
Collaborative Partnership on Sustainable Wildlife Management (CPW) is a voluntary 
partnership of 14 international organizations with substantive mandates and programmes 
to promote the sustainable use and conservation of wildlife resources. The CPW, 
established in March 2013 in Bangkok, Thailand, provides a platform for addressing wildlife 
management issues that require national and supra-national responses and also works to 
promote and increase cooperation and coordination on sustainable wildlife management 
issues among its members and partners.

The Partnership defines sustainable wildlife management as: “the sound management of wildlife 
species in order to sustain their populations and habitat over time, taking account of the 
socioeconomic needs of human populations”.

The mission of the CPW 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 acts within four thematic areas: 1) wildlife, 
food security, and livelihoods; 2) human wildlife conflict; 3) unsustainable hunting and wildlife 
crime; and 4) animal health.

Further information about the CPW can be found at: http://www.fao.org/forestry/wildlife-
partnership/
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CPW’s main activities related to the post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework:

• In June 2019, the Partnership organized a Consultative Workshop on Sustainable Wildlife 
Management Beyond 2020, in Cambridge, United Kingdom. The report of this workshop was 
brought to the attention of the 18th meeting of the CITES CoP (CITES CoP18 Inf. 64: 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/cop/18/inf/E-CoP18-Inf-064.pdf) and to the 1st

meeting of the CBD Open-Ended Working Group on the post-2020 global biodiversity 
framework (CBD/WG2020/1/INF/3: 
https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/2d1f/ab01/681ae86a81ab601e585ecfe0/wg2020-01-inf-03-
en.pdf).

• In November 2019, the CPW  Secretariat delivered a keynote presentation on the important 
role sustainable wildlife management plays in biodiversity conservation at the 23rd meeting of 
the CBD SBSTTA.

• In March 2020, the CPW partners and other key organizations organized a virtual workshop to 
discuss 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. [At the time of that virtual workshop the targets had not been fully developed and were 
since amended and made available at the end of June] 2020. 
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• CPW positively notes that the sustainable use of wild species – and the contribution they bring 
in meeting present and future needs – is being considered in many Targets of the updated 
monitoring framework.

• We also note that the range of Targets - as currently formulated - of relevance to sustainable 
use and management of wildlife is wider than the list proposed in the concept of present 
Consultation. 

• As part of a preparation for this presentation, CPW identified additional Targets which have 
direct relevance to this key issue. For example: Targets 3 and 14.

• This presentation was prepared on the basis of the combination of workshops and partners’ 
inputs, and is structured around the general observations regarding the proposed Targets 3, 4, 
8, 13, 15 in the updated the monitoring framework and examples of initiatives the members of 
the CPW are involved in. 
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• With the reference to the Target 4, there are three key elements that could be integrated as 
basic principles of building this target:

1. Sustainability of use and trade in wild species (addressing the threat of over-
exploitation)
2. Legality of use and trade in wild species
3. Traceability, which could be linked to the issue of ‘safe’ harvest and trade

Legality act as an effective enabling condition to sustainability and safety only if it is aligned with 
ecological, socio-cultural and economic realities.

• A particular attention given to harvest, use and trade in wildlife is welcome, but it requires a 
more clear definition in order to better develop the appropriate indicators.

• In relation to the scale, this could include: subsistence / commercial / recreational use, and 
domestic / international trade. 

• The monitoring elements should be inclusive of all taxa and habitats, as well as ownership 
types.

• Elements of this target to consider could include: i) implementation of regulatory measures 
(such as policies and laws implementation); non-regulatory measures (e.g. voluntary 
mechanisms, standards and certification); ii) measuring and managing the impact of 
use and trade on species (target and non-target) and reducing illegal wildlife trade. 
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A range of indicators and datasets listed on this slide may be helpful in contributing to the Target 
development:

▪ Change in the number of species threatened by international trade; 

▪ Trends in down-listing of CITES-listed species of flora and fauna, and decrease in CITES compliance 
interventions (and the use of CITES trade database, Non-Detriment Finding best practices implementation); 

▪ Change in the number of species included in the IUCN Green Status of Species list, measuring species recovery;  

▪ Change in the number of countries that implement the CBD voluntary guidance on sustainable wild meat sector 
at national level;  

▪ Number of countries with wildlife use and trade-related regulations, laws in place and the enforcement of 
national and international laws for wild species harvest and trade, as well as the measures to reduce 
opportunities for the wildlife use/trade-related natural resources corruption;

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

▪ % of GDP spent on managing wildlife use.

