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IFAW Submission: European Commission Communication on the EU 

Approach against Wildlife Trafficking  

 

IFAW welcomes the initiative the European Commission consultation on the renewal of the 
EU Internal Security Strategy.  

IFAW’s submission focuses on the growing threat of wildlife trafficking. Although Wildlife 
Crime was not included as a threat in the most recent EU Internal Security Strategy, as the 
Commission has highlighted in its Communication on the EU Approach against Wildlife 
Trafficking, the trafficking of wildlife is not only a serious global environmental crime with 
profoundly negative impacts for endangered species protection and ecosystem stability, but 
it is also a real and increasing threat to national, regional and global security. Organised 
crime groups, especially those with smuggling capabilities, find wildlife trafficking attractive 
because of its low risks, high profits and weak penalties. Products like rhino horn, elephant 
ivory, and bear bile can be worth more than gold or cocaine; and the earnings can amount to 
well over 1000 percent return on investment. As such, IFAW believes strongly, that wildlife 
trafficking warrants inclusion into the EU Internal Security Strategy for 2015-2020.  

IFAW is a non-governmental non-profit organisation founded in 1969 that works to protect 
animals and conserve wildlife populations and habitats globally. We work at the national, 
regional and international levels to change policy and legislation, and we implement 
landscape level habitat protection projects that engage local communities and build human 
capacity to support biodiversity conservation. We also provide hands-on emergency 
assistance to animals affected by natural disasters. To tackle trafficking, IFAW provides 
training and equipment to anti-poaching ranger units; trains customs officials to detect, 
identify and seize wildlife contraband; collaborates with law enforcement authorities to 
arrest and prosecute black-market sellers; and campaigns to reduce consumer demand.  

IFAW is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on this consultation and given the 
serious nature of wildlife crime, calls on the Commission to include wildlife trafficking into its 
strategy.  

For further information, please contact: 
 
Mr Satyen Sinha 
Lead EU Advocacy and Campaigns (Wildlife Programmes) 
IFAW EU Office, 
Boulevard Charlemagne 1 (Bte 72) 
B-1041 Brussels – Belgium 
 
Email: ssinha@ifaw.org 
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1. Which specific challenges need to be tackled by EU action in the coming five years 
regarding international crime, radicalisation and terrorism, cybercrime and cyber-
attacks, natural and man-made disasters? What role should the border security 
have in addressing those challenges? 

 

Wildlife Trafficking is now recognised as the fourth largest illegal activity in the world after 
drug trafficking, counterfeiting and human trafficking. Indeed the United Nations 
Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice in April 2013 passed a resolution 
encouraging UN member states “to make illicit trafficking in wild fauna and flora a serious 
crime” and to ensure organised criminal groups are prosecuted. Under UN rules, serious 
crimes should receive sentences of up to four years in prison or more. 

The European Union has a significant role to play in the global push to combat transnational 
wildlife crime. The EU is a major consumer market for wildlife sourced from Asia, Africa, the 
Pacific, North and South America as well as from within the EU.1 Seizures made by customs 
authorities in several EU Member States show that the EU functions as a transit point for 
illegal trade from Africa to the Middle and Far East, including for ivory. Due to the absence of 
internal border controls, once in the EU, illegal wildlife can easily be trafficked throughout 
the EU, making it necessary to tackle illegal wildlife trade at an EU level through effective law 
enforcement collaboration.  

This necessity has been recognised, and several efforts are being and have been made to 
enhance coordination on CITES enforcement issues across the EU.  

In 2007, the Commission adopted an EU Enforcement Plan in the form of a Recommendation 
to improve enforcement of the EU rules on trade in CITES protected species2. It identifies a 
set of actions, such as national action plans, deterrent penalties for wildlife trade offences 
and the use of risk and intelligence assessments. These non-binding recommendations have 
however been implemented unevenly across the EU, and do not address the organised crime 
angle of wildlife trafficking.  

Directive 2008/99 on the protection of the environment through criminal law requires all 
Member States to ensure that illegal wildlife trade is considered a criminal offence under 
national law and requires Member States to provide for effective, proportionate and 
dissuasive criminal sanctions. The initial assessment of its transposition into national law 
shows that there are still shortcomings in several Member States. The levels of criminal 
sanctions applicable to wildlife trafficking vary significantly within the EU. In some Member 
States maximum sanction levels are less than one year's imprisonment. This does not only 
limit their deterrent effect but often precludes the use of potentially important tools for 
cross-border or national investigations as well as for judicial cooperation between States.  

