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Introduction

This milestone provides an overview of the surveys and interviews conducted under the three
subtasks of Task 4.2. It summarises their objectives, data collection methods, and the number
of responses and interviews obtained. The detailed analysis of results from these activities is
presented separately in D4.3 Report on the assessment of the perception and acceptability of
citizens and stakeholders on rewilding options.

Subtask 4.2.2 (Lead EFI): EU citizens’ perceptions of different rewilding options — This
survey, led by WILDCARD’s sister project wildE, was conducted across 30 European
countries. The milestone summarises the data collected on three questions. One question was
related to the ability of rewilding to contribute to climate change mitigation while the other two
were related to WILDCARD’s rewilding strategies, specifically proforestation and natural
rewilding of abandoned agricultural land, across all participating countries.

Subtask 4.2.3 (Lead EFI): EU and State relevant policy stakeholders’ perception of
rewilding options and possible associated policy trade-offs — This assessment was
carried out in two stages. First, a survey was distributed in 10 European countries to examine
national-level policy stakeholders’ perceptions of rewilding options and perceived trade-offs
between EU and national rewilding policies and other policy sectors. Second, semi-structured
interviews were conducted with EU-level policy stakeholders to further explore their views on
rewilding and potential policy trade-offs.

Subtask 4.2.4 (Lead USV): Local-level stakeholders’ perception and acceptability of
rewilding — This assessment was based on semi-structured interviews with local stakeholders
across five social-acceptability case studies — Belgium (Brabantsen Wouden), Bulgaria
(Rhodopes), Czechia (Sumava Mountains), ltaly (Friuli-Venezia Giulia) and Romania
(Vanatori Neamt Natural Park). The interviews aimed to capture local stakeholders’
perspectives on rewilding and to assess its acceptability at local level.

EU citizens’ perceptions of different rewilding options (sub-
task 4.2.2)

1.1. Background

The main objective of sub-task 4.2.2 was to obtain a general assessment of EU citizens’
perceptions of rewilding options in the eight WILDCARD countries: Belgium, Bulgaria,
Czechia, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Romania, and Switzerland.

At an early stage of the project, a substantial overlap was identified between this sub-task and
Task 1.5 in wildE, a sister project to WILDCARD funded under the European Union’s Horizon
Europe research and innovation programme (Grant Agreement No 101081251). Both
activities aimed to assess EU citizens’ perceptions of rewilding through a survey administrated
by a professional polling agency. However, the wildE survey had a broader geographical
scope, covering the 27 EU Member States as well as Norway, Switzerland, and the United
Kingdom.

To avoid a duplication of efforts and to maximize synergies between the two projects, a
coordination meeting involving USV, EFl and WUR teams was held in Month 3 of the project
(March 2024). Following this initial meeting and several subsequent discussions, it was agreed
that WILDCARD would not conduct a separate EU-wide citizen survey. Instead, WUR
incorporated three additional questions in the wildE survey to allow to capture citizens’
perceptions of the two rewilding strategies central to WILDCARD: proforestation and natural
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afforestation. The resulting data were subsequently shared with WILDCARD consortium under
a formal data sharing agreement.

Accordingly, this milestone provides a brief overview of the data collection procedure applied
in the wildE survey. A detailed description of such a methodology and a comprehensive
analysis of the survey results are presented in Smith et al. (2025).

1.2. Data collection

Data collection covered 27 EU Member States, as well as Switzerland, Norway, and the United
Kingdom. The survey aimed to achieve a balanced sample, reflecting variation in age, gender,
and place of residence (urban versus rural). In addition, information on respondents’ highest
level of education and household income in 2024 was collected. The target sample size was
a minimum of 400 responses per country.

The three key questions were integrated into the questionnaire to assess perceptions of the
two rewilding strategies central to WILDCARD (See Appendix 1):

U Q11: What effect do you believe these changes would have for nature conservation, and
for reducing climate change and its impacts, in [Respondent's country of residence]?

U Q12: Imagine that more farmland in your country was abandoned and left unmanaged. Do
you believe this would have an overall positive or negative effect for the issues listed
below?

