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Note on Reporting Tool for “HD Article 17 Reporting” and “BD Article 12 Reporting” and Range Tool 
This informal note aims to summarize the means, steps and timing for developing the Reporting Tool for both the Article 17 reporting and the new Birds Reporting as ETC/BD sees it. The reports from the Member States under Article 17 are due in June 2013 and under the Birds Reporting the deadline is planned for December 2013. In addition the need to develop a Range Tool for the purposes of  Article 17 is discussed here.
Preliminary discussion on the Reporting Tool took place on 26.1.2011 between Sheila Cryan, Søren Roug, Brian Mac Sharry and Marita Arvela and it was raised that both on-line web form as used in the previous reporting round and MS Access Database could be made available for Member States. However, ETC/BD would like to remind that the Member States strongly critized the online application produced in order to edit single reports and did not in fact use this functionality for the previous delivery as it was much too slow to use and did not suit their basic needs. This is why EEA developed a database for MS use. This database was a simple tool with the only functionality being an export of the national report from the MS Access database into the prescribed xml format before uploading them to Reportnet. This tool did not contain an editing function although several Member States expected this kind of support.
In general comments from Member States on the 2007 reporting exercise under Article 17 focused on the following;
1) the on line reporting tool was considered too slow and the use of MS Access would be favored by some Member States, 

2) if the xml is used as the official format of the submission Member States do not have the resources to program a xml export tool, UK estimated the cost of this development as one month of man-effort

3) the tool (reporting mechanism) should be made available at least one year before the deadline to submit the national report,. Please note that in relation to the Birds Directive reporting obligations the process is more complex and the tool is expected 2 years before submission. 
4) several detailed technical issues on filling in the format (adding/improving functionalities), 

5) the QA process needs to be reviewed
ETC/BD document of June 2008 summarizing the Member State comments can be found on CIRCA
http://circa.europa.eu/Public/irc/env/monnat/library?l=/expert_reporting/work-package_revision/sub-group_papers/art17-reportingdoc/_EN_1.0_&a=i. The need to review and improve the 2007 Reporting Tool has been raised by Member States in a number of meetings during the Art 17 review process (the Expert Group on Reporting and the Habitats Committee where all Member States are represented).
An other important fact to mention is that the delivery of 2001-2006 national reports was severely delayed and only 4 countries, out of 25, reported on time. Besides underestimating the resources required by Member States this is, in addition, linked to the late production of all important guidelines and supporting tools.
After the submission of national reports ETC/BD analysed the quality of the national deliveries. In general large number of very basic quality issues was noted. EEA had prepared a preliminary QA/QC web based tool as a part of the editing form, but as this was not used widely the data was never subjected to the inbuilt QA/QC procedures. The existing reporting system (the web tool plus the simple MS Access database) was not efficient enough to prevent unsatisfactory deliveries. Solving these quality issues further delayed the progress of processing Article 17 data, and consequently the time available for preparing biogeographical assessments of conservation status (needed for composite report) was drastically reduced.  

Preparing an official delivery of Member States’ reports under the Habitats Directive Article 17 and Birds Directive Article 12 – REPORTING TOOL
In ETC/BD view the comments from Member States and the lessons learned from the previous reporting round need be taken into account when developing the ReportingTool. Based on these comments and this experience the ETC/BD strongly supports the use of a MS Access database to ensure that the Reporting Tool is fast enough (also from the basis of the good experiences with CDDA) and allows for data management at the desk top level in those case where the capacities to develop such a tool do not exist in the Member State. MS Access has also the advantage that EEA already uses it. More time and effort should be devoted on the development of the QA/QC routines, as in 2007 ETC/BD had to spend too much time in checking manually Member State submissions.
In the view of the ETC/BD  there will be basically two types of users of the reporting tool. 
· Firstly, those users who will populate the fields in the database from their internal system(s) and will use the tool mainly to produce an official submission in the format defined by EEA (xml?). 
· Secondly, those users who will integrate the database into their data management system and will use it for both data collection and data management. In both cases a simple QA/QC tool should be applied to check for completeness of the information before allowing for an export for final delivery.