In June 2013, IFAW released a report entitled, “A Case for Stepping up CITES enforcement in 
the EU” which reviewed existing CITES enforcement in the EU and at Member State level. 
The interviews with enforcers and civil servants across Europe generated valuable feedback 
on the state of CITES enforcement in the EU, revealing a perception among many inside and 

                                                 
1
 See, for example: Engler, M. and Parry-Jones, R. (2007). Opportunity or threat: The role of the European Union in global 

wildlife trade. TRAFFIC Europe, Brussels, Belgium: http://awsassets.panda.org/downloads/opportunityorthreat.pdf  
2
 Commission Recommendation No 2007/425/EC identifying a set of actions for the enforcement of Regulation (EC) No 

338/97 on the protection of species of wild fauna and flora by regulating trade therein, adopted in June 2007 (Official 
Journal L 159 of 20 June 2007) as a follow-up to the Council's December 2006 conclusions on halting the loss of biodiversity 
and to a Commission study on the Enforcement of the Wildlife Trade Regulations in the EU: http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2007:159:0045:0047:EN:PDF 

http://awsassets.panda.org/downloads/opportunityorthreat.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2007:159:0045:0047:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2007:159:0045:0047:EN:PDF
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outside the law enforcement community that more could be done to tackle illegal wildlife 
trade in and through the EU.  

The needs assessment identified that there is a need for EU Member States to step up 
efforts to combat illegal wildlife trade taking place within the EU and passing through the EU. 
An overwhelming majority of those working in the field of CITES implementation and 
enforcement across the EU expressed concerns that enforcement is not as effective as it 
could be. All believed there is a need for a more targeted and collaborative approach to 
transnational wildlife crime affecting the EU. In that respect, many respondents believed the 
EU CITES Enforcement Working Group could do more to fulfil its mandate. 

The interviews generated a shortlist of bottlenecks that are currently preventing effective 
CITES enforcement. These include lack of political will of EU Member States’ governments; 
lack of coordination (both among and within Member States); lack of legislative deterrent; 
and lack of awareness within the judiciary, resulting in a lack of enforcement deterrent.  

Valuable insights were received on illegal ivory trade; firstly, that ivory trafficking using the 
EU as a transit hub is an issue of concern that requires more attention; and secondly, that 
insight into the nature and extent of ivory trafficking through the EU needs to be increased.   

Although the EU has a number of key recommendations, regulations and directives on CITES, 
organised crime, and development policy, there does not appear to be an overarching vision 
within the Commission, or Member States to tackle wildlife crime. An expression of this 
sentiment is in the European Parliament Sub-Committee on Organised Crime’s interim 
report, which called for the establishment of an EU Wildlife Trafficking Action Plan. This was 
echoed in a Resolution of the Parliament which also called for the establishment of an EU 
Action Plan Against Wildlife Trafficking.  IFAW supports this demand, and calls for a wildlife 
trafficking action plan in line with those that exist for other serious crimes such as human 
trafficking.  

 

2. Taking into account the developments in the next five years, which are the actions 
to be launched at the EU level? 

 

Recognising the need for a coherent approach to tackling wildlife crime both inside the EU 
and externally, the European Parliament has passed a non-binding resolution calling for the 
establishment of an Action Plan against wildlife trafficking. Such an action plan would cover 
internal EU enforcement and efforts to support countries to stop poaching, reduce wildlife 
trafficking and curb demand. They also called for a Trust Fund to support action in Africa.  

IFAW believes an action plan adopted by the European Council will provide the necessary 
political and policy framework, as well as accountability, to allow Europe to tackle wildlife 
crime adequately, and therefore fully agrees with the contents of the European Parliament 
resolution of 15 January 2014 on wildlife crime (2013/2747(RSP)). Other serious crimes such 
as drug trafficking, human trafficking and terrorism already have European Action Plans 
backed by the Council, which have allowed the issues to gain full political support for action. 
As with the Action Plan for Human Trafficking, there must be regular reporting to the Council 
and evaluation of the Plan to ensure they are on target and reducing wildlife trafficking.  

Although there already exist a number of initiatives on wildlife crime which are informally 
called Action Plans, they do not have the full backing of the Council and so are not 
implemented fully. This is, for example, the case with the European Commission 
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Recommendation on Enforcement of Wildlife Crime. To tackle wildlife crime, the EU and 
Member States will have to use justice and home affairs tools, development and external 
action tools, as well as environmental legislation; only a holistic action plan can bring 
together all the necessary people and tools in one place to ensure action is carried forward 
and monitored. Such an action plan must also develop a strategy to help range states deal 
with poaching and trafficking, as well as to reduce demand in key destination markets. The 
Action Plan must therefore incorporate a Trust Fund, as called for by the European 
Parliament, to bring together sufficient funds to support Africa in particular in its fight 
against the poachers, traffickers and those who profit from wildlife crime. 

As well as containing pan-European approaches to tackling wildlife crime in Europe and 
internationally, the Action Plan should include the requirement for national action plans. In 
addition, Member States should be required to report regularly on progress with its 
implementation. 

