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List of abbreviations and acronyms 
 
• AEAP  African Elephant Action Plan 
• AfESG  African Elephant Specialist Group (of the SSC) 
• CI   Conservation International 
• CITES Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora 
• CMP Conservation Measures Partnership 
• CoP  Conference of the Parties 
• EPI   Elephant Protection Initiative 
• ETIS  Elephant Trade Information System (see Glossary) 
• FFI   Fauna & Flora International 
• FZS   Frankfurt Zoological Society 
• GIS   Geographic Information System 
• HEC  Human–elephant conflict (see Glossary) 
• ICCWC  International Consortium on Combating Wildlife Crime (see Glossary) 
• IUCN  International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
• LEER  Law Enforcement Effort Ratio (of ETIS) 
• LEM  Law Enforcement Monitoring 
• MIKE Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (a CITES program; see 

Glossary) 
• NEAP National Elephant Action Plan 
• NIAP National Ivory Action Plan (see Glossary) 
• NGO  Non-Government Organization 
• PA   Protected area 
• PIKE  Proportion of Illegally Killed Elephants (see Appendix 5) 
• SSC   Species Survival Commission (of IUCN) 
• SMART The acronym ‘SMART’ refers to targets and indicates that they should 

be Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-bound; the 
acronym also means Spatial Monitoring and Reporting Tool, which is a 
tool developed by global conservation organizations and other 
stakeholders, to help manage ranger-based patrolling and site-based 
conservation more generally but with a focus on tackling poaching 
and other illegal activities (see Appendix 6) 

• SOPs  Standard Operating Procedures 
• TAG  Technical Advisory Group (e.g. for MIKE and ETIS) 
• TNC  The Nature Conservancy 
• USGS  United States Geological Survey 
• WCS  Wildlife Conservation Society 
• WWF  World Wide Fund for Nature 
• ZSL   Zoological Society of London 
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1. Preamble 
 
The African Elephant Action Plan (AEAP) was adopted by all African elephant range States in 
March 2010 at the 15th Conference of the Parties to CITES. The plan was developed through 
a consultative process, facilitated by IUCN and the CITES Secretariat. As a consensus 
document, the AEAP is a powerful tool for the conservation of Africa’s elephants, backed by 
a strong process with broad legitimacy, and a clearly supported mandate for guiding action 
towards the conservation and management of Africa’s elephants. Providing funds for the 
implementation of the AEAP should therefore be a high priority for the conservation 
community both within Africa and internationally.  
 
The Elephant Protection Initiative (EPI) was created with the primary purpose of supporting 
the full and timely implementation of the AEAP. EPI member States are committed to 
developing and implementing National Elephant Action Plans (NEAPs). The purpose of these 
NEAPs is to help EPI States identify and prioritise the actions they need to take to protect, 
manage, and monitor their elephants in line with the AEAP and to provide the national level 
detail that is needed for effective implementation but could not be included in the AEAP 
because the latter is a continental-level plan. The NEAPs are intended to present a cohesive 
and comprehensive body of work necessary to conserve a range State’s elephants, and thus 
implement the AEAP in that State. This includes minimizing human-elephant conflict, 
involving local communities in wildlife conservation and management to instil ownership of 
resources and to increase benefits from these, and combatting the illegal trade in ivory. The 
NEAPs also form the framework within which the EPI Foundation can help member States 
secure the financial support needed for NEAP implementation. 
 
Due to sharply increasing human populations that have resulted in a rapidly deteriorating 
human-elephant conflict situation, fragmentation of habitat, unsustainably high poaching 
rates and illicit trade in ivory, the myriad of strategic threats that jeopardize the long-term 
survival of African elephants throughout their range underscores the fundamental limits of 
traditional approaches to conservation, where conservation is viewed as a subsidized public 
good, rather than a viable business enterprise. The work of the EPI Foundation, as directed 
by the EPI member States, is pioneering a number of innovative approaches that aim to 
tackle these problems, which include improved investments to build a more sustainable 
wildlife economy, options for financial innovation such as blended finance and improved 
economic analysis to increase benefits accrued to local communities (see section 2.2).  
However, because most of these innovative financial modalities still need to be tested in the 
field, this iteration of the Guidelines and Standards manual for developing and 
implementing NEAPs deals mostly with conventional approaches to solving threats and 
constraints pertaining to the long-term survival of elephants.   
 
Many African elephant range States already have national-level elephant action plans and 
strategies in addition to the AEAP, and so the NEAP process is designed to be as 
straightforward, quick, and low-cost as possible and to utilize fully existing plans if the State 
authorities so wish.  
 
Since March 2013, the Standing Committee of CITES has requested that a number of 
countries identified as being of concern for their role in the illegal ivory trade – whether as 
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source, transit, or demand countries – develop National Ivory Action Plans (NIAPs), “with 
time frames and milestones”, and “to include where possible indicators to measure the 
impacts of the actions in the NIAPs (e.g. through data on elephant poaching levels; number 
of ivory seizures; successful prosecutions; and changes to legislation)”1. In many cases, 
therefore, it will make sense to include the actions required as part of a country’s NIAP in its 
NEAP. Indeed, the format of a NEAP allows for additional detail to be added beyond that 
specified by CITES for the NIAPs and, most importantly, should help a country seek support 
for the implementation of its NIAP.  

                                                        
1 http://www.cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/com/sc/65/com/E-SC65-Com-07.pdf also see CITES’s NIAP 
resources at https://cites.org/eng/niaps. 
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2. Background 
 
2.1 The Elephant Protection Initiative (EPI) 
 
The Elephant Protection Initiative (EPI) is a Presidential Initiative to address the elephant 
crisis, launched by the governments of Botswana, Chad, Ethiopia, Gabon and Tanzania at the 
London Conference on Illegal Wildlife Trade in February 2014.  As of May 2019, the Initiative 
comprises 19 African States, and continues to grow with other countries expressing interest 
in joining.  Member States include; the five founder countries together with Angola, Congo 
Brazzaville, Côte d’Ivoire, the Gambia, Guinea, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mali, Nigeria, Sierra 
Leone, Somalia, South Sudan, and Uganda. And 31 leading NGOs and IGOs have formally 
declared their support of the EPI (Conservation Partners). 
 
 At the inaugural meeting of the EPI’s Consultative Group, held at the second London IWT 
Conference in 2018, the EPI announced the creation of the EPI Foundation under the 
Chairmanship of the former President of Botswana, Dr. Ian Khama, charged with helping 
Member States obtain the significant finance, and providing any technical expertise, 
required for NEAP implementation.  The Foundation is accountable to a Council of Ministers, 
and will assume the Secretariat role for the EPI, hitherto jointly performed by NGOs Stop 
Ivory and Conservation International.  The EPI Foundation aims to support Member States 
and EPI partners to:  
 
1. Provide both immediate and longer-term funding to address the elephant crisis 

through full and timely implementation of the African Elephant Action Plan (AEAP). As 
most of the NEAPs are already partly funded by Government and key cooperation 
partners, focus should be on how to finance activities that are not yet funded (resource 
gaps). This requires strong partnerships between national authorities, traditional and 
non-traditional donors, while the work of the EPI Foundation is pioneering a number of 
innovative approaches. For example; investments to build a more sustainable wildlife 
economy, options for financial innovation including blending and improved economic 
analysis to increase benefits accrued to local communities (see Section 2.2). 
 

2. Close domestic ivory markets in those participating States still operating a domestic 
market. 
 

3. Observe a moratorium on any consideration of future international ivory trade for a 
minimum of 10 years and thereafter until African elephant populations are no longer 
threatened. 
 

4.  Put all ivory stockpiles beyond economic use, ensuring the secure management and 
storage of ivory held under government control. 
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2.2 How will NEAPs be financed? 
 
Financing NEAPs in full can be challenging, given limited government resources and complex 
procedures for attracting donor funding.  As a result, it is essential that financing is not 
considered a lesser part of the NEAP formulation exercise, but instead, is made central to 
the entire formulation exercise. The resource gap is the difference between the proposed 
budget and actual resources available to the implementing authority.  NEAPs frequently 
have resource gaps totalling many millions of dollars. As a result, it is important that a 
coherent plan is established to finance unfunded activities, and this short guidance is 
provided to assist in overcoming that challenge.  For more detailed guidance, an EPI NEAP 
Resourcing Guidance Note is also available on the EPI website as a source of reference. 
 
2.2.1 Strengthening the business orientation of the plan 
 
Central to the challenge of funding NEAPs is making sure that each NEAP includes a business 
plan.  The business plan will not just lay out objectives, decision-making and execution 
arrangements, it will also outline the value added by the plan (its value for money) and how 
resources are to be attracted to meet the objectives. Given the importance of linking the 
NEAP with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the NEAP must identify SDGs to 
which it contributes. 
 
Central to the strategy, is the belief that creating sustainable wildlife economies is the only 
way forward to protect elephants and other endangered species. For this to happen, NEAPs 
must be project-based and must seek to do more than put in place an endless process of 
subsidies.  Instead, each protected area must be governed by a business plan that brings 
public and private capital together, with positive rates of return, tipping the balance of 
economic transactions in favour of sustainable management over resource extraction. As a 
result, the NEAPs already formulated have been established as an investment program, with 
positive rates of return on investment, and positive direct, indirect and induced multipliers. 
In this way, NEAPs can also build community resilience. 
 
2.2.2 Mobilizing resources 
 
Seeking finance with bilateral and multilateral agencies requires strong partnerships 
between national authorities, such as the Ministry of Finance, and traditional and non-
traditional donors. Donors promoting elephant protection include the below, with examples 
of funding streams available to fill resource gaps for NEAPs: 
 

§ The United Nations Development Program (UNDP) - SDG 15; Life on Land, 
§ The Global Environment Facility (GEF)- GEF-7 (focus on developing sustainable 

wildlife economies) 
§ The European Union (EU)- through the European Development Framework (EDF) or 

through the National Authorizing Officer (NAO) for the National Indicative Program 
(NIP) and Regional Indicative Program (RIP); 

§ The United States Agency for International Development (USAID)- project support 
through country programs; 

§ The World Bank (WB)- Global Wildlife Program; 
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§ The UK Government- DEFRA & DFID through IWT Challenge Fund and Darwin 
Initiatives. 

 
A NEAP Guidance Note for National Resource Mobilization is available that explains the 
various options, steps and processes in detail (EPI/Geopolicity 2018), though each country 
will have its own set of leading partners, among which national and international non-
governmental organizations can be included.  The Guidance Note is available online at 
https://www.elephantprotectioninitiative.org/resources .  
 
Resource gaps for NEAPs may be financed through either one or a combination of the 
following modalities: bilateral and multilateral donors, international financial institutions 
such as the African Development Bank and World Bank, and also through NGOs and 
philanthropic funding. As outlined above, Governments are encouraged to be innovative in 
their partnerships and also to consider designing NEAPs to encourage public, donor and 
private financial support.  
 
2.2.3 NEAPs and sustainable wildlife economies 
 
Thus, NEAPs may only be successfully implemented when they have strong links to 
developing sustainable wildlife economies, implying that grants and subsidies will not be 
required forever, but instead, grants are being used to lay the foundation for revenue 
streams that can self-sustain the conservation effort. Links to revenue generation through 
park fees, development of attractions that generate jobs and financial flows, community 
development projects linked to other objectives such as education and health, and greater 
clarity on how to maximize wildlife-watching tourism through eco-tourist models, are as 
important as enforcement and park management. In this case it is vital that AEAP objectives 
link to NEAP objectives, and that NEAPs support the SDGs through an improved business 
model in order to attract finance so that resource gaps can be filled to guarantee planned 
investment levels (EPI, 2018). 
   
For a number of range States – i.e. those with ample tourism potential –  we need to make 
an assessment of the costs and benefits to the economy of elephants’ protection, based on 
a new method developed to forecast economic benefits arising from wildlife tourism over 
the next three decades, as well as capture wider economic impacts of tourism along the 
global value chain (EPI/Geopolicity, 2019). This is important as demonstrating value-for-
money implies calculating environmental, social and economic impact. Simply put, this 
means that every tourist not only contributes to the immediate local economy, but also the 
regional and national economy of the destination country and, the economy of the country 
of origin. The latter is through a combination of airline tickets, insurance companies, car 
rental, accommodation, etc., thereby also contributing to generating revenue and creating 
jobs outside the African continent (along the global value chain). However, in terms of 
mainstreaming biodiversity into national accounts, little progress has been made and very 
little empirical data on the value of natural capital so far exists. What is generally required is 
a greater investment in protected area management, thereby improving the enabling 
environment for tourism, strengthening community involvement in wildlife management 
and the creation of alternative livelihoods as well as human-elephant conflict mitigation, 
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while modernizing the fiscal framework to increase tax returns that can be ploughed back 
into conservation. 
 
Two studies describe the concept of sustainable wildlife economics in detail, a wider report 
covering several range States commissioned by the EPI (EPI/Geopolicity, 2019a) and a 
country-specific case study for Botswana (EPI/Geopolicity, 2019b). Moreover, given the 
potential impact of the EPI on SDG 15 (Life on Land), SDG 1 (poverty), SDG 8 (Growth and 
Jobs), SDG 13 (climate) and SDG 16 (peace, justice and institutions), an integrated approach 
should be adopted to support conservation and to transform this into a viable business 
enterprise.  This will entail long-term conservation impact rather than a poorly subsidized 
public good that has resulted in unsustainable losses of all natural resources, but especially 
elephants.  The various logical steps and potential modalities, including blended finance 
(where public and private finances are combined to de-risk private investments) and 
conservation bonds (see next section), constitute an innovation that is similar to an adaptive 
management cycle (see Fig. 1; EPI/Geopolicity, 2019a; for a detailed explanation of the 
adaptive management cycle see EPI Monitoring & Evaluation Framework, EPI, 2019). 
  
The schematic below highlights the importance of developing the business plan at the 
earliest stage of the NEAP formulation process, and then making sure that the commercial 
viability is not an add-on, but instead central to the selection of actions proposed. Involving 
key partners (public and private) in the design process strengthens the design, and creates 
active partnerships that will be critical to closing the resource gap downstream. The EPI 
Foundation can be approached to support the economic work, including calculating Net 
Present Value (NPV) of proposed actions, and undertaking Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA).  Such 
an approach will not just look at economic and financial returns, but will also attempt to 
look at Natural Capital Accounting (NCA) and Environmental Audits, as well as social returns. 

 
 

         Fig. 1: Making wildlife pay, the innovation cycle (Geopolicity, 2019). 
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Blended finance is the term given to the use of public or philanthropic capital to spur private 
sector investment in projects aimed at achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).  
Given the focus on building sustainable wildlife economies, and making these central to the 
NEAP business plan, government is encouraged to consider greater use of private capital in 
building such economies, either through long term park management concessions or by 
mobilizing private capital to upscale the wildlife tourist sector, as a means to increasing 
revenue flows.  Table 1 below provides an overview of the possible financing opportunities 
for conservation, and the EPI Foundation can provide technical assistance upon request to 
think through which modality can be deployed. 
 
 
 Table 1: Overview of financing opportunities for conservation 

Source / Expectation 
 

Philanthropic 
Giving 

 
No financial 

return expected. 
Conservation outcomes 

expected. 

Donations by 
individuals 

A monetary gift to a cause or project by an individual donor, with 
no financial return/repayment expected. 

Voluntary 
surcharges 

Places an added charge onto a retail, hospitality or lodging 
customer’s bill on an opt-in or opt-out basis. 

Crowdfunding The practice of funding a project by raising small amounts 
of money from many people. 

Transfer fees An additional fee paid into a stewardship account, as part 
of a covenant transaction with a land trust. 

Corporate Social 
Responsibility 

A voluntary effort by a corporation to take responsibility 
for its environmental and/or social impacts. 

Corporate-cause 
marketing 

Where a for-profit entity agrees to donate a percentage of 
its sales or profits to a cause. 

 
Government 

Funding 
 

No financial returns 
expected. Industry 

development, 
management of public 

goods, catalysing of 
private finance 

expected. 

Grants An arrangement for the provision of non-repayable 
financial assistance gifted by one party to another. 

Environmental 
levies 

A tax/charge levied against a good or service with the 
proceeds being used to fund environmental outcomes. 

Favourable tax 
incentives 

An offset or deduction that reduces the taxes owed by a 
person or entity. 

Environmental trust 
funds 

An investment special purpose vehicle (and legal entity) 
setup to mobilize, blend, allocate, and manage funding for 
environmental purposes 

Ballot measures Direct democracy instruments voters can use to shape 
public policy at the voting booth. Common in the US. 

Debt-for-nature 
swaps 

An agreement that reduces a developing country’s debt in 
return for the debtor-government to protect nature. 

 
Private 

Investment 
 
Financial returns and 

conservation 
outcomes expected. 

