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I WWF Romania

WWF Romania's mission is to protect
biodiversity and natural habitats and
create solutions for a future where people
live in harmony with nature.
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I Aim and scope of SWiPE

* The project was launched to SR 2020~ Al A0ES
discourage and ultimately
reduce wildlife crimes by

3 ~

. . . . S ful

improving compliance with EU %WI PE :\Il;fdcliefiigl:ime
. rosecution

environmental law, and to / in Europe.

contribute to a more successful
prosecution of wildlife crimes.

The SWIPE project has received funding
from the LIFE Programme of the European Union.
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I Areas covered by SWIPE
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Areas directly addressed by SWIPE are in “bold”
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General enabling factors: lack of resources
for law enforcement agencies, corruption...




I Key Outcomes of SWIPE

THE INVESTIGATION

1

87 different regional and national
institutions were contacted, showing
the lack of a centralised database on
wildlife crimes across Europe.

The LIFE SWIPE project
has produced the most
comprehensive picture to
date about wildlife crimes in
Europe, with national reports
for 11 European countries.




Key Outcomes of SWIPE

WILDLIFE CRIME IS DEVASTATING FOR EUROPEAN BIODIVERSITY
AND POSES A GROWING RISK TO OUR ECONOMIES AND SECURITY

O~ \/ (o€
¢
Illegal killing/ Poisoning Prohibited hunting Illegal wildlife
hunting methods/equipment trade

The most common wildlife crimes across Europe (2016-2020)

) ‘ — Successful

.ca I wildlife Crime
Prosecution

/ in Europe.

PRl Co-funded by o .
S48l the European Union stopwildlifecrime.eu/report




Key Outcomes of SWIPE

&

Wildlife crime is not a petty crime. It is
devastating for biodiversity in Europe and
beyond. We have lost 699 of the populations
of vertebrate wild animals since 1970.

It poses a growing risk to the economic
development and security of our societies.

Illegal killing/
hunting.

27%

Joy:

Poisoning.

16%

Use of prohibited
hunting methods
or equipment.

14%

Illegal wildlife
trade/smuggling/
CITES violation.

13%

But there is no official definition
of wildlife crime applied by
institutions at a national or

European level.

That prevents organizations and
researchers from exp|ori|.19 t!\e
phenomenon and assessing its

actual scope.



I Key Outcomes of SWIPE

The most
targeted species
in wildlife crimes for

the period 2016-2020 )
were birds. Finches were
mentioned as one of the
most targeted animals
in 7 out of the 11 project @

countries.

#® Ukraine: [legal wildlife
trade towards Middle East

{ ) 1taly: llegal Killing

8 Serbia; Poaching tourism by
Toreigners / legal Killing

< Spain: Illegal capture as pets /
Use of illegal hunting equipment

2 Croatia: lllegal capture as pets

@ Slovakia: Illegal capture as pets ~

WILDLIFE CRIMES ARE INVISIBLE CRIMES

ITALY

410

BULGARIA

1183 |8 80

EUROPE IS A KEY CROSSROADS FOR

THE TRAFFICKING OF PROTECTED SPECIES.

But Wildlife crimes also happen within the EU borders

and threaten European species.

@ Slovakia: The State
claimed no damage in
civil proceedings in
any of the recorded
wildlife crime cases,
losing hundreds of
thousands of euros.

= Hungary: Based
on the data available
for this research, 84%
of detected wildlife
crime cases did not
get prosecuted in
2016-2020.

Poaching cases of
passerines recorded
in the whole country
(2016-2020)

Arrived at just one wildlife
haospital after being
wounded by gunshots or

Known cases of
dead bears.

Bear population decline
aver the same period (from
411 to 329)

;
o>

seized from poachers.

(B [

MOST WILDLIFE CRIMES
GO UNREPORTED ORUNDETECTED.

