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Abstract 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On Thursday 8th September, the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food 
Safety of the European Parliament (ENVI) held a workshop on ‘Delivering and Enforcing the 
EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking’. The workshop was hosted by Ms Catherine 
Bearder, MEP. 

In her introduction, Ms Bearder reminded attendees of the gravity of wildlife trafficking, 
emphasising how this multi-billion dollar industry reaps high rewards for organised criminals 
and reaches through many layers of our economies. Ms Bearder explained the progression 
of the issue in EU politics and the current cross-sectoral collaboration between MEPs, working 
together with the Commission to advance the Action Plan and its implementation. She 
highlighted the need to tackle corruption, raise awareness, strengthen Europol’s mandate 
and explore the option of a Brussels-based wildlife trafficking coordinator. Concluding her 
initial remarks, Ms Bearder stressed that the EU’s effort to tackle this destructive industry 
ultimately comes down to political will of EU Member States and working together on joint 
approaches. 

The first speaker, Ms Zeitler (DG ENV), provided more details about the EU Action Plan and 
its objectives, highlighting that the scale of wildlife trafficking is underestimated, with 
organised criminal groups also operating within the EU. Ms Zeitler explained how the EU is a 
major final destination market, a key transit point but also an export market for these illegal 
products. Ms Zeitler welcomed that the Action Plan was supported across different sectors in 
February 2016, but went on to remind attendees that its ambitious targets and 32 agreed 
actions are not easy to implement. Grouped under three pillars – Prevention, Enforcement 
and Global Cooperation – implementation requires strong Member State commitment. She 
outlined next steps and noted, meanwhile, that work has already begun with the EU 
submitting to the upcoming CITES COP17 and starting to establish a strategy for effective 
implementation.  

The first part of the workshop focused on Preventative Measures of the Action Plan. Mr 
Smithers (Ricardo-AEA) presented a study on strengthening cooperation with business 
sectors against illegal trade in wildlife, exploring suitable models that can support the EU 
Action Plan. The study showed that engagement with business is currently low in many 
sectors, with Mr Smithers stressing that more can be done in terms of involving businesses 
as a central part of the EU’s fight against wildlife trafficking. In particular he suggested 
different ways for business to be further integrated when executing the Action Plan, for 
example in relation to enforcement and support measures. 

Ms Kecse-Nagy (TRAFFIC) continued the discussion by talking about the EU’s role in 
preventing wildlife trafficking, focusing on four specific objectives of the Action Plan: changing 
behaviour to reduce demand for illegal wildlife products, providing support to local 
communities, increasing private sector engagement in the fight against wildlife trafficking 
and tackling corruption. Ms Kecse-Nagy provided useful recommendations for each objective. 

The second part of the workshop covered Enforcement Measures of the Action Plan and began 
with Mr Miller from the UK border police discussing coordination and cooperation between 
relevant agencies. Clear distribution of responsibilities and authority have been success 
factors in the UK. Moreover, Mr Miller stressed the importance of establishing more evidence 
to ensure governmental priorities of wildlife trafficking are reflected in law enforcement 
priorities. He requested that Member State attendees in the EU CITES Enforcement Working 
Group fulfil certain criteria in order to contribute effectively, that capacity building and 
training in source countries are sufficiently coordinated to be efficient, and stressed the 
importance of establishing partnerships to further increase enforcement capacity. 
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Mr Mausolf and Mr Moreno (Europol) continued by explaining that wildlife trafficking is a more 
dynamic criminal activity than traditional organised crime, with a range of marketplaces and 
constantly changing networks. This calls for a set of different responses – both transnational 
and national – and strong cooperation within the EU and globally. Illicit trade can be 
intercepted within the supply chain both at borders and internet marketplaces, while financial 
investigations and asset seizure measures are crucial for disrupting criminal enterprises. Mr 
Mausolf and Mr Moreno recommended to encourage better information management and 
sufficient EU and Member State funding for capacity building measures in order to improve 
the fight against wildlife trafficking.  

The third and final session of the workshop covered Global Partnerships in the Action Plan. 
Mr Lucas (UNEP) started by welcoming how the EU Action Plan is a strong indication of 
political commitment in the EU and went on to present ideas for how UNEP’s approaches can 
support its implementation. He suggested that transparency in funding mechanisms, 
partnerships between the private and public sector and adopting the opportunities of new 
technologies are all important aspects. Mr Lucas called the Action Plan an ‘excellent 
opportunity’ to join efforts internationally to identify suitable actions. 

Ms Wyatt (University of Northumbria) was the workshop’s final speaker and elaborated what 
she sees as the six main global challenges in wildlife trafficking and offered recommendations 
for ways to address them. For instance, Ms Wyatt urged that the ongoing EU commitment 
should work to encourage more countries to join the UN Convention on Corruption, support 
research into illicit financial flows, and progress discussions on the harmonisation of wildlife 
crime legislation and sanctions in the EU.  

Several interesting questions were asked during the question and answer sessions, including: 
1) Mr Gerbrandy asked whether the Commission shares his concern about lack of 
commitment from Member States. Ms Zeitler responded that there is true commitment in 
many Member States but there is also a role for NGOs to exert pressure at the national level, 
especially considering competing attention from other pressing issues such as migration and 
terrorism; 2) Mr Taylor mentioned a call from the EP for a Dedicated Wildlife Crime Unit, 
asking whether Europol would find that useful. Mr Mausolf and Mr Moreno replied that it 
would help with coordinating national enforcement measures, but that lack of resources is a 
major concern. 
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WORKSHOP PROCEEDINGS 

Opening Remarks 

Catherine Bearder MEP  

Ms Bearder welcomed everyone to the workshop. In her opening remarks, Ms Bearder 
stressed that wildlife trafficking is a multi-billion dollar industry that has low detection rates 
and reaps high rewards for organised criminals. Ms Bearder stated that illegal wildlife 
trafficking is a threat to the survival of many species of flora and fauna and ecosystems, as 
well as to the rule of law, local governance and livelihoods of local communities in source 
countries. Ms Bearder then explained how the EU Action Plan against wildlife trafficking came 
into existence, thereby mentioning the cross party work of the MEP working group. Ms 
Bearder emphasized the need for more collaboration and joint efforts between Member States 
in their reporting and sharing of information on seizures and arrests, the need for national 
action plans to be developed in coordination with other Member States and the importance 
of closing loopholes by unifying penalty systems across the EU. Ms Bearder also explored the 
idea of developing a European equivalent of the United States of America’s Lacey Act.1 Ms 
Bearder stressed that the success of this Action Plan, and any action plan, is dependent on 
the political will of the Member States to implement it. Thanking the Commission for 
elaborating the Action Plan, Ms Bearder explained that the European Parliament will look at 
its implementation and contribute to it. Ms Bearder made several suggestions that could 
contribute to tackling wildlife trafficking including tackling corruption, raising awareness, 
strengthening Europol’s mandate and the establishment of a Brussels-based wildlife 
trafficking coordinator.  

Introduction: Information on EU Action Plan Against Wildlife Trafficking 

Helge Elisabeth Zeitler, European Commission, DG Environment 

Presentation: The EU Action Plan Against Wildlife Trafficking  

Ms Zeitler provided an introduction to the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking 
explaining how it came into existence, its objectives and next steps. Ms Zeitler opened the 
presentation stressing that the scale of wildlife trafficking continues to be underestimated 
despite being one of the most profitable illegal activities worldwide. Explaining the 
background leading up to the Action Plan, Ms Zeitler highlighted the 2014 Resolution of the 
EP that first called for an action plan and resulted in a successful stakeholder consultation 
and an expert conference. Ms Zeitler also mentioned relevant reports on wildlife trafficking, 
e.g. from Eurojust, EnviCrimeNet, the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP), the 
United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime (UNODC), as well as the European Union project 
European Action to Fight Environmental Crime (EFFACE). Ms Zeitler further emphasized that 
wildlife trafficking was an issue specifically relevant to the EU, stating that the Union was a 
major final destination market, a key transit point and also an export market for illegal 
products. Ms Zeitler therefore welcomed that the Action Plan met with support from different 
sectors in February 2016 but stressed that its ambitious targets and 32 agreed actions would 
require strong commitment by Member States. Ms Zeitler explained the objectives and the 
structure of the Action Plan under three pillars – Prevention, Enforcement and Global 
Cooperation. She emphasized the endorsement of the Action Plan by the Member States, 
with the Council conclusions in June 2016 being an important signal. Finally, Ms Zeitler 

                                          
1  The Lacey Act of 1900, or simply the Lacey Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 3371–3378) is a US conservation law that 

prohibits trade in wildlife, fish and plants that have been illegally taken, possessed, transported, or sold. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Title_16_of_the_United_States_Code
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/3371
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/16/3378
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservation_movement
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outlined next steps for the EU, announcing that work was already underway with the EU 
having submitted a resolution on corruption to the upcoming Convention of International 
Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) Convention of the Parties (COP) 17 in September 2016 
in Johannesburg South Africa.  

After the introduction, the workshop topics and speakers were divided into three groupings 
corresponding to the three pillars of the EU Action Plan: Prevention, Enforcement and 
Cooperation. 

Questions and Answers 

Ms Bearder opened the floor for questions: 

Question 1: 

MEP Gerbrandy stated that he did not read clear commitments in the Council Conclusions of 
the 20th June Environment Council and expressed concern that the main action would come 
down to judiciary matters, customs and police, which is dealt with not at the European level 
but at the level of individual Member States. He asked whether the Commission shared that 
concern? 

Question 2: 

MEP Lins requested information about the Commission’s opinion on whether there was a need 
for new legislation, referring to Ms Bearder’s draft report mentioning the US Lacey Act. He 
asked whether the Commission thought the focus should be on creating new legislation or on 
enforcement and implementation of existing legislation? 

Ms Zeitler: 

In response to the first question, Ms Zeitler acknowledged the questioner’s opinion that the 
Council Conclusions could have been stronger. She stated that the Commission views the 
swift endorsement by the Member States and support from a broad range of working groups 
as reflecting acknowledgment that there is a clear understanding of the urgency of the topic 
and its importance. In that sense, there is true commitment to the cause in Member States 
although that commitment varies, as reflected in the situation on the ground. The extent to 
which the Action Plan can truly change this depends on how much effort is put in to the 
monitoring of the Action Plan by all stakeholders including the EP, NGOs and Member States. 
In agreement with the questioner, Ms Zeitler acknowledged that a lack of resources remains 
a challenge, including both financial and human resources, and that this situation is unlikely 
to change. In the Home Office, there is significant focus on other crime threats such as 
migration and terrorism which tends to downgrade other issues. It is therefore our 
responsibility to maintain pressure and continue to demonstrate that wildlife trafficking has 
major implications for global security, safety and good governance worldwide.  

On the Lacey Act question, Ms Zeitler said that the Commission acknowledges problems with 
the implementation and enforcement of current legislation which the Action Plan will try to 
address. An analysis of implementation gaps will be conducted over the next months and 
discussed with Member States, and actions will be developed to improve enforcement. The 
Commission is convinced that the best way to protect species is through an international 
approach and therefore encourages countries with concerns about domestic species to bring 
them under the CITES regime. The Commission also provides significant financial support in 
that regard to conduct scientific assessments. Ms Zeitler noted that there are pros and cons 
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of the Lacey Act, which is simple on the law book but more challenging in practice. Ms Zeitler 
explained that proposing new legislation is extremely resource consuming and the 
Commission is not convinced that developing new legislation equivalent to the Lacey Act is 
the best way to invest resources. 

Ms Bearder noted that she recommended in her draft report a coordinator for wildlife crime 
in Brussels that can maintain momentum on this issue. She noted that support from different 
Commission DGs is a positive aspect but that it requires a coordinator to follow up between 
different divisions. 
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Part 1: Preventative Measures of the Action Plan 

Mr Richard Smithers, Ricardo-AEA  

Presentation: Strengthening cooperation with business sectors against illegal trade in wildlife 

Mr Richard Smithers (Ricardo-AEA) summarized the results from a study published in 2015 
by Ricardo, TRAFFIC and a consultant from SIA ELLE for the European Commission’s DG 
Environment entitled `Strengthening cooperation with business sectors against illegal trade 
in wildlife´. The overall objective of the study was to provide input and ideas for further 
developing cooperation with relevant business sectors in order to prevent the illegal wildlife 
trade. Mr Smithers explained the specific objectives: 

• To analyze existing models of cooperation with business sectors against illegal wildlife 
trade; 

• To analyze the pros and cons of models used in other areas of EU policies against 
illegal trade; 

• To review and analyze how the EU political and regulatory framework could be used 
to strengthen the commitment of business against illegal wildlife trade; 

• To propose suitable models for engaging relevant business sectors in the fight against 
wildlife trafficking. 

