
5.1.2 [REI @natuurlijkcommunicatie.nl]; @gelderland.nl
5.1.2e @gelderland.nl 120 @faunabeheereenheid.nl];

SHEER ©faunabeheereenheid.nl] @gelderland.nl]; 5.1.2e

tgelderiand.nl]
; | Pels Ricken[INGEape sricken nil; [|TTIEBEN| rs

Ricken

SER
=ricken

From: r | Pels Rijcken
Sent: Thur 12/11/2025 6:12:32 PM

Subject: RE: Request for your expert opinion re GW4655m NP Hoge Veluwe Gelderland NL [PRDF-11024861]
Received: Thur 12/11/2025 6:12:49 PM

Dank!

Ik ga het indienen.

Groet,

| senior advocaat | Pels Rijcken & Droogleever Fortuijn N.V. | Bezuidenhoutseweg 57 | Postbus 11756, 2502 AT Den Haag | +31 70 515 3767 |
pelsijcken.nl|

#5 Printen, echt nodig?

Van: 5.1.2e

Verzonden: donderdag 11 december 2025 18:55

Onderwerp: Fw: Request for your expert opinion re GW4655m NP Hoge Veluwe Gelderland NL

Urgentie:

12}
Vanmiddag uitgebreid gesproken metBES
In antwoord op ons overleg en de vragen in onderstaande mailstring, onderstaand zijn schriftelijke beantwoording .

Excuus voor verzending via mobiel, maar ben nu onderweg.
=

Verzonden vanaf Outlook voor Android

From: IEE @uniroma Lit>

Sent: Thursday. December 11, 2025 6:19:29 PM

To:eeBB @natuurlijkcommunicatienl>
Subject: Re: Request for your expert opinion re GW4655m NP Hoge Veluwe Gelderland NL

U ontvangt niet vaak e-mail vanBEES ovicomal it. Ontdek waarom dit belangrijk is

»

here my brief answers to your questions.
1. T have not changed my opinion about the urgent necessity to remove wolf GW4655m. The reasons for the removal are

all still valid. The fact that no other attackes have occurred from April till now 1s not an indication that the wolf has lost

his potential behaviour of attacking humans. Wolf attacks are not driven (only) by hunger but also by a huge number of

variables linked to ecological, social, human factors. Wolf GW4655m has tested once and successfully the possibility to

grab a human body and has learned that it 1s possible. The potential for other attackes is there, ready to be shown when

the right factors would trigger 1t. Of course, as I mentioned in my previous opinion letter, it all depends on the willingness
of the national and provincial authorities to take the risk of other attacks. There is no certainty of other attacks but the risk

is certainly not zero.

2. Wolf GW4655m 1s a young animal that has not left yet his pack to disperse in search of other partners and territories.

Tlus 1s the season when most dispersal occurr and this wolfmay indeed disappear soon from the territory where he was

born. Dispersal (when, where, how, etc.) is not predictable with certainty but it is likely. If this happens, the wolf will

bring elsewhere his potential for attacks on humans and may even help raising litters of wolves that could learn his

behaviour. Again, it is a matter of taking the risk. In my opinion, the coexistence beteen humans and wolves, especially in

areas of high human density, should be based on the attempt to reduce the risks of conflicts (and especially of attacks) as

much as possible: this include the preventive removal of animals that have shown concrete evidence of being potentially
more dangerous than the arge majority of wolves. As shown by cases all over the world, potentially aggressive wolves are

a tiny minority, only few cases, and their removal can be extremely selective.

Lhope these thoughts will help mforming the decision about this wolf. My best regards
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11 11/12/2025 17:47.[GEE1 scritto:

51.2e
¥

Tomorrow, Friday December 12th 13:00 PM, another court hearing will take place regarding the removal of

wolf GW4655m. The topic 1s injuctive relief measure execution removal GW4655m NP Hoge Veluwe.

Because of your earlier expert opinion October7th last in this case I kindly request your opinion on the

following questions for this upcoming hearing.
Has your opinion regarding this wolf to remove him from the population as soon as possible, changed due the

fact that no incident with this wolf has occurred since the incident in April 2025, when this wolf had bitten a

woman in Nationaal Park De Hoge Veluwe?

And secondly, when assessing the risk involved in not removing this animal, would you consider potential
dispersion of this wolf to another territory, to be relevant?