The use of a web based editing tool and management of all the data in Reportnet was found unsuitable. Apart from the issue with speed of access, the web based tool does not allow for simple data management and analysis, for example viewing and editing of the information in the tabular form. 
Database structure

ETC/BD proposes that there will be separate databases under Habitats Directive Article 17 Reporting Tool for the general report, species report and habitat type report (3 databases) and the same for the Birds Directive Article 12 reporting (2 databases as they do not deal with habitats). This is, in our view, the most user-friendly approach to Member States and distinct databases for habitat types and species were used also in 2007. 

Both reporting systems shall also, in principle, share the same basic functionalities (editing the data, QA/QC, merging partial databases into one). However the specificity of the  Birds Directive Article 12 reporting will require some additional functions. 

The revised reporting format for Article 17 reporting follows, basically, the same structure as the previous one. Some new fields have been added, but they follow the same, or similar, thinking as in the previous version, some fields have been deleted especially in the general report. The majority of the previous Article 17 database including the xml export tool can be reused and only partially adapted. 
We do not have similar experience on Birds Reporting as this is a new process at EU level, but in principle the needs are the same and streamlining of these two formats has taken place. Thus we propose that these two reporting mechanisms are developed in parallel as there is only 6 months difference in the deadline of Member State submissions.
Database functions
Priority functions
· The need for editing the data was in the previous reporting round reflected in the development of the web based editing tool for HD Article 17 reporting. Likewise a simple editing mask should be implemented in all reporting 5 databases. 

· The database should already include preliminary quality analysis, as in this stage the correction of the principal errors is faster and easier as it does not require mobilizing resources, after the submission. This can speed up the preparation of the 2nd delivery. 

· In the birds reporting the consultation of single birds reports at the national level will precede the submission to the EC. The bird database should be well adapted to this requirement, i.e. it shall allow for multiple records for one species and provide a system of validation of the multiple records.
Other possible functions

The databases in both reporting systems, with the exception of the general report databases, (database of habitats, species and bird species) will be used in some cases to collect the data from various data holders. Therefore there should be a way of facilitating this. An option would be to have a simple tool to merge safely several versions of the database. This function was not implemented in the databases used in the 2000-2006 reporting round. 

Some Member States have suggested (both in the working group for birds reporting and habitats/species reporting) that considering the fact that some information has not changed in comparison to the previous reporting (for birds compared to the compilation of BiE2) it would be useful to have some fields prefilled. This option however needs further discussions within the framework of the Expert Group on Reporting. 

However it needs to be stressed, that for the Article 12 reporting under Birds Directive we do not have the same experience as for the Article 17 reporting, therefore prior to specifying necessary or desirable tool functions, the Member States should be consulted for their needs and expectations. Some lessons can be learned from the Article 17 reporting but from an organizational point of view the Article 12 reporting (Birds reporting) is particular, as it contains a consultation at the national level and potentially also solving of unconcluded issues at the European panel. 
QA/QC

QA/QC should be done in two steps: 
· 1) pre-submission QA/QC: a simple one inbuilt in the database (crude check detecting empty fields, to ensure that numeric values used etc), 
· 2) post-submission QA/QC: later on a robust one (to check consistency of data). 
The aim of these checks is to ensure that the information as delivered by Member States is correct from the technical point of view (or as correct as possible) and that the QA/QC procedure at the level of EEA/ETC concentrates mainly on scientific issues. A much stronger role of EEA is expected here than during the last round, as contrary to the previous reporting round,  ETC/BD does not have the capacity to develop or continue developing QA/QC routines.

The pre-submission QA/QC should be offline and should have the possibility to produce a report. It should be applied before the submissions of the xml files to CDR. This will allow for quick corrections of insufficiencies and avoids long exchange with Member States on the technical issues that could have been easily fixed prior to submission. It is important to note, that Member States did not welcome long QA/QC reports and the demands for substantial increase in the data quality that came after the submission in the last reporting round. These reports were principally focused on technical issues which would be easier for the Member State to solve prior to submission, this is why it is important that the inbuilt QA/QC routines be both simple and comprehensive and produce a clear report highlighting the general nature of the technical issues regarding the data.
A more robust component, post-submission QA/QC, should check the consistency of the data (eg. consistency of conclusions with the provided information on trends, compare values with values reported in 2007, compare spatial extent of GIS information with Natura2000 standard data form). This can be run in xlm and discussed later on in details (as in principle it is needed only by June 2013).
European Article 17database

Our assumption is that the Article 17 submission procedure will be identical to the procedure in 2007, i.e. the first submission, followed by QA/QC procedure, reporting to MS about the issues in their delivery via a standardized QA/QC report, second submission second QA/QC procedure and the compilation of EU level datasets, which will represent a base for biogeographical assessments of conservations status.