‘ ' Italy: Annual

- . . sanctions for illegal
- Spain: 5 regions

of Spain (out of 17) fishing rangec? ffom
. . 7 to over 12 million
have canine units €

specialised in poison
detection.

Wildlife crimes in Europe - national facts

ww Poland: Between
2016 and 2020 alone,
Polish customs officers
seized more than
420,000 specimens of
protected plant and
animal species.

LI e

3 Croatia: Songbirds
are the most affected
species by wildlife
crime in Croatia, in
particular goldfinch,
being subject to
hunting tourism, sport
and recreation hunting,
trophy hunting and
sold killed and alive to
be held in captivity.

‘!'z

M serbia: The
average fine for
administrative
offences was
385 € (45,000
dinars).

1.8

. ykraine: Most wildlife
offences were qualified

as administrative cases.
From the total number of
reported criminal offences
for 2016-2020, the share

of criminal environmental
offences was less than 1%
(on average only 0.72 % per
year).

/

t Bosnia and
Herzegovina:
Environmental
crimes were the third
most frequently
reported criminal
offence during the
period of 2011-2017.

‘ 'Romania: 1281
specimens were
involved in criminal
activity in 2015-2020,
the most affected
being: brown bear,
weatherfish, sea fox,
sterlet, dolphins and
the picked dogfish.

& Bulgaria: In 2020
alone, law enforcement
authorities found
23km of illegal fishing
ropes at the bottom

of the Danube, used

to catch the critically
endangered sturgeon.



Key recommendations of SWiPE

1.

Close legal
loopholes at the
national level that
2 allow the purchase
National of illegal hunting
g TR gear.
institutions

could form wildlife
crime hubs, create
specialised units, and
take responsibility for
the implementation of
protocols for joint work \
on wildlife crime
cases.

TR f O o T e SN T

Improve the '

limited financial
resources available
to fight wildlife crimes,
particularly concerning
staff, equipment and
facilities, and prioritize
their enforcement

/ and prosecution.

1.

The
punishments must
fit the Proportionate
and dissuasive actions

wildlife crimes in

KEY RECOMM ENDATIO/ o~

FROM,«T:HE SWIPE
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uniform and
structured database
on crimes against
nature across

Europe. 4. /

Invest more
resources into
better cooperation
to increase detection,
reporting and
investigation, taking
external experts
into account.

Europe.

. 6.
The use of

Non-governmental
organisations as
experts in court

proceedings and to

allow the participation

specialisation of the public

concerned.

enforcement and
judicial sector.



I Continuation through NatureFirst Horizon 2020 Project

/ WP 2: Creating

Impact

2.1 Identify & Engage
Relevant Stakeholders

2.2 Communication
and Dissemination

2.3 Training of
Involved Stakeholders

2.4 Exploitation &
Development of
Subscription Models

2.5 Evaluation

-

3.1 Inventory of
Conservation
Objectives, lllegal Activities
& Best Conservation

Practices Enforcement Efforts
WP 4: Development of Proactive Methods & Technologies
4.1 Access-Preparations 4.2 Construction of ":fl::‘ﬁ::::m 4.4 Development of 4.5 Development

of Environmental NATURE-FIRST Ecosystem Base- (Near) Real-Time of Predictive

Observations Knowledge Graph Mapping Models M&E System Digital Twins
F C

A B D
: Taxonomy Ecosystem I de:;;tc::::n 2 Proactive
D Harmonisation base-maps Alerting Routi NATURE-FIRST
B Methods erting Routines Models
A
Cc
K
WP 5: Operationalisation

—— ﬂm“dm"m"“‘" S 5.2 Operational Support 5.3 Policy Lab

WP 1:

Project Coordination

\

3.4 Inventory of Gaps
To Assess Conservation
Status to Address Threats

WP 3: State of Play

3.2 Inventory of
Conservation Status
Evaluation Criteria and
Compliance / Law

3.3 Inventory of
Monitoring and
Evaluation Methods
and Data Sources In-Use
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