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Abstract
During the last few decades wolf management objectives have largely
switched from state sponsored control to conservation. Following this
change in status there has been a succession of changes in policy approaches
that have sought to balance the ecological needs of wolves with the political structures that govern our continent and the challenges of sharing our
landscapes with wolves in the face of diverse conflicts with rural interests.
One of the most crucial challenges is adapting our administrative structures
to the biological scales at which wolf populations operate. Their low densities and wide ranging movements result in biological populations that span
many national and international jurisdictions. We describe a series of steps
that have been adopted over the years to integrate the idea of managing
wolves at a biologically realistic scale into the policies of the two major
pan-European legislative frameworks, the Bern Convention and the Habitats Directive. This has resulted in a set of guidelines, endorsed by both the
European Commission’s DG Environment and the Bern Convention Standing Committee, that aim to chart out a future for wolf conservation based
on managing wolf populations within their biological borders and adopting
coordinated, yet flexible and pragmatic, polices.

Introduction
Wolves (Canis lupus) are challenging animals to
conserve, especially in the context of a crowded
continent like Europe. Virtually all European
landscapes are human-dominated and dedicated
to multiple uses, with any given landscape trying
to simultaneously satisfy production (i.e. agriculture, forestry), recreation, conservation and
residential goals. The result is that wolf conservation must take into account both the eco∗ Corresponding
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logical needs of wolves and the social, cultural,
economic and political needs of people. Balancing biological realism and anthropogenic pragmatism is the key challenge in European large
carnivore management today. This balance is
especially difficult to reach when it comes to the
application of international legislation (which is
intended to apply to all biodiversity, much of
which is not controversial) to controversial species like wolves. The complexity is compounded
to an even greater extent when this common legislation has to be interpreted and applied across
a diversity of local contexts. For the last 15 years
the Large Carnivore Initiative for Europe (LCIE;
20th July 2012
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a Specialist Group within the IUCN’s Species
Survival Commission; http://www.lcie.org) has
been involved in attempts to introduce best practice guidelines for large carnivore management
across Europe. The ambition of the LCIE has
been to develop guidelines that:
1. Are compatible with existing legislation,
2. Consider the ecological needs of the species,
3. Take into account the legitimate needs and
desires of diverse stakeholder groups,
4. Coordinate activity across Europe,
5. Take into account the diversity of ecological, social, cultural, political and
economic situations that occur across
Europe.
The major challenge is to balance the potential
conflicts that exist between these multiple aims.
This paper aims to explain the background to
this balancing and chart progress made during
the last 15 years for large carnivores, using the
wolf as an example.

Legislation across Europe
Europe is a very fragmented and constantly
changing political landscape (Boitani and Ciucci, 2009). At the time of writing wolves are
present in 32 European countries (including
Russia). In fact they are only absent from Denmark, the Benelux countries (although unconfirmed sightings of wolves have been reported in both the Netherland and Belgium during September 2011 (Hans de Jongh, personal
communication) and the British Isles. Some of
these countries have formal or de facto federal
status (Germany, Spain, Austria, Italy, Switzerland, Bosnia & Herzegovina) where a good deal
of responsibility for environmental issues is delegated down to the level of individual regions,
provinces or cantons. This potentially adds another 82 administrative bodies (at least 35 of
which have breeding wolves) to the already complex structures.
Fortunately, there are two major pan-European
bodies that seek to apply some coordination
across this fragmented political landscape. The
Council of Europe “Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habit-