O Q18: Imagine that more forest was allowed to develop freely, without management, in the
landscape that you have in mind. Do you believe this would have an overall positive or
negative effect for the issues listed below?

Responses were recorded using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very negative) to 4
(neutral) to 7 (very positive). For each question, respondents also had the option to indicate I
do not know”, coded as 8.

1.3. Overview of responses

The resulting European dataset comprised responses from 13,763 individuals. A more
detailed overview and analysis of the survey responses is provided in Smith et al. (2025).

Policy stakeholders’ perceptions of rewilding options and
potential associated trade-offs at the national level and EU
level (Subtask 4.2.3)

1.4. National policy stakeholder survey
1.4.1. Background

The full English version of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix 2. The questionnaire was
comprised three main components: i) a set of socio-demographic questions; ii) a section
assessing attitudes towards proforestation and natural rewilding on abandoned agricultural
lands; and iii) a section examining perceived policy trade-offs through an assessment of
vertical and horizontal policy coherence.

Vertical coherence was assessed by asking respondents to identify perceived alignment or
misalignment between two European policy targets — (1) the EU Biodiversity Strategy for
2030 target to strictly protect 10% of EU land by 2030 and (2) the legally binding target of the
EU Nature Restoration Regulation (NRR) to restore 20% of EU land by 2030 and all
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ecosystems in need of restoration by 2050 — and national policy goals in the following sectors:
Forestry, Agriculture, Nature conservation, Wildlife management, Rural development, Wildfire,
Water management, Climate change mitigation and Climate change adaptation. These
guestions on vertical coherence were not applicable to Switzerland and were therefore
excluded from the questionnaire administrated there.

Horizontal coherence was assessed by examining alignment and misalignment between
selected national policy objectives related to proforestation and natural rewilding and other
national policy sectors. Where no explicit national policy objective could be identified,
hypothetical questions were used. For example, respondents were asked to imagine that a
policy supporting the free development of forests without management was established in their
country and to assess whether this policy would be aligned or misaligned with existing national
policies. In the case of natural rewilding on abandoned agricultural land, all questions were
hypothetical as no explicit national policy objectives were identified.

The survey was shared with project partners during the second WILDCARD annual meeting
in Suceava, Romania held in February 2025 to solicit feedback and ensure that all relevant
aspects were adequately addressed. A preliminary version of the survey was tested both
internally at EFlI and externally with project partners at the University of Suceava. The
feedback collected through this process was incorporated into the final version of the survey.

The survey was then translated into the national languages of the target countries using
DeepL. These translations were subsequently reviewed and validated by project partners in
each country to ensure accuracy and clarity.

1.4.2. Data collection

The survey was conducted in the eight WILDCARD countries — Belgium, Bulgaria, Czechia,
Italy, Germany, the Netherlands, Romania, and Switzerland — as well as in two additional
countries, France and Spain. The latter were included because prior research conducted by
EFI (Frei et al., 2020, 2022) provided a strong foundation for understanding national-level
perceptions. Their inclusion also enhanced the relevance of the survey, as France and Spain
are the second- and fourth-most populous EU Member States and the two largest in terms of
land area.

For the purposes of the survey, policy stakeholders were defined as individuals or groups with
an interest and/or investment in rewilding. The study specifically targeted stakeholders with a
direct or indirect influence on rewilding-related policymaking processes, including
policymakers, NGOs, lobbyist groups, and other interest groups. Stakeholders operating at
the sub-national level were also included in the selection criteria, as nature restoration and
conservation policies are often managed at the regional level in many European countries
(e.g., the federal states in Germany). In the case of researchers, only individuals with
relevance to rewilding-related policy processes were included.

Based on these criteria, relevant policy stakeholders were identified through: (1) WILDCARD
WP5’s Stakeholder mapping exercise (Milestone 2) (2) support from WILDCARD project
partners in identifying relevant national contacts; (3) online desk research using search
engines to further expand the list of contacts in each country.

The survey was distributed by e-mail via SurveyMonkey. To increase the number of answers,
respondents were encouraged to forward the survey to other contacts who met the selection
criteria, either within or outside their own organisation.