 
Bridge financing 

A temporary loan to fill a finance gap between the availability of 
permanent funding and the immediate need 
to purchase an asset, used in public/private sectors. 

Revolving land 
funds 

Funds used to purchase, protect and then sell conservation 
land – proceeds are used for subsequent land purchases. 

Seller (vendor) 
financing 

Where a seller accepts a portion of the sales price upfront, 
and future periodic payments/interest for the remainder. 

Program-related 
investment 

Where a privately-run foundation provides a loan/equity 
on more favourable terms than commercial markets. 

Environmental 
credit markets 

Putting a value on the benefits of an ecosystem service via 
monetizing these benefits as “credits”, which may then be sold or 
traded on a voluntary or compliance market. 

Green bonds A bond where proceeds are utilised for financing 
environmentally friendly projects or activities. 

Outcome-based Pay-for-success contracting where a government limits the 

Box 1 : Possible financing opportunities  for conservation  (Source:   Ward  et al. , 2018)   
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models contractor’s losses in case projects are unsuccessful. 
Green product and 
service certification 

Using a standardised framework to verify the 
environmental outcomes of a good or service. 

Impact investing in 
real assets 

Real asset investments (e.g. real estate, water rights) that 
are managed using sustainability practices. 

 
 
2.2.4 Financial innovation explained 
 
Thus, innovative financial mechanisms such as blending and conservation bonds can be used 
to leverage private capital, possibly in addition to or in combination with some of the other 
financial opportunities outlined in Table 1.  Blended finance offers the possibility to scale up 
commercial financing for conservation in developing countries and to channel such financing 
toward investments with conservation impact. As such, blended finance is designed to 
support progress towards the SDGs, such as SDG 15 (Life on Land).  Conservation bonds are 
in essence contracts between the public and private sectors, in which a commitment is 
made to pay for improved conservation outcomes - that is government makes payments to 
the private sector parties when conservation outcomes are achieved.  Simply put, these are 
private sector equity investments with a corporate social responsibility component and 
therefore a different risk profile than more conventional investments. Conservation bonds 
are rather similar to social impact bonds or pay-for-success financing.   
 
These financing options are intended to complement existing government financing of the 
NEAP, though such support largely focuses on covering operational expenditures for wages 
and non-wage recurrent costs.  Capital spending for conservation can only be increased 
once the rate of investment return is clearly justified, and the approach outlined above is 
therefore critical to securing future funding for such activities.  Finally, and in many cases, 
the EPI partner NGOs (see full list here) will be able to assist and support strengthening the 
business orientation of the NEAP, and in undertaking economic work as required. 
 
At the time of developing this manual, however, the modalities for funding NEAP 
implementation as outlined above still require testing in field situations, and as such, the 
remainder of the manual will focus on developing and implementing NEAPs in the 
conventional sense – that is with focus on: 
  

• combating poaching and trafficking of ivory;  
• habitat fragmentation and degradation;  
• mitigating human-elephant conflict; 
• awareness and monitoring; 
• international cooperation; 
• involvement of communities in wildlife management and tourism.  
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3. What are National Elephant Action Plans (NEAPs)? 
 
3.1 Overview and purpose 
 
All African elephant range States that have committed to the EPI (the EPI member States) 
need a National Elephant Action Plan (NEAP) that meets a number of criteria and against 
which financial and technical support can be applied for. In brief, all NEAPs must: 
 
1. Be prepared by or with the full participation of the relevant EPI State authorities. 
2. Align with the 8 generic objectives of the African Elephant Action Plan (AEAP). 
3. Be for at least a 10-year period. 
4. Contain a detailed implementation plan for the medium term (three years) that (i) 

provides the details of the actions and their respective activities that need to be taken, 
by whom, where, how, and by what date or over what timeframe, (ii) provides a clear 
monitoring and evaluation plan including targets and indicators, and (iii) identifies the 
highest priority actions requiring urgent funding. 

5. Contain a series of project funding proposals as annexes, required to implement 
medium-term high-priority actions/activities. 

6. Identify the longer-term actions that are also necessary to deliver the NEAP’s goal. 
7. Contain a medium-term resource mobilization plan & budget summarizing the funding 

gaps for high-priority actions and their respective activities that require implementing.  
8. Be “SMART” (i.e. Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-bound). 
9. Include a clear process for promoting and monitoring implementation through the 

appointment of a NEAP Coordinator and a National Elephant Action Plan Coordination 
Committee (NEAPCC). 

 
The rest of this document covers these requirements in more detail, providing guidelines 
and standards for the preparation of NEAPs.  
 
3.2 NEAPs, the AEAP and existing plans or strategies 
 
A requirement of the EPI is that NEAPs should align with the 8 generic objectives of the 
AEAP. Nevertheless, a fundamental principle governing the preparation of NEAPs is that 
there is no need to reinvent the wheel. Any NEAP prepared by an EPI State (or indeed any 
other elephant range State wishing to prepare an elephant action plan using these 
guidelines) should make full use of existing elephant strategies and action plans including 
the National Ivory Action Plans (NIAPs), as well as any relevant regional strategies, while of 
course complying with the goals of the EPI in the case of EPI member States. 
 
Thus, if a reasonably up to date national strategy or action plan for elephant conservation 
already exists then it should be considered a key source – together with the AEAP (and any 
NIAP) – for the preparation of that State’s NEAP. In such cases, the NEAP could take the 
form of a compilation of the relevant updated sections of any existing national strategy or 
action plan, presented in such a manner that their relation to any NIAP is made clear and 
that it is fully aligned to the 8 generic objectives of the AEAP, as well as the EPI’s aims in the 
case of EPI member States.  
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If, on the other hand, a national elephant strategy or action plan does not exist for an EPI 
member State (or other range State) or it is long out of date, then the NEAP will have to be 
primarily informed by the AEAP and the EPI’s aims (for EPI member States), plus as many 
relevant national sources of information as can be collated. In either case, it may be 
desirable to prepare the NEAP in a participatory workshop environment. The workshop 
process should emphasize participation by as many stakeholders as possible, including (as 
applicable) elephant specialists, national government staff responsible for implementation, 
members of local communities, politicians (if relevant), and so on (see the guidelines in 
Section 4.3 for further information). 
 
These two different starting points for the preparation of NEAPs are summarized below and 
the implications for the structure and format of the resulting NEAPs are then discussed in 
Section 3.2.2. 
 
3.2.1 Possible formats for NEAPs 
 
In keeping with the intention that the NEAP process be as straightforward, quick, low-cost, 
and flexible as possible and to fully utilize existing plans and strategies if the State 
authorities so wish, there are two possible formats for NEAPs that meet the requirements of 
the EPI Foundation: 
 

1. Prepare a new, standalone NEAP with an implementation plan included as an 
annex. Such a NEAP will be informed by any relevant national strategies or action 
plans (e.g. old elephant conservation strategies or plans that still contain useful 
information, national wildlife conservation plans, and land use plans). Any such 
standalone NEAP must include a medium-term (3-year) implementation plan in the 
form of an annex that contains detailed actions/activities, methods, targets, and 
monitoring and evaluation plans. It must also show how the various national 
actions/activities will meet the objectives of the AEAP, any relevant NIAP, and the 
goals of the EPI (for EPI States). It is usually best to produce such detailed 
standalone plans in a participatory workshop environment (see Section 4 of this 
document and Chapter 9 of the IUCN/SSC booklet “Strategic Planning for Species 
Conservation: A Handbook” (IUCN/SSC 2008a)2, which provides much useful advice 
on running national action-planning workshops).  

 
2. Use an existing national strategy or action plan for elephant conservation 

(updated and aligned to the 8 strategic objectives of the AEAP) and add an 
implementation plan as an annex that includes detailed actions/activities, methods, 
targets, and monitoring and evaluation plans for the medium-term (3 years). This 
should describe how the various national-level actions will meet the 8 strategic 
objectives of the AEAP, any relevant NIAP, and the goals of the EPI (for EPI States). 
This approach is described in Section 4, and standards for implementation plans are 
described in Section 5. This will typically be the preferred option when a State has a 
recent detailed national strategy or action plan for elephant conservation that 
contains a wealth of useful information. Updating, alignment to the AEAP, and 

                                                        
2 http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/scshandbook_2_12_08_compressed.pdf. 
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adding an implementation plan as an annex will often be the approach that best 
integrates existing work and facilitates “buy-in” from those partners and donors 
who prepared and/or funded the existing plan or strategy, whilst not creating too 
much additional work.  

 
3.2.2 Outline of a step-by-step process for preparing a NEAP 
 
The following list provides a general outline of the steps necessary when preparing a NEAP: 
 

1. Assess which of the two scenarios described previously applies to the range State. 
2. Decide whether it would be useful to formally review how effectively any existing 

national elephant conservation strategy or action plan was implemented; identifying 
what was implemented effectively, what was not and why. Commission such a 
review if deemed desirable, or make such a review part of the NEAP workshop 
agenda. 

3. Decide how many workshops will be needed. For example, will there be need for one 
or more small sub-national workshops or just one larger national workshop? Will the 
workshop(s) aim to produce the entire NEAP including the implementation plan 
(Section 5) or will a separate implementation plan workshop(s) be needed? 

4. Decide on workshop participants (Section 4.3) and invite them allowing reasonable 
notice, especially for those who will need to travel from other countries. 

5. Select and agree on a small drafting group who will be responsible for preparing the 
draft NEAP including the draft implementation plan. The most effective way of 
preparing a NEAP and implementation plan is for the drafting team to set aside 3–5 
days immediately after the workshop (or immediately after the final workshop if 
there are more than one) during which they write the entire draft while the 
discussions are fresh in peoples’ minds. 

6. Prepare the agenda(s) for the workshop(s). 
7. Decide on the documents that will be circulated as background material and/or for 

comments to the participants before the workshop(s). 
8. Prepare a list of data and other material that the participants will be asked to bring 

to the workshop(s). 
9. Circulate the agenda and workshop documents as well as any requests for data and 

other material to the participants at least a month before the workshop(s). 
10. Hold the workshop(s). Typically, the workshop(s) will be held over a 2 or 3 day 

period. 
11. Prepare the draft NEAP and implementation plan as soon after the workshop (or 

final workshop) as possible. 
12. Send the draft NEAP and implementation plan to the workshop participants for 

review (allowing one month for comments to be returned). 
13. Revise the NEAP and implementation plan based on the comments received and 

decide whether a further round of review will be needed. 
14. Draft and circulate a series of project funding proposals for priority activities as 

annexes to the NEAP. 
15. Once an agreed final draft of the NEAP including the implementation plan and 

project funding proposals is agreed send it to the appropriate senior government 
officials for approval and endorsement. 
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16. Appoint a NEAP Coordinator and a National Elephant Action Plan Coordination 
Committee (NEAPCC). 

17. Liaise with the EPI Foundation for assistance with developing a Resource 
Mobilization Plan & Budget. 

18. Further liaise with the EPI Foundation regarding fundraising guidance and begin 
fund-raising using the NEAP. 

19. Consider a formal launch of the NEAP with the relevant minister(s), national and 
international media in attendance. 

20. Convene regular meetings (e.g. twice a year) of the NEAP Coordinator and the 
NEAPCC to monitor progress with implementing the NEAP. 

 
 

4. Guidelines for preparing NEAPs 
 
As described above, NEAPs can take two formats depending on the availability of existing 
strategies and plans and the needs and preferences of the State’s authorities.  
 
4.1 Preparing a standalone NEAP “from scratch” 
 
4.1.1 Timeframe and overall structure and format 
 
The first thing to decide is the timeframe to be covered by the NEAP. The EPI Foundation 
requires any NEAP to be for at least a period of 10 years but it may be appropriate in some 
circumstances to choose a longer period, e.g. 15 or 20 years.  
 
Conservation strategies and action plans typically adopt a similar structure and format. That 
structure is often as follows:  
 

i. a status review and threat analysis;  
ii. a vision, goal, and objectives;  
iii. actions and activities, with associated targets and indicators of progress.  

 
The IUCN Species Conservation Planning Task Force recommended a slight variation on this 
approach in its “Strategic Planning for Species Conservation: A Handbook” (IUCN/SSC 2008a; 
Box 1).  While the IUCN approach was intended primarily for range-wide strategies/action 
plans it can be easily adapted for national strategies/action plans including NEAPs – the 
IUCN Handbook contains extensive discussions on the role and preparation of national 
action plans. More generally, it is recommended that those responsible for the preparation 
of NEAPs familiarize themselves with the IUCN/SSC “Strategic Planning for Species 
Conservation: A Handbook” (IUCN/SSC 2008a) or at least the shorter “Strategic Planning for 
Species Conservation: An Overview” (IUCN/SSC 2008b)3 as these resources contain a wealth 
of advice relevant to the NEAP process. 
 

                                                        
3 http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/scsoverview_1_12_2008.pdf. 
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4.1.2 Status review and threat analysis 
 
At a minimum, a status review should provide information about the distribution and 
abundance of elephants in the country, with information about the trends in those 
parameters. Ideally, the information about distribution, abundance, and trends should be 
coded according to the reliability of the data. The IUCN/SSC African Elephant Database and 
the associated periodic Status Reports4 are a useful resource here. Details of all threats to 
elephants and their habitats should also be provided, along with information about the 
evidence-base for the threat data. In addition, information about the distribution, extent 
(severity), and frequency of human–elephant conflict should be included, again with 
reference to the data that form the evidence-base. Moreover, the status review should 
provide information on wildlife legislation as well as law-enforcement capacity at both the 
national and site levels. Last but certainly not least, information on any community 
involvement in wildlife conservation and community-based tourism initiatives should also 
be included, and when applicable, a brief overview of the tourism industry in general.  
 
4.1.3 Vision 
 
Most strategic planning processes, including the IUCN/SSC Species Conservation Planning 
Task Force’s Guidelines referred to above (IUCN/SSC 2008a, b), define a vision as “an 
inspirational and relatively short statement describing the desired future state for the 
species”. Hence, the vision describes, in broad terms, the desired range and abundance for 
the species, its ecological role, and its relationships with people. The vision for a NEAP 
should, therefore, be derived from an analysis of the species’ status, primarily in the country 
preparing the NEAP but also informed by regional and range-wide concerns, and from a 
detailed consideration of the long-term national (as well as regional and range-wide) 
conservation needs of the species (informed by a threat analysis). The vision should be as 
ambitious and as inclusive as possible. For elephants, a 100-year vision is arguably 
appropriate because 100 years is only roughly twice the lifespan of a wild elephant, thus it is 
difficult to conceive of a shorter period that would be meaningful if our vision and goal are 
to address questions of population and habitat viability. 
 
4.1.4 Goal 
 
While vision statements of the type described above are inspiring encapsulations of what 
needs to be achieved in order to save a species, a more detailed goal is typically also 
needed. Therefore, the IUCN/SSC Species Conservation Planning Guidelines treat goals as 
the vision re-defined in operational terms. Thus goals specify, for example, the desired 
number of ecologically functioning populations to achieve replication per major habitat 
type, or whether restoration (reintroduction) is needed. Goals in the IUCN/SSC process 
therefore have the same long-term timeframe and wide spatial scale as the vision, and they 
are developed using the same criteria for what it means to save the species that were 
agreed when developing the vision (e.g. striving to achieve ecologically functioning 
populations). Other planning approaches emphasize shorter-term goals. For the NEAPs, we 

                                                        
4 https://www.iucn.org/ssc-groups/african-elephant-sg/mammals/african-elephant-specialist-group. 
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use a single goal for the timeframe of the NEAP (10 years or longer), being (part of) the 
vision in operational terms. 
 
4.1.5 Objectives 
 
Realizing the vision and goal of a conservation strategy or action plan requires overcoming a 
number of obstacles. In many planning systems, including that of IUCN/SSC (2008a, b), the 
objectives specify the approaches to be taken to overcome those obstacles. The obstacles 
are often identified using some form of problem analysis, which typically builds on the 
threat analysis conducted as part of the status review, but also identifies a broader array of 
constraints on achieving the vision and goal including lack of national capacity.  
 
The ICCWC Wildlife and Forest Crime Analytic Toolkit (ICCWC Toolkit) is an especially useful 
tool for conducting problem analyses relating to wildlife crime in a country. The ICCWC 
Toolkit helps “to analyse a country’s preventive and criminal justice responses to wildlife 
and forest crime, to identify technical assistance and capacity building needs, and to design 
a work plan. The ICWWC Toolkit is organized into five parts:  

(1) Legislation relevant to wildlife and forest offences as well as other illicit activities;  
(2) Law enforcement response to wildlife and forest offences;  
(3) Judiciary and prosecution: capacities to respond to wildlife and forest crime;  
(4) Drivers and prevention: factors leading to wildlife and forest offences and 

effectiveness of preventive interventions; and  
(5) Data analysis: availability, collection and examination of data and other information 

relevant to wildlife and forest crime”. Further information about the ICCWC Toolkit, 
including the Toolkit in English, French and Spanish, is available at: 
https://www.cites.org/eng/prog/iccwc.php/Tools. 

