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CPW Virtual Workshop on Wildlife Harvest, Use and Trade Targets and 
Indicators for the CBD Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework 
19-20 March 2020, Zoom 
 

Summary Report 

On the 19th and 20th March, the partners of the Collaborative Partnership on Sustainable Wildlife 
Management (CPW) and other key organizations (see the list of participants in Annex 2), met online, via 
Zoom platform, to discuss and develop a suite of targets and indicators relevant to sustainable harvest, 
use and trade in wildlife and identify key existing and needed datasets to measure progress towards 
sustainable use Targets, with the aim of informing the CBD post-2020 global biodiversity framework (see 
the agenda in Annex 1). 

The virtual workshop was organised by the CPW (i.e. TRAFFIC and CIFOR in coordination with the CPW 
secretariat), University of Oxford and UNEP-WCMC, and was attended by more than 30 participants.  

Background 

In October 2020, the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) will adopt a post-2020 global biodiversity 
framework, including a new set of biodiversity goals, targets and indicators as a stepping-stone towards 
the 2050 Vision of “Living in harmony with nature”. In its decision 14/34 the Conference of the Parties 
(COP) to the CBD adopted a comprehensive and participatory process for the preparation of the post-
2020 global biodiversity framework. 

In January 2020, the zero-draft of the post-2020 global biodiversity framework, and addendums 
providing preliminary draft monitoring frameworks for the Goals and Targets, were published. In 
particular, the zero draft incorporates new Targets on sustainable use. All of these Targets, as well as 
suitable indicators and datasets to measure progress towards them, will next be debated by Parties to 
the CBD at the Twenty-fourth meeting of the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological 
Advice (SBSTTA-24), due to take place in Montreal, on 17 - 22 August 2020. 

SBSTTA 24 will provide an excellent opportunity for CPW partners, to provide guidance and information 
to the development of sustainable use elements of the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. The 
CPW supports the development of targets and indicators focussed on reducing the threats of 
unsustainable and illegal use of and trade in wild species, and on ensuring sustainable use of and trade 
in wildlife at regional, national and international levels and benefits it can bring about. 

Workshop Outcomes 

The first day of the virtual workshop (1400 – 1700 CET, 19th March) focused on presentations from 
TRAFFIC, UNEP-WCMC, IIED and CIFOR/University of Oxford. The workshop was opened by David 
Cooper, the CPW Chair and the Deputy Executive Secretary of the CBD, who stressed the importance of 
accumulating the best scientific advice on appropriate indicators and datasets to inform the CBD process 
and measure progress towards the Targets.  

Sabri Zain (Director of Policy, TRAFFIC) then provided a comprehensive background to the process of 
and progress in developing the Targets for the post-2020 Framework. Dilys Roe (Principal researcher, 
IIED) then gave a summary of the outcomes of the 2nd meeting of the Open-Ended Working Group on 
the Post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework, held on 24th-29th February in Rome, where Parties to the 
CBD discussed the zero draft, and suggested modifications to the proposed Targets.  
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To close the day, Lauren Coad (Research Fellow, CIFOR and the University of Oxford), presented 
outcomes from the ‘homework’ that participants completed before the start of the workshop. Each 
participant/organisation had provided their thoughts on the wording of Targets 5 and 7 (those most 
pertaining to wildlife harvest, use and trade) of the Zero draft of the post-2020 global biodiversity 
framework, and the currently suggested indicators, and provided suggestions for alternative or 
additional indicators and datasets. The comments were amalgamated in one document and used as the 
basis of the discussion for Day 2.   

On Day 2 (1400 -1700 CET, 20th March), Kristina Rodina (CPW Secretariat/FAO) provided a summary of 
the previous day and an introduction to the second day’s activity. Key messages from the Day 1 
included: 

 Building on the previous work done before 2010, e.g. development of indicators linked to assessing 
progress toward the CBD 2010 target and the more specific goals linked to sustainable use and 
trade; 

 Importance of having established definitions and agreed terminology (e.g. inconsistent use of 
habitats/ecosystem, wild species/wildlife); 

 Assessment of indicators in the preliminary monitoring framework that might be measurable with 
the existing BIP indicators; 

 Mismatch between the suggested elements of the goals for monitoring and proposed indicators;  

 Risk of setting unrealistic timeframe as by 2030 we will be rather on pathway of reaching targets 
Consideration of targets / indicators that can measure the progress; 

 Lack of baseline data for several proposed indicators (e.g. global assessment on human wildlife 
conflict in the pipeline); 

 Pros and cons of using Red List Index as a dataset for several indicators:   

o Pros: Established, comprehensive, accepted, rigorous, scientific; 

o Cons: taxonomic bias, some groups updated more regularly, caution of using a tool developed 
for one purpose and trying to fit it to another; 

 The importance of establishing and raising funds for new needed databases/initiatives to fill data 
gaps. Recognition of the need to build a sustainable funding model for the developing new 
indicators; 

 National reporting as an alternative to fill out gaps and get missing information where we don’t have 
data to populate indicators. National reporting on specific targets/indicators is already used to 
monitor progress for other international conventions (e.g. CITES). 

