe meeting of the Select Group of
Experts on Invasive Alien Species, and recalled then Convention is carrying out a thorough work
on the pathways through the elaboration of volyniastruments such as codes of conduct and
guidelines. However, the Group agreed that theserdents need to be better disseminated so to be
used by a greater number of people (for instanit@jmthe pet industry, the horticulture, the huate
the anglers, the foresters, the mangers of pratemteas, botanic gardens, zoos, agdaria etc.).

The Secretariat proposed to publish shorter vessidrall the codes and guidelines elaborated so far
in electronic format, to be used for awarenessn@gigurposes.

Moreover, the Secretariat informed that a presiemtaif the European guidelines on protected
areas and IAS will be done in Sydney at the IUCNrM/&ark Congress in November 2014. In
addition, a side event on the Convention’s longsitamwork on IAS will be organised at next CBD
SBSTTA Meeting. Finally, some joint awareness atities on “communicating on IAS” are being
prepared in cooperation with the European and Madihean Plant Protection Organization (EPPO).

2.4 Follow-up to the Tunis Action Plan 2020 on lligal killing, trapping and

trade of wild birds
[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 4 — Questionnaire on IKB]

The Secretariat informed about a number of intenrmeketings aimed at building possible
partnership and securing additional funds for thglementation of the Tunis Action Plan 2020 for the
eradication of illegal killing, trapping and tradéwild birds (Tunis AP-2020).

The Secretariat recalled that INTERPOL offeredassistance in this field, but also needs to
secure some funds for the implementation of thémstwhich follow under its own domain of
competence.

Following a meeting with the Council of Europe’sr@&itorate of Programmes, the Secretariat
started looking into the possibility of streamligithe efforts of both the Parties and the intetkste
stakeholders through a joint project proposal whichuld be used for submitting an application for
EU grants. The Council of Europe would be the nagiplicant but any interested stakeholder could be
co-applicant and lead its own domain of competerosuring the implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of its tasks.

The Secretariat explained the advantages and eamtstrof such a strategy, stressing that the
project proposal should aim at building up the saokeded by the Parties for the implementation of
the different actions foreseen under the Tunis AP02 The project should last three/four years and
should operate in parallel to the work of the Rar{not substitute to that); the Parties woulddied
to take over the ownership of the project’s outcermed the responsibility of the final achievement o
the goals pursued by the AP.

One of the main constraints of such a procedurdduvoel the identification of the appropriate call
for grants: in fact, the source of funding shoukhéfit all the Contracting Parties (therefore sub-
regional grants should be excluded), and cover de wange of topics, involving for instance the
judiciary, the education, and the biological fields

The Secretariat presented its ideas at an infocomldination meeting convened by the European
Commission in Brussels in March 2014. Represemstof the UNEP/AEWA, INTERPOL, IMPEL,
Birdlife International, and the FACE also attendee meeting.

The INTERPOL and BirdLife International expressedorsy support to the possibility of
preparing a joint project proposal, and invited oliger stakeholders to link their own activitieshe
implementation of the Bern Convention’s Plan, whigss considered by all the participants as being
the most tangible and comprehensive instrumentablaiat the moment.

Furthermore, the Secretariat presented the work-plaborated for the implementation of the
Tunis AP-2020 in the current year, based on a lsyegtep approach. The work-plan lists the actions
whose implementation is foreseen to be launchembmpleted already this year in order to ensure the
achievement of the Plan’s expected results. Thékptam has been sent to all Contracting Parties,
together with a questionnaire which will be used fbe preparation of the list of criteria for



-7- T-PVS (2014) 2

establishing national policing/investigation pries, and the list of gravity factors to be takatoi
account when sentencing. Both lists will be intéggldn draft recommendations to be submitted to the
Standing Committee’s attention at its next meeting.

Moreover, the Secretariat requested the Partig®moinate a special National Focal Point for
illegal killing of birds, in view of the setting-upf a network for knowledge and information sharing
The Focal Points will also be the contact persdriha Secretariat for the follow-up of these issags
well as the officials in charge of handling comnuations and requests from the Secretariat to the
most appropriate person at the national level.

Finally, the Secretariat informed that a first nigtof the Focal Points will take place in
Strasbourg on T9May to discuss the further implementation of ttenpthe distribution of tasks, and
the methodology.

At the request of a Bureau member, the Secretarplained that the focal point should be
chosen among those civil servants most aware addh@nistrative structure of the country, as wsll a
of the legislation and infrastructure related te pinevention and repression of wildlife crime, avitb
would better know whom to contact for each of tbioa foreseen in the Plan.

The Chair thanked the Secretariat for the hugertsfieployed in ensuring coordination on this
important issue and emphasised on the key and ativevapproach of the network of National Focal
Points which will certainly be very useful in ensigrthe mainstreaming of activities and the corecret
move from the planning phase to the phase of tipdeimentation.

2.5 State of preparation of the meeting of the Grgu of Experts on
biodiversity and climate change

The Secretariat recalled that the Group of Expent8iodiversity and Climate Change held its
last meeting in 2012. The meeting had a very istarg agenda, and assessed the implementation by
Parties of all the related adopted recommendatidestifying the successes and remaining gaps. The
Group forwarded to the Standing Committee two draftommendations, and recognised having
practically fulfilled its mandate, particularly lrégg in mind the interesting developments in theddfi
of biodiversity and climate change resulting frdme tvork of other institutions specifically devotied
these issues. The Group agreed to meet in two'yaesto discuss on the opportunity of renewing
its mandate, where appropriate.

Therefore the Secretariat explained that this gemeeting (Strasbourg, "19f June) will be built
around an agenda aimed at providing Parties withush as possible information on the work carried
out by the other institutions so to give the partats the elements for debating, in a brainstogmin
session foreseen in the afternoon, about the nebevaf a possible renewed mandate for this Group.

The Chair recalled that the meeting in 2012 coumtéd the participation of very high level
speakers and that, unfortunately, only a dozenadtigd attended it. He therefore considered ituisef
to encourage the Parties to reflect on the best wagieal with climate change issues under the
Convention.

3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION : FILES
[T-PVS/Notes (2014) 1 — Summary of case files antptaints]
[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 2 — Register of Bern Conventiamise-files]

(Note: a detailed summary of each case-file is dabie in document T-
PVS/Notes (2014) 1 — Summary of Case files for Baueneetings)
Before introducing the complaints, the Secretagatlled that the items under brackets would

not be discussed at the first Bureau meeting, hatithe correspondent reporting requests had been
already sent to the concerned authorities in pegjgar of the September meeting.
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3.1 Specific Sites - Files open

> 2004/1: Ukraine: Proposed navigable waterway in théBystroe Estuary (Danube

delta)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 6 — Report of the meeting eftthateral Joint Commission)]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 15 — Report of the ESPOO Cotimeh
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 2 — Government report Romania]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 1 — Government report Ukraine]

The Secretariat summarised the case file and eecétle decision adopted at the last Standing
Committee meeting. Furthermore, the Secretariabringéd that, as requested by the Standing
Committee, Romania sent the report of tifeneeting of the Joint Commission in January 20he T
latter confirms the adoption of a list of prioriactivities based on a proposal by Romania. These
include the coordination of the initiatives of tharties concerning the natural protected area ef th
Danube Delta and the Lower Prut River, the develmnof joint management and monitoring
programmes, the identification of possible EU gsatite possible setting up of a trilateral UNESCO
biosphere reserve, among others. The meeting wgastla occasion for an exchange of knowledge
and information on the status of the respectiveonally protected areas subject to the Agreement, a
well as on the advancement of the common projesteldped within the framework of the trilateral
cooperation. However, from the report it is cldattUkraine and Romania could not find agreement
on the findings of the respective impact assessmnastconfirmed by the discussions held at the last
Standing Committee meeting.

