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The Group of Experts on the conservation of Lagenivores in Europe held its meeting in Gstaad,

Saanen (Switzerland) on 24-26 May 2012.

The Standing Committee is invited to:

Take note of the report of the meeting of the GroLipxperts ;

Thank Swiss authorities for the excellent hostifthe meeting;
Examine and, if appropriate, adopt the followingfdrecommendations :

= Draft recommendation on the conservation of Largentvores populations in Europe requesting
special conservation action (appendix 5)

» Draft recommendation on the management of expangdoypulations of Large Carnivores in
Europe (appendix 6)



-3- T-PVS (2012) 7

1. OPENING OF THE MEETING

The meeting was opened by Mr Rheinhard SchnidBigFHU) who welcomed participants (List
Appendix 1) and noted the importance of both topadeapopulation management approach for large
carnivores and to involve local populations thayrha affected by their increase in number.

The Secretariat thanked Swiss authorities forhibsting of the meeting and hoped the work of the
group could focus both on threatened populationscemhow to deal sensibly with the problems catised
many areas by the natural expansion of large cairesv

The chair of UICN-Large Carnivores initiative féurope (LCIE) informed the group on the result of
the LCIE meeting held the previous day and wishgdad cooperation between the Council of Europe,
the European Commission and national governmentghab the guidelines for population level
management of large carnivore populations may I ifaplemented, promoting co-existence with large
carnivores and controlling poaching.

2. ELECTION OF CHAIR
Mr Vilnis Bernard (Latvia) was elected Chair.

3. REPORTING FROM STATES ON IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATION 115 (2005) ON
THE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF TRANSBOUNDARY PO PULATIONS OF LARGE
CARNIVORES AND RECOMMENDATION 137(2008)ON POPULATION LEVEL MANAGEMENT OF
LARGE CARNIVORES

Mr Luigi Boitani informed briefly on the status large carnivores in Europe, using data gathered by
LCIE (Appendix 3 to the report).

The Secretariat called the attention of participdn the national reports presented by governments
(Appendix 4 to the report)dpcument T-PVS/inf(2013)7

Note: all presentation at the meeting of the Grogb experts are available in
https://sites.google.com/site/lcmeetingsaanen/

The Secretariat has made very brief summarieshemt all but recommends consulting the
PowerPoint presentation for necessary details.

3.1 The WiSo (Wildlife and Society) Platform of the Alpgne Convention and its Approach to
large carnivore conservation and management

Ms Nienhuis (BAFU) made a short presentation & #ipine Convention of its working groups,
focusing in particular on the work of the WISO @arcarnivores, wild ungulates and society) platform
established in 2009. Of special relevance are tigetines adopted in 2011 at thé"Alpine Conference
which, taking a holistic approach, aim to have wilthulates and large carnivores preserved in balanc
with their habitat and have conflicts with humartenests addressed and solved. Two main projects by
WISO are the transboundary conservation and maremfeaf wolf, lynx and bear in the Alps and the
consolidation of genetic monitoring of large caores in the Alps.

3.2 Management and conservation of large carnivoreas the dinaric range

Mr Huber made a presentation on the status ofate3 carnivores in the Dinaric range. For brown
bear, the species is stable in Slovenia, Bosnia Hexegovina, Greece and “the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia”, increasing in Croatia, $®rand Montenegro and decreasing in Albania.
Numbers were given for all states (see power gmiesentation). Management plans exist for Slovenia,
Croatia, Serbia and Greece. All other states neetbke action plans.

For wolf, populations are stable on increasin@inatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia and Greece.
The situation is uncertain of on decreasing in o8tates. Only Croatia and Slovenia have management
plans.
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Lynx is in a much critical stage, decreasing ie #mtire region (except perhaps in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, where it is stable). Much more coregéwm action is needed (see next presentation).

3.3 Challenges in conservation of the Balkan lynx in suBalkan

Ms Manuela von Arx presented the status of Lynkenregion. Balkan Lynx has been described as a
subspecies that it has great interest because afiibchthon origin (contrary to other close popate it
does not come from reintroductions). The Balkarx ligcritically endangered and may go extinct usles
strong conservation action is carried out in stioré.

There are a number of conservation and researghctsp like the MAVA Balkan lynx Recovery
Programme which aims to build capacity, promotatioe of protected areas, increase research, peomot
local sustainable development and deal with casfltbrough human dimension and public awareness
actions. A conservation strategy for the Balkanxlymas been discussed by the Bern Convention
(documentT-PVS/inf (2011) 3Bneeds now to be implemented. Unfortunately mallitinterest is low and
new infrastructures threaten the species (as aaoddiams in the Mavrovo National Park, in thertier
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”).

3.4 Conservation and management of the Franco-Italian wif population

Mr Marboutin presented progress in the approadotomon management of the population. There is
a collaborative protocol for wolf management in &ips, subscribed by France, Italy and Switzerland,

The wolf Alpine Group was created in 2001 and hases2006 become a governmental Permanent
Committee for the management of wolf in the Alpast.meetings were held in 2007, 2008 and 2010 and
there is an agreement on monitoring, mapping teghles and training. Genetic studies are also been
pursued. A full population assessment is planne@0a.2.

3.5 Coordinating wolf management in Fennoscandia

Mr Linnell described how wolf has been increasim@candinavia in the last years. The goals have
been set by Norway on 3 packs and in Sweden theraraund 20 annual reproductions. Monitoring is
done by different organisations with full coordieétmethods and good reporting.

There are also regular meetings between manageagsmicies. State scientists of Norway and
Sweden are involved in decisions, which aim to gubtgenetically valuable wolves and coordinate
research. However genetic inbreeding is strong\amibility of the population is a cause of congern
especially due to the low number of wolves in thaniding population.

3.6 Transboundary management of the wolverine and lynin the Nordic Countries

Mr Andrén presented the status of Lynx and wolerin Scandinavia. Lynx is in a good
conservation status in the region and wolverinaeufaijons, although not too abundant have been gigwi
in Sweden since 2006 while in Norway they seemlatabith around 50 reproductions per year. The
management goal for wolverine has been defined Smeden on 90 reproductions (around 550
individuals) and in Norway in 39 (around 250 indivals).

For Lynx management, goals are 250 family grouf@lindividuals) and in Norway 65 (400
individuals). Conflicts exist mainly with free rang sheep and reindeer, with around 10 millionso&ur
paid in compensation from Lynx and 8.5 millions &ufrom Wolverine.

There is progress in coordinated management fdr pécies. Government officials meet more or
less regularly, survey methods are common andsstaorts are coordinated. A possible future step
would be a common management plans for both spéesfuture coordination with Finland).
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4. CONTEMPORARY ISSUES OF LARGE CARNIVORES CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT
UNDER THE HABITAT DIRECTIVES

Mr Demeter and Mr Cipriani informed the Group ore tBustained interest of the European
Commission in the conservation of large carnivanes the respect of the Habitat Directive by Stales.
Commission is not directly involved in the managatmef large carnivores, nor in the elaboration and
implementation of plans. They ask regularly Stédesnformation on the status of species.

A powerful tool for helping large carnivores’ congation in the Union has been the LIFE
programme, which has funded 79 projects on largeiaaes from 1992 to 2010 from a total investment
of 155 millions Euros (around half spent on Ibetignx, the most threatened carnivore at EU level).

The overall objectives of the Commission regardiagge carnivores aim to identify practical
approach to ensure favourable conservation stdtlerge carnivores and secure long-term coexistence
with people by increasing their acceptance by rieduconflicts.

An extraordinary meeting with different stockholslevas held in Brussels in April aiming to find
common ground for dialogue that would lead to aghihe EC objectives on large carnivores.

4.1 A critical look at subnational management unit

Mr Juan Carlos Blanco (Spain) and Ms llke Reinhaatle presentations explaining the difficulties
of managing large carnivores in States with Fedsrattures.

In Germany, there is no national management planevery Lander (10 out of 16) implements
management plan without precise population targétsnpensation systems change from Lander to
Lander and only in some of them compensation lelinto prevention. Monitoring is also decentralized
but since 2009, there are national monitoring stea&l Funding varies very much, as well as momigpri
efforts. There is little cooperation among the Lemeven when packs are shared. An important effort
coordination would be requested in Germany.

Juan Carlos Blanco explained that nature conservadi decentralized in Spain, with some national
coordination regarding monitoring. A wolf workingogip created by the Ministry of Environment
prepared a national action plan (2005). It workiofeing LCIE and Bern Convention recommendation.
Some problems still exist in some regions, as mani is carried out by regional governments ang th
subject to controversy. The wolf population of $o8pain (Sierra Morena) is at great risk, withaadent
reliable data.

4.2 Recent progress in the conservation of the Iberianlynx (government of Spain,
Andalucia)

Iberian lynx is slowly recovering from its criticatatus at the start of the century, when it wasel
to extinction. The Dofiana population is stable; AmelGjar population is increasing regularly in thst
five years. Release of animals from the very sugfoésaptive breeding programme has been stated in
2012 and the animals are doing well. If releaseraimns prove successful, they will become more
frequent and will be carried out in different regio The number of animals in captivity has been
increasing regularly and there are now breedingecém 3 regions and in Portugal.

The species is still conservation dependant arehtened but not as much as ten years ago.

5. REPORTING FROM STATES ON IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATION 148 (2010) ON
THE CONSERVATION OF LARGE CARNIVORES IN THE CAUCASU S.

Mr Shavgulidze made a short presentation on manageafi large carnivores in Georgia, noting that
bear and wolf were very abundant species. Wolfivesdittle attention by conservation authoritieile
bear are considered as a valuable species fonttoptiting, particularly by foreign hunters.
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5.1 Conservation of the Persian leopard in the Caasus

Mr Breitenmoser presented the results of consemwatiork on the species. The leopard is present
regularly in Iran and with very low densities inmenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Russia and Turkey (with
various degrees of uncertainty and no permanentitaning in these States).

A Strategic Planning Workshop on Leopard was hel®007 and National Plans produced from
Armenia (2008), Azerbaijan (2008) and Georgia (3010 workshop in Georgia (2010) lead to the
adoption by the Standing Committee of its Recomratad n°148 (2012) on large carnivore
conservation in the Caucasus. Capacity buildingdeas increased by a workshop in 2011 in Georgia.

[T-PVS/inf (2011)16

There is need for a stricter protection of the geem Iran, a possible reintroduction of the leolpa
North-West Caucasus and it would be useful to peepi@e ground for natural recolonization in Geagrgia
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Turkey.

6. TOWARD A DEMOCRATIC MANAGEMENT OF LARGE CARNIVORES : INTEGRATING LOCAL
VOICES AND INTERNATIONAL LEGISLATION

6.1 State of the art in Europe

Mr Jon Linnell made a presentation on the compyexif decision making concerning large
carnivores given the different legitimate intergstolved and the high variety of actors ( from urba
dwellers, scientists, hunters, livestock raisenmiSaindeer herders, etc). He pointed out thataeseon
human attitudes fails to detect the points of vielwminorities (such as Sami people) in large-scale
surveys, but that democracy also implies a resfoectninorities. Thus, widespread support for large
carnivores has to be matched with the impacts etivalihoods of some minorities.

A challenge is to avoid both a “tyranny of the mi#yd and equally a “tyranny of the minority” and
opt for balanced negotiated solutions. More pdlltiscience and sociological studies are needeben t
field. Democratic societies are able to reach smist if dialogue with interest groups is part oéth
working methods.

A top down approach is no longer acceptable, angemmmnents have to find solutions that both
respect their international obligations, the gmattlic support for nature conservation and ther@ses of
minorities.

6.2 Techniques to facilitate consensus among stakehotde

Mr Alistair Bath made a presentation noting thedhée involve people in conservation, not only
analysing their attitudes to large carnivore covesion but also working with them. The goal is to
transform conflict into coexistence by developinidiife acceptance capacity of affected communities
Human Dimension Research helps to understand pattliades and measures the results of awareness
campaigns. That research can also help understariit @mttitudes to different management approaches
and target awareness programmes on key beliefattinddes. It can also help “define the problemns, i
identify the nature of the conflict in a more psecivay.

A successful public involvement will require notsjupublic consultation and information but an
extended involvement comprising dialogue and jgtdanning. The whole idea is to work towards
consensus, i.e. solutions in which each party ¢an Wwith because it addresses their most important
concerns.

6.3 Hunting and large carnivores conservation: lessonsom the Hunt project

Mr Huber presented the results of the project “mgnfor sustainability”, a FP7 project finance by
EU involving 6 European and 2 African countries evhiaimed to integrate social, economic and
ecological elements of hunting with policy making.
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A case study presented Brown bear in Slovakia doekSia, a population that is in the increase and
for which hunting is seen as a solution to avoidfiict.

After two meetings in November 2011 and Februarg220there has been agreement on the
establishment of a joint intergovernmental body.tHe period 2005-2010, bear mortality has been of
around 100 bears/year in Slovenia and 90 in Cro@tta on regular harvest). Bear populations are
estimated at 400-450 in Slovenia and 1000 in Caoati

The project will develop a model to investigate tlenographic effect of trophy hunting in Croatia
on the sex structure of the population. A poputatimodel for both countries will permit a better
transboundary, population level management.

6.4 Other possible presentations

Mr Mertzanis presented the case study of Brown BedBreece. The population size (stable) is
estimated at 350 individuals, extending on apprexaty 20.000 km.

Main threats are poaching, habitat fragmentatiah raad Kills. A LIFE project running from 2009-
2014 tries to address main threats, involving s@gmegional authorities and NGOs. Monitoringbafar
is an important part of the project, together wvatbmotion of use of livestock, guarding dogs andlidg
with bears hit in road accidents. A “bear emergeteam” has been established for each eventuality,
especially in the new highway “via Egnatia”. SirR@09 the team intervened in 12 traffic accidend an
17 cases involving other conflicts.

7. DEFINING “APPROPRIATE” LARGE CARNIVORE ABUNDANCES /DENSITIES FOR EUROPEAN
POPULATIONS AND STATES: BALANCING BIOLOGICAL AND SOCIO -ECONOMIC NEEDS.

7.1 Case Study 1: Brown bear in Croatia

Hunting Brown bear is a key management tool foraleo There are management plans in Croatia
for bear, wolf and lynx, following the Bern Convimt European Action Plan for bear and the LCIE
guidelines for population level management.

The case for bear hunting is clear on conservafionnds, but interpretation of the Habitats Dinesti
in the negotiation process of accession of Craatigigious. On 20 January 2011, the EC commueidat
Croatia that a report for exception from Annex INdwd not be supported, so Croatia would be able to
hunt bears only under article 16 in “limited nungjeDiscussion between the Government of Croatth an
the EU are on going.

Croatia counts with a Brown bear management Coreenithat produced the Action plan and
proposed hunting quotas. Bear have grown from &@Be 1950’s to around 1000 now. Hunting started in
1960.

Main actions are the monitoring of population sizends and mortality. Quotas are fixed at 10 % of
population (100 bears from 2009 to 2011). Thersugplement breeding, habitat conservation actiah an
problems bears are dealt with effectively.

Mr Huber supported the present hunting system lihatpermitted an increase of the population to
1000 bears, provides important economic benefitugin trophy hunting and has created a positiveipubl
attitude towards bears.

7.2 Case Study 2: Wolf in Sweden

Mr Andrén presented a case study of wolf in Sweddrere the population has been growing steadily
since 1998 to around 26 litters in 2010. The maiobfem is the high inbreeding coefficient, mainly
caused by the limited number of founding individy@ wolfs in the 1980’s and 2 more in 2007.

Management goals are to get 20 yearly reproductiandecision that was taken by Parliament.
Exclusion of wolves from the reindeer area makesnltkely that they reach southern Sweden, where
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most wolves are now. Conflicts involve sheep (200400 sheep killed every year), lower harvest of
moose, roe deer and reindeer (75-150 animals Kitbedl).

The government declares the wolf as having a faldarconservation status from the Swedish-
Norwegian population but inbreeding remains a @bl A possible solution (release of a few wolves
from Finland) is not contemplated.

7.3 Case Study 3: Eurasian lynx in Estonia

Mr Peep Mannil spoke about management of lynx, ecieg that covers all Estonia. A good
monitoring system is in place, identifying reprotive units and using mainly tracks in snow. At leH33
family groups were identified in 2011 (500-620 widuals). In the last 5 years, 70 to 170 animaks ar
culled per year.

A very complete research on the hiology of lyngasried out to permit good management decisions.
The main threat is the decline of food sourcesptiessure to increase hunting quotas and poachire.
main reason to continue lynx hunting is to secufavarable status of prey population. The plan a@ms
have a minimum of 500 individuals as populatioresiz

7.4 The view of the hunters: Presentation by face

Mr Torsten Moérne, (FACE) presented the views of tetsy Large carnivores have passed from
“unprotected species” in the 1980’s to “strict jaied wildlife” in the 1970’s, which had createdipem
for a number of users of the countryside. Recethitytrends have gone to recognize the need to have
large carnivores in appropriate densities and m@izegthe role of hunters in their control. In tkigw,
authorities should adapt a more holistic view, éase the acceptance of large carnivores by mimmizi
conflicts and be more generous in derogations vidwge carnivores cause problems. Hunters haveea rol
to play, both in controlling excess of large caomes and in obtaining good populations of herbigoke
described how sustainable hunting of Brown be&virrden had indeed led to bear passing from 600 in
the 1940’s to more than 3000 in 2010.

He was much for promoting dialogue in all levehwdinagement (farmers, hunters, NGOs, scientists,
local government, conservation authorities, Inteomal conventions, etc..)

8. POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATIONS AND PRIORITIES FOR FUTURE A CTION BY THE BERN
CONVENTION REGARDING LARGE CARNIVORE CONSERVATION A ND MANAGEMENT

The group decided to propose two draft recommeodstifor the attention of the Standing
Committee. One concerns large carnivores populatioat still have problems that need to be adddesse
by conservation authorities (see appendix 5 taddmiment). A second draft recommendation addresses
the need for conservation authorities to plan weade to face problems caused by expanding popotati
of large carnivores (see appendix 6 to this docijmen

The group decided to propose to the Standing Caeentb continue the fruitful cooperation with
LCIE on large carnivores and thanked Swiss auibsriatnd KORA for the excellent hosting of the
meeting.
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Appendix 2

CONVENTION DE BERNE
BERN CONVENTION

CONVENTION ON THE CONSERVATION OF EUROPEAN WILDLIFE
AND NATURAL HABITATS

Meeting of the Group of Experts on the
Conservation of Large Carnivores in Europe

Saanen, Gstaad, Switzerland, 24-26 May 2012
9.00 am

AGENDA

1. Opening of the meetingby BAFU and welcome addresses by Bern Conventenrefariat
and LCIE Chair (Schnidrig, Fernandez-Galiano, Bujta

2. Election of Chair and Vice-Chair and adoption of agenda

3. Reporting from states on implementation ofRecommendation 1152005) on the
conservation and management of transboundary pagnsa of large carnivores and
Recommendation 132008) on population level management of largaigares:

3.1The WISO (Wildlife and Society) Platform of the At Convention and its approach to
large carnivore conservation and management (Sggnilienhuis)

3.2Management and conservation of large carnivorésarbinaric range
(Huber, Linnellet al
3.3Challenges in conservation of the Balkan lynx in Békan
(Breitenmoser et al.)
3.4 Conservation and management of the Franco-Ital@hpopulation
(Marboutin, Marucco)
3.5Coordinating wolf management in Fennoscandia
(Norvegian DN or Swedish EPA)
3.6.Transboundary management of the wolverine in thelildcCountries ( Andrén)
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4. Contemporary issues of large carnivore conservatiorand management under the
Habitat Directives (EC representative)

4.1 A critical look at subnational management unit Spain (Blanco) and Germany
(Reinhardt)

4.2Recent progress in the conservation of the Iberian Iynx (Governineaf
Spain/Andalucia)

5. Reporting from states on implementation of Recommendation 148 (2010) on
conservation of large carnivores in the Caucasus

5.1Trophy hunting in Georgia and its possible impactarge carnivore conservation
5.2Conservation and recent population developmerdrgel carnivores in Armenia
5.3 Conservation and recent population developmerdrgkl carnivores in Turkey
5.4 Conservation of the Persian leopard in the Caud@&nestenmoser)

6. Towards a democratic management of large carnivoresntegrating local voices and
international legislation.

Panel presentations:

6.1. State of the art in Europe (Linnell)

6.2. Techniques to facilitate consensus among lstddters (A. Bath)

6.3. Hunting and large carnivore conservation:dassrom the Hunt projet{Huberet al)
Interventions and discussion

6.4. Other possible presentations by Governments

6.5. Discussion and possible recommendations

7. Defining “appropriate” large carnivore abundances/censities for European populations
and states balancing biological and socio-economic needs.

7.1Case study 1: Brown bear in Croatia (Huber)
7.2 Case study 2: Wolf in Sweden (Andrén)
7.3Case study 3: Eurasian lynx in Estonia (Mannil)
7.4The view of the hunters: Presentation by FACE
7.5Discussion

8. Presentation and possible endorsement of the LCIEManifesto for Large Carnivore
Conservation in Europe” (L. Boitani, all)

9. Possible recommendations and priorities for futureaction by the Bern Convention
regarding Large Carnivore conservation and manageme

10. Other Business

'Conclusions and lessons from the FP7 project amthdad Real conference 27-29 March



T-PVS (2012) 7

Appendix 3

-16 —

Status of Large Carnivores in Europe by LCIE

Eurasian lynx Europe summary - 2011

1. Population size and trend(numbers 2001 from ELOIS)

POPULATION Estimation 2001 | Estimation 2011 | Trend 1996-2001 | Trend 2006-2011
Alpine ~120 136-179 (SCALP| = stable, partly West: slight
2010) expanding increase
East: decrease
Balkan ~80-105 25-40* decreasing decreasing?
Baltic ~2000 ~2000 decreasing North: increasing
(~1800 without BY South: stable to
where no data) decreasing
Bohemian-Bavarian ~75 No information decreasing No information
Carpathian ~2800 ~2200* stable to stable, expanding
decreasing (south)
Dinaric ~130 ~130 (?)*** stable to South: increasing,
decreasing North: decreasing
Jura ~80 ~130 expanding, partly increasing
increasing
Karelian (~1500)** No information n.a.** No information
Scandinavian ~2000** ~2000 stable & partly overall stable
expanding
Vosges-Palatinian ~20 19-30 S: expanding Slight decrease
N: decreasing

*Improvements in monitoring/scientific researchealed much better information and more realistioreges.
** ELOIS: Finland belonged with Sweden and Norwayttie Nordic population which has now been splitnin populations
(Scandinavian with Sweden and Norway and Kareligh ®inland and Russian Karelia).

*** no data Sl

2. Range changes and trend:

POPULATION Range change / Trend

Alpine Expansion in the west (partly due to translocatidefrease in the east.

Balkan Decrease (However, also due to much better infaomaRange might be restricted for
already some time).

Baltic Stable. Situation in the South (LT) still unfavoblie

Bohemian-Bavarian | No information

Carpathian Stable. Expanding in the south.

Dinaric Overall stable. Increase in Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Jura Range increased.

Karelian No information

Scandinavian

In Sweden the lynx are expanding southwards and batablished in the southern 1
of the country. Norway: more or less unchanged.

Vosges-Palatinian

Decrease.

3
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3. Conflict type and costs:
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POPULATION Conflict type and costs

Alpine 7-47 small livestock killed in CH Alps per year émage 25 = 14’000 CHF per year)
Balkan No information on livestock depredation and comflavels are supposed to be low.
Baltic Only few cases of livestock depredation.

Bohemian-Bavarian | No information

Carpathian Hardly any livestock depredation cases.

Dinaric Hardly any livestock depredation cases.

Jura FR: on average 92 sheep per year (18’360 €), CHivenage 12 small livestock/year.
Karelian No information

Scandinavian

NO: 9234 sheep and 6021 reindeer (averages for-20086) are compensated every
year as lynx kills (up to 5 mill € per year). SE: $heep (150’000 SEK), for reindeer
roughly 30 mill SEK per year.

Vosges-Palatinian

Hardly any livestock depredation cases.

4. Progress in population level management:

POPULATION

Population level management?

Alpine

Besides collaboration on scientific level which hagn ongoing since decades in th
frame of the SCALP, on the political level therex@v a transboundary arrangemen
the form of the Platform Wildlife and Society (WI$6f the Alpine Convention.

tin

Balkan

Population level research, monitoring and collatiore however not on GO level.
Conservation strategy for AL & MK established iparticipative process in the fram
of the Balkan Lynx Recovery Programme and publigiredbrsed by the Bern
Convention, CoE.

Attempt for an MoU between AL & MK but due to buteaatic difficulties and
political changes the process has been blockeskfegral years.

Baltic

Cooperation at level of individual experts & degisimakers - but often only bi- or
trilaterally and there is no common framework.

Bohemian-Bavarian

No information

Carpathian No. Only informal information exchange amongst &rexperts.

Dinaric Collaboration between Slovenia and Croatia (butwitit Bosnia-Herzegovina).
Jura Scientific transboundary collaboration (e.g. CMRMeeen FR & CH.

Karelian No information

Scandinavian

Norway and Sweden have a close dialogue on langgvoae management issue at t
level of the national wildlife management authestiln addition, research is
coordinated across the borders. But there is nmhoon” management plan that rea
takes into account the joint lynx population.

ne

ly

Vosges-Palatinian

(No.)

5. Critical management issues:

nge

POPULATION Critical management / conservation issue

Alpine As with all reintroduced populations very few foendndividuals > inbreeding?
Acceptance of LCs by stakeholders.

Balkan lllegal Killings, loss of prey base and habitat dezation seem to be the main factors
that have led to the drastic decrease and almdistetirn of the Balkan lynx. Except
for Mavrovo NP, MK no sign of reproduction. Plams infrastructure development
pose a potential threat for this remaining coreytaton. The lack of political interest
for nature conservation and non-sustainable wédlianagement practices in the ra
countries are adding up towards the long-term etitin of the lynx.

Baltic Limited distribution of lynx in the southern pafttbe population range. Translocatid
of lynx EE-PL.

Bohemian-Bavarian | No information

Carpathian none (?)

Dinaric The population has only 3+3 founders and is supptsée heavily inbred. Adding

new individuals is the main conservation actiondesee
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Jura none (?)

Karelian No information

Scandinavian none (?)

Vosges-Palatinian Small population size > connection to other popoiet

AN

1

6. Threats:
(When the majority of countries indicated the sdlhmeat for a population it was considered relexampopulation
level)
Threat Past <2005 Present 2006-2011 Future
>2012
1. Habitat loss/degradation (human induced)
1.1.Agriculture
1.1.4. Livestock: 1.1.4.1. Nomadic Dinaric Scandinavian Scandinavi
Scandinavian n
1.3.3. Wood [forestry practices]
1.3.3.2. Selective logging Carpathian Carpathig
1.3.3.3. Clear-cutting Balkan Balkan Balkan
Carpathian
1.4. Infrastructure development
1.4.1. Industry Carpathian Carpathian Carpathiar
1.4.2. Human settlement Carpathian Carpathian @aigra
1.4.3. Tourism/recreation Carpathian Carpathian Carpathian
1.4.4. Transport — land [roads / railways] Alpine Alpine Alpine
Jura Baltic Baltic
Vosges-PalatinianCarpathian Carpathian
Jura Jura
Vosges-Palatinian | Vosges-
Palatinian
1.4.6. Dams Balkan Balkan Balkan
3. Harvesting [hunting/gathering]
3.7. [Over-harvesting of wild prey populations] Balkan Balkan Balkan
Carpathian Carpathian Carpathian
4. Accidental mortality
4.1.2.1. Trapping/snaring Balkan Carpathian Carpathian
Carpathian
4.1.2.2. Shooting Carpathian Carpathian Carpathian
Dinaric Dinaric Dinaric
4.2.2. Vehicle collision Alpine Alpine Alpine
Carpathian Carpathian Balkan
Dinaric Dinaric Baltic
Jura Jura Carpathian
Vosges-PalatiniapnVosges-Palatinian | Dinaric
Jura
Vosges-
Palatinian
5. Persecution [illegal killing / poaching]
5.1. Pest control Baltic
5.2. Other Alpine Alpine Alpine
Balkan Balkan Balkan
Carpathian Carpathian Carpathian
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Dinaric Dinaric Dinaric
Jura Jura Jura
Scandinavian Scandinavian Scandinavia
Vosges- Vosges-Palatinian? | n
Palatinian? Vosges-
Palatinian?
7. Natural disasters
7.4. Wildfire Carpathian
8. Changes in native species dynamics
8.3. Prey/food base Baltic Baltic Baltic
Carpathian Carpathian Carpathian
8.5. Pathogens/parasites Baltic Baltic
9. Intrinsic factors
9.1. Limited dispersal Alpine Alpine Alpine
Jura Carpathian Carpathian
Vosges-PalatiniapnJura Jura
Vosges-Palatinian | Vosges-
Palatinian
9.2. Poor recruitment/reproduction/regeneration oéss Vosges-Palatinian? Alpine?
Palatinian? Jura?
Vosges-
Palatinian?
9.3. High juvenile mortality Baltic
9.4. Inbreeding Dinaric Dinaric Alpine
Balkan
Dinaric
9.7. Slow growth rates Vosges-Palatinjafosges-Palatinian Vosges-
Palatinian
10. Human disturbance
10.1. Recreation/tourism Carpathian Carpathian Balkan
Carpathian
10.4. Transport Carpathian Carpathian Baltic
Carpathian
11.1. Lack of public acceptance for their presence
11.1.1. Low acceptance due to conflicts with Alpine Scandinavian Scandinavia
livestock Jura Vosges-Palatinian | n
Scandinavian Vosges-
Vosges-Palatinian Palatinian
11.1.2. Low acceptance due to conflicts with husteAlpine Alpine Alpine
Baltic Baltic Baltic
Carpathian Carpathian Carpathian
Jura Jura Jura
Scandinavian Scandinavian Scandinavia
Vosges- Vosges-Palatinian | n
Palatinian Vosges-
Palatinian
11.1.3. Low acceptance due to overprotection /leg&arpathian Baltic Baltic
constraints on allowing harvest Carpathian Carpathian
11.1.5. Low acceptance as form of political Scandinavian Scandinavian Baltic
opposition to national / European intervention Scandinavia
n
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11.1.7. Low acceptance due to fundamental conflickcandinavian Scandinavian Scandinavia
of values about the species presence in modern | Vosges-PalatinianVosges-Palatinian | n
landscapes Vosges-
Palatinian
11.2. Lack of knowledge
11.2.1. Lack of knowledge about species numbersCarpathian Carpathian Baltic
and trends Carpathian
11.3. Poor management structures
11.3.1. Poor enforcement of legislation Carpathian | Balkan Carpathian
Dinaric Carpathian Dinaric
Dinaric
11.3.2.Poor dialogue with stakeholders Baltic Balka
Baltic
11.3.3. Poor communication and lack of public Carpathian Balkan Baltic
awareness Baltic Carpathian
11.3.4. Lack of capacity in management structuresCarpathian Balkan Carpathian
Carpathian
11.3.6. Poor integration of science into decision | Baltic Balkan Balkan
making Carpathian Carpathian Carpathian
Name Size Trend Conflict type Conflict| Change in | Population Critical
cost manageme | level coop. issues
nt
Scandinavia | 105+ | Growth Livestock — 1.33 M None Yes Control
3300 sheep, tourism, | Norway of
SUM fear, acceptance, 12500 growth
3405 settlements Sweden
North- 46 Growth Livestock, 50000 None ? Data?
eastern Norw tourism,
European ay poaching,
populations acceptance
(11,100
bears) Growth Tourism, lack of| 11000+ | None
700+ knowledge, 0 (“Game”?
Karelian E management in Estonia)
population 12 Berry picking,
(4300 bears?)| 712 drive hunting,
& Baltic acceptance
population
(6800 bears?
Estonia and
Latvia
Carpathian 6000 | Stable Livestock, 15000 With EU Poland- Implem
Mountains R tourism, traffic, | Poland | accession | Slovakia some| enting
(8,100 bears) | 147 P snares, 16000 bear manage
8 knowledge Slovakia | become ment
S-N Logging, protected
1940 settlements, No data | (no change
Sl traffic, fot other
8095 poaching,
acceptance
Dinaric - 450 Gowth Very different! 6000 Hr | Not really Cro-Slo Change
Pindos (2,800| SL 179000 of status
bears) 1000 Gre CRO
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Alps (35-40 351T Stable Roads, tourism, | 48000 It | None No Genetics
bears) 2 Au poaching, low
acceptance
Eastern 550 Bul | Stable or | Wood and other| 25000 Mngm plan Yes Constructions
Balkans (720 50? Gr | decrease? plantations, Bul
bears) picking, roads,
dams, poaching
garbage, low
acceptance
Apennine 40 Stable Nomadic 137800 Research No way! Genetics
Mountains (40- livestock,
50 bears) logging,
settlements,
tourism, roads,
parasites,
poisoning,
shooting,
management
Iberia (120 200 Growth Traffic, fire, 321.000 | Research No way! Genetics
bears) poison,
fragmented
mngm
Pyrenees (15- | 25 Sp Growth | Tourism, 25500 Augmentation Yes Genetics,
17) (19 Fr) poaching, Sp acceptance
acceptance, 109000
communication | Fr
locals
Plantations,
roads, shooting,
inbreeding, low
acceptance
knowledge, management
Austria
Bosnia 550 10,565 ki Number of Logging, roads, fires, management
R i S
Bulgaria
Croatia
Estonia
Finland ! 1 ] |
France
Greece Logging, tourism, roads, dams

Italy Apennine

windmills, fires, poaching, low
acceptance, management

350-400 21500 k 179000 EUR i ism, , ,
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Italy Alps 33-36 862 k! 48000 EUR Roads, tourism, poaching, low

acceptance

Latvia 12 - none Berry picking, drive hunting,
acceptance (fear and hubters), mangm
capacity

Macedonia 180 - No data Deforestation.poaching, acceptance,
knowledge, management

Montenegro

Norway 1.33 million eur | Small holder livestock —sheep,

(Scandinavia) tourism, fear, acceptance,

Norway 46 - 50000 Livestock, tourism, poaching,

(Finnish, acceptance

Rusian)

Romania . Livestock, tourism, traffic, snares,
knowledge

Serbia

(Carpathian)

Serbia (Dinaric)

Slovakia 1940 Logging, settlements, tourism, traffic,
poaching, acceptance, knowledge,
mngm

Slovenia No report

Spain

(Cantabria)

Spain (Pyrenees)

Sweden

3300 - [12500

Switzerland

*kkkkk

Wolverine - Europe summary - 2011
Compiled by Henrik Andrén, with input from Johnnéfi (2012-06-12)

Wolverines are found in four counties in Europeefien, Norway, Finland and Russia. The distribution
is divided into 2 populations; the Scandinaviamfomon to Norway and Sweden, and the extreme north
of Finland) and the Finnish/Russian, but thereradbably some connection between the two populations
For this assessment, there are data on populagodg and distribution from Sweden and Norway and
some data from Finland, but no data are availabla Russia.

The Scandinavian population consists of about iId@®iduals and is increasing in Sweden, but iblsta
in Norway. The range is also increasing in Swedben,is more or less stable in Norway. The different
developments in Sweden and Norway can be expldigegtie much higher legal harvest rate in Norway
(yearly harvest 15-20 % of the population) compace8weden (only a few individuals per year, i.€l <
%). The population in Finland is increasing botmimbers (150-170 individuals) and distribution.

The main human-wolverine conflict is similar in S¥e@ and Norway, i.e. wolverine depredation on semi-
domestic reindeer. In Norway, there is additioraiflict because of depredation on domestic sheep. |
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both countries the government pays compensationvédverine kill domestic animals. In Sweden the
costs are between 2 - 2.5 M€ per year for reind@er in Norway between 1.8 - 2.2 M€ per year for
reindeer and between 2.7 - 3.8 M€ per year forshElee Swedish system is based on a risk baseehsyst
where compensation is paid a priori based on thsgprce of reproductive wolverines whereas in Norway
the compensation is paid ex post facto based onndexted losses and estimated losses.

In Sweden the management decisions (like harvesttagu are mainly taken by the Swedish
Environmental Protection Agency (at a national [gvelowever, the aim is to increasingly delegate
management authority to the County Board Adminigtns. The County Board Administrations are
responsible for the yearly wolverine surveys in 8ere

In Norway the management decisions (like harvegitag) are delegated to Regional Management
Committees composed of county level politiciang tr@ appointed to the committee by the Ministry of
the Environment. These committees have managemehoréy only if the population is above the
regional goal that has been set by parliament. i@tke the decisions are taken by the Directorate fo
Nature Management (national level). The yearly sysvin Norway are performed by the rangers from the
State Nature Inspectorate (SNO) and evaluated amgblied by a section at the Norwegian Institute for
Nature Research (Rovdata).

There is no formal common population level managerpéan for Sweden and Norway. But the national
agencies (the Swedish EPA and the Directorate &ufdé Management) have regular meetings. The new
Swedish carnivore policy has acknowledged the afgaopulation management and civil servants at the
national political level meet to discussion largenivore management questions. At the moment fkexe
working group led by the national agencies to dgvel common survey methodology and common status
reports for Sweden and Norway.