Then the participants broke into 3 working groups, based on different elements of the sustainable use 
Targets: 

 Group 1: Ensuring that harvesting and trade of species is at sustainable levels (reducing threats to 
wildlife from overexploitation) 

 Group 2: Ensuring that people can benefit from and use wild species sustainably 

 Group 3: Reducing the threats to people from wildlife (including human wildlife conflict and 
diseases) 

In each working group, the participants discussed the current list of indicators proposed in the zero 
draft, and proposed new indicators, based on the ‘homework’ completed by participants. These were 
preliminary discussions, and the three groups spent useful time debating the general themes of the 
Targets as well as broad areas that the indicators should cover.  
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Summary of discussions 
 
GROUP 1: Ensuring that harvesting and trade of species is at sustainable levels (reducing threats to 
wildlife from overexploitation) 

The group discussion focussed on suggested elements for monitoring, followed by the discussion about 
the suitability of indicators to measure the monitoring elements. Considering that the Target 5 language 
was likely to change, the group didn’t discuss it.  

To begin the discussion, Anastasiya Timoshyna (TRAFFIC) presented the clusters of ‘elements’ which 
came out from the participants’ home work prior to the meeting. These included:  

1. Regulatory measures: monitoring regulations, laws and enforcement capacity (adherence to 
national and international laws) for wild species harvest and trade.  

Where the draft zero of GBF suggested ‘Number of countries with regulations in place to address illegal 
and/or unsustainable harvest’ as an element, a range of alternative language suggestions were 
presented in the homework:  

 Countries with regulations in place that implement relevant international laws and 
commitments 

 Number of countries with wildlife-trade related legislation, regulations, and enforcement 
capacity, to address illegal and/or unsustainable harvest, use and trade in wildlife 

 Change in number of legal, regulated and sustainable conservation initiatives involving 
harvesting, trade and use of wild species 

 Progress of countries in adopting measures to reduce opportunities for the wildlife trade-
related/natural resources use corruption   

 Country capacity to combat wildlife trafficking 

 Country-level systems in place 

 Legal accountable trade systems in place 

 Countries actively implementing regimes for comprehensive monitoring of the levels, impacts 
and sustainability of harvesting, trade and use of wild species 
 

2. Non-regulatory measures to establish the sustainability of harvest and trade in wild species (e.g. 
voluntary mechanisms, standards, and certification).  

It was noted that while separate elements were presented in different parts of the zero draft on 
fisheries and forests (Change in the area of forests under sustainable management certification, and 
Change in percentage of fisheries under sustainable management certification), there were proposed to 
be replaced by a more comprehensive ‘element’ inclusive of all wild species to potentially read:  

 Change in the volume of wild species in trade, covered by the voluntary standards and 
certification schemes, demonstrating credible contribution to the sustainable management of 
species 

Additional element that was proposed in the homework included the focus on the conservation 
initiatives, as follows: Change in number of legal, regulated and sustainable conservation initiatives 
involving harvesting, trade and use of wild species.  

3. Measuring and managing impact of use and trade on species 

Two elements were proposed in the zero draft: Change in the conservation status of socioeconomically 
important species and Change in the impacts of the harvest, trade and use of biological resources on 
biodiversity. A range of alternatives were proposed in the homework by participants, as follows:  

 Recovery status of harvested and traded wild species 

 Magnitude of species use 
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 Species status improved 

 Agreed scheme of prioritization of species for urgent population maintenance/recovery actions 

 Trends in species conservation status 

 Extinction risk for wild terrestrial vertebrate species under human use regimes  

 Population trends for wild terrestrial vertebrate species under human use regimes   

 Population trends for wild terrestrial vertebrate species that are managed for sustainable use 

 Change in conservation status for those species in trade 
 

4. Reducing illegal wildlife trade  

There were no elements focussing on illegal wildlife trade in the zero framework, but it was noted that 
having a specific element to monitor under the target on this subject would be a useful measurement. 
Language suggested by participants’ homework included:  

 Reduced illegal trade 

 No. species threatened by international trade/use 

In the discussion that followed, it was noted that for example CITES Strategic vision links well with the 
elements here. There is scope for the monitoring information to come out from the strategic planning 
group, but this will only concern international trade, and only of CITES-listed species. Improvement in 
sustainability could be shown through movement down the CITES Appendices. It was also observed that 
the sustainable use target must cover the element on not harming biodiversity (e.g. via by-
catch/harvesting of target vs non-target species), in addition to keeping the offtake to sustainable levels.  

