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Abstract. The paper brings into discussion the opinions of Popescu et al. published
in 2019 regarding carnivore conservation in Romania in the context of some recent
legislation changes, namely the decision of the Ministry of Environment not to is-
sue for 2016 a derogation order for carnivores and the decision of the same ministry
to issue such an order in 2017. This article provides important details on carnivore
management and conservation along time and reveals the differences between the
former active management and the present passive one (culling carnivores only
when are dangerous to people, based on derogations). The latter resulted from the
strict protection decided at the time of the accession in the European Union and
was exacerbated by some further decisions (like those mentioned by Popescu et
al.). The paper also addresses the coexistence with carnivores for centuries in the
Romanian Carpathians and underlines the need for tolerance from those humans
literally sharing the landscapes with carnivores. Such tolerance cannot be attained
by the strict protection which intensifies conflicts instead of preventing or keeping
them under control. Last but not least, it is proposed that scientific research (advo-
cated by Popescu et al) should be used constantly and not only in a certain direction.
Moreover, a precautionary approach should be invoked especially in the cases when
changing a system which has worked well along decades is sought. In the case of
carnivores in Romania, none of these two (a precautionary approach and scientific
evidence) was used in taking the relatively recent decisions under discussion here.
The paper concludes that for Romania to remain an example of coexistence of car-
nivores and humans for the rest of Europe and “to safeguard Europe’s last wild
frontier”, the actual system which produces negative effects on conservation should
be reconsidered and not perpetuated as Popescu et al. pretend.
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Conservarea biodiversitatii este una dintre pri-
oritatile societatii moderne, iar speciile emble-
matice cum sunt si carnivorele mari, fac subiec-
tul unor cotroverse aprinse, in special in tarile
in care sunt prezente in populatii numeroase,
asa cum este si cazul Romaniei. Situatiile tot
mai dese de atacuri asupra oamenilor dar si pa-
trunderea 1n sate si orase chiar in timpul zilei
a unor ursi in cautare de hrana, par sa puna in
pericol o coexistentd relativ pasnica ce a dai-
nuit de-a lungul timpului in Romania - tara
cu cei mai multi ursi din Uniunea Europeana.
Mediatizarea exagerata a acestor evenimente
creaza emotii intense si pareri divergente asu-
pra subiectului. In foarte putine cazuri insa, se
incearca o intelegere a cauzelor complexe ale
acestui fenomen, unul neobisnuit in trecut in
tara noastra si care pare sa ducd aceste specii
spre o riscruce a existentei lor. In acest context,
in luna iunie a anului 2019, Popescu si colab. au
publicat un punct de vedere in revista Science
(Popescu et al. 2019) pe tema marilor carnivo-
re din Romaénia, in contextul unor schimbari
legislative relativ recente, sugerand céa aceste
schimbdri ar Tmbunatati coexistenta omului cu
aceste animale si ca atare, ar asigura perpetu-
area acestor specii in viitor. Este vorba de de-
cizia Ministerului Mediului de a nu emite un
ordin de derogare in cazul speciilor urs, lup si
pisica salbatica pentru anul 2016 (in ciuda con-
flictelor produse), decizie considerata a zgudui
,,un sistem de management prin vanatoare re-
gulata existent de decenii”, urmata in anul 2017
de emiterea unui astfel de ordin (interpretat de
autorii punctului de vedere mentionat ca fiind
,,un nou sistem de management”).

