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On 26-27 September 2021, over 300 participants 

representing governmental and non-governmental 

organizations, youth, practitioners, and businesses came 

together at the Third Wildlife Forum of the 

Collaborative Partnership on Sustainable Wildlife 

Management (CPW). The CPW Wildlife Forum was 

organised on the sidelines of the 67th General Assembly 

of the International Council for Game and Wildlife 

Conservation (CIC), and on the margins of the “One with 

Nature”: World of Hunting and Nature Exhibition, in 

Budapest, Hungary.

BACKGROUND
This hybrid online and in-person CPW Wildlife Forum 

brought together international experts on sustainable 

wildlife management to debate issues such as: zoonotic 

diseases and the One Health approach, human-wildlife 

conflicts, food security and livelihoods, and how these 

can best support sustainable wildlife management in the 

post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework to be adopted 

during the fifteenth meeting of the Conference of the 

Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD). 

The experts discussed opportunities around specific 

Targets and the critical indicators needed to ensure the 

sustainable, legal, and safe harvest, use, and trade in 

wildlife, and to halt biodiversity decline, by 2030.

The CPW expresses their gratitude to the Government of 

Hungary for its logistical and financial support for the 

Third CPW Wildlife Forum.

03

01

T H I R D
C P W  W I L D L I F E  F O R U M :
S Y N T H E S I S  R E P O R T  

https://www.fao.org/forestry/wildlife-partnership/en/
https://onewithnature2021.org/en
http://www.cic-wildlife.org/


A number of general messages emerged from the synthesis session of the Third CPW Wildlife Forum, namely:

• Sustainable wildlife management is an important conservation measure, and it contributes to the survival of 

species and provides benefits to people, including food security, livelihoods, income, and well-being. 

• There are many examples of historic and current unsustainable harvesting regimes. However, on the other 

hand, there are also numerous examples of sustainable wild harvesting and use-cases across terrestrial, fresh 

water, coastal, and marine systems, of di�erent dimensions and geographies. 

• The role of both wild food and the need for vastly improved livestock and agricultural production processes 

must be better contemplated by international frameworks, such as the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. 

A more careful analysis of the degree to which terrestrial wildlife can support the food needs of an increasing 

number of peoples is much needed.

• Simplistic calls to end all use and trade of wildlife, or wild meat, are discriminatory and prejudiced against many 

of the world’s most vulnerable peoples and their distinctive cultures. Any e�ort that would diminish the 

ownership, tenure, and management by Indigenous Peoples’ and Local Communities (IPLCs) of the massive lands 

currently under their management would be a devastating step backwards on both food security and in terms of 

biodiversity. 

• Given the reliance on use and trade of wildlife by diverse and sometimes vulnerable communities, including 

IPLCs, for a variety of purposes, including for food and health, it is important to factor these considerations into 

policy decisions.

KEY MESSAGES RELATED
TO THE POST-2020
GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY
FRAMEWORK
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• Governments - in particular CBD Parties - should strengthen the monitoring of relevant legislation and 

enforcement mechanisms against the illegal taking of species and then non-compliance with sanitary standards. 

It is important to note, however, that terms such as “legal” are contested, and their interpretation depends on 

who has defined them. Equitable participation of all stakeholders in environmental governance is critical, in 

particular those IPLCs that depend on biodiversity on a daily basis. 

• The drivers of unsustainable, illegal, and unsafe use and trade of wildlife need to be better understood in order 

to allow for the formulation of the most appropriate policy responses. This should include how the overall 

unsustainable demand for wildlife products - whether traded legally or illegally - could be reduced, where 

appropriate, particularly in urban centres.

• Some current narratives overestimate the role of wild animals as a proximate and direct cause of human 

disease, and understate the importance of domestic animals, especially intensive livestock production, as well as 

land use change and degradation. Wildlife should not be singled-out, blamed or persecuted for an issue that is 

primarily in the human domain. The safe and sustainable use of wildlife should not be vilified on the basis on 

weak or absent evidence. However, even when using the precautionary principle in wildlife trade 

decision-making, better monitoring and regulation of health security remain important and should be the 

responsibility of public health and veterinary oversight agencies.  

• Protection of wildlife’s health to achieve One Health requires collaboration across multiple sectors and 

disciplines. This has been taken into consideration in the development of CPW’s Guiding Principles on zoonotic 

disease and wildlife , as well as in the draft guidelines on reducing the risk of disease spillover events along the 

wildlife supply chain and the markets currently being developed under the Wildlife Health Framework of the 

World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE). To ensure wide adoption, these guidelines will aim to be pragmatic, 

flexible, practical, and adaptable to diverse socio-ecological, socio-political, and/or cultural settings. These 

guidelines will enable users to select the relevant risk reduction and intervention strategies according to 

identified risks, capacities, and needs while also ensuring e�ective implementation on the ground.