ats” (Bern Convention) has operated since 1972
and involves all members of the Council of
Europe which includes 29 of the wolf containing European countries (Salvatori and Linnell,
2005). Only Russia, Belarus and Kosovo have
wolves and are not members. The European
Union “Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the
Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild
Fauna and Flora” (Habitats Directive) has operated since 1992 and applies to all EU countries,
19 of which currently have wolves (Trouwborst,
2010). The Bern Convention basically represents a statement of a shared intention for signatories to cooperate in a joint effort to conserve wolves, but it does not state specific conservation objectives and has few legal sanctions
to react with if countries do not follow-up on
their commitments. It has been very active
in large carnivore issues since the mid 1990s
and has worked with the LCIE and others on
a range of meetings, workshops (Bath, 2005),
status reports (Anonymous, 1990; Breitenmoser
and Breitenmoser-Würsten, 1994; Salvatori and
Linnell, 2005) and action plans (Boitani, 2000;
Breitenmoser et al., 2000; Landa et al., 2000;
Swenson et al., 2000) that have served to transfer
capacities, coordinate activities, and keep large
carnivore conservation on the political agenda.
A long series of formal recommendations from
the convention have encouraged signatory states
to engage in transboundary cooperation in wolf
management (Recommendations of the Standing Committee nrs. 10, 17, 20, 82, 89, 100, 101,
115; http://www.coe.int).
The expansion of the EU into Eastern Europe
has lead to the Habitats Directive being an increasingly important framework for wolf conservation. The Habitats Directive has more specific objectives, framed within the concept of
Favourable Conservation Status (FCS), and has
a range of sanctions that can be imposed by the
European Court on countries that do not fulfill their obligations. The EU has been active
in large carnivore issues through funding relevant LIFE projects, bringing cases before the
European Court for legal clarification, funding a
project on developing population based management approaches (see below), as well as maintaining a dialogue with several countries concerning controversial aspects of their national
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Table 1 – Overview of the international conventions and treaties that the various countries of continental Europe have
signed, with details of any species specific exceptions. HD = Habitats Directive, CBD = Convention on Biological Diversity, Y
= yes, A = accession country that will soon be member, MoU = has not ratified but takes part in some specific agreements
through a memorandum of understanding.

Country
Albania
Andorra
Austria
Belarus
Belgium
Bosnia and
Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Croatia
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Italy

Latvia
Liechtenstein
Lithuania

Bern11 Bonn CBD
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Country
Luxembourg
Moldova
Montenegro
Netherlands
Norway
Poland

HD1
Y

Y
A
Y
Y
Y2
Y3
Y
Y
Y4
Y
Y

Y12
Y13
Y14
Y
Y
Y15
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y5

Y16
Y
Y17

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y

Portugal
Romania
Russian Federation
San Marino
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
The former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia
Turkey
Ukraine

HD1

Y
Y

Y6

Y7

Bern11
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y18

Bonn CBD
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y
MoU

Y8
Y
Y9
Y10

Y19
Y20
Y21
Y
Y
Y22

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y23
Y24

Y

Y
Y

Y

1

By default wolf, bear, lynx and wolverine are on annex II and annex IV under the habitats directive.
Estonia: exception for wolf, bear and lynx from annex II; wolf and lynx on annex V.
Finland: exception for wolf, bear and lynx from annex II; wolf in reindeer husbandry area is on annex V.
4
Greece: exception for wolf north of the 39th parallel from annex II: wolves over 39 N are on annex V.
5
Latvia: exception for wolf and lynx from annex II; wolf on annex V.
6
Lithuania: exception for wolf from annex II; wolf on annex V.
7,8
Poland, Slovakia: exception so that wolf is placed on annex V.
9
Spain: exception for wolf north of river Duero from annex II: wolves north of Duero are on annex V.
10
Sweden: exception for bears from annex II.
11
By default wolves, bears and wolverines are on appendix II, lynx on appendix III under Bern Convention.
12, 16, 18, 22
Bulgaria, Latvia, Poland, Macedonia: wolves excluded from appendix II.
13
Croatia: bears will be treated as appendix III.
14, 23
Czech Republic, Turkey: wolves and bears excluded from appendix II.
15
Finland: wolves and bears excluded from appendix II.
17, 21
Lithuania, Spain: wolves will be treated as appendix III.
19, 20
Slovakia, Slovenia: wolves and bears excluded from appendix II.
24
Ukraine: wolves and bears on appendix II, but with the right to control population to limit damage.
2
3

management activities.
Although these international agreements seek
to standardise conservation actions across Europe,
both the Bern Convention and the Habitats Directive have allowed some countries to make national or sub-national exceptions or local modifications to the status of wolves under the legislation (Tab. 1; Linnell et al. 2008; Salvatori and
Linnell 2005). These exceptions and reservations were allowed at the time of signing the respective agreements, but neither agreement has
82

formal mechanisms to permit future changes in
a species status to respond to changes in their
conservation status (Shine, 2005; Trouwborst,
2010).
In addition to these two bodies of legislation
there are a number of other frameworks that also
aspire to coordinate countries’ conservation efforts. The “Convention on Migratory Species”
(Bonn Convention) has included transboundary
populations into its conceptual framework, although it has never focused explicitly on large
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carnivores. The “Convention on the Protection of the Alps’ and the “Convention on the
Protection and Sustainable Development of the
Carpathians” have both included large carnivore
specific activities.

