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 Introduction 1.

The EU Platform on Coexistence between People and Large Carnivores organises regional 

workshops twice a year in areas where there are ongoing conflicts regarding people and 

large carnivores. The sixth regional workshop was organised by WWF and ELO as a side 

event of the Pathways Europe 2018 conference1. Pathways is a biannual conference and 

training programme organised by the Colorado State University with the mission to increase 

professionalism and effectiveness in the human dimensions of fisheries and wildlife 

management field. In 2018, it took place in Goslar from 15-19 September in partnership with 

the Alfred Toepfer Academy for Nature Conservation and among others the LIFE 

EuroLargeCarnivores project.  

 Aim of the workshop 1.1

The EU Platform organised their workshop in the afternoon of 18 September (13:00 -17:30). 

The workshop focused on the information the Platform has gathered on the use of Rural 

Development Programmes (RDPs) funded under the European Agricultural Fund for Rur al 

Development (EAFRD), pillar 2 of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).  

The aim of the workshop was to examine / discuss / share experience on the following: 

 Current use of EAFRD to support coexistence measures (especially livestock 

depredation); 

 Barriers to uptake of these measures; 

 Potential for the future / the EAFRD after 2020. 

 Workshop format 1.2

Examples were presented by several member states and regions on how they fund 
measures to prevent livestock depredation. These included a range of approaches from 
funding through the RDPs to using national or regional financing. Further presentations 
focused on the future and the potential to fund coexistence measures under the new CAP 
(2021-2027).  

During the presentations, workshop participants were asked to note advantages to using the 
RDPs and barriers on different coloured cards. In the second part of the workshop, the 
participants’ comments were grouped by topic and discussed in break out groups. At the end 
of the workshop, participants agreed recommendations for the future.  

See Annex 1 for the full agenda.  

 Workshop attendance 1.3

The workshop was attended by the Platform members ELO, WWF, FACE, the Finnish 

Reindeer Herders Association and IUCN-LCIE. Member state administrations, the European 

                                              
1
 https://sites.warnercnr.colostate.edu/pathways/ 
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Commission, an agricultural association, natural parks, NGOs and scientists were also 

present. See Annex 2 for a list of participants.    
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 Workshop presentations 2.

 Examining the current situation 2.1

Use of the Rural Development Programmes across Europe to prevent livestock 

depredation, Katrina Marsden, Platform Secretariat (adelphi) 

Rural development programmes supported under the European Agricultural Fund for Rural 

Development (EAFRD) have been an area of long-standing interest for the Platform 

members. The Platform Secretariat first carried out an overview of the use of EAFRD funds 

across the EU in 2016 and an update in 2018. EAFRD (pillar 2 of the EU Common 

Agricultural Policy) is of interest for coexistence measures because it is relatively large 

compared with LIFE Nature and Biodiversity and the relatively wide range of measures to 

meet the objectives of sustainable development of rural areas can cover many coexistence 

measures.  

There are already many member states using their Rural Development Programmes to 

prevent livestock depredation (fencing, livestock guarding dogs and shepherding). Several 

different EAFRD measures are used showing that there has been a bit of trial and error in 

choosing relevant measures. It would be possible to include an even wider range o f 

measures in the rural development programmes such as pilot projects, advice and 

awareness raising or businesses established around the presence of large carnivores.  

 

Combining EU Rural Development support with national funding streams: the example 

of Trentino, Italy, Giovanni Giovannini, Province of Trento, Italy 

Trento (Trentino) is an autonomous province in Italy’s far north. Wolves, lynxes and bears 

are present in this region. Supporting the presence of shepherds and of flocks/ herds on 

Alpine pastures is one of the objectives of the provincial administration. The presence of the 

shepherd and the adoption of the most appropriate damage prevention systems, along with 

fair compensation and constant dialogue with the forestry personnel in the area, are 

fundamental to guarantee coexistence between large carnivores and livestock in the 

mountains. The Province has reimbursed up to the 100% of the material value of damages 

caused by bears since 1976 (and lynx and wolf since 2011).  