In the 2007 reporting process this was a MS Access database with a structure similar to the databases used at the Member State level and this option is favoured also for this reporting round. On the top of that an easy link with QA/QC results should be possible. The structure of the databases planned to be used to prepare the Member State delivery (see above) can be then used as the basis for production of the EU level databases.
Preparatory work by ETC:

· Data dictionary (we only discuss the data dictionary for the 1st phase, ie for the Member State level databases), due 31.3.2011 (this in our IP, this will be a draft as the reporting format is not yet final. In principle data dictionary for birds reporting should be done in parallel)
· Potential co-operation with Member States (through Expert group on reporting) when developing the QA/QC procedure?

· User guidelines for the Member States on reporting tool

Timing of the Reporting Tool (from ETC/BD preparatory work to final product):
	Task 
	Timing
	Comment

	ETC /BD documentation to EEA
	by June/July 2011


	Final data dictionary for both reporting tools, database structure simple QA/QC rules, editing mask and other database functions

	1st draft database 
	1st October 2011

	EEA/its developers start development of the database in July 2011. 

The period July 2011- September 2011 includes ‘sprint’ meetings between ETC/EEA/developers. 

	Testing by ETC
	Starts October 2011
To speed up the process, can be also done in parallel with the developing work
	This will include testing of QAQC routines and other functions of the database. Ideally an advanced version of the BD article 12 database for the kick of meeting between MS/EC planned for 13th October 2011.

	Testing by selected MS

	November – December 2011

	This may be rather consultation with MS

	Final database 
	1st March 2012
	

	User guidelines
	Nov 2011 – March 2012
	ETC/EEA

	Workshop to train MS
	1st March 2012
	It is crucial that the Reporting tool for Art 17 is operational at latest in March 2012


ETC/BD experience is that testing the database takes lot of time (giving feedback to developers etc) and a sufficient amount of time should be allocated for this (at least 4 months excluding holiday periods). In addition, ETC/BD wants to give a possibility to MS to test the tool which also takes time.
NB: the meetings between the Commission and MS this spring, namely Expert Group of 22.3. and Habitats Committee of 13.5., may give other ideas on the timing. 
Range Tool

It is foreseen under the Article 17 reporting that a Range Tool is developed to facilitate an estimation of the range. This is a tool that the Member States will be using for the assessment of the conservation status and it is essential part of harmonization of the reporting. It is included to the ETC implementation plan of 2011 (task 1.2.1.A.2) that ETC will prepare technical specifications for the tool to be developed by EEA. 
The range tool generates a standardized grid based range using the rules outlined in the Article 17 Guidelines. The tool uses two inputs to calculate the range, the distribution, which can be any spatial object (point, polygon, or grid) and the reference grid system. Several reference grid systems will be used by one country depending on the ecological characteristic of the habitat/species (eg. special grid for coastal habitats, riverine species). 

The tool is based on calculating the distances between the centroids of grid cells and then constructing a series of polyline and polygons to connect other centroids of grid cells based on the ‘gap distance’ specified. All cells that intersect these polyline and polygons, as well as all distribution cells, are used to create the range. 

In some cases the range maps calculated by the tool can be manually adjusted, so there should exist a possibility to add or exclude grids.

In the view of the ETC/BD the tool should be an ESRI product, editing should be made possible (to include background information) and it should not be on-line tool as Member States work with large files. ETC/BD has a good knowledge on the technical aspects of the tool. 
ETC/BD proposes to have the first version from EEA in January 2012.

To discuss and agree between EEA, DG ENV and ETC /BD on the basis of this note:

· Resources, technical needs and timing of the Reporting Tool for both HD Art 17 and BD Article 12 reporting

· Resources and timing of the Range tool 
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