Participants discussed the concept of ‘ecologically functional’ species, noting that species may be 
sustainably harvested but not necessarily ecologically functional, and whether the current elements 
capture this. In ‘safe ecological limits’ could be a way to express this. The point was also raised of 
whether the elements discussed so far fit with the overall theory of change for the global biodiversity 
framework.  

Finally, the importance of ensuring the elements (and target itself) in inclusive of a variety of taxa and 
habitats was emphasized. It was noted for example that forest habitats were quite dominant so far, 
while other habitats and forms of ownership (e.g. private lands) need to be better included and 
managed sustainably. To summarize the discussion, group agreed to focus on the following main 
themes/potential monitoring elements:  

1. Sustainability of use and trade in wild species (addressing the threats of over-exploitation) 
2. Legality of use and trade in wild species (nuancing the need to reflect the scale of use and trade: 

subsistence, domestic, national, international trade).  
3. Traceability.  

The group discussion then moved to the considerations of indicators to measure the elements of the 
target. As in the previous part of the discussion, it was noted that a range of indicators were proposed 
(or changes to the zero draft indicators made) in participants’ homework. See Annex 3 for a tabled 
version of homework. These suggestions should be used for the follow-up work and discussions beyond 
this workshop.  

There was a suggestion that there were potential indicators to use from the CITES Strategic Vision work. 
New methods are being developed by IUCN/UNEP-WCMC and other partners for a potential indicator 
on the number of species threatened by international trade. There could be another indicator with 
comparing this above indicator with number of species on CITES. For CITES-listed species, can measure 
the progress on improvement (or not) in sustainability shown by the movement of species down CITES 
Appendices. 

Proxy measures were suggested for wildmeat with the collation of case studies under way. Following 
indicators can be used:  
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 body mass of used species over time 

 Indexed number of animals harvested in particular areas (tropical areas as a proxy) 

For non-regulatory mechanisms, there is a number of relevant standards and certification schemes able 
to provide proxy indicators, for example FairWild Standard implementation for wild plant species was 
mentioned.  

Further comment was also made about the certification indicator. It is part of SDG indicator 15.2.1 
Progress towards sustainable forest Management. The sub-indicators are: 

 forest area net change rate 

 aboveground biomass stock in forests 

 proportion of forest area located in legally established protected areas 

 proportion of forest area under long-term forest management plans 

 Forest area under independently verified forest management certification schemes 

The inclusion of an indicator on whether a country has regulations to stipulate extractive industries do 
not contribute to extraction of other resources e.g. bushmeat was proposed.  

Financial indicator was also briefly discussed, for example % of GDP or $$ spent on managing wildlife 
use.  

In the consideration of datasets available, following were mentioned during the group discussion:  

 Green list - measure of species recovery. 

 CITES Trade Database - but it potentially needs to be coupled with conservation status data / 
population trends 

Group 2: Ensuring that people can benefit from and use wild species sustainably  

The group began by discussing the wording of Targets 5 and 7, pertaining to the sustainable use of 
wildlife by people. The group felt that they understood the direction the Parties were going with Target 
5, which is more focussed on ensuring that wildlife species are used at sustainable levels, and not over-
exploited. However, there was more concern about the wording of Target 7, which currently could be 
interpreted as a call to increase wildlife extraction (increase benefits to humans), which could put it in 

conflict with Target 5.  

The group talked a lot about who benefits from wild species use (highlighting that the term ‘wild 
species’ needs to be defined and using for the purpose of the discussion a definition of wild species to 
include plants and terrestrial and aquatic animals – but excluding wild species that are being grown by 
people – Gnetum in farmers’ fields in Cameroon, red deer in New Zealand, Atlantic salmon in Chile). 