Prevention tools (mostly electric fences or livestock guarding dogs) are also supported by the 

provincial government. In addition to provincial financing, the Rural Development Plan 

(funded through the EAFRD) has been employed since 2016 using sub-measure 4.4.2 

“Traditional fences in wood, restoration of stone walls and prevention of damage by wolves 

and bears”. Through this measure, it is possible to fund, among other things, fixed structures 

to defend beehives (Bienenhaus) and electrification systems for damage prevention. The 

protection system typology is essentially the same adopted by the Province of Trento for 

prevention tools provided through loans/funding. In general, smaller scale protection systems 

like mobile electric fences and the provision of livestock guarding dogs are supported using 

provincial funding allowing quick reaction and trialling of measures. Provincial resources are 

also used to fund studies, monitor populations and spread information. More expensive, 

larger-scale systems are supported using the RDP normally in combination with other 

measures as the administrative process is heavy (takes up to two years). A call -out system 

and one-to-one advice ensures high uptake and effectiveness of the measures.   
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Starting to use EU Rural Development support: coexistence with wolves in Castilla-La 

Mancha, Erundino Alonso García, Regional Government of Castilla-La Mancha, Spain 

Castilla-la-Mancha has a relatively small wolf population which is spreading slowly. This has 

resulted in conflict with ranchers (around 70 wolf raids per year with an average of 1.6 

animals killed per raid). There are few rangers left in the area and the population is aging. 

The profit from ranching activities is not high. The wolf therefore comes on top of other social 

and economic problems. The regional administration has been carrying out actions on the 

wolf for many years, in particular, publicly funded compensation, stakeholder dialogue 

actions and training together with NGOs.  

Prevention measures are also funded, now under the RDP. The measures funded are 

electric fences, sheep folds and the use of mastin guarding dogs for sheep farmers (initial 

costs but not upkeep). Implementation of measures is supported with advice and training. 

Implementation is relatively rapid (support can be received in a couple of months). Cattle 

farming is more difficult to deal with, especially as it is often a secondary activity for farmers 

and they have less resources to dedicate to it. Additionally raids are still uncommon so there 

is sometimes little incentive to put measures in place until after an attack has happened.  

 

A bottom-up approach to using Rural Development support - SusiAita Project 

(WolfFence) LEADER project in Finland, Antti Rinne, Finnish Wildlife Agency 

The WolfFence project aimed to disseminate information among farmers and local people on 

how to prevent livestock damages caused by large carnivores. It was coordinated by the 

Finnish Association for Nature Conservation in cooperation with Finnish Wildlife Agency and 

the Nature Conservation Association of Salo district. The project was funded by Ykkösakseli 

ry (LEADER) under the Rural Development Programme for Mainland Finland (2014-2020). 

The project organised information seminars and in-situ demonstrations such as building 

predator fences and using trail cameras to supervise livestock; produced information 

materials including videos on YouTube, and collected and shared operating actions of 

protective measures.  

The model of this type local project was developed so that it  could be used elsewhere after 

the end of the project. The project has helped to bring different actors together to discuss 

problems and find joint solutions to facilitate coexistence. It also encouraged a larger number 

of farmers to apply for funding of prevention measures. LEADER groups are a relatively easy 

way for non-profit associations to get funds for common-good projects. One problem of the 

funding stream is that the funding is based on the programme’s strategy and measures, not 

necessary based on peoples’ needs. It is also strictly controlled where and how you can 

spend the money even if new needs come up during projects. 

 

The problems with using EU Rural Development support – preference for regional 

financing: the example of Brandenburg , Andreas Piela, Ministry of Rural Development, 

Environment and Agriculture Brandenburg, Germany 

There are now 30 wolf packs in Brandenburg, the state surrounding Berlin. The wolf 

population has expanded rapidly and with it the damages caused to livestock (reaching a 

new high of around 85,000€ in 2017). The regional environmental and agricultural 

administration compensates damages to 100%. Compensation is paid under the de-minimus 

rules but the administration is concerned that soon individual farmers will be experiencing 

higher costs (than 15,000€ over three years). Prevention measures are relatively effective 

with sheep farming but tailoring them to cattle farms is the challenge currently.  
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Prevention measures were funded under the RDP in the last funding period (2007-14). When 

that came to an end, the administration used federal state financing. After the new 

programme started, they used this again for one year but the administrat ive burden was too 

high and the wait of one year for measures to be put in place too long. If the RDP is to be 

used in future, the flexibility needs to be increased and requirements made less bureaucratic. 

Costs should be financed to 100% (including maintenance costs) to support farmers in what 

is a considerable additional burden.  

 Future perspectives 2.2

The shepherds’ viewpoints – how EU funding supporting coexistence with large 

carnivores can be improved, Andreas Schenk, German Pastoral Farmers Association 

Pastoralism, the extensive rearing of farm animals, often on high nature value pasture, has 

been carried out in a similar manner for centuries. It is a vocation for many pastoralist 

farmers. Incomes are low and very dependent on support through the CAP. Attacks are 

costly, but putting in place prevention measures more expensive still when the indirect costs 

and time required are taken into account. This can be an existential threat for individual 

farmers who are often at the edge financially already. While the wolf is not the main cause of 

their problems it is one in addition to many.  