 
Once the threats and constraints have been analysed, the ways to tackle them are 
summarised as a set of objectives [a method that is explained step by step in IUCN (2008a)]. 
Broadly speaking, objectives outline how the vision and goal of a strategy or action plan can 
be turned into reality. In other words, the vision and goal describe a future scenario that the 
stakeholders wish to achieve for the species and the objectives identify the multiple steps 
needed to realize that scenario. 
 
Objectives should be: clear and easily understandable; allow actions and activities to be 
derived from them; be realistic, and; should be capable of being tracked (using targets and 
associated indicators). Because the NEAPs need to be fully aligned to the objective structure 
of the AEAP, we need to use the 8 generic objectives of the AEAP, albeit adapted to local 
circumstances.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AEAP Objectives: 
1. Reduce illegal killing of elephants and illegal trade in elephant products. 
2. Maintain elephant habitats and restore connectivity. 
3. Reduce human-elephant conflicts (HEC). 
4. Increase awareness on elephant conservation and management of key stakeholders that 

include policy makers and local communities among other interest groups. 
5. Strengthen range States’ knowledge on African elephant management. 
6. Strengthen cooperation and understanding among African elephant range States. 
7. Improve local communities’ cooperation and collaboration in conserving African elephants. 
8. Ensure the African Elephant Action Plan is effectively implemented. 
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4.1.6 Actions and activities 
 
Actions and related activities are the things that need to be done to achieve the NEAP’s 
objectives and, ultimately, its goal and vision. Proposed actions and activities are likely to be 
diverse. 
  
For example:  

i. “conduct regular patrols in key elephant areas using the SMART (see Appendix 6) 
system to effectively protect elephants and their habitat”. 

ii. “create intelligence networks around protected areas”,  
iii. “conduct surveys of elephant distribution and abundance”,  
iv. “conduct annual inventories of ivory stockpiles and report on the results to CITES”.  

 
The body of a NEAP should contain a list of all the actions and related activities necessary to 
meet the NEAP’s objectives and realize its goal over the 10-year period typically covered by 
a NEAP. However, because NEAPs are intended to be “living documents” with the primary 
purpose of promoting and driving implementation “on the ground”, NEAPs also need to 
include detailed implementation plans (see Section 5) for the medium term (3 years) that 
provide the details of what needs to be done, by whom, where, how, and by what date or 
over what timeframe. In addition, targets and indicators of progress should be defined for 
each action or set of related actions because they help to define what each action is 
intended to achieve and when the action has been performed successfully. It is also 
necessary to define monitoring and evaluation needs for each action or set of related 
actions. Finally, it is useful to attach priority rankings to the actions and related activities; it 
is a requirement of the EPI Foundation that the highest priority actions and activities 
requiring urgent funding are identified in an EPI State’s NEAP, as detailed in a series of 
project funding proposals, attached as annexes. 
 
An example template for a table summarizing Vision, Goal, Objectives, Actions and Activities 
is provided in Appendix 3.  
 
A detailed 3-year implementation plan should be included as an annex to every NEAP 
because doing so allows for easy updating of a NEAP without having to modify the body of 
the document. For example, as actions are completed or new actions identified as being 
necessary, the implementation plan annex can – and should – be updated because doing so 
will help ensure the NEAP is a “living document” that can be used both by the national 
authorities and by their partners to avoid any duplication of activities and to monitor the 
progress of elephant conservation in the country. For further information about the 
structure and content of implementation plans see Section 5 and the implementation plan 
template (Appendix 1). 
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Box 1: Component of a Species Conservation Strategy or Action Plan as recommended by 
IUCN/SSC (2008a) and potentially suitable as a basis for NEAPs; source IUCN/SSC (2008b). 
 
A Species Conservation Strategy (SCS), as described in this document (i.e. IUCN/SSC 2008b), is 
a range-wide (or in some cases a regional) blueprint for saving a species or group of species. 
The approach we outline here is one of a number of possible forms that a SCS could take and 
it should not be misunderstood as an inflexible prescription. The process we recommend has 
been tried successfully in a number of instances, though sometimes the terminology and 
definitions used by conservation planners may have been slightly different even if they may 
have referred to essentially the same elements of the SCS process we discuss here. In this 
Overview, and in the Handbook, we have explained the principal terms used to clarify our 
meaning; but we readily admit that ours are not the only valid definitions.  
 
With these qualifications in mind, we recommend that a SCS contain a Status Review, with a 
Vision and Goals for saving the species, Objectives that need to be met to achieve the Goals, 
and Actions that will accomplish those Objectives. The steps involved in preparing a SCS 
follow a logical framework approach, and can be summarised as follows:  
 
• Compile and refine a range-wide Status Review (incorporating a threat analysis), both in 

preparation for and at a workshop (or workshops) involving species specialists and other 
stakeholders (see Chapter 6). This Status Review defines the historical and current 
distribution of the species, states population sizes (or at least gives some measure of 
relative abundance), evaluates population trends, and identifies losses and threats. The 
Status Review should, where available, be informed by the appropriate Red List 
Assessment(s) and supporting documentation from the Red List Unit of the IUCN Species 
Programme and the Species Information Service (SIS). The completed Status Review 
should also in turn feed back into the Red List process.  
 

• Formulate a range-wide (or in some cases a regional) Vision, which is an inspirational 
description of what participants want to achieve (a description of “the desired future 
state” for the species) and a set of associated Goals. The Goals capture in greater detail 
what needs to be achieved, and where, to save the species (see Chapter 7). The Goals are 
the Vision rephrased in operational terms. Both the Vision and the Goals have the same 
broad, long- term, spatio-temporal scale. The [long-term] Goals should have concrete 
Targets associated with them, which are a medium-term (typically 5–10 years) subset of 
the Goals [they can also be thought of as short-term goals]. Goal Targets [short-term 
goals] represent those Goals (and/or the necessary steps towards those Goals) that can 
realistically be achieved over the lifetime of the Strategy. Like all targets, Goal Targets 
should be SMART  
 

• Compile a set of Objectives needed to achieve the Goal(s) over the stated time-span. 
Objectives must address the main threats identified in the Status Review process and 
each Objective should also have one or more SMART Targets (see above). This part of the 
process further identifies the obstacles to achieving the Vision and Goals. In fact, 
Objectives can be thought of as the inverse of threats, problems, and constraints. They 
are statements of what would need to be accomplished to result in a reversal of or halt 
to the threats (see Chapter 8). Objectives are typically developed using a combined 
threat analysis and a broader problem analysis (see Chapter 8).  
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4.1.7 Targets 
 
A target refers to a measurable step that describes what needs to be accomplished to meet 
a goal or objective (see Box 2). Progress towards meeting targets is tracked using indicators 
(see Section 4.1.8) and together the indicators and targets make it possible to assess 
whether an action or set of related actions have been successful, or whether the actions are 
failing or underperforming. 
 
Targets should always be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-
bound). Boxes 2 and 3 provides examples of typical targets and advice on how to ensure 
targets are SMART.  

• Decide on Actions to address each Objective Target. Actions are the detailed steps 
that lay out what needs to be done, where, and when (see Chapter 9). They are 
short-term (typically 1–5 years).  

 
The hierarchy of the components of a Species Conservation Strategy are shown below. 
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Box 2: Example: Extract from the IUCN/SSC Conservation Strategy for Wild Cattle and 
Buffaloes in Southeast Asia (2008) to show the targets associated with an objective 
 
Objective: 
 
1 Maintain and, where appropriate, expand the area of wild cattle and buffalo habitat, 
and increase the proportion of that habitat that is well managed, to ensure the viability 
and ecological functionality of wild cattle and buffalo populations.  
 
Objective Targets: 
 
1.1 Well managed protected areas with priority populations of wild cattle and buffaloes 
maintain, or where appropriate, improve, their management standards by 2019. 
 
1.2 Appropriate management practices developed for other priority protected areas with 
wild cattle and buffaloes by 2019. 
 
1.3 Appropriate management practices implemented for existing second priority 
protected areas with wild cattle and buffaloes by 2023. 
 
1.4 Potential, currently unsecured, wild cattle and buffalo habitat assessed by 2023. 
 
1.5 Unprotected habitat put under appropriate management by 2023 (and beyond).  
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Box 3: Extract from IUCN (2008a), ensuring targets are “SMART”  
 
“Objective Targets should be SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-
bound). The SMART acronym was introduced in Chapter 6, in relation to Goal Targets, but is 
equally applicable to Targets at the Objectives level. The components of the SMART acronym are 
as follows:  
 
• Specific. Objective Targets should be defined in sufficient detail, and written in such a way, 

that (a) an explicit outcome is stated and (b) it is clear that action is needed to achieve this 
outcome. For example, the Strategic Plan for the Conservation of Asian Wild Cattle and 
Buffaloes in Southeast Asia includes an Objective Target requiring “Surveys using appropriate 
peer reviewed methods to measure population size and trend conducted in priority sites by 
2023”. This Objective Target is specific in that it states clearly what needs to be achieved 
(surveys of population size and trends need to be completed), how (using appropriate peer-
reviewed methods), and where (in priority sites [which are identified in the strategy]). 
 

• Measurable. Objective Targets should be measurable, so that it is clear when they have been 
met. In the example given above, the Objective Target is measurable since it will be apparent 
when the surveys have been completed.  
 

• Achievable. If the Targets are too ambitious, then they are unlikely to be achieved, and 
people working towards them may lose motivation. In assessing whether or not an Objective 
Target is achievable, it may be helpful to consider whether others have achieved something 
similar in a comparable timeframe. It is also helpful to ensure that there are no 
insurmountable obstacles to achieving the Target, such as civil unrest. In the example given 
above, the Objective Target is considered to be achievable because the surveys of population 
size and trend are restricted only to priority sites, not to all sites where the species occur.  
 

• Realistic. An Objective Target may be achievable because it could be attained in principle, 
but not be realistic because there are insufficient resources (e.g., money, skills, or 
commitment) available, or there is no chance of obtaining them.  
 

• Time-bound. Each Objective Target should specify the time within which (or the date by 
which) the Target should be reached. Setting a deadline creates a sense of urgency because 
there is a clear date by which the Objective Target should be met. It also makes the Objective 
Target measurable. As noted above, timelines can be used as a way of prioritising among 
Objective Targets, with shorter timelines given to Targets addressing more urgent threats 
(though timelines should not be so short as to make the Target unachievable or unrealistic). 
The timeline for each Objective Target should be less than, or equal to, the timescale for the 
SCS [NEAP] as a whole.” 
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4.1.8 Monitoring and evaluation 
 
The Monitoring & Evaluation Framework for implementing NEAPs is a separate manual that 
covers: 

3. the theoretical background of Adaptive Management; 
4. the Indicator Framework together with examples of indicators used for NEAP 

implementation,   
5. the Monitoring and Evaluation Framework with the reporting cycle, and  
6. the M&E Matrix that is used to guide the evaluation of results and impacts (EPI, 

Monitoring & Evaluation Framework, 2019).   
 
These subjects will be dealt with briefly below, but for more detailed information we refer 
the reader to the above manual, also found on the EPI website here. 
 
Rarely, if ever, will the available data, and the abilities of those preparing and implementing 
a NEAP to predict and control the future, be adequate to guarantee that a NEAP, when first 
developed, will achieve the desired outcomes for a country’s elephants without subsequent 
revisions. For this reason, adaptive management (Walters 1986; Parma et al. 1998; 
McCarthy & Possingham 2007; Lyons et al. 2008) has to be integral to the NEAP approach. A 
NEAP, therefore, needs to include a monitoring and evaluation framework, including a 
process for monitoring progress of the NEAP’s actions/activities and whether the relevant 
targets for each action or set of related actions have been met. More generally, the NEAP 
process needs to include a mechanism for continuing review and refinement. This 
mechanism should include ongoing compilation and review of data on the status of 
elephants (abundance and distribution), data on threats to elephants and their habitat in 
the State, and data on the efforts taken to address the threats and build conservation and 
law enforcement capacity in the State. Periodic meetings of any NEAP Coordinator and 
National Elephant Action Plan Coordination Committee should be seen as a vital component 
of adaptive management (see Box 4 for an explanation of adaptive management). 
 
For measuring change – that is assessing progress towards the achievement of intended 
outputs (short-term targets of actions and activities) and outcomes (medium-term targets of 
objectives) – we use indicators. Indicators can be classified into two main types:  
 
1. “Output Indicators.” Examples of output indicators include “number of patrols 

completed per month in priority sites” and “number of elephant population surveys 
completed in priority sites”. Such indicators tend to be short-term in nature, are 
primarily useful as indicators of progress (“are actions being implemented according to 
the time-table thought necessary?”, “is the NEAP being implemented as intended?”), 
and allow national and local government staff, NGO partners, and donors to keep track 
of a country’s progress in implementing a NEAP.  
 

2. “Outcome Indicators.” Examples of outcome indicators include “Proportion of Illegally 
Killed Elephants (PIKE) in key sites” and “Elephant population size or trend in key sites”. 
Such indicators tend to be longer-term than output indicators because they typically 
require more time and effort to assess; they are essential, however, because they tell 
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national and local government staff, NGO partners, and donors whether the NEAP is 
being successful in conserving the country’s elephants. 

 
For public presentations of progress with NEAPs, a relatively small number of simple to 
understand indicators is typically preferable to a large set of more complex ones. However 
for interactions with donors, partners, and policy-makers, more complex indicators will 
sometimes be appropriate. So, for example, for public consumption “proportion of key sites 
where anti-poaching work is underway” is likely to be preferable to a finer breakdown into 
types of anti-poaching work (e.g. numbers of places with intelligence networks and numbers 
of places with aerial support for law enforcement). A more detailed breakdown will, 
however, be of use when designing programs with partners, e.g. NGOs and government or 
private donors. 
 
Priority should be given to outcome indicators as they become available as these tell us 
whether we are succeeding in our conservation and other efforts or rather than just 
conducting activities. Nevertheless, output indicators are very useful, too, because they 
allow progress or lack thereof with project implementation to be assessed in the short-term 
and appropriate steps to be taken if targets are not being met. 
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Box 4: What is adaptive management (Source: EPI Monitoring & Evaluation Framework) 

In its most simple form, adaptive management may be defined as a systematic approach for 
improving resource management by learning from management outcomes. Adaptive 
management is a framework and flexible decision-making process for monitoring and 
evaluation that leads to continuous improvements in implementation of an action, activity, a 
project or program to achieve the desired objectives.  It provides a structured process that 
allows for taking action based on monitoring and evaluating outcomes, and re-evaluating and 
adjusting decisions as more information comes available.  The framework that the EPI is using 
encompasses three phases: Plan, Do, and Evaluate and respond: 

 

 
 
In terms of NEAP development and implementation we can subdivide the 3 phases as follows: 
 
PLAN: NEAP development through a series of stakeholder workshops, in which participants 
define the problem through a threats and constraints analysis, based on which a series of 8 
objectives are formulated, aligned to the AEAP, that address each of the threats and 
constraints identified.  The last step is for workshop participants to formulate sets of actions 
and activities for each of the 8 objectives that are most likely to lead to realizing these 
objectives.  
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1. Define the problem: Carry out a Status Review and Threats Analysis to define the 
problems and constraints.  

2. Establish Vision, Goal and Objectives: Based on the Status Review and Threats Analysis we 
define a long-term Vision (100 years) that describes the desired future state for elephants 
and their relationship with people, as well as a shorter-term Goal (10 years) that redefines 
the Vision into an operational overarching objective. Realizing the vision and goal of a 
NEAP requires addressing a number of problems and constraints.  The objectives specify 
the approaches to be taken to overcome those problems and constraints. Each of these 
objectives has a SMART target, to measure progress in achieving the objective. 

3. Establish linkages between the (8) Objectives and formulate Actions to achieve the 
Objectives. The combined Objectives should eventually lead to achieving the Goal, but to 
achieve the Objectives we first need to propose Actions that may lead to realizing the 
Objectives. 

4. Select Actions: Propose and select actions that most likely lead to achieving a specific 
Objective, and broadly determine the Activities required for these Actions. 

 
DO: During an implementation workshop, participants formulate actions and their respective 
activities in detail, including indicators and budget estimations.  This information is summarized 
into an implementation plan, the ‘living’ part of the NEAP, to be regularly updated during 
review meetings. A selection of high-priority actions and activities is then further developed into 
detailed medium-term funding proposals for submissions with funding parties.  
    

5. Design and Implement Actions: Describe the Actions and their respective Activities in 
detail, including indicators to measure progress, and estimated budgets. For a selection of 
high-priority actions and their respective activities, develop detailed proposals with 
budgets for the medium-term (Funding Proposals).  Summarize Actions and Activities in 
an Implementation Plan, detailing brief methodology, verification (Indicators), 
responsibilities, timeline and funds required. When funding is available, start 
implementation. 