When ecological reality
clashes with politics and
legislation
Despite all the transboundary initiatives and
pan-European legal frameworks mentioned above,
the formal legal responsibility to conserve
wolves still falls independently on each country. In the case of some federal countries this responsibility has been devolved to an even lower
level. The pan-European legal frameworks, especially the Habitats Directive, are also quite
conservative with respect to permitted management regimes as they generally prescribe strict
protection for wolves. Derogation on a case
by case basis is possible under the Habitats
Directive, although this can be controversial as
the European Court case against Finland’s wolf
hunting in 2006-2007 reveals (Case C-342/05,
Hiedanpää and Bromley 2011). These two technical aspects represent major problems for actually achieving wolf conservation in the real
world.
The first major problem is one of scale.
Wolves, as territorial top predators, use massive
home ranges and as a result occur at low density.
Individual pack territories typically range from
100 to 1000 km2 , depending on your location in
Europe (Jedrzejewski et al., 2007; Nilsen et al.,
2005) which results in densities in the range of
0.2 to 2 wolves per 100 km2 . Although wolves
are able to tolerate a wide range of habitats, there
are limits to the areas where they can persist
(Jedrzejewski et al., 2005, 2004). Although the
Habitat Directive concept of favourable conservation status is not formally defined in demographic or genetic terms, it is understood to be
linked to the general concept of population viability (Bessinger and McCullough, 2002). Because of the densities at which wolves occur
there are many countries that simply do not
have enough available habitat to support enough

wolves to achieve high degrees of long term viability if they are to achieve this independently
from their neighbours. This is especially true if
the long term viability that involves genetic issues is considered as this is believed to require
effective population sizes in the order of several
thousand animals (Linnell et al., 2008). Realistically speaking it is only by pooling the efforts of many neighbouring countries, or in fact
large parts of Europe, that long term viability
can really be achieved.
Attempting to achieve a high degree of viability within national borders would also require
a management regime based around maximizing wolf density and reducing human-caused
wolf mortality to a minimum. Such a regime
is likely to exacerbate the second major problem, which is associated with the strict protection of wolves. Wolves are associated with a
wide range of conflicts. Most common is that
associated with their depredation on domestic
livestock and pets (Bjarvall and Isakson, 1982;
Kaczensky, 1999; Kojola et al., 2004). A second
widespread conflict is that with hunters, who
perceive and / or experience (depending on context) wolves as a competitor for shared prey species. Wolves are also occasionally a vector of
diseases like rabies which at least historically
has been associated with many cases of human
and livestock mortality (Linnell et al., 2002;
Rootsi, 2003). Beyond these conflicts (which
have a physical, material and economic basis)
are a wide range of social conflicts that range
from a direct fear for personal safety in the presence of wolves to a fear of the social-economic
changes (such as changing societal values or
rural-urban migration) that wolves often come
to symbolise (Bisi et al., 2007; Moore, 1994;
Skogen et al., 2006; Skogen and Thrane, 2008).
These conflicts when combined often lead to a
very low tolerance of wolves among the rural
communities with whom they have to share living space. Factors affecting tolerance for wolves
are highly complex and context dependent (Boitani, 1995, 2003; Boitani and Zimen, 1979). Although there are some general factors that appear to consistently affect attitudes (e.g. Kaltenborn and Bjerke 2002; Kaltenborn et al. 1998;
Røskaft et al. 2003; Skogen and Thrane 2008),
there is still only a very poor understanding of
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what determines the variation in the extent to
which wolves become a controversial political
issue and to where negative attitudes translate
into illegal actions such as poaching (Huber et
al., 2002).
What we do see is that tolerance in many
areas (especially those in eastern and northern
Europe) is often decreased by high densities of
wolves and by strict protection. For many areas
we find that being able to continue traditional
wolf hunting activities (Salvatori et al., 2002)
and / or being able to respond to conflicts with
lethal control is probably crucial to maintaining
tolerance levels (Bisi et al., 2007; Ericsson et
al., 2004; Hiedanpää and Bromley, 2011; Lescureux and Linnell, 2010; Sjölander-Lindqvist
et al., 2010). The basic mechanism behind this
pattern appears to be one of empowerment –
where the ability to take matters into their own
hands allows rural communities to tolerate wolf
presence. There are also many real world management situations that arise where lethal control is the only viable action (Bangs et al., 2006).
These situations include areas where zoning polices (Linnell et al., 2005) need to be enforced,
where individual wolves develop problematic
behavior (i.e. loss of shyness), or where wolf
population densities need to be regulated at desired levels. Live capture and translocation (Linnell et al., 1997), or removal to captivity, are
simply not practical methods when it concerns
upscaling to large numbers of wolves. However,
there are also many areas where wolf hunting
and lethal control would not be socially acceptable, and would not enhance tolerance, even if
they were appropriate or defendable from a biological standpoint. The point here is that wolf
management needs to be flexible and adaptable,
responding to specific issues, local situations
and changing circumstances. Blanket protection does not permit this degree of flexibility and
simply confuses a conservation tool (protection)
with a goal.