 

3. Which specific research, technology and innovation initiatives are needed to 
strengthen the EU´s capabilities to address security challenges? 

 

At present, existing wildlife crime data is held by Member State agencies, with no systemic 
sharing of the data. However, this intelligence must be shared with organisations such as 
EUROPOL and INTERPOL in order that the information can be analysed centrally by 
intelligence experts and disseminated as necessary to policy makers, other IGO’s and NGO’s 
in order to ensure policy is based on facts rather than assumptions.  

EUROPOL and EUROJUST should therefore be tasked with publishing annual reports on 
wildlife trafficking and crime statistics across the EU, comparable to that which already exists 
for other crime sectors, so that the extent of the problem is understood and priorities can be 
established for future action. 

More specifically, EUROPOL’s should be enabled to analyse intelligence from EU Member 
States on prioritised crime areas, and EUROJUST tasked to collect and analyse data on 
penalties, prosecutions and sentencing of wildlife crime perpetrators. Given the importance 
of data collection, should capacity constraints hinder such action, both organisations should 
be provided with sufficient funds to ensure this can be implemented.  

IFAW appreciates that for both these bodies to accomplish this role, they will be dependent 
on the quality of data received by Member States. As things stand, many Member States are 
not in a position to easily provide this data. Therefore, EU Member States should be tasked 
to develop a robust system for centralised collection of data on wildlife crimes, enabling 
them to exchange said  data with, for example, EUROPOL , INTERPOL and CITES.  

In June 2013, IFAW released a report entitled, “A Case for Stepping up CITES enforcement in 
the EU,” which reviewed existing CITES enforcement in the EU and at Member State level. 
This needs assessment into EU enforcement highlighted that even in some advanced EU 
countries, such an information sharing system within Member States does not currently 
exist; meaning that national environmental crime units are unaware of activities in different 
parts of their own country.  

The situation is equally troubling in regards to data on prosecutions and sentencing, where 
such information is difficult to come by – even in countries with a specialised prosecutor's 
office for environment and fraud. 
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It is therefore imperative that Member States agree to both collect and analyse key data. To 
allow the data to be easily shared, it is also necessary for wildlife crimes to be suitably 
defined, for example, whether only CITES violations should be included in the data, or also 
domestic crimes.  

Given the transnational nature of wildlife crime, in addition to sharing quality data with 
EUROPOL, Member States should also be urged to share intelligence with INTERPOL. Many 
of these offences involve perpetrators based outside of Europe (i.e. people who use the EU 
as a transit route when couriering products, such as ivory, from the source country to the 
end user) and therefore it is necessary to ensure that INTERPOL can use this data to map the 
complete trade route and identify the criminals involved.  

The EU should also invest further resources to gather data on the illegal trade of wildlife 
online. In particular, the EU should fund research into technical solutions which would help 
in gathering real-time data on online wildlife crime. Solutions such as “web-crawler” 
software would allow any online retailer to police their site for ivory sales, and other illegal 
wildlife products. At present, investigators must perform random one off searches, however 
this technology would allow sites to be searched 24/7, 365 days a year, automatically 
feeding information on illegal products to monitoring agencies.  The use of technology such 
as this would save thousands of man-hours that would otherwise be used to manually 
search these sites.   

All data should also be made publically available, unless there is a clear enforcement reason 
against doing so, to allow the private sector, IGOs and NGOs to create innovative solutions 
to wildlife trafficking, as we have seen in other fields where the release of data has spawned 
innovative approaches. Any reason to withhold data should be clearly laid out and made 
public. This should include data which already exists, such as the European Union Trade in 
Wildlife Information eXchange (EU-TWIX), which compiles data on CITES seizures in the EU. 

 

4. What is needed to safeguard rights of European citizens when developing future EU 
security actions? 

 

IFAW does not have a position on this question 

 

5. How can the EU´s foreign policy improve the security within the EU and/or your 
country? 

 

The EU and Member States must view wildlife crime as a clear and present security 
threat, and allocate sufficient political and financial resources towards it. Greater 
defence and intelligence cooperation must also be provided to support efforts to combat 
wildlife crime. 

The EU and its Member States combined are the world’s largest aid donors. With a 
bilateral and regional aid relationship with every developing country in the world, the EU 
has significant reach and influence to assist countries in tackling wildlife crime. The EU 
must therefore establish a conservation strategy for both Africa and Asia. The 
development of a conservation strategy under the EU’s development cooperation will 
allow the EU to identify the amount of resources required and the means necessary to 
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successfully combat wildlife crime. Based on the findings of such a study, the EU should 
establish a Trust Fund or similar mechanism for wildlife crime to ensure that the 
appropriate funding is targeted solely at combating wildlife crime in developing 
countries. 