Data collection took place between June and August 2025.


https://wildcard-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/WILDCARD_M2_STK-mapping_20241124_PI_v1.0.pdf
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1.4.3. Overview of responses

A total of 168 complete responses were collected across the ten countries included in the
survey (Errore. L'origine riferimento non e stata trovata.). The sample was predominantly
male with 128 male respondents, 38 female respondents and 2 participants identifying as
another gender. Most respondents were based in urban areas (n = 76), followed by rural zones
(n = 58) and intermediate areas (n = 34) (Table 1).

Table 1: Distribution of respondents for the national survey (n = 168)

Per gender anld per clountry | | | | | | | | |
Female 2 5 4 0 7 6 6 3 1 4 38
Male 11 10 9 14 10 9 29 5 18 13 128
Other 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
Sum 13 15 13 15 17 15 35 9 19 17 168
Per rurality zone and per country

Intermediate 2 3 2 4 2 2 10 4 3 34
Rural 9 5 4 6 5 8 9 1 58
Urban 2 7 7 5 10 5 16 4 12 8 76
Sum 13 15 13 15 17 15 35 9 19 17 168

1.5. EU policy stakeholder interviews
1.5.1. Background

The perceptions of EU-level stakeholders were assessed through in-depth interviews with a
range of actors involved in EU policymaking, advocacy and lobbying related to rewilding.
These expert interviews, conducted with key stakeholders from EU authorities, land
managers’ organisations, NGOs and research institutions, were designed to complement the
national-level survey data. Although no quantitative analysis can be drawn from the EU-level
data, the interviews provide insights into the meanings, attitudes, and interpretations
associated with the concept of rewilding, shedding light on how different stakeholders
conceptualise it. Moreover, the interviews enabled an interpretive, context-sensitive
understanding of the potential role of rewilding in EU policies, including associated conflicts,
offering explanatory depth that goes beyond the descriptive patterns observed in the national
survey.

1.5.2. Data collection

The targeted stakeholder groups for the interviews included EU authorities or affiliated
organisations, environmental NGOs, land managers’ or owners’ interest groups, and research
organisations. These stakeholders were selected to represent policymaking processes related
to rewilding at the EU level. Suitable interviewees were identified through existing stakeholder
networks, desk research on actors active in rewilding or restoration, and recommendations
from other interviewees.

The interviews consisted of a set of open-ended questions covering the following themes:
general understanding of the concept of rewilding; the role of rewilding in current policymaking;
potential conflicts between rewilding and existing EU policies; practical implementation
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challenges; and the potential of rewilding in forests, with a particular attention to proforestation
and the rewilding of abandoned land (see Appendix 3).

Given the lack of direct EU policymaking on land abandonment and proforestation as rewilding
options, and the absence of EU rewilding policies specifically addressing these approaches
(Fayet et al., 2022; Frei et al., 2020, 2024), the interview questions on policymaking addressed
to all types of rewilding options relevant to EU policies. The final part of the interviews focused
specifically on rewilding in forests.

1.5.3. Overview of responses

A total of 20 interviews were conducted with 21 interviewees (including one joint interview)
online, each lasting between 25 and 80 minutes. An overview of the interview data is provided
in Table 2. All interviews were conducted in English, except for one, which was conducted in
German. Among the participants, six were women and fourteen were men.

Table 2. Overview of interviews with EU policy stakeholders conducted between April and November
2025 (n = 20).

6 EU authority (European Commission, European
Parliament, and related organisations)!

Land manager/owner organisation

Environmental NGO, incl. certification stakeholders
Research organisation

hiolb~

Local-level stakeholders’ perceptions of rewilding options
(Sub-task 4.2)

1.6. Background

The perceptions and acceptability of rewilding and specific rewilding options at the local level
were investigated using a case study approach. The selection of the case studies was
discussed at the beginning of 2025 during the Suceava Annual WILDCARD meeting. The
number of case studies for the local-level survey was set at five (Bouriaud et al., 2024). Out
of the eight potential case studies discussed during the annual meeting (Table 3) the five
regions chosen to assess local perspectives were: Brabantse Wouden (Belgium); Rhodope
Mountains (Bulgaria); Sumava Region (Czech Republic); Friuli-Venezia Giulia Region (ltaly);
and Vanatori Neamt (Romania).