An important management issue in Sweden is the piggeching that lowers the growth rate in the
wolverine population, but the population is stiltieasing. An important management issue in Noigay
that the current wolverine population is above fienagement goal and therefore the harvest quatas ar
set quite high in order to reduce the population.

There is a long-term research project on wolverinesorthern Sweden and new wolverine projects in
central and northern Norway. These research pmojeate a tight cooperation and focus on collecting
basic ecological data on wolverines, studying theact of wolverines on semi-domestic reindeer, and
exploring the potential interactions between wdlves and Eurasian lynx.

Threats

In the past the main threats were over-harvest @myathing. The disappearance of the other large
carnivores in the past might also have had a negatipact on the wolverine, as carrion providedhsy
kills of other predators are important for wolvexsn

Today the threats are still over-harvest (harvesipbpulation regulation in Norway) and poachingt B
the threat because of over-harvest is lower todayhe harvest quotas are set in relation to mamage
goals and the effects are evaluated by yearly garvéhe management system is coming closer to an
adaptive management approach, which means thatieagsired reductions in population size can be
addressed by reducing harvest quotas.

An emerging threat is climate change as wolveraresdependent on good snow conditions (deep snow
that lasts long into spring time) for their natahd.

A chronic threat is the low population goals setbmgh Norway and Sweden because of conflict with
semi-domestic reindeer herding. The reindeer hutyasystem has advocated certain tolerance lewels f
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the total losses of reindeer to all predators, daseeconomically acceptable losses. These “aduepta
losses are much lower than the estimated losses.tdthus, if the politicians decide to follow these
tolerance levels, then the management goals foprallators, including wolverines, would have to be

lower than today.

1. Population size and trend(numbers 2001 from LCIE)

POPULATION Estimation 2001 Estimation 2011 | Trend 1996-2001 | Trend 2006-2011
Scandinavian 750 1065 (+150 SE) Increasing Increasing
Swedish part 680 (£100 SE) Increasing
Norwegian part 385 (+46 SE) Stable
Karelian 450 No information No information No information
Finnish part 150-170 Increasing
Russia part No information No information

2. Range changes and trend

POPULATION Range change / Trend

Scandinavian Expanding south-eastwards (into the forest landscdpcreasing
Swedish part Expanding south-eastwards (into thesfdandscape). Increasing
Norwegian part Stable

Karelian No information

Finnish part Increasing

Russia part No information

3. Conflict type and costs

POPULATION

Conflict type and costs

Scandinavian

Sweden: for reindeer 2.0-2.5 M€ per year,
Norway: for reindeer 1.8-2.2 M€ per year, for sh2ep3.8 M€ per year

Karelian

Finland: 1300-2500 reindeer per year (2.1 - 3.8gddEyear for all carnivores)
Russia: No information
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4. Progress in population level management

POPULATION Population level management?

Scandinavian

Norway and Sweden have a close dialogue on lamggvoae management issue at the
level of the national wildlife management authestiln addition, research is
coordinated across the borders. But there is nmiecon” management plan that really
takes into account the joint wolverine population.

Karelian No information

5. Critical management issues

POPULATION

Critical management / conservation issus

Scandinavian

Sweden: poaching, tolerance levels reindeer husipand
Norway: harvest levels, poplation regulation, talere levels reindeer husbandry

Karelian No information
6. Threats
Threat Past <2005 Present 2006- | Future
2011 >2012
1. Habitat loss/degradation (human induced)
1.1.4. Livestock: 1.1.4.1. Nomadic Scandinavian n8gzavian Scandinavign
5. Persecution [illegal killing / poaching] Scandinavian | Scandinavian | Scandinavian
Finland Finland Finland
6. Pollution (affecting habitat and/or speices)
6.1.1 Global warming/oceanic warming Scandinayian
11.1. Lack of public acceptance for their presence
11.1.1. Low acceptance due to conflicts with lioekt Scandinavian | Scandinavian | Scandinavian
Finland Finland Finland
11.1.3. Low acceptance due to overprotection /legal Scandinavian Scandinavian Scandinayian
constraints on allowing harvest
11.1.5. Low acceptance as form of political opposito Scandinavian Scandinavian Scandinayian
national / European intervention
11.1.7. Low acceptance due to fundamental cordfict Scandinavian Scandinavian Scandinayian
values about the species presence in modern lgpesca
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1. BULGARIA /BULGARIE
Bears in Bulgaria

SPECIES: Ursus arctos

COUNTRY: Bulgaria

POPULATION: East Balkan

COMPILER: Ruslan Serbezov — state expert, Minisfrignvironment and Water

General information

One of the best bear habitats in Europe is lodat@&lilgaria. They are situated in the mountain rifiass
Rhodopa, Stara planina, Rila, Pirin, Vitosha. Tize ef the bear population is assessed of beingnaro
550 samples in 2010, 510 — 520 in 2011.

Legal status

Until 1992 the bear had been a game target. By rOxee023 dated 31.12.1992 of the Ministry of
Environment and Water the species has been degapgetted, in compliance with the Nature protettio
act. This status has been kept also after thel\&igity act has passed in 2002.

The Habitats directive requires a strict protectibrthe species and declaration of special proteateas
for conservation of its habitats.

The following is prohibited for the species: Allrfos of intentional catch or killing of samples bsing
any instruments, tools and methods; chase andldistae, especially during the breeding periodsjmai
youngsters, hibernation and migration; taking efgkes found dead; possession, breeding, transjportat
export, trade and offering for sell or exchangesarples taken from the nature; taxidermy, possessi
exposure to the public, transportation, exportjdérand offer for sell or exchange of taxidernsiasiples.

Exceptions from the imposed bans are allowed ealhpeéor bears in the following cases: in favortbé
protection of species from the wild flora and faama for conservation of nature habitdts;prevention
from serious damage of agricultures, cattle, forest rivers, breeding ponds, game farms and other
properties; under reasons of primary public interes, including such of social or economic character

or consisting in exceptionally favorable consequees for the environment for the aims of the
scientific investigations and education, under ddtrction or secondary introduction of species and
artificial plant cultivation

ACTION PLAN FOR THE BROWN BEAR IN BULGARIA - 2008

With the participation of consultants from Larger@eaore Initiative for Europe (LCIE), Brown bear
IUCN group, Alertis-Fund for Bear and Nature Cornséion, Veterinarski fakultet, Zagreb, Harvatska
and all interested parties in Bulgaria, an ActidanFhas been elaborated for the brown bear in@iag
Under the application of the Action Plan, MOEW ablbrates with NGOs and scientists from BAS. Joint
projects with organizations from Greece and Italy earried out. Good contacts on regional level are
maintained through the Balkan network for the largmivores.

According to Action plan derogation can be up to 10 bears peregr.

According to the Hunting and Game Protection Act (smendment 2010) 17 bears are determined for
killing (2011 - 17, 2012 - 17), which is around % of the population size. The population size is &b
bears — 2010 and 520 — 2011.

All the killing permits were not been used, whisHavorable for the population.

National commission for brown bear(According toAction plan)
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According to Action plan for the brown bear in Baitga formed a permanent National Commission for
the brown bear population management in the coudénogation, situation for problem bears and etc.

The main habitats of the bear in Bulgaria are idetlin the ecological network NATURA 2000. For the
purposes of protection of the habitats and the gemant of the network NATURA 2000 a mapping and
determination of their environmental status isiedrout in the frame of project under Operatinggpam
environment. The acquired information will be uded elaboration of plans for management of the
protected areas, populations of the species asawddlr regulation of the investment projects thmere

Measures undertaken for protection and decreasingie conflicts
» The species is protected according to Biodivesity
* The habitats of the species are included into largéected areas such as the national and nature
parks, which in turn are part of the ecologicalvtek NATURA 2000
« Obiject of protection of the so-called “biocorridprsonnecting the main habitats in Stara Planina,
Rila, Pirin and Rhodope. An action plan for thecpe is elaborated, which determines the main
measures and activities for protection of the Ipequlation.
* Projects are implemented, aiming the following:
- giving training to the concerned parties for ovenawgy the conflicts between the large
carnivores/bear and the people
- increasing the public knowledge about the bear
- prevention from attacks(electric shepherd)
- monitoring of the population aiming adequate meastor its management
- creation of databases for the species

A policy regarding the species

The bear is a large carnivore, who lives in bothitteies with no settlements, (such as nationak®a
and regions where people live and there is econauiivity. Therefore, MOEW is searching for a
balance between the protection of the speciestendeavelopment of the regions where it is founehirag

a balanced policy, which is to enable the spec@sservation and decreasing the conflicts with the
people.

Regulative mechanisms are envisaged when it makesubles
«  MOEW pays yearly compensations for losses, caugdxtars to apiaries, cattle and agricultures
» Shouting of trouble bears (meat-eating bears, cin sithout fear of people)
* Regulation/decreasing the numbers by shootingdunitumber of species.

Damages from bears

Since 2007, in compliance with the Act for Huntiagd Game Protection, the indemnity for damages
caused by bear is paid by MOEW. The registered damdave been caused on apiaries, cattle and
agricultures. Over the years an increasing of dgestered damages is observed, which is due tbetter
knowledge ability of the people regarding the pafigy to get indemnity as well as to the elucidato
campaign, aiming better coexistence between peopdhe bear in the common inhabited regions.

Bear — man conflict

Generally, the bear avoids any contact with thedmunthe analysis of the conflicts shows that thecks

of the bears have been in cases when the humanocbh@dnsidered the peculiarities of the specidsaor
ignored elementary rules, which are necessary ucoexistence in common territories, which in turn
provokes changes in the behavior of the bears.

Most frequently, it occurs in cases of the follogin
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« unprotected objects, where the bear can easilydfifubd:
- Racks for game or storehouses with food for feedame.
- Unfenced and unprotected apiaries
- Unfenced corrals, cattle-shed, places for reposkefattle.
- Cattle left without shepherd and unguarded by skebtogs during pasture;
- Fruit-tree gardens or plantations with berry cudtur
* Hunting, when a strong disturbance arises in tHetéiz due to people, shooting and hunting
dogs, thus the bear takes behavior of self-defeBgeh cases are when a bear attacks people
during hunting.
» Defense of youngsters upon meeting people or dirmfooper behavior of people regarding the
youngsters, which the bear considers as direcathre
* In the past 2 years had incidents of attacks omplpeioom bears, which led to injuries and fatal:
on 17.05.2010 bear’s attack killed 65 year-old,13h07.2010 injured 64 year-old woman.

Management activities in respect of the brown beain Bulgaria

For monitoring the bear population, the most modeethods of observation and interpretation of tssul
are applied (including photo trap§PS-GSMcollars etc.), to achieve reliable information abthe
population of this species, which to be used itést way to determine the policy for the species.

To minimize conflict in jointly occupied areas, oapproach includes targeted state policy, coordthat
actions between the concerned parties - governnmestitutions, local authorities, NGOs, hunting
organizations and readiness at any moment to respopropriately to any specific situation.

In connection with the incidents, which had occdrie 2010, some short-term measures were
identified and implemented, so the bear-human wirifl be reduced. They are aimed at:

* Increase the security of people resident in bahitat

* Provision of preventive protection of apiarilgestock and property

« Increasing awareness of people's behavior whefianted with a bear

« Improve the procedure for compensation for deer@msed by bears

« Improving information and knowledge about thenfwer of bears and their behavior

Also in the annual program, concrete measures tedin to ensure protection of the population
and their property from bear attacks in the confliceas. Our efforts are directed towards effective
implementation of practical measures in the anelaghited by bears.

» 22 meetings were carried out with the populaiiothe region;

» An informational campaign, related to awarer@fdsear behavior and how a person to react if ve ha
met one, was carried out.

« Informational brochures and specific guidelines jpeople living in bear habitat were produce and
distribute among the population of the region;

 Bear deterrent pepper sprays were purchasegranitied to the mayors, to be given to the popoigti

in the most problematic locations;

« Photo-traps were purchased for observationebtiown bear population;

« A special monitoring was carried out, to esttblihe number of the bear population in the region;

In addition to the above, in 2011.;

» Bear Emergency Team (BET) was established andettato deal with problem bears and damage
assessment for the region of Smolyan. Such teaensraated in other regions of the country in which
there is habitat for bears;

« 85 electric fences are provided, free of chargegssist local farmers to secure their propedynfbear
attacks. Another 90 units are Delivered, to beithisted and installed in 2012;
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* A Project under Operational Programme "Environm2007-2013" - "Sustainable Management of
brown bear species and reduction of damage caassgtitultural property in the region of resporigipi

of RIEW - Smolyan", was approved.

* When the above measures do not provide the esjdffect of reducing tension in the population,
measures for control of the bear population arelémpnted, by derogations in accordance to the
provisions of Directive 92/43 EEC.

» The bears designated for shooting are from amithsncreased presence of this species.

* GPS-GSM collars, UHF terminal for downloading aldtom the GPS-GSM collars, receivers and
antennas for VHF telemetry and photo traps fockireg the bear population were purchased;

* Pneumatic guns are provided for immobilizationiraf bears in problem situations;

« Information and warning boards were installetiown bear habitats;

» Specialized equipment has been provided (GPSs,uhitnoculars, night vision devices, radios,
compasses, etc.) for the controlling bodies andBtE located in Smolyan;

« Additional experts have been appointed to thergamey team in RIEW Smolyan

Systematic work with people and local authoritissciarried out, through cooperation between the
Regional Inspectorates of Environment and Watéres,etxecutive Forestry Agency, NGOs and hunting
groups, to avoid conflict situations with bears.

« Awareness rising about safe behavior in thethttbof the species is carried out.

* A special public awareness project with theipgration from NGOs and with financial support bet
Ministry is carried out;

» All proven damages caused by bears are palittowners:

- Domesticated animals;

- Agricultural products (fruits);

- Property;

- Hives;

» Jointly work with the Ministry of Agriculture iarried out, to implement long-term policy for
improvement of the food base, through planting pprapriate forest-fruit species to compensate
deterioration of the food conditions due to incheg®f the bear population and the objective cood#

of habitats.

MONITORING OF THE BROWN BEAR IN BULGARIA

Ministry of Environment and Waterstart of changed methodology. Two teams are worlong
determining the population size: the team of NatidMuseum of Natural History — prof. dr. Nikolai
Spassov and Geko Spiridonov and the mix team: Ri&tabezov - Ministry of Environment and Waters,
assoc. prof. Todor. Gurov, and assoc. prof. Emandsinassov, Institute of Information and
Communication Technologies, Bulgarian Academy oé&ees.

Results were similar of two teantbe population size is 550 bears — 2010 and 520642. These results
refer to the population of the country.

We present the summary report of research andsisaly

SUMMARY REPORT

Assoc. prof. Todor. Gurov, and assoc. prof. Emdnduanassov, Institute of Information and
Communication Technologies, Bulgarian Academy oé&xes,

Ruslan Serbezov - Ministry of Environment and Water

SUBJECT: Assessment of the size of the populatfobrown bear in Bulgaria based on data received

from the monitoring carried out on 26-27 Octobet P0through mathematical, statistical and biologica
analysis
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1. Assessment of the brown bear population by using ghmonitoring carried on 26-27.11. 2011
The analysis of the population of brown bear (Umau$os) is based on data collected from the recent
National monitoring in the West Rhodop

1.1 Assessment of the brown bear population in the West Rhodope

Methods forassessment of the brown bear population

Route methodcollection of traces of brown bear on predefinetad routes and analysis to determine the
unique trace (subjectively of a terrain).

Monte Carlo method1,2,3]

The least squares methdd.

In determining the uniqueness of the track errargjextiveness is possible. Therefore we apply a
statistical method - Monte Carlo method [1,2,3yéduce error and subjective determination of a wide
perimeter of unique traces for a given confidemtervalp, see Table 2.

In table 1 it is applied to the practice ordinarypmfe Carlo method [1,2] for sample size 48, which
corresponds to the number of routes. We havessesament for the average number of unique tratks o
the route - 1.021739. The mathematical expectatidhe number of unique traces is 49.04 (Tabl& h¢
variance (dispersion) is 1.10499. In each row efttible is specified the average quadratic deviaifo
each route.

Forest Number of| Dispersion
administrative unif Routes unique traces { N7Z (x, — %747 | ¥ = X5 x, /47
(forest farm) route
Asenovgrad Kosovo 1 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Mostovo 1 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Bor 2 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Chekeritsa Sredniya 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Ropki / Dutsov 4 8.870037807 1.021739
Riba dere / Ivory; | 0.00047259 1.021739
pladnishta
Beliya kamak 1 0.00047259 1.021739
Chakalski dol 1 0.00047259 1.021739
Batak RouteNel 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe2 1 0.00047259 1.021739
Belovo RouteNel 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe2 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe3 2 0.956994329 1.021739
Peshtera RouteNel 1 0.00047259 1.021739
RouteNe2 0 3.02457E-06 1.021739
RouteNe3 0 3.02457E-06 1.021739
Selishte RouteNel 2 0.956994329 1.021739
RouteNe2 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe3 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Alabak RouteNel 2 0.956994329 1.021739
RouteNe2 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Beglika Syutka 2 0.956994329 1.021739
Groba 3 3.913516068 1.021739
Kulata 1 0.00047259 1.021739
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Borovo RouteNel 1 0.00047259 1.021739
RouteNe2 2 0.956994329 1.021739
RouteNe3 2 0.956994329 1.021739
Rakitovo Pashino bardo 3 3.913516068 1.021739
Karkaria 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Rodopi RouteNel 2 0.956994329 1.021739
RouteNe2 1 0.00047259 1.021739
Clusfalinie RouteNel 1 0.00047259 1.021739
Chehlyovo
RouteNe2 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe3 1 0.00047259 1.021739
RouteNe4 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe5 1 0.00047259 1.021739
RouteNe6 2 0.956994329 1.021739
RouteNe7 4 8.870037807 1.021739
RouteNe8 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe9 1 0.00047259 1.021739
RouteNe10 2 0.956994329 1.021739
RouteNell 0 1.043950851 1.021739
Shiroka polyana RouteNel 1 0.00047259 1.021739
RouteNe2 1 0.00047259 1.021739
RouteNe3 1 0.00047259 1.021739
Yundolau RouteNel 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe2 0 1.043950851 1.021739
RouteNe3 0 1.043950851 1.021739
48 47 1.10499 48+1.021739 = 49,0

Table 1: The variance and the mathematical expectatioheohtimber of unique traces

The standard deviation is obtained, as a squérea the dispersion. In Table 2 we have a widege
of unique tracks, as we have used three leveldgoifisance ($=3.00 , 1.67 and 0.6745 ) in which
confidence intervab is 99.7 %, 95% and 50 %.