6. Design and Implement a Monitoring Program: Design and develop a Monitoring & 
Evaluation Program to track progress and to assist in adaptive management. 
 

EVALUATE AND RESPOND: During review or other meetings, with all implementing 
stakeholders present, analyse progress of NEAP implementation, evaluate and adapt where 
necessary. 
 

7. Analyse, Synthesize and Evaluate: Use Indicators to analyse progress in implementation. 
8. Communicate current understanding: Discuss progress with stakeholders involved, for 

instance during regular review meetings. 
9. Adapt: If progress towards achieving the Objectives is not running according to plan or 

expectations, adapt the design. 
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4.1.9 Implementation plan  
 
All EPI States’ NEAPs must include, in the form of an annex, a detailed short-term (typically 
3-year) implementation plan. The implementation plan is the most important part of the 
NEAP because it includes detailed actions/activities, methods, targets, and monitoring and 
evaluation plans, and will be used to develop budgeted proposals for technical and financial 
support. For range States that are not EPI States but are nonetheless using the guidelines in 
this handbook to produce NEAPs, it is still strongly recommended that implementation plans 
in the form of annexes to the NEAPs are produced according to the principles contained in 
Section 5. Regardless of the format of the body of the NEAP, the implementation plan annex 
in any EPI States’ NEAP must meet the standards described in Section 5. 
 
4.1.10 Project funding proposals 
 
NEAPs should contain a series of detailed project funding proposals as annexes, in which a 
rationale is provided for implementing a high-priority action or a set of actions with their 
respective activities for the medium-term, together with a methodology and budget (see 
Section 5.4).  
 
4.1.11 Resource Mobilization Plan & Budget 
 
The medium-term (3 years) Resource Mobilization Plan & Budget (RMP&B) is for macro-
financial purposes – that is for the donors to have a medium-term summary budget that can 
be easily scanned. Further details can then be found in the implementation plan, the project 
funding proposals and in the main body of text of the NEAP (see Section 5.5).  
 
The 4 different components of the NEAP package are shown in Fig. 2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  
 
Fig. 2: NEAP development simplified, showing the 4 components of the NEAP package (grey boxes) 
 

National 
Elephant 

Action Plan 

Project 
Proposals 

Resource 
Mobilisation 

Plan & Budget 

Objectives 
(Activities) 

Not Financed 
  

Government/
Non-

Governmental 
Partners 

 

Objectives 
(Activities) 
Financed Implementation Plan 

African 
Elephant 

Action Plan 



29 

4.1.12 The review process for draft NEAPs 
 
Any NEAP is likely to be a complex document because it will need to cover a huge range of 
areas; protecting elephants from poachers, conserving elephant habitat, reducing human–
elephant conflict, involving local communities in wildlife management and conservation, 
strengthening community-based tourism and the tourism sector in general, building 
national capacity for elephant conservation and management, and many other things 
depending on the specific national situation. It is therefore essential that any NEAP is 
thoroughly reviewed by the relevant national authorities and experts and ideally by 
international experts too, and allowing for such a review will help facilitate “buy in” when 
the NEAP is finalized and is being implemented. It is strongly recommended, therefore, that 
copies of the draft NEAP, including the implementation plan, are circulated to all NEAP 
workshop participants (if the NEAP was produced in a workshop environment) and other 
relevant national and international experts, including members of the IUCN/SSC African 
Elephant Specialist Group (AfESG). 
 
The logical flow of NEAP development, including some of the financial aspects is shown in 
Fig. 3. 
 

 
 

Fig. 3: Logical flow of NEAP development, including some of the financial aspects. 
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4.2 Using the AEAP and existing national action plans or strategies to prepare 
a NEAP 
 
A fundamental principle behind the preparation of NEAPs is that there is no need to 
reinvent the wheel. Any NEAP prepared by a State should make full use of existing national 
elephant strategies and action plans as well as the AEAP and any relevant regional 
strategies, while complying with the requirements of the EPI (in the case of EPI States). If a 
reasonably up to date national strategy or action plan for elephant conservation already 
exists for a State then it should be considered a key source – together with the AEAP (and 
any NIAP) – for the preparation of the NEAP. In such cases, the NEAP could take the form of: 
 
1. A compilation of the relevant sections of any existing national plan or strategy (updated 

as necessary), complemented with newly developed information and sections that were 
missing, fully aligned to the 8 generic objectives of the AEAP, and presented in such a 
manner that their relation to any NIAP as well as the EPI’s aims, is made clear. 

2. A newly-prepared implementation plan, included as an annex, that provides detailed 
actions/activities, methods, targets, and monitoring and evaluation plans, and which 
describe how the various national actions/activities will meet the aims and objectives of 
the AEAP, any relevant NIAP, and the EPI (for EPI member States) (see Section 5).  

 
The following basic steps should be used as a guide to preparing a NEAP from an existing 
action plan or strategy: 
 
Step 1: Prepare or revise (as appropriate) a review of the status of elephants in the range 

State if no up to date status review is available. 
 
Step 2: Conduct or revise (as appropriate) a threat analysis if no up to date threat analysis is 

available.  
 
Step 3: Use the ICCWC Wildlife and Forest Crime Analytic Toolkit (ICCWC Toolkit; see 

Glossary) to conduct a problem analyses relating to wildlife crime in the range State. The 
ICCWC Toolkit helps “to analyse a country’s preventive and criminal justice responses to 
wildlife and forest crime, to identify technical assistance and capacity building needs, 
and to design a work plan”. 

 
Step 4: Adapt the existing vision and goal, align the objectives to the 8 generic objectives of 

the AEAP (and/or other relevant components) in the national plans/strategies as 
appropriate, adding or modifying language if needed to ensure compatibility with the 
AEAP, any NIAP, and the aims and criteria of the EPI. 

  
Step 5: Develop a detailed implementation plan containing all necessary short-term 

(typically 3-year) actions and related activities. This will include adapting 
actions/activities, targets, and monitoring and evaluation plans if such exist ensuring 
compatibility with the aims and objectives of the AEAP, any NIAP, and the EPI (for EPI 
States). For indicators specific to wildlife crime (e.g. illegal killing of elephants and 
trafficking in ivory), consider using the ICCWC Indicator Framework for Combating 
Wildlife and Forest Crime (ICCWC Indicator Framework; see text below and Glossary), or 
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alternatively use the example indicators provided in Appendix 7. Include the detailed 
implementation plan as an annex.  

 
Step 6: Develop a series of project funding proposals as annexes, in which a rationale is 

provided for implementing a high-priority action or a set of actions with their respective 
activities for the medium-term, together with a methodology and budget. 

 
Step 7: Develop the Resource Mobilization Plan & Budget (RMP&B). The RMP&B only 

includes activities and budgets for which detailed project funding proposals were 
developed and attached to the NEAP, whether by government or other stakeholders.   

 
If the existing national action plans or strategies were prepared in a participatory workshop 
environment or similar participatory process, it may not be necessary to hold another 
workshop involving large numbers of stakeholders. Instead, a small meeting of key 
government staff and elephant specialists from other countries (if appropriate) may suffice. 
If a participatory workshop is considered desirable or necessary, the IUCN/SSC booklet 
“Strategic Planning for Species Conservation: A Handbook” (IUCN/SSC 2008a) provides 
general advice on running national action-planning workshops (see especially Chapter 9 of 
the Handbook). 
 
Regardless of whether a stakeholder workshop or a small meeting approach is chosen, most 
of the work required to produce a NEAP using an existing action plan or strategy will involve 
alignment with the AEAP (objective structure) and the preparation of the annexes 
(implementation plan, project funding proposals and resource mobilization plan & budget).  
 
For indicators of progress specific to wildlife crime (e.g. illegal killing of elephants and 
trafficking in ivory), those preparing a NEAP should consider using the ICCWC Indicator 
Framework for Combating Wildlife and Forest Crime (ICCWC Indicator Framework). The 
ICCWC Indicator Framework has been developed to work alongside the ICCWC Toolkit (see 
Glossary) and provide an additional assessment tool for use at a national level. While the 
ICCWC Toolkit provides the means for a comprehensive analysis of the main issues related 
to wildlife crime in a country, the ICCWC Indicator Framework allows for a more rapid 
assessment of a national law enforcement response to wildlife crime. The ICCWC Indicator 
Framework is a comprehensive set of 50 indicators arranged against eight desired outcomes 
of effective law enforcement to combat wildlife crime. It is in the form of a self-assessment 
framework, which is best completed through a collaborative process involving all relevant 
national law enforcement agencies. The Indictor Framework also provides a standardized 
framework to monitor any changes in national law enforcement capacity and effectiveness 
over time and if used regularly (say every 2–3 years) it can be used by a NEAP Coordinator 
and National Elephant Action Plan Coordination Committee to monitor progress with 
implementing a country’s NEAP. The ICCWC Indicator Framework for Combating Wildlife 
and Forest Crime is available at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/iccwc/ICCWC-
Ind-FW-ASSESSMENT-GUIDELINES-FINAL.pdf.  
 
As mentioned above, alternatively, the example indicators on wildlife crime provided in 
Appendix 7 can be used to monitor NEAP implementation. 
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4.3 Selecting participants for NEAP workshops and meetings 
 
Participants in NEAP workshops or meetings should be those stakeholders most likely to be 
involved in implementing the NEAP, including through elephant population or habitat 
management, combatting wildlife crime such as poaching and trafficking, capacity 
development, relevant local communities, tourism industry, land-use planners, extractive 
industries, research, policy development, fundraising, or other means. In practice, this 
means that participants will include representatives from the country’s wildlife authorities 
including protected areas managers, the relevant communities, the tour operators, the 
police, judiciary, customs agencies, land-use planning departments, key industries, national 
and international NGOs, as well as researchers and others able to make a practical 
contribution to the development and implementation of the NEAP.  
 

5. The NEAP Annexes 
 
5.1 The implementation plan (IP) 
 
All EPI States’ NEAPs must contain implementation plans that describe in detail the 
objective and target, proposed actions/activities, methods, priority ranking, responsibility, 
verification, funding situation, and timeline, as well as monitoring and evaluation plans 
following the format described here. It is strongly recommended that non-EPI range States 
using the process described in this handbook also include implementation plans of the type 
described here. 
 
Actions/activities are those things which need to be done in order to achieve the NEAP’s 
(and thus the AEAP’s) objectives and, ultimately, its goal and vision. Proposed 
actions/activities are likely to be diverse, including such things as elephant population 
monitoring (see Appendix 8) and regular law enforcement patrols using the SMART system 
(Appendix 6) to effectively protect elephants and their habitat, creation of intelligence 
networks around key protected areas, inventories of ivory stockpiles, and the like.  
 
The actions/activities included in a NEAP’s implementation plan will be most useful if they 
are as specific as possible, detailing what needs to be done, how (“methods”), by whom 
(responsibility), where (scope), and when (i.e. by what date or over what timeframe). In 
other words, the implementation plan must be SMART, i.e. Specific, Measurable, 
Achievable, Realistic, and Time-bound.  
 
If resources permit, before preparing a NEAP implementation plan it will often be very 
helpful to conduct a formal review of how, and to what extent, any existing national 
elephant strategy or action plan was implemented, identifying what was successful and 
what was not and why (e.g. what were the constraints?). 
 
It will often be useful to attach priority rankings to the actions/activities and, in any case, it 
is a requirement of the EPI Foundation that the highest priority actions in an EPI State’s 
NEAP are identified.  
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The implementation plans must also show how the proposed actions and activities are 
compatible with the objectives of the AEAP, the actions included in any NIAP, and the aims 
of the EPI (for EPI States). 
 
The detailed implementation plans should be included as an annex to every NEAP because 
doing so allows for easy updating of a NEAP without having to modify the body of the 
document. For example, as actions are completed or new actions identified as being 
necessary, the implementation plan annex can – and should – be updated because doing so 
will help keep the NEAP a “living document” that can be used by the country’s authorities 
and their partners to monitor the progress of elephant conservation in the country. 
 
For use by the donor community - that is for macro-financial purposes - an IP as a simple 
Word table is the most appropriate because it can be printed and easily inspected.  A 
disadvantage however is the limited amount of space, which advocates for the use of an 
excel spreadsheet that allows incorporation of more detail.  However, a heavily populated 
spreadsheet does not lend itself to printing, and eventually both alternatives need to be 
used. Box 5 provides an overview of the information that may be incorporated when using a 
spreadsheet, whereas an example of a simple IP Word template is provided in Appendix 1. 
For both the Implementation Plan (IP) and the Resource Mobilization Plan & Budget 
(RMP&B) the same numbering for objectives, targets, actions and activities should be used 
as in the NEAP.  This alignment facilitates cross-referencing for each activity, across the 4 
components of the NEAP; i.e. the Action Plan (main body of text), the Project Funding 
Proposals, the IP and the RMP&B.  As an example, if a potential investor scans the RMP&B 
for the funding gaps that exists to implement particular actions/activities of the NEAP, which 
contains highly summarized information on what exactly needs to be done by whom and for 
what purposes, they can then refer to the IP to determine connections to other related 
projects/activities, read the detailed project funding proposal and scan the relevant section 
of the NEAP to place this particular action/activity in the overall context of elephant 
conservation in that particular range State. 
 
 

 

Box 5. Implementation Plan details when using a spreadsheet 
 

• Objectives, Targets, Actions and Activities (Numbering) 
• Cross reference with numbering NEAP, AEAP and NIAP 
• Priority Ranking: 1 = highest – 5 = lowest 
• Action/Activity; Provide summarized description 
• Verification: Output Indicator 
• Progress Status: Finalized, Underway, Partially Underway, or Planned 
• Funding: Secured/Required 
• Who is Responsible: Lead Agencies/NGOs & Supporting Agencies/NGOs 
• Geographic Scope: Where exactly? 
• Methods: Summarized but concise 
• Indicators: Output Indicators and Outcome Indicators 
• M&E Plan: See EPI M&E Framework 
• Timetable: When exactly will what be done (by quarter or by year) 
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It is very important that copies of the draft NEAP, including the implementation plan annex, 
are circulated to all NEAP workshop participants (if the NEAP and implementation plan 
annex were produced in a workshop environment) and other relevant national and 
international experts. This will help ensure the NEAP is fully implemented by the various key 
stakeholders; accounting for updates to the NEAP and avoiding duplication of activities. 
 
5.2 Timeframe for NEAP implementation plans 
 
The body of a NEAP should present a comprehensive, coherent program of work covering a 
period of at least 10 years even if some actions/activities will be completed in a shorter 
timeframe. The implementation plan in the annex to the NEAP should identify all those 
actions and activities that are necessary in the medium-term (3 years) to address the 
immediate priorities for elephant conservation in the State and to help realize the longer-
term objectives, goal, and ultimately the vision of the overall NEAP (and thus the AEAP).  
 
It is recommended that the implementation plan covers at least a 3-year period and no 
longer than a 5-year period; if the period covered is too short new plans will have to be 
prepared too often (wasting time and resources), and if the period is too long it is difficult to 
provide the necessary level of detail. 
 
5.3 Structure and format of NEAP implementation plans 
 
5.3.1 Introduction 
 
The most appropriate structure for a NEAP’s implementation plan is to have one annex 
covering all the actions and activities needed in the typically 3-year period covered by the 
implementation plan. Having one plan allows all those responsible for implementation to 
see “at a glance” what needs to be done (see Appendix 1).  
 
5.3.2 Cross referencing the implementation plan with the body of the NEAP 
 
The reference numbers for the 8 objectives (aligned to AEAP), targets, and actions/activities 
in the body of the NEAP, which are referenced in the implementation plan, should be clearly 
identified in the implementation plan annex (cross referencing). 
 
5.3.3 Relationship to any NIAP 
 
For those States with a NIAP, identify the NIAP objective or actions/activities related to 
every action/activity in the NEAP implementation plan.  
 
5.3.4 Actions/activities 
 
All the actions/activities that are already underway as well as those that are planned for the 
period covered by the implementation plan need to be included in the implementation plan 
annex. Each action or set of related actions requires a target and an outcome indicator.  
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5.3.5 Methods  
 
The methods and approaches that will be used to deliver the actions/activities should be  
briefly described, but as concise as possible. 
 
5.3.6 Priority ranking 
 
A clear system of ranking actions/activities by priority should be used when developing the 
implementation plan (1 = highest – 5 = lowest). One possibility is to have all the participants 
in any NEAP workshop vote for the highest priority actions. In any case, the highest priority 
actions should be identified in a State’s NEAP implementation plan. Joint rankings are 
possible.  
 
5.3.7 Who is responsible? 
 
The lead agencies or other organizations (such as NGOs) responsible for implementing each 
action/activity should be identified as should any supporting agency or organization. 
 