One of the findings of the study was that the extent of business involvement in analyzed 
sectors was rather low. The study therefore came up with some 40 recommendations to 
propose suitable models for engaging relevant business sectors. Mr Smithers pointed to the 
three proposed actions in Section 1.3 of the Action Plan. In regards to the first action under 
this section (raising awareness), Mr Smithers suggested that better use of existing 
mechanisms, structures and coordinators, such as the European Pet Organisation, could be 
leveraged to fight wildlife crime and overcome the hesitancy many businesses have in 
engaging beyond their own sectors. Moreover, Mr Smithers suggested that targeting specific 
sectors likely to have a high impact, such as transport and the internet, could build links to 
enforcement itself and thus go beyond awareness raising. In terms of the second action under 
Section 1.3 (supporting private sector initiatives to curb wildlife trade and encourage 
sustainable sourcing), the EC should encourage and support such initiatives and the sharing 
of best practices. Mr Smithers stated that more could be done to foster those initiatives 
through conferences and the establishment of a coalition of the willing. In relation to sectors 
facilitating trade, there is a need for more feasibility studies to establish multi-stakeholder 
agreements that further best practice and to model business engagement on good initiatives. 
The EC’s work on counterfeit goods was mentioned as an example where the EC has acted 
as a facilitator since 2009 and promoted cooperation that has now developed into a growing 
community of involved businesses, and could serve as a model for involving businesses in 
the fight against wildlife crime. The Commission should encourage business associations and 
pet associations to enforce strict membership requirements that adhere to national and 
international regulations on wildlife trafficking. 

Mr Smithers closed by commenting that the ENVI Committee´s draft report is good, however 
it is notable that the only real mention of strengthening cooperation with business relates to 
increasing their awareness, which is important, but there is a lot more that could be done. 
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Katalin Kecse-Nagy, Wildlife Trade Monitoring Network (TRAFFIC)  

Presentation: The role of the EU in preventing wildlife trafficking 

Ms Katalin Kecse-Nagy presented on the role of the EU in preventing wildlife trafficking. Ms 
Kesce-Nagy gave a brief description of the organization TRAFFIC, which is an alliance of the 
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 
working for over 40 years to ensure that trade in wild plants and animals does not threaten 
conservation of nature.  

In her presentation, Ms Kecse-Nagy focused on four objectives outlined in the priority one 
area of the Action Plan on prevention and provided key recommendations on what the EU 
could do for each objective. Objectives of the Action Plan 1.1 to 1.4 include: 1) reducing 
demand for illegal wildlife products; 2) providing support to local communities; 3) increasing 
private sector engagement; and 4) tackling corruption.  

Referring to reducing demand for wildlife products in addition to reducing supply, Ms Kesce-
Nagy reiterated the Action which calls for more awareness raising and targeted strategies for 
demand reduction campaigns in the EU and worldwide. Ms Kesce-Nagy noted that there is a 
difference between changing consumer behaviour and raising awareness, stating that raising 
awareness involves the provision of information and does not automatically lead to a change 
in behaviour and is therefore not enough on its own. Especially in the case of consumers of 
illegal wildlife products, experience shows that raising awareness is not enough and that 
evidence-based approaches are required to ensure that campaigns actually result in a change 
of consumers’ behaviour. Ms Kesce-Nagy urged the EU to support a draft resolution put 
forward by the US on demand reduction for the upcoming CITES COP17 which adopts such 
strategies. TRAFFIC has also developed a behaviour change toolkit and Ms Kesce-Nagy 
shared TRAFFIC´s hope that the Toolkit becomes not only a resource but a platform for 
further developing and using targeted science based approaches to consumer behaviour 
change. Moreover, the EU has previous experience with consumer behaviour change in other 
sectors that could be applicable to demand reduction strategies related to wildlife trafficking, 
and Ms Kesce-Nagy urged the EU to share such information and make it useful for such 
purposes.  

In relation to engaging rural communities and ensuring that they benefit from wildlife 
conservation, Ms Kecse-Nagy explained that the discourse traditionally focused on law 
enforcement and demand reduction and that usually there has been less attention given to 
supporting communities and livelihoods. There are some positive examples from political 
commitments such as the declarations of the London (2014) and Kasane (2015) wildlife 
conferences, and in the 2015 UN General Assembly (UNGA) Resolution on wildlife trafficking 
there is reference to the need to engage communities. Ms Kecse-Nagy pointed out that a lot 
of work has already been done on this issue. For example, workshops led by IUCN and the 
International Institute for the Environment and Development (IIED) have resulted in the 
development of a ‘theory of change’ that is being further adapted and tested. Ms Kecse-Nagy 
called on the EU to support further testing and support of this theory of change and to apply 
such approaches via available funding schemes. 

On business engagement, Ms Kecse-Nagy noted that TRAFFIC had cooperated with different 
business sectors to reduce the supply and demand of the illegal wildlife trade, and stated 
that business leaders (especially in certain cultures) can be used to convey strong messages 
to target audiences. Several initiatives have come to fruition since the study presented by 
Mr Smithers, especially in the transport sector. Ms Kecse-Nagy highlighted the Buckingham 
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Palace Declaration2 earlier in 2016 from the United for Wildlife Transport Sector, which is a 
US funded partnership that also involves WWF and the International Air Transport Association 
(IATA) and is open for the participation of EU based airlines and transport sector actors. Ms 
Kecse-Nagy encouraged wider engagement by the EU in this initiative.  

On tackling corruption, Ms Kesce-Nagy acknowledged and supported the initiative of the EU 
in submitting a draft resolution to the CITES COP17 on corruption to raise awareness about 
the issue and develop a discussion at this international forum. Ms Kesce-Nagy made the point 
that this objective in Priority 1 of the Action Plan is interlinked to illicit financial flows and 
money laundering in Priority 2. Thus, Ms Kesce-Nagy recommended that the EU could lead 
by example in implementing strategies for combating wildlife related corruption by testing 
strategies with lessons learned, and to combine this with capacity building measures that 
would be useful for other countries and actors.  

 

                                          
2  The Declaration of the United for Wildlife International Taskforce on the Transportation of Illegal 

Wildlife Products is available online: http://royalfoundation.com/a-historic-declaration-in-the-fight-against-
wildlife-trafficking  

http://royalfoundation.com/a-historic-declaration-in-the-fight-against-wildlife-trafficking
http://royalfoundation.com/a-historic-declaration-in-the-fight-against-wildlife-trafficking
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Part 2: Enforcement Measures of the Action plan  

Grant Miller, United Kingdom (UK) Border Police 

Presentation: Coordination and cooperation between agencies 

Mr Miller introduced himself explaining that his background was not in wildlife crime and that 
he previously worked in counter-terrorism and anti-drug related enforcement. Mr Miller 
became involved in illegal wildlife enforcement four years ago with a single remit to 
professionalize enforcement against wildlife trafficking by bringing modern policing 
techniques to the border and ensuring the UK was using the best assets it has available.  

Mr Miller emphasized that the UK has a distinct structure in place that distributes 
responsibilities and brings about effective cooperation and coordination between different 
units and actors. The main actors involved in UK wildlife trafficking enforcement, Mr Miller 
explained, are the police, a national wildlife crime unit, a dedicated wildlife crime intelligence 
unit, the customs organization, a management authority and a new national crime agency 
which has a specific remit for tackling wildlife trade. Mr Miller stressed that having specific 
individuals in those organizations with the capacity to make decisions in relation to planning, 
operations and expenditure of resources is key to effective enforcement. In the case of the 
Rathkeale Rovers, a notorious Irish travelling gang that stole rhino horns from various estates 
and museums across Europe, the UK’s national crime agency was able to make a criminal 
case against them. Mr Miller pointed out that this case had links to many EU Member States 
and it was a clear benefit to be able to identify which organization was responsible and 
capable of pursuing the conviction; in this case the UK’s national crime agency. 

Mr Miller made the point that political ‘wishes’ to address a certain issue or direct enforcement 
activities are not necessarily straightforward. With many competing enforcement priorities 
such as countering terrorism, human trafficking and drugs among many others, Mr Miller 
stressed the importance of establishing more evidence to ensure that governmental priorities 
of wildlife trafficking are reflected in law enforcement priorities. Mr Miller made the point that 
illegal wildlife trade remains a medium priority for the UK despite strong political statements 
on this and the engagement of the Royal Family. 

Mr Miller continued by highlighting the work of the EU Enforcement Working Group which is 
a biannual meeting that connects law enforcement officers across the EU. While the work 
done by the EU CITES Enforcement Group is very good, Mr Miller requested that Member 
State attendees at the Working Group coordinate better with relevant bodies within their 
country, explaining that, for instance, management authorities cannot deploy customs 
resources without having engaged with customs authorities, which creates a disconnect that 
reduces the effectiveness of the working group to make decisions and bring about action.  

Mr Miller emphasized that there have been important successes in the fight against wildlife 
trafficking that deserve recognition. This includes Operation Cobra III where the EU (25 
Member States) participated in a successful global enforcement effort delivering 54% of 
global seizures worldwide.  

Mr Miller mentioned that the UK enforcement unit is often invited by source countries to 
conduct training on enforcement. Mr Miller requested that more coordination between 
different actors and countries take place to reduce inefficiencies and stressed the importance 
of establishing partnerships to further increase enforcement capacity and the enforcement 
community. In this context, Mr Miller spoke about the UK’s engagement in creating a culture 
of sustainable and ethical travel at Heathrow airport, not limited to enforcement officers but 
developing a culture and community to help bring about effective enforcement on illicit 
activities.  
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Andreas Mausolf and José-Antonio Moreno, Europol 

Presentation: Europol and wildlife crime: Organized crime groups, internet, financial 
investigations  

Mr Andreas Mausolf and Mr José-Antonio Moreno from Europol gave the second presentation 
for Priority Area 2 on Enforcement Measures of the Action Plan. Mr Mausolf spoke about 
strategies for enforcement and Mr Moreno presented operational aspects of enforcement. Mr 
Mausolf opened his presentation by explaining that although crime is a globalized 
phenomenon the EU and Europol have a focus on the European Union, which means that 
European law enforcement agencies function on both a national and European level and can 
mainly have an impact on cross-border movements of contraband and on trade in domestic 
species. Mr Mausolf stated that species in Europe are also endangered and trafficked and 
sometimes overlooked in wildlife trafficking campaigns.  

Mr Mausolf explained that there are different marketplaces for illegal wildlife products as well 
as different players which warrant different enforcement approaches. One example is the 
case of tourists buying souvenirs during holidays and bringing them back to the EU, which 
can be dealt with through awareness raising, whereas investigations of criminal activity 
require a different approach. 

Speaking about organized criminality in wildlife crime, Mr Mausolf explained that Europol has 
a particular definition of organized crime and mentioned that there is a lack of understanding 
about the prevalence of organized crime in wildlife trafficking. In Europol’s 2013 report, EU 
Serious and Organised Crime Threat Assessment (SOCTA)3, Mr Mausolf stated that wildlife 
crime was not determined a priority and it remains to be seen whether it will become a 
priority in the upcoming 2016 SOCTA. Mr Mausolf explained that prioritization of issues in the 
SOCTA determines the funding resources allocated to fighting different types of crime. Mr 
Mausolf emphasized that what matters more in decisions about prioritization is the impact of 
a particular crime on society and the environment and not only whether the crime meets the 
definition of organized crime used by Europol.  

Mr Mausolf spoke about the internet as a marketplace for illegal commodities, including 
wildlife commodities that are bought online and shipped into the EU. While customs 
authorities in the EU have internet monitoring units, the prioritization of different illegal 
commodities (e.g. drugs versus wildlife) determines what is searched for, and Mr Mausolf 
explained that this priority setting, to a large extent, takes place during the SOCTA 
assessment. 

Mr Mausolf addressed the issue of money laundering in wildlife trafficking stating that such 
investigations are cumbersome and not often successful. For that reason, some EU Member 
States have focused more on asset seizure (meaning to deprive criminals of their illicit 
proceeds) which is easier to accomplish. Mr Mausolf urged that criminal investigations should 
be accompanied by financial investigations to understand how illicit money flows work. 
However, this requires expertise and capacity building to have enough capable investigators 
in the Member States. Mr Mausolf mentioned that Europol is coordinating the Camden Asset 
Recovery Inter-Agency Network (CARIN) network, a global network that is supporting various 
countries in identifying and seizing assets.  