It was noted that people all around the world, in both the Global North and South, use wildlife products 
daily. As an example, wild harvested Gum Arabic is an ingredient in Coca-Cola and so all the hundreds of 
millions of people around the planet who drink Coke are benefitting from the use (unsustainable as it 
turns out) of a wild species. It was also noted that people use wildlife in a range of different ways, and 
that in 2020, millions of Indigenous Peoples still rely on wild caught and collected wild species as a vital 
source of food, income and cultural identity.  

The group agreed that many wild species used by humans are being extracted at unsustainable levels. 
Today there are over 7 billion people, and agriculture, logging, housing, and transportation together 
have destroyed over 50% of the planet’s original forests, grasslands and wetlands. With the human 
population set to increase to 11 billion by 2100, we need to significantly and rapidly change our patterns 
of consumption if sustainable consumption is going to be achieved.  

There was a strong sense that CBD policy should explicitly preference IPLCs rights of access and use of 
wild species within their territories (legal recognized or claimed). Non-rights holders that benefit from 
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wild species use – global consumers primarily in urban areas – need to significantly change consumption 
patterns to ensure that overall levels of wildlife use are sustainable. If CBD is to preference IPs rights to 
access and use wild species, then we really do need a comprehensive, peer-reviewed global map of IP 
territories and claimed lands.  

Many global consumers are ‘over-the-horizon consumers’ in that most of what they consumed is not 
produced locally. Certified sustainable trademarks have been proven to help consumers make 
purchasing decisions based on their impact on the environment. Sustainable certification does not 
however inform the consumer who is benefiting from taking the wild species (i.e., we do not know if a 
group of Indigenous Peoples is benefiting from trading a sustainably harvested species, or it is a multi-
national timber company). The effectiveness of the use of certified goods to influence consumer 
behaviour is already being assessed and could provide information to states as they report on CBD 
targets. 

Changes in price of wild species have been suggested as an indicator of wildmeat sustainability, with 
increases in prices as a proxy for increasing scarcity. However, economic value of a wild species tells us 
little about whether or not its use is sustainable.  An increase in unit price may suggest scarcity but does 
not say anything about the volume of trade. 

There was not enough time in the breakout group discussion to go into indicators, elements and 
datasets in any depth. However, the group began to suggest elements and indicators stemming from 
these discussions, including: 

1. Element: The ability of rights-holders to manage their lands, benefit from wildlife and exclude non-
rights holders 
a. Indicator: Amount of intact lands and waters under the jurisdiction of indigenous peoples and 

rights holders 
i. Dataset required = map of IPLC current territories and land rights 

b. Indicator: Amount of land under ICCAs 
2. Element: The ability of global consumers to make sustainable consumption decisions, that benefit 

rights-holders and wildlife 
a. Indicator: Proportion of internationally traded goods under certification standards 

Group 3: Reducing the threats to people from wildlife, incl. human wildlife conflict and diseases 

The discussion mostly focused on human wildlife conflict (HWC) and its placement in the post 2020 
framework. HWC is currently mentioned in Target 7 which reads as:  

Enhance the sustainable use of wild species providing, by 2030, benefits, including 
enhanced nutrition, food security and livelihoods for at least [X million] people, 
especially for the most vulnerable, and reduce human-wildlife conflict by [X%]. 

Views noted that placing the HWC under Target 7 makes sense because it is a ‘people’ issue. However, 
its’ current wording makes it seem like ‘an add on’ to the Target without enough scope to capture the 
complexity of the issue, which was considered unacceptable given that conflict will only increase in the 
future. HWC is very specific and nuanced topic, and there are several issues around it, incl. threats that 
run both-ways to and between humans and wildlife.  

Discussions in the group centered largely around the potential or need to create a separate target for 
conflict – or as was also discussed – one that captures co-existance.  However such decision is up to the 
Parties to the CBD. If there were such a target on sustainable and equitable sharing of space 
(coexistence), e.g., around and outside protected areas, HWC would fit immediately there, rather than 
linked to sustainable use. Such a target aimed at achieving (and thusly measuring) coexistence, would 
look to capture and bring   the nuanced elements of human-wildlife interaction, together.  
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A comment was made that during the OEWG-2 discussions in Rome, the debate took place regarding 
whether or not merging Target 5 with Target 7 (sustainable use and reducing threats) would be 
appropriate. The participants of the group 3 stressed that - should this occur – then Target 5 would 
appear to be a better placement for capturing HWC as a single issue, and also agreed that a further 
option might be to capture HWC in both Targets 5 and 7, if both were retained. 