The EU has a number of development instruments which are funding various 
conservation and security needs in developing countries. These range from the European 
Development Fund (EDF), Development Cooperation Instrument (DCI), to the Instrument 
for Stability (IfS). Indeed, under Article 4, programmes devised in the context of trans-
regional threats focus on capacity building. Typically, security capacities are 
strengthened at the national and regional levels, with a view to enable effective global 
and trans-regional cooperation. It covers: tackling trafficking, money laundering and 
other forms of organised crime along the cocaine and heroin routes; and capacity 
building in regions afflicted by terrorism. With the addition of wildlife trafficking to the 
list of serious crimes by the UN Commission on Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice, it 
must be fully incorporated and specifically listed into the IfS. 

However, IFAW believes the silo approach to funding wildlife trafficking will not be 
sufficient; only by pooling funds targeted at wildlife crime from the various funding 
mechanisms into one pot and one dedicated unit, will the EU be able to successfully 
implement a conservation/wildlife trafficking strategy.  

IFAW therefore calls for a Trust Fund or a specific envelope for wildlife crime within the 
European Development Fund (EDF) to be established to implement the outputs 
identified in the conservation strategies. Article 1873 of the revised regulation of 25 
October 2012 on the financial rules applicable to the general budget of the Union 
authorised the Commission to set up and manage multi-donor EU trust funds for external 
actions. The framework also facilitates the pooling of EU resources, such as the European 
Development Fund (EDF), with non-EU funds and private funds via public and private 
partnerships.  

Although the EDF was created to provide regional or bilateral aid to ACP countries, there 
is a precedent for it to be used for a thematic issue. The 10th EDF agreed an allocation of 
€200 Million to the water facility. The ACP-EU Water Facility was set up in 2004, with the 
principal objective of providing water and basic sanitation to the poor, and to improve 
water management governance in African Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries. As 
such, if the political will exists, such a facility could be replicated, or funds allocated 
towards a Trust Fund for wildlife crime.  

IFAW does not expect the EU to solve the problem of global wildlife crime by itself. The 
EU should bring together partners to co-fund and support initiatives in the countries 
where animals and habitats are most at risk. In particular it should work with the 
Member States and partners such as the US and China to improve global coordination of 
enforcement. 

In addition, the EU should seek to incorporate a target on the elimination of poaching 
and wildlife trafficking into the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), currently being 
negotiated within the UN.  The inclusion of such a target is supported by a statement 
made by the UN Deputy Secretary General, who stated, “illegal trade in wildlife and 
endangered species is a threat to all three pillars of the United Nations—human rights, 

                                                 
3 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:298:0001:0096:EN:PDF  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:298:0001:0096:EN:PDF
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peace and security and human development”. In light of this statement, IFAW also calls 
for wildlife crime to be included as a target under a future security pillar under the 
successor to the Millennium Development Goals.  

Finally, the EU has recently begun incorporating wildlife trade commitments into its 
trade agreements; however it has not included stringent state dispute settlement 
mechanisms to ensure their enforcement. The US, by contrast, has proposed processes 
to help ensure compliance with trade agreements and other multilateral agreements, 
including the requirement for CITES to be fully implemented and properly enforced. 
Unlike the EU system, if a trading partner does not abide by those commitments, the US 
could take the trading party through dispute settlement and ultimately place trade 
sanctions on the country under more recent proposals. In addition, US trade agreements 
would align its development policy with its trade policy by providing parallel funding to 
ensure a country can meet the requirements placed upon it. By contrast, the EU requires 
the trading partner to request EU assistance rather than volunteer it- as is the case with 
MUTRAP, the European Trade Policy and Investment Project supporting the EU’s FTA 
negotiations with Vietnam.  

IFAW believes the EU must follow the US example in this instance and take a much 
tougher approach to enforce its foreign policy and values. As such, in the Vietnam 
example, the EU should not only ensure that wildlife legislation meets European 
standards, but that the legislation is appropriately enforced. The EU can assist with this 
by providing a country such as Vietnam with the training and tools it needs through its 
development cooperation.   

The TTIP negotiations provide a unique opportunity for the EU and US to negotiate a 
strong agreement which encompasses CITES enforcement. Such an agreement would 
create a global standard that both parties could follow for future bilateral trade 
agreements with third countries, as well as for the basis of discussions at the WTO in the 
future. However, to ensure such a global standard is as robust as possible, it must 
contain a tough state dispute settlement mechanism with strong penalties.  

The EU should also bring this issue to the G8 and G20. Concerted action by these 
countries can lead to strong political commitments to combat wildlife trafficking. Only by 
taking the issue to the heads of state level of the most powerful and richest countries in 
the world will the issue be given the prominence it deserves. 

 

 