Chiar daca suntem de acord ca in Romania
carnivorele se indreapta spre o rascruce, con-
sideram ca unele din motivele care le-ar putea
aduce acolo, sunt tocmai evenimentele si acte-
le normative mentionate de autorii in cauza ca
fiind de naturd sa asigure coexistenta acestora
cu omul. Ca atare, prin acest material, dorim sa
aducem clarificari asupra acestui subiect (deo-
sebit de sensibil si complex in acelasi timp), in
scopul gasirii solutiilor optime pentru conser-
varea acestor specii emblematice.
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Conservarea carnivorelor nu este o poveste
noud in Romania, iar rezultatele sunt usor vi-
zibile, tara noastra avand cele mai mari efecti-
ve ale acestor specii din Europa (cu exceptia
Rusiei) (Chapron et al. 2014). De-a lungul mai
multor decenii au fost aplicate diferite strategii
de conservare. De exemplu, in cazul ursului
(Ursus arctos L.), vanatoarea a fost restric-
tionatd si strict reglementata (i.e. impunerea
unui sezon de vanatoare, stabilirea unei cote
de recoltare, interzicerea vanarii la barlog si a
femelelor cu pui) incad din anul 1953 (Decret
nr. 76/1953), cand efectivele speciei au atins
un nivel foarte redus (860 exemplare — Ordin
nr. 625/2018, Chapron et al. 2014). Mai tarziu,
in 1976, sezonul de vanatoare a fost redus la 6
luni si Tmpartit in doud perioade (primavara si
toamna) (Lege nr. 26/1976). De asemenea, au
fost infiintate fonduri speciale pentru gestio-
narea vanatului (cu regim de administrare prin
planuri speciale forestiere si de vanatoare), in
care s-au oferit conditii superioare in ceea ce
priveste hrana (atat cantitativ dar §i ca perioa-
da de hranire) (Ordin nr. 625/2018). in aceeasi
perioada, in timpul regimului communist, ur-
sii au beneficiat de un regim preferential, fi-
ind Ingrijiti atent pentru a oferi trofee cat mai
mari si in mod permanent dictatorului Nicolae
Ceausescu (Salvatori et al. 2002). Incepand
din 1996 (Lege nr. 103/1996), ursul a fost de-
clarat specie protejatd in Romania. Pentru ras
(Lynx lynx L.), vanatoarea cu sezon a fost im-
pusd 1n anul 1976 (Lege nr. 26/1976) si pro-
tectia stricta a fost instaurata in 2006 (Lege
nr. 407/2006). Lupul (Canis lupus L.) a fost
considerat un daundtor pentru o perioada lunga
de timp, vanarea fiind permisa tot timpul anu-
lui (chiar prin utilizarea curselor si otravii). A
fost declarat specie protejatd in 1996 (Lege nr.
103/1996). Trebuie mentionat faptul ca pana
la aderarea la Uniunea Europeana (in 2007),
chiar daca speciile de carnivore erau conside-
rate ca protejate, controlul densitatii populati-
ilor (inclusiv prin extragerea sustenabila prin
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vanatoare strict reglementata acolo unde efec-
tivele depaseau valorile optime), a fost optiu-
nea de gestionare normala (Lege nr. 103/1996
si Lege nr. 407/2006 in forma originald).
Implementarea tuturor acestor prevederi le-
gislative au dus nu doar la realizarea si pas-
trarea celor mai mari efective de carnivore
din Europa, ci si la asigurarea unui context
favorabil coexistentei cu omul in cuprinsul pe-
isajelor naturale intinse. Gestionarea activa a
populatiilor de carnivore includea cateva par-
ticularitati importante: (i) era planificatd din
timp (cota de recolta era aprobata de stat si nu
decisa de gestionari) si monitorizatd in timp;
(i1) controla densitatile efectivelor comparativ
cu capacitatea habitatului existent (tinand cont
de marimea populatiei, structura pe varste si pe
sexe); (iii) controla eficient conflictele cu omul
(prin interventia prompta asupra exemplarelor
care produceau pagube importante sau erau
agresive fatd de om). Ca urmare, prin echili-
brarea abilitdtilor competitive ale celor doi
competitori (carnivorele pe de o parte si omul
de celalata parte), acest mod de gestionare a
asigurat o ,,coexistentd solida” (i.e. ambii ac-
tori impart aceleasi resurse si niciunul nu este
amenintat sa fie exclus de celalalt, datorita fap-
tului ca abilitatile competitive sunt controlate
si relativ egale - Chapron si Lopez-Bao 2016).
Mai mult decat atat, prin primele doua puncte
enumerate mai sus, gestionarea a asigurat nu
doar o simpla densitate, ci implicit si o struc-
turd echilibratd in privinta varstelor si o stare
de sandtate buna (prin extragerea exemplare-
lor necorespunzatoare). Astfel, managementul
speciei devenea sustenabil si in ceea ce prives-
te calitatea (i.e. asigura prezenta permanenta
a exemplarelor dominante, foarte viguroase,
care nu pot fi obtinute decat prin selectie si
protejare) nu doar in ceea ce priveste canti-
tatea. Obtinerea si mentinerea celei mai mari
populatii de urs din Europa, dar si obtinerea
in mod continuu de-a lungul anilor (chiar si in
perioada recentd) a unor trofee foarte valoroa-
se, dovedesc calitatea actului de management
practicat in Romania de-a lungul timpului. in
ciuda acestor realitati, la momentul aderarii la
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Uniunea Europeana (in 2007), managementul
carnivorelor s-a schimbat pe baza unei decizii
politice (i.e. au fost declarate strict protejate
prin Ordonanta de urgenta nr. 57/2007) fara
niciun fundament stiintific. Ca atare, sistemul
de gestionare activa utilizat anterior a fost in-
locuit cu un sistem pasiv, de interventie sau
derogare (i.e. bazat in principal pe extragerea
exemplarelor care au produs deja pagube sau
au atacat oameni) (Ordonanta de urgentd nr.
57/2007; Lege nr. 407/2006 — in forma actu-
alizatd in 2008). Acest sistem nou nu previne
conflictul si nici mécar nu are cum sa repare
urmarile sale, masurile luate avand ca rezultat,
in cel mai bun caz, reducerea sanselor de repe-
tare a unor asemenea evenimente pe viitor, de
catre animalul in cauzi. in plus, nu ia in cal-
cul niciunul din parametrii populatiei (i.e. nu
asigurd control asupra densitatii, structurii pe
varste sau pe sexe), pentru a mentine efecti-
vele in limitele portantei habitatului si pentru
a controla nivelul conflictelor cu omul si nu
este un sistem planificat anterior, bazandu-se
pe interventii neprevazute (stabilite de la caz la
caz).Astfel de actiuni sunt permise doar daca si
cand factorii de decizie cedeaza presiunii exer-
citate asupra lor de catre mass-media sau auto-
ritati locale si aproba interventia pentru a asi-
gura siguranta populatiei si a bunurilor. Aceste
interventii sunt limitate la un numar maxim
pe an la nivelul intregii tari (un numar care
nu este un obiectiv ce trebuie atins, asa cum
s-a inteles gresit de catre anumite persoane, ci
o limita care nu poate fi depasita). Controlul
densitatii efectivelor a rdmas o optiune inca
doar in conditii speciale (pe baza unui plan de
actiune sau management aprobat, sau pe baza
unor studii elaborate la solicitarea autoritatii
nationale) si practic nu a mai fost utilizat pana
in prezent.

Pentru implementarea acestui sistem nou de
gestionare, a fost emisa o procedura speciala de
derogare in anul 2007 (Ordin nr. 1369/2007),
care a fost apoi actualizata in 2009 (Ordin nr.
14/2009). Pe baza acesteia, s-a stabilit anual
(pana in 2016) un nivel maxim de interventie
(Ordin nr. 1386/2007; Ordin nr. 1092/2008;
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Ordin nr. 1223/2009; Ordin nr. 1423/2010;
Ordin nr. 2278/2011; Ordin nr. 3456/2012;
Ordin nr. 2187/2013; Ordin nr. 1575/2014;
Ordin nr. 1439/2015) prin care Romaénia, in
conditii speciale, putea sa extragd exemplare
din aceste specii protejate. Ordinul de minis-
tru din 2017 (Ordin nr. 1169/2017), mentio-
nat de Popescu si colab., reprezintd doar un
act similar cu celelalte ordine emise anterior,
oferind din nou, dupd o pauzad de un an, un
nivel maxim de interventie. Merita mentionat
faptul ca, spre deosebire de celelalte ordine,
acesta a centralizat decizia (derogarile fiind
toate la dispozitia autoritatii publice centrale
pentru protectia mediului), fara a mai transfera
o parte gestionarilor de fonduri cinegetice (in
anii anteriori, un anumit numar de exemplare
se repartiza gestionarilor, in zonele cu pagube
insemnate). De asemenea, ordinul nu mai avea
o perioada fixa de aplicare ca cele anterioa-
re, fiind valid pana la epuizarea numarului de
derogiri. In general, desi centralizarea decizi-
ei poate fi considerata de unii ca fiind benefi-
ca, procedura foarte complicatd de obtinere a
derogarilor face sistemul de decizie mai degra-
ba ineficient decat eficient, de cele mai multe
ori fiind imposibil de aplicat interventia asupra
animalului in cauza, pentru care s-a emis de-
cizia. In plus, intrucat ordinul de ministru nu
mai mentioneazd ca motiv pentru acceptarea
unei derogdri interventia ,,in interesul prote-
jarii faunei si florei salbatice si al conservarii
habitatelor naturale” (motiv existent in ordinul
care descrie procedura de derogéri - Ordin nr.
14/2009), se anuleaza orice sansa de a interve-
ni 1n scopul echilibrarii densitatilor in raport cu
capacitatea de portantd a habitatului. Ca atare,
acest ordin (Ordin nr. 1169/2017) nu a schim-
bat un sistem de vanatoare regulata existent de
decenii (fapt consumat deja in anul 2007) si nu
poate fi considerat nici un nou sistem de mana-
gement, asa cum sugereaza Popescu si colab.
Acest act legislativ nu reprezinta nimic altceva
decat o incercare de continuare a sistemului de
protectie strictd si interventii prin derogari, sis-
tem existent din anul 2007. Cele doua aspecte
mentionate mai sus (centralizarea deciziei si
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eliminarea interventiilor in interesul protejarii
faunei si conservarii habitatelor) il fac insa si
mai putin eficient decat cel anterior.