Mr Mausolf urged for capacity building between different enforcement authorities explaining 
that within Europol there are two types of enforcement authorities: 1) administrative 
authorities comprising customs and management authorities; and 2) investigative authorities 

                                          
3  Europol’s 2013 ‚EU Serious and ORganised Crime Threat Assessment (SOCTA) Report, Available online: 

https://www.europol.europa.eu/content/eu-serious-and-organised-crime-threat-assessment-socta 
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which operate according to different rules, but that both contribute to intelligence gathering. 
Mr Mausolf urged for cross sector cooperation and capacity building between all enforcement 
authorities working on wildlife crime.  

Mr Moreno presented on the operational aspects of wildlife crime and distinguished between 
national enforcement efforts and transnational operations (such as Cobra III or operation 
LAKE). Europol plays a supporting and coordinating role for the latter. Mr Moreno explained 
that there are strong differences among Member States’ legislation and penalties. In Spain, 
for example, penalties are very low and for a crime to be considered serious it must bring 
forth penalties of at least five years imprisonment, which does not take place in cases of 
environmental crime. Mr Moreno explained that for this reason it is difficult to convince 
prosecutors to take forward investigations on environmental crime and that there are distinct 
bottlenecks such as the inability to get a warrant for wire tapping or GPS. Mr Moreno 
emphasized the importance of having specialized police units for environmental crime in 
countries, and while they exist in some countries (i.e. Spain, France and Portugal) they do 
not in many other Member States.  

Mr Mausolf concluded by emphasizing that for the EU Action Plan it is not the ‘structure’ of 
the criminal enterprise that is important but rather the impact of its activities. Mr Mausolf 
reiterated that wildlife crime and environmental crime are considered by Europol as serious 
offences and urged for the Action Plan to focus on information management and capacity 
building among enforcement officers. In a final point, Mr Mausolf noted the good work of the 
World Customs Organization (WCO), which carries out institutional assessments in African 
countries to pinpoint where there are legal problems in cross-sector cooperation and to 
develop tailored programs, recommendations and follow up assessments which could serve 
as an example for EU countries. In relation to funding capacity building measures where 
perhaps the EP could help, however, Mr Mausolf noted that EU funds require some co-
financing by Member States, which is a deterrent for some countries, and expressed his hope 
that there are other ways to deal with that problem. 

Questions and Answers 

Ms Bearder invited the following questions from the audience: 

Question 1: 

MEP Taylor asked whether the establishment of a specialized wildlife crime unit within Europol 
would improve the situation, commenting that this had been requested for by the EP? 

Question 2:  

MEP Taylor inquired about what kind of impact Brexit would have on wildlife trafficking 
legislation and enforcement? 

Question 3:  

MEP Gerbrandy commented that resources had been reiterated as an obstacle to tackling 
wildlife crime and yet the reason for a lack of resources stems from a lack of political priority. 
The questioner explained that one of the objectives of the EU Action Plan was to give the 
issue higher political priority, which in theory would result in resources. He asked Mr Mausolf 
whether the development of the Action Plan and endorsement by the Member States had at 
all influenced this prioritization of crime within Europol or whether there is need for more 
pressure from the EP? 

Ms Bearder invited the experts to respond to the questions from the audience. 
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Mr Mausolf: 

In response the first question, Mr Mausolf said that the request from the EP in 2014 to develop 
a specialized unit on wildlife crime had not been realized due to a lack of resources. Mr 
Mausolf explained that financial resources are determined by the SOCTA assessment and by 
the Standing Committee for the EU Internal Security (COSI committee), which make their 
decisions largely based on available data, which are limited in the case of wildlife crime. To 
increase the prioritization and sidestep the data problem, Mr Mausolf suggested that indeed 
more pressure from NGOs and the EP could help achieve this recommendation. 

Mr Miller: 

To answer the second question, Mr Miller stated that Brexit was unlikely to significantly alter 
the UK’s activities on tackling wildlife crime nationally or in coordination with other EU 
Member States. Mr Miller reassured that the UK has good partnerships with the EU and its 
Member States along with strong historical ties. Mr Miller reflected that while he does not 
foresee the UK backing down from the wildlife crime issue, some procedural differences may 
occur such as the use of Interpol by the UK (instead of Europol) as a coordinating institution. 

Mr Mausolf: 

To answer the third question, Mr Mausolf explained that the publication of the Action Plan 
coincided with the illegal immigration crisis and terrorist attacks in France and Belgium and 
thus the focus in Brussels was naturally not drawn to the Action Plan. At Europol, the Action 
Plan was discussed at management level and is supported at that level, and thus it does not 
have highest priority but it does have real support. 

Mr Miller: 

To add to Mr Mausolf’s answer to the third question, Mr Miller emphasized that increasing the 
priority of wildlife crime on the enforcement agenda must be based on evidence and scored 
uniformly against competing risks (e.g. the drugs trade, alcohol smuggling). 
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Part 3: Global Partnerships in the EU Action Plan 

Thierry Lucas, United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP) 

Presentation: Global partnership in the EU Action Plan against wildlife trafficking 

Thierry Lucas opened his presentation by emphasizing the scale of illegal wildlife trafficking, 
citing several statistics on the impacts of illegal trade on wildlife: 1338 rhinos poached in 
Africa in 2015, the disappearance of chimpanzees from four African countries in the last year 
and over one million animals taken from the wild in the last decade. Mr Lucas warned that 
the emblematic species of wildlife trade campaigns are not the only trafficked animals, but 
some other species such as the pangolin get less celebrity but are the most trafficked species 
in the world.  

As evidenced in the Europol 2013 SOCTA report, Mr Lucas stressed that the scale and threat 
of wildlife crime is increasing and is now an issue with links to the Sustainable Development 
Goals. Remarking that wildlife trafficking is truly a global issue involving all countries 
worldwide, Mr Lucas argued that it thus requires global partnership to address it. Referring 
to what has or is currently being done at the international level, Mr Lucas noted several 
decisions over the last five years including the CITES decision, the United Nations Economic 
and Social Council (ECOSOC) resolution, two decisions by the UN Security Council, and 
stepped up action by Interpol, the WCO and the UNGA. Mr Lucas stated that the question to 
ask now was how these and other global partners could cooperate efficiently to implement 
the EU Action Plan.  

Referring to a slide in his presentation, Mr Lucas evidenced the truly global nature of wildlife 
trafficking pointing out that every country in the world had at least one case (including for 
instance Iceland) while other regions such as EU countries are severely affected.  

Reminding attendees that UNEP’s head office is located in Nairobi, Mr Lucas explained that 
political commitment within the EU illustrated for instance by the development of the EU 
Action Plan had knock on effects and helped garner political commitment among African 
Heads of State. 

Another key point made by Mr Lucas was the need to ensure a coherent and unified EU vision 
and approach to wildlife trafficking – one that requires all Member States to act collectively. 
In regards to the identified challenge of uneven implementation of existing legislation, Mr 
Lucas recommended that more could be done to implement existing legislation across all 
Member States rather than creating new legislation.  

Mr Lucas argued that improved transparency is needed in funding efforts to tackle illegal 
wildlife trade, so that control over where resources are invested can have the greatest 
impact. Mr Lucas stated that there is not a single platform where the mechanisms for financial 
support are revealed internationally, which is particularly problematic for some countries 
(e.g. Georgia and Belarus) which do not know who is financing certain activities within their 
countries.  

In relation to raising awareness, Mr Lucas described several strategies used by UNEP to 
garner widespread public support and engagement of alternative sectors. Examples included 
collaboration with important figures in relevant sectors, such as the work of a large fashion 
designer who announced that he would neither feature fur nor skins from animals in his 
upcoming collection. Support from celebrities, especially in foreign countries, was noted to 
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be instrumental in reaching especially large public audiences. In some cases campaigns 
engaging certain celebrities reached over half a million people in less than a day and inspired 
people to look for more information. Mr Lucas urged that awareness campaigns target the 
younger generation and make use of the communication and information tools and times of 
modern society.  

On that note, Mr Lucas raised the issue of using advanced and modern technology explaining 
that there are already many available tools and partnerships that combine technologies with 
environmental goals. For example, Google and WWF equip rangers in source countries with 
new tracking and monitoring technologies. Mr Lucas argued that those responsible for wildlife 
crime are highly organized and use sophisticated high-tech measures, and thus the response 
to block and stop illegal trafficking would require the same if not better technological 
expertise. Mr Lucas gave the example of good work done by the US that has developed a 
cooperative partnership with Kenya and South Africa using drones to monitor wildlife and 
land. 

Explaining the role and work of UNEP in approaching some of the issues mentioned above, 
Mr Lucas described UNEP’s work with governments, its cooperation with CITES through the 
provision of technical assistance, and cited planned work for the upcoming year with Angola, 
Somalia and Tanzania. Mr Lucas also stated that UNEP conducts research through the World 
Conservation Monitoring Centre in Cambridge (UK). 

Mr Lucas warned about the importance of not working in silos and applauded the EU Action 
Plan as having garnered support and involvement of all European Commission DGs and called 
for all of them to also be involved in implementing the Action Plan and monitoring the results. 
He closed his presentation by emphasizing that illegal wildlife is not only an environmental 
issue but also a security and a public health issue. 

Tanya Wyatt, University of Northumbria 

Presentation: Global challenges in wildlife trafficking 

Ms Tanya Wyatt was the workshop’s final speaker. She elaborated on what she considered 
were the six main global challenges in wildlife trafficking and offered recommendations for 
ways to address them. The six identified challenges were: 1) corruption; 2) demand 
reduction; 3) knowledge of illicit flows and capacity to investigate; 4) differences in 
implementation and enforcement; 5) community participation in source countries; and 6) 
political engagement and awareness. 

On the first challenge of corruption, Ms Wyatt identified corruption as a facilitator of illegal 
trade and differentiated between different kinds of corruption. On the one hand, bribery and 
patronage, e.g. accepting money or gift giving, can not only facilitate actual trafficking of 
wildlife but also bring about weak or corrupt legal frameworks for dealing with illegal wildlife 
trafficking, thereby supporting the entire trafficking chain. Other types of corruption are 
diplomatic cover, whereby people in political positions aid or facilitate smuggling (evident for 
example in Vietnam), illegal use of permits and finally the threat of force or violence against 
those individuals working to protect wildlife.  

Ms Wyatt defined the second challenge of demand reduction as including both public 
awareness and traceability initiatives. She highlighted the initiative RESP on fingerprinting 
reptile skin, which allows it to be traced all along the supply chain, and called for more 
traceability initiatives to help consumers make informed decisions. Culture and tradition 
remain difficult challenges but Ms Wyatt emphasized that demand reduction efforts are not 
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only relevant for Asia but also Europe and the US where there is considerable consumption 
of wildlife that often is overlooked. 

The third challenge identified by Ms Wyatt was knowledge of illicit financial flows and capacity 
to investigate these via transnational cooperation and national cross-departmental 
cooperation. Ms Wyatt provided several examples of complex illicit flows and emphasized the 
need to improve the capacity to deal effectively with these challenging investigations. This 
requires knowledge and understanding of alternative currencies and different traditional 
financial practices that obscure normal financial transactions and make investigations difficult 
(e.g. transactions conducted in cash).  

Differences in implementation and enforcement was identified by Ms Wyatt as the fourth 
challenge. She urged the EU to have a more harmonized approach within its borders, but 
noted that efforts to harmonize should also aim for global harmonization taking into account 
that there are differences in the legality of domestic trade, different punishments and uneven 
levels of implementation. Connecting the issue to corruption, Ms Wyatt explained that 
criminals are aware of countries that may be prone to corruption and exploit those avenues 
for illegal trade. Whereas Interpol and the UN are essential to fight wildlife trafficking, not all 
countries are engaging with those institutions or sharing the data they do collect. 

Ms Wyatt explained that although community participation tends to be neglected (as already 
pointed out by Ms Kecse-Nagy), it is nevertheless central to wildlife conservation. Ms Wyatt 
posed the question of how to replace the focus of people on short-term economic gain that 
may motivate them to commit crime, to concern for long-term ecosystem wellbeing. Ms 
Wyatt stressed that the key to that transformation was alternative livelihoods, i.e. to ensure 
that communities have other opportunities and do not depend solely on wildlife. Ms Wyatt 
connected it to corruption stating that it was also important to ensure that people were not 
forced into doing things they did not want to do.  

In relation to the final point, political engagement and awareness, Ms Wyatt commended the 
rise of the wildlife trafficking issue on the international agenda but stated that there is still 
work to do considering, for instance, that not every country is a CITES member. According 
to the CITES Biennial Reports 21 percent of CITES members have not implemented legislation 
that is compliant and another 27 percent have only partially done so. Thus 90 member 
countries of 182 do not have legislation that is sufficient to actually comply with CITES. 