Please note that if no organizations have committed to an action/activity then that should 
be indicated in the implementation plan (e.g. by writing “no agency identified yet” or “Police 
Dept suggested (but agreement needed)” in the appropriate “Responsibility” column. Doing 
so will allow for a “gap analysis” showing which actions have no implementing agencies 
currently taking responsibility. 
 
5.3.8 Verification (progress) 
 
Under verification we provide the output indicator for this particular activity, often simply 
indicating the activity was finalized, report available or circulated, number of staff trained, 
etc. The status of an activity needs to be identified as either “finalised’, “underway”, 
“partially underway”, or “planned”. 
 
5.3.9 Geographic scope 
 
Where the actions/activities will be done should be clearly identified, specifying, for 
example, “national” if the action will cover the whole country, State, or the names of the 
protected area(s) or other places where the action will be implemented.  Although there is 
no specific column for this in the template (Appendix 1), scope may be indicated under 
“Method”. 
 
5.3.10 Monitoring and evaluation plans 
 
5.3.10.1 Overview 
 
All EPI States’ NEAP implementation plans must contain a monitoring and evaluation plan 
covering every action/activity (and it is strongly recommended that any range State using 
the process described in this handbook also develop monitoring and evaluation plans such 
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as those described here). Monitoring and adaptive management (see Box 4) are key 
requirements for an effective action plan. Monitoring and evaluation should be seen, 
therefore, as an integral part of all objectives, actions and activities and not as a luxury “add 
on” or afterthought (see Section 4.1.8 and EPI’s Monitoring & Evaluation Framework manual 
(EPI, 2019) for further guidance).  
 
The monitoring and evaluation plans comprise targets with outcome indicators for every 
objective and action or set of related actions, and output indicators for every activity or set 
of related activities, as means of verification. Output indicators for activities come under the 
column “Verification” in the implementation plan. Targets and outcome indicators for 
objectives and actions or sets of related actions should be entered in the second row and 
first column respectively (see Appendix 1). The agencies and organizations listed as 
responsible for the action/activity in the implementation plan should also be responsible for 
compiling the means of verification (data, reports, etc.) and for compiling the metrics but, in 
addition, an independent higher authority such as any NEAP Coordinator or National 
Elephant Action Plan Coordination Committee should also review the metrics (indicators) 
and means of verification on a regular basis.  A summary of stakeholders and their M&E 
responsibilities is provided in Box 6, while Appendix 4 provides a simple log-frame for 
summarizing actions and activities and their means of verification, while the Monitoring & 
Evaluation Framework manual (EPI, 2019) contains an example of a M&E Framework Matrix 
that can be used for monitoring progress and for adaptive management. 
 
5.3.10.2 Indicators 
 
The NEAP implementation plan must include indicators for each objective, action or set of 
related actions, activity or group of related activities as appropriate (see Section 4.1.8 and 
the Monitoring & Evaluation Manual (EPI, 2019)). Two different indicators are required: 
output indicators and outcome indicators. 
 

1. Output indicators are designed to be primarily useful as indicators of progress (i.e. 
they tell us whether activities have been implemented to a useful extent), and they 
allow national and local government staff, NGO partners, and donors to keep track 
of a State’s progress in implementing a NEAP. They tend to be short-term in nature. 
Examples of output indicators include “number of patrols completed per month in 
priority sites” and “number of elephant population surveys completed in priority 
sites”. 

 
2. Outcome indicators tend to be longer-term than output indicators because they 

typically require more time and effort to assess; they are essential, however, 
because they tell national and local government staff, NGO partners, and donors 
whether the NEAP’s targets have been met and ultimately, therefore, whether those 
charged with implementing the NEAP are being successful in conserving the State’s 
elephants. Examples of outcome metrics include “Proportion of Illegally Killed 
Elephants (PIKE) in key sites” and “Elephant population size or trend in key sites” 
(PIKE is the CITES/MIKE program’s measure of elephant poaching rate; see Appendix 
5; For monitoring elephant population size and trend; see Appendix 8). 
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Both output and outcome indicators need to be included in EPI States’ NEAP 
implementation plans. It is expected that elephant population size, trend and poaching rate 
(PIKE) will be key outcome metrics in all EPI States’ NEAPs, with appropriate targets related 
to PIKE and elephant population trends set, with appropriate resources allocated for the 
necessary survey and monitoring work. 
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Box 6: Summary of stakeholders and M&E responsibilities (Source: EPI, 2019) 
Stakeholders 

 
M&E Responsibilities 

Wildlife authorities  In the absence of a NEAP Coordinating Committee, frequently the wildlife 
authority has the responsibility of coordinating NEAP implementation and M&E: 

1. Prepare annual work plan and budget  
2. Review progress reports and propose adjustments 
3. Analyse, evaluate and prepare results in terms of Output and Outcome 

indicators, which includes Targets, to present during the annual NEAP 
Review Meeting 

4. Check M&E plan and organize NEAP Review Meetings annually 
5. Liaise with donors to source financing for NEAP activities    

 NEAP Coordinating 
Committee 

Where there is a NEAP Coordinating Committee, it will fulfil the same 
responsibilities as outlined above for the wildlife authorities, but the Committee 
should still seek approval on decisions from the wildlife authority who assume 
final responsibility. 
 NEAP Coordinator 

  
Day-to-day coordination of NEAP implementation, reporting to the wildlife 
authority and/or to the NEAP Coordinating Committee: 

1. Regular contact with all stakeholders active in NEAP implementation 
2. Monitor annual work plans and output indicators 
3. Propose appropriate support or corrective measures when progress is 

               not according to plan 
4. Prepare progress reports (every 3 months) and annual report 
5. Review and update the M&E plan annually for evaluation during the 

annual NEAP Review Meeting 
6. Provide support in participatory M&E and for the design of impact 

assessments 
Annual NEAP Review 
meeting 

The annual NEAP Review meeting should bring together all stakeholders to 
evaluate progress in implementation of the NEAP and propose adjustments 
when Outputs and/or Outcomes deviate from the original plan: 

1. Evaluate progress of the individual activities (Output) 
2. Evaluate medium-term Outcome indicators (Objectives) 
3. Evaluate progress towards achieving the Goal (long-term) 
4. Discuss adjustments when required (adaptive management)  
5. Update Implementation Plan (activities accomplished and those 

underway and planned, as well as budgetary requirements) 
Stakeholders All stakeholders (NGOs, INGOs, Government, and Private Sector) should regularly 

communicate with the NEAP Coordinator or the contact person from the wildlife 
authority to discuss progress of activities, projects and programs being 
implemented, providing updates on short-term Output indicators as well as 
information for medium-term Outcome indicators. 
Stakeholders should be requested to provide formal, written updates on all 
activities they are implementing under the NEAP in a timely manner as 
requested by the NEAP co-ordinator ahead of the Annual Review meeting. 
All key stakeholders should be invited to and participate in the Annual Review 
meetings. 
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For indicators related to those actions designed to counter wildlife crime in the 
implementation plans, it is recommended that the ICCWC Indicator Framework for 
Combating Wildlife and Forest Crime (ICCWC Indicator Framework) is used. The ICCWC 
Indicator Framework has been developed to work alongside the ICCWC Toolkit (see 
Glossary) and provide an additional assessment tool for use at a national level. While the 
ICCWC Toolkit provides the means for a comprehensive analysis, the ICCWC Indicator 
Framework allows for a more rapid assessment of a national law enforcement response to 
wildlife crime. It also provides a standardized framework to monitor any changes in national 
law enforcement capacity and effectiveness over time.  For a quick solution, use the 
example indicators provided in Appendix 7. 
 
Appendix 7 provides examples of the most frequently used output and outcome indicators 
for NEAP implementation (EPI, 2019).  Because nearly all of the NEAPs are fully aligned to 
the African Elephant Action Plan (AEAP), outcome indicators are provided for each of the 8 
generic objectives of the AEAP, with some examples of output indicators for activities. It  
should be noted that indicators are presented in order of complexity, whereby the 
indicators that require moderately complex datasets should only be used when accurate 
data and the manpower and the budget to analyse these data are available, and when 
management has the expertise to use the results to adapt law-enforcement strategies.  
Processing data for the sake of analyses or as an academic exercise is an expensive and 
labour intensive undertaking that will not aid adaptive management.  Also, it is advisable to 
start monitoring by using simple indicators only, to increase complexity if and when 
required and appropriate. The table describes indicators as ‘simple’ or ‘complex’ depending 
on the data required to measure them (see Appendix 7).  Note that for all outcome 
indicators, baselines should be available at the year the NEAP becomes officially active (we 
need to measure change in relation to a baseline). 
  
5.3.10.4 Means of verification 
 
The means of verifying whether an action or activity has been implemented and to what 
extent must be specified in the implementation plan, by using simple output indicators, 
often merely indicating whether a plan is available or a system is in place (sometimes 
referred to as traffic-light indicators). Examples of typical means of verification (output 
indicators) include:  

• Receipts for equipment purchased and evidence that it has been disbursed;  
• the data from and reports on any relevant training work, patrols, and 

surveys;  
• checks of any relevant databases (e.g. SMART databases);  
• site visits to verify activities are being conducted, and staff and equipment 

are in place; satellite imagery and ground-truthing to assess elephant habitat 
integrity; 

• data on prosecution rates and sentencing of poachers and traffickers; and  
• data on human–elephant conflict rates and severity.  
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5.3.11 Funding  
 
Finally, whether an action or activity has secured funding or not should be indicated in the 
implementation plan. Identifying whether funding is currently secured, only partially 
secured, pending, or not available, together with identifying whether implementing 
agencies have been agreed or not, allows for a “gap analysis” showing which 
actions/activities have no implementers and/or funding identified and thus helps identify 
priority actions for funding. 
 
5.3.12 Timeframe 
 
A timetable indicating when an action/activity will be done within the overall period 
covered by the implementation plan (typically three years) is required. 
 
5.4 The Project Funding Proposals 
 
As mentioned in a previous section, NEAPs should contain a series of detailed project 
funding proposals as annexes. In these a rationale is provided for implementing a high-
priority action or a set of actions with their respective activities for the medium-term, 
together with a methodology and budget. These annexes are an important part of any 
NEAP and will form the basis for requests for technical and financial support from 
traditional and non-traditional donors with the assistance of the EPI Foundation, and can 
be used as applications to other parties. 
 
Each funding proposal should include: 
 
• Title, Objective, and NEAP Objective (#), Action (#) and Activities (#) concerned, 
• Rationale, 
• Methodology, 
• Relationship to the AEAP, any NIAP, and the EPI, 
• Expected outcome(s), 
• Actions/Activities and Methods,  
• Actors, 
• Work plan, 
• Timelines, 
• Monitoring & Evaluation Plan (including indicators), 
• Budget. 
 

5.5 The Resource Mobilization Plan & Budget 
 

The medium-term (3 years) Resource Mobilization Plan & Budget (RMP&B) is for macro-
financial purposes – that is for the donors to have a medium-term summary budget that can 
be easily scanned, after which further details can be found in the IP, the project funding 
proposals and in the main body of text of the NEAP. The RMP&B only includes activities and 
budgets for which detailed project funding proposals were developed and attached to the 
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NEAP, whether by government or other stakeholders.  Appendix 2 (page 43) shows the 
template used for the RMP&B which should be attached to the NEAP, but will usually be 
developed with the assistance of the EPI Foundation.  The RMP&B uses the headings from 
the IP and expands on the budgetary requirements for medium-term high-priority projects 
in the IP which are yet to be, partially or fully funded. Activities financed by the government 
should be expressed in the local currency (using a current rate of exchange) and activities 
that require external funding should be expressed in US$.  
 

6. Coordinated, effective and timely implementation of a NEAP 
 
It is often helpful for a range State to have a: NEAP Coordinator who is responsible to the 
relevant range State Government’s Minister(s) for implementation of the NEAP.  National 
Elephant Action Plan Coordination Committee (NEAPCC), whose responsibilities include 
promoting the NEAP, monitoring implementation of the overall NEAP, and assessing 
progress with the NEAP’s (regularly updated) 3-year implementation plan. NEAP Advisory 
Group, formed of representatives from all organisations assisting the Government in NEAP 
implementation (NGOs, INGOs, university staff, civil society, etc). 
 
Without a NEAP Coordinator, the NEAPCC should be responsible to the relevant range State 
Government’s Minister(s) for implementation of the NEAP. All EPI range States will have an 
EPI National Focal Point responsible for effective communication with the EPI Foundation.  
 
National Elephant Action Plan Coordination Committee (NEAPCC) 
Membership of any NEAPCC (or similar body) should ideally be constituted to ensure broad 
participation by representatives from all relevant government departments and other 
national agencies, not just the national agency responsible for wildlife. For example, senior 
representatives of the police, prosecution, judiciary and Customs should be encouraged to 
join the NEAPCC to help ensure effective efforts to combat trafficking in ivory and other 
wildlife crime. Similarly, senior representatives of government agencies responsible for land 
use planning should be included to help ensure a coordinated approach to elephant habitat 
conservation and the mitigation of human-elephant conflict. Ideally, any NEAPCC or similar 
body would meet at least two times per year to assess progress with implementing the 
NEAP and to make any recommendations necessary in a timely fashion.  
 
NEAP Advisory Group 
It is also often helpful if the NEAP Coordinator and any NEAPCC or similar body is supported 
by a NEAP Advisory Group, formed of representatives of NGOs, INGOs, university staff, civil 
society, and others involved in helping the Government of the range State implement the 
NEAP.  For example, a NEAP Advisory Group could meet for a day or two before each 
meeting of the NEAPCC in order to prepare materials for the meeting and, especially, 
progress reports on all responsible organizations’ and individuals’ work to effect the 3-year 
implementation plan, paying particular attention to the implementation plan’s means of 
verification, and targets.
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Appendix 1: Template for Implementation Plan. 
 

Objective 1:  

Target 1:  

Action 
(Target) 

Activity Method 
(Scope) 

Priority 
1 = high 

5= lowest 

Responsibility 
(Implementer) 

Verification 
(Progress) 

Funding 
(Secured) 

(Required)  
($US) 

Timeframe 

Y1 Y2 Y3 
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Appendix 2: Template for Resource Mobilization Plan & Budget 
 

NEAP – Resource Mobilization Plan and Budget (Medium Term) 
Activity* Project 

#/Name 
Target(s) Main Tasks Lead 

Partner 
Source of 
Financing 

Budget (Yr.)** Total Shortfall 
1 2 3 

Objective 1***: Insert 
Activity^  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 1: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 2: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 2: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 3: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
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#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 3: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
 Objective 4: Insert  

Activity  
 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 4: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 5: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 5: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 6: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 6: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
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Objective 7: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 7: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
Objective 8: Insert  
Activity  
#   §  §  

§   
  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

#   §  §  
§   

  00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 

Objective 8: Total 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
 

Total NEAP Budget 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 00.00 
*Activities should be drawn from the NEAP structure and follow the same numbering format. 
**Budgets financed by the national government should be expressed in the local currency, whereas budgets primarily funded through external sources should be 
expressed in US$. 
***While the objectives should be drawn from the NEAP structure, they should be aligned to the AEAP objective structure (Objectives 1 – 8). 
^Insert more rows as required. 
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Appendix 3: Example Format for Summary Table of Objectives, Actions and Activities. 
 
Long Term Vision:  
Goal (10 Years):  
Specific Objectives - Results To Be Achieved Within 10 Years  

 Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 3 Objective 4 Objective 5 Objective 6 Objective 7 Objective 8 
Theme:          
Objective:          
Actions:  
1 

 

 
       

Activities: 
1.1 
1.2 

 

 
       

 

Appendix 4: Example Log Frame for Actions, Activities and Indicators 
Objectives Target/desired outcome TimeLine Responsibility Indicators 
Objective 1     
Action Target/desired outcome TimeLine Responsibility Indicators 
1     
Activity     
1.1     
1.2     
1.3     
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Appendix 5: The Proportion of Illegally Killed Elephants (PIKE) 
 
The CITES/MIKE program evaluates relative poaching levels based on the Proportion of 
Illegally Killed Elephants (PIKE), which is calculated as the number of illegally killed elephants 
found divided by the total number of elephant carcasses encountered by patrols or other 
means, aggregated by year for each site. Coupled with estimates of population size and 
natural mortality rates, PIKE can be used to estimate numbers of elephants killed and 
absolute poaching rates. A rough “rule of thumb” is that PIKE rates of >0.5 (i.e. more than 
half the elephant carcasses found were killed illegally) may represent a population in decline 
(in forest areas this is difficult to assess as PIKE may be biased due to underrepresentation 
of elephants that died of natural causes). Data on PIKE rates for MIKE sites in Africa for 2012 
are shown below. 
 