In acest context, decizia Ministerului
Mediului si Padurilor (si nu a Guvernului
Romaniei cum se precizeaza eronat de catre
Popescu si colab.) din octombrie 2016, de a
nu oferi niciun nivel de interventie nici macar
in interesul asigurdrii sanatatii si securitatii
populatiei si in scopul prevenirii unor daune
importante, a reprezentat de fapt anularea ori-
carei sanse de a asigura siguranta cetatenilor si
a bunurilor lor in fata unor animale periculoa-
se. O astfel de decizie nu a “zguduit un sistem
de management prin vanatoare regulatd exis-
tent de decenii” (schimbare care s-a produs in
2007), ci mai degrabad a redus serios sansele de
coabitare a omului cu carnivorele (iar in zonele
cu conflicte frecvente a anulat orice astfel de
sansd). Ca atare, o astfel de decizie a zguduit
serios coexistenta de decenii a celor doi actori,
punéand in pericol un model unic de coabita-
re si utilizare In comun a resurselor naturale,
un model care ar putea fi utilizat pentru im-
bunatatirea efectelor eforturilor de conservare
a carnivorelor In alte tari si la scard mai mare
(Chapron et al. 2014). Mai degraba poate fi
considerat un pas spre un alt sistem de mana-
gement Ordinul nr. 625/2018, care aproba pla-
nul national de actiune pentru conservarea po-
pulatiei de urs brun din Romania, plan elaborat
conform cerintelor directivelor europene in
cazul speciilor protejate. Acest ordin nu creaza
insd un sistem intru totul nou urmarind ,,menti-
nerea populatiei de urs brun la un nivel optim,
astfel incat gestionarii fondurilor cinegetice sa
fie direct interesati sa fie implicati in masuri de
conservare a speciei urs brun, iar comunitatile
locale sa nu fie afectate de prezenta speciei in
zona lor de activitate”. Pentru realizarea aces-
tui deziderat, planul de actiune urmdreste ca tel
de gestionare mentinerea unui efectiv optim,
adica ,,numarul de exemplare apartinand unei
specii din fauna cinegetica, care habiteaza in-
tr-un fond cinegetic, intr-o anumita structurad
populationala, si asigura conservarea speciilor,
produce minimum de pagube si nu prezinta risc
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pentru populatia umana”. In acest sens, planul
asigurd atat protejarea speciei (cu eliminarea
doar prin interventie a exemplarelor care cau-
zeaza probleme) in zonele unde populatia are
densitati sub optim, iar in cele unde densitatea
este peste optim (numite zone de management
durabil), se propune ,reglarea densitatilor
efectivelor de urs brun prin actiuni de vana-
toare reglementata de catre autoritatea centralad
care raspunde de managementul speciei”. Ca
atare, este destul de asemanator cu sistemul
aplicat inainte de aderare, Deocamdata insa,
prevederile sale nu au fost puse in aplicare in
practica si ca atare nu se poate spune daca este
sau nu intr-adevar eficient.

Asadar, conform celor scrise mai sus, schim-
barea de la sistemul de gestionare activa la cel
de gestionare pasiva, de interventie, a avut
loc 1n anul 2007 si nu in 2016, asa cum su-
gereaza Popescu si colab. Cu toate cd aceas-
ta schimbare poate fi perceputa ca favorabild
conservarii de catre unii, mai degraba a slabit
»coexistenta solida” existentd pana atunci, in-
trucat abilitatile competitive ale carnivorelor
(in special cazul ursilor) nu mai sunt controla-
te si diferentierea niselor celor doi actori este
si mai redusa fatd de cum era (in fapt nisele
incep sd se suprapuna tot mai mult, atat din
cauza expansiunii asezdrilor umane cat si a
expansiunii carnivorelor, in special a ursului,
in zone in care acestea nu existau in trecut).
Mai mult decat atat, decizii ca cea din 2016
(de a nu oferi nicio cale legala de asigurare a
securitatii si sanatatii populatiei si bunurilor),
mai degraba vor impinge relatia spre exclude-
re, intrucat carnivorele nu mai sunt controlate
deloc, nisele se suprapun tot mai mult si con-
flictele sunt tot mai dese. Toate acestea vor
duce la respingerea carnivorelor de catre om
(actorul cel mai puternic in aceasta relatie) si
nu spre conservare, asa cum se doreste. Astfel
de decizii, impuse farad niciun fundament stiin-
tific si ignorand contextul real (efective foarte
mari de carnivore, cu habitat suprapus cu cel
al omului si conflicte frecvente), sunt mai de-
graba cauzele care vor duce carnivorele la o
rascruce in Romania si mai degraba compro-
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mit coexistenta cu carnivorele in viitor in loc
sd protejeze ,,ultima frontiera a salbaticiei in
Europa”, asa cum considera Popescu si colab.

Metodele de evaluare care stau la haza deciziilor
tle management

Un alt obiectiv considerat de Popescu si colab.
ca fiind important pentru salvarea carnivorelor
in Romania, se referd la imbunatatirea meto-
dologiilor de evaluare a efectivelor de carni-
vore (cea existentd fiind considerata eronata
si fara fundament stiintific). Cu toate ca este
de dorit ca metodele de evaluare a populati-
ilor de carnivore sd fie imbunatatite continuu
si pe baze stiintifice, acest deziderat trebuie
sa devind prioritate sau urgenta pentru con-
servarea acestor specii, atunci cand metodele
actuale produc efecte negative serioase asu-
pra populatiilor acestora. Mai mult decat atat,
metodele uzuale de evaluare in managementul
faunei sunt instrumente utilizate de gestionari
in activitatea lor curenta si nu pentru cercetare
stiintifica. Ca atare, acestea trebuie sa fie ro-
buste si cat mai simple, pentru a oferi rezultate
bune cu un efort uman si financiar relativ re-
dus (i.e. imbunatatirea preciziei rezultatelor nu
trebuie sa reduca eficienta in ceea ce priveste
timpul alocat, personalul implicat si logistica
necesard implementrii). In Romania, metode-
le utilizate de-a lungul deceniilor si deciziile
de management luate pe baza rezultatelor lor
au dus nu doar la refacerea populatiei de urs
in trecut, de la cei 860 de ursi ramasi dupa al
doilea razboi mondial, la peste 6000 de indi-
vizi in prezent (Chapron et al. 2014), dar si la
mentinerea efectivului ridicat si stabil (Boitani
et al. 2015), sau chiar in crestere (Cazacu et al.
2014). Daca metodele folosite ar fi atat de de-
fectuoase, un astfel de rezultat nu ar fi fost po-
sibil. Luand in considerare faptul ca in prezent
populatia de urs din Romania este foarte mare
(de fapt cea mai mare din Europa — Chapron
et al. 2014) si nu aratd niciun semn de regres,
metoda de evaluare pe baza careia se iau deci-
ziile de management nu poate fi invinuita de a

163



Bucov. For. 19(2): 159-168, 2019

fi adus carnivorele la o rascruce, iar schimba-
rea acesteia nu poate fi considerata o piatra de
hotar in conservarea carnivorelor (cu exceptia
cazului in care se poate demonstra ca duce la
subestimarea semnificativa si constanta a efec-
tivelor). Mai mult decat atat, vanatoarea regu-
lata a inceput in anul 1953 (Decret nr. 76/1953)
si a fost opritd in anul 2007 (Ordonanta de ur-
gentd nr. 57/2007). In aceastd perioada, efec-
tivele de urs au crescut de la 860 de indivizi
dupa razboi, la un maxim de 8000 in 1988,
pentru ca apoi sa se stabilizeze la aproximativ
6000 de exemplare (Ordin nr. 625/2018), cifra
raportatd si in prezent (Chapron et al. 2014).
Ca atare, vechiul sistem de gestionare activa
si metodele de evaluare a efectivelor utilizate
in fundamentarea deciziilor de management
nu pot fi acuzate cd ar fi adus carnivorele la
o rascruce. Mai degraba noile metode/strategii
de protejare stricta aplicate intr-un context ne-
potrivit (i.e. existenta unor efective foarte mari
si stabile sau chiar in crestere; habitat supra-
pus cu cel al omului si conflicte frecvente cu
omul), pot fi cauza acestei evolutii nedorite.