. . Level of | confidence
Staf‘d?“d Mln‘lmlum Mean Ma>§|njum Rounding | significance | interval
deviation deviation value deviation x %
B
1.051182881f 45.89 49.04 52.19 45-53 3.00 99.7%
1.051182881] 46.98 49.04 51.10 46-52 1.67 95%
1.051182881] 48.33 49.04 49.75 48-50 0.6745 50%

Table 2: Number of unique tracks by confidence inteiial

The results obtained show that the maximum perbiessinique traces with a probability above 95% for
the monitoring are of the order of 52-53, whiclaimaximum number of different bears, observed en th
routes. For the most accurate estimate for thebeurof different bears, observed on the routes, the
number 49-50 can be accepted.

1.2 Assessment of the brown bear population in Bulgaria

To assess the population of brown bear in Bulgasiag data of Zlatanova, D. 2010 [5] for species
suitable area (sg. km), which saw a temporary ompaent presence of the brown bear and use of the
least squares method [4].. The dissertation ofadiata [5] thorough analysis was made of the atterela
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areas of the bears, as the areas are divided iotgpg of 4-forestsdeciduous forests, mixed forests,
coniferous forests and other land cqvfar forest farms. In 3 table are the summary sr@asquare
kilometers for four types of forests in forest farmhere she met a unique tradée use the least squares
method to find the 4oefficients which gives us the relationship betwéee population of brown bears
and forest type in the farms where traces are folin@ system consists of five equations with four
unknowns, which in vector form is written as follewAx = b. Matrix A consists of five lines, fourllgirs,
and the matrix elements correspond to the typdarests (in sq. km) of Table 3. The vector b =§411,

9, 15) consists of a unique bear traces in theddioladed area in farms. To calculate the coordmafehe
unknown vector x = (x,,x,,%5,%x,) introducing the following additional conditions:x,

> xq > X, = x4 = 0. Conditions: deciduous forests arest suitable habitat, and other land
covers are most inappropriate.

The linear system is solved programmatically witbthods of quadratic programming and coefficients
were given the following values:

x, = 0.008858, x,, = 0.017987,x3 = 0.035792, x, =0.053508.

With the resulting coefficients we can do check havique are the traces by multiplying the coeffitse
of the areas of the 4 types of forests in therastof Table 3;
0.008858 + 271.72 + 0.017987 % 835.99 + 0.035792 » 399.51 + 0.053508 = 343.73 = 50.14

This response corresponds to the estimated nunfhamigue traces obtained using the statestic Monte
Carlo method

Forest administrative | Other land | Coniferous | Mixed Deciduous | YHukaaun
unit (forest farm) cover forests forests | forests caeau
Cliziediza /Py 96.71 84.71 118.04| 151.54 8

/ Peshtera

Belovo / Alabak 51.29 84.90 101.23| 87.07 4
Beglika / Selishte / 55 o, 287.83 28.84 | 1.77 11
Shiroka polyana

Borovo / Rodopi / Batak | 46.51 195.60 54.05 50.06 9
Chepino / Chehlyovo / , &7 182.95 97.34 | 53.29 15
Rakitovo

Total 271.72 835.99 399.51 | 343.73

Table 3 Four types of forests (in sg. km.) Grouped byébfarms.

The resulting coefficients we can use to get aimesé of the population in other regions where géher
presence of the brown bear. Again using data doedle 4 types of forests as per thesis of Zlatarend
consolidate areas in 4 regions of the country, &4dbl

Reqions of the countr Other land | Coniferous | Mixed Deciduous 0610
9 y cover forests forests forests =
Smolyan, Kardjali 671.28 988.36 609.92 44753 2097.
Pazardjik, Plovdiv 351.6185 896.9119 452.226 448361 | 2149.37
Sé?;a Planina Srednla, , o 775 97.62576 | 939.3577 3126.486|  5330.24
Rila, Pirin, Vitosha 2477.969 1710.457 971.3462 9885 6849.70
Regions of the countr Other land | Coniferous | Mixed Deciduous 06

9 y cover forests forests forests TR0
CwmousiH, Kbpmpxanu 603.34 965.12 609.92 447.53 2625.91
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Pazardjik, Plovdiv 351.6185 896.90110 | 452.226 448361 | 2149.37
;ct)"’r‘;a Planina  Sredng; .. -4 49.01 939.36 3126.49 4681.08
Rila, Pirin, Vitosha 1880.50 1437.03 971.35 1689.92 | 5978.80

Table 4: Four types of forests (in sg. km) in regions @& tountry.

Table 4 consists of two parts:

in the first part includes all areas of permaratt temporary presence in the 4 types of forests.

In the second part of the table are excluded angédistemporary presence of forest type, "othedlan
cover" and "coniferous forests". The reasons aaé ttiey are both poorer than soynost food andyrarel
visited. On the other hand the coefficients of tt@culations were made on forests in Pazardzlgiong
defined as areas with a permanent presence.

The results for the brown bear population in thentry and thus identified regions are given in Edl

. Other land | Coniferous | Mixed Deciduous
Regions of the country 06110
cover forests forests forests

Smolyan, Kardjali 5.95 17.78 21.83 23.95 69.50
Pazardjik, Plovdiv 3.11 16.13 16.19 24.00 59.44
Sé?;a Planina  Sredna, , 54 1.76 33.62 167.29 213.00
Rila, Pirin, Vitosha 21.95 30.77 34.77 90.42 177.90
O01mo 41.34 66.44 106.41 305.66 519.85
Regions of the countr Other land | Hraoauer | Mixed Deciduous 06

9 Y| cover HH TOPH forests forests 1o
Smolyan, Kardjali 5.34 17.36 21.83 23.95 68.48
Pazardjik, Plovdiv 3.11 16.13 16.19 24.00 59.44
S’é?;a Planina - Sredng; ,, 0.88 33.62 167.29 206.81
Rila, Pirin, Vitosha 16.66 25.85 34.77 90.42 167.69
Total 30.13 60.22 106.41 305.66 502.42

Table 5: Brown bear population in the country by region &k of forest.

After rounding to an integer shows that the populaibn is in the range of 502 to 520 bears. This
estimate differs from the assessment received lagtar (550) by 5.7% which is within the statistical
error and partly due to improved methodology.

*kkkkk
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Wolves in Bulgaria

SPECIESCanis lupus

COUNTRY: Bulgaria

POPULATION: East Balkan

COMPILER: Ruslan Serbezov — state expert, Minisfrignvironment and Water

General information
One of the best bear habitats in Europe is lodat@&lilgaria. They are situated in the mountain rifiass
Rhodopa, Stara planina, Rila, Pirin, etc.

Legal status

This status has been kept also after the Biodiyeesit has passed in 2002, The Huntingd Game
Protection Act. Ministry of Agriculture and Food riesponsible for management. Now listed as paytiall
protected in the Biodiversity Act (2002), but in aptice not implemented.

Wolf population

Official estimation given by Executive Forest Aggr{EFA)/Ministry of Agriculture and Food:

2006- 2312; 2007 —2107; 2008 —2479; 2009 - 2282

The populatioris maybe around 700 -8@@olves. In Bulgaria there is no recognized scientific date
the population size.

Pay as heads wolf killed was stopped by law in Britgin 2010

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Number of killed wolves - by 372 353 389 403 ? ?
hunters as part of a hunting

season

Comments: Most of the hunters, killing wolves diot meport them officially. So there are no official
figures on the number of wolves killed there.

Recent genetic studies in Bulgaria prove that tliefeybridization of wolves with domestic dogs. The
newest data show even hybridization of wolf withdgm jackal. Attempts are made to clarify whathis t
level of this hybridization.

Important note concerning numbers of killed wolvibg wolf project team has been collecting datanfro
killed wolves (body measurements, samples for DMAlgsis, etc.). Photos and some DNA results prove
that often-killed animals, which are announceddauolves, are actually pure dogs. DNA analysis edov
that also some killed golden jackals are declarelyes. Therefore, the above given official numbefrs
killed wolves per year is not fully correct.

Recently developed wolf management plan for Buégawiill bring positive changes: in communication
between stakeholdes, of the species legal stdtus, e

Acton plan for the wolf.

At this time, there is no plan for action. Ministiyinvolved with preparations of Management Plams
the wolf through organized public hearings. Wolfrddgement Plan is in preparation (almost complete),
but not officially adopted yet.

According to the Biodiversity Act, the species danput under regime of protection in different arda
proven that it is not in a favorable cons. Thisryéere is an agreement to enter a period of ptiotec
during the breeding wolves that come into actimanpNow hunted all year round, with no quota oreoth
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limits. According to the new Management Plan, faftes adopted) the species is going to be pretbébr
three months (April, May, June) in the whole coyntr

Damages from wolves

According to the Law of Hunting and ConservationGdme, for each damage caused by game species
(the wolf is a game species) the one who managesegpective land where certain damage occurred,
should pay compensation to the owner. For exampliands managed by hunters, they should pay
compensation to a farmer for a killed livestock.wdwer, this compensation system does not work in
practice. There are no cases of compensated dampagesives.
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2. CROATIA /CROATIE
1. Status of Large Carnivores
Brown bear

Legal status: Game species but will have to beaded!“strictly protected” when Croatia joins EU @h
July 2013. Hunting quota of 100 per year, aboutl@get hunted.

Population size and trend: 1000, increasing

Range: about 12000 km2, stable

Gray wolf

Legal status: Strictly protected since 1995. Qudtabout 20 allowed to be shot per year.
Population size and trend: 230, increasing or stabl

Range: about 17000 km2, stable

Eurasian lynx

Legal status: Strictly protected since 1982. Notgudlowed.
Population size and trend: 50, decreasing?

Range: about 12000 km2, stable

2. Main concerns/conservation actions

1. Brown bear

It is managed through Management plan since 208déiticludes and implements a list of conservation
actions.

The main concern is the refusal of EC for the ex@ngor bear from Annex 4 by moving it to Annex5
species that may be managed as a game (“huntadteesf). In the Decision of EC on 20 January 2011
this has been refused with the following arguméoatThe Commission and the Member States will not
be able to support the request for exemption olili@ctos from the Annex IV of the Habitats Diresti

If necessary, derogations can be udgear will have strict protection status under the. A2 and Annex

IV of Directive.

Arguments why the current system in Croatia is fioming

« 1. Bears have been hunted as game in Croatia $86f#s and the population grew from less that
100 to over 1000.

e 2. Currently all those bears (1000) together predn@verage cost of only 6000 EUR of damages
per year. That is incomparably less than any otaenivore in any country that does pay the
damages.

« 3. Trophy hunting of bears provides substantiabine to local hunting units and makes them
interested to maintain the good population.

» 4. Public attitude towards bears is very positittbas been seriously surveyed in 2002 and 2008.

* 5. There is very little bear poaching.

e 6. Croatia has functioning continuous populationnitasing through Bear management plan,
yearly Action plans, functioning Bear managememnhigittee, and functioning Bear emergency
team.

Expected consequences of change:

* When listed as protected species the current nuibleears will be promptly felt and publicly
declared as too big. The social carrying capacityge down.

» The damages will have to be paid from the budgettwiill cause the requests for compensations
to grow exponentially.

* The public attitude will turn to negative.

e Poaching will likely explode.
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* The number of bears shot will certainly not be lotan under current regime.

Gray wolf

It is managed through Management plan since 20@mdges on livestock are compensated following the
expert inspection at kill site but the owner hasait over one year to get the compensation. The wi
prey killed by wolf is not compensated what leamsdamplains by hunters and illegal killing. The ilied
guota of wolves to be shot is allowed in the filsice to mitigate the animosities.

Eurasian lynx

It is managed through Management plan since 200% Whole population started with 3 pairs
reintroduced to Slovenia from Slovakia in 1973. Ntlw@ population is heavily inbred and adding new
individuals is the main needed conservation action.

3. Cooperation with neighbouring states

All LC populations in Croatia are transboundarjheTimmediate neighbours are Bosnia and
Herzegovina on southeast and Slovenia on north-west

In Bosnia and Herzegovina, there is no adequgtd Bnd personal capacity for cooperation. We
are actively seeking to start cooperation and tieedhelp of Bern Convention.

In Slovenia, there is intensive research of alle¢hspecies and we fully cooperate with
researchers. On political level, there is an exg@ésvillingness but implementation is slow.
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3. CzECH REPUBLIC/REPUBLIQUE TCHEQUE

Lynx

The Red List of Vertebrates in the Czech Repuli$its Ithe Eurasian Lynx as a threatened species.
Pursuant to Act No. 114/1992 Coll., on the natund &ndscape protection, and related Decree No.
395/1992 Coll., the Eurasian Lynx is defined agpecslly protected species and classified as slyong
threatened. Under Act No. 449/2001 Coll., on ganamagement, the species is understood as game that
may not be hunted.

Wolf

The Red List of Vertebrates in the Czech Repulsis the Grey Wolf as a critically threatened spgci
Pursuant to Act No. 114/1992 Coll., on the natund &ndscape protection, and related Decree No.
395/1992 Coll., the Grey Wolf is defined as a spiciprotected species and classified as critically
threatened. Under Act No. 449/2001 Coll., on ganamagement, the species is understood as game that
may not be hunted.

Bear

The Red List of Vertebrates in the Czech Repulsis the Brown Bear as a critically threatened Esec
Pursuant to Act No. 114/1992 Coll., on the natund &ndscape protection, and related Decree No.
395/1992 Coll., the Brown Bear is defined as a igigcprotected species and classified as critjcall
threatened. Under Act No. 449/2001 Coll., on ganamagement, the species is understood as game that
may not be hunted.

According to Act No 115/2000 Coll., on compensationdamage caused by selected specially protected
species of fauna and related Decree No. 360/200D €mild one request for damage compensation
caused by each of the three large carnivore species

Nature Conservation Agency of the Czech RepublicANorganizes monitoring of large carnivores each
year. It is held mainly in the areas known to beupied by target species. These areas lie mainly in
mountainous regions along Czech border and arellysiesignated as Protected Landscape Areas -
Cesky les, Krusné hory, Kralicky 8mik, Jeseniky and Bile Karpaty; and Novohradské Mts.) or
Military training areas Libava and Hradiste. Theecareas are also designated as Sites of Community
Importance (SCI's) proposed for conservation ofidacarnivores - Sumava, Boletice, Blansky les,
Beskydy. Monitoring is being under way mainly dgriwinter season including searching for footprints,
tracks, scats and other signs. Field monitorings lapproximately for 60 days each year. All theadae
stored in NCA’s central database.

1. Current status of large carnivores in the CzecRepublic

The only area where all three large carnivores ioamgularly is Beskydy Mts., which is situated astern
part of the country along borders with Slovakiasies from this year monitoring from Beskydy indiea
that population of all three species is ratheridaay. The small Lynx population is estimated uplt®
individuals, the Wolf is estimated up to 5 indivadsi and signs of two Bear’s individuals were obesgrv
this spring. This area is fully dependent on miggtndividuals from the source Carpathian popolain
Slovakia and Poland. Main threatening factors atgtht fragmentation due to linear structures ahéro
industrial infrastructure, urban sprawl and illegahting. The overall Lynx population is estimatede
80 — 100 individuals in the whole country.
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2. Main conservation action

Research projectd'ssessment of landscape migration permeabilitjefge mammals and proposal of
protective and optimization measurgok place in years 2008 — 2010. Silva TaroucaRe$ Institute
for landscape and ornamental gardening, Everniadrtd NCA participated on this project.

Main output of the project was to propose net ajration corridors for the whole territory of the é&h
Republic. Target species were Lynx, Bear, Wolf, Btmand Red Deer. Long-distance migration corridors
(LDMC) are the main structure that helps to mamtsiuistainable landscape migration permeability for
large mammals. They are linking suitable areas bathational and international scale. These arksas a
host large mammals permanently or temporarily. Talsp represent areas, where the large mammals’
migration should take place at higher rate. Itssitgnis proposed to represent minimum area for {@mm
migration possibility, necessary to maintain largammals’ population existence. LDMC are provided
through web based application to people who are msponsible for urban and landscape planning.
LDMC is linear shapefile layer, which is meant &3MC axis. Corridor width is delimited to 500 m. The
corridor width could be narrower in places, whdrer¢ is the overlap between the corridor bufferezon
and the existing continuous settlement.

During intensive field inspections along all coatid were checked to identify the migration barr{gngin
roads, railways, settlement, large watercoursegsfdree areas and fencing). Problematic secfions
migration along corridors were identified and nmatign measures were proposed there. This layerctall
“Barrier sections of the long-distance migratiomriwiors” is also provided. This layer is derivedrfr the
long-distance migration corridors layer. It congisections of the corridors, which defines existing
significant conflict with migration barriers on Igrdistance migration corridor.

The concept of significant areas for migration vedready introduced before this project was started.
Significant areas for migration comprise relativeligle areas, which are suitable for migration al a&

for permanent occurrence of focal species. The ra@m of above mentioned project was to precise
significant migration area into well-defined migoat corridors.

PDF publication in English “Protection of landscagmmnectivity for large mammals” summarizing the
issues of large mammals migration and methodolddglyeoproject is available for download at web age
of the Nature Conservation Agency of the Czech Rbp(availableonling?).

3. Projects in transboundary areas
Monitoring large mammals’ population in SCI Besky@@p11-2014) funded by EU — ERDF funds.

The only area where all three large carnivores omgularly is SCI Beskydy, which is situated tctean

part of the country and borders along with SlovaRiae main aim of this project is to monitor large
carnivores by field monitoring (searching for foays, foot tracks and scats). Other monitoringhods
comprise installation of 30 camera traps and “haips” to collect and then extract DNA from well
preserved hair samples. Twelve samples were detedly DNA analyses as the Lynx. Eight collected
scats were determined by the mean of food anadgstee Wolf and one scat was determined as the Bear
Up to now it was confirmed that the population od Lynx is estimated up to 10 individuals. One Lynx
female is continuously tracked by mean of GPS/oraddillar for more than one year. One of the final
outputs will be drafting of the document describaryl setting specific conservation measures fgelar
carnivores in SCI Beskydy also in relation to tlamsdary management of large carnivore’s population

Finished project Tracking Lynxes in the Bavariameb and Sumava National ParR§07 — 2013.

2hrlp://webportal.nature.cz/wps/wc m/connect/d8d78d804782cla5be4bbe5f0e47bd98/KOR+ENG+final+web.pdf?MOD=AJPERES&CACHEID=d8d78d804782c1a5be4bbe5f0e4
7bd98
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NGO Friends of the Earth Olomouc is focused moreducation and large carnivores monitoring. They
organize so called “Wolf patrols” in the SCI Beskyahd “Lynx patrols” in the Sumava with the aim to
raise large carnivore awareness and prevent illagating.
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4. ESTONIA/ESTONIE
1. Status of Large Carnivores

Brown bear

Legal status: game species. Mean number of huntdididuals is 45 (27-57) during the last five years
period (2007-2011).