A vision for wolf conservation
An understanding of the complexity of wolf conservation has been acquired by the members of
the LCIE during its 15 years of existence (Boi84

tani and Ciucci, 2009). It has also allowed the
identification of some strategies that could potentially be useful to achieve wolf conservation
in modern day Europe. The first step that is required is to move away from viewing wolf distribution within the arbitrary lines on maps that national or provincial borders represent and to look
at the actual distributions. The resulting view is
one of a “meta-population like” structure where
demographic viability is achievable in many regional units that have a more or less continuous
distribution of wolves (populations). It is crucial that these populations are managed as biological units – with the administrative bodies (be
they intra- or inter-national) that share a population coordinating their activities to ensure that
their independent actions enhance rather than
hinder each other (Salvatori et al., 2002). Coordinating maximum permissible levels of mortality, zoning of wolves and activities with which
they conflict, and preventing unmitigated infrastructure developments that may cause internal
fragmentation are examples of issues that need
to be coordinated. Other issues of key importance involve ensuring the compatibility of different monitoring methods, as well as trying to
ensure a certain degree of consistency in management practices and conflict mitigation measures. Most European wolf populations are transboundary in the international sense, so this is a
point of near universal relevance (Tab. 2; Anonymous 1990; Boitani 2000; Boitani and Ciucci 2009; Linnell et al. 2008; Salvatori and Linnell 2005).
However, it is equally important to ensure
that distinct populations are managed separately
when they occur within a country, and that it
is not assumed that demographic viability stems
from the total number of animals within a country independent of whether they actually have
any connections. A good example of this is from
wolves in Spain – where the small and isolated
population in the southern Sierra Morena mountains requires specific management actions because it is effectively isolated from the much
larger population that spreads across northern
Spain and Portugal.
The longer term genetic component of viability can be achieved by wolves moving between
these populations. Wolves have phenomenal
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Table 2 – Overview of the population structure of wolves (Canis lupus) in Europe around 2005-2006.

Region
Iberia1

Dinaric-Balkan

Population
Northwestern
Sierra Morena
Western Alps
Italian peninsula
Dinaric-Balkan

EU countries
Spain, Portugal
Spain
France, Italy4
Italy5
Slovenia, Greece,
Bulgaria

Carpathian

Carpathian

Northeastern Europe

Scandinavia
Karelian
Baltic

Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Poland,
Romania, Hungary
Sweden
Finland
Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland
Germany / Poland

Alpine / Italian

Germany / Western
Poland
1
2
3
4
5

Non-EU countries

Switzerland
Croatia, Bosnia &
Herzegovina,
Serbia,
Montenegro, FYR
Macedonia,
Albania
Ukraine, Serbia

Norway
Russia2
Russia3 , Belarus,
Ukraine

Size
2400
50
100-120
500-800
5000

5000

130-150
750
3600
<50

The distribution area covers 8 autonomous regions: Galicia, Asturias, Cantabria, Castilla y León, País Vasco, La
Rioja, Castilla-La Mancha and Andalucia.
Russian oblasts of Murmansk, and Karelia. The southern and eastern border coincides with the natural geographic
structures of Lakes Onega and Ladoga and the White Sea.
Russian oblasts of Leningrad, Novgorod, Pskov, Tver, Smolensk, Bryansk, Moscow, Kalinigrad, Kaluzh, Tula,
Kursk, Belgorod & Orel.
The distribution area covers 3 regions with autonomous policies: Val d’Aosta, Piemonte, Liguria.
The distribution area covers 11 autonomous regions: Lombardia, Emilia-Romagna, Toscana, Marche, Lazio, Abruzzo, Molise, Campania, Basilicata, Puglia, Calabria.