Moreover, the Secretariat informed about the updatdressed by the ESPOO Convention
Secretariat in March 2014. It reported about thestadevelopments following the 28ession of the
ESPOO Committee. In fact, although Ukraine had stibcha report to the attention of the ESPOO
Committee for its December session, the latter ddtinat the information provided was not sufficient
to allow for the conclusions on the matter. Theigssvas reported at the February session, the last
before the MOP (June 2014) where the Committeeamatal the timely submission by Ukraine of the
requested information, but regretted that Ukraiad Btill failed to provide complete and specific
information on the progress concerning the implemten of the ESPOO Convention, the adoption
of the necessary legislation, and the specifimastto bring the project for the Bystroe Canal &tbj
in full compliance with the Convention. MoreovengtCommittee considered that the decisions by
Ukraine to continue dredging activities might iratie a further breach of the obligations under the
ESPOO Convention. The conclusion of the Committethat it had no basis to recommend to the
MOP to revise its recommendations set out in deeisi/4 concerning compliance by Ukraine,
including that the caution issued at MOP-4 reméiective.

In general terms, the Bureau members regretteditotdahat, in dealing with this case-file, the
governing institutions of the Convention have soawehleached their limits. The different views of
the two main concerned Parties regarding the plessidgative impact of the work on the ecosystem,
as well as the diverging positions regarding tla¢ust of implementation of the Phase Il of the mije
were still considered to be a major obstacle toidiatification of a satisfactory solution of thase,
despite the very good progress made by the Paetigsding cooperation.

In these uncertain circumstances, the discussiamskly moved to the need to reduce at
minimum levels any negative impact and ensure thd¢quate compensatory measures are
implemented and monitored by a supervisory body.

DECISION: The Bureau took note of the information providgdthe ESPOO Convention Secretariat
and expressed once more its gratitude for the yiroebperation on the follow-up of this complaint.
The Bureau further decided to keep this case-filenocand to re-assess it at its next meeting. B|thi

context, the Bureau instructed the Secretariatépare a short note about how the Convention has in
the past dealt with similar case-files, and possgdenarios for handling the present one at it$ nex
Committee meeting. The Bureau will then prepareginion with a draft decision to be submitted|to

the delegates of the Bern Convention at tHer8deting of the Standing Committee.
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1995/6: Cyprus: Akamas peninsula
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 23 Government report + Annexes]

The Secretariat summarised this complaint and lezt#éhat Cyprus authorities did not attended
last Standing Committee meeting, and didn’t progitlee Committee with an updated report. After
taking note of the presentation of the NGO, the ftee decided to keep the case file open and
encouraged Cyprus to fully implement its RecomméndaNo. 63 (1997) and to report namely on the
concrete measures implemented to avoid furtherrideddion of the concerned habitats. Furthermore,
and taking into account the urgent need of praigctihese unique sites from further destruction, the
Committee invited Cyprus government to undertake rmecessary step aimed at providing an early
warning system against illegal damage and to infimenCommittee on their implementation.

The decision of the Committee was forwarded by Sleeretariat to the Cyprus authorities in
January 2014. By the end of March, the authoriiddressed an updated report affirming that the
areas proposed as SCI for Akamas and Limni areidemresl to be adequate and that further
development of the area is subject to the necessapact assessment as foreseen by both
international and national legislation.

The authorities further inform that the Managentelain for the “Polis-Yialia” Natura 2000 site
is being implemented but the management plan ferAkamas Natura 2000 site (expected to be
completed by the end of 2013) is still under prapan.

Additionally, the authorities inform that a widegsidential and rural area around the Akamas
Natura site will be subject to special regulati@msl restrictions so to ensure the highest possible
protection of the peninsula.

Besides, the report provides short but specifiormition on the implementation of operational
paragraphs 7, 9 and 10 of the Standing CommitteerRmendation No. 63 (1997), which are specific
to Lara-Toxeftra Reserve area and to seagrass coitiesuin Akamas.

Finally, the government report also addressesabemnmendation by the Standing Committee to
adopt an early warning system against illegal damagd considers that the regular monitoring
mechanism already in place is both appropriateedfettive. However, the authorities declare to be
ready to evaluate any specific recommendationgdégathe issue.

The Secretariat concluded its presentation by imiieg that, in an e-mail sent on 28larch,
Terra Cypria expressed disagreement with sevetiatgpof the government report and committed to
address to the Secretariat in two weeks-time dlddtaote to present its arguments. In the meantime
Terra Cypria requested the Bureau to keep the naitéhe agenda of its next meeting.

DECISION: The Bureau stressed once more the outstandiriggical and biological value of the
area. It further thanked the authorities for thpore submitted, although it noted that some of the
recommended actions have not been implementedagdt,general poor enforcement of legislatjon
still poses a problem. The Bureau stressed thababtg the best way to comply with the
recommendations of the Standing Committee woultbhestablish a well-managed protected area for
the whole Akamas Peninsula. The Bureau decidee@ep khe case file open and to re-assess it at its
September meeting, in order to be able to takeantmunt the coming position of the NGO. It further

instructed the Secretariat to contact the Eurofrdon for updated information.

> 2010/5: Greece: threats to marine turtles in ThineKiparissias

The Secretariat reminded that Greek authorities'tiattend the 33 Committee meeting but
addressed a report in October 2013 which was stdahfior information to the delegates.

However at last Standing Committee meeting, follmyihe presentation by the complainant, the
Committee expressed worries for the continued dgweénts in the Natura 2000 site and the possible
threats that these may cause to the habitats awiespof the area. Considering the matter as urgent
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the Committee decided to keep the case file opdnrestructed the Secretariat to seek the agreement
of Greece on an on-the-spot appraisal to be captagth the first half of the next year.

The Secretariat informed that two letters were se@reek authorities with a request to agree on
the principle of an assessment visit, but thatahes/e remained unanswered to date. The issue was
also raised by the Secretariat during an infornsdubsion with the delegate of Greece at the March
meeting of the EU Coordination Group on Biodiversind Nature. Moreover, the Secretariat recalled
that a request of agreement on an on-the-spot isppreas already addressed to Greece in June 2012,
following instructions of the Bureau, when the cdant was still a possible file.

During the discussions, all the Bureau membersesgad worries about the situation, and some
raised the issue of the lack of comprehensive médion on the legal and administrative framework
put in place by Greece on nature conservation reige and, more concretely, for the implementation
of the Bern Convention.

DECISION: The Bureau decided to keep the case-file opengaw mandate to the Chair for
approaching —if necessary - the Minister of Envinent of Greece regarding the possibility of an pn-
the-spot appraisal. The Bureau further instructeel $ecretariat to consider the opportunity| of
identifying an independent expert who could preparstudy on the legislative and administrative
framework for nature conservation in Greece, &astbeen done in the past for other Parties uhder t
frame of the “Reports on the implementation of Been Convention in Contracting Parties”.

Finally, the Bureau considered it necessary to rensaordination with the European Union on the
follow-up to this complaint, including by envisaginpossible joint actions, and instructed the
Secretariat to approach the EU for updated infaonat

> 2012/9: Presumed degradation of nesting beaches Kethiye and Patara SPAs

(Turkey)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 25 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 16 — NGO report]

The Secretariat recalled the background of the taintpand summarized the discussions held at
last Standing Committee meeting, when the Committeeided to open the file as a mean for
encouraging relevant bodies at national level tokviowards greater accountability, co-operatiorg an
responsibility. Following the instructions of theof@mittee, the Secretariat approached Turkish
authorities for an updated report on the progressutds the management of the area.

The Secretariat received first the report of theglainant, expressing particular worries for the
lack of preparatory actions by the authorities rtpriove the management and conservation of sea
turtle nesting beaches in view of the forthcomirmurism season. Moreover, in Fethiye the
complainant particularly deplored the promotionthg authorities of a “public interest decision” to
allow for the relocation and construction of a ghu/drydock on Akgol nesting beach. This is an
“old” project regularly denounced by MEDASSET sindgts construction could undermine
conservation efforts in the area and have a séwgract on a pristine habitat. The Secretariat tedal
that in October 2011, a letter by the Chair toMirister of Environment of Turkey, already echoed
the worries expressed by the Co-Chairs of the Mafiartle Specialist Group under the International
Union for Conservation of Nature, which asked théharities to reject the proposed location of the
shipyard.