In addition, members of the CPW have developed a number of the initiatives that could contribute towards 
developing the Post-2020 framework. For example: 

• TRAFFIC Wildlife Trade Portal, which is an open-access repository of wildlife trade data;

• The making of CITES Non-Detriment Findings (NDFs), or scientific assessments by CITES Parties, to determine 
that international trade will not be detrimental to the survival of the species concerned: 
https://www.cites.org/eng/prog/ndf/index.php;

• CITES Trade Databases - https://trade.cites.org/
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• In relation to the Target 8, CPW commends the recognition of the importance of sustainable 
use of wild species in improving livelihoods and bringing about benefits. 

• Some overlaps between Target 4 and target 8 are observed as both of the Targets are related 
to sustainable use and management of wildlife. Target 8 only goes more into the details of 
different uses and differences between aquatic and terrestrial wild species. 

• The benefits - particularly to IPLCs - are important to highlight. While preference for IPLCs 
rights of access and use of wild species within their territories is recognized, it was noted that 
the components of the Target and monitoring elements are too focused on fisheries. More 
comprehensive inclusion of wild species is necessary. 

• The concept of “benefits” reflected in this Target needs further clarification, including looking 
at various categories of benefits, e.g. economic, social, cultural, disease control, climate 
mitigation, ecosystem resilience. The Target would benefit from adding the concept of 
equitable sharing of benefits to all users, especially most vulnerable ones.

• In relation to the suggested monitoring element (Trends in terrestrial wild species of fauna 
used for food and medicine) uses other than animals for food and medicine should be included 
e.g.  for fashion, lifestyle and as pets.

• It is also necessary to reflect on the trends in use of wild species of flora, which is at present 
excluded from the monitoring framework under Target 8, despite the ‘monitoring element 
T8.2.

• Consider benefits and costs along the trade chain (noting some benefits may not be obvious) -
SWM should at the very minimum offset the costs, at all levels and promote more equitable 
distribution of benefits along value chain.
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The members of the Partnership are involved in multiple initiatives that could further 
contribute towards developing and implementing the Post-2020 framework. For 
example:

• Wild Harvest Initiative®  is an example of a dataset that is being used to assess the 
social, conservation, and economic benefits of recreational wild animal harvests in 
Canada and the United States. (https://www.conservationvisions.com/wild-harvest-
initiative)

• The Sustainable Wildlife Management Programme which is a multi-partner initiative 
(FAO, CIFOR, CIRAD, WCS), since 2017, working along the wild meat value chain for the 
conservation and sustainable use of wildlife resources for biodiversity conservation 
and local food security. (SWM Programme portal: https://www.swm-programme.info/)

• CITES livelihoods case studies which demonstrate how legal and sustainable trade can 
support the conservation of wildlife and improvement of livelihoods of rural 
communities (https://cites.org/eng/prog/livelihoods)

• People not poaching: Communities and IWT Learning and Platform (IIED, IUCN-SULi)
that fosters learning and experience-sharing on supporting and engaging communities 
in initiatives to reduce poaching and IWT. (https://www.peoplenotpoaching.org/)

• FairWild initiative of TRAFFIC. It provides practical example of standard and third-party 
certification verifying sustainable wild harvesting (of flora and fungi) and equitable 
benefit-sharing, recognition of customary norms, social responsibility, and transparent 
cost-calculation along value/supply chains’. (https://www.fairwild.org/)
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Across these Targets, it is key to include the recognition of the legal and sustainable use 
and trade in wildlife contributing to halting the biodiversity loss.

▪ Target 13: wild species of fauna and flora in use and trade should be recognized as 
part of the wider biodiversity, and the impact on them be reflected in various 
elements: planning, national accounts, policies and regulations, including on 
biodiversity inclusive environmental impact assessments and strategic 
environmental assessments. 