dispersal ability. Modern research methods such
as GPS telemetry and individual recognition
through faecal DNA have revealed some truly
spectacular wolf journeys of over 1000 km, with
many dispersing wolves being shown to cross
multiple countries (Kojola et al., 2006; Linnell
et al., 2005; Wabakken et al., 2007). The unassisted reappearance of reproducing wolf populations in Scandinavia, the Alps, and eastern Germany (Wabakken et al., 2001; Weber, 2003) and
the documentation of individual wolves in areas
distant from any breeding population (such as
Austria, northern Germany, the French Pyrenees), testifies to their ability to criss-cross the
modern European landscape and “leap-frog”
large areas of unoccupied habitat (Bufka et al.,
2005; Valière et al., 2003), despite the many barriers that exist (Blanco et al., 2005; Kusak et al.,
2009). This implies that maintaining a certain
degree of pan-European connectivity should be
possible, however, there are also examples of

areas where there is less gene flow than expected
when considering the geographic barriers (Aspi
et al., 2006; Pilot et al., 2006).
Such a population approach simultaneously
seeks to focus on coordinated management of
discrete populations and ensuring the maintenance of the connections between these populations. The result should be an increased overall
viability of the European wolf meta-population
– where the maximum viability is extracted from
the animals and habitat that exist. Within such a
system the viability is not a product of each administrative unit activities, but proximately from
the combined jurisdictions sharing a population
and ultimately from the whole (or at least large
parts) of the continent. This enhanced viability would permit (from a biological standpoint)
a far greater degree of flexibility in management
within the different parts of the distribution than
would have been possible if each administration
had to ensure viability on its own. In practice
85
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this implies being able to accept higher rates of
mortality, be it from accidental causes, poaching, legal harvest, or lethal control than what
would otherwise be the case. In the experience
of the LCIE and an emerging body of social
science research (Bisi et al., 2007; Ericsson et
al., 2004; Hiedanpää and Bromley, 2011; Lescureux and Linnell, 2010; Sjölander-Lindqvist
et al., 2010) it is this flexibility which may well
be crucial to ensure tolerance in many contexts.

From vision to policy
The interactions between the members of the
LCIE allowed this overall vision of wolf conservation to emerge, but the challenge was always to turn these ideas into policy. The production of species actions plans for the Bern Convention in 2000 (Boitani, 2000; Breitenmoser et
al., 2000; Landa et al., 2000; Swenson et al.,
2000) was a first opportunity to promote some of
these concepts, along with a workshop in Slovenia on “Transboundary Management of Large
Carnivores” organised by the Bern Convention
in 2005 (Bath, 2005). However, a series of two
contracts from the European Commission’s DG
Environment between 2005 and 2008 provided
the opportunity to crystallize these ideas into
a document with associated supporting materials and communication tools. These “Guidelines for Population Level Management Plans for
Large Carnivores” (Linnell et al., 2008) describe
the overall philosophy of our approach and place
it within the context of existing European legislation.
The first part of the project aimed to summarise existing data on wolf status and distribution
(http://www.lcie.org; Boitani and Ciucci 2009)
in Europe and to define some operational population units (Tab. 2). By contacting experts in
all countries and consulting the latest status and
monitoring publications we were able to draw
up a map of wolf distribution that represents
the situation in the period 2005-2007. Although
separating between populations is somewhat a
subjective process, we considered both the continuity of wolf distribution and major ecological
discontinuities and classified 10 distinct populations (Tab. 2). All apart from one of these
86