Coexistenta omului cu carnivorele in Romania

In punctul de vedere amintit, Popescu si colab.
mentioneaza de asemenea ca prin ,,reconcilie-
rea strategiilor sale de conservare a carnivore-
lor mari”, Romania ,,poate servi ca un exem-
plu de coexistentd a omului cu carnivorele in
Uniunea Europeand”. Pentru o astfel de co-
existentd, consideram ca este insd obligatoriu
ca omul (cel mai puternic dintre cei doi actori)
sd tolereze carnivorele.

In ceea ce priveste toleranta omului fata de
carnivore si folosirea In comun a resurselor
naturale, consideram cd intr-adevar Roméania
poate fi un exemplu de coexistenta pentru
Uniunea Europeana. De fapt, este deja un ast-
fel de exemplu, fiind tara care a adapostit tot
timpul si Inca adaposteste aceste specii (chiar
in cele mai mari efective). Este important de
inteles 1nsd, ca pentru a coexista, trebuie sa
impartim acelasi loc, in acelasi timp. Si mai
164
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important este s intelegem ca aceasta coexis-
tentd implicd nu omul in general, ci doar pe
cei care intr-adevar impart resursele cu carni-
vorele (sunt parte din acelasi ecosistem cu car-
nivorele - Chapron si Lopez-Bao 2016). Deci
coexistenta poate fi asigurata doar daca sunt in
primul rand intelese si apoi respectate nevoile
locuitorilor din comunititile locale, care sunt
in contact direct si de fapt in competitie direc-
ta cu aceste animale. In contextul competitiei
intre specii (asa cum este si cazul omului cu
carnivorele - Chapron si Lopez-Bao 2016),
coexistenta nu poate fi realizata insa decat ca
o cale de mijloc sau un compromis: niciunul
dintre cei doi competitori nu trebuic sa aiba
abilitdti competitive superioare celuilalt, sau
daca are, acestea trebuie controlate (altfel cel
mai slab ar fi eliminat - Chapron si Lopez-Bao
2016). Protejarea stricta a carnivorelor in con-
textul unor populatii foarte mari, care folosesc
tot mai des resursele cultivate de catre om si
chiar patrund peste oameni in sate si orase, nu
reprezintd deloc o astfel de cale de mijloc, ci
mai degrabd o extrema periculoasd. Aceastd
extrema pune in pericol coexistenta, intrucat
confera unui singur actor (carnivorele) toate
abilitatile, in timp ce le anihileazd complet pe
cele ale celuilalt (omul). Paradoxal insa, con-
trar teoriei ecologiei, o astfel de relatie nu va
duce la disparitia omului din ecosistem, ci mai
degraba la cea a carnivorelor, intrucat omul
(de departe cel mai puternic dintre cei doi) nu
va mai accepta costurile acestei conservari si
va ajunge sa respinga ideea de coexistentda cu
carnivorele. Ca atare, oamenii aflati in conflict
cu carnivorele vor face tot ce e posibil pentru
pentru a se proteja (Holmes 2007), sau pur si
simplu pentru a protesta Impotriva unui stil de
conservare ,,urban” (von Essen et al. 2015), stil
care pare mai degraba o forma de discriminare
decat un sistem echitabil (in care toti Impart
costurile conservarii). Astfel, in loc si fie un
model pentru térile din vest in ceea ce prives-
te coexistenta si toleranta fata de carnivore,
Romania risca sa ajunga de fapt la fel ca aceste
tari. Acolo, carnivorele nu doar ca au fost ex-
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terminate in trecut, fiind considerate dusmani
ai omului, dar 1n prezent, in ciuda tuturor decla-
ratiilor si discursurilor favorabile conservarii,
societatile vestice sunt impotriva reintoarcerii
acestor specii. Cazurile celor doi ursi - cel care
a trecut In Germania in anul 2006 (Deutsche
Welle, 2006) si cel care a intrat in Elvetia in
2013 - (Swiss Info 2013) — impuscati doar pen-
tru cd au fost considerati o potentiald amenin-
tare (deci fara sa atace oameni), sunt graitoare
in acest sens. Ca sa nu mai mentionam si cazul
singurului zimbru sélbatic care a trecut granita
din Polonia in Germania in anul 2017 si a fost
de asemenea ucis, fiind considerat o potentia-
1a amenintare la adresa populatiei umane (The
Independent 2017).

Ca atare, consideram ca pentru a mentine co-
existenta cu carnivorele, trebuie sd invatam din
experienta Indelungatd in gestionarea resurse-
lor din cuprinsul peisajelor naturale si a popu-
latiilor de carnivore pe care acestea le contin.
Existenta continua de-a lungul deceniilor a
acestor carnivore dovedeste succesul obtinut
printr-un management responsabil atit a aces-
tor specii, cat si a habitatului lor. Efectivele de
carnivore, foarte mari si viabile, sunt rezultatul
deceniilor de gestionare inteleapta (care a in-
clus controlul strict al activitatilor de recoltare,
ceea ce inseamna de fapt controlul abilitatilor
competitive ale omului asupra carnivorelor),
si nu a deciziilor relativ recente de protejare
stricta (luate la momentul aderarii la Uniunea
Europeana, in 2007), sau a deciziei din 2016,
de a nu oferi nicio sansa de interventie in inte-
resul sanatatii si securitatii populatiei si in sco-
pul prevenirii unor daune importante. Aceste
decizii recente (incepand cu cea din 2007),
bazate pe statutul de specii amenintate si peri-
clitate (ceea ce nu este cazul carnivorelor din
Romania), sunt mai degrabd masuri aplicate
intr-un context gresit si ca atare, nu ar trebui sa
serveasca drept exemplu pentru nicio alta tara.

Nu in ultimul rand, densitatile foarte mari ale
carnivorelor nu aduc doar conflicte cu locuito-
rii comunitatilor locale. Prin pradare sau alun-
gare (datoritd producerii unui asa zis teritoriu
al fricii - “landscape of fear” — Laundré et al.
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2001), se reduc drastic populatiile de ungulate
si cresc mult costurile gestiondrii fondurilor ci-
negetice (intrucat ursii consuma cantitati mari
din hrana complementara pusa pentru ungula-
te). Ca urmare, carnivorele incep sa fie perce-
pute ca daunatoare chiar de catre gestionarii de
fonduri cinegetice, care in trecut le-au pretuit
si le-au protejat, asigurand din fonduri proprii
toate costurile necesare managementului ce a
adus populatiile la nivelul actual.