Regarding Patara, the main concern — althoughheobnly one — regards the future construction
of another 300 villas inside the protected areactyhaiccording to the NGO, has been documented in
several press articles since January 2014. In gsiari, the NGO requested the Bureau: to consider
the possibility of an on-the-spot assessment asay farward in case no relevant information is
communicated by the national authorities on theplamt; to request the authorities to clarify their
position regarding the construction of the villax ahe scale of the project; to provide an official
update on the status of the shipyard constructiojegt in Akgdl; and reiterate its request towattos
Turkish authorities to reject the proposed locatbthe shipyard.
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The Secretariat further summarized the contetti@overnment report, which informed about a
few activities undertaken in 2013 to protect matimles and their nests in both Fethiye and Patara

In addition, regarding Patara, the authoritiesedothat the area where the villas are to be
constructed is about 2 km away from the beach tlaaickthe project underwent all administrative steps
and received the authorisations prescribed byate Moreover, the report affirms that scale of the
initial plans has been already reduced of approdém&@5%.

DECISION: The Bureau acknowledged the information submittethe Turkish authorities and took
note of the report prepared by the NGO. The Burzasidered it necessary to receive more detailed
information on the plans of the authorities for fleethcoming tourism season, as well as on |the
measures to be implemented for ensuring the propeservation of the areas in the near future.
Regarding Agkdl, the Bureau noted that no infororativas provided by the authorities on poss|ble
plans to construct a shipyard dock and invitedatithorities to address this issue in their nexoiep

> [2007/1: ltaly: Eradication and trade of the American Grey squirrel (Sciurus
carolinensig]

» [2004/2: Bulgaria: Wind farms in Balchik and Kaliakra —Via Pontica]
[Letter of the UNEP/AEWA to Bulgarian authorities]

Although the above complaint was not meant beudised at the first Bureau meeting, the
Secretariat wished to inform the Bureau that iergly got copy of a letter from the Acting Execuativ
Secretary of the AEWA to the Head of the InternaioCooperation Department of the Bulgarian
Ministry of Environment and Water, about a bilatemgeeting in Bulgaria between the competent
national authorities and the AEWA Secretariat.

The letter has a positive focus and lists the caments undertaken by the authorities regarding
the Durankulak Natura 2000 site. However, the Sadet stressed that the complaint pending under
the Bern Convention has a wider geographical seopethat a reporting request will be soon sent also
to the European Commission to get updated infoonaiin time for next Bureau meeting.

3.2 Possible file

> 2011/4: Turkey: threat to the Mediterranean Monk Sal (Monachus monachu}
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 24 — Complainant report]

The Secretariat recalled that this complaint wesessed at the last SC meeting as a possible file
because of the importance of the Monk Seal andothsumed serious threats that the species was
facing in the area as a result of the construatiorks affecting the Balikli cave.

Following the report by the Delegate of Turkey, tBemmittee particularly welcomed and
appreciated the information according to whichtlaf works in the vicinities of the cave had been
stopped. Moreover, the Committee took note of #sellts of the on-the-spot investigation which, as
reported by the authorities, seemed to show theivtbnk seal came back to the cave soon after the
interruption of the works. The complaint was keptagpossible file while waiting for the decisioneaof
National Court before which the affair was pending.

However, the Secretariat regretted to inform taatording to a report submitted in March by the
complainant, it seems that the construction ofntiagine structure has never stopped and that cin fa
— the marine terminal is almost finalised, as shdoyna series of dated photos. According to the
complainant the pool of experts sent to the areahbyMinistry witnessed the continuation of the
works. Moreover, the photo traps show a worryingrdase in seal activity in the cave during 2013,
the disappearance of a pup aged 50 days, and alte afea 90 days pup on 28 February. According to
the complainant, the autopsy performed by authdnsterinarians at the Institute of Marine Sciences
on 29 February 2014, reveals clear indicationshefdevere malnutrition of the new born pup. This
opinion is supported by the evidence provided lgydamera photos of the pup in the cave in a very
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weak and undernourished condition. In fact, themamant explains that the Seals stopped using the
cave in July, presumably because of the works. pitegnant Seal came back for whelping and
abandoned the cave in January.

The Secretariat concluded by informing that theorewas urgently forwarded to the authorities
with a request of feedback. However, no new infaimmawas submitted to date.

DECISION: The Bureau expressed strong disappointment ferldick of information from the
Turkish government, as well as for the apparentradictions between the report presented by|the
authorities at the last Standing Committee meetamgl the evidence now submitted by the
complainant. Once more, the Bureau stressed thadfidditerranean Monk Seal is one of the world’s
most endangered mammals and regretted the appseeate impact of the already built marine
terminal on the Monk Seal population at the Baldeve.

The Bureau instructed the Secretariat to urge ffieiad position of the authorities on the mattag
well as the necessary clarifications and a detaigdrt on the government’s plans for recoverirg|th
habitats, stimulating the return of the speciesniiie season, and avoid repeating such a sadisityat
in the future. Moreover, the Bureau would appreciaiceiving information on the general status and
management of the Monk Seal populations in Turkey.

> 2012/3: Poland: Possible spread of the American Min

The Secretariat reminded that the Standing Comaitteits last meeting, particularly welcomed
the announcement of the decision of the Polish $#imiof the Environment to amend the “Regulation
on the list of non-native plants and animals whicifi released to the environment - might endanger
the native species or natural habitats”, so touihelin its Annex | both the American minkstela
visor) and the RaccoorPfocyon loto).

The Committee decided to keep this complaint urgl®utiny as a possible file, until the
amendments to the Regulation are notified to thebariat and the Bureau.

In January 2014 Secretariat sent the decisioneofCthmmittee to the authorities, with a request
of being informed as soon as the amendment to dglRtion enters into force. However, no new
information was received since then.

During the discussions on this case, several Bumembers noted that it should be quite easy to
amend instruments like the regulations, and thit pinocess should not take a long time. They
received with a bit of surprise the lack of progres this matter.

DECISION: The Bureau decided to keep the complaint as siledile and instructed the Secretarjiat
to contact again Polish authorities for informatmmthe state of progress towards the amendment of
the Regulation. The Bureau will re-discuss the dampas a possible file at its next meeting.

3.3 Complaints in stand-by

> 2009/2: Morocco: Ecological impacts of a tourism ¢dre in Saidia

The Secretariat reminded that the complaint, lodge2009 and related to Moulouya estuary -
which is also a Ramsar site - denounced the hugggbrof a tourist resort in Saidia. A Ramsar
Advisory Mission was conducted on the site in Oetab010 after which a series of recommendations
were addressed to Moroccan authorities. Accordmghe information provided by the Ramsar
Convention and the Moroccan authorities in 2012, ¢ituation was promising and a number of
actions had already been implemented. However,ctmplainant continued to express concerns
regarding the situation of the wetland, and no numecrete feedback was addressed by the Ramsar
Secretariat.
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In September 2013, the Bureau instructed the Se@eto send a last request for information to
the Ramsar Secretariat and considered the possibilidismissing the complaint in case of lack of
new elements.

In February 2014 the Secretariat of the Ramsar @uion informed that the case has not been
closed yet, and that efforts were concentratingeastablishing a constructive dialogue with the
government of Morocco in view of a possible meetmthe current year.

The Secretariat offered its assistance in the pemd requested further information on the
nature of the meeting, the dates and the topibe wiscussed; however no further reply was received

DECISION: The Bureau instructed the Secretariat to apprédaeiMoroccan authorities for an update
on the implementation of the recommendations adopieler the Ramsar Convention, as well ag for
renewing its proposal of assistance and advic@iedded. In addition, the Bureau requested|the
Secretariat to address an official reporting regtethe colleagues of the Ramsar Secretariat,dar

to gather all necessary information on their foloprof the case on time for the next Bureau meeting
The complaint will remain on stand-by in the mesusti

> 2012/5: Sport and recreation facilities inCiral 1 key turtle nesting beach (Turkey)

The Secretariat summarized the background of thmptaint, and recalled that the Bureau
assessed it at its meeting in September 2013. &rottasion, the Bureau welcomed the suspension
of the works pending the court’s decision and detitb keep it in stand-by until the publicatiorntlod
judgment. The Secretariat sent a reporting reguwetite Turkish authorities in January 2014 but no
new information is so far available.

DECISION: The Bureau decided to keep the complaint on sbtgndnd to re-assess it at its next
meeting. Furthermore, the Bureau instructed theefatat to contact the Turkish authorities for
information on the status of the trial and thereated delays for the court’'s decision; finally the
Secretariat should contact the complainant forpdate in view of next Bureau meeting.