In relation to measuring HWC, many organizations currently collect quantitative data on HWC conflict, 
but conflict is inherently qualitative and the severity of conflict and people’s perceptions are highly 
subjective. Collection of information within and across countries needs to be standardized but is 
currently a huge challenge. Participants discussed that the creation of a specific Target might therefore 
offer the opportunity or mandate for countries to develop policies that would help to set out these 
critically needed standardized approaches and metrics.  

It was also highlighted that the wording of “reduce by X percent” is hugely problematic because there 
are so many factors, not least the qualitative nature of most human-wildlife interactions -that one often 
does not have numbers, least of all comparable or measurable units.   

The group agreed that development of the indicators to measure HWC should start from looking at 
desired outcomes in 2030, which might better capture the elements of coexistence, and the bi-
directional nature of threats resulting from interactions (i.e., not just conflict as an issue for people).  

Three main desired outcomes were proposed: 

 Having fewer species and populations, for which killing due to human wildlife conflict is a threat: 

o By 2030, Red List species, and particularly those with higher levels of vulnerability, have 
reduced mortality from conflict. 

 The real and perceived impact on people is less (perhaps disease can fit here) 

 Mechanisms for countries and communities to deal with HWC are in place and improved:  

o Preventing species dying from conflict in the future as a result of recovering populations. 

o Creation of a potential indicator capturing countries’ used species, and establishing a ‘risk 
profile’ around those which might focus on disease threats to humans. This being a 
particularly topical discussion given the time of writing during the Covid-19 outbreak.  

The working group session ended with all participants agreeing to follow the approach: “from desired 
outcomes and indicators development” and to continue developing indicators and suggesting existing 
aad missing metrics to measure HWC. 

Next steps  

A new draft of the CBD targets is expected be available by the end of May 2020 (tbc), and the aim is to 
engage CPW and interested external experts to create a suite of indicators and suggested datasets, to 
measure progress towards these Targets.  

This will then form the basis of a report, in the form of an Information Document, to SBSTTA-24.  

In addition, the work done by CPW and external experts will feed into the work of Biodiversity Indicators 
Partnership (BIP) initiative, which is compiling potential indicators and datasets for the whole suite of 
post-2020 Targets. The intention of the CPW is to work more closely with BIP initiative. 
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Annex 1. Agenda 
 
 

Day 1: 19th March (14.00-17.00 CET) 

1400 - 1415 Welcome and introductions, David Cooper, CPW Chair / CPW Secretariat 
 
 

1415 - 1445 An introduction to the Post 2020 Global Biodiversity Framework and the Zero draft 
targets and indicators, Sabri Zain, TRAFFIC 
 

1445 - 1515 Debrief from the 2nd meeting of the Open-Ended Working Group on the Post-2020 
Global Biodiversity Framework (CBD OEWG-2),  Dilys Roe, IIED 
 

1545 - 1615 What makes a good indicator, and an introduction to the Biodiversity Indicators 
Partnership (BIP) work on the post-2020 Targets, Katherine Moul, UNEP-WCMC 
 

1615 - 1630 
 

Brief overview of the results of the pre-meeting ‘homework’, Lauren Coad, CIFOR 
 
 

1630 - 1700 
 

Plenary Discussion  
 
 

Day 2. 20th  March (14.00-17.00 CET) 

1400 - 1415 Recap of Day 1 and outline of day 2 aims, Kristina Rodina (CPW Secretariat, FAO) 
 
 

1415 - 1600 Breakout group discussions (3 groups divided by zero-draft targets), to discuss: 
- Elements and Indicators  (~50 mins) 
- Required baseline datasets already available, datasets in development, and 

data gaps for each indicator (~50 mins) 
 

1600 - 1700 Feedback from 3 groups 
Way forward and next steps for CPW working group on CBD SWM indicators. 
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Annex 2. List of participants  
 