• A Critical Control Points’ (CCP’s) approach, widely used in food systems for livestock animals, could be 

redesigned to be used on the legal wildlife trade. Existing CCP-based systems used in wild animal supply chains 

show potential for wider adaptation to allow disease risks to be identified, assessed, and mitigated depending on 

their context. Ideally, those should work in tandem with existing wildlife trade regulations to ensure legality and 

sustainability.

• Human-wildlife conflict is a rapidly growing, serious, and widespread concern, and every human-wildlife 

conflict’s situation is di�erent. At a global scale, human-wildlife conflict is escalating to a point where it triggers 

deeper conflicts over conservation, social change, and inequalities. 

• The CPW must have the foresight to anticipate emerging conflicts over biodiversity that risk undermining many 

of the excellent successes of conservation e�orts so far. It is essential, therefore, to include human-wildlife 

conflict explicitly in the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. Since human-wildlife conflict is both a 

biodiversity challenge and as well a sustainable development challenge, it makes it di�cult to develop and utilize 

indicators for such a framework, in a comprehensive and holistic manner.

• Engagement of a wide range of stakeholders (including communities, users such as hunting organizations, 

businesses, governments, and the general public) is key to bring about complex solutions for the 

over-exploitation and illegal/unsustainable wildlife trade, which in the end ensure positive outcomes for both 

species and peoples. 
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• It is encouraging to see that Target 5 of the First Draft of the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework explicitly 

covers certain aspects of harvest, trade, and use of wild species. It is critical that CBD Parties continue to provide 

support for the adoption and implementation of ambitious global targets and commitments around wildlife 

harvest, use, and trade. 

• Although wildlife harvest, use, and trade are specifically addressed in the Target 5 of the First Draft of the Global 

Biodiversity Framework, many other Targets of the Framework are relevant to this issue. It is important to ensure 

that the indicators for assessing progress towards ensuring wildlife harvest, use, and trade is safe, sustainable, 

and legal, and are not limited to those set for Target 5, but that they also draw on relevant indicators for other 

Targets. Other relevant Targets include:

- Target 9, on the benefits to people from the sustainably managed wild species and the protection of customary 

sustainable use;

- Target 10, on sustainable management of areas under forestry, including through the sustainable use of 

biodiversity;

- Targets 14 and 15, on mainstreaming and the need for the recognition of legal and sustainable trade in wildlife 

(across various taxa) to halt biodiversity loss;

- Target 16, which covers the sustainable consumption commitments, and requires nuancing to include the 

consumption of various forms of wildlife resources;

- Target 21 on strengthening IPLCs land and resource rights. Secure land and natural resources use tenure are 

critical, not just to ensuring well-regulated, sustainable wildlife management, but also to slowing biodiversity 

loss.

• Considerable e�ort has gone into developing the monitoring framework for the post-2020 Global Biodiversity 

Framework, including indicators for Target 5 and other Targets. Nevertheless, some adjustments and further 

development are still needed, notably to adequately account for customary sustainable use. 

• It is essential to ensure that CBD Parties have the means of implementation, including access to appropriate 

data, financial resources, and implementation capacity, at all levels. Many commitments to sustainable use have 

already been made (e.g. Plan of Action on Customary Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity  ), but little progress 

was made, to date. New indicators and a new framework alone will not guarantee more progress.
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2.2.1 WILDLIFE HARVEST, USE, AND TRADE

• While indicators obviously need to be global in nature, it is critical that they can reflect the complexity and 

context-specificity of legal, sustainable, and safe wildlife use, and that national and even sub-national indicators 

can be developed that are more locally relevant. Over-simplification should be avoided, and the necessary 

intricacy to achieve the sustainable, legal and safe harvest, use, and trade should be consolidated into a practical 

yet robust monitoring system. There needs to be a level playing field between low, lower-middle, upper-middle, 

and high-income countries.

• Available indicators, such as the 2010 indicator ‘Biodiversity for Food and Medicine’ , despite not being utilized 

in measuring the progress under the Aichi Targets, can potentially be redeployed to assist the monitoring of the 

commitments under the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework. Where possible, reliance on existing 

indicators, datasets, and tools, such as the CBD’s voluntary guidance for a sustainable wild meat sector annexed 

to CBD/COP/DEC/14/7   should be encouraged. 

• Current indicators for the legality and sustainability of harvest, use and trade appear to be stronger (albeit with 

caveats identified during the Third CPW Wildlife Forum) than merely defining and measuring what is safe from a 

health perspective for human use and consumption, as well as for the health of wildlife populations. More 

coherence is needed in the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework around the commitments on the nexus of 

health and biodiversity. For example, international sanitary standards for wildlife harvest, use, and trade could be 

set based on scientific findings and health-related guidelines.

