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Conservation performance payments 

Background Information 

Member state: Sweden 

Location: Reindeer herders‘ area within the wolverine range in Sweden (mountainous northern 
regions of Sweden). 

Large carnivore species targeted: Wolverine 

Population of target species in the area: Less than 700 wolverines in Sweden, overall1. 

Main conflicts (including e.g. frequency of depredation events etc.): In the spatial overlap 
between wolverine range and reindeer herders’ area (Swedish reindeer husbandry area), 
wolverines are largely dependent on semi-domestic reindeer for their survival. 

Main conservation issues: Reindeer depredation by wolverines presents a challenge for 
wolverine conservation and necessitates a threshold of tolerance for depredation so that 
wolverine conservation may be sustained. A potential measure to address this challenge would 
involve a pro-active payment vehicle (e.g. linked to a wildlife conservation target) to replace the 
traditional re-active compensation system (i.e. linked to damage caused by wildlife). 

Measures already in place to reduce conflict (apart from case study activities): 
Compensation system for damages caused by the targeted species was in place before the 
introduction of conservation performance payments (CPP). 

Case study description 

Stakeholders involved: Reindeer herders, county administration personnel. 

Stakeholders interviewed: Reindeer herders, county administration personnel, members of 
environmental non-governmental organizations. 

Project duration: 1996-ongoing (review was until 2011). 

Funding estimate: From 1996-2001, payment per wolverine reproduction was lower than the 
originally intended 200,000 SEK (SEK 1~€ 0.15), since payment was calculated based on total 
losses to wolverines in the reindeer husbandry area divided by the number of reproductions2.  

  

                                                
1 http://www.lcie.org/Blog/ArtMID/6987/ArticleID/69/Status-of-wolverines-in-Europe. 
2 Jens Persson, J., Rauset, G. R., & Chapron, G. (2015). Paying for an Endangered Predator Leads to Population Recovery. Conservation Letters, 

8, 345-350. doi: 10.1111/conl.12171. 
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Case study description 

Funding estimate: Since 2002, payments have been set at 200,000 SEK per documented 
wolverine reproduction3, with ~18 million SEK (~2,7 m €) paid annually. 

Funding source: Swedish government; Swedish conservation performance payments (CPP) 
programme. 

Aims: The Swedish government replaced compensation payments with CPP, paying reindeer 
herders for the number of successfully breeding wolverines in their area, regardless of predation 
levels. CPP aim at addressing, at the same time, losses from depredation or disturbance, as well 
as the conservation value of the targeted species. 

Key Actions:  

• Authorities make payments to reindeer herders; 

• Payments are based on the number of documented wolverine reproductions in the respective 
district, regardless of predation levels; 

• Field monitoring of wolverine reproductions is carried out; 

• Assessment of demographic effects on the performance indicator is made using long-term 
data from radio-marked adult resident wolverines and data from the national population 
monitoring program.  

Impact  

Reduced conflict: CPP is found to reduce the number of illegal killings and encourage better 
stock protection measures (since payments were made whether or not stock were lost). In the 
transition from damage compensation to CPP, no accusations to Sami people for cheating are 
heard anymore, which has also contributed to reducing conflict among stakeholder groups.  

Increased consensus: Joint monitoring, including county administration personnel and local 
people from Sami villages, has contributed to increased consensus in terms of creating commonly 
accepted background information and knowledge with regard to the wolverine population. 

Increased common vision: Common vision has also been favoured by the joint monitoring 
scheme, but this is contingent upon using background knowledge and information to support 
one’s positioning. 

  

                                                
3 Zabel, A., & Holm-Müller, K. (2007). Conservation Performance Payments for Carnivore Conservation in Sweden. Conservation Biology, 22, 247-

251.  
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Impact 

Conservation impact: Growth in the wolverine population was observed five years after the 
programme was set in place. The number of registered reproductions increased from 57 in 2002 
to 125 in 2012, with the population expanding into previously unoccupied areas. A primary reason 
for the recovery of wolverines has been the significantly lower exposure of adult female 
wolverines to illegal killing, which has been the primary reason of adult mortality for Swedish 
wolverines4. The measure, overall, has allowed for the population of the targeted species to more 
than double within a period of ten years5.  

The effectiveness of CPP has been attributed to three different aspects, the synergy of which may 
illustrate its impact. First, CPP explicitly compete poaching on the basis of the monetary value 
involved. Second, monitoring is concentrated on denning habitat, which discourages poachers to 
approach these areas. Third, the timing of monitoring (March-May) overlaps with conditions which 
would have favoured poaching, and that fact, once again, strengthens disincentives for poaching. 
According to local people, the growth of the wolverine population is exemplified by their expansion 
towards the forested areas, which probably denotes that carrying capacity for that species up in 
mountainous areas has been surpassed. 

Socio-economic impact: Key to the success of CPP is the link between monetary payments and 
a desired conservation objective. Payments in CPP address efficient herding (i.e. prevention of 
depredation) and do not penalize with a lower compensation. Payments cover losses in reindeer 
production resulting from depredation or disturbance, while simultaneously accounting for the 
conservation value of wolverine. The CPP systems has also generated substantial employment 
opportunities and subsidies for participation in the monitoring of wolverine populations, which is a 
quite demanding task in terms of workload and needs to cover extended areas of the wolverine 
range distribution. 