 Name Organization 

1 David Cooper CPW Chair / CBD Deputy Executive Secretary  

2 Anastasiya Timoshyna TRAFFIC 

3 Sabri Zain TRAFFIC 

4 Thomasina Oldfield TRAFFIC 

5 Steven Broad TRAFFIC 

6 Gayle Burgess TRAFFIC 

7 Kristina Rodina UN FAO / CPW Secretariat 

8 Lauren Coad CIFOR / University of Oxford  

9 Alexandra Zimmermann IUCN SSC (HWC Task Force),Oxford University (WildCRU) 

10 Patricia Cremona IUCN 

11 James Stevens  IUCN SSC (HWC Task Force) 

12 Dilys Roe International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) 

13 Mark Ryan International Council for Game and Wildlife Conservation (CIC) 

14 Karen Gaynor CITES Secretariat 

15 Dave Pritchard CMS Secretariat 

16 Katherine Moul UNEP-WCMC, Ecosystem assessment and policy support  

17 Kelly Malsch UNEP-WCMC Species program 

18 Alyson Pavitt UNEP-WCMC Species program 

19 Kathryn Phillips UNEP-WCMC Species program 

20 Neil Burgess UNEP-WCMC Science program 

21 Daniel Ingram University of Stirling 

22 Katharine Abernethy University of Stirling 

23 Stephanie Brittain University of Oxford 

24 Melissa Arias University of Oxford 

25 Fiona Maisels Wildlife Conservation Society / EU SWM Programme 

26 Sebastien Le Bel CIRAD / EU SWM Programme 

27 Fabiana Spinelli  Independent expert 

28 François Diaz  World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) 

29 Matthew Muir  USFWS 

30 Carolina Hazin Birdlife 

31 Stefanie Linser IUFRO 

32 Shane Mahoney IUCN 

33 David Wilkie WCS 

34 Sandra Ratiarison FAO 
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Annex 3. Tabled format of the ‘homework’ from the Group 1 

Ensuring that harvesting and trade of species is at sustainable levels 

Suggested elements for monitoring Proposed indicators  Metrics and datasets 

1. Regulatory measures: monitoring regulations, 
laws and enforcement capacity (adherence to 
national and international laws) for wild species 
harvest and trade.  

    

Countries with regulations in place that implement 
relevant international laws and commitments 

Coverage of countries by relevant regulations.   

Number of countries with wildlife-trade related 
legislation, regulations, and enforcement capacity, to 
address illegal and/or unsustainable harvest, use and 
trade in wildlife 

    

Number of countries with regulations in place to 
address illegal and/or unsustainable harvest. 

Number of countries that have updated their wildlife 
regulations in the past 10 years, reflecting current species' 
population demands based on updated population studies. 

Many countries have regulations, but they have not been 
updated since the 70s or more. So its important that the 
regulations are updated and adequately respond to more recent 
species needs. 

  Number of countries with active and specialized 
environmental crime police or ministerial forces, including but 
not limited to customs officials. 

Measured through the number of specialized units, the number 
of licenses and permits given for legal hunting or possession, 
and also through domestic seizure data. 

  Progress by countries in adopting and implementing the CBD 
Voluntary guidance for sustainable wild meat sector (CBD 
Decision 14/7). adding to this element of monitoring 
framework to ensure the coverage of other wild species) 

  

  Progress by countries in the implementation of the timber 
harvest and trade legislation (measured e.g. linked to the 
implementation of the Voluntary Partnership Agreements 
(VPA). adding to this element of monitoring framework to 
ensure the coverage of other wild species) 

  

  Number of countries that have submitted timely seizure 
reports and non-detriment findings to CITES.  

  

Change in number of legal, regulated and sustainable 
conservation initiatives involving harvesting, trade 
and use of wild species 

Nationally or regionally recognised conservation initiatives Area covered (Ha) 
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  Something on the enabling social and political conditions for 
the reliance on wild meat hunting to be reduced  

There are a few issues that relate to where I work in Cameroon, 
but that may be broader issues that I don't think are covered by 
these indicators. For starters, technically all hunting that 
happens in community forests is illegal, purely because people 
now use wire snares. The law states that people have the right 
to hunt using traditional methods, but no one uses grass snares 
anymore. There are also other barriers to people hunting in legal 
ways, such as a lack of rapid information transfer on what 
species are legal or illegal to hunt (e.g. when pangolin because 
class A in Cameroon, in took months for people in the villages to 
find out), eco guards misusing their power against local people 
when they are carrying out perfectly legal activities, and a lack 
of viable alternatives that are co-designed or designed by local 
people, to allow them to become less dependent on the harvest 
and trade of biodiversity.  

  Average body mass of harvested animals across time for 
terrestrial wildlife, similar to that used for fisheries 

Mean Body Mass Index (MBMI) 

    Dataset: WILDMEAT database (in progress) 

  Indexed time-series of the quantity of animals harvested  Offtake Pressure Indicator (individual animals/year/person).  

    Not many time series datasets at the same locations yet 

    Dataset: WILDMEAT database (in progress) 

  Change in percentage of threatened tetrapods with no life-
history information (currently ~ 65%) 

Demographic Species Knowledge Index 

    Metric: Suite of life-history traits tbc  

    Conde et al. 2018 PNAS. Data gaps and opportunities for 
comparative and conservation biology 

Progress of countries in adopting measures to reduce 
opportunities for the wildlife trade-related/natural 
resources use corruption   

    

Country capacity to combat wildlife trafficking Relevant legislation?  (none/Insufficient, Minimal, Good, Strong) 

  Scientific Authority?    