Thank you in advance for answering the above questions. As the court hearing will take place tomorrow,

your swift response would be very much appreciated.
Cordiali saluti,
5.1.2e

van: IEEE
Verzonden: dinsdag 7 oktober 2025 20:25

Aan:

aziggon!' ;INGERCC:

Onderwerp: Re: Request for your expert opinion

U ontvangt niet vaak e-mail vanEEE unironal it. Ontdek waarom dit belangrijk is

To:

Provincie Gelderland, NL

Dea KEEN
Thank you for your request to provide you with an opinion on the case of wolf

GW4655m. | have read with much interest the two excellent reports produced by
EcoNatura on this case and | confirm to you that | fully agree with the methods, results

and conclusions of both reports. In particular, these are my opinions on your specific
questions.

1) 1) All evidence indicate that wolfGW4655m has reached the upper end of the so-called

‘escalation ladder’ of confident behaviour and, as such, it is a potentially dangerous animal that

could repeat its attacks on human in an unpredictable way. According to all guidelines (included
those of the Dutch Wolf Plan) suggested by the largest majority of experts on wolfmanagement,
this animal is recommended for removal from the population as soon as possible. At the level of

confidentiality reached by this animal, I do not see any feasible and viable alternative to the

removal. Aversive condition is often suggested as an alternative to removal: it has been used

successfully in few other contexts, but it should be made clear that aversive conditions works

when two conditions are satisfied: a) it is applied at the same time when the confident behaviour

is shown and b) it is applied consistently and at every event when the behaviour is shown. These

two conditions make the use of aversive conditions extremely difficult, being useful only in very

particular situations that certainly do not apply to the case of wolf GW4655m. First, this wolf has

already been able to display its confident behaviour several time without being contrasted and

challenged: I think it would be extremely difficult to reverse the behaviour. Secondly, as this

wolf can be in contact with people over a large area and through a great variety of situations, I do

not see how a prompt aversive condition intervention could be secured. Finally, the result would

be far from being guaranteed and a serious margin of risk of further attacks on human will

inevitably remain.

2) 2) From the material I have had access to, all evidence shows that the wolf attacked the jogger
when she was standing. However, the wolfmay had been watching his potential “prey” for a
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while, when she was still running. In other words, the wolfhad already judged the jogger as a

potential prey by watching her while she was running and delayed its attack for unknown

reasons. It seems obvious that this wolf has no/little fear of humans and is not afraid to “test”

attacks and responses, therefore should be addressed as highly problematic. Testing humans

through a series of feint and real attacks could (it is not certain as we are necessarily in the realm

of likelihoods) lead to raising the levels of harmfulness of the attacks: it depends on the reaction

of the attacked humans and the learning by the wolf that humans can be dangerous targets. It is

impossible to predict the outcome of such sequences of confrontation. This is the reason why this

wolf should be removed, i.e. to bring the risk of further attacks to zero.

3) 3) As far as I know, it is not possible to reliably predict the possibility of repeated aggressive
behaviour on the short/middle/long term from this wolf. A large number of ecological and

behavioural variables play a role in determining the conditions for an attack: food availability,

pack size and dynamics, human presence, individual character, age and health conditions are just
few variables but the complete list is much longer and the role of each variable is in fact

unknown. Therefore, again, the urgency of removing this animal is directly related to the

willingness of the authorities to take the risk of another attack. In my opinion, a rational approach
should call for reducing the risk as much as possible; not only to control this particular wolfbut

because further attacks on humans make the management of all wolves in The Netherlands and in

Europe much more difficult (the spread and increase of opposition to wolves will make

wolf/human coexistence and, in the end, wolf survival much more difficult to achieve).

4) 4) All similar cases I know of confident/problematic wolves have been resolved by the prompt
removal of the offending animal and there 1s almost unanimous agreement among scientists and

managers in Europe that this is the best approach for solving the particular cases but also for the

message sent about wolf/human coexistence. Accepting the risk of further aggression is not a

wise approach, especially in densely populated areas where wolves have many opportunities to

interact with people and to be invited to “test” them as prey. Wolves are naturally afraid of

people and will avoid close interactions but wolves are also highly intelligent and opportunistic
animals and the bolder individuals could be tempted to “try” the novel prey. Wise management is

also preventing and controlling the wolf/human interface by strictly forbidding humans to be

close to wolves (watching and feeding) and by removing the occasional bold animals.

Problematic wolves have occasionally showed up in several countries and removal has been by
far the most common response. Aversive condition, as mentioned above, is a potential response

but under the strict constraints explained above.

5) 5) Every loss of an individual wolfwill have some consequence on the life of the remaining
wolves. However, wolf populations are used to very high levels ofmortality (as well explained in

the EcoNatura reports) and the loss of an individual, be it the alfa of the pack or a subordinate, it

is soon absorbed by the pack. Hierarchies will be adjusted, some behavioural pattern, feeding

strategy, etc. will be realigned, but I would not rank these as relevant for the survival of the

remaining pack. Wolf GW4655m is not (yet) the alfa ofthe pack, and two considerations can be

made: a) removing this wolfwould not cause any significant problem to the dynamics and

functionality of the pack and b) removing this animal is especially urgent before it becomes the

leader of its pack and teaches the young wolves of the year its confident problematic behaviour

with humans.