» 2012/7: Presumed illegal killing of birds in Malta
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 12 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 8 — NGO report]

The Secretariat summarized the background of thisptaint and was pleased to note that the
good information exchanges with both the authariiad the complainant continue on a constructive
ground.

The report submitted by the Maltese authoritieMarch 2014 provided detailed information on
some recent institutional and policy developmeartsyell as on measures aimed at enforcement of the
relevant legislation. A table on the latest Coudicisions on cases disclosed during the period
autumn hunting season was also produced.

On its side, the report submitted by BirdLife Madteknowledges the institutional changes, but
denounces an incongruent legislation whose enfagogims still poor. According to the complainant,
the changes in regulations have not resulted yemninsignificant improvement in implementation,
and enforcement, while the controls remain insigfit for meaningfully tackle the issue. For
instance, the use of bag limits and their calcotats particularly questioned, mainly because BifielL
considers this measure as very difficult to be ex&d Moreover, the complainant strongly denounces
the consequences of the specific derogation reginter the EU legislation which, in BirdLife’s
Malta views, allow for spring hunting and autumagpjping in the country.
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DECISION: The Bureau was pleased to acknowledge the tiguety precise communications from

the Maltese government, as well as the seriouswitbswhich the authorities try to address the

problem. The changes in the national legislatiom wndoubtedly an expression of the authoritjes’
good will, although the results of their practiegiplication may not be always encouraging. However
the Bureau expressed again concern for poor emf@ngg noted the worrying reports about illegal

killings still widespread across the country, aradlerl on an even stronger political will towards

eradicating these practices.

The Bureau further instructed the Secretariat ttacd the Maltese authorities for an updated report
about the output of next spring season, enforceroérnegislation, and checks of the bag limits.
Coordination with the European Union, namely on idseie of derogation reports, may be an asset.
The complaint will be reconsidered as a complamstand-by at the next Bureau meeting.

> 2012/11: Marsupella profunda threatened by a waste burn incinerator at

Rostowrack Farm St Dennis, UK
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 3 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 4 — Complainant report]

The Secretariat summarised the background of thgleant and reminded the decision taken by
the Bureau at its last meeting. In fact, the adtiiesrdidn’t have the opportunity to reply to tladst
concern expressed by the complainant, namely ragardhe presumed underestimation by the
Environment Agency (EA) of the local impacts on brgophyte, as well as the criticism expressed on
the methodology applied when analysing the possitgact of the incinerator plant on the species, as
the latter was based on data related to plantsraits.

The Bureau decided to keep the complaint on stgnakll instructed the Secretariat to seek for
the authorities’ opinion on the last concerns esged by the complainant.

The Secretariat further summarised the content refpart addressed by the U.K. in November
2013, in which the authorities explained that, sitttere are no critical levels specific to the \Wast
rustwort, the EA used generic critical levels floe fprotection of vegetation and ecosystems and — in
doing so- it followed the advice of Natural Englamdhich didn’t raise specific concerns regarding th
proposed methodology.

The complainant wished to reply to the governmepbrt and maintained his opinion according
to which the assessment was not carried out in tange with the requirements of the EU Habitats
Directive and is still in possible breach of therB€onvention. Moreover, the complainant informed
that he has submitted a complaint to the Europeannaission for which he awaits a reply.

DECISION: The Bureau thanked both the U.K. authorities #tmedcomplainant for their reports. |It
noted thaMarsupella profundds an endemic European species, red-listed byiB&, only present

in a few countries, among which the U.K., wheredpecies is rare.

The Bureau decided to keep the complaint on stgnadad instructed the Secretariat to contact|the
European Union to check if the Natura 2000 site OB@282 has been designated because of the
occurrence of the species in question, as welloasify useful information on the complaint they

received.

> 2012/12: Impact of a project for the regulation of the Darube River on the rivers

biodiversity (Croatia)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 9 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2013) 4 — Complainant report]

The Secretariat reminded the background of thisptaint, submitted in December 2012 by the
WWEF to denounce the planning of an “over dimengidrn@oject for the regulation of the Danube
river in Croatia for navigation purposes. Accorditogthe complainant, the implementation of this
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project could affect a number of species and hisbiigted in the Appendices I-lI-lll of the
Convention, as well as some national and internatikey protected areas, leading to the determrati
of the ecological and hydro-morphological qualifyttee Danube River.

At its last meeting the Bureau discussed the comipbaut regretted the lack of updates from both
the Croatian authorities and the Ramsar Conventou, instructed the Secretariat to reiterate its
reporting requests. The complaint was kept as gtaint on stand-by pending the completion of the
EIA, with a possibility to request the opinion bEtESPOO Convention on it.

In January 2014 the Secretariat approached theordtigls, the Ramsar Secretariat and the
complainant with reporting requests. However, otilg authorities submitted an update, with
additional details on the three projects plannedife Drava and Danube rivers: waterway regulatory
works at the Danube River; the development of thaube River waterway at Sotin; and regulation
works on the Drava River. Where the EIA were dote, authorities clarified that these didn't
produce worrying results.

DECISION: The Bureau thanked the Croatian authorities lierdetailed information submitted
for its meeting. Furthermore, the Bureau instrudtesl Secretariat to request the opinion of |the
complainant on the last available update, and totamd again the Croatian authorities for
information on the state of implementation of theharised projects as well as on the EIA 4till
pending for one of them.

» 2012/13: Cutting of trees for the expansion of theilway network in Kent (UK)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 14 — NGO report]
[T-PVS/Files (2013) 29 — Government report + Anrsgxe

The Secretariat reminded that the complaint corcdhe vegetation clearance programme
already implemented by Network Rail (NR) along thidway embankment in Whitstable, Kent (UK).
The Secretariat further summarised the backgrodrleocomplaint, recalling the decision taken by
the Bureau at its meeting in September 2013, wherBureau expressed some perplexity regarding
the admissibility of the complaint. In fact, the lau noted that the issue could perfectly fall inith
the domestic jurisdiction as it primarily concernadvegetation clearance programme and the
management of green areas. However, the Bureallyfiasked the Secretariat to suggest to UK
authorities to contact the complainant for an masettling of the issue.

The Secretariat requested the position of the dhorities on the matter, and reminded to the
complainant that in order to benefit of the mechas offered by the Bern Convention the complaint
should better specify which species included inr#evant appendices would be threatened by the
clearance programme. The Secretariat concludeatygithat its requests remained unanswered.

DECISION: After re-assessing the complaint, the Bureauddgtito dismiss it as it considergd
that the issue denounced does not fall within ttope of the Bern Convention. The Bureau agked
the Secretariat to forward its decision to bothahthorities and the complainant.

» 2013/1: Hydro power development within the territory of Mavrovo National Park

(‘the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonid)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 22 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 18 — Complainant report]

The Secretariat recalled that this complaint wasrstted in March 2013 to denounce a possible
breach of the Convention by “the former Yugoslaw&dic of Macedonia” with regards to the
development of hydro-power projects within the itery of Mavrovo National Park, an Emerald
candidate site since 2011.
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At its meeting in September 2013, the Bureau asdeb® information available at that time and
decided to keep the complaint on stand-by pendiogerdetailed elements on the possible impacts of
the hydropower projects implementation.

The Secretariat informed that, in a short repotingtted in January 2014, the complainant
mentioned a lawsuit which was pending before thenifibtrative court against the decision of the
Ministry of the Environment to approve an incompl&A study for the Boshkov Most Hydropower
Plant Project (HPP). The complainant underlined tta irregularities on the EIA study are confirmed
by an EBRD compliance review report (January 20d4hjch concludes that the EIA is “not
sufficiently comprehensive and conclusive”.

In a short report submitted in March 2014, theamal authorities informed that the EIAs for the
Boshkov Most HPP was prepared and confirmed thestady was amended to include information
on measures which would be in compliance with ibéhnational Law of Environment and relevant
international conventions. Regarding the LukovoePHIPP, the authorities informed about some
possible delays due to the change of the compatglly hired for the preparation of the EIAs. The
Ministry committed to send official information tbe Secretariat after assessing the study.