  Management Authority?    

  Enforcement Authority?    

Country-level systems in place Permitting system?  (No system, inadequate system, good system, effective system) 



12 
 

  Traceability system?    

  Validation system?    

  Monitoring of trade flows, warning of overtrade (both legal 
and illegal)  

  

Legal accountable trade systems in place Science capacity   

  Management capacity  (Perverse incentives, no incentives, sufficient incentives, strong 
incentives 

  Enforcement capacity    

  Incentives to maintain the system?    

Countries actively implementing regimes for 
comprehensive monitoring of the levels, impacts and 
sustainability of harvesting, trade and use of wild 
species 

Coverage of countries by relevant monitoring regimes.   

2. Non-regulatory measures to establish the 
sustainability of harvest and trade in wild species 
(e.g. voluntary mechanisms, standards, 
certification).  

    

Change in the area of forests under sustainable 
management certification. 

Number of forest concessions, protected areas, and 
indigenous territories with updated sustainable management 
plans, including no-take zones and areas of restoration. 

Updated management plans under the WCPA. 

    Updating the database must be a challenge. 

  Reduction in sustainable forest and protected area 
downgrading, downsizing and degazettement 

  

  Stability or growth in the populations and abundance of 
species threatened by trade. Range expansion through 
adequate connectivity. 

Population monitoring 

Change in the volume of wild species in trade, 
covered by the voluntary standards and certification 
schemes, demonstrating credible contribution to the 
sustainable management of species 

Change in the volume of timber traded as sourced from FSC-
certified areas/ PEFC-certified areas  

  

  Change in the volume of MSC Certified Catch   

  Change in the volume and number of FairWild-certified wild 
plant species 

  

Change in number of legal, regulated and sustainable 
conservation initiatives involving harvesting, trade 
and use of wild species 

Nationally or regionally recognised conservation initiatives Area covered (Ha) 
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Change in percentage of fisheries under sustainable 
management certification. 

    

3. Measuring and managing impact of use and trade 
on species.  

    

Change in the conservation status of 
socioeconomically important species. 

Improvement in species recovery under the Green List. Change in Green List Status. 

    Current Green List database  

  (NEW/ADDED) Risk of ‘overexploitation’ reduced by 30% for 
‘high risk’ shark species in trade  

  

  (NEW/ADDED) Illegal trade in elephant, rhino, and tiger 
products is eliminated. 

  

  (NEW/ADDED) For CITES-listed species of flora and fauna, 
progress in a number of Appendix-I down-listing, and 
decrease in CITES compliance interventions   

  

Change in the impacts of the harvest, trade and use of 
biological resources on biodiversity. 

Reduction of physical and online markets for wildlife Systematic monitoring of these markets 

  Increase in enforcement followed by a reduction in seizures Enforcement capacity, seizure data 

  Availability and enforcement of species-specific calendars for 
use, quotas, bans, and other management plans that allow for 
recovery. 

Number of licenses, permits, etc. 

  Ethical wildlife farming in the cases were this is feasible or 
appropriate.  

  

  Availability of suitable wildlife product alternatives.   

  Cases of successful traded wildlife rehabilitation and 
reintroduction. 

  

  Aware and educated wildlife consumers. Consumer surveys and behaviour change. 

  Proper sentencing for illegal offtake.    

  (NEW/ADDED) Number of CITES listed species being moved 
down in the Appendix listings as the threat to their 
sustainable trade is reduced - potentially due to improved 
trade regulation 

  

Recovery status of harvested and traded wild species # and % of species on Red List with use identified as a threat:  Dan Salzer at TNC would be someone to ask first. After that, 
there are regional leaders/POC who would have insights on 
existing datasets, datasets in progress, and gaps. For example, 
Australia: Annette Stewart. 
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Magnitude of species use     

  # and % of species (disaggregated by region and taxon) 
assessed on RL with 5. Biological Resource Use identified 
under the Threats assessment (further disaggregated by type 
of Biological Resource Use: 5.1 Hunting & trapping terrestrial 
animals, 5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants, 5.3 Logging & wood 
harvesting, 5.4 Fishing & harvesting aquatic resources)  

  

  Scope and severity of use: Dan Salzer at TNC would be someone to ask first. After that, 
there are regional leaders/POC who would have insights on 
existing datasets, datasets in progress, and gaps. For example, 
Australia: Annette Stewart. 