  

                                                
4 Persson, J., Ericsson, G. & Segerstrom, P. (2009) Human caused mortality in the endangered Scandinavian wolverine population. Biological 

Conservation, 142, 325-331. 
5 Jens Persson, J., Rauset, G. R., & Chapron, G. (2015). Paying for an Endangered Predator Leads to Population Recovery. Conservation Letters, 

8, 345-350. doi: 10.1111/conl.12171. 
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Division of costs and benefits between stakeholders 

Main focus of 
stakeholders 
interest  

Benefits and gains of 
participation; added value 

Costs of participation; unanticipated side-
effects 

Large carnivore 
conservation 

CPP have supported an 
increase in the wolverine 
population, a reduction of 
human-wildlife conflict, and 
set the stage for an 
improvement in stakeholder 
relations.  

Substantial pressure is put on people working 
with monitoring for recording reproductions, 
and when the latter cannot be validated, then 
the field personnel or the methodology are 
blamed.  
The monitoring system may disturb females 
and may lead them to change den site since 
inspection needs to approach quite close to 
the den so that reproduction can be 
documented.  
Conflict among stakeholder groups may be 
refueled and re-surface during the course of 
time, since stakeholder interaction within the 
frame of CPP may re-formulate stakeholder 
interests and expectations. For instance, local 
people do not agree on the criteria used to 
document reproductions. 
If CPP is considered together with other 
measures for large carnivore conservation and 
management, for instance, the 10% tolerance 
level, then their incentive structures may not 
always align (e.g., behaviour intention of a 
stakeholder group on the basis of the first 
measure may act against behaviour intention 
of the same stakeholder group on the basis of 
the second measure). This fact may also be 
affected by a difficulty of attributing any 
livestock loss to a specific large carnivore 
species.   
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Division of costs and benefits between stakeholders 

Agricultural 
production, 
livestock, 
primary sector 
activities 

Payments in the form of 
CPP address efficient 
herding (i.e. prevention of 
depredation) and do not 
penalize with a lower 
compensation. They are 
certainly an improvement 
over the compensation 
systems based on livestock 
depredation due to a variety 
of reasons (e.g., 
depredated animals may be 
never found). 

Weather conditions may not always allow for a 
reliable assessment of monitoring indices, 
which may lead to an underestimation of CPP. 
This is especially linked to the dependence of 
monitoring on snow. 
Reindeer herders underlined that CPP cannot 
fairly balance livestock losses and request an 
increase (e.g., breeding value of a female 
reindeer is not properly accounted for). They 
also highlight that the system has not been 
updated since 2002 and they request a higher 
fee/subsidy for local people involved in 
monitoring.  
CPP is dependent on the distance of 
documented reproduction (i.e., den site) from 
local villages, which may not always align with 
damage caused by wolverines to livestock 
(e.g., damage and payment locations do not 
always overlap).  
Illegal killing of wolverines does still exist as a 
type of free-riding (e.g., specimen shot after 
documentation of reproduction has been 
undertaken), or when it is thought to be a more 
fair option for local people (e.g., when CPP is 
considered to be low). 

Considerations for transfer of good practice 

Aspects that worked well 

• The monitoring effort where wolverine dens are searched for and inspected in spring together 
with the county administration personnel and Sámi village representatives should certainly 
present a good practice to improve relations with the stakeholders. Given that an effective 
monitoring system is in place, CPP will certainly present an improvement over rival 
compensation systems based on livestock depredation; 

• Valuable knowledge and experience are accumulated throughout the years among staff of the 
County Administrative Board, which is adding to the validity and reliability of the system; 

• Representatives of local communities have been given access to the database with large 
carnivore data (Rovbase), after a change in the system. 
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Considerations for transfer of good practice 

Aspects that could be improved 

• Unfavourable weather conditions may cause den inspections to fail in some cases leading to 
the possibility to underestimate the actual number of dens in the area and thus to 
compensation level, which is not satisfactory for the Sámi village or individual reindeer 
entrepreneurs; 

• The odds for a den site to be detected may change with habitat type (e.g., a den is more 
difficult to be detected in the forest), which may fire back to the validity and reliability of the 
monitoring system; 

• Frequent change in the criteria used to document reproductions may also destabilize the 
system; 

• The system needs to be evaluated, overall; 

• The system also needs to take into account the heterogeneity among local villages in terms of 
the monetary returns they get from the system vs. the damages they may suffer; 

• Re-directing CPP received towards preventive methods may not always be workable for the 
reindeer husbandry. In addition, dead reindeer have no value anymore, which has been 
highlighted by Sami people as a major drawback of the CPP system, unless there are 
instances of mass killing. 

Conditions for transfer  

• The effectiveness of the program in an area where a large carnivore species preys mainly on 
livestock illustrates a very promising potential for future implementation in carnivore 
conservation. This may also involve cases, where livestock would not constitute the main prey 
of large carnivores. However, socio-cultural aspects of the local context need to be well 
examined before the introduction of any analogous system6. Additionally, a valid and reliable 
monitoring system needs to be established to support and sustain CPP; 

• Potentially pay expenses to the participants to ensure that every interest group can take part. 

More information and references 

Information on the case 

Jens Persson, J., Rauset, G. R., & Chapron, G. (2015). Paying for an Endangered Predator 
Leads to Population Recovery. Conservation Letters, 8, 345-350. doi: 10.1111/conl.12171. 

 
                                                
6 Zabel, A., & Holm-Müller, K. (2007). Conservation Performance Payments for Carnivore Conservation in Sweden. Conservation Biology, 22, 247-

251. 