Before concluding, the Secretariat underlined tttee reports submitted by the national
authorities were unfortunately not detailed enotmhllow for a good comprehension of the status of
the works and conclusions of the EIAs on the twdPBlPn addition, the authorities do not mention
the pending lawsuit at the national level.

DECISION: The Bureau instructed the Secretariat to condgetin the authorities of “the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” for more detailed @omprehensive information on what has been
added to the ElAs study further to the biodiversiynitoring, what has been already implemented on
the site and under which conditions, as well atherpending lawsuit. The Bureau decided to reagsess
the complaint as a complaint on stand-by at it¢ neeeting.

» 2013/2: Implantation of an asphalt plant in a floodrisk area with possible threats to

the Eurasian otter (Lutra lutra) and the European Mink (Mustela lutreolg, France
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 13 — Government report + anrsggxe
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 11 — Complainant report]

The Secretariat reminded that this complaint wagéd end of March 2013 to denounce the
presumed threats to the Eurasian ottertr@ lutra) and the European minl(stela lutreold, as a
result of the supposed pollution of the habitathefse species due to the implantation of a bitumen
manufactory LGE (Lot & Garonne Enrobés) in a floadip of the Avance valley.

In March 2014, the complainant sent to the Sededtéine copy of a leaflet dated of October
2012, showing a picture of an otter in the basithefAvance so to prove the species’ occurrence in
the area. This information seemed relevant sineectimplainant noted that the Otter had not been
considered as potentially present within the ggaujcal sector of the implantation in the request of
authorisation to implant the LGE factory.

On their side, the French authorities informed #ratnventory list of fauna was drawn up for the
Garonne, where it is located the only Natura 20@0vghich could suffer (from its location at 4.6 km
from the asphalt plant) the impact of a presumdllifian. The authorities also stressed that theOtt
is not present in the Garonne.

The government’s report further stated that theatpey conditions of the LGE site, the absence
of rejection of industrial waters, the treatment thé rejections of rainwaters, the constructive
capacities of the basins of retention taking intwoaint the potential risk of flood, allowed the
inspection of the classified installations to canld that the risk of infringement towards the raitur
environment, in particular thevancebasin, is mastered.
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DECISION: The Bureau thanked the French government anddhgplainant for the information
submitted. After carefully analysing all the elert®ein its hands, the Bureau decided to dismisg the
complaint, since it considered that it did not dilg fall under the scope of the Convention as |the
issue mainly concerns technological pollution amel presumed impact on the Eurasian otter is| not
sufficiently argued.

> 2013/5: Presumed impact of a construction of Overlael Power Line (OHL) in an

environmentally sensitive area in the Lithuanian-Pbsh borderland
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 10 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 7 — Complainant report + anngxe

The Secretariat summarised the background of dhgplaint, recalling that — following the last
Bureau meeting- the Secretariat was charged tcestda both the Party and the complainant further
clarification concerning the presence of protectpdcies and, in particular, of the European Pond
turtle, in the area where the OHL should be built.

The Government submitted an updated report in Macalling that surveys for informing on
the presence of the EP turtle can only be carrigdiro April or May, if weather permits. They
committed to study the situation this spring anddport back the Secretariat. The survey will be
carried out by a national NGO, renown for beingitiren organisation implementing projects for the
protection of the European Pond turtle in Lithuania

Despite this positive feedback, the Secretariad e¢ported about a more worrying information
since the construction works are expected to Btaspring 2014 and the government didn’t mention
any suspension pending the decision of the Stan@mmmittee. However, the government report
explains that in the building contract, specialusks foresee mandatory ecological supervision and
works and direct inspection of the future consiarctsites before the works start by an expert in
ecology.

On its side the NGO provides a list of amphibiaptite and bird species whose occurrence in
the EIA assessment zone seems as confirmed. Margbeecomplainant affirms that the impact of
the OHL on bird species present at the 3 Naturd Z)es in the vicinities has not been assessed
during the EIA and, although the NGO couldn't fittet European Pond turtle in the area during the
short survey carried out last year, the major expeithe species in Lithuania confirms that theitaab
is suitable for the species. In addition, the Ztagn_ake Reserve, physically bordering the OHLeput
is indicated in the Red List of Lithuania as thatestprotected habitat of the European Pond Turtle.
Another suitable habitat is indicated in the westeart of the Polish Natura 2000 site by the oe-lin
database on the amphibians and reptiles in Pofaegared by the Institute for Nature Protection of
the Polish Academy of Science. The Polish NatuD2Zite also directly borders the OHL route.

DECISION: The Bureau welcomed the good response from thleu&nian authorities and the
information submitted by the NGO, but regrettedei@rn that, despite the ongoing assessment af the
complaint, the works are due to start very soore Bhreau recommends postponing the construgtion
of the OHL, at least until the survey on the ocence of the European Pond turtle is carried out|and
its results analysed. In addition, the Bureau fdaais the starting of the works could interferehatite
survey.

Therefore the Bureau instructed the Secretariabhwey to the Lithuanian authorities its concerd an
recommendation regarding the starting of the wotkigether with the request of considering the
possibility of associating the complainant to thevey to be carried out by the selected NGO.
Moreover, the Secretariat has been charged to cotita European Union for coordination and
information sharing, about both the possible impact the Natura 2000 sites and the presence aof the
turtle in there.
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» 2010/3: Ukraine: threats to natural habitats and spcies in the Dniester River Delta
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 26 — Government Report + Annex]

The Secretariat recalled that the Bureau changedt#tus of this complaint from Possible file to
Stand-by after the Ukrainian authorities had infednthat almost all of the issues addressed by the
complainant were dealt with, and that additionahd were allocated to the developments of
management plans for the wetlands of internationpbrtance “Northern part of Dniester Liman” and
“Dniester-Turunchak Crossriver area”. The governimesured that the Secretariat would receive a
notification as soon as these documents would dyre

The complaint was not discussed at the first Bumpaeting last year, but the Secretariat was
notified by the Ramsar Convention the closing lef fi°765 (under Ramsar Convention’s mechanism)
on the basis of a government report sent in Jul2 Z@ating that the Ramsar site had been included i
the newly established Lower Dniester Nature Partk @nat it profited from a special legal entity,
administration, and government funding.

The Secretariat was pleased to inform that Ukraiaiathorities have now adopted the necessary
management plans, and forwarded them to the Sdatdta information.

DECISION: The Bureau thanked the Ukrainian authoritiesttierprompt feedback, as well as for the
positive outcome given to the complaint. Notingtttize case has been already closed under the
Ramsar Convention, that the complainant has natcddy new information in the past year, and that
Ukraine did comply with the requests of the Burdhe, latter decided to dismiss the complaint and
instructed the Secretariat to notify its decisiotite competent authorities.

> [2006/1: France: Protection of the European Green dad (Bufo viridis) in Alsace]

> [2011/5: France / Switzerland: threats to the Rhonestreber (Zingel aspej in the
Doubs (France) and in the canton of Jura (Switzerlad)]

1.4. Other complaints

> 2013/7: Presumed risk of national extinction of bagers (Meles melesin England
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 5 — Government report + Anngxes
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 20 — Complainant report]

While introducing this complaint, the Secretaridtessed that since September 2013 the
Convention has incessantly received complaintsagsmand calls about the presumed risk of national
extinction of the European badgeldeles melgsin England as a result of indiscriminate culltioé
species, in the absence of updated census. Marigcap also questioned the humaneness of the
practice. The complaint registered under the ref@e2013/7 is the most comprehensive received so
far and includes all the concerns expressed bygttier complainants.

The complaint concerns the extension of the pesdnd sites in England where a trial free-
shooting of badgers takes place, in view of redyé&aovine TB.

According to the complainants, the pilot badgdtscim parts of England, through free-shooting
of the species, were extended to the catching aimbkof individuals. That situation, together Wit
presumed lack of clear data on badgers’ populatignsational authorities, could potentially lead to
the extinction of the species.

In a report submitted in November 2013 and complgary information submitted in February
2014, the U.K. authorities confirmed that the decito extend the culling period concerned only the
two pilot areas of Somerset and Gloucestershirgherbasis that further badgers needed to be culled
from a disease control perspective after the irtiaeek period.