The following criteria guided the selection:

1. The social-acceptability case studies are connected to the “landscape case studies”
identified in WP2 and WP3.

2. They have not previously been covered by in-depth studies on social acceptance, as
identified through a literature review (Bouriaud et al. 2024).

1 The presented data does not represent any official position from an EU authority, but it only presents
the views of the individual interviewee with the experience working for an EU authority.
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3. They provide a balanced representation of proforestation and natural rewilding of
abandoned agricultural land.

4. They are considered by WP5 to facilitate synergies for the social-acceptance building
process.

Table 3: Selection of the five case-studies for the assessment of the local-level stakeholders’
perceptions on rewilding activities

IBER-BAS | Rhodopes Bulgaria X -
EVINBO Brabantse Wouden Belgium X X
VUKOZ | Sumava Mountains | Czech X X

Republic
UNIUD Friuli-Venezia-Giulia | Italy X X
usv Natural Park Vanatori | Romania X X
Neamt
ETHZ Surselva valley Switzerland -
FVA-BW Black Forest Germany -
NW-FVA Wispertaunus Germany -

The two German regions initially considered were excluded due to stakeholder fatigue.
Preliminary discussions with WILDCARD partners in Germany (Black Forest and
Wispertaunus) revealed a high level of engagement saturation among local stakeholders,
which led to the exclusion of these areas in accordance with the second selection criterion.

Similarly, early engagement activities conducted in the Surselva Valley (Switzerland) within
the WP5 saocial acceptance—building process highlighted substantial community resistance to
external involvement. This context made the implementation of a structured survey in the area
impracticable. As a result, the Rhodope Mountains (Bulgaria) were selected to complement
the social acceptance case studies, based on the following considerations:

- The Rhodope Mountains fall within the Alpine biogeographical region. From an
ecoregional perspective, this makes the Bulgarian case study comparable to the Swiss
one and a suitable complement to the stakeholder engagement activities carried out
in the Swiss Alpine case study under WP5. Consequently, stakeholder perspectives
identified at the local level by WP4 in Bulgaria can be meaningfully contrasted with
those identified by WP5 in Switzerland.

- The Bulgarian case study was selected primarily because it is not covered by existing
empirical studies, as demonstrated by the analysis conducted in Task 4.2.1 and
documented in Deliverable D4.2 (Bouriaud et al., 2024).

- Although the Bulgarian case will not be fully integrated into the modelling exercises
under Tasks 2.3 and 3.3, it plays a critical complementary role by: i) enabling
comparison of stakeholder perceptions within the Alpine region across different
national and governance contexts; ii) testing the transferability of social acceptability
insights across diverse socio-ecological and institutional settings; iii) supporting the
interpretation of modelling results from other case studies by providing an external
social perspective not directly linked to model outputs.

Overall, the selection of the five regions is consistent with the criteria outlined in D4.2
(Bouriaud et al., 2024) and ensures a balanced representation of the two rewilding strategies.
The Italian case study (Friuli-Venezia Giulia Region) focuses primarily on natural rewilding of

8
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abandoned agricultural land, while the Belgian (Brabantse Wouden) and Czech (Sumava
Region) case studies centre on imposed proforestation strategies. The Romanian (Vanatori
Neamt) and Bulgarian (Rhodope Mountains) case studies, in contrast, adopt a mixed
approach, incorporating elements of both strategies.

Within these social acceptability case studies, the local level survey aimed to:

- Identify how local stakeholders perceive the benefits and risks of rewilding in their
region, using the same thematic framework applied in the previous surveys (i.e., the
EU level citizen survey and national policy stakeholder survey), thereby providing a
basis for exploratory comparative analysis.

- Address context-specific questions on rewilding, such as anthropogenic resistance to
apex predator’s habitat expansion or risks associated with land abandonment, tailored
to the particular characteristics of each selected case-studies.

1.7. Data collection

In the selected case-studies, the sampling of local level stakeholders was purposive, targeting
respondents who best matched the desired characteristics for each case study. The following
stakeholder categories were included in the sample: landowners and farmers, forest owners,
forest managers and local forest administration, representatives of local governments, local
NGOs in nature conservation, managers of natural protected areas, local representatives in
rural development and wildlife managers or other land users directly involved in operational
decisions relevant to rewilding.