  % of the species occurrence/population that can reasonably 
be expected to be affected by use within ten years, given the 
continuation of current circumstances and trends.  

The Conservation Measures Partnership and associated 
communities of practice have used the following categories to 
assess scope: 

    4 = Very High: The threat is likely to be pervasive in its scope, 
affecting the target across all or most (71-100%) of its 
occurrence/population. 

  % reduction of the species occurrence/population that can 
reasonably be expected given the continuation of current 
circumstances and trends of species use. 

3 = High: The threat is likely to be widespread in its scope, 
affecting the target across much (31–70%) of its 
occurrence/population. 

    2 = Medium: The threat is likely to be restricted in its scope, 
affecting the target across some (11–30%) of its 
occurrence/population. 

    1 = Low: The threat is likely to be very narrow in its scope, 
affecting the target across a small proportion (1-10%) of its 
occurrence/population.  

    "The Conservation Measures Partnership and associated 
communities of practice have used the following categories to 
assess severity: 

    4 = Very High: Within the scope, the threat is likely to destroy or 
eliminate the target, or reduce its population by 71-100% within 
ten years or three generations. 

    3 = High: Within the scope, the threat is likely to seriously 
degrade/reduce the target or reduce its population by 31-70% 
within ten years or three generations. 
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    2 = Medium: Within the scope, the threat is likely to moderately 
degrade/reduce the target or reduce its population by 11-30% 
within ten years or three generations. 

    1 = Low: Within the scope, the threat is likely to only slightly 
degrade/reduce the target or reduce its population by 1-10% 
within ten years or three generations. 

  IF science, management, and enforcement capacity are in 
place AND risks from captive breeding to illegal trade are 
managed, THEN "sustainable" harvest and trade can be 
determined and used to inform rules AND if violations are 
detected and enforced THEN the credible threat of sanctions 
keeps legal trade honest AND if key stakeholders comply with 
harvest levels/rules THEN key stakeholders have incentives to 
maintain the system and sustainable trade benefits key 
stakeholders) 

  

Species status improved Species status Species status continuing to decline, Species status steady,  
Species status showing signs of improvement, Species status 
clearly improved  

    Appendix I species maintained at viable level; Appendix II 
species maintained at sustainable level in the wild  

Agreed scheme of prioritization of species for urgent 
population maintenance/recovery actions 

    

Trends in species conservation status Appropriate subsets of Red List index, Living Planet Index, 
Wild Bird Index etc. 

  

Extinction risk for wild terrestrial vertebrate species 
under human use regimes  

Red List Index for Utilised species Red List Index for utilised species  

    Existing indicator based on IUCN red list being updated 

    Dataset strong. RLI does not change very fast so slow moving 
indicator 

    New analysis being done by IUCN SULI and collaborators 

Population trends for wild terrestrial vertebrate 
species under human use regimes   

Living Planet Index for used species Living Planet Index for used species 

    ZSL and TRADE Hub are updating 

    Dataset strong.  Used species attribution improved since work of 
Megan Thierney  

    Analysis planned complete in June 2020 
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Population trends for wild terrestrial vertebrate 
species that are managed for sustainable use  

Living Planet Index for managed species Living Planet Index for managed species 

Change in conservation status for those species in 
trade  

Notes: If trade goes up and population levels decrease -- could 
be conceived that trade is having a negative impact…(though 
other factors could be at play). 

Would need development. Perhaps could be done for a subset 
of species at global or national levels where there is good 
population/conservation status data? 

  Suggested indicator: Determining which species we see this 
trend (trade up / population down) could be a useful metric if 
we could join together the CITES trade data with other 
metrics for population levels/trends. 

  

    ZSL and TRADE Hub are updating 

    Dataset strong.  Impacts of management on use novel 

    Analysis planned complete in June 2020 

4. Reducing illegal wildlife trade      

Reduced illegal trade Risk/Cost for poaching/trafficking increases?  (decreased, stagnant, increased, significantly increased)  

  Among other things, could measure the severity of wildlife 
crime compared to other crimes in the country I.e., is it 1 year 
for illegal and/or unsustainable harvest vs 50 years for other 
'serious' crimes?  

  

  Demand for illegal wildlife products reduced   

  We recognize that this is difficult to measure, and would 
welcome discussion on how to do that meaningfully!  

  

No. species threatened by international trade/use Notes: Methodology still in development. IUCN Red List 

  Suggested indicator: No. species categorised as "threatened 
by trade" - change over time. 
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