While PIKE provides a sensitive measure of poaching trends, it may be affected by a number 
of potential biases related to data quality, carcass detection probabilities, and other factors, 
and hence results need to be interpreted with caution (Jachmann, 2012). However, the fact 
that the PIKE analyses reported by the MIKE program seem to be in good agreement with 
quantitative information available from the Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS), as 
well as with qualitative information from the IUCN/SSC African elephant Specialist Group, 
gives some confidence in the robustness of the results of PIKE analyses (also see Burn et al. 
2011).  
 
Furthermore, the MIKE Technical Advisory Group is currently reviewing the effect of the 
various biases that can affect PIKE and working to resolve them. Currently, PIKE represents 
probably the only straightforward measure of the impact of poaching on elephant 
populations that can be used in both forested environments and more open savannah 
environments. 
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PIKE levels by MIKE site in 2012 (source: CITES et al. 2013) 
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Appendix 6: SMART and best practices for law enforcement 
monitoring 
 
Building on the foundations laid by the Management Information System (MIST) approach 
to law enforcement monitoring (see http://www.ecostats.com/software/mist/mist.htm), 
the Spatial Monitoring and Reporting Tool (SMART) has been developed in response to the 
recognition that traditional tools, technologies, and resources are not stemming the illegal 
killing and trading of endangered species and the resulting loss of threatened and highly 
valued biodiversity, such as tigers, rhinos, elephants, great apes, and their habitats. There 
are a number of reasons why the conservation community’s best efforts to date have yet to 
meet this challenge. A critical issue is the growing gap between the sophistication of those 
involved in the illegal capture and trade in wildlife and the number, skill levels, and 
motivation of the personnel committed to enforcing anti-poaching laws. SMART was 
designed to help bridge this gap. Its combination of software and training materials provides 
protected area authorities and community groups with the ability to empower staff, boost 
motivation, increase efficiency, and promote credible and transparent monitoring of the 
effectiveness of anti-poaching efforts. SMART can help improve ranger-based patrolling and 
law enforcement monitoring because it is more adaptive and intuitive to use than other 
monitoring technologies now in use, and because it has more advanced analytical and 
reporting functions. However, SMART by itself cannot solve the problems faced by 
elephants and myriads of other species. Effective champions for wildlife conservation and 
good, inspiring leadership are the most important requirements to conserve and manage 
elephants and other species. 
 
Developed by global conservation organizations (including FZS, WCS, WWF, and ZSL) in close 
collaboration with protected area authorities, CITES, and other key stakeholders, SMART 
represents a major step forward for improved site-based conservation (see 
www.smartconservationsoftware.org). The SMART software and training materials both 
extend and simplify existing technologies for monitoring efforts to tackle poaching and 
other illegal activities, making those technologies more effective, efficient, and user-
friendly. 
 
The SMART Partnership describes the specific advantages of the SMART: 
 

• SMART provides timely and accurate information on where, how, and by whom 
poaching, illegal logging, and other direct threats to biodiversity are occurring. It 
allows for the collection of up-to-date field and intelligence data, and enables rapid 
feedback and communication between protected area managers and frontline 
enforcement staff. It quantitatively measures the impact of anti-poaching efforts in 
order to judge which tactics yield the best results and which ones need to be 
modified, thereby greatly improving the evaluation and strategic planning of 
enforcement operations. 

• SMART introduces accountability into anti-poaching efforts. It gives government 
agencies, managers, and donors the ability to monitor and assess the cost-
effectiveness of law enforcement efforts. Park and community reserve managers can 
use it as a tool to measure job performance and help motivate field staff. 
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• SMART is driven by the conservation community, building on existing field-based 
experience and expertise and ensuring that SMART responds directly to the needs of 
field managers. 

• SMART is open-source, non-proprietary, and free to obtain. It is supported by a long-
term business plan, which will enable future development and modification to meet 
the evolving needs of field-based users. It is easy to use and can be translated 
strategic feedback and input reporting into the languages of its end users. 

• SMART is fully compatible with existing and complementary tools such as 
CyberTracker and MIST, and has been created for integration with mobile data-
gathering platforms. 
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Appendix 7: Examples of indicators for NEAP implementation 
(Source: EPI, 2019) 
 
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 1a. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 1a: Reduce illegal killing of elephants (conventional) 
1a.1 Number of patrol staff trained 
(per site or per range State) 

Output  
(Simple) 

Training may involve 
conventional law-
enforcement skills, 
investigation techniques or 
simply SOPs. 

1a.2 Number of patrol staff fully 
equipped 
(per site or per range State) 

Output 
(Simple) 

Provision of all basic 
equipment to do their job. 
This might include: uniform, 
boots, rucksack, tent, 
binoculars, GPS, firearm, 
etc. 

1a.3 Patrol staff density 
(Number of effective patrol staff per 
km² per site or per range State, not 
involving administrative staff, 
management and staff on other 
duties) 

Output 
(Simple, but ideally 
requires baseline) 

Simple measure of potential 
law-enforcement effort that 
may be combined with 
other effort metrics, to 
examine to what extent this 
potential effort is being 
deployed 

1a.4 Patrol frequency 
(Number of patrols per km² of site or 
range State per year) 
 

Output 
(Simple) 

Simple measure of effort 
showing the number of 
patrols deployed per unit 
area, per unit time. 

1a.5 Number of effective patrol days 
per staff per month 
(see Note 1 below) 
(Per site or per range State, as 
monthly or annual average)  

Output 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
performance 
indicator, and 
ideally requires 
baseline) 

This measure provides an 
indication of staff morale as 
well as leadership qualities 
of senior staff.  Not 
including placement, time 
spent sleeping on overnight 
patrols or other duties, this 
should be a minimum of 15 
effective patrol days per 
month (see Note 1). 

1a.6 Patrol Density  
(Number of patrol km per km² of site 
per unit time) 
(see Note 2 below) 
(Per site or per range State, as 
monthly or annual average) 

Output 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
performance 
indicator, and 
ideally requires 
baseline) 

This measure provides an 
indication of the surface 
area covered by patrols, 
which should ideally be used 
together with a map 
depicting patrol routes 
(spatial analysis).  
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1a.7 Habitat corrected proportion 
patrolled 
(Area (km²) patrolled) 
 
(see Note 2 below)  
(Per site or per range State, as 
monthly or annual average) 

Output 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
performance 
indicator, and 
ideally requires 
baseline) 

From the above it is clear 
that 1,000 patrol km in a 
forest site of 1,000 km² does 
not represent the same 
search effort as 1,000 patrol 
km in similar sized woodland 
savannah or open grassland 
sites. To correct for this and 
to obtain an estimate of the 
true area searched, the 
distance patrolled needs to 
be multiplied by the 
estimated mean strip width 
for that particular habitat 
(see Note 2). 

1a.8 Ratio of effective investigation 
days to effective patrol days 
(effective investigation days per 
year/effective patrol days per year) 
 
(Per site or per range State, as 
monthly or annual average) 

Output 
(Moderately 
complex) 

Investigations, when 
properly conducted, are 
more effective and efficient 
than conventional patrols.  
Investigations, however, 
require an informant’s 
network, careful planning 
and ample expertise.  
Assuming that an adequate 
operational budget is 
available, the ratio would 
among others inform us 
about the seriousness with 
which site management is 
pursuing illegal activity. 

1a.9 PIKE for key sites 
(Per site) 
 

Outcome 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
indicator) 

Trend in Proportion of 
Illegally Killed Elephants 
(PIKE) = Carcasses found of 
elephants killed illegally/all 
elephant carcasses found by 
site. 

1a.10 PIKE for national population 
(Per range State) 
 

Outcome 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
indicator) 

Trend in Proportion of 
Illegally Killed Elephants 
(PIKE) = Carcasses found of 
elephants killed illegally/all 
elephant carcasses found by 
range State. 

1a.11 Elephant numbers or densities 
for key sites or for national 
populations  

Outcome 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
indicator) 

Trend in elephant numbers 
obtained from regular 
surveys using the same 
methodology and spatial 
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coverage (CITES/MIKE 
Survey Standards). 

1a.12 Ratio of arrests during 
investigations to arrests on patrol 
(# arrests on investigations/# arrests 
on patrol; per year per site/region or 
range State) 

Outcome 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
indicator) 

Useful metric that informs 
us about the seriousness of 
management to tackle 
wildlife crime and the 
success rate of 
investigations in relation to 
conventional patrols, while 
sites and regions may be 
compared without analytical 
difficulties. 

1a.13 Number of arrests per 
elephant found killed illegally per 
unit time 
(# arrests (patrols + investigations)/# 
elephants found killed illegally per 
year) 

Outcome 
(Moderately 
complex but 
important 
indicator) 

This outcome metric does 
not include a measure of 
effort and therefore avoids 
analytical difficulties in 
relation to the 
detection/deterrence curve.   

 
Note 1: Measure of effort (Indicator 1a.5) uses effective patrol days.  We need to define 
what we mean by an effective patrol day.  In some sites patrols last for a few hours and are 
booked as a patrol day, whereas in other sites 12 hours of patrolling is booked as a patrol 
day.  Furthermore, some sites distinguish between short and long patrols, where small sites 
tend to book a couple of hours as a short patrol and a full day as a long patrol, whereas long 
patrols in large sites may last for several days up to a week.  Moreover, if we use effective 
patrol days, placement time and time spent sleeping on overnight patrols should not be 
included. To ensure we are able to compare data across sites and timespans within a country 
we need some form of standardization across all sites.  The duration of a patrol needs to be 
measured in hours, with 8 hours of actively searching for illegal activity, which includes 
elephant carcasses, being an effective patrol day.  Thus, a 4-hour patrol is 4/8 = 0.5 patrol 
day (Jachmann, 2008a&b, 2011).  To simplify the measure, we can assume  that the average 
patrol size is between 4 and 5 staff.  Depending on habitat type, and types and seriousness 
of illegal activity, the relationship between patrol group size and detection follows an 
optimum curve i.e. illegal activity detection rates increase with patrol group size up to peak 
detection and then decrease with increasing group size. Under the majority of conditions, 
however, a patrol group size of between 4 and 5 relates to peak detection (Jachmann, 1998) 
i.e. is the most effective patrol group size to achieve the maximum detection rate. 
 
Note 2: (Referring to Indicators 1a.6 & 1a.7): During a pilot study to validate PIKE-based 
inferences at the site level (Jachmann, 2012), the mean strip width searched on patrol in 
relation to the detection of elephant carcasses was estimated for open grasslands with 
scattered trees (Queen Elizabeth and Murchison Falls National Parks, Uganda), Guinea 
woodland savannah (Mole National Park, Ghana), and a mosaic of primary and secondary 
forest (Kakum Conservation Area, Ghana).  Although the sample only comprises 4 sites, they 
are nevertheless representative of the main elephant habitats found on the African 
continent.  The mean strip width for open grassland was 244 m, for woodland savannah 74 
m, and for forest 35 m.  Strip widths were corrected for lower visibility during the wet season 
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(Jachmann, 2012).  By multiplying the total distance covered on patrol per unit time by the 
mean strip width for that particular habitat, and assuming there is no duplication of patrol 
routes, the total area covered by patrols can be estimated.  For sites that lack GPS units and 
computerized monitoring systems, but record patrol information on data forms, using an 
average walking speed of 5 km/hour, a standardized effective patrol day of 8 hours may be 
converted to a patrol distance of roughly 40 km.  However, because patrol staff may 
regularly stop to inspect sites with suspected illegal activity, or may deviate from their route 
in pursuit of perpetrators, converting time spent walking to distance covered merely 
provides a rough indication of patrol route distance.   In the absence of GPS, a better method 
is immediately following a patrol have the staff draw the route on a grid map.  Distance 
covered can then be estimated from the map. 
 
When comparing effort data for different habitat types, in terms of detection probability – 
that is area searched for carcasses or illegal activity – and deterrence (part of 
detection/deterrence curve where detection gradually declines due to increased deterrence), 
they need to be corrected for visibility profile (strip width).  When comparing the 3 main 
habitat types (habitat type here is defined as the most dominant habitat type in the site), 
using the mean strip widths from the pilot study (see above; 35, 74 and 244 m) effort data 
for the forest need to be divided by factor 7 and for woodland savannah by factor 2.  When 
comparing forest with woodland savannah, the effort data for the forest need to be divided 
by factor 2.  Thus, for a similar detection probability, patrol effort in the forest needs to be 7 
times higher than in open grassland, and 2 times higher than in woodland savannah. 
  
 
   
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 1b. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 1b: Reduce trafficking in ivory (pro-active) 
1b.1 Number (or %) of law 
enforcement officers trained in 
intelligence and investigations 
techniques 
(per year) 

Output 
(Simple) 

Pro-active law enforcement 
(i.e. intel driven) is per unit 
investment more effective 
than conventional patrols. 

1b.2 Number (or %) of judiciary and 
prosecutors trained in dealing with 
serious wildlife crime 
(per year) 

Output 
(Simple) 

To optimally use existing 
wildlife laws and follow 
sentencing guidelines.  

1b.3 Number of ivory seizures 
(# Seizures per year) 

Outcome 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 
 

All ivory seizures (see ETIS 
criteria). 

1b.4 Ratio of arrests to prosecutions 
 
Independent of type of law-
enforcement effort, the numbers of 
wildlife offenders arrested/numbers 
prosecuted per year 

Outcome 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

Useful metric, because it 
informs us whether the 
police force and the 
prosecutor’s office consider 
wildlife crime to be a 
serious offence, whether 
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corruption is involved and 
how serious the wildlife 
authorities are in pursuing 
conviction of perpetrators. 

1b.5 Ratio of prosecutions to 
convictions 
 
Number of wildlife offenders 
prosecuted/number of wildlife 
offenders convicted per year 

Outcome 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

Another useful metric, 
because it informs us 
whether prosecutors and 
judges consider wildlife 
crime to be a serious 
offence and treat it 
accordingly. 

1b.6 Rate of maximum penalty 
application 
 
Number of maximum penalty 
applications/total penalty 
applications per year  
 
Or use number of sentences following 
judicial guidance/sentencing 
guidelines. I.e. maximum sentences 
are not always appropriate, so failure 
to give the maximum custodial 
sentence is not a failure if a high 
fine/appropriate custodial sentence 
was given? 

Outcome 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

This measure informs us 
about the judiciary, 
whether they consider 
wildlife crime a serious 
offence. 

Note: For a comprehensive analysis of means and measures available to protect wildlife at the national level, use the 
UNODC Toolkit (UNODC, 2013).  For a comprehensive self-assessment framework consult ICCWC (2016). 
 
 
 
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 2. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 2: Maintain elephant habitats and restore connectivity 
2.1 Number of elephants currently 
equipped with an active radio collar 

Output 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

Collaring of elephants to 
study movements to 
determine the locations and 
extent of corridors, or for 
protection purposes. 

2.2 Number of habitat corridors 
created 

Output 
(Simple) 

Connectivity is a measure of 
investment in ensuring 
elephants can access 
maximum suitable habitat.  

2.3 Surface area (km²) of new 
elephant habitat created through 
newly designated protected areas, 
buffer zones and corridors 

Outcome 
(Simple, where 
baseline should be 
readily available) 

Related to connectivity, 
creating large dispersal 
areas for the long-term 
conservation of viable 
populations. 
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2.4 Proportion of elephant range 
being part of the protected area 
estate 

Outcome 
(Simple) 

Similar to previous one. 

 
 
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 3. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 3: Reduce Human-Elephant Conflict (HEC) 
3.1 Length of elephant-proof fence 
erected (km) 
 
( km per year per range State) 

Output 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

NA 

3.2 Length of elephant-proof 
trenches dug 
 
(km per year per range State) 

Output 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

NA 

3.3 Number of community members 
trained in HEC mitigation methods 
 
# people trained per year per site or 
in range State 

Output 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

NA 

3.4 Number of field officers trained 
in conflict management 
 
# officers trained per year per site or 
in range state 

Output 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

NA 

3.5 Number of HEC incidents 
reported 
 
# HEC incidents per year per range 
State 

Outcome 
(Simple) 

Trend in HEC incidents. This 
assumes a fixed number of 
locations from where HEC 
incidents are reported, 
covering the same area. 

3.6 Trend in number of human 
fatalities 
 
# Human fatalities per year per range 
State 

Outcome 
(Simple) 

This assumes a fixed 
number of locations from 
where human fatalities are 
reported, covering the 
same area, unless this 
indicator is used for a 
particular site. 

Surface area of crops damaged 
 
km² of crops damaged per year per 
site or range State 

Outcome 
(Simple) 

Trend in surface area of 
crops damaged per site or 
per range State. When used 
for the entire country, this 
assumes a fixed number of 
locations from where crop 
damage is reported, 
covering the same area 
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Example indicators for AEAP Objective 4. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 4: Increase awareness on elephant conservation of key stakeholders 
4.1 Awareness raising tools created 
 

Output 
(Simple) 

Tools may be regular 
workshops, meetings, 
flyers, brochures, booklets, 
media broadcasting (radio, 
TV, internet, social media), 
course material, etc. 