A template for the stakeholder list was distributed to the local case study partners, facilitating
the identification of at least two stakeholders per category, along with their email contact
details. Identified stakeholders were then contacted with the support of local partners and
invited to participate in semi-structured interviews. The target was 8 to 10 interviews per case
study to cover the full range of local stakeholders.

The survey method was conducted via semi-structured interviews (Appendix 4), covering:

— Common questions on perceptions of rewilding and proforestation, based on the themes
used in the EU citizen survey (Q12 and Q18) and the national-level policy stakeholder
survey (Q7 and Q14).

— Specific questions on the two rewilding strategies (proforestation and natural
abandonment of agricultural lands), addressing the causes and current situation of land
abandonment, perceived positive and negative effects and perceived opportunities and
threats.

— Questions to assess anthropogenic resistance to predatory and herbivory wildlife.

— Context-dependent questions to capture local peculiarities of each case study and local
measures perceived as necessary to address the identified rewilding opportunities and
threats.

In total, each interview included 39 questions, comprising 29 closed-ended and 10 open-
ended questions.

1.8. Overview of responses

A total of 52 interviews were conducted (Table 4).
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Table 4. List of stakeholder categories and the number of interviews conducted in each social
acceptability case study

Note: Each local stakeholder is assigned a code consisting of the country code followed by the order of
the interview (e.g., RO03 represents the third interview conducted in Romania)

1 | Landowners & ROO03 BG10 ITO3 BO1 Czo1
Farmers agriculture BG11

2 | Landowners ROO06 BGO06 BO2
(forestry)

3 | Forest managers ROO1 BG02 ITOS BO3 Cz04
Local forest BG09 B0O4
administration

4 | Representatives of | RO4 BGO1 ITO2 BO8 Cz05
local governments RO5 Cz06

RO8

5 | Local NGOs ROO0O7 BG12 ITO4 BO5 Czo7

(nature RO15 ITO6

conservation / rural
development)

6 | Managers of ROO BGO03 ITO1 BO6 Cz02
natural protected RO10 BG04 BO7 Cz03
areas RO11

7 | Local RO12 BGO08 ITO7 - Cz08
representative in RO14 ITO8
rural development

8 | Local RO02 BGO05 ITO9 -
representative in RO09 BGO7
wildlife
management
Total 15 12 9 8 8
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Appendix 1: Wording of the questions shared by the wildE
team — Survey 1

These are the questions from the wildE survey which were shared with the WILDCARD team for
producing this deliverable.

1. What is your gender? 2. How old are you? 3. Please state your
5 Male postal code.

a Female S

a Other

4, Please indicate which annual income 5. What is your highest level of

category your household belongs to (total household education?

income per year after taxes in 2024). 5 No formal education

. < €3,000 o Primary education (or elementary
o € 3,001 — 6,000 education)

o € 6,001 — 9,000 o  Secondary education (or high school
o €9,001- 12,000 education)

5 € 12,001 — 15,000 o  Post-secondary, not university

5 € 15,001 — 20,000 o University bachelor degree

o ez00-2500 e umersty degree (Masters
O € 25,001 — 30,000

O € 30,001 — 35,000

m € 35,001 — 40,000

m € 40,001 — 50,000

m € 50,001 — 60,000

m € 60,001 — 70,000

m € 70,001 — 80,000

m > € 80,000

m] Prefer not to say

[Please note that country appropriate equivalent
currency brackets will be putin place where a country
does not use Euros. ]

11. What effect do you believe these changes would have for nature conservation, and for reducing
climate change and its impacts, in {Respondent’s country}?

1-Very 7 - Very ,

> 4- - Don't

negative 2 3 Neutral 5 6 positive KNow
effect effect

Making landscapes easier for wildlife to move through

12
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Nature conservation O O O O O O O O

Reducing climate change

and its impacts o . . . o o o -

Reducing the influence that humans have on nature

Nature conservation O O O O O O O O

Reducing climate change

and its impacts - O O O - - - O

Restoring natural processes and dynamics

Nature conservation O Od Od O O O O

Reducing climate change
and its impacts

O O O O O O O

12. In some parts of Europe, farmland is being abandoned as rural populations decline or farming
becomes less profitable in some areas. If they are left unmanaged, these areas often turn into
shrublands or forests.