The CAP after 2020 could provide opportunities to deal with some of these problems. Under 

the current proposals, the CAP Strategic Plans provide more flexibility to member states. 

They could already define depredation prevention as a goal in the strategic plan. Alliances 

are needed between conservation and farming interests to ensure that the CAP with its 

smaller budget effectively protects pastoralism. The EU Platform could have a role in 

creating a framework for prevention and compensation measures to then be employed by the 

member states.  

Perspectives for financing measures to support coexistence with large carnivores 

after 2020, Marco Cipriani, European Commission 

Presentation of the Commission proposals for the 2021-2027 financial framework. This 

should be taken with the caveat that much could change during the negotiation and adoption 

process with the European Parliament and the Council. The overall budget for the CAP will 

decrease compared to the current period (due amongst other things to Brexit and new policy 

priorities). The Commission aims to secure the final adoption of the new financial framework 

before the elections of the European Parliament (May 2019), in order to avoid delays with the 

approval of the sector specific regulations and with the start of their implementation.    

The two-pillar construction of the CAP will continue. 30% of the budget for rural development 

should be reserved for climate and the environment. There are specific requirements to 

involve environmental authorities and all concerned stakeholders in the preparation and 

follow-up of the national CAP Strategic Plans (covering both pillars). The new CAP will 

provide more subsidiarity and flexibility to member states. It gives a framework with more 

focus on results and less on compliance control. As regards the 2nd pillar (Rural 

Development), instead of a detailed list of 69 measures and sub-measures, only 8 broad 

types of intervention are described in the regulation and member states can adjust and tailor 

these to their needs. All measures in the previous regulation are however covered by these 

types of intervention. It is important that member states with ongoing large carnivore conflicts 

include the relevant needs and priorities in their new Priority Action Frameworks (PAFs) as 

these are considered planning tools under the Nature Directives, to be taken into account 
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when preparing the national CAP Strategic Plans, in relation to the specific objective for 

biodiversity, habitats and landscapes.  

 Group work 2.3

During the presentations, participants noted their thoughts on the advantages of and barriers 

to using RD support for coexistence measures. Following the presentations, the comments 

were grouped and it was found that there were two main topics which should be addressed 

for RD support to be more effectively deployed in future. These were as follows: 

 Administrative burdens – the RDPs have been found to be administratively heavy 

both for the managing authorities and for the applicants. According to the presenters, 

an application can take up to two years to process which is not ideal in the case 

livestock protection which needs a quick reaction in order to protect a flock or herd 

effectively.  

 Acceptance of measures – even if managing authorities put measures into their 

RDPs, these will not be successful unless potential beneficiaries are willing to apply 

for them.  

There is some cross-over between the two topics addressed since the acceptance of 

measures by beneficiaries is clearly influenced by the amount of work they have to carry out 

to apply to the measures. The workshop broke into two smaller groups to discuss the above 

topics. At the end, they came back together to discuss as a group (see Annex 3 for the 

photos of the break out group findings). The participants agreed the main points of 

discussion which were drafted into the Workshop Statement. 
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 Conclusions and next steps 3.

 Workshop statement 3.1

The Commission legislative proposals for the new Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) after 

2020, provide an opportunity for the EU and Member States, with the input of key 

stakeholders, to further tailor and design specific measures to protect livestock farming from 

potential damages caused by large carnivores. The workshop participants stress the 

importance of including support to assist livestock farming and prevent livestock depredation 

in all Rural Development Programmes (RDPs) where livestock depredation by large 

carnivores is, or could become, an issue. All concerned Member States should highlight the 

need for providing support for this purpose in their prioritised action framework ( PAF)2 

identifying their priorities and funding needs for the implementation of the Habitats Directive 

and should reflect such needs in their CAP Strategic Plans under the new CAP, proposing 

and developing the necessary measures. The European Commission should check the 

consistency of such measures with the identified environmental priorities, when approving 

the CAP Strategic Plans.  

The participants make the following recommendations to the European Commission and 

national and regional authorities for improving the use of the RDPs to prevent livestock 

depredation by large carnivores:  

Application process: The RDP application process and Member States administrative 

systems should be simplified so that the procedures are easy for individual farmers to 

complete. Ideally the application process should be digitalised, including an online tracking 

system for the application. The application process should be continuous and cover multi -

annual actions (rather than having calls with an opening and closing date). The whole 

procedure should be clear and transparent so that beneficiaries know what is happening with 

their application and when they will receive the financial support.  