In conclusion Ms Wyatt summarized recommendations for the Action Plan related to each of 
the six identified challenges. Firstly, Ms Wyatt recommended that more countries should be 
encouraged to join the UN Convention on Corruption, applauded the EU for having submitted 
a resolution on corruption at the upcoming CITES COP17 and encouraged Member States to 
lobby for it to be passed. Ms Wyatt reiterated that public awareness campaigns in the EU and 
the US need to focus on demand reduction and called on the EU to support more research 
into illicit financial flows. In relation to discussions to harmonize wildlife crime legislation and 
sanctions in the EU, Ms Wyatt was involved in a study on sentences and gaps for the European 
Network of Prosecutors, which developed recommendations on whether there can be a more 
standardized approach. The study will be published in the coming months. Concerning the 
promotion of further compliance, Ms Wyatt recommended to encourage the 90 countries that 
have not sufficiently complied with CITES to develop compliant legislation. Finally Ms Wyatt 
urged that the issue of wildlife trafficking be kept on the agenda at high level meetings not 
only related to CITES but other events such as the upcoming Vietnam Conference 
(International Conference on Environmental Issues in Mining and Natural Resources 
Development) taking place in November. 
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Questions and Answers 

Ms Bearder invited the following questions from the audience: 

Question 1: 

MEP Gerbrandy asked Ms Wyatt about the issue of money laundering, noting that it was 
deliberately included in the EP’s study on wildlife crime but that not a lot of evidence proving 
its prevalence was found. He asked whether Ms Wyatt believed, or whether there was actual 
proof, that it is taking place and is linked to wildlife trafficking? 

Question 2:  

The second questioner representing the BornFree Foundation referred to the upcoming 
workshop on better enforcement by the Slovakian Government this November and asked if 
the panel was aware of what Slovakia was planning to do and what the potential outcomes 
would be? 

Ms Wyatt: 

Ms Wyatt answered the first question, explaining that there is little evidence for money 
laundering but strong suspicion that it is happening. Ms Wyatt noted a study currently being 
conducted by the Royal United Services Institute and funded by DEFRA on the issue. While 
in the early stages, she remarked that they are starting to find evidence although the details 
and extent remain to be discovered through the further research. 

Ms Zeitler added that whenever there is an illegal commodity of high value there are illicit 
flows of money, because there is a need to bring the profits into legal financial circuits. She 
pointed to one recent conviction for money laundering in the context of wildlife trafficking in 
Belgium. Regarding first steps of the implementation of the Action Plan, the issue has also 
been raised at the Financial Action Task Force, which is the global coordination body for 
issues related to money laundering, and was met with a lot of interest also by the Asia Pacific 
Group which is a sub-body of the Action Task Force. A current project of the UNODC is 
attempting to get a full view of money laundering and wildlife crime in Asia where there is 
likely to be a large amount of illicit financial flows but there is little data, partly because there 
are limited investigations due to lack of capacity. Ms Zeitler stated that it comes back to the 
fact that there are very small financial investigation units in these countries to cope with a 
lot of demands in many areas of crime. If the issue gets more attention and attracts more 
resources, it is more likely that the links between money laundering and wildlife crime will 
be found. 

Ms Zeitler: 

In response to the second question, Ms Zeitler remarked that the agenda for the Slovakian 
workshop is not yet clear, but that the workshop will probably be on environmental crime 
more broadly. The workshop is a joint initiative of the EU presidencies of Slovakia, the 
Netherlands and Malta and it is welcomed that environmental crime is being followed up after 
the Council Conclusions. Ms Zeitler revealed that they were considering developing another 
action plan, however Ms Zeitler cautioned that too many action plans would compete for 
attention and there are other useful things to be pursued without the development of 
additional action plans. 

Closing Remarks 

Ms Bearder concluded the workshop thanking all the speakers for their contributions, and 
commended the Commission for raising the Action Plan up the political agenda. Ms Bearder 
remarked that she hopes her report will further raise the profile of the issue in the EP, and 
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that she hopes to build on it and turn the focus on the Council to ensure that each Member 
State implements it. As with any action plan, it is only as good as its implementation. 
Therefore she expressed her hopes that the Action Plan will be backed by many sides 
including NGOs and the public. 
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ANNEX 1  AGENDA 

Workshop  

Delivering and enforcing the EU Action Plan 
against Wildlife Trafficking 
Workshop organised by Policy Department A 

 
Thursday, 8 September 2016 from 12:30 to 15:00 

European Parliament (Brussels), ENVI 
 

Chair: Catherine Bearder MEP (UK/ALDE) 
 

The workshop is organised at the request of the ENVI Committee in connection with its 
ongoing work on the own-initiative report on EU Action Plan on Wildlife Trafficking. 
 
 
12:30 – 12:35 
 

 
 
Welcome by the Chair, opening remarks  

 
Introduction: Information on EU Action 
Plan Against Wildlife Trafficking 

  
12:35 – 12:45 
 
 
 
12:45 – 12:50 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12:50 – 13.00 

The EU Action Plan against wildlife trafficking 
Helge Elisabeth Zeitler, European Commission, DG 
Environment  
 
Q&A 
 

Part 1: Preventative Measures of the 
Action Plan 

 
Strengthening cooperation with business 
sectors against illegal trade in wildlife 
Richard Smithers, Ricardo-AEA  
 

13:00 – 13:10 
 
 
 
 
13:10 – 13:20 
 

The Role of the EU in preventing wildlife 
trafficking 
Katalin Kecse-Nagy, Acting Regional Director for 
Europe, Traffic 
 
Q&A 
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Part 2: Enforcement Measures of the 
Action Plan 

 
13:20 – 13:30 Co-ordination and co-operation between 

agencies 
Grant Miller, UK Border Force, National CITES Team 
 

13:30 – 13:40 
 
 
 
13:40 – 13:50 
 
 
 
 
13:50 – 14:00  

Europol and wildlife crime. Organised crime 
groups, internet, financial investigations  
Andreas Mausolf and José-Antonio Moreno, Europol 
 
Q&A 
 

Part 3: Global Partnership in the EU Action 
Plan 

 
Global partnership in the EU Action Plan 
against wildlife trafficking 
Thierry Lucas, Coordinator of Biodiversity and 
Ecosystems Management Program at UNEP 

  
14:00 – 14:10  
 
 
14:10 – 14:20  
 
14:20 – 14:50 
 
14:50 – 15:00 

Global challenges in wildlife trafficking 
Tanya Wyatt, University of Northumbria 
 
Q&A 
 
Discussion with MEPs 
 
Closing remarks by Chair 
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ANNEX 2  SHORT BIOGRAPHIES OF EXPERTS 

Helge Elisabeth Zeitler 

Helge Elisabeth Zeitler has been working for the last four years in the unit dealing with 
multilateral cooperation in the Directorate-General for Environment of the European 
Commission. She has been in charge of the EU Action Plan on Wildlife Trafficking and related 
work at EU and international level, also on broader issues of international environmental 
crime, for the last three years. Prior to her current post, she worked for the UN in Tanzania 
at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, the Commission's Justice Department, 
mainly on environmental crime, and the German Foreign Ministry. She holds law degrees 
from Germany and the US.  

Katalin Kecse-Nagy 

Katalin Kecse-Nagy’s engagement on EU wildlife trade issues was brought about by the 2004 
EU enlargement process. At the time, she was working for TRAFFIC focusing on the accession 
of ten new Member States and their implementation and enforcement of the EU Wildlife Trade 
Regulations (EU WTR) directly applicable in all Member States. After a brief period at the 
Hungarian CITES Scientific Authority in 2004, she returned to TRAFFIC, where her focus 
gradually shifted to the wider EU (and beyond). She has been leading TRAFFIC’s work with 
the European Commission and the Member States on monitoring the implementation and 
enforcement of the EU WTR since 2009.  

Her publications have covered issues ranging from EU seizures analyses, false declarations 
of captive breeding, wildlife trade in the Eurasian Customs Union to timber and caviar trade. 
Further information about TRAFFIC’s work is available at http://www.traffic.org. 

Richard Smithers 

Richard Smithers is Ecosystems Knowledge Leader and Principal Consultant on Biodiversity 
and Ecosystem Services for Ricardo Energy & Environment, a leading environmental and 
sustainability consultancy with an extensive track record in Corporate Social Responsibility. 
Richard has worked in the environmental sector for more than 35 years and is an expert on 
ecosystem-based issues, particularly with regard to: evidence and policy development; policy 
and technical monitoring and evaluation, and systematic rapid evidence assessment. He has 
steered and provided expert input to many high-level projects for the European Commission, 
European Environment Agency, and for governmental and intergovernmental organizations 
in relation to more than 15 countries. Richard started his career by managing a project in 
West Africa that sought to end illegal trade in chimpanzees. In 2015, Richard led a project 
for the European Commission’s Directorate-General for the Environment (DG ENV) on 
“Strengthening cooperation with business sectors against illegal trade in wildlife”. Ricardo 
Energy & Environment was supported by TRAFFIC (the wildlife trade monitoring network) 
and SIA ELLE. The team brought together expert knowledge of the illegal wildlife trade, the 
regulatory environment, CSR and key stakeholders in the public and private sectors. DG ENV 
commissioned the study to gain input and ideas for further developing cooperation with 
relevant business sectors in order to prevent the IWT.  

 

 

http://www.traffic.org/
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Grant Miller 

Grant Miller is a Senior Officer at the UK Border Force and is Head of the National CITES 
Enforcement Team. Grant Miller is a law enforcement officer specializing in Border Customs 
for thirty years. He has worked within investigation, intelligence gathering, and anti-
smuggling in both air and maritime ports. He is currently heading up the national CITES 
enforcement team based at Heathrow airport. This team enforces the UK’s obligations to the 
CITES Convention. The team was initiated twenty five years ago in response to a health and 
safety incident involving concealed poison dart frogs, and the team has grown and is now 
regarded and recognized as being world leaders in this field of enforcement. In 2012, Grant 
Miller took on the chairmanship of the UK’s CITES priority delivery group, a group that 
controls and dictates the direction and pace of CITES enforcement in the UK, reporting to the 
Chief Constable with the lead for wildlife crime. Grant Miller represents UK law enforcement 
at the EU Commissions Enforcement Working group. In 2015, he was the instigator of Cobra 
III, a global operation of 25 member fighting illegal wildlife crime that succeeded in 
unprecedented numbers of seizures across member states and raised the profile of the issue.  

The cornerstone for Grant Miller’s work is partnership between different actors involved in 
wildlife trade and transport, particularly through the inclusion and engagement of trade 
sectors that were previously seen as problem areas. Following a strategy of prevention, 
enhanced intelligence and effective enforcement activity, the UK has seen significant 
improvements in the threat level that the illegal wildlife trade impacts on the UK.  

Grant Miller has worked with bodies like WCO, UNEP, UNODC, Europol and Interpol.  

Grant Miller’s work has been recognized through many service awards and honors. In 2016, 
Grant Miller was appointed a member of the Order of the British Empire (MBE) for services 
to the International Protection of Wildlife and Border Security. In 2014 he received a 
commendation from the World Customs Organization. In 2013 he was awarded the WWF 
enforcement operation of the year, for the seizure and return of 13 San Salvador rock 
Iguana’s. 

José Antonio Alfaro Moreno 

José Antonio Alfaro Moreno joined Spanish Guardia Civil in 1999 after three years of service 
in the Spanish Army. After some years dealing with public security issues, including as the 
head of a police station, he joined the Environmental Protection Service (SEPRONA), the 
special police unit against environmental crimes in Spain, heading the territorial service in 
Huelva province (Andalusia). For the last nine years he has carried out several operations 
regarding environmental crimes, with an average of 5.000 administrative offences and 200 
arrested persons per year. He has become an expert on wildlife crime, not only in operational 
issues but in strategical aspects. He has collaborated with several Universities and NGOs in 
Spain regarding investigation procedures (CSI, and investigation facilities), and participating 
in the development of several manuals for environmental investigators.  

In 2012 he gained expertise in Guardia Civil Customs Service regarding “MACO”, a multi 
agencies operation carried out by Aquapol involving several harbours in European countries, 
and participated in anti-drug trafficking and anti-smuggling (including wildlife) operations.  