populations spanned international borders; the
exception was the Sierra Morena population in
southern Spain. The greatest uncertainties occurred in the Dinaric-Balkan region of southeastern Europe where not enough detailed data
was available to draw up a more spatially differentiated map. These classifications should be
regarded as preliminary, and we hope that further research on wolf distribution and patterns
of gene flow will clarify some of the uncertain
issues.
The second part of the project involved an exploration of the Habitat Directive concept of Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) and an attempt to link it to existing scientific concepts
such as population viability analysis and minimum viable populations. Integrating the text
of the Directive and the existing guidance documents that various working groups have prepared earlier1 with our knowledge of wolf ecology and conservation issues we developed a set
of 8 criteria which would all need to be met to
accept FCS for wolves. These criteria are (Linnell et al., 2008):
1. “Population dynamics data on the species concerned indicate that it is maintaining itself on a long term basis as a
viable component of its natural habitat”
(Article 1 (i)). We interpret this as implying that monitoring data indicate the population has a stable or increasing trend. In
some cases we believe that a slight reduction in population size should be permitted if it is a result of response to changes
in prey density or habitat quality that are
not cause by direct human action. And,
2. “The natural range of the species is
neither being reduced nor is likely to be
reduced for the foreseeable future” (Article 1 (i)). We interpret this as implying
that the overall distribution of the population is stable or increasing. And,
3. “There is, and will probably continue to
be, a sufficiently large habitat to maintain its population on a long-term basis”
(Article 1 (i)). We interpret this to imply that the quality and continuity of hab1 Guidance document on the strict protection of animal spe-

cies of community interest provided by the “Habitats”
Directive 92/43/EEC. (Draft version 5 April 2006).
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itat should be sufficient to contain a favourable reference population, and have a
stable or increasing trend. And,
4. The population size and range are equal
to or greater than when the directive came
into force within a given country. And,
5. The favourable reference population size
has been reached. According to our proposal this will be set at levels greater than
those regarded as being viable using the
IUCN red list criteria D or E (IUCN 2003,
2006). And,
6. The favourable reference range has been
occupied. According to our proposal the
favourable reference range is simply the
area needed to contain the favourable reference population, and does not automatically imply all available habitat or the full
historic distribution. And,
7. Connectivity within and between populations is being maintained or enhanced.
And,
8. “Member States shall undertake surveillance of the conservation status of the natural habitats and species referred to in
Article 2 with particular regard to priority natural habitat types and priority species” (Article 11) and “Member States
shall establish a system to monitor the incidental capture and killing of the animal
species listed in Annex IV (a)” (Article
12.4). These statements combine to indicate that the population should be subject
to a robust monitoring program.
Criteria 1-3 and 8 are taken directly from the
directive text; criteria 4 and 6 are taken from
the pre-existing guidance documents, while criteria 5 and 7 are based on our own recommended interpretation of the guidance documents
text. The overall concept behind these definitions aims to describe well monitored wolf populations that are independently viable (according to existing IUCN guidelines) in a demographic sense, that are connected from the point
of view of gene flow to ensure genetic viability,
and that occupy habitat that is sufficient and secure. While most of this proposal was based on
existing legislative structures we proposed that
the unit for favourable conservation status (FCS)
assessment should be the population within its

biological borders, under the condition that a
formal population level management has been
developed by the parties sharing the population. In theory, this would allow a transboundary
population shared by several countries to be regarded as being at FCS even if the individual national parts were not. We believe that this compromise reflects both the ecological and political reality of wolf conservation, although parts
of this proposal have been critiqued from a genetics point of view (Laikre et al., 2009).
The third part of the project focused on developing a set of policy support statements,
or good practice guidelines for various aspects
of large carnivore management. Most controversial among these is a proposal to accept
the validity of wolf hunting, or de facto hunting, under specific circumstances and in specific contexts (Linnell et al., 2008), as a legitimate management regime which can be compatible with wolf conservation, and may in some
contexts be needed to maintain tolerance (Ericsson et al., 2004; Sjölander-Lindqvist et al.,
2010). The legal procedures that have been
brought against Finland (Hiedanpää and Bromley, 2011), and with which Sweden have recently
been threatened (during 2010 and 2011), indicate that there is still a long way to go before the
Habitats Directive adopts the same pragmatic
stance as the Bern Convention (Shine, 2005).