Support received: It is essential that support includes not only the cost of buying equipment 

but also the costs of the additional work required for implementing and maintaining 

prevention measures over the long term.   

Instruments used: The number of instruments used for coexistence measures should be 

reduced i.e. by clarifying which measures are most efficient and effective in addressing 

coexistence measures. It should be possible to submit joint applications covering a particular 

area where large carnivores are present and the process for doing this should be simplified. 

Alternative models such as paying for results or set-rates for additional work load for a 

particular region could be considered if this does not increase the administrative burden. 

Results-based agri-environmental schemes can be designed in a locally-led and community-

based manner, which can bring added value for those farmers and farming systems that 

must coexist with large carnivores. 

Controls: The minimum requirements that beneficiaries must meet when implementing a 

specific measure including the technical requirements for the type of equipment and its use 

(e.g. height of fences, voltage used, installation and maintenance requirements) must be well 

communicated. Monitoring and controlling should be simplified with more focus on results. 

Controls can currently take significant amounts of time and halt important work.  

                                              
2
 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/financing/index_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/natura2000/financing/index_en.htm
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Advice and peer to peer exchange: Local Champions (experts on the instruments 

available) should be engaged and trained in speaking to potential beneficiaries, assisting 

them in putting measures in place on the ground and ensuring the measures put in place are 

complementary. Exchanges between beneficiaries in different areas and Member States 

should be supported so that they can learn from each other what works well (and what 

doesn’t work) in particular settings.  

Political willingness: In many cases, prevention measures are rejected because there is a 

lack of political willingness to accept the presence of large carnivores in an area. Authorities 

and stakeholder representatives have a duty to communicate clearly what types of large 

carnivore management are legally possible under the Habitats Directive and encourage 

stakeholders to protect their animals in the case that large carnivores are present.   

Fit with other policy instruments: The fit of measures to support coexistence with other 

actions under the RDP, pillar 1 support and other funding streams should be maximised to 

avoid perverse incentives. The potential of the pillar 1 eco-scheme under the next CAP, for 

supporting livestock managers in areas with large carnivores should be explored and 

measures should complement one another. 

 

Agreed by the workshop participants Goslar, 18 September 2018 

 Next steps 3.2

The Platform members will continue to work on the topic of raising awareness about the 

potential to use the RDPs to support livestock keepers in preventing livestock depredation 

both in the current funding period and as for the CAP 2021-2027. It was suggested at the 

workshop that as the new CAP develops, the Platform should consider providing a tool -box 

for member states on supporting protection of livestock under the new CAP. This will be 

considered in as part of the Platform’s future work plan.  
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 Annex 1. Agenda 4.

Table 1 Agenda of the 6th Regional Workshop of the EU Large Carnivore Platform 

Time Topic Speaker 

13:00-

13:10 
Welcome and introduction to the EU Platform  

Chairs: 

Jurgen Tack, ELO, co-chair of the EU 

Platform 

Luis Suárez, WWF Spain, EU 

Platform member  

13:10-

13:30 

Use of the Rural Development Programmes 

across Europe to prevent livestock depredation  

Q&A 

Katrina Marsden, Platform Secretariat 

(adelphi) 

13:30-

13:50 

Combining EU Rural Development support with 

national funding streams: the example of Trentino, 

Italy 

Q&A 

Giovanni Giovannini, Province of 

Trento, Italy 

13:50-

14:10 

Starting to use EU Rural Development support: 

the example of Castilla-La Mancha 

Q&A 

Erundino Alonso García, Regional 

Government of Castilla-La Mancha, 

Spain  

14:10-

14:30 

A bottom-up approach to using Rural 

Development support - SusiAita Project 

(WolfFence) LEADER project in Finland 

Q&A 

Antti Rinne, Finnish Wildlife Agency  

14:30-

14:50 

The problems with using EU Rural Development 

support – preference for regional financing: the 

example of Brandenburg 

Q&A 

Andreas Piela, Ministry of Rural 

Development, Environment and 

Agriculture Brandenburg, Germany 

14:50-

15:00 
Questions / clarifications  Chairs 

15:00-

15:30 
Coffee break   

15:30-

15:50 

The shepherds’ viewpoints – how EU funding 

supporting coexistence with large carnivores can 

be improved 

Q&A 

Andreas Schenk, German 

association of professional shepherds 

15:50-

16:10 

Perspectives for financing measures to support 

coexistence with large carnivores after 2020 

Q&A 

Marco Cipriani, European 

Commission  

16:10-

17:10 
Discussion / break out groups 

Moderated by Jurgen Tack, ELO; 

Luis Suárez, WWF Spain; Moritz 
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Time Topic Speaker 

Klose, WWF Germany 

17:10-

17:30 
Discussion of findings and close Chairs 
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 Annex 2. Participants list 5.