Imagine that more farmland in your country was abandoned and left unmanaged. Do you believe
this would have an overall positive or negative effect for the issues listed below?

1- Very 7 -Very Don't
negative 2 3 4 - Neutral 5 6 positive Know
effect effect
Nature and wildlife 0 0O 0O O 0 0 0 O
Rural culture and ways of life 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rural economies 0 0 0O O O O O O
[The beauty of the landscape 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Risk to people or their property|
(e.g., from events such as wildfires O O O O O O O |
or floods)
Food security 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O
Reducing climate change and its
impacts

18. Imagine that more forest was allowed to develop freely, without management, in the landscape
that you have in mind. Do you believe this would have an overall positive or negative effect for the
issues listed below?

1- Very 7 - Very Don't
negative 2 3 4 - Neutral 5 6 positive Know
effect effect
Nature and wildlife O O O O O O O O
Rural culture and ways of life 0O 0O 0O 0 0 0 0 0
Rural economies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
[The beauty of the landscape 0 0 0 0 0O 0O 0O 0
Risk to people or their property|
(e.g., from events such as wildfires O O O O O O O a
or floods)
Food security 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reducing climate change and its
impacts

13
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Appendix 2: Wording of the questionnaire for national
policy stakeholders (Survey 2.1.)

1. Consent (Compulsory to continue to the survey)

This survey aims at studying the perceptions of different rewilding options among different
policy stakeholders in 10 different European countries (Spain, Italy, France, Belgium, The
Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, Romania,Bulgaria and Switzerland).

Rewilding refers to reinstating natural processes that would have occurred in the absence of
human activity.

This study is part of the WILDCARD project, which has been funded by the European
Commission. It is led by the European Forest Institute, with collaboration of the Prospex
Institute and the University of Suceava.

This survey is supported by SurveyMonkey. You may consult the SurveyMonkey Privacy
Notice under this link.

Consent
By continuing to the survey, you consent to participating in this research and to the use of your
personal data as described below.

Further information:

Your participation is entirely voluntary and by clicking the link above you will consent to take
part. You may refuse to take part in the research or exit the survey at any time without penalty
or without needing to give a reason. You are free to decline to answer any particular
guestion you do not wish to answer for any reason.

Your responses will be anonymized. No identifying information will be collected and any
personal data gathered will be handled according to applicable law and EFI privacy policy
regulations. The data will be stored on European Forest Institute’s OneDrive in the folder
dedicated to the Wildcard project, to which only project members and selected collaborating
researchers have access. All data collected in this research will be stored according to the
Data Management Plan of WILDCARD. These will be analysed alongside other responses
from European policy stakeholders to produce aggregate results which may be used for
project deliverables and scientific publications. These outputs will not contain any identifying
information. If you initially decide to participate but change your mind later, you are free to
withdraw by sending an email to the research team at carmen.rodriguez@efi.int . You do not
have to provide us with reasons for the termination of your participation. When you withdraw
from the study, information provided will be destroyed. If your data has already been analysed,
the results will be used but the source of the data will not be retrievable.

There are no direct personal benefits of participation in this study. However, by participating,
you will contribute to analysing how different rewilding options across Europe may contribute
to climate change mitigation and adaptation and/or biodiversity conservation goals.

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the
principal investigator, Dr. Carmen Rodriguez via email at carmen.rodriguez@efi.int. If you
have ethical concerns in relation to this research, you may contact the Senat of Suceava
University: secretariat.senat@usm.ro If you have any kind of visual impairment (vision
impairment, vision disability) and you cannot properly access the survey, please contact us
at carmen.rodriguez@efi.int, to find a suitable alternative.