Asadar, daca cheia pentru a ,,proteja ultima
frontiera a salbaticiei in Europa™ este coexis-
tenta, pare mai intelept sa fie utilizate siste-
mele de gestionare care au creat si mentinut
aceastd coexistenta relativ stabild, si nu sa fie
improvizate noi sisteme de protectie sau chiar
mai rau, sa fie aduse modificari drastice (fara
niciun fundament stiintific), ce pun in pericol
acest echilibru. Astfel de masuri pripite, fara
fundament stiintific, care ignora si chiar con-
trazic experienta bogatd pe tema gestionarii
carnivorelor in Romaénia, sunt de natura sa
aduca intr-adevar aceste specii la o rascruce nu
doar in ceea ce priveste starea lor de conser-
vare (inca favorabild), ci chiar existenta lor in
continuare in padurile Romaniei.

Rolul cercetarii stiintifice

In ceea ce priveste cercetarea stiintifica,
Popescu et al. subliniazd importanta conlu-
crarii factorilor implicati pentru a elabora un
plan de cercetare pe termen lung a carnivore-
lor mari, precum si faptul ca o stiinta ,trans-
parentd, acceptatd de toate partile implicate,
poate fi un catalizator pentru Romania in re-
concilierea strategiilor sale de conservare a
carnivorelor mari”.

Suntem de acord cu faptul ca stiinta tre-
buie sa fie utilizata in gestionarea resurselor
naturale si ca implicarea tuturor partilor este
necesara. Avand 1n vedere experienta si exper-
tiza gestionarilor si specialistilor in domeniu,
implicarea acestora in cercetdrile intreprinse
este esentiald nu doar pentru a asigura succe-
sul cercetarilor, dar si pentru a realiza un pro-
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dus functional si aplicabil in practica. Niciuna
din deciziile relativ recente la care fac referire
Popescu et al. (mentionate eronat a fi de fo-
los conservdrii carnivorelor) si nici cea de la
momentul aderarii, nu s-au luat cu implicarea
unor astfel de factori cheie. In plus, orice re-
zultate stiintifice trebuie testate intdi in con-
textul in care se doresc a fi aplicate si nu ge-
neralizate fara niciun discernamant, mai ales
intr-un context care este foarte diferit (e.g.
aplicarea protectiei stricte in cazul unor specii
care nu sunt nici rare si nici amenintate dar
care pot deveni o amenintare la adresa altor
specii si mai ales a omului - cazul carnivorelor
din Romania).

De asemenea, nu credem ca rezultatele cer-
cetarii trebuie sd fie acceptate de cétre toti
pentru ca sa fie puse in practica. Stiinta trebuie
sa fie doar obiectiva (indiferent de ce rezultate
aduce). Multumirea tuturor este mai degraba
obiectivul politicienilor si nu al oamenilor de
stiintd. Rezultatele stiintifice trebuie insa co-
municate In mod obiectiv si echilibrat, si nu
trunchiat sau prin manipulare emotionala.

Nu in ultimul rdnd, cu toate ca cercetarea
stiintificd este importantd pentru luarea deci-
ziilor, consideram ca utilizarea ei in acest scop
trebuie sa se facd constant si nu doar intr-o
anumita directie. Nu toate deciziile pe linie de
mediu luate iIn Romania s-au bazat pe rezul-
tate stiintifice si nici macar pe principiul pre-
cautiei. Unele au folosit ca pretext acest prin-
cipiu, in timp ce in cazul altora a fost ignorat.
Consideram ca acest principiu ar trebui invo-
cat si utilizat in special In cazul situatiilor in
care se doreste modificarea unor sisteme care
si-au dovedit functionalitatea de-a lungul de-
ceniilor. In cazul gestiondrii populatiilor de
carnivore din Romania, nu se poate spune ca
a fost utilizata o astfel de abordare precauta,
iar rezultatele sunt deja evidente. Deciziile
politice fara niciun fundament stiintific cum
este cea din 2007 de a schimba sistemul de
management, cat si cea din 2016 de a nu oferi
cotd de interventie 1n interesul sanatatii si se-
curitatii populatiei, sunt exemple elocvente in
acest sens.
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Concluzii

Existenta unei populatii de urs mult peste ni-
velul optim (cel putin din punct de vedere al
acceptantei populatiei umane), aratd ca gesti-
onarea din trecut a fost foarte favorabila car-
nivorelor (poate chiar prea favorabild) si in
niciun caz nu poate fi invinovatita ca ar pune
in pericol existenta acestora, ducandu-le spre
o rascruce. Trebuie acceptat faptul cd o popu-
latie de urs mare si viabila cum este cea din
Romania, nu este rezultatul catorva ani de re-
strictii decise politic si fara un fundament sti-
intific. Ea este rezultatul unei perioade lungi
de gestionare durabila care a asigurat nu doar
conditiile de habitat necesare speciei in cauza,
dar mai ales conditiile necesare coexistentei
cu omul. Ambele tipuri de conditii trebuie
asigurate simultan pentru supravietuirea car-
nivorelor in viitor. Rd&mane deci intr-adevar
de vazut daca Romania se va mentine ca un
exemplu de coexistentd a omului cu carnivo-
rele pentru restul Europei, sau devine o po-
veste 1n care politica influenteaza gestionarea
faunei, in contradictie cu evidenta empirica si
experienta acumulata pe aceasta tema. Pentru
prima variantd, este necesarda regandirea sis-
temului actual bazat pe protejare stricta si ex-
tragere prin interventie, care produce efecte
contrare dorintelor de conservare si nu pare
deloc sa securizeze ,,ultima frontiera a salbati-
ciei din Europa”, asa cum considera Popescu si
colab.. O implementare eficienta a planului de
actiune propus in anul 2018 poate repara gre-
seala facuta la momentul aderarii. O astfel de
implementare insa ar putea sd fie o provocare
mare, tocmai pentru ca in Romania incd se iau
multe decizii pur politice, bazate mai degraba
pe emotii decat pe realism, experienta si suport
stiintific.
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Conservation of biodiversity is one of the pri-
orities of modern society and flagship species,
like carnivores, are subject to intense contro-
versies. This is more common in countries
where such species have large and vigorous
populations as is the case of Romania. The
more and more frequent attacks on humans but
also the numerous cases of bears entering vil-
lages and towns in search for food at daylight
seem to threaten a relatively peaceful coexist-
ence which lasted along time in Romania — the
country with the largest bear population in the
European Union. The intense and exaggerated
media coverage of such cases bring intense
emotions and divergent opinions on the sub-
ject. However, very seldom efforts are made
to understand the complex causes of this phe-
nomenon, unusual in the past and which seems
to drive these species towards a crossroads. In
this context, in June 2019, Popescu et al. wrote
a letter on carnivores in Romania and recent
legislation changes (Popescu et al. 2019), sug-
gesting that such changes would improve the
coexistence with carnivores and secure their
perpetuation in the future. These changes refer
to the decision of the Ministry of Environment
not to issue for 2016 a derogation order for
bears, wolves and wild cats (despite the exist-
ing conflicts with humans), a decision consid-
ered by the authors to shake “the decades-old
wildlife management system of regulated hunt-
ing” and to the decision of the same ministry to
issue such an order in 2017 (interpreted by the
authors of the letter as being “a new manage-
ment system”). While we agree that carnivores
in Romania are heading to a crossroads, we
consider that some of the reasons which could
bring them there are indeed the events and legal
documents mentioned by the authors and con-
sidered by them as ensuring the coexistence of
humans with carnivores. Therefore, we would
like to bring here more information on this top-
ic (very sensitive but also complex), aiming to
find the optimal solutions for the conservation
of these flagship species.
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Carnivore management and conservationin
Romania