Since 2012 he has collaborated with enforcement law agencies in Italy and Portugal and with 
SEPRONA Headquarters (international issues), joining the EnviCrimeNet Steering Group in 
2016. In July 2016 he began working for Europol as Seconded National Expert tackling 
environmental crime. 
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Andreas Mausolf 

Andreas Mausolf started his professional career as team leader in German Customs clearance 
and continued in the Customs Investigation service. There he worked as field investigator, 
particularly on environmental crime. When Europol started its activities in 1994 he joined as 
Customs Liaison Officer and later worked as a senior expert in the area of financial crime, 
money laundering, asset seizure and excise fraud. As part of the 9/11 Task Force he 
contributed with expertise in issues surrounding the ways of Islamic terrorism finance. During 
a sabbatical in 2010, he completed a Master program at Leiden University in Public 
Administration with specialization in Crisis and Security Management. Afterwards he briefly 
coordinated a project in the organized crime division of the German Customs administration, 
followed by an appointment as Deputy Head of the Regional Intelligence Liaison Office for 
Western Europe (RILO WE). It was there that he set up a programme on combating the illicit 
trade of counterfeit medicine. From there he moved to the World Customs Organization in 
Brussels where he acted as enforcement coordinator leading capacity building projects in 
Southern Africa. In this context, he launched an internationally funded programme on 
fighting wildlife crime in the Sub-Saharan region. Since the beginning of 2015 he has returned 
to Europol and is tasked as staff officer with operational customs coordination, environmental 
crime and fraud. 

Thierry Lucas 

Thierry Lucas is currently leading the coordination of biodiversity and the ecosystems 
management sub-programme at UNEP's regional office for Europe. Some of his latest 
involvements include biodiversity performance reviews in Belarus and Georgia, work on the 
economics of ecosystems and biodiversity in the Arctic, or the assessment of illegal wildlife 
and forest related practices and trade in the Danube-Carpathian region. Mr Lucas has over 
20 years of technical and management experience with the UN, including expertise in Africa 
and Asia. Before working for UNEP Mr. Lucas was the project manager of an adolescent health 
programme in Asia from 2003 to 2007. He holds an engineer degree. 

Tanya Wyatt 

Tanya Wyatt is an Associate Professor (Reader) in Criminology at Northumbria University in 
Newcastle, UK. Her expertise is in wildlife trafficking and green criminology. She has 
conducted research in Russia and Mexico and supervised projects in Vietnam. Dr Wyatt 
explores the roles of corruption, organized crime and terrorism in the trafficking of wildlife. 
Her reports on these topics include the U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre ‘Corruption and 
Wildlife Trafficking’ and the University of Maryland National Consortium for the Study of 
Terrorism and the Responses to Terrorism (START) ‘Wildlife Products Case Study’. She was 
the rapporteur for the UK FCO, DEFRA, OECD and US State Department conference at Wilton 
Park about strengthening law enforcement to stop wildlife crime and is a consultant to the 
USAID Wildlife Crime Technology Challenge. Her publications include numerous peer-
reviewed journal articles and the book Wildlife Trafficking: a deconstruction of the crime, the 
victims and the offenders. 
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ANNEX 3  PRESENTATIONS 
Presentation by Helge Elisabeth Zeitler 

 
 

 
 



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
 

 28 PE 595.326 

 

 
 

 
  



Workshop on Delivering and Enforcing the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking 
 

PE 595.326 29  

 

 
 

 
  



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
 

 30 PE 595.326 

 

 
 

 
  



Workshop on Delivering and Enforcing the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking 
 

PE 595.326 31  

 

 
 

 
  



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
 

 32 PE 595.326 

 

 
 

 
  



Workshop on Delivering and Enforcing the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking 
 

PE 595.326 33  

 

 
 

 



Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy 
 

 34 PE 595.326 



Workshop on Delivering and Enforcing the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking 
 

PE 595.326 35  

Presentation by Richard Smithers 
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Presentation by Katalin Kecse-Nagy 
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	Executive SUMMARY
	On Thursday 8th September, the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety of the European Parliament (ENVI) held a workshop on ‘Delivering and Enforcing the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking’. The workshop was hosted by Ms Catherine Bearder, MEP.
	In her introduction, Ms Bearder reminded attendees of the gravity of wildlife trafficking, emphasising how this multi-billion dollar industry reaps high rewards for organised criminals and reaches through many layers of our economies. Ms Bearder explained the progression of the issue in EU politics and the current cross-sectoral collaboration between MEPs, working together with the Commission to advance the Action Plan and its implementation. She highlighted the need to tackle corruption, raise awareness, strengthen Europol’s mandate and explore the option of a Brussels-based wildlife trafficking coordinator. Concluding her initial remarks, Ms Bearder stressed that the EU’s effort to tackle this destructive industry ultimately comes down to political will of EU Member States and working together on joint approaches.
	The first speaker, Ms Zeitler (DG ENV), provided more details about the EU Action Plan and its objectives, highlighting that the scale of wildlife trafficking is underestimated, with organised criminal groups also operating within the EU. Ms Zeitler explained how the EU is a major final destination market, a key transit point but also an export market for these illegal products. Ms Zeitler welcomed that the Action Plan was supported across different sectors in February 2016, but went on to remind attendees that its ambitious targets and 32 agreed actions are not easy to implement. Grouped under three pillars – Prevention, Enforcement and Global Cooperation – implementation requires strong Member State commitment. She outlined next steps and noted, meanwhile, that work has already begun with the EU submitting to the upcoming CITES COP17 and starting to establish a strategy for effective implementation. 
	The first part of the workshop focused on Preventative Measures of the Action Plan. Mr Smithers (Ricardo-AEA) presented a study on strengthening cooperation with business sectors against illegal trade in wildlife, exploring suitable models that can support the EU Action Plan. The study showed that engagement with business is currently low in many sectors, with Mr Smithers stressing that more can be done in terms of involving businesses as a central part of the EU’s fight against wildlife trafficking. In particular he suggested different ways for business to be further integrated when executing the Action Plan, for example in relation to enforcement and support measures.
	Ms Kecse-Nagy (TRAFFIC) continued the discussion by talking about the EU’s role in preventing wildlife trafficking, focusing on four specific objectives of the Action Plan: changing behaviour to reduce demand for illegal wildlife products, providing support to local communities, increasing private sector engagement in the fight against wildlife trafficking and tackling corruption. Ms Kecse-Nagy provided useful recommendations for each objective.
	The second part of the workshop covered Enforcement Measures of the Action Plan and began with Mr Miller from the UK border police discussing coordination and cooperation between relevant agencies. Clear distribution of responsibilities and authority have been success factors in the UK. Moreover, Mr Miller stressed the importance of establishing more evidence to ensure governmental priorities of wildlife trafficking are reflected in law enforcement priorities. He requested that Member State attendees in the EU CITES Enforcement Working Group fulfil certain criteria in order to contribute effectively, that capacity building and training in source countries are sufficiently coordinated to be efficient, and stressed the importance of establishing partnerships to further increase enforcement capacity.
	Mr Mausolf and Mr Moreno (Europol) continued by explaining that wildlife trafficking is a more dynamic criminal activity than traditional organised crime, with a range of marketplaces and constantly changing networks. This calls for a set of different responses – both transnational and national – and strong cooperation within the EU and globally. Illicit trade can be intercepted within the supply chain both at borders and internet marketplaces, while financial investigations and asset seizure measures are crucial for disrupting criminal enterprises. Mr Mausolf and Mr Moreno recommended to encourage better information management and sufficient EU and Member State funding for capacity building measures in order to improve the fight against wildlife trafficking. 
	The third and final session of the workshop covered Global Partnerships in the Action Plan. Mr Lucas (UNEP) started by welcoming how the EU Action Plan is a strong indication of political commitment in the EU and went on to present ideas for how UNEP’s approaches can support its implementation. He suggested that transparency in funding mechanisms, partnerships between the private and public sector and adopting the opportunities of new technologies are all important aspects. Mr Lucas called the Action Plan an ‘excellent opportunity’ to join efforts internationally to identify suitable actions.
	Ms Wyatt (University of Northumbria) was the workshop’s final speaker and elaborated what she sees as the six main global challenges in wildlife trafficking and offered recommendations for ways to address them. For instance, Ms Wyatt urged that the ongoing EU commitment should work to encourage more countries to join the UN Convention on Corruption, support research into illicit financial flows, and progress discussions on the harmonisation of wildlife crime legislation and sanctions in the EU. 
	Several interesting questions were asked during the question and answer sessions, including: 1) Mr Gerbrandy asked whether the Commission shares his concern about lack of commitment from Member States. Ms Zeitler responded that there is true commitment in many Member States but there is also a role for NGOs to exert pressure at the national level, especially considering competing attention from other pressing issues such as migration and terrorism; 2) Mr Taylor mentioned a call from the EP for a Dedicated Wildlife Crime Unit, asking whether Europol would find that useful. Mr Mausolf and Mr Moreno replied that it would help with coordinating national enforcement measures, but that lack of resources is a major concern.
	Workshop Proceedings
	Opening Remarks
	Part 1: Preventative Measures of the Action Plan
	Part 2: Enforcement Measures of the Action plan
	Part 3: Global Partnerships in the EU Action Plan
	Closing Remarks