-19 - T-PVS (2014) 2

The estimates of the badgers’ populations werkecteld immediately before the start of the
culling and the estimates of the badgers removeashah area were done both after the initial 6-week
period and after the extension period of 3 weeksSfumerset and 8 weeks for Gloucestershire. The
objective was to remove at least 70% of the tatalger population in each of the two areas.

According to the Chief Veterinary Officer of theKUthere are significant uncertainties in the
estimates of the badger population and thus in whiastitutes a 70% reduction. However, according
to the culling efficacies of the randomised badgeiing trial, benefits could be expected to acdmye
effective culling over four consecutive years.

Regarding the two areas concerned by the cullthg, national authorities have taken a
precautionary approach and will monitor the 20-3@¥%haining badger activity.

The national authorities also reminded that thegbds natural range stretches across the whole
of Great Britain and that the badger’'s populaticsosservation status is uniform across this natural
range.

The Secretariat further informed about a preslarpublished on the BBC News on 3 April
2014 informing that the government said it will retpand badger culling to other areas this year
since Defra's own independent assessment founduhain two pilot areas were not effective.

DECISION: The Bureau thoroughly discussed the issue. ltvedounderstanding for the concern
about the apparent cruelty of the culls, but se@ssgain that animal welfare issues do not falleand
the scope of the Convention (except for the pradibimeans and methods of killing, capture and gther
forms of exploitation listed in Annex IV) and carinbe taken into account when examining
complaints. Regarding the species, the Bureauleectiat badgers are included in Annex Il of the
Convention, and that therefore they benefit frontess strict degree of protection than the pne
accorded to species listed in Annexes | and laddition, the badger is a very common species which
according to the latest data available from the MJ& present in at least 36 Contracting Parties.
Moreover, the species is listed as Least Concemiew of its wide distribution, relatively larg
population, it occurs in a number of protected sraad because it is unlikely to be declining atriye
the rate required to qualify for listing in a thie@ed category.

D

Taking all the above into account, the Bureau detitb dismiss the complaint, and instructed |the
Secretariat to prepare for the next Bureau meetinghort, general guidance document on |the
admissibility of complaints regarding the Europémager under the Convention, and the conditjons
which may lead to a presumed breach of the Conweniihe document will be intended to better
inform the possible complainants before they sulamtlications under the case-file system.

> 2013/8: Presumed abusive eradication of the badgévieles meleksin France
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 19 Complainant report]

This complaint was submitted in October 2013 Byench citizen, to denounce a possible breach
of the Convention by France with regards to thdacgobf control of the European badgdvidles
mele$ and its possible eradication on the nationaltter.

The Secretariat provided a summary of the repart Isg the complainant, listing among others,
several examples of French departments where b&ldggture and drastic regulation for the purpose
of testing for bovine tuberculosis and populatioontcol have been orderedVioreover, the
complainant raises possible problems of complianite Annex IV of the Convention by
guoting some regulations (mainly administrativeeosll allowing — under certain conditions —
the use of snares and artificial light sourcegtiercapture and killing of the badgers.

The complainant’s report also mentions a draft stérial order on certain measures to fight
against tuberculosis in wildlife, which was openptablic consultation on 21 July 2013. Among the
prevention and control measures, there is an amiblich states that for the badger, in case of@rov
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infection on individuals, a program of populatioontrol and eradication of infected specimens and
their burrows can be implemented.

The Secretariat informed that a report was reqddstéhe French authorities but that this
has not reached the Secretariat on time for thed®®umeeting.

DECISION: The Bureau recalled that — as specified in Agt&lof the Bern Convention- “in respect
of the capture or killing of wild fauna species gfied in Appendix Il (...), Contracting Parties sh
prohibit the use of all indiscriminate means oftcag@ and killing (...) and in particular, the means
specified in Appendix IV.

Noting the lack of information from the French awilies, the Bureau decided to consider this
complaint as a complaint on stand-by at its nexating. The Bureau further instructed the Secretaria
to reiterate its reporting request to French aitilker asking them to namely address the adverse
allegations concerning the possible use of theipiteld means and methods of killing listed |in
Appendix IV of the Convention.

> 2013/9: Presumed destruction of bircand bat habitats due to tourism developments

in Ukrainian Natural Reserves (Ukraine)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 17 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 21 — Complainant report]

The Secretariat informed that this complaint walsnsitted in November 2013 and concerns the
presumed destruction of important habitats of bats rare bird species due to the issuing of permits
(ceiling limits) for the boating of tourists alotige cliffs and the walking tours of caves in twotida
Reserves in Ukraine (Opuk and Karadag).

The Secretariat summarised the complainant’s repaftnoted that the Karadag Nature Reserve
is an applicant for the award of the European Diygoof Protected Areas. During his on-the-spot
appraisal in view of the possible award the Diplpthea independent expert appointed by the Council
of Europe witnessed illegal recreational activitrgthin the nominated area, like boating and jes,sk
in particular in the marine area of the strict rese

In their report, national authorities inform thayitiated an investigation immediately after
receiving the letter from the Secretariat. The stigation was conducted with the involvement in the
process of all relevant stakeholders (managersefateas, NGOs, general public, experts, etc.). A
workshop was held at the Ministry of Ecology andual Resources of Ukraine on 20 February on
the same matter, to which the Head of the NatupéeBtion Squad ‘Green Future” was also invited.

As a result of the meetings and expert conclusithes Ministry issued some recommendations
for the authorities of both Reserves, in particularenhance the protective measures by warden
services, to reconsider the terms, location antnme@f marine eco-trial visiting the Karadag Nature
Reserve based upon scientific evidence from 20idlf@enhance the general public awareness on the
need of protection of rare wildlife species.

DECISION: The Bureau welcomed the information submittedthsy Ukrainian authorities and the
efforts toward addressing the issues mentionetiercomplaint. Furthermore, the Bureau considered
that the issue could be further monitored withi@ Buropean Diploma of Protected Areas’ monitoring
mechanism, in case the Committee of Ministers @eci grant the award to the Karadag Nature
Reserve.

Therefore the Bureau decided to keep the comptainstand-by until its next meeting, pending the
decision of the Committee of Ministers on the EDPA.
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> [2013/10: Impact of corn monoculture on the conseation status of protected
species in Alsace, France]

» [2014/1: Presumed risk of national extinction of begers in Ireland]
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3.5 Complaints declared inadmissible by the Secraiat (for information
only)

The Secretariat wished to make a short informatiote on a number of complaints which didn’t
reach the Bureau since they were declared inadrtéssi dismissed by the Secretariat following their
pre-screening.

> 2013/4: Presumed threat to bat due to felling of &es in Ukrainian natural reserves

This complaint was submitted in June 2013 and ameck the presumed breach of the
Convention by Ukraine because of the sanitaryrigliof trees in natural reserves, resulting in the
presumed destruction of habitats of 18 bat spdeiesvell as of rare birds). The Secretariat asdesse
the complaint and sent a reporting request to #tiemal authorities. In October 2013, the complaina
wrote to the Secretariat to inform that, followitize notification from the Bern Convention, the
Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources of Ukeaatdopted a decision on a 20-fold decrease in the
extent of the felling, thus satisfying the expedotag of the complainant. The complaint was themfor
dismissed.

» 2013/6: Presumed destruction of little mustelids ifrrance

This complaint was submitted in the second haR@if3 and was dismissed because the national
policy denounced seemed to be in compliance wighGbnvention and the species mentioned in the
complaint, most of which listed under Annex lll, @b not found to be under particular threat in
France.

> 2013/11: Killing of Pilot whales Globicephala melasin the Feroe Islands (Denmark)

This complaint denounced the ancestral practickillifig of Pilot whales in the Feroe Islands,
but the Secretariat couldn’t admit it because theo& Islands are excluded from the geographical
scope of the Bern Convention.

> 2014/2: Flora species threatened by development pisin the Hérault region, France

This complaint was not admitted because none ofsffecies mentioned is listed under the
Convention’s appendices.