I hope these short notes will help you in moving forward with the management of this problematic
animal. Time is an issue and removal, for a diversity of reasons, should be carried out as soon as

possible.
My best regards

EEProfessor Emeritus, University of Roma

Chair, IUCN/SSC

ok
Carnivore Initiative for Europe
ha scritto:44566847/10/2025 15:41,
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5.1.2e

On the 13" of April, a jogger was bitten by a wolfin national park ‘De Hoge Veluwe’ in our

province of Gelderland in the Netherlands. It turned out to be an approx. 3 year old young male

with genetic code GW4655m. The case is properly analysed and documented by EcoNatura in

person of wolf expert [TEENIE andre ee](SWN) as practical operation

expert. On basis of that a permission was given to outtake this wolf.

We also met each other at the Wolves Across Borders conference in Lunteren in June this year

and discussed this (incident) case in a bit more detail. Please find attached the reports from

EcoNatura (in Dutch) for further details. In short Van Maanen mentioned this as high-risk

(habituated) and problematic behaviour. Please note that the reports are confidential.

Up to now we didn’t manage to outtake this wolf. A few days after the permission was given, we

ended up in court (Preliminary Relief Judge), but managed to keep the permission regarding
removal intact. On the 19" of August the more in-depth procedure took place and last week we

received the advice from the commission. We would greatly appreciate your expert second

opinion on this urgent matter, particularly with respect to the following questions:
1. Based on the conclusion that wolf GW4655m has reached the upper end ofthe so-called

‘escalation ladder’, which according to (the Dutch WolfPlan) intervention guidelines implies
removal from the population, do you see any viable alternatives to this course of action, such as the

application of aversive conditioning? If so, could you kindly outline what such an approach would

most effectively entail? If not, we would appreciate your reasoning as to why this is no longer
considered a feasible option.

2. Do you agree with the report’s conclusion that the physical interaction with the jogger is caused

by habituated behaviour, not by provocation from the jogger who was standing still at the moment

ofthe incident (and tried to scare the wolf away by making noise) after the wolf executed several

feint attacks, and therefore should be addressed as highly problematic?

3. The attack took place approximately 5-6 months ago. From that perspective, how urgent is it to

outtake this wolf at this moment? From the ecological/behavioural perspective, could something be

said about the chance/ possibility ofrepeated aggressive (bite) behaviour on the short/middle/ long-
term from this individual?

4. What is the current general consensus among international wolfresearch and conservation

experts regarding the appropriate intervention for wolves that have escalated to physical
interactions with humans, specifically cases involving biting incidents, typically preceded by close

human approach? In terms of the conservation status ofthe wolfpopulations: is the loss of one —

problematic — individual relevant?

We highly value your expertise and would be most grateful for your advice on this matter. Given

the urgency of the situation, we kindly ask for your response at your earliest convenience

(regarding deadlines in the process, if it fits, preferably at the end of next week). If there are any

questions or need for further information, don’t hesitate to contact us.

Thank you very much in advance.

Kind

Em
Policymaker wildlife management

| IEEE @celderland.nl | www.gelderlandnl
werkdagen: maandag | dinsdag | woensdag | donderdag | vrijdag

= provincie
Gelderland
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voorwaarden van toepassing, die zijn gedeponeerd ter griffie rechtbank Den Haag onder nr. 2022-16. Daarin is een aansprakelijkheidsbeperking

opgenomen. De algemene voorwaarden zijn te raadplegen op www.pelsrijcken.nl/algemene-voorwaarden en worden op verzoek langs elektronische weg

of op andere wijze kosteloos aan u toegezonden.

This message is solely intended for the addressee and may contain information that is confidential and legally privileged. If you are not the intended

recipient please notify the sender immediately and delete this message. All our services are performed by virtue of an agreement for the supply of

services as referred to in Section 7:400 of the Dutch Civil Code between Pels Rijcken & Droogleever Fortuijn N.V. and the client. Pels Rijcken &

Droogleever Fortuijn N.V. is a public limited company that is based in The Hague and registered with the Chamber of Commerce Haaglanden under

number 27283716. All services provided are subject to our general terms and conditions which include a limitation of liability clause and are deposited
with the District Court of The Hague under number 2022-16. Our general terms and conditions can be found on our website

www. pelsrijcken.nl/en/algemene-voorwaarden and upon request we will provide you with a copy, free of charge.
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