Population size and trend: 700 (autumn 2010), axing.

Range: about 35 000 km?, increasing.

Wolf

Legal status: game species. Mean number of huntidduals is 115 (40-156) during the last five ngea
period (2007-2011).

Population size and trend: 230 (autumn 2010), stabl

Range: about 37 000 km2, stable.

Lynx

Legal status: game species. Mean number of huntidduals is 140 (76-184) during the last five ngea
period (2007-2011).

Population size and trend: 790 (autumn 2010), stabl

Range: about 42 000 kmz, stable.

2. Main concerns/conservation actions

Large carnivores are managed following the nationahagement plan since 2002. Damages made by
bear, wolf and lynx are compensated by state 2008. Allowed maximum quotas are set annually by
state and are based on relatively robust monitaisglts. Quotas are distributed by regions to kbep
range at least stable and density more or lesd @gal suitable habitats. Target population siaes set

in the management plan for 2012-2021: at leaseffoductions (females with cobs-of-the-year) ofdoro
bear, 15-25 reproductive packs of wolf and 100-Eg0oductions of lynx.

Brown bear

Hunting is allowed only in areas of damage occuaed for the purpose of damage prevention. Stricter
distribution of licences in regions at the edgeasfge supports the continuous expanding of geogralph
range towards south. Main potential threat iséased mortality of young due to selective harvaest a
disturbance in denning sites.

Main research topic — genetics.

Wolf

Zoning of habitats to different harvest regime: enortense hunting in regions of higher human degnsit
and livestock breeding, keeping at the same tinteuehed or slightly regulated the packs living igder
natural habitats.

Main potential threat is increased legal and/@gil harvest due to increased negative attitudearts
wolf.

Main research topics — genetics (incl. hybridizaYtjaliet, territoriality.

Lynx

Main potential threat is decreased reproductioniaactased legal and/or illegal harvest at the séme
due to sudden decrease of main prey - roe deetgiapusize.

Main research topics — territoriality, diet and &wpon prey populations, genetics.
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3. Cooperation with neighbouring states

All large carnivore populations in Estonia are sfaoundary. The direct neighbours are Latvia instingth
and Russia in the east. There are close contattisseweral researchers in Russia; we get irreguitaia
about population trends in Russia on regional leiifortunately, there are no regular information
change with managers of neighbouring Russian regide have good cooperation with Latvian
researchers and management agency (State Foreste$athanging regularly data of monitoring and
harvest and initiating common research like woll &mx genetics.

There is common ongoing project between WWF PolardiEstonian Fund for Nature to restore the local
lynx population in North-Western Poland (Piska #tyewith reintroductions from Estonian wild
population (so far two males and one female amstoaated). Estonian and North-Western Polish lynx
belongs to one Baltic population.
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5. FRANCE

1. STATUT DES GRANDS CARNIVORES EN FRANCE

A la demande des ministéres en charge de I'écoketgile I'agriculture qui en assurent la tutell§ffice
National de la Chasse et de la Faune Sauvage laaegecle suivi des populations d’ours brun, de leup
de lynx en France (Contrat d'Objectif 2012-2014).

L'OURS BRUN

La politique conduite au cours des quinze derniareges, toujours orientée vers la restauratiola de
population ursine pyrénéenne, dont la France partagresponsabilité avec I'Espagne et Andorre, a
permis la sauvegarde de cette population, en eaghgene dynamique favorable: ce sont les
renforcements de population conduits par la Frdmoes ours en 1996/1997 ; cing ours en 2006) qui 0
permis d'éviter que la population ne disparaissentssif pyrénéen, tant sur le versant francais
gu'espagnol. La dynamique positive est établiel'ragmentation des animaux au cours des dernieres
années et par de nouvelles naissances constapigs 8609, avec une situation toutefois trés cotém
entre les Pyrénées centrales et occidentales,ygulsegnoyau des Pyrénées atlantiques ne comparge pl
gue deux ours males, et que le dernier ours dehsopgrénéenne a disparu en 2010. Tous les ours
présents sur le massif sont donc issus des animaoguits par la France (un seul posséde unenaigi

la fois autochtone et slovéne).

La politigue conduite par la France vise a soutegitte dynamique jusqu'a l'atteinte d'un état de
conservation favorable, en conformité avec les geigeents communautaires et internationaux. Il s'agit
donc pour la France de soutenir le croit de la |abimn ursine pyrénéenne, en collaboration avec
I'Espagne et Andorre. En 2011, 22 individus au mimh ont été détectés sur I'ensemble du massif,
répartis a la fois sur les versants francais eagrapls. Les diverses méthodes d’identificationvittlielle
(analyse génétique de poils ou de féces, appdreibpmutomatique, observations visuelles) ont pedei
mettre en évidence la présence de 6 femelles ét€&rmdultes, 2 femelles de 3 ans, 4 subadult2dsads

(3 femelles et 1 méale) et 4 oursons de I'annéee(sexdéterminer). La derniére analyse de viabilité
(Quenette, Chapron et Gimenez 2010, non publié) gmontrer que cette population, bien qu’en
augmentation, a encore néanmoins un statut précaire

L’aire de répartition de la population en 2011 aeuenviron 3 000 km2 sur le versant francais, ttpan
deux noyaux, mais elle déborde largement en Espagne

LE LOUP

Réapparu et détecté pour la premiére fois en l189pulation a été fondée a partir de 6 a 12 iddis
(estimation réalisée a partir de la diversité ggnétmesurée et comparée a celle de la populadache
italienne). Depuis, la population augmente progvessent avec une aire de répartition essentiellémen
alpine, méme si des individus ont colonisé de race®s dans le Massif Central, la partie orientige
Pyrénées ainsi que le Sud des Vosges.

Grace a I'identification génétique individuelle éyse génétique de poils ou de feces) I'ordre dedgur
des effectifs totaux (environ 230) est estimé paplieation de modéles mathématiques visant a tenir
compte de la probabilité de détecter les animaugéfoent inférieure a 1. L'aire de répartition de la
population est déduite de la collecte d'indicespdesence par un réseau d’'observateurs formésex cett
tache. Le bilan 2011 montre un processus de caltioisspatiale annuelle toujours a I'ceuvre (dedrfer

de +10%).
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LE LYNX

Suite au retour de I'espéce sur le territoire feam@ partir des années 1975-80, TONCFS organiseivi de

la population de lynx, et des dégats occasionnéhaptel domestique. Ce suivi, conduit sur toudgd’ de
répartition, vise a renseigner le statut globatdeservation de I'espéce en France. L'analysegadedent
déclinée a I'échelle de chaque massif oro-géoggaehi(Alpes, Jura, Vosges) pour tenir compte des
spécificités spatiales de dynamique des populatierisynx (cf. § infra).

Par ailleurs, ce suivi s'intégre activement au aiventernational, dans le groupe de travail « SCALP
(www.kora.unibe.ch/en/proj/ scalp ; Status & Comation of Alpin Lynx Populations), pour ce qui et la
contribution francaise au suivi du statut de I'espésur I'arc alpin, ou bien encore dans le cadre du
programme ELOIS (www.kora.unibe.ch/en/proj/eld&frasian Lynx Online Information System).

L'aire de répartition réguliere détectée augmegmgeiement (+ 6%) a I'échelle de I'ensemble de la
population, mais avec des cinétiques contrastéles $es massifs de présence : la surface classée en
présence réguliére a diminué de -10% dans le massifien, elle est stable (-3%) dans les Alpeslleta
progressé de +13% dans le massif jurassien. Lddéreprésence récente n'‘augmente entre les deux
derniéres périodes triennales d'évaluation (200B32@R005-2007) que sur les Vosges.

2. ENJEUX DE CONSERVATION / MESURES DE PROTECTION CES 5 DERNIERES ANNEES

L'OURS BRUN

Le principal enjeu concernant l'ours repose succkptation de la présence de I'espéce par le monde
agricole, et essentiellement avec |'élevage ovirgane de montagne.

Un autre enjeu réside dans la gestion de la cleasgene a ours afin de limiter les risques d’adtidgii
peuvent nuire a la dynamique de la population notant lorsqu’il s’agit de femelle adulte (3 cas de
destruction directe non intentionnelle en 1994 72004). Une stratégie d'information et de
sensibilisation des chasseurs sur la conduite ia é@nzone a ours a été mise en place (Charte-Etat
Fédérations Départementales des Chasseurs, filéo vidalisé en 2011 a l'attention spécifique des
chasseurs, réunions annuelles avec les chasseursnena ours). Des mesures réglementaires sont
également prises. Dans certains cas la chasseépreususpendue (selon le département, soit de fagon
consensuelle soit par arrété préfectoral) danssdeteurs limités (femelles accompagnées d’oursens d
I'année, taniéres actives détectées).

Statut de protection

- Protection nationale par arrété ministériel duag8l 2007

- Inscrit a 'annexe |l de la Convention de Bereel®79 ratifiée en France en 1989 (loi 89-1004)

- Inscrit aux annexes Il et IV de la Directive gufenne « Habitats — Faune — Flore » CEE 92/43 du
21/05/92

- Inscrit a I'annexe Il de la CITES (Conventiondmationale sur le Commerce des Espéces en Danger -
1973)

- Enpréoccupation mineursur la liste rouge mondiale IUCN

maisen danger critique d’extinctiosur la liste nationale.

Le ministére en charge de I'écologie a piloté uanplle restauration de I'ours dans les Pyrénées pour
2006-2009. Ses principales actions sont depuisteétes chaque année. Un plan de soutien a I'édenom
agro-sylvo-pastorale pyrénéenne (PSEM) 2007-20han€éé notamment par le ministére en charge de
I'agriculture et les collectivités vise a dynamides structures et filiéres. Il intégre les moyetes
protection contre la prédation, mais est indépeindanplan ours. L'indemnisation des dommages est
également assurée par le ministére en chargeasdiie.

Il a été décidé au terme du plan 2006-2009 queéatépn de I'ours devait étre abordée dans le qaldee
large de la biodiversité pyrénéenne et de son avélme stratégie pyrénéenne de valorisation de la
biodiversité (SPVB) a ainsi été élaborée et valieléganvier 2012. Il s'agit de renforcer les ataytg la
biodiversité pyrénéenne constitue pour 'ensemble attivités liées a la montagne : pastoralisnigirdo
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tourisme, exploitation forestiére... Cette stratégomportera un volet « ours », élaboré dés ladtin
premier semestre 2012, et les mesures prises estaurer la population d’ours s’inscriront dansadre
général.

LE LOUP

Le principal enjeu concernant le loup est lié aipractions avec le monde agricole, et esseeniht
avec I'élevage ovin, qui plus est en zone de mawtaml les pratiques locales de transhumance estival
se traduisent par plusieurs centaines de milliertetes exposées au risque de prédation. Les estant
augmenté ces cing derniéres années (753 en 2006.e12011). Une forte corrélation est constatée en

la variation annuelle de ce nombre d’'attaque galétion de I'aire de présence du loup. Cette resite

de l'espece a de nouveaux territoires aux systéif@devages et aux paysages différents nécessite de
revoir les modalités de traitement des interactdntoup avec ces élevages.

Un autre enjeu réside dans I'exploitation conjoités ongulés sauvages en tant que proies pargeetou

en tant que ressource a vocation cynégétique pahksseurs. Toute la question repose sur la tapkes
populations d’ongulés a développer un taux de saoise annuel permettant un prélévement durable a la
fois par I'activité cynégétique et par la prédatimturelle. La mesure de I'impact démographiguesma
aussi comportemental, de la pression de prédatiofegoup sur les proies sauvages est en counsdd'é
dans le cadre de la réalisation d’un programmegpegd-proies mobilisant plusieurs partenaires.

Statut de protection

- Protection nationale par arrété ministériel dwagl 2007

- Inscrit a I'annexe Il de la Convention de Berrel®79 ratifiée en France en 1989 (loi 89-1004)

- Inscrit aux annexes Il et IV de la Directive epenne « Habitats — Faune — Flore » CEE 92/43 du
21/05/92

- Inscrit a I'annexe Il de la CITES (Conventiondmationale sur le Commerce des Espéces en Danger -
1973), ainsi qu'a I'annexe A de son réglement pli@ation européen

- Classévulnérablesur la liste rouge IUCN France.

Le «plan d’action national sur le loup 2008-2012, ddascontexte francais d’'une activité importante et
traditionnelle d’élevage», établi en 2008 repose sur les bases suivantes :

- Une organisation de la concertation rassemblautes les parties concernées aux niveaux natianal e
local ;

- Un suivi rigoureux de I'évolution de l'espéce, rpettant d’évaluer annuellement son état de
conservation ;

- Des mesures de protection des troupeaux domestimpntre la prédation, permettant la mise en place
gardiennage, le financement de cldtures mobilashét et I'entretien de chiens de protection, I'ys&de
vulnérabilité du troupeau a la prédation.

- Un systéme d’indemnisation des dommages dusoayps) qui permet d’'indemniser I'éleveur au titre de
animaux tués ou blessés ; au titre des pertes ditedirectes » (stress subi par les animaux, petee
production ou avortements consécutifs aux attaqiiesau. titre des animaux disparus du fait de l@i&

- Un dispositif réglementaire interministériel giéfinit les conditions et limites dans lesquellesient
intervenir des opérations d’effarouchement, dedirsiéfense ou de prélévement.

L'élaboration du prochain plan interviendra au eodu dernier trimestre 2012, afin de permettre son
démarrage opérationnel dés le début 2013. Danisteetalle sera conduite une évaluation de la rarse
ceuvre des objectifs contenus dans le plan 2008-2id%2que des actions conduites dans ce cadrdebn
objectifs du futur plan est de prendre en com@eatriveaux contextes d'élevage.

LE LYNX

Le principal enjeu concernant le lynx a historige@mété les interactions avec I'élevage, quasiment
uniguement sur le massif jurassien. Les dommag#srsdemnisés. Depuis plusieurs années désormaais, |
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niveau des attaques sur troupeaux domestiquestesnbdéré, avec seulement quelques rares cas, mais
récurrents d’'année en année, de foyers d’'attaquiesa 3 exploitations.

Depuis 3 ans, des questions viennent du monde étigag quant a I'impact du lynx sur les cinétiqdes
populations de chevreuils et/ou de chamois, avecsuspicion d’abondance plus importante du félime U
collaboration scientifique a été mise en place @ep010 entre 'ONCFS et des partenaires locaurt(do
les fédérations départementales de chasse) pourenee facon fiable la densité de lynx sur deezale
référence. Grace a l'application de la démarchbnigoe élaborée par I'équipe du KORA, il a pu étre
démontré que la densité de I'espéce n'était pdérdifte des chiffres mesurés ailleurs, en Suisse pa
exemple.

Statut de protection

- Protection nationale par arrété ministériel duag8l 2007

- Inscrit a I'annexe Il de la Convention de Bed®e1979 ratifiée en France en 1989 (loi 89-1004)

- Inscrit aux annexes Il et IV de la Directive epenne « Habitats — Faune — Flore » CEE 92/43 du
21/05/92

- Inscrit a I'annexe 1l de la CITES (Conventiondmationale sur le Commerce des Espéces en Danger -
1973), ainsi qu'a I'annexe A de son réglement di@pfion européen

- Classéen dangessur la liste rouge IUCN France.

3. COOPERATION TRANSFRONTALIERE

L'OURS BRUN

Suite a la déclaration d'intention signée le 22 12@06 entre les trois ministres francais, espagtol
andorran en charge de I'environnement, et orgaaisda collaboration transfrontaliere sur I'ours et
d'autres espéces d'intérét commun, un comité teclkenis’est constitué qui regroupe les équipes
techniques des trois pays en charge du suivi depalation d’ours. Ce comité se réunit au moins fore
par an et a pour objectif de partager les expée®men termes de suivi et de gestion, de coorddaner
suivi transfrontalier et de faire en commun chagjueée un bilan sur le suivi de la population. tleasmé

par 'ONCFS.

Des documents d'information en francais et en esmlagur la localisation des ours sont réalisés
conjointement chaque mois par les équipes techsique

Parallelement les administrations centrales eorées des trois pays se réunissent réguliérenmmt p
évaluer I'évolution du dossier, prendre des dénsien commun ou poursuivre la logique d’échange
continue d'informations. La derniére réunion detgpe a eu lieu a Toulouse le 11 avril 2012. La
collaboration est désormais étendue dans le cadie 8PVB.

LE LOUP

Un groupe technique (Wolf Alpin group) s’est cohsti depuis 10 ans pour définir en commun des
méthodes de suivi de population, et réaliser dembitransfrontaliers. Ce groupe se réunit quagimen
annuellement et, depuis la signature d’'un accapartite (Italie, Suisse, France) entre les mimeste
chargés de ce dossier dans leurs pays respettisjrnit selon un format standardisé (évolutiors de
nombres de meutes selon qu’elles sont transfréngalj italiennes, francaises) un rapport sur tatste la
population dite « ouest alpine » (au sens des Guadede la LCIE).

Une collaboration informelle, mais efficace sur gian technique en matiére d’harmonisation des
protocoles, a aussi été mise en place avec lestigtes d’Etat catalanes espagnoles pour ce qudwest
suivi des individus situées dans la partie orientils Pyrénées.
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LE LYNX

Un groupe technique (Status and Conservation ofAthme lynx populations) s’est constitué depuis 15
ans et a défini une catégorisation commune desnigions relatives a la présence de I'especeaiseé
des bilans transfrontaliers, dans le cadre d'uratégiie internationale avalisée par le ConseilEiarbpe.
Ce groupe se réunit quasiment tous les deux auns,laa@oordination du KORA (suisse), et fourniosel
un format standardisé (évolution de l'aire de pnésetransfrontaliere) un rapport sur le statut ale |
population dite « alpine ». Ce groupe produit gussis I'impulsion de sa coordinatrice (A. Molinates
publications a caractére scientifique.

De maniéere informelle, et a la faveur de réuniotiernationales, des échanges et synthéses de donnée
ont aussi lieu entre équipes suisses et allemabagslis 2 ans, I'estimation de la densité de lymxls
massif jurassien se fait de fagon simultanée degaipe du KORA, et en prenant en compte les ankmau
transfrontaliers.
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6. ITALY /I TALIE

The Brown bear

The Brown bear is present in Italy with two distipopulations, one in the Central Apennine andiane
the Central-Eastern Alps.

The Apennine brown bear.This population, occurring in the central ApennMeuntains, is extremely
small and isolated. The estimated size in 2004héncore area of its distribution range (Abruzzazib

and Molise National Park), is of 40 individuals ¥8%C1: 37-52), corresponding to an estimated demsity
3.3ind/1000 krh The Apennine brown bear population appears telptining or stable at best (AA.VV.,
2011). The low number of animals estimated suggdeststhe size of this population might be beloe th
minimum threshold required to guarantee the suhdf/éhis species on the long-term. The specidglig
protected, damage prevention measures are suppbrmegh incentive policies while economic losses
caused by bears are fully compensated. Problens beese been subject to aversion techniques (rubber
bullets).