	Catherine Bearder MEP 
	Ms Bearder welcomed everyone to the workshop. In her opening remarks, Ms Bearder stressed that wildlife trafficking is a multi-billion dollar industry that has low detection rates and reaps high rewards for organised criminals. Ms Bearder stated that illegal wildlife trafficking is a threat to the survival of many species of flora and fauna and ecosystems, as well as to the rule of law, local governance and livelihoods of local communities in source countries. Ms Bearder then explained how the EU Action Plan against wildlife trafficking came into existence, thereby mentioning the cross party work of the MEP working group. Ms Bearder emphasized the need for more collaboration and joint efforts between Member States in their reporting and sharing of information on seizures and arrests, the need for national action plans to be developed in coordination with other Member States and the importance of closing loopholes by unifying penalty systems across the EU. Ms Bearder also explored the idea of developing a European equivalent of the United States of America’s Lacey Act. Ms Bearder stressed that the success of this Action Plan, and any action plan, is dependent on the political will of the Member States to implement it. Thanking the Commission for elaborating the Action Plan, Ms Bearder explained that the European Parliament will look at its implementation and contribute to it. Ms Bearder made several suggestions that could contribute to tackling wildlife trafficking including tackling corruption, raising awareness, strengthening Europol’s mandate and the establishment of a Brussels-based wildlife trafficking coordinator. 
	Introduction: Information on EU Action Plan Against Wildlife Trafficking
	Helge Elisabeth Zeitler, European Commission, DG Environment
	Presentation: The EU Action Plan Against Wildlife Trafficking 
	Ms Zeitler provided an introduction to the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking explaining how it came into existence, its objectives and next steps. Ms Zeitler opened the presentation stressing that the scale of wildlife trafficking continues to be underestimated despite being one of the most profitable illegal activities worldwide. Explaining the background leading up to the Action Plan, Ms Zeitler highlighted the 2014 Resolution of the EP that first called for an action plan and resulted in a successful stakeholder consultation and an expert conference. Ms Zeitler also mentioned relevant reports on wildlife trafficking, e.g. from Eurojust, EnviCrimeNet, the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP), the United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime (UNODC), as well as the European Union project European Action to Fight Environmental Crime (EFFACE). Ms Zeitler further emphasized that wildlife trafficking was an issue specifically relevant to the EU, stating that the Union was a major final destination market, a key transit point and also an export market for illegal products. Ms Zeitler therefore welcomed that the Action Plan met with support from different sectors in February 2016 but stressed that its ambitious targets and 32 agreed actions would require strong commitment by Member States. Ms Zeitler explained the objectives and the structure of the Action Plan under three pillars – Prevention, Enforcement and Global Cooperation. She emphasized the endorsement of the Action Plan by the Member States, with the Council conclusions in June 2016 being an important signal. Finally, Ms Zeitler outlined next steps for the EU, announcing that work was already underway with the EU having submitted a resolution on corruption to the upcoming Convention of International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) Convention of the Parties (COP) 17 in September 2016 in Johannesburg South Africa. 
	After the introduction, the workshop topics and speakers were divided into three groupings corresponding to the three pillars of the EU Action Plan: Prevention, Enforcement and Cooperation.
	Questions and Answers
	Ms Bearder opened the floor for questions:
	Question 1:
	MEP Gerbrandy stated that he did not read clear commitments in the Council Conclusions of the 20th June Environment Council and expressed concern that the main action would come down to judiciary matters, customs and police, which is dealt with not at the European level but at the level of individual Member States. He asked whether the Commission shared that concern?
	Question 2:
	MEP Lins requested information about the Commission’s opinion on whether there was a need for new legislation, referring to Ms Bearder’s draft report mentioning the US Lacey Act. He asked whether the Commission thought the focus should be on creating new legislation or on enforcement and implementation of existing legislation?
	Ms Zeitler:
	In response to the first question, Ms Zeitler acknowledged the questioner’s opinion that the Council Conclusions could have been stronger. She stated that the Commission views the swift endorsement by the Member States and support from a broad range of working groups as reflecting acknowledgment that there is a clear understanding of the urgency of the topic and its importance. In that sense, there is true commitment to the cause in Member States although that commitment varies, as reflected in the situation on the ground. The extent to which the Action Plan can truly change this depends on how much effort is put in to the monitoring of the Action Plan by all stakeholders including the EP, NGOs and Member States. In agreement with the questioner, Ms Zeitler acknowledged that a lack of resources remains a challenge, including both financial and human resources, and that this situation is unlikely to change. In the Home Office, there is significant focus on other crime threats such as migration and terrorism which tends to downgrade other issues. It is therefore our responsibility to maintain pressure and continue to demonstrate that wildlife trafficking has major implications for global security, safety and good governance worldwide. 
	On the Lacey Act question, Ms Zeitler said that the Commission acknowledges problems with the implementation and enforcement of current legislation which the Action Plan will try to address. An analysis of implementation gaps will be conducted over the next months and discussed with Member States, and actions will be developed to improve enforcement. The Commission is convinced that the best way to protect species is through an international approach and therefore encourages countries with concerns about domestic species to bring them under the CITES regime. The Commission also provides significant financial support in that regard to conduct scientific assessments. Ms Zeitler noted that there are pros and cons of the Lacey Act, which is simple on the law book but more challenging in practice. Ms Zeitler explained that proposing new legislation is extremely resource consuming and the Commission is not convinced that developing new legislation equivalent to the Lacey Act is the best way to invest resources.
	Ms Bearder noted that she recommended in her draft report a coordinator for wildlife crime in Brussels that can maintain momentum on this issue. She noted that support from different Commission DGs is a positive aspect but that it requires a coordinator to follow up between different divisions.
	Mr Richard Smithers, Ricardo-AEA 
	Presentation: Strengthening cooperation with business sectors against illegal trade in wildlife
	Mr Richard Smithers (Ricardo-AEA) summarized the results from a study published in 2015 by Ricardo, TRAFFIC and a consultant from SIA ELLE for the European Commission’s DG Environment entitled `Strengthening cooperation with business sectors against illegal trade in wildlife´. The overall objective of the study was to provide input and ideas for further developing cooperation with relevant business sectors in order to prevent the illegal wildlife trade. Mr Smithers explained the specific objectives:
	 To analyze existing models of cooperation with business sectors against illegal wildlife trade;
	 To analyze the pros and cons of models used in other areas of EU policies against illegal trade;
	 To review and analyze how the EU political and regulatory framework could be used to strengthen the commitment of business against illegal wildlife trade;
	 To propose suitable models for engaging relevant business sectors in the fight against wildlife trafficking.
	One of the findings of the study was that the extent of business involvement in analyzed sectors was rather low. The study therefore came up with some 40 recommendations to propose suitable models for engaging relevant business sectors. Mr Smithers pointed to the three proposed actions in Section 1.3 of the Action Plan. In regards to the first action under this section (raising awareness), Mr Smithers suggested that better use of existing mechanisms, structures and coordinators, such as the European Pet Organisation, could be leveraged to fight wildlife crime and overcome the hesitancy many businesses have in engaging beyond their own sectors. Moreover, Mr Smithers suggested that targeting specific sectors likely to have a high impact, such as transport and the internet, could build links to enforcement itself and thus go beyond awareness raising. In terms of the second action under Section 1.3 (supporting private sector initiatives to curb wildlife trade and encourage sustainable sourcing), the EC should encourage and support such initiatives and the sharing of best practices. Mr Smithers stated that more could be done to foster those initiatives through conferences and the establishment of a coalition of the willing. In relation to sectors facilitating trade, there is a need for more feasibility studies to establish multi-stakeholder agreements that further best practice and to model business engagement on good initiatives. The EC’s work on counterfeit goods was mentioned as an example where the EC has acted as a facilitator since 2009 and promoted cooperation that has now developed into a growing community of involved businesses, and could serve as a model for involving businesses in the fight against wildlife crime. The Commission should encourage business associations and pet associations to enforce strict membership requirements that adhere to national and international regulations on wildlife trafficking.
	Mr Smithers closed by commenting that the ENVI Committee´s draft report is good, however it is notable that the only real mention of strengthening cooperation with business relates to increasing their awareness, which is important, but there is a lot more that could be done.
	Katalin Kecse-Nagy, Wildlife Trade Monitoring Network (TRAFFIC) 
	Presentation: The role of the EU in preventing wildlife trafficking
	Ms Katalin Kecse-Nagy presented on the role of the EU in preventing wildlife trafficking. Ms Kesce-Nagy gave a brief description of the organization TRAFFIC, which is an alliance of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) working for over 40 years to ensure that trade in wild plants and animals does not threaten conservation of nature. 
	In her presentation, Ms Kecse-Nagy focused on four objectives outlined in the priority one area of the Action Plan on prevention and provided key recommendations on what the EU could do for each objective. Objectives of the Action Plan 1.1 to 1.4 include: 1) reducing demand for illegal wildlife products; 2) providing support to local communities; 3) increasing private sector engagement; and 4) tackling corruption. 
	Referring to reducing demand for wildlife products in addition to reducing supply, Ms Kesce-Nagy reiterated the Action which calls for more awareness raising and targeted strategies for demand reduction campaigns in the EU and worldwide. Ms Kesce-Nagy noted that there is a difference between changing consumer behaviour and raising awareness, stating that raising awareness involves the provision of information and does not automatically lead to a change in behaviour and is therefore not enough on its own. Especially in the case of consumers of illegal wildlife products, experience shows that raising awareness is not enough and that evidence-based approaches are required to ensure that campaigns actually result in a change of consumers’ behaviour. Ms Kesce-Nagy urged the EU to support a draft resolution put forward by the US on demand reduction for the upcoming CITES COP17 which adopts such strategies. TRAFFIC has also developed a behaviour change toolkit and Ms Kesce-Nagy shared TRAFFIC´s hope that the Toolkit becomes not only a resource but a platform for further developing and using targeted science based approaches to consumer behaviour change. Moreover, the EU has previous experience with consumer behaviour change in other sectors that could be applicable to demand reduction strategies related to wildlife trafficking, and Ms Kesce-Nagy urged the EU to share such information and make it useful for such purposes. 
	In relation to engaging rural communities and ensuring that they benefit from wildlife conservation, Ms Kecse-Nagy explained that the discourse traditionally focused on law enforcement and demand reduction and that usually there has been less attention given to supporting communities and livelihoods. There are some positive examples from political commitments such as the declarations of the London (2014) and Kasane (2015) wildlife conferences, and in the 2015 UN General Assembly (UNGA) Resolution on wildlife trafficking there is reference to the need to engage communities. Ms Kecse-Nagy pointed out that a lot of work has already been done on this issue. For example, workshops led by IUCN and the International Institute for the Environment and Development (IIED) have resulted in the development of a ‘theory of change’ that is being further adapted and tested. Ms Kecse-Nagy called on the EU to support further testing and support of this theory of change and to apply such approaches via available funding schemes.
	On business engagement, Ms Kecse-Nagy noted that TRAFFIC had cooperated with different business sectors to reduce the supply and demand of the illegal wildlife trade, and stated that business leaders (especially in certain cultures) can be used to convey strong messages to target audiences. Several initiatives have come to fruition since the study presented by Mr Smithers, especially in the transport sector. Ms Kecse-Nagy highlighted the Buckingham Palace Declaration earlier in 2016 from the United for Wildlife Transport Sector, which is a US funded partnership that also involves WWF and the International Air Transport Association (IATA) and is open for the participation of EU based airlines and transport sector actors. Ms Kecse-Nagy encouraged wider engagement by the EU in this initiative. 
	On tackling corruption, Ms Kesce-Nagy acknowledged and supported the initiative of the EU in submitting a draft resolution to the CITES COP17 on corruption to raise awareness about the issue and develop a discussion at this international forum. Ms Kesce-Nagy made the point that this objective in Priority 1 of the Action Plan is interlinked to illicit financial flows and money laundering in Priority 2. Thus, Ms Kesce-Nagy recommended that the EU could lead by example in implementing strategies for combating wildlife related corruption by testing strategies with lessons learned, and to combine this with capacity building measures that would be useful for other countries and actors. 
	Grant Miller, United Kingdom (UK) Border Police
	Presentation: Coordination and cooperation between agencies
	Mr Miller introduced himself explaining that his background was not in wildlife crime and that he previously worked in counter-terrorism and anti-drug related enforcement. Mr Miller became involved in illegal wildlife enforcement four years ago with a single remit to professionalize enforcement against wildlife trafficking by bringing modern policing techniques to the border and ensuring the UK was using the best assets it has available. 
	Mr Miller emphasized that the UK has a distinct structure in place that distributes responsibilities and brings about effective cooperation and coordination between different units and actors. The main actors involved in UK wildlife trafficking enforcement, Mr Miller explained, are the police, a national wildlife crime unit, a dedicated wildlife crime intelligence unit, the customs organization, a management authority and a new national crime agency which has a specific remit for tackling wildlife trade. Mr Miller stressed that having specific individuals in those organizations with the capacity to make decisions in relation to planning, operations and expenditure of resources is key to effective enforcement. In the case of the Rathkeale Rovers, a notorious Irish travelling gang that stole rhino horns from various estates and museums across Europe, the UK’s national crime agency was able to make a criminal case against them. Mr Miller pointed out that this case had links to many EU Member States and it was a clear benefit to be able to identify which organization was responsible and capable of pursuing the conviction; in this case the UK’s national crime agency.
	Mr Miller made the point that political ‘wishes’ to address a certain issue or direct enforcement activities are not necessarily straightforward. With many competing enforcement priorities such as countering terrorism, human trafficking and drugs among many others, Mr Miller stressed the importance of establishing more evidence to ensure that governmental priorities of wildlife trafficking are reflected in law enforcement priorities. Mr Miller made the point that illegal wildlife trade remains a medium priority for the UK despite strong political statements on this and the engagement of the Royal Family.