4.2 Number of people addressed per 
target group 
 
Number of people per target group 
per year per range State 

Output 
(Simple) 

Target groups may be 
elementary school children, 
high school students, 
college and university 
students, general public, 
communities, community 
elders, different business 
groups, extractive industry 
staff, judiciary, prosecutors, 
enforcement community, 
etc.  

4.3 % of population reached 
  
% of population (all target groups 
combined) reached by awareness 
raising tools 

Output 
(Simple) 

NA 

4.4 % of population supportive of 
elephant conservation 
 
% per year (national) 

Outcome 
(Moderately 
complex) 

% of all target groups 
combined (survey sampling 
method should be 
representative of all target 
groups by proportion of 
population). 

 
 
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 5. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 5: Strengthen knowledge on elephant management 
5.1 Number of sites and open areas 
surveyed using CITES/MIKE survey 
standards 
 
Alternatively, % of PA system or % of 
elephant range surveyed 

Output 
(Simple) 

Surveys designed to provide 
results on elephant 
numbers, distribution and 
movements, but using a 
standardized design. 
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5.2 Number of research projects 
underway 

Output 
(Simple) 

Only research to guide 
adaptive management 
should be included. 

5.3 Number of elephants equipped 
with radio collars 

Output 
(Simple) 

See indicator 2.1 

 
 
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 6. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 6: Strengthen cooperation with other range states 
6.1 Number of official collaboration 
protocols (MoUs) signed with 
bordering countries 
 
For elephant management, or law 
enforcement, mutual legal assistance 
etc. Maximum is number of bordering 
countries 

Output 
(Simple) 

For some countries on the 
coast this may be as few as 
3, but more for land-locked 
countries.  

6.2 Number of joint cross-border 
patrols 
 
# joint patrols per year for a 
particular cross-border region or 
trans-boundary conservation area 

Output 
(Simple) 

NA 

6.3 Number of joint border controls 
 
# joint border controls per year 

Output 
(Simple) 

Controls of vehicles at 
border crossings. 

6.4 Number of joint investigations 
 
# joint investigations per year 

Output 
(Simple) 

NA 

6.5 Number of arrests per joint 
operation 
 
Mean number of arrests of all joint 
operations combined per year 

Outcome 
(Simple) 

Mean number of arrests 
from all joint operations 
combined. 

6.6 Number of seizures per joint 
operation or weight 
 
Mean number of seizures of all joint 
operations combined per year 

Outcome 
(Simple) 

Mean number of seizures or 
mean weight of seized ivory 
from all joint operations 
combined. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 7. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
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Objective 7: Improve collaboration with local communities 
7.1 Number of Protected Area 
Advisory Boards established, or 
number of Village Natural Resource 
Committees actively engaged with 
Park Management, or tourism 
generated funds from PAs paid to 
VNRCs 

Output 
(Simple) 

Community members are 
important stakeholders on 
the board. 

7.2 Number of community 
conservancies established 

Output 
(Simple) 

Wildlife areas outside the 
PA system managed by 
communities. 

7.3 Number of community-based 
eco-tourism enterprises established 

Output 
(Simple) 

Cultural and nature-based 
activities managed by PA 
fringe communities. 

7.4 Number of community members 
trained in enterprise management 
 

Output 
(Simple) 

Setting up and managing an 
enterprise.  

7.5 Amount of tourism revenue 
generated by community enterprises 
 
Revenue generated per year, national 
level 

Output 
(Simple) 

NA 

7.6 Number of elephants killed by 
community members 
 
# killed per year 

Outcome 
(Simple) 

Elephants killed in the 
vicinity of the community, 
either for economic gain or 
due to HEC.  

7.7 Number of snares collected 
 
# snares collected per year per site 

Outcome 
(Simple, needs 
baseline) 

Snaring is usually done for 
bush-meat by members of 
fringe communities.  

 
 
 
Example indicators for AEAP Objective 8. 

Indicator/(Units) Type/(Complexity) Explanation 
Objective 8: NEAP effectively implemented 
8.1 Number of review meetings held Output 

(Simple) 
Meetings with all 
stakeholders dealing with 
implementation of the 
NEAP. 

8.2 Number of MoUs with 
government stakeholders 

Output 
(Simple) 

Government institutions 
that have roles and 
responsibilities in relation to 
NEAP objectives and 
actions. 

8.3 Number of MoUs with Non-
governmental stakeholders / 
number of non-government 

Output 
(Simple) 

Stakeholders that are 
important for 
implementation and 
funding. 
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stakeholders contributing to annual 
review document 
8.4 % of NEAP implemented 
 
% implemented per year 

Outcome  

 

Appendix 8: Counting Elephants 
 
Why count elephants?  The need for scientific monitoring of elephant populations arises 
from several broad considerations.  Information about elephant distribution and abundance 
and the trends in these parameters is needed to:  

• set appropriate management goals;  
• to monitor the effectiveness of management interventions and policy-

makers’ decisions (e.g. whether ivory can be traded legally);  
• to assess the impact of threats such as habitat loss and degradation; and  
• to inform local people and other stakeholders (Lindsay 1993; Jachmann, 

2001; Blanc et al. 2003; Sutherland et al. 2004; Hedges 2012;). 
 
Given the threatened status of many elephant populations, and the substantial investments 
being made in elephant conservation, wildlife managers and conservation agencies need 
clear and reliable answers to some basic questions. Without these answers, they cannot 
begin to evaluate the success or failure of conservation efforts. Some of these basic 
questions are: 
 
1. What are the geographic range and distribution of elephant populations? 
2. Where are individual elephant populations increasing their range, and, where are these 

ranges fragmenting or shrinking? 
3. For important elephant populations, what are the population trends? In other words, 

are these important elephant populations stable, declining, or increasing? 
4. What are the threats to elephants and their habitat in a site or landscape and how 

effective are law enforcement and other management interventions at reducing those 
threats? 

 
The traditional approaches to answering these questions have too often been based on:  

A.  Encounter rates for elephant sign and/or reliance on untested assumptions about 
sign (dung) production and persistence [see Buckland et al. (2001: 186-189; 2004: 
377-385) and Laing et al. (2003)]; or  

B. imprecise aerial surveys that do not always pay attention to detectability and thus 
return population estimates of questionable accuracy and of limited utility for 
monitoring population trends (Caughley 1974; Jachmann 2001; Whitehouse et al. 
2001; Jachmann 2002; Msoffe et al. 2009); or  

C. in Asia at least, ‘total direct counts’ (censuses), counts at waterholes, and ‘block 
counts’ [see, e.g., Bist (2003) for descriptions of these methods] all of which fail to 
address the critical issues of detectability and spatial sampling, and consequently the 
relationship between the count statistic and the true number of elephants is not 
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known for those sites where these methods were used (Williams et al. 2002; Elphick 
2008).  

 
Use of erroneous data on elephant distribution and abundance can – and does – result in 
erroneous conclusions about elephant population status and trend, leading to the 
misdirection of funds and overlooked conservation opportunities (Duckworth & Hedges 
1998; Blake & Hedges 2004; Hedges 2006). Fortunately, during the past three decades, 
there has been phenomenal progress in the methods used for wildlife population 
estimation. This progress is evidenced by the development and deployment of both new 
statistical models and new technologies (Burnham 2004). Three important conceptual 
approaches to population sampling – distance sampling, capture–recapture sampling, and 
occupancy sampling (which is related to capture–recapture sampling) – have all advanced 
particularly rapidly (Buckland et al. 2001; Williams et al. 2002; Buckland et al. 2004; 
MacKenzie et al. 2006; Bohning 2008). In addition, hierarchical modelling methods have 
received a lot of attention and now provide a powerful framework for the analysis of data 
from capture–recapture and other sampling of populations, metapopulations, and 
communities (Royle & Dorazio 2008; Link & Barker 2010). 
 
It is now recognized that the methods used for monitoring elephant populations can and 
should incorporate recent scientific advances. As an example of such recognition, the CITES 
Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE) program has produced new guidelines and 
standards in attempt to improve the traditional monitoring protocols for elephants (Craig 
2004; Hedges & Lawson 2006). However, neither of these manuals covers all the methods 
available to those needing to monitor elephant populations. Moreover, there have been 
significant advances in the last 5–10 years. Fortunately, there are several excellent general 
books that deal with these matters (e.g., Buckland et al. 2001; Williams et al. 2002; Buckland 
et al. 2004; Amstrup et al. 2006; MacKenzie et al. 2006; Milner-Gulland & Rowcliffe 2007; 
Conroy & Carroll 2009) and a new comprehensive manual that describes how to use these 
methods to monitor elephant populations (Hedges 2012). The methods available to monitor 
elephants covered in Hedges (2012) are summarized below and vary according to the spatial 
scale at which one needs to work, the nature of the elephants’ habitat, and the likely size of 
the elephant populations of interest. 
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Population monitoring methods 
 
Deciding which methods to use depending on what you need to know (reproduced with 
permission from Hedges 2012) 
 

What do you need 
to know? 

Which method(s) to use 
Site (≤ 5000 km²) Landscape (> 5000 km²) 

Elephant occurrence, 
range, and 
distribution 
(occupancy) 

Detection–non-detection survey, 
repeated to assess trend 
(Chapters 6 & 11). 

Detection–non-detection survey, 
repeated to assess trend (Chapters 6 
& 11). 

Determinants 
(including habitat 
type/quality) of 
elephant occurrence, 
range, and 
distribution 

Occupancy surveys using 
elephant dung to assess 
detection–non-detection of 
elephants and covariate 
modelling to evaluate hypotheses 
for occupancy in relation to both 
human activity and ecological 
features (Chapters 6 & 11). 

Occupancy surveys using elephant 
dung to assess detection–non-
detection of elephants and covariate 
modelling to evaluate hypotheses for 
occupancy in relation to both human 
activity and ecological features 
(Chapters 6 & 11). 

Elephant population 
density and 
abundance, and 
trends in density and 
abundance 

Terrestrial sightings surveys using 
line transects, give density, which 
can be converted to abundance; 
repeated over time to assess 
trends (Chapters 3 & 7). 
 
Aerial surveys, repeated over 
time to assess trends (Chapter 8). 
 
Capture–recapture surveys (give 
abundance, which can be 
converted to density) using faecal 
DNA or, in a few places, sightings 
or camera/video traps; repeated 
over time to assess trends 
(Chapters 5 & 10). 
 
Dung count surveys using line 
transects to estimate dung 
density plus dung decay rate 
estimation plus defecation rate 
estimation (or use of appropriate 
data defecation rate from 
another study); give density, 
which can be converted to 
abundance; repeated over time 
to assess trends (Chapters 3, 4, & 
9). 

For non-concealing habitat types, 
aerial surveys, repeated over time to 
assess trends (Chapter 8). 
 
For very large areas of concealing 
habitat types such as forests (> c. 
25,000km²), use two-phase sampling 
and modelling in a Bayesian 
framework. In the first phase, 
occupancy is estimated by surveys to 
detect elephant sign (e.g. dung piles) 
in all selected sites in the landscape, 
where selection may be of all sites 
available, or a random sample of 
sites. In the second phase, if a 
detection threshold is achieved, 
capture–recapture sampling is 
conducted to estimate abundance. 
Detection and capture–recapture 
data are then used in a joint 
likelihood to model probability of 
detection in the occupancy sample 
via an abundance–detection model. 
Capture–recapture modelling is used 
to estimate abundance for the 
abundance–detection relationship, 
which is used to predict abundance at 
the remaining sites, where only 
detection data were collected. 
Repeated over time to assess trends 
(Chapters 6, 11, & Coda). 
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For intermediate sized areas (> 
5000km²) and very large areas (> c. 
25,000km²) of concealing habitat 
types (e.g. forest), experiment with 
marked sign (dung pile) counts and 
two visits per transect so as to 
remove the need for pre-survey dung 
decay monitoring and, if this method 
is successful use the effort and money 
saved to facilitate a multi-scale 
stratified survey across the landscape. 
Selected sites of significant elephant 
abundance and/or those that are also 
important for management, e.g. 
protected areas or MIKE sites, can be 
more intensively surveyed and 
treated as separate strata in the 
analysis. Repeated over time to 
assess trends (Chapter 4). 
 
For intermediate sized areas 
(5000km² to a maximum yet to 
determined) of concealing habitat 
types (e.g. forest), consider 
experimenting with dung counts and 
rainfall models of the dung decay 
process. Repeated over time to assess 
trends (Chapters 3, 4, 9, & Coda). 

Demographic 
parameters: survival 
rates, emigration 
rates, movement or 
transition rates, 
fecundity, 
population growth 
rates 

Capture–recapture surveys using 
fecal DNA or, in a few places, 
sightings or camera/video traps; 
repeated over time to assess 
trends (Chapters 5 & 10). 

Abundance-occupancy relationships 
from distributional surveys, to 
understand and document large-scale 
population dynamics and the 
consequences of environmental 
change (Chapters 6 & 11). 

Abundance and 
distribution of 
threats 

Patrol-based data collection; 
dedicated survey based data 
collection in conjunction with, 
e.g., transect-based surveys for 
elephant sign (Chapter 12). 

Patrol-based data collection; 
dedicated survey based data 
collection in conjunction with, e.g., 
occupancy surveys for elephant sign 
(Chapter 12). 

  



64 
 

 
Summary of key requirements, advantages, and disadvantages of the recommended population survey and monitoring methods (reproduced 
with permission from Hedges 2012) 
 

Method Requirements Key advantages Key disadvantages 
Occupancy (detection–non-
detection) surveys for 
elephant sign (Chapters 6 & 
11) 

• Independent repeat surveys 
can be conducted at sites, 
which can be grid cells or some 
other defined sampling unit, 
ideally over a short period of 
time 

• Can be used when elephants 
cannot be seen readily 
(because they occur in 
concealing vegetation types 
such as rainforest) 

 

• Choice of survey site (e.g. grid 
cell) size needs to be guided by 
knowledge of likely home 
range size in order to 
distinguish true occupancy 
from use, but home range sizes 
for elephants – especially 
forest elephants – are not well 
known 

Terrestrial sightings surveys 
using line transects (Chapters 
3 & 7) 
 

• Elephants can be seen readily 
(because they occur in non-
concealing vegetation types) 

• Elephants do not move away 
(or towards) the observers in 
response to the observers’ 
movements before the 
observers have detected the 
elephants 

• Can be a cost-effective method 
to estimate density/abundance 
for medium to large 
populations 

• Can provide data on 
population sex- and age -
structure 

• Difficult if terrain hinders 
following a straight line 

• Not cost effective if population 
size is very small (a few 10s of 
elephants) as effort required to 
achieve tolerable precision will 
be too high 

Aerial surveys (Chapters 3 & 
8) 
 

• Elephants can be seen readily 
(because they occur in non-
concealing vegetation types) 

• Allows relatively 
quick/efficient coverage of 
large areas 

• Can provide data on 
population sex- and age-
structure 

• Can provide data on 
abundance and distribution of 

• Access to a suitable airplane 
and appropriately qualified 
pilot/observers maybe an issue 

• Can be expensive 
• Can return imprecise estimates 

if elephant encounter rates are 
low 

• Tends to produce 
underestimates of elephant 
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elephant carcasses (and 
carcass: live animal ratios) 

abundance due to imperfect 
detection on the transect line 
(distance sampling) or in the 
sampling unit (strip transects). 