4. FOLLOW-UP OF PREVIOUS RECOMMENDATIONS: PROPOSAL BY THE
SECRETARIAT

» Recommendation No. 95 (2002) on the conservation ofarine turtles in Kazanli
beach (Turkey)

» Recommendation No. 144 (2009) of the Standing Comiteie, on the wind park in
Smgla (Norway) and other wind farm developments in Noway

» Recommendation No. 110 (2004) of the Standing Comitéie on minimising adverse
effects of above-ground electricity transmission fallities (power lines) on birds

> Recommendation No. 96 (2002) on conservation of naal habitats and wildlife,
especially birds, in afforestation of lowland in leland

> Recommendation No. 25 (1991) on the conservation ofatural areas outside
protected areas proper

The Secretariat informed that Standing Committeesa3 1! meeting, invited the concerned
Parties to report on the implementation of Recontaéans No. 144 (2009) and 110 (2004) at it§ 34
session, in 2014. Concerning Recommendation No(2982), its monitoring was decided at last
Standing Committee meeting, following the inforroatsubmitted by MEDASSET on the situation in
the Kazanli beach. Moreover, the Standing Commiilse decided to follow-up the implementation
of Recommendation No. 96 (2002) after the deleghtieeland agreed to this proposal at the last
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Standing Committee meeting.

Concerning Recommendation No. 25 (1991) the Grou)@erts on Protected Areas and
Ecological Networks put forward this proposal iewiof assessing the results of the monitoring ef th
implementation at its last meeting.

The Secretariat concluded by informing that repgrtiequests were sent to the concerned Parties
for the September Bureau meeting.

5. S'RATEGIC DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONVENTION
5.1 Follow-up to the CBD Strategic Plan for biodivesity

The Secretariat informed that the main activif@m®seen in the Programme of Activities of
the Convention for 2014 have been linked to thevaait Aichi targets so to ensure that their outme
can be exploitable in the framework of the impletaéon of the CBD Strategic Plan for Biodiversity
2020. Moreover, the Secretariat will attend nexS$BA meeting, where a side event on IAS will be
organized, as well as the™ Zonference of the Parties to the CBD, which veike place in October
2014. For that occasion, the Secretariat will prepan information document concerning the
contribution given by the Bern Convention to thegiementation of the CBD at national level in the
past two year.

5.2 Setting-up the CMS Online Reporting System (ORS

[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 5 — EC Note]

The Secretariat informed that in January 2014, @lidwing the decision of the Standing
Committee, contacts were made with the colleagdethe European Commission in view of the
organization of a bilateral meeting to preparelgéuach of the ORS under the Bern Convention.

In fact, at the last Standing Committee meeting,délegates instructed the Secretariat to launch
the system in the first half of 2014, but to givene time to the EU and its Member States to decide
on their own internal arrangements for the speciBiporting foreseen under article 9 of the
Convention (biennial reports on the use of excegtimade).

The meeting took place in Brussels in February 20 Secretariat presented the Convention
in brief, the ORS in more details, insisting on thain advantages deriving from the system, and the
reporting cycles for which the ORS would be usdik Becretariat stressed that the ORS would not be
exclusively used for replacing the tool currentiyplace for the biennial reports, and highlightea t
the biennial reporting is the only cycle for whisbme specific arrangements between the EU and its
MS do exist. Finally, the Secretariat recalled tthet decision of the Standing Committee to move
forward to the ORS was taken after four years stubsions with the sole purpose of reducing the
administrative burden on Parties and harmonisedperting tools under the Convention with those in
force under many other Multilateral Environment dgments (notably the CMS, the AEWA, the
CITES and the Ramsar Convention so far).

The Secretariat further reported that at the mgetinBrussels the Commission informed that
Habides (the tool used at EU level under the rampfbreseen by its Nature Directives) will be soon
replaced by a new reporting tool, as explained txy European Union in the information note
addressed to the Bureau. This reporting tool seerhave more or less the same characteristicseof th
ORS, and should be customized so to include questielated to the compliance of the Parties with
the conditions of Article 9 of the Convention. Hoxee, it will not be able to streamline reportingitas
can only be used for the reports on derogationseileeless, as stated in its information note, the
Commission underlines that this decision is withpuoejudice to the EU position on ORS for
streamlining the reporting under biodiversity-rethMEAs at the global level.

The European Commission further informed that tbeMember States would be informed about
this new tool at the meeting of the EU Reportingrkifay Group.

The Secretariat further noted that the Council ofoge may help in issuing a legal opinion on
the conditions set by Article 9 of the Conventibuat it will not have the capacity to analyse in @i
measure the questions posed to EU Member Statesr uhe Nature Directives will satisfy the
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requirements of the Bern Convention or to what mixtdey would need to be completed with
additional questions.

Finally, the Secretariat informed that the Comnaissannounced that it will inform its Member
States, through the Habitats Committee, that isdu# intend to continue any further reportinghe t
Bern Convention about the exceptions that EU Men®tates have made from the provisions of
Articles 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the Bern ConventiohisTresponsibility should in fact rely on the Membe
States alone.

The Bureau members expressed astonishment fonfibreniation received, and regretted to learn
that a rival system is in the process of beingtesk#hus multiplying again the reporting tools, lehi
the decision of the Committee was taken in an efibistandardising them as much as possible. In
fact, the Bureau noted that the introduction obmpeting reporting system in the EU may probably
neutralise the efforts of reducing the reportingdem on European Union Member States which are
also Contracting Parties to other MEAS, since EUrlfder States will in any case be obliged to use the
ORS for all the reporting under Bern (and othern@mtion(s) with the exception of the biennial
reports.

DECISION: The Bureau took note of the information submitigdhe EU on the setting-up of a new
reporting tool at the EU level, and regretted teertbat — as a consequence - the efforts to stdisear
the reporting systems of partners internationalaomigations may be neutral particularly for EU

Member States dealing with biennial reports. Howetree Bureau confirmed its commitment to work

towards ensuring that this decision has the lessiple impact on the Parties to the Bern Convention
and invited the European Commission to keep ther@itiee informed about the development of the
new tool and the reaction of the Member Statebdadporting arrangements.

Finally, the Bureau instructed the Secretariat aotact WCMC for agreeing on the dates for the
training so to be able to launch the ORS in a smaat efficient way.

6. ANY OTHER BUSINESS

The Chair recalled that he received mandate by Standing Committee to follow-up the
developments regarding the possible impact of metinioid pesticides on bees, and he wished to
share some fresh information on the subject, naadédy the publication of a study by U.K. scierstist
showing that even at minimum level, these pesticgkem to significantly affect the behaviour of the
bees.

The Chair informed that he will prepare a shorbréepn that issue for next Standing Committee
meeting.

7. CLOSURE

The Chair warmly thanked the Bureau members an8&dloeetariat for the fruitful meeting.
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Appendix 1

* * * COUNCIL OF EUROPE

* * -
* * T’
* * ii o q.
BERN CONVENTION CONSEIL DE LEUROPE
CONVENTION ON THE CONSERVATION OF EUROPEAN WILDLIFE
AND NATURAL HABITATS

Strasbourg, 2 April 2014
Standing Committee

Bureau meeting

Strasbourg, 4 April 2014
(Room 17, opening: 9:30 am)

DRAFT AGENDA

1. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
[Draft agenda]

2. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2014PROGRAMME OF ACTIVITIES
[Note for the Bureau]
[T-PVS (2013) 15 - Report of themeeting of the Standing Committee]
[T-PVS (2013) 8- Programme of Activities for 2010%3]

2.1  Group of Specialists on the European Diploma dProtected Areas: report of the
meeting
[T-PVS/DE (2014) 6 - Draft Resolutions]

2.2  Setting-up of the Emerald Network: state of prgress and co-operation with the
EEA

2.3  Select Group of Experts on Invasive Alien Spexs: report of the meeting and

draft Resolutions
[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 3 — Summary of the main conchsio

2.4  Follow-up to the Tunis Action Plan 2020 on lligal killing, trapping and trade of

wild birds
[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 4 — Questionnaire on IKB]

2.5  State of preparation of the meeting of the Grau of Experts on biodiversity and
climate change

3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION : FILES
[T-PVS/Notes (2014) 1 — Summary of case files antptaints]
[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 2 — Register of Bern Conventiaise-files]