The Alpine brown bear. This population has a disjoint distribution, indilng two separated sub-
populations: one is located in the Central Alpsoyprces of Trento and Bolzano; eastern Lombardia,
Northern Veneto) while the other is fund in theteasAlps (Friuli-Venezia-Giulia Region). The formie

the result of an introduction project, carried batween 1999 and 2002 in the Adammelo-Brenta Niatura
Park (Project “Ursus” - LIFE NAT/IT/007131-), whikbe latter is due to animals coming from Slovenia
(belonging to the Dinaric-Balkan population). Thapplation occurring in the Central Alps is increagi

in size and range [33-36 bears recorded in 2011tlamdaverage annual growth rate recorded between
2002 and 2011 was approximately 14% (Groff et24l1,2)] while the far eastern population containly on
few animals [7-13 bears were estimated to be ptésetine period 2004-2007 in Friuli-Venezia-Giulia
Region (Fattori et al., 2010)]. In February 20120aming young male (M13) left the Trento provircel

was then captured by the staff of the hunting astrfg office of the Canton of Graublinden not fanf

the borders of Val Venosta (Bolzano province) angstéia and fitted with a VHF-GPS radiocollar.
Although the sub-population of central Alps is giogvsteadily, its conservation status remains prega
because of the small size as well as the isoldtmm the Dinaric-Balkan area, which did not allonya
gene flow between the two populations to date. 3jhecies is fully protected and damage prevention
measures are supported through incentive policieleweconomic losses caused by bears are fully
compensated. Problem bears are closely monitonedigh radiotracking, and are subject to aversion
techniques (e.g.: rubber bullets); in two casedlpro individuals have been captured and moved to a
suitable enclosure.

The Wolf. The Alpine population appears increasing in size r@nge (spreading towards the west, north
and east). In the Piedmont (western Alps) 14-1&paad 61-70 wolves were recorded during the winter
season of 2010-2011 (Marucco e Avanzinelli, 201B)levin central and eastern Alps the presence of
wolves is still occasional. The genetic continuityth the Apennines population has been recently
assessed at 1-2.5 individuals on average per gemerall of them moving from the Apennines to the
Alpine population (Fabbri et al., 2007). In 2005;caing radio-marked wolf dispersed more than 10@0 k
from Parma to Nice, providing evidence of the ratudispersal along the northern Apennines range
(Ciucci et al., 2009). However, in winter 2012, alencaptured and fitted with a GPS-GSM radiocadtiar
Slovenia, arrived in an area on the border betwésreto and Trentino and it has settled there. Woi$

is constantly monitored in strict contact with Sloian researchers from the University of Ljubljana
(SLOWOLF Project LIFE 08/NAT/SLO/000244 “Conservati and surveillance of the conservation
status of the wolf@anis lupu¥ population in Slovenia”). This may represent finst contact registered
between the Alpine-Apennines and the Dinaric-Ballmpulation. Though the Alpine population is
increasing, it is still numerically small and itshéimited genetic and demographic contacts with the
adjacent population of the Apennines meaning thé gualified as a subpopulation under European
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IUCN Red List and assessed in category “Endangefidt Apennines population is estimated to be 500-
800 individuals (LCIE, 2007) even though densitias fluctuate widely at local level. In the norther
Apennine (between Emilia-Romagna and Tuscany) &t 180 packs were estimated to be permanently
present in the area within the period 2002-2009responding to a minimum of 120-180 wolves,
excluding transient and dispersers (Caniglia et2f111). In spite of a general increase in humbers
range, the Apennines population is still subjecidecal extinctions, caused by human action (illegal
poisoning, illegal shooting, car accidents). Mommut shows limited exchanges with the populatidn
the Western Alps (recent genetic evidence indicatfisx of genes only in the direction toward thipg
Fabbri et al., 2007) and appears isolated fromCtimaric-Balkan population. For all these reasonis it
assessed in category “Vulnerable” in the Europead Rst of IUCN (LCIE 2007). The species is fully
protected and no wolf has been subject to legatrabinterventions up to now. Damage prevention
measures are supported through incentive policiedevweconomic losses caused by wolves are fully
compensated.

The Linx. Italy does not host any breeding population: tees 20 lynxes are estimated to be present in
the Italian Alps (Molinari et al., 2006), with a ome stable presence in Friuli-Venezia-Giulia Region
(eastern Alps) where 5-15 individuals are estimébeble present. This subpopulation consists of alsim
coming from Austria and Slovenia, ranging from tlae¢ eastern Alps to the Dolomites (Molinari e
Genovesi, 2006; Fattori et al., 2010) as also cofil by two adult males captured and fitted withSGP
radiocollar in 2007-8 and in 2011 in the CarnichipsA According to Molinari et al. (2010) the only
reproductive event recorded in Italy dates back@3 and was observed in Friuli-Venezia-Giulia Ragi

In 2008, a young male captured and fitted with a&S&SM radiocollar in the Swiss National Park,
arrived in Trentino, where it has been establisti@de then (Brugnoli et al., 2008). It was condtiant
monitored in strict contact with Swiss researctend its radiocollar was replaced in 2010 (Brugnoli,
2010) thanks to the dedicated effort of the Fosestiice of the autonomous province of Trento in
collaboration with KORA (Koordinierte Forschungsjgkie zur Erhaltung und zum Management der
Raubtiere in der Schweiz), and again in Februa22@urrent numbers and the absence of a breeding
population suggest that the survival of the speidigke long term may be questioned. The speciislis
protected and no lynx has been subject to legalraoimterventions. Damage prevention measures are
supported through incentive policies while econolo$ses caused by lynxes are fully compensated.

2. Main concerns
The Apennine brown bear

Population size;the very small population size appears of main eoméor the long term conservation of
this population. This also in respect to the limiteumber of reproductive females, that is probaiily
decreasing. The small size also raises concernhemgenetic variability of this population (AA.VV.,
2011; Randi et al., 2003; Lorenzini et al., 2004).

High rate of human-caused mortality, despite the conservation measures applied sahannortality
remains very high (2.5 ind/yr in the 1991-2002 pdyi Human caused mortality accounts for 84% of the
losses. lllegal killing (poisoning, snares, shoglinremains a severe problems; it is related todiflicts
over livestock depredations, (ii) reaction/demaistn against the authority of the Park and (iii)
increasing level of hunting (and poaching) pressespecially on the wild boaB(s scrofa

Other concerns include: risks of transmission ofhplagies from livestock; low dispersal; habitat
fragmentation; scarce awareness on the conservaisis; scarce information level in the local
communities; scarce information level in the staltébrs (AA.VV., 2011).

The Alpine brown bear

Population size;though it is rapidly increasing, the very small plaion size appears of main concern
for the long term conservation of this populatidhis also in respect to its genetic isolation: alsence
of gene flow with the population of the Dinaric-Rah areas may affect its the genetic variability.
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human-caused mortality; despite the incentives to enforce prevention measand the effective
management of the problem bears, conflicts wittessvhuman activities (livestock breeding, beehives
farming, agriculture) are increasing, potentialfcifitating illegal killing (no illegal killing hasbeen
recorded so far in this area). Vehicle as welfraim tcollisions are an additional threat to the yapon.

The Wolf

Population size;although both the Alpine and Apennines populatisimsw an increase in numbers and
range, they remain vulnerable to (i) risk of inlutieég and reduction of heterozygosity (ii) localiagtion
from human pressures (iii) hybridisation with dotiedogs.

High rate of human-caused mortality, despite the conservation measures applied sdléyal killing
(poisoning, snares, shooting) remains a severdammht is mainly related to (i) conflicts over éigtock
depredations and to (ii) increasing level of hupt{and poaching) pressure, especially on the wilar b
(Sus scrofa In addition, accidental killing (e.g., vehicle toain collisions) represent a documented causes
of mortality, due to habitat and forests fragmedata{the occurrence of extensive road networksgddn
highways, absence of proper wildlife crossing anchan development). Ineffective damage management
policies(absence of credible enforcement and damage-\aidit procedures, high transaction costs and
long time lags) and changes in livestock husbarffige-ranging cattle and flocks with little, if any
control - no shepherd, livestock-guarding dogshmtgne recovery in enclosures) contribute to iasiag
conflicts with farmers and livestock breeders, atmb affect wolves behaviour promoting a dependence
on livestock and livestock carcasses, when largelgilable and accessible year-round (Ciucci and
Boitani, 2010; Boitani et al., 2010). Though an iasbd assessment of the impact of illegal killimgttoe
wolf population in Italy is lacking (Ciucci et aR007), the recent positive trends in the wolf nersband
range indirectly suggest that total mortality lesvate sustainable at a national scale and in tigeterm
(Boitani et al., 2010).

Presence of free-ranging, stray dogsiay causes (i) onset of competition (ii) worserdfigonflicts with
humans because of predation on domestic livestaoked by dogs and blamed to wolves (iii) risk of
hybridization and loss of genetic identity of thelfvy With regard to this latter problem, thack of
adequate management policies concerning hybridéwhich are not recognized in any national or
Community legislation) makes conservation interigrg more complicated (Randi, 2011).

The Linx

Population size;the lack of a breeding population and the very éma scattered presence of independent
lynx in the Italian Alpine Regions appears of meamcern.

high rate of human-caused mortality illegal killing, related to (i) conflicts with hunting activitienic

(i) conflicts over livestock depredations is catesied to be the main limiting factor for the sualiof the
few lynx in the Italian Alps.

3. Conservation action in the last 5 years and oneing cooperation with neighbouring States in
managing transboundary population of Large Carnivores.

Under the ltalian legal framework, conservationspiecies of EU concern is a responsibility of the
Ministry of Environment, which works with the coast technical support of ISPRA. The local

administrations (regions and autonomous provineafrce the general policies on large carnivoras an
in many cases have actively supported monitorirtiviies, such as projects based on non-invasive
genetic sampling.

National Action plans

The ltalian Ministry of Environment has establishetth the technical support of ISPRA, nationali@tt
plans on the Brown bears in the Alps, the Brownrdb@athe central Apennines and the wolf. Under the
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Italian legal frameworks national action plans dt have a formal legal power; however, in the aafse
the action plan for the Brown bear in the Alps, ttacument has been formally adopted by all local
administrations either with regional laws, or withmal decisions.

“Inter-regional Action Plan for the Brown Bear Cengation in Central and Eastern Alps (PACOBACE)”
(2010). The pan-alpine action plan was formally asdd by the Ministry of Environment and the
Regions and the autonomous Provinces of the Cdeaistern Alps (the Autonomous Province of Trento,
the Autonomous Province of Bolzano, Lombardy theyi®e of, Veneto Region, the Region Friuli-
Venezia Giulia). Moreover, the autonomous provinaed regions involved have also formally adopted
the text with their own resolutions, providing thetion Plan with actual juridical significance. Thablic
administrations committed themselves to enforce rdinated measures on damage
prevention/compensation, management of problenbatcs, promoting communication and information,
training of staff, coordinating monitoring actiés.

“Action Plan for the protection of the Apennineson Bear (PATOM)” (2011). This action plan is the
reference document of the regions, provinces, pteteareas and local authorities to implement eser
of initiatives for the conservation of the Apenrsrig&rown bear. It has been signed by 24 adminietrati
including all national, regional and provincial adistrations and ONGs involved in Apennine brown
bear conservation.

“National Action plan for the conservation of theoW’ (2002). The action plan has been formally
presented at the Standing Committee of the Bernv@dion, and to the European Commission. It
provides the formal Italian policy on the specighjch is based on a stringent protection regimppstt

to damage prevention measures, and full compemsatieconomic damage.

LIFE Projects

IBRIWOLF Project (LIFE 10/NAT/IT/000265) "Pilot aicins to reduce the loss of genetic heritage of the
wolf in central Italy” The project's objective ig tounter the loss of genetic identity of the wnlan area

of central Italy, where the presence of wolf-dogoffiys has been established. The activities are an
example of best practices, involving the authaifiesponsible for the management of the wolf) ted
general public (which is the source of stray dage#ing the territory).

ARCTOS Project (LIFE 09/NAT/IT/000160) “Brown Be#&onservation: Coordinated Actions in the
Alpine and Apennine Range” aims at developing &sesf structural interventions, both in the Alpgla
Apennines, consistent with the action plans deetdpr bear’s conservation.

WOLFNET Project (LIFE 08/NAT/IT/000325) “Developmenf coordinated protection measures for
Wolf in Apennines”. The main objective of the prctjés to develop and apply, in a co-ordinated way,
ideal models for wolf protection and managemenhiwithe Apennines context (to reduce wolf-livestock
conflict, to prevent the phenomenon of illegal ikil)s, to reduce the sanitary risks for the wolf
populations,

ANTIDOTO Project (LIFEO7/NAT/IT/000436) “A new stiegy against the poisoning of large carnivores
and scavenger raptors”

EX-TRA Project (LIFE 07/NAT/IT/000502) “Improvindhe conditions for Large Carnivores conservation
— A transfer of best practices —". The aim of thigsject is to improve the know-how of conservation
actors in what concerns activities for the condymaof wolves and bears, about essential issues of
carnivore conservation: biological and ecologicapexts, interactions with other species, conflict
management and stakeholder involvement.

Interreg Projects

Interreg Il A ltalia-Slovenia 2000-2006 “Cross-ber sustainable management of wildlife resources”
The project was carried out between 2004 and 2008.

Protocols
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Establishment of an Alpine International standingimittee for the management of the wolf in the Alps
through a memorandum of understanding among IEBnce and Switzerland (2007). The aims of this
agreement is to promote the coordination of managemolicies of the alpine population of wolves and
encouraging more efficient exchange of informatia personnel. An opening meeting was organized in
Pidemont, Italy, and several working groups weramfed with the aim of ensuring an exchange of
technical and scientific information. Since themede groups have cooperated at assessing thef $sige o
transboundary population and to exchange data liciggoof damages, prevention and compensation.

Establishment of a platform on large carnivoresaitd ungulates (WISO) under the Alpine Convention.
Research Project

“The Wolf in Piedmont: actions to acquire knowledge preserve the species, to prevent damages to
livestock and to implement a regime of stable cstexice between wolves and economic activities”
(1999-2010).

“Large Carnivore”. A 5-year research and conseovafiroject started in 2006 and funded by the Wedli
Conservation Society (through a private US donbhe project was carried out as a cooperative effort
between the University of Rome, the Abruzzo Natidhark (PNALM), the Forestry Service, and other
research and management institutions.

“Mapping and monitoring the presence and dynamicsalves in the Apennines”. A project funded by
the Emilia-Romagna region and provinces aimed atitoong the wolf population in the Apennines by
means of non-invasive genetic sampling and snoekitig (2001-2009). The LIFE project “Actions for

the wolf conservation inside 10 Sites of Commurityportance of three Parks in Emilia-Romagna
(LIFEOO/NAT/IT/7214)" was part of this larger praje
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7. LATVIA /LETTONIE
By Jnis Ozolp$ and Vilnis Bernards

Three large carnivore species inhabit Latvia: gm®jf, Eurasian lynx and brown bear. All carnivores
inhabiting Latvia belong to the Baltic populatiomgyich are relatively big, and probably most viabies

in Europe due to their continuous range stretchedver European Russia, Belarus and North Ukraine.

common characteristic describing conditions of c@inivore species in Latvia over last five years is
favourable status of their habitats. Abundanceoafdf (prey populations) and shelter (woodland) had
increased.

The brown bear is most rare carnivore with as fe@@&15 individuals recorded annually. There i rsti
evidence of its breeding in the territory of Latéfeough existing population status is stable nst for

last five but nearly 50 years. According to the &g and Habitat Protection Law (05.04.2000) and to
Annex | of the Regulations No. 396 of the Cabin&tMinisters ,Regulation on the species list of
especially protected species and of species oftdinuse” (14.11.2000), brown bear is a specially
protected species. The fine for killing or injurindorown bear is 40 minimum salaries (Regulatidrtbe
Cabinet of Ministers No. 281 on 24.04.2007). Retijies No. 778 (22.11.2007) “The order in which land
users are compensated for damages caused by gppritdcted non-game and migrating species” ensure
that the damage caused to livestock or beehivesddars should be compensated however, this
opportunity is suspended in 2011 because of budgmssion. Bear occurrence is monitored within
network of Natura 2000 sites.

Direct disturbance by humans involved in drive Immtoutdoor sports, recreation and mushroom- or
berry-picking particularly during season when treais are searching for the sites of winter dens is
considered as main threat. Concern for future@sprspective that Latvia seems developing itstrart
infrastructure as a transport transit country digaintly. Then the main motorways would divide wast
south parts of the country from the core rangehef Baltic bear population (Russia, Estonia). This
influence can be already observed to less extemtoifiand lynx populations (Ozal$ et al. 2011). No
increasing threats to the bear population howergedatected in the past five years.

Recent conservation actions are aimed to supptutalaecovering of the Baltic brown bear populatin

the territory of Latvia. Natural dispersal of beassconsidered by national scientists and consiervat
experts as most suitable way of species returnriinihg importance of their acceptance by the publi
while at the same time not undertaking any spegiabsures in order to artificially increase bear
distribution in Latvia or to establish a local hidewy population. The Action Plan for the Consemwatof
Brown Bear (2003) has been updated in 2009. Atttimett, a year-long public awareness campaign on the
brown bear was organised by the Latvian NaturatddysMuseum in Riga. A successful initiative was
started by the former administration of a biospheserve in cooperation with UNDP. They distributed
within protected territories along the border withtonia and other areas of local bear range thietea
for the general public that explain how to behdwne meets a bear in the wild.

Eurasian lynx has an increasing demographicallpleigOzoliS et al. 2008) and genetically diverse
(Schmidt et al. 2009) local subpopulation in Latvizsstimated population size is 500-600 individuals
however, another figure obtained by official sumgnump reports from hunting grounds exceeds 1,600
individuals. Legally lynx has status of a protectpécies that can be exploited to a limited exbgrdport
hunting. The hunting season is open from tfieD&cember until the 31of March. Quotas are set and
controlled by the State Forest Service. Accordmgitcumstances, quota can be generally used toeen
territory either divided into local sub-quotas falling uneven population densities. As soon as émeigl
quota is fulfilled, lynx hunting is stopped in thdole country until the next season. So far, huntiad
been limited up to 150 individuals and no negatiwasequences to population status were recorded. Th
fine for poaching (incl. if a hunted animal is nefported in the line with Hunting Regulations) is 5
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minimal monthly wages or 10 minimal monthly wagegdaching occurred during the closed season or in
a protected area. Problems with damages to liviesdoe absent or minor. Attitudes based on hunters’
observations that lynx is their competitor for ulages, mostly roe deer (Valdmann et al. 2005) and
especially during deep snow conditions (actuallgtesis in 2009 and 2010) are main reason for predato
control. The problem needs permanent mitigatiomgisiroad methods of raising public awareness and
involvement of hunters in research activities. bladl Action Plan for the Conservation of the Lynx
(2002) has been updated in 2007. Increasing thtegispulation are not detected, rather Latviantdmsn
seem having accepted conservation measures arribatat/oluntary to population monitoring.