Table 2 Participants of the 6th Regional Platform of the EU Large Carnivore Platform. 

 Name Organization 

1 Aivars Ornicans  
Hunting and Wildlife Management, Latvian State Forest Research 

Institute "Silava" 

2 Andreas Piela 
Ministry of Rural Development, Environment and Agriculture 

Brandenburg 

3 Andreas Schenk German association of professional shepherds 

4 Anna Sandor  

5 Anne Ollila Reindeer Herders’ Association 

6 Anni Henning European Wilderness Society 

7 Antti Rinne Finnish Wildlife Agency 

8 Blanca Berzosa WWF Spain 

9 Cristian Remus Papp  WWF Romania 

10 David Scallan FACE 

11 Erundino Alonso Regional Government of Castilla-La Mancha, Spain 

12 Franziska Kroh FACE 

13 Giovanni Giovanini Department of Forestry, Autonomous Province of Trento, Italy 

14 Haap van der Waarde WWF Netherlands 

15 Hanna Nurmi Reindeer Herders’ Association 

16 Janis Ozolins 
Hunting and Wildlife Management, Latvian State Forest Research 

Institute "Silava", IUCN 

17 Jurgen Tack European Landowners’ Organization 

18 Katharina Brandt Platform Secretariat (adelphi) 

19 Katrina Marsden Platform Secretariat (adelphi) 

20 Luis Suárez WWF Spain 

21 Marco Cipriani European Commission 

22 Marie Neuwald Naturschutzbund Deutschland e.V. (NABU) 

23 Max Rossberg  European Wilderness Society 

24 Moritz Klose WWF Germany 

25 Niels Gilissen  Dutch Real Estate Agency 
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26 Piotr Chmielewski WWF Poland 

27 Praveen Saptarshi Savitribai Phule Pune University 

28 Ravindra Jaybhaye Savitribai Phule Pune University 

29 Sakari Mykrä CIC 

30 Silvia Ribeiro Grupo Lobo, Portugal 

31 Sybille Klenzendorf WWF 

32 Yolanda Cortés WWF Spain 
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 Annex 3. Break out group results 6.

Advantages and Barriers 

 

 

 

Table 3 Barriers to and advantages of using EAFRD to fund damage prevention measures.  

Barriers Advantages 

Lack of visibility Good for large and expensive projects 

Lack of info regarding the funds for using / 

implementing protection measures in some 

countries 

Promotes prevention measures 

Measures supported in each country differ Use of funds for livestock protection measures 

Lack of willingness to adapt measures Large amount of money available 

Uncertainty if these measures work Availability of budget for environmental objectives 

Social rejection and lack of political willingness Funding can be applied to local needs through 

small projects 

Timescale Variability of measures 

Bureaucracy (lot of paperwork) Positive “side effects”: improves herd 

management, supports production 

Competition from other measures and priorities  Flexible 

Figure 1 Luis Suárez (WWF) discussing with workshop participants advantages and barriers of 

using the EAFRD. 
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Discussion results 

Group 1 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Results presented by Group 2 on solutions to administrative burdens and ways to 

increase the acceptance of prevention measures. 

Possible solutions to administrative burdens 

 Multi-annual continuous process 

 Base controls and procedures on the amount of money 

 Less control of the procedure and more of the results 

 Possibility of joint applying (collective) 

Ways to increase acceptance of measures 

 Direct fund streams for cooperatives, programmes and project 

 Use of pillar 1 to promote good practices 

 

Figure 2 Group discussing solutions for administrative burdens and ways to increase 

acceptance of prevention measures. 
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Group 2 

 

 

 

Administrative burdens 

 Number of instruments 

 Local Champions (experts on instruments) (for both issues)  

 Simplification of the application forms 

 Transparent procedures with clear deadlines (online tracking of file)  

Acceptance of measures 

 Full coverage of all costs including secondary effects 

 Clear minimum requirements for financial support 

 Message should be spread by other shepherds (positive or negative) 

Combination of the above!!  

 

Summary of solutions for administrative burdens: 

 Simplification 

 Transparency 

 Long lasting 

 Joint application 

 

Figure 4 Results presented by Group 2 on solutions to administrative burdens and ways to 

increase the acceptance of prevention measures. 