Carnivore conservation is not a new story in
Romania and the results are visible, as the
country is hosting the largest carnivore popu-
lations in Europe (except Russia) (Chapron et
al. 2014). Different strategies to conserve them
were in place for decades. For example, in the
case of brown bears (Ursus arctos L.), hunting
had been restricted and strictly regulated (i.e.
a hunting season was set, hunting of female
with cubs and hunting at den had been prohib-
ited) (Decree nr. 76/1953) since 1953, when
the population reached very low levels (860
individuals — Ministry order nr. 625/2018,
Chapron et al. 2014). Later, in 1976, the
hunting season was reduced to 6 months and
split in two periods - spring and fall (Law nr.
26/1976). Also special game management are-
as were set and habitat and feeding conditions
were provided for an increase in bear popula-
tion (Ministry order nr. 625/2018). During the
same period, under the communist regime,
bears were carefully protected and managed
to continuously offer big trophies to the dicta-
tor Nicolae Ceausescu (Salvatori et al. 2002).
Starting with 1996 (Law nr. 103/1996), bears
have been declared protected in Romania. For
lynx (Lynx lynx L.), a hunting season was
imposed in 1976 (Law nr. 26/1976) and strict
protection was imposed starting with 2006
(Law nr. 407/2006). The wolf (Canis lupus L.)
had been considered a pest for a long time and
hunting was allowed all year long (including
trapping and poisoning). It was declared pro-
tected in 1996 (Law nr. 103/1996). It is worth
mentioning that up to the accession to the EU
(2007), even though carnivore species were
considered as protected, population density
control (including sustainable but strictly reg-
ulated and controlled hunting where densities
were too high) was the main option for conser-
vation (Law nr. 103/1996; Law nr. 407/2006 in
original form).

The implementation of all these legal pro-
cedures has produced and secured not only
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the largest carnivore populations in Europe,
but also a favorable context of coexistence
across large shared natural landscapes. Active
management included some very important
features: (i) it was planned ahead (the quota
for harvest was approved by the state and not
decided by managers) and monitored along
time; (ii) it controlled densities compared to
the habitat carrying capacity (taking into ac-
count population size, sex ratio and age struc-
ture); (iii) it efficiently controlled conflicts
with humans (by prompt intervention on ani-
mals which were producing important damage
or were aggressive to humans). As a result,
by balancing the competitive abilities of both
competing players (i.e. carnivores and hu-
mans), it ensured a “strong coexistence” (i.e.
both actors share the same landscape and none
is threatened to be excluded by the other, be-
cause competitive abilities are controlled and
relatively balanced - Chapron and Lopez-Bao
2016). Moreover, through the first two points
delineated above, management has ensured
not only a simple density but also a well bal-
anced age structure and a good health status
of the population (by careful selection). As a
result, the management of the species was sus-
tainable not only in terms of quantity but also
in terms of quality (i.e. ensured the permanent
presence of dominant, very vigorous indi-
viduals which can be obtained only through
careful selection and protection). Creation and
maintenance of the largest bear population in
Europe but also the continuous production
along the years of very valuable trophies (even
in the recent period), prove the high quality of
the management practiced in Romania along
time. Despite this reality, at the time of acces-
sion in the EU (in 2007), the management of
carnivore species changed, based on a political
decision (i.e. they were declared strictly pro-
tected by Government Emergency Ordinance
nr. 57/2007), with no scientific grounds. The
former active management was replaced by
a passive system based on intervention or
derogation (i.e. mostly culling bears which
had already produced damage / attacked peo-

De ce ar fi carnivorele in Romania la o rascruce?

ple) (Government Emergency Ordinance nr.
57/2007; Law nr. 407/2006, the form updated
in 2008). This new system does not prevent
conflict and cannot even repair its effects. The
measures implemented, at best, would only re-
duce the chances to repeat the conflict with the
same animal.

Moreover, it does not take into account any
of the population parameters (i.e. it does not
ensure control over density, age structure, sex
ratio), to keep populations within the limits of
the habitat carrying capacity and to keep under
control conflicts and it is not planned ahead
being based on unpredicted interventions (de-
cided on a case by case basis). Such actions are
allowed only if and when decision makers give
in to the pressure of the local authorities or the
media and approve the intervention for safe-
ty reasons (safety of people or goods). These
interventions are limited to a maximum num-
ber per year at country level (a number which
is not a target to reach, as unfortunately was
misinterpreted by some people, but a threshold
not to be exceeded). Population density control
remains an option, but only under certain very
special conditions (based on approved man-
agement/action plans or according to studies
requested by the national authority) and has
not been used anymore up to present.

To implement this new system, a legal pro-
cedure for derogations was set up in 2007
(Ministry order nr. 1369/2007) and updated
in 2009 (Ministry order nr. 14/2009). Based
on these procedures, each year (up to 2016) a
maximum threshold for interventions was set
(Ministry order nr. 1386/2007; Ministry order
nr. 1092/2008; Ministry order nr. 1223/2009;
Ministry order nr. 1423/2010; Ministry order
nr. 2278/2011; Ministry order nr. 3456/2012;
Ministry order nr. 2187/2013; Ministry order
nr. 1575/2014; Ministry order nr. 1439/2015)
and it allowed Romania to extract individu-
als of these protected species in very special
conditions. The Ministry order from 2017
(Ministry order nr. 1169/2017), mentioned by
Popescu et al., was just another such order (i.e.
it just provided again, after one year, a maxi-
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mum threshold for interventions like previous
orders did). It is worth mentioning that, com-
pared to the previous ones, this order central-
ized the decision (derogations would be given
by the ministry for each particular case) and
did not transfer it to managers (i.e. previously
a certain number of interventions was assigned
to managers in areas with serious damages).
Also, the legal timeframe of the order was not
set to one year as previously (instead, provi-
sions would last up to when the total number
of interventions is reached). Overall, while
centralizing the decision might seem good by
some people, the very complicated procedure
to obtain such derogations (i.e. approving to
cull a problem animal), made the system more
ineffective than effective, in most cases being
impossible to act upon the animal which has
produced the conflict. Additionally, this new
order does not mention “flora and fauna pro-
tection” and “habitat conservation” as reasons
for issuing a derogation (although they are still
mentioned in the order describing the deroga-
tion procedure - Ministry order nr. 14/2009),
cancelling any chance to control densities ac-
cording to the carrying capacity of the habitat.
Therefore, this order did not change the regu-
lated and decades-old hunting system (which
had already been changed in 2007) and cannot
be perceived as a new management system as
suggested by Popescu et al. It is indeed just a
try to continue the already existing protection
system based on derogation procedures, in
place since 2007. However, the two reasons
mentioned above (centralizing the decision
and eliminating interventions for protecting
fauna and habitats), make it even less efficient
than before.