Status in the Habitats
Directive
The guidelines that were drafted in late 2007
went through an extensive consultation process. Workshops with responsible authorities
and stakeholders were held in Sweden, Finland,
Latvia / Estonia (joint workshop), Lithuania,
Slovakia / Czech Republic (joint workshop),
Slovenia, Spain, Italy, Portugal, Romania, Bulgaria, Germany, Austria.
Workshops were also held outside the EU
in Switzerland and Croatia, and the guidelines
were presented to the Nordic Council and management authorities in Norway. In addition to
these workshops we received many written comments from the European Commission, national
authorities and diverse stakeholders. A final
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pan-European workshop was held in Slovenia in
2008. Following the acceptance of the final version the document, DG Environment endorsed
them by describing them as “best practice” and
“a reference point against which DG Environment will monitor the actions taken by the member states in fulfillment of their obligations under the Habitats Directive”. This implies that
they do not have the status of being legally binding, which would require a full process under
the European Parliament, but they do have the
highest status that guidelines can achieve within
the European system. In the 28th Standing Committee Meeting of the Bern Convention in 2008
a recommendation (Recommendation No. 137,
2008) was passed drawing the attention of governments to the guidelines.

The population approach in
practice
This endorsement by both the Habitats Directive
and the Bern Convention is crucial as many of
the designated populations stretch across areas
that include non-EU countries – such as Switzerland, Norway, Ukraine, Serbia, Croatia, Bosnia & Herzegovina, Montenegro, Albania and
Macedonia. Implementation of the population
approach is greatly enhanced if all authorities that share populations coordinate their actions. A greater challenge exists because neither
Russia nor Belarus is covered by these panEuropean conservation agreements and they
have crucial borders with Finland, the Baltic
States and Poland. There is therefore going to
be an additional challenge to find a way to integrate these key countries into what is already
a complex exercise in international politics. The
unclarified legal status of Kosovo also represents
certain challenges within the western Balkan
population.
At present there are no formal population
level management plans, although there are
plenty of examples where research teams and
responsible authorities sharing a population are
increasing their cross-border contact and working to standardise monitoring and other activities. Examples include the Alpine Wolf Group
(France, Italy, Switzerland) and the Scand88

inavian Wolf Project (Norway and Sweden).
Unfortunately, there are also other examples
from Europe where management actions in one
jurisdiction are potentially detrimental to activities being conducted in a neighboring jurisdiction, despite the population being shared (Salvatori et al., 2002). An example here is the extreme skew in the level of ambition for wolf conservation between Norway and Sweden. Another is found among the dramatic differences
in wolf management that exist in eastern Europe,
from protected on one side of a border to open
harvest and bounties on the other (e.g. Poland Ukraine).

The way forward
Our view is that the present “population approach” guidelines provide a conceptually solid,
and pragmatic, framework to take European
wolf conservation forward into the 21st century.
In general wolves have shown an amazing ability to respond to improved legislation and have
stabilized or recolonised many areas. For most
wolf populations we are no longer trying to save
them from imminent extinction (although the Sierra Morena population falls into this category),
but are trying to establish a new sustainable relationship with them. This sustainability does
not only refer to the viability of the wolf populations; it also refers to the sustainability of
our management systems and of the ways we interact with them. Perhaps most importantly it
concerns the sustainability of the ways in which
people interact with each other, in the way that
different interest groups and stakeholders can
negotiate their differences, and seek consensus,
or at least compromise (Bath, 2009). Although
this in itself is not special for wolf conservation,
it is both the need to conduct these processes
at very large spatial scales that span intra- and
inter-national jurisdictions, and the fact that wolf
conservation is often highly symbolic, which
makes wolf conservation so hard. The remaining challenges are to take the existing guidelines
and operationalise them; to get the responsible
authorities in different jurisdictions to sit down
and draw up binding agreements to jointly manage the populations for which they have a shared
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responsibility. The greatest needs for research
lie in developing the policy processes and administrative structures that facilitate multi-scale
planning and decision making (Bisi et al., 2007;
Linnell, 2005; Sandström et al., 2009), rather
than in the natural science fields of conservation
biology.
Although progress may appear to be slow it
is important to reflect on the fact that it is only
a few decades since wolves changed their official status from vermin to conservation icons,
and when European countries made the transition from cold war stand-off and multiple civil
wars to peace and cooperation, it is important
to accept that we need to settle in for a long process and to use time to do things slowly and well.
There has never been a time in European history when we have tried to form a sustainable
and respectful relationship with wolves, or indeed any other large carnivore (Boitani, 1995;
Breitenmoser, 1998; Landa et al., 2000; Linnell
et al., 2010), so it is not surprising that the process takes time and is stormy.
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