• CPW is well-positioned to inform and support CBD Parties with the development and implementation of the 

monitoring framework, building on data, tools, and approaches (regulatory and non-regulatory) to support its 

implementation. For example, the CITES Secretariat (a CPW partner) has a database   of over 23 million records of 

trade in wild plant and animal species and derivatives and has tools for determining legality and sustainability of 

trade, with data publicly available. Similarly, other partners have tools and data that could help inform the 

monitoring framework and the development of indicators. Overall, there is a need for an agreed set of 

sustainability criteria that can form the basis for a set of harmonised international, national, and customary norms 

regulating the use of wildlife species.
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monitoring framework and the development of indicators. Overall, there is a need for an agreed set of 

sustainability criteria that can form the basis for a set of harmonised international, national, and customary norms 

regulating the use of wildlife species.

07

https://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/cbd-csu-en.pdf 

https://www.tra�c.org/site/assets/files/7300/biodiversity-for-food-and-medicine-english.pdf

https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-14/cop-14-dec-07-en.pdf 

https://trade.cites.org/ 

2

3

4

5

T H I R D
C P W  W I L D L I F E  F O R U M :
S Y N T H E S I S  R E P O R T  

2.2.2 HUMAN-WILDLIFE CONFLICT

• While measuring human-wildlife conflict is important, identifying a way to link measurement to action on the 

ground is also crucial. It is important that human-wildlife conflict is properly incorporated in the post-2020 

Global Biodiversity Framework and that correct indicators and monitoring frameworks are identified.

• All countries struggle with human-wildlife conflict to some extent, but in very idiosyncratic ways, which makes 

it di�cult to standardize the monitoring approach to these varied types of conflicts. While there are interactions 

between people and wildlife that can often be measured quantitatively through numbers of incidences or 

economic impact, the conflict often occurs between di�erent groups of people about what should be done 

about the interactions. It is this component of human-wildlife conflict that needs thinking about to identify ways 

of measuring these qualitative aspects.

• Three main challenges exist when trying to measure human-wildlife conflict: 

1. scale - at what scales do we measure human-wildlife conflict (local, regional, national, trans-boundary);

2. complexity - how are all aspects of impacts measured, including social conflicts over wildlife, particularly in 

dynamic systems that change over space and time; and 

3. uniqueness - every case is di�erent, and what is relevant to measure for one country may not be so for 

another.

• There are four elements to think about regarding indicators, measurements, and monitoring of human-wildlife 

conflict: 

1. the harder aspects to measure are the intangible, qualitative aspects, but these are the most important; 

2. how to galvanize action in such a way that leads to countries not focusing only on monitoring; 

3. multiple stakeholders should be involved in a highly participatory, co-learning approach; and 

4. measuring must be linked to action, good practice, and sound advice. 

• Insights can be learnt from other monitoring programs that have been developed to monitor quantitative 

metrics such as the CITES MIKE Programme , which has been monitoring the illegal killing of elephants for 20 

years, and the CrocBITE , a worldwide database that records crocodile attacks at a global level. 
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• CBD/COP/14/INF/51 Report on the Second Wildlife Forum of the Collaborative Partnership on Sustainable

Wildlife Management

• IISD ENB Summary of the Second Wildlife Forum of the Collaborative Partnership on Sustainable Wildlife

Management, 21 November 2021, CBD COP14, Sharm El-Sheikh, Egypt

• Kock., R. and Caceres-Escobar, H. (2022). Situation analysis on the roles and risks of wildlife in the

emergence of human infectious diseases. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN
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C P W
COLLABORATIVE
PARTNERSHIP
ON SUSTAINABLE
WILDLIFE
MANAGEMENT

The Collaborative Partnership on Sustainable Wildlife Management (CPW) is a voluntary partnership of 

fourteen international organizations with substantive mandates and programmes to promote the 

sustainable use and conservation of wildlife resources. 

The CPW mission is to increase cooperation and coordination on sustainable wildlife management 

issues among its members, where such adds value, in order to promote the sustainable management 

of terrestrial vertebrate wildlife in all biomes and geographic areas, contributing to the conservation 

and sustainable use of biodiversity, and to human food security, livelihoods and well-being. 

The CPW provides a platform for addressing wildlife management issues that require national and 

supra-national responses and promotes an integrated understanding of the complex interconnections 

and mutual dependencies between wildlife and people.

E X P L O R E  T H E  C P W  W E B S I T E

https://www.fao.org/forestry/wildlife-partnership/en/
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