Within this context, the decision from
October 2016 of the Ministry of Environment
(and not the Romanian Government as errone-
ously mentioned by Popescu et al.) to offer no
quota for intervention in the case of danger-
ous animals, not even for ensuring health and
safety needs of the human population and to
prevent important damage, literally cancelled
any chances to ensure the safety of people and
162
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their goods against dangerous animals. Such a
decision did not shake any “decades-old wild-
life management system of regulated hunting”
(a change dated back in 2007) but rather re-
duced seriously the chances for cohabitation
with carnivores (and in places with frequent
conflicts might have even cancelled any such
chances). Therefore, such a move rather shook
seriously the decades-old coexistence of the
two players, jeopardizing a unique model of
successful land-sharing which could be used in
other parts of the continent for improving con-
servation effects and population status at larger
scales (Chapron et al. 2014). A step towards
a new system should be rather considered the
Ministry Order 625/2018 which approves the
National action plan for bear conservation in
Romania, a plan which was developed ac-
cording to the EU requirements for protected
species. However this order does not bring
a totally new system though as it foresees to
“maintain the bear population at an optimal
level so that game managers will be directly
interested to get involved in the conservation
measures for the bears and local communities
will not be affected by the species presence in
their area of activity”. To reach this goal, the
action plan seeks as objective to maintain the
optimal population density which means “the
number of individuals from a wildlife species
which inhabits a game management area, has
a certain population structure and endures
conservation of all species, produces the least
damage and does not pose a threat to the human
population”. For this, the plan ensures both the
protection of the species (extracting only dan-
gerous animals) in areas where the density is
less than optimal while in those with higher
densities (“sustainable management areas”),
density control is foreseen “through hunting
activities regulated by the central authority in
charge with the management of the species”.
Therefore, this plan is quite similar with the
active management system implemented be-
fore the accession to the EU. However, so far
its provisions have not been implemented and
therefore it is hard to say if it is or not efficient.
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According to those stated above, the change
from active to passive management took
place in 2007 and not in 2016, as suggest-
ed by Popescu et al.. Although this move is
perceived by some as good for conservation,
it rather weakened the previously existing
“strong coexistence” as competitive abilities
of carnivores (especially bears) are not thor-
oughly controlled anymore and niche differen-
tiation diminished even more than before (i.e.
niches started to overlap more and more due to
the expansion of human settlements but also
the expansion of carnivores, especially bears,
in areas where they were not present in the
past). Furthermore, decisions as the one from
2016 (not giving any legal tools for humans
to ensure their basic health and safety needs)
are more likely to drive the relationship to-
wards exclusion (as bears are not controlled
at all, while niches are highly overlapped and
conflicts would bring rejection from the more
powerful competitor - humans) and not to-
wards conservation as sought. Such decisions,
imposed with no scientific grounds and ignor-
ing the real context (a very large carnivore pop-
ulation, with a habitat highly overlapping with
the one of humans, and frequent conflicts), are
more likely the causes which will bring the
Romanian carnivores to a crossroads and are
more likely to compromise the coexistence for
the future instead of “safeguarding Europe’s
last wild frontier”, as expected by Popescu et
al..

Evaluation methods used for management deci-
sions

Another goal considered by Popescu et al.
as being important for saving carnivores in
Romania, refers to improving the procedure
for estimating populations (as the one used at
present and in the past would be “flawed” and
“lacking scientific oversight”). While using
scientific research to continuously improve
any methods for evaluating large carnivore
populations is desired, such improvements be-
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come a priority or an emergency for species
conservation when actual methods prove to
have serious negative impacts on these spe-
cies. Moreover, such evaluation methods are
tools for managers and not for scientific re-
search. They need to be relatively simple and
robust to provide good results with relatively
low human and financial effort (i.e. improving
precision of results should not decrease effici-
ency in terms of time spent, personnel invol-
ved and needed tools). In the case of Romania,
the old methods were used for decades and
management decisions based on their results
helped not only to recover the populations in
the past from 860 bears (left after the WW
1), to more than 6000 individuals at present
(Chapron et al. 2014), but also to maintain it
large and relatively stable (Boitani et al. 2015)
or even increasing (Cazacu et al. 2014). If the
existing methods would be as seriously flawed
as inferred by the authors, such outcome wo-
uld not have been possible.

Taking into account that the population is
very large at present (the largest in Europe —
Chapron et al. 2014) and does not show any
signs of regress, the evaluation method used
for management decisions cannot be blamed
for bringing carnivores at a crossroads and
changing the method used for evaluation can-
not be considered a cornerstone in carnivore
conservation (except if can be shown that it is
significantly and constantly underestimating
the populations). Moreover, the regulated hun-
ting of bears started back in 1953 (Decree nr.
76/1953) and stopped in 2007 (Government
Emergency Ordinance nr. 57/2007). In this
period the bear population raised from 860
individuals to a maximum of 8000 in 1988
and stabilized to around 6000 individuals at
the time of accession in 2007 (Ministry order
nr. 625/2018), a similar size being reported
at present (Chapron et al. 2014). Therefore,
the old system of active management and the
evaluation methodology used for management
decisions should not be blamed for bringing
the carnivores at a crossroads. Rather the new
methods/policies of strict protection applied in
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the wrong context (of a very large and stable or
even increasing population with a habitat hig-
hly overlapping with the one of humans and a
high level of conflicts), could be the cause.

Coexistence of humans and carnivores in Romania

In their letter, Popescu et al. mention that
through reconciliation of “its own large-car-
nivore conservation strategies”, Romania can
”serve as an example of human-carnivore co-
existence in the European Union”. However,
for such coexistence, we believe it is manda-
tory that humans (the more powerful of the
two actors) tolerate carnivores.