▪ Target 14: many supply chains include wild-sourced species/products, an there is 
scope for reforming economic sectors towards sustainable practices, along the 
supply chains for wildlife trade, to eliminate the involvement in the illegal and 
unsustainable trade, and promote the uptake of responsible practices, as well as 
enabling sectors such as finance, transport, online commerce, tourism and others. 

▪ Target 15: To include the contribution of wild species to sustainable/responsible 
consumption practices, and the reduction in consumption and demand for illegally 
traded wildlife products as part of undertaking measurable steps towards 
sustainable consumptions lifestyles. 
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• CPW welcomes the inclusion of this new Target in the monitoring framework. We 
believe that sustainable use of and management of wild species are relevant aspects 
of T3.1: Active recovery and conservation management actions’ .

HWC observations:

• Reduction of HWCs could be understood in different ways such as i) reducing crop and 
livestock losses ii) reducing retaliation or anger towards species; iii) reducing actual 
killing of species because of HWC; iv) reducing negative interactions in general. Further 
clarification of the term is necessary in order to set the realistic % number.

• In relation to the monitoring elements (i.e. trends in human-wildlife conflicts) these 
can be further expanded as follows: 

- Species and conservation areas (e.g. for which and how many species HWC is a 
threat; where do most HWCs occur)

- People and communities (e.g. how much agricultural land area is prone to HWC; 
how many people  and which groups are (directly) affected by HWC globally)

- Economic impacts (e.g. what does this issue cost countries; how do countries 
approach HWC in policy and legal frameworks and etc); 

- Capacity & knowledge & Policy (e.g. to what extent do countries have detailed HWC 
management strategies and/or policies)

(continued on next page)
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(continued from previous page)

• Finally,  potential indicators could include: 

- Proportion of HWC-affected species populations that are affected by HWC; 

- Number of people affected by HWC; 

- Economic and livelihood costs of HWC; 

- Capacity of communities, governments, NGOs and other actors to manage HWCs; 

- Policies & strategies at national levels, and resources for HWC management & 
prevention.

• The IUCN Global Assessment of HWC which is currently in preparation can help further 
questions related to monitoring elements. The Assessment will include building an 
M&E methodology to continue to monitor – (globally and for each country) HWCs. 
Timeframe: i) Baseline: 2020-2021 Global Assessment of HWC; ii) M&E Updates: 
Global HWC monitoring & learning framework and sub-studies reports 2022-2028; iii) 
Follow-up: 2029-2030 Global Assessment of HWC. 

• Additionally, data to determine monitoring trends could be provided from CITES 
Monitoring Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) project sites. Further info: 
https://www.cites.org/eng/prog/mike/index.php

• IUCN SSC Human-Wildlife Conflict Task Force: http://www.hwctf.org/
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▪ In conclusion and in regards to the health aspect in the context of Post 2020, the CPW 
produced a joint statement that proposes four guiding principles to assist practitioners and 
decision-makers in making practical and scientifically informed responses. These principles 
aim to reduce the risk of future pandemics originating from wild animals, at the same time 
as strengthening the conservation of wildlife whilst respecting livelihoods, food security and 
culture of diverse groups of people

▪ These principles are: 

1. Recognize the importance of the use of wildlife for many communities, including IPLCs, in 
policy responses.

2. Maintain and restore healthy and resilient ecosystems to reduce risks of zoonotic spillovers 
and future pandemics

3. Regulate, manage and monitor harvesting, trade and use of wildlife to ensure it is safe, 
sustainable and legal

4. Persecution, including killing of wild animals suspected to transmit diseases, will not address 
the causes of the emergence or spread of zoonotic diseases

▪ One of the most significant outcomes of the COVID-19 pandemic might be the opportunity 
to strengthen policy to address the relationship between biodiversity and human health, 
through multisectoral and multidisciplinary collaboration.  An inclusive ‘One Health 
approach’ that integrates “ecosystem health” dimension through ecological thinking and 
sound science, is fundamental.
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CPW Website: http://www.fao.org/forestry/wildlife-partnership/

CPW Animation video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7kb724JEzrw
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