3.1  Specific Sites - Files open

» 2004/1: Ukraine: Proposed navigable waterway irBystroe Estuary (Danube delta)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 6 — Report of the meeting efttlateral Joint Commission]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 15 — Report of the ESPOO Cotierh

[T-PVS/Files (2014) 2 — Government report Romania]

[T-PVS/Files (2014) 1 — Government report Ukraine]
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3.2

3.3

» 1995/6: Cyprus: Akamas peninsula
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 23 — Government report + Anrggxe

» 2010/5: Greece: threats to marine turtles in ThKiparissias

» 2012/9: Presumed degradation of nesting beacheBethiye and Patara SPAs

(Turkey)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 25 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 16 — NGO report]

» [2004/2: Bulgaria: Wind farms in Balchik and Kalrak-Via Pontica]
[Letter of the UNEP/AEWA to Bulgarian authorities]

» [2007/1: Italy: Eradication and trade of the Amaric Grey squirrel ciurus
carolinensig]

Possible file

» 2011/4: Turkey: threat to the Mediterranean Mon&l§donachus monachiys
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 24 — Complainant report]

» 2012/3: Poland: Possible spread of the AmericarkMin
Complaints in stand-by

» 2009/2: Morocco: Ecological impacts of a tourismtece in Saidia
[T-PVS/Files (2014) X — Report of the Ramsar Coneaht

» 2012/5: Sport and recreation facilities in Ciraykurtle nesting beach (Turkey)

» 2012/7: Presumed illegal killing of birds in Malta
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 12 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 8 — NGO report]

» 2012/11:Marsupella profundahreatened by a waste burn incinerator at Rosttkvra

Farm St Dennis, UK
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 3 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 4 — Complainant report]

» 2012/12 : Impact of a project for the regulationtioé Danube River on the river’s

biodiversity (Croatia)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 9 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2013) 4 — Complainant report]

» 2012/13: Cutting of trees for the expansion ofrdikvay network in Kent (UK)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 14 — NGO report]
[T-PVS/Files (2013) 29 — Government report + Anrsgxe

» 2013/1: Hydro power development within the tergtof Mavrovo National Park (“the

former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”)
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 22 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 18 — Complainant report]

» 2013/2: Implantation of an asphalt plant in a flomtk area with possible threats to the

Otter Lutra lutra) and the European Minkustela lutreold, France
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 13 — Government report + anrggxe
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 11 — Complainant report]

> 2013/5: Presumed impact of a construction of OwethBower Line (OHL) in an

environmentally sensitive area in the Lithuaniatighdborderland
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 10 — Government report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 7 — Complainant report + anngxe

» 2010/3: Ukraine: threats to natural habitats aretigs in Dniester River Delta
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 26 — Government Report + Annex]

» [2006/1: France: Protection of the European GremadTBufo viridig) in Alsace]
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» [2011/5: France / Switzerland: threats to the Rhaireber Zingel aspey in the Doubs
(France) and in the canton of Jura (Switzerland)]

Other complaints

» 2013/7: Presumed risk of national extinction ofdexrd Meles melesin England
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 5 —Government report + Annexes]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 20 —Complainant report]

» 2013/8: Presumed abusive eradication of the badi¢eles melesin France

[T-PVS/Files (2014) X —Government report ]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 19 —Complainant report]

» 2013/9: Presumed destruction of birds’ and batstéizbdue to tourism developments
in Ukrainian Natural Reserves (Ukraine)

[T-PVS/Files (2014) 17 — Government Report]
[T-PVS/Files (2014) 21 — Complainant report]

» [2013/10: Impact of corn monoculture on the conaon status of protected species
in Alsace, France]

» [2014/1: Presumed risk of national extinction ofipers in Ireland]
Complaints declared inadmissible by the Secratat (for information only)
» 2013/4: Presumed threat to bat due to fellingeddrin Ukrainian natural reserves
» 2013/6: Presumed destruction of little musteliéFrance
» 2013/11: Killing of Pilot whalesGlobicephala melgsn Feroe Islands (Denmark)
» 2014/2: Flora species threatened by developmensphathe Hérault region, France
FOLLOW -UP OF PREVIOUS RECOMMENDATIONS : PROPOSAL BY THE SECRETARIAT

» Recommendation No. 95 (2002) on the conservatiomafine turtles in Kazanli
beach (Turkey)

» Recommendation No. 144 (2009) of the Standing Cdtemion the wind park in
Smgla (Norway) and other wind farm developmentdanwvay

» Recommendation No. 110 (2004) of the Standing Cdteeion minimising adverse
effects of above-ground electricity transmissiotilites (power lines) on birds

» Recommendation No. 96 (2002) on conservation oftirahthabitats and wildlife,
especially birds, in afforestation of lowland irelland

» Recommendation No. 25 (1991) on the conservatiorabifral areas outside protected
areas proper

STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT OF THE CONVENTION
Follow-up to the CBD Strategic Plan for biodivesity

Setting-up the CMS Online Reporting System
[T-PVS/Inf (2014) 5 —EC Note]

ANY OTHER BUSINESS
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Appendix 2
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

ARMENIA / ARMENIE

Ms Hasmik GHALACHYAN, Head, Division of Plant Resoes Management, Agency of
Bioresources Management, Ministry of Nature PradectGovernment Building 3, Republic Square,
0010 YEREVAN

Tel.: +374 10273890. E-mail: ghalachyanhasmik@gatom

CzECH REPUBLIC / REPUBLIQUE TCHEQUE

Mr Jan PLESNIK, Adviser to Director in foreign affs Nature Conservation Agency (NCA CR),
Kaplanova 1931/1, CZ-148 00 PRAGUE 11 - CHODOV

Tel +42 283 069 246. Fax +42 283 069 .... E-njail:plesnik@nature.cz

| CELAND / | SLANDE

Dr Jon Gunnar OTTOSSON, Director General, DiredBeneral, Icelandic Institute of Natural
History, Urridaholtsstraeti 6 — 8, 212 GARDABAER

Tel : +354 5900 500. E-mail : jgo@ni.is

NORWAY / NORVEGE

Mr @ystein STORKERSEN, Principal Advisor, Norwegi&mvironment Agency, P.O. Box 5672,
Sluppen, N-7485 TRONDHEIM

Tel: +47 7358 0500. Fax: +47 7358 0501 or 735305 E-mail:_oystein.storkersen@miljodir.no

SLOVAKIA / SLOVAQUIE

Ms Jana DURKOSOVA, Senior State Advisor, Divisioor fNature and Landscape Protection,
Ministry of the Environment, Namestiz Stira 1, 812 35 BRATISLAVA.

Tel: +421 2 5956 2211. Fax: +421 2 5956 2031mdid: jana.durkosova@enviro.gov.sk

SECRETARIAT / SECRETARIAT

Council of Europe / Conseil de I'Europe, Directoraé of Democratic Governance /
Direction de la Gouvernance démocratique, F-67075TRASBOURG CEDEX, France
Tel : +333 8841 2000. Fax:+33388413751

Mr Eladio FERNANDEZ-GALIANO, Head of the Democratinitiatives Department / Chef du
Service des Initiatives démocratiques
Tel : +33388 41 22 59 Fax: +33 3 88 41 37 Bdmail : eladio.fernandez-galiano@coe.int

Ms Ivana d’ALESSANDRO, Secretary of the Bern Cori@n/ Secrétaire de la Convention de Berne,
Biodiversity Unit / Unité de la Biodiversité
Tel: +33390 2151 51. Fax:+33 3 88 41 37 Etmail : ivana.dalessandro@coe.int

Ms lva OBRETENOVA, Administrator, Biodiversity UnitAdministrateur, Unité de la Biodiversité
Tel: +33 3902158 81. Fax:+33 3 88 41 37 Tmail :_iva.obretenova@coe.int

Ms Tatiana STATE MASSON, Principal Administrativesestant, Biodiversity Unit / Assistante
administrative principale, Unité de la Biodiversité
Tel : +33 390 21 43 98. Fax : +33 3 88 41 37 Bimail : tatiana.state-masson@coe.int

Ms Véronique de CUSSAC, Administrative assistantplddjical Diversity Unit / Assistante
administrative, Unité de la Diversité biologique
Tel : +3338841 3476 Fax:+33 38841 37 Fmail : veronique.decusac@coe.int