The wolf is least protected large carnivore in liasince the Baltic countries had not identifiegt antual
threat to population and got a geographic exemptioncerning requirements of Habitat Directive,
namely it is added to Annex V species which camineted using methods not banned by the Directive.
Latvia hosts about 200-300 wolves before and &t 1880 wolves after annual breading. Legal harvest
reduces regularly the subpopulation by 150-200viddals whilst other mortality factors are docunseht
too. The fine for poaching a wolf is administratased amount depends on circumstances of violation.

On a long term, population is stable that can beficoed by permanent distribution pattern and
demographic structure that demonstrates undistysbpdlation recruitment. The Wolf Conservation Plan
(2002) was updated in 2008. Population managenysters is adaptive, i.e. harvest quotas are preatlicte
in line with the changes in species abundance aaid goal is to preserve the population at favowabl
conservation status. Wolf control is demanded tiersame reasons as in case of lynx just strainbtiq
about wolf predation both on game and domestic alsirfiZzunna et al. 2009) is more pronounced and
founded.

Cooperation among states sharing the Baltic caraiyaopulations takes place at level of individual
experts (see the names in Jedrzejewski et al. 20iDYecision makers rather than within regulaching
framework. National differences are in techniquepapulation status assessment (monitoring methods)
conception of target population as well as decismaking procedures. However, these differencesatlo n
affect common status of Baltic carnivores considigraMost recent step towards calibration of
conservation and management approaches was dd@linby organizing the"8Baltic Theriological
Conference in Lithuania. The program of this megtims devoted to various studies of large carnsiore
A workshop on wolf management in three Baltic coestwas attended by representatives from scientist
relevant state authorities and NGOs.

Basic principles of carnivore conservation at papiah level are included in all operative carnivore
conservation plans as well as those elaborateprfdected areas.
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8. POLAND /POLOGNE
1. Status of Large Carnivores

Ursus arctos
Legal status: strictly protected since 1952
Population size: 130

Canis lupus
Legal status: Strictly protected since 1998 (thhmug the country).
Population size: 750

Lynx
Legal status: Strictly protected since 1995.
Population size and trend: 200

Currently there are two legal acts regulating thieservation of these species:

a The Nature Conservation Act of 16 April 2004 (Jalraf Laws of 2009 no. 151 item 1220, as
amended)

0 Regulation of the Minister of the Environment of O2tober 2011 on wildlife animal species
under protection (Journal of Laws of 2011 no. 28mi1419)
All three species are listed in the appendix lhefd.m. Regulation as a strictly protected species
and appendix 5 as wild species for which proteareads (500 metres around breeding places) are
placed.

2. Main concerns/conservation actions

The implementation of the projeBreparation of the Management Plans for SelectedaBgered and
Conflict Species in Polanid underway. The project is managed by Warsaw Usityeof Life Sciences
and financed from the funds coming from OperatidPiadgramme Infrastructure, Environment, and the
National Fundor Environmental Protection and Water Manageméhé aim of the project is to prepare
national strategies for the management of six tedle@nimal species, among others: wolf, lynx aradvior
bear for which the need of such measures is péatlgwrgent. These species represent differentiggo
of problems in the fields of conservation and pafiagh management. Such projects are prepared during
special workshops with active participation of stigts, representatives of local and central
administration, NGOs, foresters, landowners, emvirental protection services and other entitiesrtavi
positive or negative experiences with a particafgcies.

The project should result in obtaining information the populations of lynx, wolf and bear, preparin
code of conduct to ensure conservation of natigrgdulation of these carnivores, identification of
solutions to prevent conflicts and facilitating meoduction of wolves into the western parts of the
country.

3. Cooperation with neighbouring states

Different protection statuses of bear, lynx andfwoPoland’s neighbouring countries are a slight
obstruction in the development of the co-operatlanSlovakia, bear and lynx are under protectiaat, y
wolf is a species which can be hunted between dhigctand 31 January. In Ukraine and Belarus wolf is
treated like a vermin and can be hunted duringiihele year.

In December 2010 Poland put forward a proposal doroperation on large carnivore
transboundary populations management, especialhulptions of wolf and bear, to the Minister of
Environment of the Republic of Slovakia.
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On 14-15 March 2011 in Cracow General DirectofateEnvironmental Protection together with
Regional Directorate for Environmental Protectiogamized Polish-Slovakian conference which aimed at
working out a statement and directions of worksetlggment in the field of wolf and bear populations
management rules in the transboundary area. Thieremce was attended by representatives of Polish
and Slovakian governmental administration and emvirental organizations. The conclusions of the
conference were presented on XVII meeting of Pelikivakian Intergovernmental Commission for
Cross-Border Cooperation. The conference was held-8 April 2011 in Warsaw. During the meeting,
the working group for nature conservation and foee®nomy presented an initiative to form an Expert
Team for species protection of large carnivoresickvtwill start works on the improvement of large
carnivore transboundary population’s conservatiortbie key transboundary areas. The Commission
accepted the proposal to form Experts Team forigpgrotection of large carnivores.

In addition, Poland develops co-operation with 8loa and Ukraine within the framework of
International Biosphere Reserve “Eastern Carpashifounded in 1992 concerning the improvement of
nature conservation methods in this part of Caipath This co-operation is largely facilitated et
works of international conference “ConservatiorNaftural Resources of International Biosphere Reserv
— Eastern Carpathians” which is annually organimedScientific-educational Centre of Bieszczady
National Park in Ustrzyki Dolne. The conferencel#es full exchange of information and experiences.
To promote the scientific knowledge on this topie®czady NP issues “Roczniki Bieszczadzkie” which,
among other things, contains materials from thefaremce. The last conference was held on 23-25
September 2010 and was devoted to the followingctdmfluence of current management methods on
preserving natural resources in Carpathians”.

The Czech Republic also put forward a proposatritateral meeting with Poland and Slovakia
on the issue of large carnivores, which was to bkl fat the end of 2010. Currently, there is no
information on the precise date of the meeting.

In addition, Poland is palming to organized intéioveal conference about protection of large
carnivores in December 2012. We are planning tdténthe representatives of all the countries
neighboring with Poland (government, scientifictitoasions and non-governmental organizations). The
aim of the conference will be the exchange of epee in the field of protection and managed
populations of large carnivores in the individualintries and draw attention to the fact that thgratory
species require a coherent policy management areqgpion.

Brown Bear

Existing since many years, the co-operation batvwaish and Slovakian Tatra National Park is
very important for the conservation of large caonds in the transboundary area of Poland and Skvak
It concerns mainly the conservation of preying aidtering sites of bears (Ursus arctos) and animals
count as well as the boiling issue of synantrojmradf Tatra bears.

It has to be also mentioned that Regional Diredes for Environmental Protection on whose
territories bears live, the Institute of Nature €emvation of Polish Academy of Sciences, other
institutions and bodies interested in the topic plemning to form Bear Intervention Team. The team
would act in such cases as: finding an injured esddbear, bear appearance in the vicinity of human
residences and other. With reference to this topio, meetings were held in Cracow (one of them
attended by Croatian specialists). The propos&no such a team is also included in the projedhef
strategy for bear population management in Poland.

One of the motion put forward by meeting particiigaconcerned the necessity of starting a close co-
operation with neighbouring countries on takingeiaéntion actions.
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Wolf

Many years of works performed by Polish scientifistitutions and NGOs resulted in publishing
in 2005 a guide “Analysis of types and dimensiohslamage caused by wolves and applying solution
methods in conflict situations”.

Poland acts together with Germany in the fieldrafisboundary protection of wolf (Canis lupus).
During the bilateral meeting which was held on L8/ 2009 in Dresden the Minister of Environment
showed his support to form Polish-German workirmugrfor wolf protection.

According to Guidelines on Large Carnivore Initiative Euroge shared, transboundary wolf
population exists and both countries are respandifdl its preservation and conservation. Wolves in
Germany and Poland exert similar influence on @ney farm animals, thus in order to solve the existi
issues it is necessary for both countries to kegjster and manage wolf population in transboundary
context. The aim of the working group for wolf protion works is to examine the possibility of figuo-
operation, using the experiences collected by lpoiimtries. Close monitoring supported by scientific
research (genetic research, perhaps radiotelen&tgsential in this case.

The first meeting of the working group for wolf pection took place on 19 January 2010 in
Berlin, the next on 11 October 2010 in Szczecin #redlast on 25 March 2011. The next meeting is
planning on 10 July 2012 in Szczecin. The maildagi this meeting will be discussion about the gtud
“Review of wolf population management methods idaRd and Germany and recommendations for
future transboundary co-operation in this field”igthis to be developed. The aim of this projectois
review the wolf population management methods ilafband Germany and evaluate the possibility of
shared management of the transboundary populatitrespecies. The financial study is prepared from
the funds of the Federal Ministry for the EnviromfdNature Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU).
The execution of the project is performed by “Biltapus” from Germany and the subcontractor (thé par
of study concerning Poland) — Assaociation for Natjwolf“.
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9. SLOVAK REPUBLIC/REPUBLIQUE SLOVAQUE

1. Number and the status of large carnivores in Slovak

All three large carnivore species are accordinght national legislation included in the list ofnga
species, even lynx and brown bear is a protectediesgn while wolf has only partial legal protection

Lynx (Lynx lynx L.)
Lynx is the strictly protected species, for whidkoaNatura 2000 sites (sites of Community imporéanc
SCIs) are designated.

Vylisenie uzemi eurépskeho vyznamu, kde rys ostrovid (Lynx lynx L.) predstavuje predmet ochrany

The map with SCls designated for the protectiotyrmf in Slovakia (with indication of the speciesal)

According to expert estimations, the trend of thgylation of lynx in Slovakia is slowly increasiagd
the population number is estimated to cca 500 iddals. According to official hunting statisticshieh
is highly overestimated is population number in 2@8timated on 1 724 individuals.

Wolf (CanislupusL.)

Wolf is according to the national legislation ind&d in the list of the species with partial proitact
Slovak Republic has made reservation on wolf wigspect to the Bern Convention as well as the
geographical restriction with respect to the Aniof the Habitats Directive. Anyway, SCls have bee
designated for its protection (the species isdigtethe Annex Il of the Habitats Directive).

The wolf has two localities, where it is strictlif gear protected and which has to protect the atign
routes to Czech Republic and Hungary. These twasamee on the state borders (National Park Sloyensk
kras in Slovakia/National Park Aggteleg in Hungaampd Protected Landscape Area Kysuce in
Slovakia/Protected Landscape Area Beskydy in thec@Republic). In other parts of Slovakia, wolf is
protected from January 16th to October 31st. lrotiates, is should be hunted according to HurAictg
except for the most strict protected areas.

The national annual hunting quota is issued byMhastry of the Land Use and Rural Development of
SR and is annually around 100 — 150 individual® pbpulation and number of culled animals is given
the table below. The expert estimation do not ex&® individuals, the population status is stable.
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Vylisenie Gzemi eurépskeho vyznamu, kde vik dravy (Canis lupus L.) predstavuje predmet ochrany

ica Slovenskej republiky
eho vyznamu, kde je predmetom
N

uvSR *
Areal rozsirenia vika dravého v SR i

The map with SCls designated for the protectiowalf in Slovakia (with indication of the speciesal)

Population number and number of culled wolf in yeas 1990 — 2011 (based on the data from Forest
Research Institute Zvolen)

Year 1990|1991/1992] 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000
Number 752 | 744| 817] 849 833 1028 250|1330|1079| 1240| 1 28]
Culled 115 | 130| 1520 139] 116 157 24 74 54 g9 8
Died 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 13 6
Culled + died 115] 130 152 139 11¢ 15y 24 74 g7 82 241
Year 2001|2002 2003| 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011
1

Number 113 | 924 973 11581165|1219|1322|1563|1698| 1823|2065
Culled 93 | 113| 112 86 74 91 123 120 130 149 1B8
Died 3 3 3 2 2 1 3 1 2 6 7
Culled + died 96 | 116] 115 88 76 92 126 122 132  1p545 ]

Brown bear (Ursus arctos)
Bear is also a strictly protected species, for WIS€Is are designated.

Vylisenie Gzemi op: y , kde " hnedy (Ursus arctos L.)
predstavuje predmet ochrany

The map with SClIs designated for the protectioheafr in Slovakia (with indication of the speciesady.

The Ministry of the Environment of SR is annuabguing special permissions (derogations) for shgoti
of problematic individuals, which are causing dagggr other human — bear conflicts. These are subje
to the reporting on derogation biennially submittedhe European Commission. The Slovak Republic
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has made reservation on brown bear with respedchdoBern Convention. According to the expert
estimation there are cca 800 individuals, the Imgnstatistics are higher.

Number of derogations on bear (requested, issuedsed) in Slovakia in years 200 — 2011

Number of derogations

Year requested| approved actually | % from

used approved
2000 134 80 30 37,50
2001 104 72 25 34,72
2002 131 76 39 51,32
2003 128 79 13 16,46
2004 128 76 33 43,42
2005 114 77 35 45,45
2006 136 77 16 20,78
2007 123 83 25 30,12
2008 163 59 31 52,54
2009 70 42 25 59,52
2010 160 78 46 58,97
2011 117 13 5 38,46
Spolu 1508 799 323 40,77

2. Main activities and success in the protection of lge carnivores in last 5 years

The State Nature Conservancy of the Slovak Reptialicprepared and is already realizing project from
EU funds “Research and monitoring of large carrégaand wild cat populations in Slovakia”. The pcbje
consists of many activities aimed on the monitoand research of all four species — radio trackdidA
sampling and analyzing, ethnology research, hatdifus research, damage prevention measures,

Annual and regular monitoring schemes on some teglegrotected areas, where such research is in
charge for long period. In some areas already fge&rs. In 2007 the Slovak Republic submitted the
national report according to the Article 17 of thabitats Directive including the evaluation of ttatus

of all the species of  Community  interest. Inforrati is  available on
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/knowledgemabitats/index_en.htm

In 2008 the seminar was organized by the Minisfrthe Environment of the Slovak Republic with the
Czech ministry and the consultant in charge of Eidance for large carnivores. All the presentatiares
available on http://www.sopsr.sk/natura/index1.gxB&lang=sk

In 2011 the expert group on large carnivores waabhéished at the Ministry of the Environment of the
Slovak Republic with the aim to tackle both theamiissues (conflicts between brown bear and th® ma
and strategic solutions on improved knowledge aadagement.

3. Cooperation with bordering countries

The Slovak Republic has long-term cooperation amgboundary protected areas aimeakstly on the
monitoring of large carnivores.

1. Czech Republic — cooperation on monitoring of tbemsdary individuals, in preparation —
INTERREG project for the satellite tracking of bnowears.
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2. Poland — cooperation of national parks, exchandeoivledge, monitoring of transboundary
population, data sampling.
3. Hungary — consultation, started discussion on pesseintroduction of lynx to Hungary.

Ongoing discussion of the hunting management ofspdicies is in charge, with the aim to identify
possible conflicts in the protection of the speaiesboth sides of the border and to establishtlstric
protected zones where no hunting will be alloweldrdering regions.

May 2012
Prepared by Vladimir Antal, Michal Adamec (Stateuda Conservancy of the Slovak Republic) and Jana
DurkoSova (Ministry of the Environment of the Sl&vRepublic)
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10. “T HE FORMER Y UGOSLAV REPUBLIC OF MACEDONIA "/
“L’ EX REPUBLIQUE Y OUGOSLAVE DE M ACEDOINE”

l. Brown bear

1. Distribution and population number estimates

The present distribution of the brown bear popatatn the Republic of Macedonia according to
all hard evidence (dead bear, scat, pawprint, bam-trap photo and sighting) is mainly in the naims
in western, south-western and southern parts oellmtia (Shar Planina, Korab, Bistra, Deshat, Stogov
Karaorman, Jablanica, Galichica, Pelister, NidzigleB llinska and Plakenska Mts). So far there gs n
hard evidence from the areas in central Macedakifupica, Suva Gora and Babuna Mts.) but there are
indications that these areas are constantly ocdumpyebrown bear. The situation in the north-eastern
eastern and south-eastern parts of the countignipletely different. In most of the areas the Brdvear
is not present at all, except for the region of édakevski Planini, Plachkovica and Osogovo, wheee th
Brown bear occurs temporarily as a result of thgration of some individuals from the Bulgarian
population.

Taking into account the size of the habitat and ekistence of three national parks, it was
assumed that about 160-200 bears live in Maced@hiatected areas in the southern Balkans, Arcturos
2002.).

2. Trend

The population trend was assessed by asking tla people for their personal judgment of the
population dynamics during the last 5 years. Inegainresults show that the trend is stable, bukthee
indications in some areas for strong decline dysoeching. The trend was hard to be assessed farkEas
Macedonia due to bear’s temporal presence anédkeof knowledge of the local people.

3. Legal status

The Brown bear has been protected by the Law ortiktysince 1996 (Official gazette of RM
20/96). According to Articles 9 and 13 of the neanlLon Hunting adopted in 2009, the bear is consitler
as a protected game species and its hunting isgpemtly prohibited. Nevertheless, there is an eiaep
Hunting might be allowed with permission from thénbdtry of Agriculture, Forestry and Water Economy
(MAFWE) and the Ministry of Environment and PhysiBéanning (MEPP) for scientific and educational
purposes, for zoos and natural history museumdyrémding and the prevention of contagious diseases
well as when the species is causing damage (Astithe 16 par. 5).

4. Main concerns/conservation actions

So far, the literature data (Melovski and Gode€22@rcturos, 2002; Ivanov et al., 2007; Keci et
al., 2007) and field experience have identifiedg8l hunting (poaching) as one of the biggest threa
the bear’'s existence. The proof for this is theuacdistribution: the bear is best distributed e t
protected areas because there is no poaching, leasitit is not significant. The second main thisa
forest management in the country. The way the fer@® managed is not suitable for the large cares:
For example, the oak forests are clear-cut everdZ¥ears, not allowing the forest to mature aratipce
nuts, an important food resource for many speaieljding bear.