	Mr Miller continued by highlighting the work of the EU Enforcement Working Group which is a biannual meeting that connects law enforcement officers across the EU. While the work done by the EU CITES Enforcement Group is very good, Mr Miller requested that Member State attendees at the Working Group coordinate better with relevant bodies within their country, explaining that, for instance, management authorities cannot deploy customs resources without having engaged with customs authorities, which creates a disconnect that reduces the effectiveness of the working group to make decisions and bring about action. 
	Mr Miller emphasized that there have been important successes in the fight against wildlife trafficking that deserve recognition. This includes Operation Cobra III where the EU (25 Member States) participated in a successful global enforcement effort delivering 54% of global seizures worldwide. 
	Mr Miller mentioned that the UK enforcement unit is often invited by source countries to conduct training on enforcement. Mr Miller requested that more coordination between different actors and countries take place to reduce inefficiencies and stressed the importance of establishing partnerships to further increase enforcement capacity and the enforcement community. In this context, Mr Miller spoke about the UK’s engagement in creating a culture of sustainable and ethical travel at Heathrow airport, not limited to enforcement officers but developing a culture and community to help bring about effective enforcement on illicit activities. 
	Andreas Mausolf and José-Antonio Moreno, Europol
	Presentation: Europol and wildlife crime: Organized crime groups, internet, financial investigations 
	Mr Andreas Mausolf and Mr José-Antonio Moreno from Europol gave the second presentation for Priority Area 2 on Enforcement Measures of the Action Plan. Mr Mausolf spoke about strategies for enforcement and Mr Moreno presented operational aspects of enforcement. Mr Mausolf opened his presentation by explaining that although crime is a globalized phenomenon the EU and Europol have a focus on the European Union, which means that European law enforcement agencies function on both a national and European level and can mainly have an impact on cross-border movements of contraband and on trade in domestic species. Mr Mausolf stated that species in Europe are also endangered and trafficked and sometimes overlooked in wildlife trafficking campaigns. 
	Mr Mausolf explained that there are different marketplaces for illegal wildlife products as well as different players which warrant different enforcement approaches. One example is the case of tourists buying souvenirs during holidays and bringing them back to the EU, which can be dealt with through awareness raising, whereas investigations of criminal activity require a different approach.
	Speaking about organized criminality in wildlife crime, Mr Mausolf explained that Europol has a particular definition of organized crime and mentioned that there is a lack of understanding about the prevalence of organized crime in wildlife trafficking. In Europol’s 2013 report, EU Serious and Organised Crime Threat Assessment (SOCTA), Mr Mausolf stated that wildlife crime was not determined a priority and it remains to be seen whether it will become a priority in the upcoming 2016 SOCTA. Mr Mausolf explained that prioritization of issues in the SOCTA determines the funding resources allocated to fighting different types of crime. Mr Mausolf emphasized that what matters more in decisions about prioritization is the impact of a particular crime on society and the environment and not only whether the crime meets the definition of organized crime used by Europol. 
	Mr Mausolf spoke about the internet as a marketplace for illegal commodities, including wildlife commodities that are bought online and shipped into the EU. While customs authorities in the EU have internet monitoring units, the prioritization of different illegal commodities (e.g. drugs versus wildlife) determines what is searched for, and Mr Mausolf explained that this priority setting, to a large extent, takes place during the SOCTA assessment.
	Mr Mausolf addressed the issue of money laundering in wildlife trafficking stating that such investigations are cumbersome and not often successful. For that reason, some EU Member States have focused more on asset seizure (meaning to deprive criminals of their illicit proceeds) which is easier to accomplish. Mr Mausolf urged that criminal investigations should be accompanied by financial investigations to understand how illicit money flows work. However, this requires expertise and capacity building to have enough capable investigators in the Member States. Mr Mausolf mentioned that Europol is coordinating the Camden Asset Recovery Inter-Agency Network (CARIN) network, a global network that is supporting various countries in identifying and seizing assets. 
	Mr Mausolf urged for capacity building between different enforcement authorities explaining that within Europol there are two types of enforcement authorities: 1) administrative authorities comprising customs and management authorities; and 2) investigative authorities which operate according to different rules, but that both contribute to intelligence gathering. Mr Mausolf urged for cross sector cooperation and capacity building between all enforcement authorities working on wildlife crime. 
	Mr Moreno presented on the operational aspects of wildlife crime and distinguished between national enforcement efforts and transnational operations (such as Cobra III or operation LAKE). Europol plays a supporting and coordinating role for the latter. Mr Moreno explained that there are strong differences among Member States’ legislation and penalties. In Spain, for example, penalties are very low and for a crime to be considered serious it must bring forth penalties of at least five years imprisonment, which does not take place in cases of environmental crime. Mr Moreno explained that for this reason it is difficult to convince prosecutors to take forward investigations on environmental crime and that there are distinct bottlenecks such as the inability to get a warrant for wire tapping or GPS. Mr Moreno emphasized the importance of having specialized police units for environmental crime in countries, and while they exist in some countries (i.e. Spain, France and Portugal) they do not in many other Member States. 
	Mr Mausolf concluded by emphasizing that for the EU Action Plan it is not the ‘structure’ of the criminal enterprise that is important but rather the impact of its activities. Mr Mausolf reiterated that wildlife crime and environmental crime are considered by Europol as serious offences and urged for the Action Plan to focus on information management and capacity building among enforcement officers. In a final point, Mr Mausolf noted the good work of the World Customs Organization (WCO), which carries out institutional assessments in African countries to pinpoint where there are legal problems in cross-sector cooperation and to develop tailored programs, recommendations and follow up assessments which could serve as an example for EU countries. In relation to funding capacity building measures where perhaps the EP could help, however, Mr Mausolf noted that EU funds require some co-financing by Member States, which is a deterrent for some countries, and expressed his hope that there are other ways to deal with that problem.
	Questions and Answers
	Ms Bearder invited the following questions from the audience:
	Question 1:
	MEP Taylor asked whether the establishment of a specialized wildlife crime unit within Europol would improve the situation, commenting that this had been requested for by the EP?
	Question 2: 
	MEP Taylor inquired about what kind of impact Brexit would have on wildlife trafficking legislation and enforcement?
	Question 3: 
	MEP Gerbrandy commented that resources had been reiterated as an obstacle to tackling wildlife crime and yet the reason for a lack of resources stems from a lack of political priority. The questioner explained that one of the objectives of the EU Action Plan was to give the issue higher political priority, which in theory would result in resources. He asked Mr Mausolf whether the development of the Action Plan and endorsement by the Member States had at all influenced this prioritization of crime within Europol or whether there is need for more pressure from the EP?
	Ms Bearder invited the experts to respond to the questions from the audience.
	Mr Mausolf:
	In response the first question, Mr Mausolf said that the request from the EP in 2014 to develop a specialized unit on wildlife crime had not been realized due to a lack of resources. Mr Mausolf explained that financial resources are determined by the SOCTA assessment and by the Standing Committee for the EU Internal Security (COSI committee), which make their decisions largely based on available data, which are limited in the case of wildlife crime. To increase the prioritization and sidestep the data problem, Mr Mausolf suggested that indeed more pressure from NGOs and the EP could help achieve this recommendation.
	Mr Miller:
	To answer the second question, Mr Miller stated that Brexit was unlikely to significantly alter the UK’s activities on tackling wildlife crime nationally or in coordination with other EU Member States. Mr Miller reassured that the UK has good partnerships with the EU and its Member States along with strong historical ties. Mr Miller reflected that while he does not foresee the UK backing down from the wildlife crime issue, some procedural differences may occur such as the use of Interpol by the UK (instead of Europol) as a coordinating institution.
	Mr Mausolf:
	To answer the third question, Mr Mausolf explained that the publication of the Action Plan coincided with the illegal immigration crisis and terrorist attacks in France and Belgium and thus the focus in Brussels was naturally not drawn to the Action Plan. At Europol, the Action Plan was discussed at management level and is supported at that level, and thus it does not have highest priority but it does have real support.
	Mr Miller:
	To add to Mr Mausolf’s answer to the third question, Mr Miller emphasized that increasing the priority of wildlife crime on the enforcement agenda must be based on evidence and scored uniformly against competing risks (e.g. the drugs trade, alcohol smuggling).
	Thierry Lucas, United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP)
	Presentation: Global partnership in the EU Action Plan against wildlife trafficking
	Thierry Lucas opened his presentation by emphasizing the scale of illegal wildlife trafficking, citing several statistics on the impacts of illegal trade on wildlife: 1338 rhinos poached in Africa in 2015, the disappearance of chimpanzees from four African countries in the last year and over one million animals taken from the wild in the last decade. Mr Lucas warned that the emblematic species of wildlife trade campaigns are not the only trafficked animals, but some other species such as the pangolin get less celebrity but are the most trafficked species in the world. 
	As evidenced in the Europol 2013 SOCTA report, Mr Lucas stressed that the scale and threat of wildlife crime is increasing and is now an issue with links to the Sustainable Development Goals. Remarking that wildlife trafficking is truly a global issue involving all countries worldwide, Mr Lucas argued that it thus requires global partnership to address it. Referring to what has or is currently being done at the international level, Mr Lucas noted several decisions over the last five years including the CITES decision, the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) resolution, two decisions by the UN Security Council, and stepped up action by Interpol, the WCO and the UNGA. Mr Lucas stated that the question to ask now was how these and other global partners could cooperate efficiently to implement the EU Action Plan. 
	Referring to a slide in his presentation, Mr Lucas evidenced the truly global nature of wildlife trafficking pointing out that every country in the world had at least one case (including for instance Iceland) while other regions such as EU countries are severely affected. 
	Reminding attendees that UNEP’s head office is located in Nairobi, Mr Lucas explained that political commitment within the EU illustrated for instance by the development of the EU Action Plan had knock on effects and helped garner political commitment among African Heads of State.
	Another key point made by Mr Lucas was the need to ensure a coherent and unified EU vision and approach to wildlife trafficking – one that requires all Member States to act collectively. In regards to the identified challenge of uneven implementation of existing legislation, Mr Lucas recommended that more could be done to implement existing legislation across all Member States rather than creating new legislation. 
	Mr Lucas argued that improved transparency is needed in funding efforts to tackle illegal wildlife trade, so that control over where resources are invested can have the greatest impact. Mr Lucas stated that there is not a single platform where the mechanisms for financial support are revealed internationally, which is particularly problematic for some countries (e.g. Georgia and Belarus) which do not know who is financing certain activities within their countries. 
	In relation to raising awareness, Mr Lucas described several strategies used by UNEP to garner widespread public support and engagement of alternative sectors. Examples included collaboration with important figures in relevant sectors, such as the work of a large fashion designer who announced that he would neither feature fur nor skins from animals in his upcoming collection. Support from celebrities, especially in foreign countries, was noted to be instrumental in reaching especially large public audiences. In some cases campaigns engaging certain celebrities reached over half a million people in less than a day and inspired people to look for more information. Mr Lucas urged that awareness campaigns target the younger generation and make use of the communication and information tools and times of modern society. 
	On that note, Mr Lucas raised the issue of using advanced and modern technology explaining that there are already many available tools and partnerships that combine technologies with environmental goals. For example, Google and WWF equip rangers in source countries with new tracking and monitoring technologies. Mr Lucas argued that those responsible for wildlife crime are highly organized and use sophisticated high-tech measures, and thus the response to block and stop illegal trafficking would require the same if not better technological expertise. Mr Lucas gave the example of good work done by the US that has developed a cooperative partnership with Kenya and South Africa using drones to monitor wildlife and land.
	Explaining the role and work of UNEP in approaching some of the issues mentioned above, Mr Lucas described UNEP’s work with governments, its cooperation with CITES through the provision of technical assistance, and cited planned work for the upcoming year with Angola, Somalia and Tanzania. Mr Lucas also stated that UNEP conducts research through the World Conservation Monitoring Centre in Cambridge (UK).
	Mr Lucas warned about the importance of not working in silos and applauded the EU Action Plan as having garnered support and involvement of all European Commission DGs and called for all of them to also be involved in implementing the Action Plan and monitoring the results. He closed his presentation by emphasizing that illegal wildlife is not only an environmental issue but also a security and a public health issue.
	Tanya Wyatt, University of Northumbria
	Presentation: Global challenges in wildlife trafficking
	Ms Tanya Wyatt was the workshop’s final speaker. She elaborated on what she considered were the six main global challenges in wildlife trafficking and offered recommendations for ways to address them. The six identified challenges were: 1) corruption; 2) demand reduction; 3) knowledge of illicit flows and capacity to investigate; 4) differences in implementation and enforcement; 5) community participation in source countries; and 6) political engagement and awareness.
	On the first challenge of corruption, Ms Wyatt identified corruption as a facilitator of illegal trade and differentiated between different kinds of corruption. On the one hand, bribery and patronage, e.g. accepting money or gift giving, can not only facilitate actual trafficking of wildlife but also bring about weak or corrupt legal frameworks for dealing with illegal wildlife trafficking, thereby supporting the entire trafficking chain. Other types of corruption are diplomatic cover, whereby people in political positions aid or facilitate smuggling (evident for example in Vietnam), illegal use of permits and finally the threat of force or violence against those individuals working to protect wildlife. 
	Ms Wyatt defined the second challenge of demand reduction as including both public awareness and traceability initiatives. She highlighted the initiative RESP on fingerprinting reptile skin, which allows it to be traced all along the supply chain, and called for more traceability initiatives to help consumers make informed decisions. Culture and tradition remain difficult challenges but Ms Wyatt emphasized that demand reduction efforts are not only relevant for Asia but also Europe and the US where there is considerable consumption of wildlife that often is overlooked.