In terms of human tolerance towards carni-
vores and sharing landscapes with them, we do
believe that Romania can serve as an example
of coexistence in the European Union. Indeed,
it is already such an example as it harbored
and still harbors these species (even the largest
populations of such animals). However, it is
important to understand that coexistence im-
plies that we must share the same place in the
same period of time. It is even more important
to understand that coexistence does not refer
to humans in general, but only to those peo-
ple who literally share the resources with car-
nivores (live in the same ecosystem with the
carnivores - Chapron and Lopez-Bao 2016).
Therefore, the coexistence can be attained only
if the needs of local community dwellers (in
direct contact and actually in direct competiti-
on with carnivores) are understood and respec-
ted. In this context of competition (the case of
humans and carnivores - Chapron and Lopez-
Bao 2016), coexistence can be ensured only as
a middle way approach or a compromise: none
of the two actors has stronger competitive abi-
lities than the other or, if one has such abilities,
they are controlled (otherwise the weak one is
eliminated - Chapron and Lopez-Bao 2016).
Strict protection imposed in the context of
very large populations of carnivores increasin-
gly using human sourced resources and even
invading villages and towns, does not repre-
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sent such a middle way approach, but rather
a dangerous extreme. This extreme threatens
the coexistence, offering to one of the actors
(the carnivores) all competitive abilities, while
completely alienating all such abilities of the
other (the humans). However, contrary to what
would be expected in ecology, such a relati-
onship will not drive the exclusion from the
ecosystem of the humans but rather of the car-
nivores as humans (by far the more competiti-
ve of the two actors) would not accept anymo-
re the costs of such conservation and would
reject the idea of coexisting with carnivores.
As a result, dwellers in direct conflict with car-
nivores would take all efforts, including illegal
actions, to eliminate carnivores for safety re-
asons (Holmes 2007), or just to protest against
an ,urban-centric” way of conservation (von
Essen et al. 2015), which seems more a dis-
crimination than sharing the costs of conser-
vation. As a result, instead of being a model
of coexistence with carnivores and tolerance
towards these species for the other countries
from Western Europe, Romania risks to beco-
me like them. In these countries, carnivores
were not only exterminated in the past, but
societies (despite a generally favorable attitu-
de to conservation) seriously oppose to their
return. The cases of the two bears entering
Germany in 2006 (Deutsche Welle, 2006) and
Switzerland in 2013 (Swiss Info 2013), which
were both killed being perceived as potential
threats (but without attacking people), provide
solid evidence for this. Not to mention the case
of a single wild bison entering Germany from
Poland in 2017, which was also killed as being
considered a potential threat to humans (The
Independent 2017).

Therefore, to maintain the coexistence with
carnivores, one should learn from the long
experience in managing landscapes and car-
nivore populations residing inside them. The
continuous existence of these carnivores along
decades prove the success of the responsible
management of both the species and their ha-
bitat. These very large and viable populations
of carnivores are the result of decades of wise
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management (which included strict control of
harvesting actions, in other words controlling
the competitive abilities of humans over carni-
vores) and not of the relatively recent decision
for strict protection (at the time of accession to
the EU in 2007), or the event from 2016 (not
to offer any chances for intervention to ensure
the health and safety of human population and
prevent important damage). These relatively
recent decisions (starting with the one from
2007), based on a status of threatened and en-
dangered species (not the case of carnivores
from Romania), rather seem to be measures
applied in a wrong context and therefore sho-
uld not serve as an example for others.

Last but not least, large densities of bears
are not only bringing more conflicts with lo-
cal communities, but are also reducing the
ungulate populations (by killing or chasing
them away — creating the “landscape of fear”
— Laundré et al. 2001) and also the costs of
wildlife management are increasing (as bears
are heavily consuming the complementary
food provided for ungulates). As a result, the
carnivores start to be considered a pest, even
by the game managers who treasured them and
conserved them in the past, the same managers
who carried all costs for a careful management
which brought them at such high densities at
present. Therefore, if coexistence is the key “to
safeguard Europe’s last wild frontier”, overall
it seems wiser to implement the management
systems which have created and maintained
this relatively stable coexistence with humans
and not to improvise new protection systems
or even worse, to adopt abrupt changes (with
no scientific grounds), which jeopardize this
equilibrium. Such hasty decisions, with no
scientific grounds, which ignore and even con-
tradict the rich experience on carnivore mana-
gement in Romania, are more likely to bring
carnivores to a crossroads not only in terms of
their conservation status (still favorable), but
also in terms of their existence in Romania’s
forests.
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The role of scientific research

Regarding the scientific research, Popescu et
al. underline the importance of involving key
stakeholders in setting up ,,a long-term large
carnivore research program” and also the fact
that a “transparent science accepted by all
parties could be the catalyst for Romania to
reconcile its own large-carnivore conserva-
tion strategies”. We agree that science must
be used in the management of natural resour-
ces and involvement of all parties is needed.
However, taking into account the expertise
and experience of game managers and of ex-
perts in this field, their involvement is essen-
tial not only to ensure the success of the re-
search activities, but also to obtain a product
which is functional and applicable in the field.
Neither of the recent decisions mentioned by
Popescu et al. (considered erroneously as fa-
voring carnivore conservation), nor the one
at the accession into the EU involved such
key factors. Moreover, any scientific results
should be carefully tested first in the context
where they are sought to be implemented.
They should not be generalized without any
discernment, especially where the context is
very different (e.g. applying strict protection
in the case of species which are not rare or
threatened but which can become a threat to
other species and especially to humans — the
case of carnivores in Romania).

Also, we don’t believe that science must
be accepted by all factors to be implemen-
ted. Science needs to be objective (regardless
how results are perceived by people). Pleasing
everyone is more a goal for politicians and not
for researchers. However, scientific results
must be communicated in an objective and un-
biased way and not truncated or by emotional
manipulation.

Last but not least, although scientific resear-
ch is important in decision making, we believe
it should be used constantly and not only in a
certain direction. Not all decisions in the field
of environment in Romania were based on sci-
entific results and not even on a precautionary
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principle. Some decisions used this principle
as a pretext while others have ignored it.

We consider that this principle should be in-
voked especially in the cases when one see-
ks changing a system which has worked well
along decades. In the case of carnivore ma-
nagement in Romania, one cannot say such
a precautionary approach was used and the
results are already evident. The political de-
cision without any scientific background like
the one in 2007 (to change the management
system) and also the one from 2016 (not to
offer any chance for intervention to ensure the
safety of human population) are clear exam-
ples in this direction.

The existence of a bear population well above
the optimal level (at least from the human po-
pulation acceptance point of view) shows that
past management was favorable to carnivores
(maybe too favorable) and cannot be blamed to
threaten these species and drive them towards
a crossroads. It should be accepted that a lar-
ge and viable population of brown bears such
as the one from Romania is not the result of
a few years of restrictions decided politically
and with no scientific ground. In fact, it is the
result of a long period of sustainable manage-
ment which has ensured not only the needed
habitat conditions but also the conditions ne-
eded for the coexistence with humans. Both
types of conditions are mandatory for the sur-
vival of the carnivores in the future. We will
see whether Romania will remain an example
of coexistence of carnivores and humans for
the rest of Europe or will become a story whe-
re politics influence game management in con-
tradiction with empirical evidence and availa-
ble experience on this topic. The first option
requires rethinking the actual system (based on
strict protection and control only through in-
tervention) which produces negative effects on
conservation and does not seem at all “to safe-
guard Europe’s last wild frontier”, as Popescu
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et al. pretend. An efficient implementation of
the action plan proposed in 2018 (Ministry or-
der 625/2018) could repair the mistake made
at accession into the EU. However, such an
implementation might be a great challenge
especially because in Romania decision ma-
king is still purely political and based mostly
on emotions rather than on realism, experience
and scientific support.
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