Due to the lack of funds and capacities, not maimservation actions have been undertaken so
far. Rising of public awareness in Macedonia angbAla is most constant, mainly within the Balkamxly
recovery program (BLRP). A trilateral (Macedonidb#nia and Greece) management plan for the brown
bear was created for the area of Prespa basinp@regtional park), initiatives for proclamation redw
protected areas.
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. Wolf

1. Distribution and population number estimates

Wolf as one of the permanently present large waras in Macedonia is least researched. It is
widely distributed across the county as residentlispersal individuals. Official numbers of the tBta
statistical office of the Republic of Macedonia shgt wolf population in Macedonia counts aroun@ 30
individuals. The figure is rather underestimatedé take into account local people’s knowledge whos
believing is based on resent ban on wolf huntiri722009).

2. Trend

Wolf trend cannot be truly estimated because natimoous monitoring was conducted.
According State statistical office of the Repulbit Macedonia population number is in decline and
according local people’s knowledge it is increasing

3. Legal Status

Wolf is under protection by the law in Macedonidere was a 2 years (2007-2009) ban on its
hunting but with the new law on hunting in 2009 bam was removed and its hunting continued. Itilis s
considered as a pest animal and a bounty of 13@3@0 denars (20 to 50 Euros) is paid by the releva
ministry for each killed wolf.

4. Main concerns/conservation actions

Main concerns are direct hunting and poaching af and poisoning. There are no conservation
actions except for the mentioned rising of publeaseness within the BLRP project. With no legal
protection, and the negative attitude of peopleatohwolf its population number strongly fluctuasesd
one day may reach alarming low level. Unfortunateligh no monitoring or any other research on violf
the country, many population parameters will remaiknown.

. Lynx

1. Distribution and population number estimates

Lynx occupies mainly hardly accessible mountainasren Western Macedonia. The Area of
Occupancy inside the country has been divided éenMlaximum (AOOmax) and Minimum (AOOmin)
value in regard to which category is taken intocamt. If only Category 1 and 2 (SCALP criteriafada
are considered (AOOmin — 2110Rmhen this value is multiplied by 0,80 individugdsr 100krA and
divided by 100 to reach number of individuals. Hoe AOOmax, the area where Category 3 data are
found as well, the population density is taken itsr minimal value (0,49 individuals per 100Rm
multiplied by the AOOmax (5736kinand divided by 100 to reach population numberthBaf these
numbers are summed and divided by 2 in order tohrélae mean number of individuals in the whole
country. If we take into consideration previous timred the number of lynx in Macedonia should be
around 23 adult individuals (juveniles and sub edate excluded while calculating the density/106)k

2. Trend

According to the Baseline Survey (BLRP), the pafioh trend of the Iynx in Macedonia is
strongly decreasing with no evidence pointing suirgrease of the population trend in any regatrorig
or weak). There is weak evidence representing gtoonstable trend but mostly people are reporting a
general decline. Sometimes the population trenddcoot be assessed which indicates inconsistency in
peoples’ opinion.
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3. Legal status

Lynx in Macedonia is protected and its huntingeésmanently banned since 1949. The old law on
hunting (Official Gazette 20/96) and the new o fr2009 also protect the lynx. The same exception a
with the bear, lynx hunting might be allowed witbrmission from the Ministry of Agriculture, Foregtr
and Water Economy (MAFWE) and the Ministry of Emwviment and Physical Planning (MEPP) for
scientific and educational purposes, for zoos axtdral history museums, for breeding and the prigmen
of contagious diseases, as well as when the spsaiasising damage (Articles 15, 16 par. 5).

4. Main concerns/conservation actions

Biggest threat to lynx survival in Macedonia andaemlly on the Balkans is poaching. And not onlyxly
poaching but also poaching of its main prey speeitgge ungulates. We are also concerned of the lo
interest of Macedonian authorities for conservatidrthe critically endangered Balkan lynx. Habitat
fragmentation and low population numbers (inbregdireed also to be considered.

Some of the conservation actions to be mentiongdeimented whiten BLRP project are: rising of public
awareness, preparation of conservation action plah strategy, initiatives for proclamation of new
protected areas etc.
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11.  Turkey/Turquie

WOLF

Wolf is permanently present in Turkey. The rangevoff in Turkey can be considered as most of
Anatolia. The range and the size of the wolf popoftahave decreased throughout history in Turkey.
However, it is believed that wolf numbers have éased in some protected areas over the recent years

Between the period 2000 — 2010 Ministry of Forestng Water Affairs has conducted wildlife
inventory work in 785 areas (such as wildlife camagon areas and hunting grounds) totalling taeea
of 18.504.809 hectares. As a result, 1073 wolvesevdirectly observed during this inventory work.
Various inventory techniques such as line transbict observation, drive counts have been uséedglu
those inventory efforts.

Although a countrywide survey has not been undertakstimation of wolf populations based on
habitat suitability, prey abundance and snow traglin Turkey is around 5000-7000 individuals. Welf
a species under protection according to the Ardotd Terrestrial Hunting Law. Ministry of Forestayd
Water Affairs is in charge for the management &f pecies.

However, use of guard dogs and employment of shidphaggainst wolf are two common legal
protective measures in Turkey. Wild boar, roe deed, deer, and small mammals are the natural prey
species of wolves in Turkey. The main threats fumservation of wolves are the ongoing extermination
efforts by locals and habitat loss.

BROWN BEAR

The present distribution of the brown bear popatatin Turkey covers mainly the Black Sea
Region (North part of the country) and East AnatwlRegion. There are small, separate populations in
Taurus Mountains, too. (Mediterranean Region). 72 Ministry of Forestry and Water Affairs has
conducted brown bear inventory work in 13 areaalling to an area of 1.122.045 hectares. As a tresul
1016 brown bear were estimated in the study area.

An estimation of brown bear populations in Turkepches to 2000-2500 individuals. Brown bear
is under protection according to the Article 4 efrfestrial Hunting Law. Ministry of Forestry and Wa
Affairs is in charge for the management of the gsednly trophy hunting was allowed in the peraid
1984-2008. 88 bears were hunted in this period. &hibear conflicts are more often observed in the
eastern Black Sea than other areas within Turkelythe species does not seriously threaten hunmans i
Turkey. Damages are mostly in late summer on fiedghs and orchards, and in spring on beehives.

LYNX

Lynx is present in all the wooded regions in Turkeycept the Aegean plains, south-eastern and
central Anatolia and the central Black Sea Coaserd are no estimates of the number. Lynx is under
protection according to the Article 4 of TerredtHanting Law. Ministry of Forestry and Water Affaiis
in charge for the management of the species. ltveks damages caused by lynx are very rare in furke
Main prey of lynx is hares.

CARACAL

Caracal exists in Mediterranean Region of Turkeéher€ are no estimates of the number. Caracal is
under protection according to the Article 4 of EBstrial Hunting Law. Ministry of Forestry and Water
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Affairs is in charge for the management of the gmed.ivestocks damages caused by caracal are very
rare in Turkey. Preys of caracal are hares, srodémts and birds.

LEOPARD

Previously considered possibly extinct. Last evien (one-death animal photos, local people
sightings) are very strong to prove that theressnall population in Southeast part of Turkey. Lazopis
under protection according to the Article 4 of Bstrial Hunting Law. Ministry of Forestry and Water
Affairs is in charge for the management of the |®ec

STRIPED HYENA

Hyena is present as small isolated populationsuermal locations in Western and Mediterranean
part of Turkey. But the main population is in Saakt Turkey. There are no estimates of the number.
Hyena is under protection according to the Artitlef Terrestrial Hunting Law. Ministry of Forestand
Water Affairs is in charge for the management ef $hecies. Turkey has no system for compensation of
wildlife damages.

MAIN CONCERNS AND CONSERVATION ACTIONS

Main concerns of the large carnivores in Turkey illegjal hunting of both the carnivore species
and their preys. There is no action plan for thesecies. There is small number of experts, worliitg
large carnivores in the country. The Ministry armimge NGO’s and universities have been working
together about wolf, bear, wild ungulates GSM-GR#adng, photo trapping studies for investigating
home range, population sizes and human-large aamionflict.

COOPERATION WITH NEIGHBOURING STATES

Turkey is a member of Caucasus Biodiversity Couanil within this context, there are regular
meetings. Especially leopard study is carried nuhese countries to determine the level of pragadh
this area.
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12. UKRAINE
1. Status of Large Carnivores

Brown bear

Legal statusListed in the Red Data Book of Ukraine since 2088nting for the species is prohibited.
Brown bear listed in Appendix Il of the Bern Contien and Appendix Il to CITES to which Ukraine is a
Party.

Population size and tren@00, tend to increasing.

Range The species occurs mainly in Carpathians andaslically in Polissya.

Gray wolf

Legal statusHunting species. Ukraine has ratified the Berm@mtion with a reservation with regards to
wolf. According to the reservation it is possibderégulate wolf numbers to prevent its negativedoton
populations of other species and serious harm tonedtic stock. According to Law of Ukraine "On
Hunting and Hunting Activity" hunting for wolf idlawed from October to February. Hunting for wotf o
protected areas usually is not allowed.

Export-import of wolf specimens is made accordm@tTES regulations.

Population size and trendp to 3000, increasing or stable.

Range all the territory of Ukraine.

Eurasian lynx

Legal statusListed in the Red Data Book of Ukraine since 19Bfe species is listed in Appendix Il of
the Bern Convention and CITES to which Ukraine Paaty.

Population size and trend30—490. Fluctuating or stable.

Range Carpathian (350—400) and Polissya (80-90).

2. Main concerns/conservation actions

Brown bear
Main concerns are range fragmentation, intensiysogation of forests, which are the habitats feah
recreation activities, disturbance, and poaching.

According to Joint order of the Ministry of Envinmental Protection of Ukraine and State Committee fo
Forestry of Ukraine No. 232/164 of 08.05.2007 Covestion Action Plan for Brown Bear was adopted.
According to the Plan research was conducted impa&hian with regards to brown bear ecology,
behavior, population range and trends, level ofMorbear — human conflicts. Public awareness company
was conducted. A number of recommendations witlandgyto enhance brown bear conservation have
been elaborated.

In 2011 a rescue and rehabilitation center for deanfiscated from their owners because of theielcr
treatment in captivity has been constructed onefréory of Synevir National Park (Carpathian g

Gray wolf
There is no wolf management plan adopted at ndtieveal. Wolf numbers used to regulate by local
hunters. There is no quota system for wolf in Ukeali

National and local environmental NGOs press thegBuwent to enhance wolf protection. As a response
the Law of Ukraine "On Hunting and Hunting Economyés amended to limit hunting period for wolf.
Recently a draft Law was submitted to Verkhovnad&RafdUkraine (Parliament) aimed at to exclude wolf
from the list so called "harmful" species.
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Eurasian lynx

Main concerns are habitat degradation, reducingd fuese and poaching. There is no management action
plan at national plan for that species. Howevemesdocal conservation actions are performed on
protected areas in Carpathian and Polissya region.

Cooperation with neighbouring states

All LC populations in Ukraine are transboundaryertéfore cooperation with neighbouring countries is
desirable and appreciated.

In 2011 the Ministry of Ecology and Natural Res@s®f Ukraine and VIER PFOTEN International

(Austria) has signed a Memorandum of Understandinged at cooperation in the sphere of providing aid
for tamed and rescued brown bears and their retssioih in Ukraine and to ensure activities of the
respective rehabilitation centres for brown bears.

Ukraine is a Party to the Framework Convention fw Protection and Sustainable Development of the
Carpathians. According to p. 1 of Article 4 of fenvention the Parties shall take appropriate nreasu
to ensure a high level of protection and sustamalde of natural and semi-natural habitats, their
continuity and connectivity, and species of florad dauna being characteristic to the Carpathiams, i
particular the protection of endangered speciedemit species and large carnivores.

Objective 3 of Strategic Action Plan of the Implementation of tReotocol on Conservation and
Sustainable Use of Biological and Landscape Biter(Bucharest, 2008) to the Framework Convention
On The Protection And Sustainable Development Gf Tarpathians (Kyiv, 2003) is conservation and
sustainable use of species of flora and fauna,ereason of endangered species, including endemic
species and large carnivores of the Carpathians.

According to action 3.1, paragraph a), of the gt Action Plan the Parties should identify asdess
current and potential future threats to the corst@n status of the flora and fauna species edtihe
Carpathians, in particular endangered speciekiding endemic species and large carnivovathin
the national territory of each Party in the C#nzms.

The Strategic Action Plan also foresees implemimtaif conservation measures with the objective to
ensure the long- term conservation or sustagnabé and recovery of endangered species, inglud
endemic species of flora and fauna and large camgév(Action 3.2, paragraph g)) and in border aimeas
particular (Action 8.1, paragraph b)).

Recommendation No. 100 (2003) on conservationrgel@arnivores in the Carpathians, adopted by the
Standing Committee of the Bern Convention on 4 Dd#mmry 2003 recommends the Czech Repubilic,
Hungary, Poland, Romania, the Slovak Republic akdide, and invites Serbia and Montenegro, to co-
operate to jointly prepare a Carpathian StrateggnPlor conservation and management of large
carnivores, promoting involvement of the appropriedgional organisations and taking due note of the
Action Plans for wolf, lynx and bear prepared by ttarge Carnivore Initiative for Europe and refdrte

in Recommendation No. 74 of the Standing Committee

Above provides a good basis for continuing jointkvweith neighbouring states on large carnivoresiés
and Ukraine is willing to establish relevant lomgrh cooperation.
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COUNCIL  CONSEIL
OF EUROPE  DE L'EUROPE

Convention on the Conservation
of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats

Standing Committee

Draft Recommendation No. ... (2012) of the Standing @nmittee, adopted on ... November
2012, on the conservation of large carnivores popations in Europe requesting special
conservation action

The Standing Committee of the Convention on the séoration of European Wildlife and Natural
Habitats, acting under the terms of Article 14had Convention;

Having regard to the aims of the Convention to eoreswild flora and fauna and its natural habitats;

Wishing to promote co-existence of viable populadiof large carnivores with sustained developmént o
rural areas in appropriate regions;

Aware that the drafting and implementation of Agti®lans may be a useful tool to redress the situati
Recalling its following Recommendations:

Recommendation No. 115 (2005) on the conservatimhraanagement of transboundary populations of
large carnivores,

Recommendation No. 137 (2008) on population levastagement of large carnivores population;
Recommends that:
1. Brown Bear in Central Italy

- ltaly implements without delay the Action Plarr fihe Conservation of the Marsican brown bear,
encouraging closer cooperation among the diffematibnal and regional authorities involved well as
the Abruzzi National Park.

2. Wolfin Italy

- ltaly pursues efforts to control hybrids, draftiand implementing a strategy aimed to reduce
progressively the genetic pollution affecting wiolfitaly.

3. Bear in the Balkans

- Bosnia-Herzegovina and Montenegro urgently dravmamagement plans for Brown bear carrying
out the necessary surveys and relaying on the tspesf other countries of the region so as to
integrate their conservation efforts in a wider tBeldast context.

4. Eurasian Lynx in the Balkans

- Albania and “the former Yugoslav Republic of Mace@d draw up and implement, as a matter of
urgency, action plans for the last remaining automhous population of Lynx in the region, using as
appropriate the strategy for the Conservation & Balkan Lynx in Albania and “the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia”.
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10.

“the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” assssghe environmental impact on Lynx
population of the dams in the Mavrovo National Rarkite identified as a candidate for the Emerald
Network, considering the abandonment of the prafebe dam risks to endanger Lynx.

Large carnivores in South-East Europe

Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and “the foriMeigoslav Republic of Macedonia”. assess the
effect of new transport infrastructures on largeis@res, introducing corrective measures whenever
they are likely to produce new fragmentation ofyéaicarnivores’ populations that may endanger
them.

Large carnivores in Eastern Alps

Austria and Italy establish and implement morengéent conservation measures of large carnivares i
the Eastern Alps, controlling the high death rdteasnivores in that area, so that natural colditisa
by wolf, lynx and bear may continue in the favolediabitat available for those species.

Wolf in the Iberian Peninsula

Spain urgently carries a survey of wolf in Sielarena, taking all the necessary steps to avad th
decline and disappearance of that important popuatat

Portugal and Spaicarry out national surveys of wolf, mapping packishwhe standard agreed
methodology for the whole Iberian Peninsula.

Large carnivores in the Caucasus

Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia implement withdetay, Recommendation N° 148 (2010) on the
conservation of Large Carnivores in the Caucasagng special attention to carry out the necessary
surveys, improve herbivore densities, devote efftottrain the necessary experts and consider-as
appropriate the launch of a survey programme fopded.

Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia identify, in ntsritories, areas, which have favourable habitats
for large carnivores and that, are at present olohésed.

Large carnivores in the Carpathians

Concerned states strengthen cooperation, adoptipopulation level management approach and
improve as needed their monitoring systems so ampoove management through the use of better
assessment tools; cooperate as appropriate withipiree Convention.

Large carnivores in Slovakia

Slovakia to continue present participatory efdd conclude and implement a national action fan
Brown bear; consider drafting and implementingacplans for Lynx and wolf.
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COUNCIL  CONSEIL
OF EUROPE  DE L'EUROPE

Convention on the Conservation
of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats

Standing Committee

Draft Recommendation No. ... (2012) of the Standing @nmittee, adopted on ... November
2012, on the management of expanding populations lafrge carnivores in Europe

The Standing Committee of the Convention on the séoration of European Wildlife and Natural
Habitats, acting under the terms of Article 14had Convention;

Having regard to the aims of the Convention to eoreswild flora and fauna and its natural habitats;

Welcoming the natural expansion of population ofidacarnivores in Europe, as these species playa k
ecological role in natural and semi-natural hakijtat

Wishing to promote co-existence of viable populatiof large carnivores with sustained developmént o
rural areas in appropriate regions;

Noting that expanding populations of large carrégomay cause problems with livestock rising, paldity
in area where their colonization is recent;

Recalling its following Recommendations:

Recommendation No. 115 (2005) on the conservatmhraanagement of transboundary populations of
large carnivores,

Recommendation No. 137 (2008) on population leatagement of large carnivores population;
Recommends that Contracting Parties to the Cororenti

1. Address the issue of expanding large carniooesilations, inter alia by :

- Improving social acceptance of large carnivores;

- Addressing conservation of large carnivores i &mporal and geographical scale;

- Establishing the necessary partnerships witlewdifft interest groups;

- Promoting appropriate predation — avoiding meshaxat] practices;

In that context, welcome the natural expansioragfd carnivores’ populations, especially where gy
help a population to reach a favorable conservatiatus and/or improve its genetic variability.

2. Cooperate as appropriate in the above with aita¢es sharing the same population, thus impléngent
the population level management approach endonsiesxiRecommendation 115 (2005).

3.  Where large carnivores are hunted, carry outgooonitoring of those species and fix hunting gaot
taking into account their conservation status, shetainability of present population and their reltu
expansion.