Capture–recapture surveys 
using faecal DNA (Chapters 5 
& 10) 

• Total elephant population size 
is likely to be less than a few 
thousand animals (above this 
size a very large number of 
samples would have to be 
collected and analysed making 
the cost prohibitive) 

• Provides detailed data for each 
animal ‘captured’ (can be 
particularly helpful in 
situations where illegal killing 
is biased towards, e.g. adult 
males) and, depending on 
study design, allows estimates 
of survival rates, emigration 
rates, movement or transition 
rates, fecundity, and 
population growth rates (so, 
more informative than dung 
counts) 

• Can be used when population 
size is too small (a few 10s of 
elephants) for terrestrial 
sighting-based surveys using 
line transects to be cost 
effective 

• Can be used when elephants 
cannot be seen readily 
(because they occur in 
concealing vegetation types 
such as rainforest) 

• Can be used when it is not 
possible to estimate dung 
disappearance (decay) rates 
for the site 

• Access to a suitable laboratory 
and appropriately qualified 
staff maybe an issue (there are 
currently relatively few 
laboratories set-up for faecal 
DNA analysis and very few in 
elephant range States so the 
need to export samples may 
also be a problem) 

• Fresh elephant dung maybe 
difficult to find in some areas 
(but use of detection dogs may 
be helpful) 
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• Can be used when no 
appropriate defecation rate 
data are available 

• Should return a more precise 
estimate of population size 
than dung count based 
methods 

• Less time-consuming than 
dung count based methods 
(because no pre-survey dung 
decay estimation required) 

• Cost is likely to be lower than 
dung count based methods 

Capture–recapture surveys 
using direct sightings or 
camera/video traps 
(Chapters 5 & 10) 

• A good ‘network’ of clearings, 
waterholes, etc. exists at which 
sightings can be obtained or 
camera traps can be 
positioned so as to obtain 
reliably whole-body 
photographs of elephants 

• Provides detailed data for each 
animal ‘captured’ (can be 
particularly helpful in 
situations where illegal killing 
is biased towards, e.g., adult 
males) and, depending on 
study design, allows estimates 
of survival rates, emigration 
rates, movement or transition 
rates, fecundity, and 
population growth rates (so, 
more informative than dung 
counts along line transects) 

• Can be used when population 
size is too small (a few 10s of 
elephants) for terrestrial 
sighting-based surveys using 
line transects to be cost 
effective 

• Effort to precision ratio 
typically high compared to 
terrestrial sighting-based 
surveys using line transects 
and so capture–recapture field 
costs are typically higher 

• Few places are suitable: in 
most forested areas obtaining 
whole-body shots of elephants 
with sufficient frequency will 
be impossible; in more open 
areas direct sighting based 
methods (terrestrial or aerial 
surveys) are likely to be more 
appropriate 

• Camera traps are expensive, 
subject to problems with 
humidity, and liable to be 
stolen in some areas 
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• Can be used when elephants 
cannot be seen readily during 
aerial surveys or along 
terrestrial sighting transects 
(and/or move away in 
response to observers before 
they are detected)  

• Can be used when it is not 
possible to estimate dung 
disappearance (decay) rates 
for the site 

• Can be used when no 
appropriate defecation rate 
data are available 

• Should return a more precise 
estimate of population size 
than dung count based 
methods 

• Less time-consuming than 
dung count based methods 

• Cost may be lower than dung 
count based methods 

Dung count surveys using line 
transects (Chapters 3, 4, & 9) 

• Ideally, dung pile encounter 
rates along transects should be 
>1/km 

• Dung disappearance (decay 
rates) can be estimated in a 
spatially unbiased manner for 
the whole site over the period 
leading up to and including the 
dung count survey 

• Appropriate defecation rate 
data are available 

• Can be used when elephants 
cannot be seen readily 
(because they occur in 
concealing vegetation types 
such as rainforest) 

• Can also provide data on 
population age-structure if 
dung dimensions are recorded 

• Can return more precise 
estimates than aerial or 
terrestrial sighting-based 

• Time-consuming, particularly 
because of the need to begin 
dung decay rate monitoring 
many months before the 
survey 

• Obtaining spatially unbiased 
dung disappearance rates for 
the whole site can be 
prohibitively difficult (because 
it requires very high effort 
levels) 
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surveys aerial surveys because 
the sighting-based surveys 
record the instantaneous 
distribution of elephants, and 
the variation between 
transects is usually high, often 
giving estimates with wide 
confidence limits 

• Estimating dung density is 
problematic if significant areas 
of the site are seasonally (or 
permanently) inundated 

• Difficult if terrain hinders 
following a straight line 

• Labour-intensive and thus also 
likely to be expensive 

  



69 
 

List of Figures, Tables and Boxes 
 
Fig. 1: Making wildlife pay, the innovation cycle (Geopolicity, 2019)     10 
 
Fig. 2: NEAP development simplified, showing the 4 components of the NEAP package (grey boxes) 28 
 
Fig. 3: Logical flow of NEAP development, including some of the financial aspects   29 
 
Table 1: Overview of financing opportunities for conservation      11 
 
Box 1: Component of a Species Conservation Strategy or Action Plan as recommended 
            by IUCN/SSC (2008a) and potentially suitable as a basis for NEAPs; source IUCN/SSC (2008b) 20 
 
Box 2: Extract from the IUCN/SSC Conservation Strategy for Wild Cattle and Buffaloes in 
           Southeast Asia (2008) to show the targets associated with an objective    22 
 
Box 3: Extract from IUCN (2008a), ensuring targets are “SMART”     23 
 
Box 4: What is adaptive management (Source: EPI Monitoring & Evaluation Framework)   25 
 
Box 5. Implementation Plan details when using a spread sheet     33 
 
Box 6: Summary of stakeholders and M&E responsibilities (Source: EPI, 2019)    38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



70 

Glossary 
 
Actions. The interventions (activities that are part of this action) which need to be 
implemented to achieve the NEAP’s targets and, ultimately, its objectives, goal, and vision. 
 
Adaptive management. Adaptive management incorporates research into conservation 
action. Specifically, it is the integration of design, management, and monitoring to 
systematically test assumptions in order to adapt and learn (Salafsky et al. 2001). 
 
African Elephant Action Plan. The African Elephant Action Plan was adopted by all the 
African elephant range States in March 2010 at the 15th Conference of the Parties to CITES. 
The plan was developed through a consultative process, facilitated by IUCN and the CITES 
Secretariat, and is available at https://cites.org/common/cop/15/inf/E15i-68.pdf. An African 
Elephant Fund and an African Elephant Fund Steering Committee were subsequently 
established but funding levels remain inadequate to address the problems faced by Africa’s 
elephants. 
 
Constraint. Factors which contribute to or compound the threats. For example, lack of 
political will and resources might contribute to a lack of law enforcement, leading in turn to 
over-exploitation. 
 
Ecologically functional populations. Ecologically functional populations are populations that 
are of sufficient size to fulfil their ecological roles. 
 
Elephant Trade Information System (ETIS). ETIS ‘is a comprehensive information system to 
track illegal trade in ivory and other elephant products. It shares the same objectives as 
those set out for MIKE in [CITES] Resolution Conf. 10.10 (Rev. CoP12), with the difference 
that its aim is to record and analyse levels and trends in illegal trade, rather than the illegal 
killing of elephants. The central component of ETIS is a database on seizures of elephant 
specimens that have occurred anywhere in the world since 1989. The seizure database is 
supported by a series of subsidiary database components that assess law enforcement 
effort and efficiency, rates of reporting, domestic ivory markets and background economic 
variables. These database components are time-based and country-specific and are used to 
mitigate factors that cause bias in the data and might otherwise distort the analytical 
results. The subsidiary database components also assist in interpreting and understanding 
the results of the ETIS analyses. Since its inception, ETIS has been managed by TRAFFIC on 
behalf of the CITES Parties and is currently housed at the TRAFFIC East/Southern Africa 
office in Harare, Zimbabwe’ (from http://www.cites.org/eng/prog/etis/index.shtml). 
 
Elephant Protection Initiative (EPI). The EPI is an initiative launched at the February 2014 
London Conference on the Illegal Wildlife Trade by the governments of Botswana, Chad, 
Ethiopia, Gabon, and Tanzania. Since then, fourteen more countries have joined the EPI: 
Uganda, The Gambia, Malawi, Liberia, Kenya, The Republic of Congo, Angola, Somalia, Sierra 
Leone, South Sudan, Côte d’Ivoire, Guinea, Mali, and Nigeria. A majority of Africa’s surviving 
elephants are now in EPI countries. 
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The EPI is a comprehensive and pan-African response to the elephant crisis. The EPI seeks to 
stop the killing of elephants, to end the ivory trade, and to realize a secure and stable future 
for elephant populations and people across Africa. It will do this by working for the success 
of the African Elephant Action Plan (AEAP) – a continent-wide blueprint to save the species 
in response to the burgeoning crisis, agreed in 2010, in an unprecedented act of consensus 
between African elephant range States.  The aims of the EPI are to:   

1. Implement the African Elephant Action Plan (AEAP), the continent’s blueprint to 
save the species. 

2. Close domestic ivory markets in those participating States still operating a 
domestic market.  

3. Observe a moratorium on any consideration of future international trade for a 
minimum of 10 years and thereafter until African elephant populations are no 
longer threatened. 

4.  Agree to put all ivory stockpiles beyond economic use. 
 
EPI States. Member States which have made a Presidential signed pledge of commitment to 
the EPI. 
 
EPI Partners. Non-state parties which have signed a pledge of commitment to the EPI. To 
date there are 31 NGOs, INGOs, EPI Partners and numerous more private sector, CSOs, etc 
EPI Partners.  
 
Goal. A rephrasing of the vision in operational terms to capture in greater detail what needs 
to be done, and where (to save the species). 
 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP). A measure of economic activity in a country. It is 
calculated by adding the total value of a country's annual output of goods and services. 
GDP = private consumption + investment + public spending + the change in inventories 
+ (exports - imports).   
 
Human-elephant conflict (HEC). Crop depredations, damage to equipment and other 
property caused by elephants, other forms of economic losses incurred as a result of 
elephant activity (e.g. opportunity costs), and the injuries to or deaths of people and 
elephants that result from these phenomena. 
 
International Consortium on Combating Wildlife Crime (ICCWC). ICCWC is a collaborative 
effort of five inter-governmental organizations “working to bring coordinated support to the 
national wildlife law enforcement agencies and to the sub-regional and regional networks 
that, on a daily basis, act in defence of natural resources”. The ICCWC partners are the 
Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) 
Secretariat, INTERPOL, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, the World Bank, and 
the World Customs Organization. The mission of ICCWC is “to usher in a new era where 
perpetrators of serious wildlife and forest crime will face a formidable and coordinated 
response, rather than the present situation where the risk of detection and punishment is 
all too low”. Further information on ICCWC is available at 
http://www.cites.org/eng/prog/ICCWC.php. 
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ICCWC Indicator Framework for Combating Wildlife and Forest Crime (ICCWC Indicator 
Framework). The ICCWC Indicator Framework has been developed to work alongside the 
ICCWC Toolkit (see below) and provide an additional assessment tool for use at a national 
level. While the ICCWC Toolkit provides the means for a comprehensive analysis, the ICCWC 
Indicator Framework allows for a more rapid assessment of a national law enforcement 
response to wildlife crime. It also provides a standardized framework to monitor any 
changes in national law enforcement capacity and effectiveness over time. The ICCWC 
Indicator Framework is a comprehensive set of 50 indicators arranged against eight desired 
outcomes of effective law enforcement to combat wildlife crime. It is in the form of a self-
assessment framework, which is best completed through a collaborative process involving 
all relevant national law enforcement agencies. The ICCWC Indicator Framework is available 
at https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/iccwc/ICCWC-Ind-FW-ASSESSMENT-
GUIDELINES-FINAL.pdf. 
 
ICCWC Wildlife and Forest Crime Analytic Toolkit (ICCWC Toolkit). The ICCWC Toolkit 
provides a technical resource for countries to complete a national assessment of the main 
issues related to wildlife crime in the country. The ICCWC Toolkit helps analyse national 
preventive and criminal justice responses to wildlife crime and identify technical assistance 
needs. Further information about the ICCWC Toolkit, including the Toolkit in English, French 
and Spanish, is available at: https://www.cites.org/eng/prog/iccwc.php/Tools. A factsheet 
on the ICCWC Toolkit is available at: 
https://cites.org/sites/default/files/eng/prog/iccwc/Toolkit_Fact_Sheet_ENG.pdf. 
 
Law Enforcement Effort Ratio (LEER). ETIS’s Law Enforcement Effort Ratio (LEER) represents 
how effective law enforcement is in intercepting illegal trade in ivory and is the ETIS 
equivalent of the MIKE Program’s PIKE. It is routinely calculated for each country each year 
by ETIS. A LEER of 50% means ‘some illicit ivory trade leaves the country without being 
seized, but seizures regularly occur’. LEER is calculated by dividing the number of in-country 
seizures (i.e. ‘seizures in’) by the total number of seizures (i.e. ‘seizures in’ + ‘seizures out’). 
Law enforcement effort ratios range from:  

- 00.00-10.00 No effective law enforcement – virtually all illicit ivory trade leaves the 
country without being seized;  

- 10.01-25.00 Very poor law enforcement – most illicit ivory trade leaves the country 
without being seized;  

- 25.01-40.00 Poor law enforcement – most illicit ivory trade leaves the country 
without being seized, but seizures sometimes occur;  

- 40.01-60.00 Fair law enforcement – some illicit ivory trade leaves the country 
without being seized, but seizures regularly occur;  

- 60.01-75.00 Good law enforcement – some illicit ivory trade leaves the country 
without being seized, but seizures usually occur;  

- 75.01-90.00 Very good law enforcement – very little illicit ivory trade leaves country; 
- 90.01-100.00 Excellent law enforcement – virtually no illicit ivory trade leaves the 

country. See: http://www.cites.org/common/cop/15/inf/E15i-53.pdf  
 
Management Information SysTem (MIST). MIST is a unified database management system 
designed to service protected area and park management needs (see 
http://www.ecostats.com/software/mist/mist.htm). 
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Indicators. Indicators can be classified into two main types:  

• “Output indicators” . Examples of output indicators include “number of patrols 
completed per month in priority sites” and “number of elephant population surveys 
completed in priority sites”. Such indicators tend to be short-term in nature, are 
primarily useful as indicators of progress, and allow national and local government 
staff, NGO partners, and donors to keep track of a range States’ progress in 
implementing a NEAP.  

• “Outcome indicators”. Examples of outcome indicators include “Proportion of 
Illegally Killed Elephants (PIKE) in key sites” and “Elephant population size or trend in 
key sites”. Such metrics tend to be longer-term than activity metrics because they 
typically require more time and effort to assess; they are essential, however, 
because they tell national and local government staff, NGO partners, and donors 
whether the NEAP is being successful in conserving the range States’ elephants. In 
addition, “scope indicators” are sometimes used to indicate the number (or 
proportion) of places where work is underway, while traffic-light indicators merely 
inform whether something has or has not taken place. 

 
Monitoring the Illegal Killing of Elephants (MIKE). A CITES program, the overall goal of 
which ‘is to provide information needed for elephant range States to make appropriate 
management and enforcement decisions, and to build institutional capacity within the range 
States for the long-term management of their elephant populations. More specific 
objectives within this goal are:  

a. to measure levels and trends in the illegal hunting of elephants;  
b. to determine changes in these trends over time; and   
c. to determine the factors causing or associated with such changes, and to try 

and assess in particular to what extent observed trends are a result of any 
decisions taken by the Conference of the Parties to CITES’ (from 
http://www.cites.org/eng/prog/MIKE/intro/index.shtml). 

 
Multiplier Effects. Refers to the resulting effect of a service or amenity creating further 
wealth or positive effects in an area. These effects are measured by the so-called 
“multipliers”. They are computed through the analysis of Input-Output (I-O) framework, 
which serves to analyze the interdependence of sectors and industries in an economy. This 
method is commonly used for estimating the ripple effects throughout an economy. A key 
output from this analysis is the estimation of impacts of a given industry or sector (tourism 
among them) into e.g. growth, employment, income. 
 
National Ivory Action Plan (NIAP). Country-specific action plans focused on effectively 
controlling trade in ivory and ivory markets, with milestones, timelines, and deadlines, 
which named Parties to CITES have been requested to produce by CITES (see 
https://cites.org/eng/niaps). 
 
SMART. When the acronym ‘SMART’ refers to targets, it indicates that they should be 
Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, and Time-bound; the acronym also means Spatial 
Monitoring and Reporting Tool, which is a tool developed by global conservation 
organizations and other stakeholders, to tackle poaching, habitat encroachment, and other 
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illegal activities that is gradually replacing MIST (see 
http://www.smartconservationsoftware.org/; also see MIST). 
 
Target. In our usage, targets are measurable steps that describe what needs to be 
accomplished to meet a goal or objective. Progress towards meeting targets is tracked using 
indicators and together the indicators and targets make it possible to assess whether an 
action or set of related actions have been successful or whether the actions are failing or 
underperforming. 
 
Threat. A factor which causes either a substantial decline in the numbers of individuals of a 
population or species, or a substantial contraction of the population’s or species’ geographic 
range. Threats can be divided into proximate and ultimate threats. Proximate threats are 
immediate causes of population decline, usually acting on birth or death rates (e.g. habitat 
loss, over-harvest). Ultimate threats are root causes of proximate threats, and are almost 
always anthropogenic; e.g. habitat loss (a proximate threat) might be driven by human 
population growth (an ultimate threat). 
 
Value Chain. Value Chain is the full range of business activities needed to bring a product 
or service from conception to delivery. 
 
Vision. An inspirational and relatively short statement that describes the desired future 
state for the species (i.e. it describes in broad terms the desired range and abundance for 
the species, its continuing ecological role, and it relationship with humans) The vision is thus 
an essential part of the action planning process in that those developing a NEAP should 
discuss explicitly what it means to conserve ecologically functioning populations of 
elephants in a range State and use the answer to this question to develop the associated 
goal, objectives, and actions. The vision should, therefore, be derived from an analysis of the 
species’ status and a detailed presentation of the long-term conservation needs of the 
species (informed by a threat analysis). 
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