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Biodiversity & Planetary health 

Source:  Whitmee et al (2015) 
Red List Index 2016 (Source:  iucnredlist.org) 
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4.2. CONTRIBUTION OF PROTECTED AREAS TO GOAL C

Target 11: By 2020, at least 17% of terrestrial and inland water areas and 10% of 

coastal and marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity 

and ecosystem services, are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, 

ecologically representative and well-connected systems of protected areas and 

other effective area-based conservation measures, and integrated into the wider landscape and 

seascape.

This target describes a suite of elements that a protected area global network should aspire to, indicating that 

progress towards meeting the target can only be achieved if the full range of elements are taken into account. 

Coverage of terrestrial and inland water areas

There are 202,467 terrestrial and inland water protected areas recorded in the World Database on 

Protected Areas (WDPA), covering 14.7% (19.8 million km2) of the world’s extent of these ecosystems 

(excluding Antarctica) (see Figure 4.1 and Box 1.3 for methods). This remains an underestimate, as not all 

of the world’s terrestrial and inland water protected areas are as yet captured in the WDPA. Of the protected 

areas currently recorded in the WDPA, approximately 1% were designated since 2014, demonstrating that 

the world’s protected area estate continues to grow. However, the total area reflec t ed in the WDPA has fallen 

overall compared to the 15.4% reported in 2014, as a result of changes to the dataset. Designations change over 

time, including both increases and decreases in size, and in some cases, protected areas may be degazetted or 

no longer qualify for inclusion in the WDPA (Box 4.1). Consequently, to attain 17% of terrestrial coverage, an 

additional 3.1 million km2 would need to be protected. 

Figure 4.1. Percentage of all terrestrial and marine areas (0-200 nautical miles) covered by protected areas 

by year of designation of all designated protected areas included in the WDPA as of April 2016. The year 

totals only include designated protected areas and are extracted from the protected area status year reported 

to the WDPA. Protected areas with no reported status year are included in the 1990 baseline. Figures for 

earlier years are different from those reported in previous reports, because the WDPA is a snapshot of 

protected areas at a given point in time, not a temporal database on protected areas growth. When a site is 

degazetted, it is no longer stored in the WDPA. Sites removed from the WDPA in the last two years are no 

longer included in the analyses.

• Aichi targets nearly reached: ca. 15% of the Earth land & 10% of 
marine areas covered by PAs 

• BUT < 20% countries met their commitment to assess PAs 
effectiveness (Source: Protected Planet Report, iucn.org, 2016) 

Status of African elephant populations and levels of illegal killing and the illegal trade in ivory   8 
 

Figure 5. Relationships between PIKE and poverty, governance and demand covariates. For each graph, 
all other covariates are held constant at their means. Dotted lines represent confidence bands. 

 
These three factors — poverty, governance and demand — explain nearly two thirds of the variation 
observed in PIKE levels across African sites. Poverty and governance explain spatial patterns in 
poaching levels, while demand accounts for the temporal trend. Whilst the empirical relationships 
demonstrated by the MIKE analyses are not necessarily directly causal, they do provide a good basis 
from which to investigate causation. At the very least, the factors identified in the MIKE analysis are likely 
to facilitate or to provide incentives for the illegal killing of elephants and the illegal trade in ivory. 
 
The impact of poaching on elephant populations 

 
A statistical model based on the variables discussed above can be used to estimate absolute poaching 
rates, as well as the number of elephants killed in a given year. Modelled PIKE levels for 2012 translate to 
an estimated 15,000 elephants illegally killed across all African MIKE sites in that year alone, or about 
7.4% of the total elephant population in those sites. As elephant populations seldom grow at more than 
5% per annum, the model suggests that this level of offtake would imply that the overall population in 

MIKE sites is likely to have declined by around 2.4% in 2012. 
 
As Figure 6 shows, the model estimates that the threshold of sustainability was crossed in 2010, with 
poaching rates remaining above the population growth rate threshold ever since. It is therefore likely that 
populations at MIKE sites may be in net decline since 2010. However, this does not mean declines at 
every site, merely a decline on average. No attempt has been made to extrapolate these estimates 
beyond MIKE sites; data from additional sites would be needed to calibrate the model. 
 

       Elephant poaching and 
local poverty       

(CITES,IUCN/SSC AESG, TRAFFIC  2015) 



Transfrontier Conservation Areas (TFCAs) at the 
Forefront of Climate Change 

Source: www.sadc.int 

 ↑ water stress  
 ↑ food insecurity 
 ↑ health challenges 

Source: IPCC, 2014 

  >2°C rise in most Africa by 
2050  (high emission scenario) 

 Greater changes in southern 
Africa 

 Most vulnerable: Marginalised 
people, women, children, 
elderly 



One Health in the Great Limpopo-TFCA 
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One Health (OH) Approach 
 Integration of human health, animal health and 

environmental health 
 Not about disease but about health  
 Promoted by NEOH – Network for the 

Evaluation of One Health 
http://neoh.onehealthglobal.net 



One Health in the Great Limpopo-TFCA 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4JUOASs77l8 
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