	The third challenge identified by Ms Wyatt was knowledge of illicit financial flows and capacity to investigate these via transnational cooperation and national cross-departmental cooperation. Ms Wyatt provided several examples of complex illicit flows and emphasized the need to improve the capacity to deal effectively with these challenging investigations. This requires knowledge and understanding of alternative currencies and different traditional financial practices that obscure normal financial transactions and make investigations difficult (e.g. transactions conducted in cash). 
	Differences in implementation and enforcement was identified by Ms Wyatt as the fourth challenge. She urged the EU to have a more harmonized approach within its borders, but noted that efforts to harmonize should also aim for global harmonization taking into account that there are differences in the legality of domestic trade, different punishments and uneven levels of implementation. Connecting the issue to corruption, Ms Wyatt explained that criminals are aware of countries that may be prone to corruption and exploit those avenues for illegal trade. Whereas Interpol and the UN are essential to fight wildlife trafficking, not all countries are engaging with those institutions or sharing the data they do collect.
	Ms Wyatt explained that although community participation tends to be neglected (as already pointed out by Ms Kecse-Nagy), it is nevertheless central to wildlife conservation. Ms Wyatt posed the question of how to replace the focus of people on short-term economic gain that may motivate them to commit crime, to concern for long-term ecosystem wellbeing. Ms Wyatt stressed that the key to that transformation was alternative livelihoods, i.e. to ensure that communities have other opportunities and do not depend solely on wildlife. Ms Wyatt connected it to corruption stating that it was also important to ensure that people were not forced into doing things they did not want to do. 
	In relation to the final point, political engagement and awareness, Ms Wyatt commended the rise of the wildlife trafficking issue on the international agenda but stated that there is still work to do considering, for instance, that not every country is a CITES member. According to the CITES Biennial Reports 21 percent of CITES members have not implemented legislation that is compliant and another 27 percent have only partially done so. Thus 90 member countries of 182 do not have legislation that is sufficient to actually comply with CITES.
	In conclusion Ms Wyatt summarized recommendations for the Action Plan related to each of the six identified challenges. Firstly, Ms Wyatt recommended that more countries should be encouraged to join the UN Convention on Corruption, applauded the EU for having submitted a resolution on corruption at the upcoming CITES COP17 and encouraged Member States to lobby for it to be passed. Ms Wyatt reiterated that public awareness campaigns in the EU and the US need to focus on demand reduction and called on the EU to support more research into illicit financial flows. In relation to discussions to harmonize wildlife crime legislation and sanctions in the EU, Ms Wyatt was involved in a study on sentences and gaps for the European Network of Prosecutors, which developed recommendations on whether there can be a more standardized approach. The study will be published in the coming months. Concerning the promotion of further compliance, Ms Wyatt recommended to encourage the 90 countries that have not sufficiently complied with CITES to develop compliant legislation. Finally Ms Wyatt urged that the issue of wildlife trafficking be kept on the agenda at high level meetings not only related to CITES but other events such as the upcoming Vietnam Conference (International Conference on Environmental Issues in Mining and Natural Resources Development) taking place in November.
	Questions and Answers
	Ms Bearder invited the following questions from the audience:
	Question 1:
	MEP Gerbrandy asked Ms Wyatt about the issue of money laundering, noting that it was deliberately included in the EP’s study on wildlife crime but that not a lot of evidence proving its prevalence was found. He asked whether Ms Wyatt believed, or whether there was actual proof, that it is taking place and is linked to wildlife trafficking?
	Question 2: 
	The second questioner representing the BornFree Foundation referred to the upcoming workshop on better enforcement by the Slovakian Government this November and asked if the panel was aware of what Slovakia was planning to do and what the potential outcomes would be?
	Ms Wyatt:
	Ms Wyatt answered the first question, explaining that there is little evidence for money laundering but strong suspicion that it is happening. Ms Wyatt noted a study currently being conducted by the Royal United Services Institute and funded by DEFRA on the issue. While in the early stages, she remarked that they are starting to find evidence although the details and extent remain to be discovered through the further research.
	Ms Zeitler added that whenever there is an illegal commodity of high value there are illicit flows of money, because there is a need to bring the profits into legal financial circuits. She pointed to one recent conviction for money laundering in the context of wildlife trafficking in Belgium. Regarding first steps of the implementation of the Action Plan, the issue has also been raised at the Financial Action Task Force, which is the global coordination body for issues related to money laundering, and was met with a lot of interest also by the Asia Pacific Group which is a sub-body of the Action Task Force. A current project of the UNODC is attempting to get a full view of money laundering and wildlife crime in Asia where there is likely to be a large amount of illicit financial flows but there is little data, partly because there are limited investigations due to lack of capacity. Ms Zeitler stated that it comes back to the fact that there are very small financial investigation units in these countries to cope with a lot of demands in many areas of crime. If the issue gets more attention and attracts more resources, it is more likely that the links between money laundering and wildlife crime will be found.
	Ms Zeitler:
	In response to the second question, Ms Zeitler remarked that the agenda for the Slovakian workshop is not yet clear, but that the workshop will probably be on environmental crime more broadly. The workshop is a joint initiative of the EU presidencies of Slovakia, the Netherlands and Malta and it is welcomed that environmental crime is being followed up after the Council Conclusions. Ms Zeitler revealed that they were considering developing another action plan, however Ms Zeitler cautioned that too many action plans would compete for attention and there are other useful things to be pursued without the development of additional action plans.
	Ms Bearder concluded the workshop thanking all the speakers for their contributions, and commended the Commission for raising the Action Plan up the political agenda. Ms Bearder remarked that she hopes her report will further raise the profile of the issue in the EP, and that she hopes to build on it and turn the focus on the Council to ensure that each Member State implements it. As with any action plan, it is only as good as its implementation. Therefore she expressed her hopes that the Action Plan will be backed by many sides including NGOs and the public.
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	Helge Elisabeth Zeitler
	Helge Elisabeth Zeitler has been working for the last four years in the unit dealing with multilateral cooperation in the Directorate-General for Environment of the European Commission. She has been in charge of the EU Action Plan on Wildlife Trafficking and related work at EU and international level, also on broader issues of international environmental crime, for the last three years. Prior to her current post, she worked for the UN in Tanzania at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, the Commission's Justice Department, mainly on environmental crime, and the German Foreign Ministry. She holds law degrees from Germany and the US. 
	Katalin Kecse-Nagy
	Katalin Kecse-Nagy’s engagement on EU wildlife trade issues was brought about by the 2004 EU enlargement process. At the time, she was working for TRAFFIC focusing on the accession of ten new Member States and their implementation and enforcement of the EU Wildlife Trade Regulations (EU WTR) directly applicable in all Member States. After a brief period at the Hungarian CITES Scientific Authority in 2004, she returned to TRAFFIC, where her focus gradually shifted to the wider EU (and beyond). She has been leading TRAFFIC’s work with the European Commission and the Member States on monitoring the implementation and enforcement of the EU WTR since 2009. 
	Her publications have covered issues ranging from EU seizures analyses, false declarations of captive breeding, wildlife trade in the Eurasian Customs Union to timber and caviar trade. Further information about TRAFFIC’s work is available at http://www.traffic.org.
	Richard Smithers
	Richard Smithers is Ecosystems Knowledge Leader and Principal Consultant on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services for Ricardo Energy & Environment, a leading environmental and sustainability consultancy with an extensive track record in Corporate Social Responsibility. Richard has worked in the environmental sector for more than 35 years and is an expert on ecosystem-based issues, particularly with regard to: evidence and policy development; policy and technical monitoring and evaluation, and systematic rapid evidence assessment. He has steered and provided expert input to many high-level projects for the European Commission, European Environment Agency, and for governmental and intergovernmental organizations in relation to more than 15 countries. Richard started his career by managing a project in West Africa that sought to end illegal trade in chimpanzees. In 2015, Richard led a project for the European Commission’s Directorate-General for the Environment (DG ENV) on “Strengthening cooperation with business sectors against illegal trade in wildlife”. Ricardo Energy & Environment was supported by TRAFFIC (the wildlife trade monitoring network) and SIA ELLE. The team brought together expert knowledge of the illegal wildlife trade, the regulatory environment, CSR and key stakeholders in the public and private sectors. DG ENV commissioned the study to gain input and ideas for further developing cooperation with relevant business sectors in order to prevent the IWT. 
	Grant Miller
	Grant Miller is a Senior Officer at the UK Border Force and is Head of the National CITES Enforcement Team. Grant Miller is a law enforcement officer specializing in Border Customs for thirty years. He has worked within investigation, intelligence gathering, and anti-smuggling in both air and maritime ports. He is currently heading up the national CITES enforcement team based at Heathrow airport. This team enforces the UK’s obligations to the CITES Convention. The team was initiated twenty five years ago in response to a health and safety incident involving concealed poison dart frogs, and the team has grown and is now regarded and recognized as being world leaders in this field of enforcement. In 2012, Grant Miller took on the chairmanship of the UK’s CITES priority delivery group, a group that controls and dictates the direction and pace of CITES enforcement in the UK, reporting to the Chief Constable with the lead for wildlife crime. Grant Miller represents UK law enforcement at the EU Commissions Enforcement Working group. In 2015, he was the instigator of Cobra III, a global operation of 25 member fighting illegal wildlife crime that succeeded in unprecedented numbers of seizures across member states and raised the profile of the issue. 
	The cornerstone for Grant Miller’s work is partnership between different actors involved in wildlife trade and transport, particularly through the inclusion and engagement of trade sectors that were previously seen as problem areas. Following a strategy of prevention, enhanced intelligence and effective enforcement activity, the UK has seen significant improvements in the threat level that the illegal wildlife trade impacts on the UK. 
	Grant Miller has worked with bodies like WCO, UNEP, UNODC, Europol and Interpol. 
	Grant Miller’s work has been recognized through many service awards and honors. In 2016, Grant Miller was appointed a member of the Order of the British Empire (MBE) for services to the International Protection of Wildlife and Border Security. In 2014 he received a commendation from the World Customs Organization. In 2013 he was awarded the WWF enforcement operation of the year, for the seizure and return of 13 San Salvador rock Iguana’s.
	José Antonio Alfaro Moreno
	José Antonio Alfaro Moreno joined Spanish Guardia Civil in 1999 after three years of service in the Spanish Army. After some years dealing with public security issues, including as the head of a police station, he joined the Environmental Protection Service (SEPRONA), the special police unit against environmental crimes in Spain, heading the territorial service in Huelva province (Andalusia). For the last nine years he has carried out several operations regarding environmental crimes, with an average of 5.000 administrative offences and 200 arrested persons per year. He has become an expert on wildlife crime, not only in operational issues but in strategical aspects. He has collaborated with several Universities and NGOs in Spain regarding investigation procedures (CSI, and investigation facilities), and participating in the development of several manuals for environmental investigators. 
	In 2012 he gained expertise in Guardia Civil Customs Service regarding “MACO”, a multi agencies operation carried out by Aquapol involving several harbours in European countries, and participated in anti-drug trafficking and anti-smuggling (including wildlife) operations. 
	Since 2012 he has collaborated with enforcement law agencies in Italy and Portugal and with SEPRONA Headquarters (international issues), joining the EnviCrimeNet Steering Group in 2016. In July 2016 he began working for Europol as Seconded National Expert tackling environmental crime.
	Andreas Mausolf
	Andreas Mausolf started his professional career as team leader in German Customs clearance and continued in the Customs Investigation service. There he worked as field investigator, particularly on environmental crime. When Europol started its activities in 1994 he joined as Customs Liaison Officer and later worked as a senior expert in the area of financial crime, money laundering, asset seizure and excise fraud. As part of the 9/11 Task Force he contributed with expertise in issues surrounding the ways of Islamic terrorism finance. During a sabbatical in 2010, he completed a Master program at Leiden University in Public Administration with specialization in Crisis and Security Management. Afterwards he briefly coordinated a project in the organized crime division of the German Customs administration, followed by an appointment as Deputy Head of the Regional Intelligence Liaison Office for Western Europe (RILO WE). It was there that he set up a programme on combating the illicit trade of counterfeit medicine. From there he moved to the World Customs Organization in Brussels where he acted as enforcement coordinator leading capacity building projects in Southern Africa. In this context, he launched an internationally funded programme on fighting wildlife crime in the Sub-Saharan region. Since the beginning of 2015 he has returned to Europol and is tasked as staff officer with operational customs coordination, environmental crime and fraud.
	Thierry Lucas
	Thierry Lucas is currently leading the coordination of biodiversity and the ecosystems management sub-programme at UNEP's regional office for Europe. Some of his latest involvements include biodiversity performance reviews in Belarus and Georgia, work on the economics of ecosystems and biodiversity in the Arctic, or the assessment of illegal wildlife and forest related practices and trade in the Danube-Carpathian region. Mr Lucas has over 20 years of technical and management experience with the UN, including expertise in Africa and Asia. Before working for UNEP Mr. Lucas was the project manager of an adolescent health programme in Asia from 2003 to 2007. He holds an engineer degree.
	Tanya Wyatt
	Tanya Wyatt is an Associate Professor (Reader) in Criminology at Northumbria University in Newcastle, UK. Her expertise is in wildlife trafficking and green criminology. She has conducted research in Russia and Mexico and supervised projects in Vietnam. Dr Wyatt explores the roles of corruption, organized crime and terrorism in the trafficking of wildlife. Her reports on these topics include the U4 Anti-Corruption Resource Centre ‘Corruption and Wildlife Trafficking’ and the University of Maryland National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and the Responses to Terrorism (START) ‘Wildlife Products Case Study’. She was the rapporteur for the UK FCO, DEFRA, OECD and US State Department conference at Wilton Park about strengthening law enforcement to stop wildlife crime and is a consultant to the USAID Wildlife Crime Technology Challenge. Her publications include numerous peer-reviewed journal articles and the book Wildlife Trafficking: a deconstruction of the crime, the victims and the offenders.
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