WILDCARD is a project funded by the European Commission.
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1. Please indicate the year of your birth
2. Please indicate your gender
o Female
o Male
o Other
o Prefer not to disclose

3. Please indicate if you work in any of the following sectors or have worked in them

in past. Please select all that apply.

o Forestry

Agriculture
Nature conservation
Wildlife management
Wildfire
Rural development
Water management
Climate change mitigation
Climate change adaptation
Other (please specify)

O O O OO0 O O O O

4. Which one of the below categories best describes your current job?
o National level policymaker and/or authority

Regional level policymaker and/or authority

Scientific community/academia

Business and/or investors

NGO or interest group

Other: [please specify]

O O O O O

5. How would you describe the area where you live?

o Urban or predominantly urban
o Rural or predominantly rural
o Intermediate

6. How would you describe the area where you primarily work?

If you primarily work in an office, please answer in regard to your office, if you
primarily do field office, please answer in regard to where you primarily do field work, if you
primarily work from home, please answer in regard to your home office.

o Urban or predominantly urban
o Rural or predominantly rural
o Intermediate

7. Imagine that more of the existing forest was allowed to develop freely, without any
management, in [your country]. Do you believe this would have an overall positive or
negative effect for the issues listed below?

Very Negative | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat | Positive | Very I
negative | effects negative positive effects | positive | don't
effects effects effects effects | know

Nature and

wildlife

Commercial

forestry
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Rural
culture and
ways of life
Rural
economies
The beauty
of the
landscape
Risk to
people or
property
(e.g.,
wildfires,
floods)
Food
security
Reducing
climate
change and
its impacts

8. In the case that you see a strong negative effect with any of the topics listed, please
explain them in more detail here (optional)

9. In the case that you see a strong positive effect with any of the topics listed, please
explain them in more detail here (optional)

10. Imagine that a policy supporting the free development of forests without management
was established in [your country]. Do you think this policy would be aligned* or
misaligned with national level polices in [your country] related to the following topics?

* Policies are aligned when policy goals can be achieved simultaneously

Strongly Misaligned | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat | Aligned | Strongly | | don't
misaligned misaligned aligned aligned know

Forestry
Agriculture
Nature
conservation
Wildlife
management
Rural
development
Wildfire
Water
management
Climate
change
mitigation
Climate
change
adaptation

11. If you selected “1 — Strongly misaligned” or “2 — Misaligned” for any of the topics listed,
please explain this in more detail here (optional)
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12. If you selected “7 — Strongly aligned” or “6 — Aligned” for any of the topics listed, please
explain this in more detail here (optional)

13. If you think that such a policy already exists, please describe it here (optional)

14. In some parts of Europe, farmland is being abandoned as rural populations decline or
farming becomes less profitable in some areas. If they are left unmanaged, these areas
often turn into shrublands or forests. Imagine that more farmland in [your country] was
abandoned and left unmanaged. Do you believe this would have an overall positive or
negative effect for the issues listed below?

*[Show same matrix as in Question #7]

15. In the case that you see a strong negative effect with any of the topics listed, please
explain them in more detail here (optional)

16. In the case that you see a strong positive effect with any of the topics listed, please
explain them in more detail here (optional)

17. Imagine that a policy supporting the natural development of forest vegetation without
human intervention on abandoned farmland in Spain was established. Do you think
this would be aligned* or misaligned with national level policies in Spain related to the
following topics?

* Policies are aligned when policy goals can be achieved simultaneously
**|Show same matrix as in Question #10]

18. If you selected “1 — Strongly misaligned” or “2 — Misaligned” for any of the topics listed,
please explain this in more detail here (optional)

19. If you selected “7 — Strongly aligned” or “6 — Aligned” for any of the topics listed, please
explain this in more detail here (optional)

20. If you think that such a policy already exists, please describe it here (optional)

21. The EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 set the target to protect 30% of EU land and
30% of EU sea by 2030. The strategy further specifies that one third of these areas
should be strictly protected, representing 10% of EU land and sea. Do you think that
the EU Biodiversity Strategy target to strictly protect 10% of EU land by 2030 is
aligned* or misaligned with national level policies in [your country] related to the
following topics?

* Policies are aligned when policy goals can be achieved simultaneously
*[Show same matrix as in Question #10]
*** This question is not included for Switzerland

22. If you selected “1 — Strongly misaligned” or “2 — Misaligned” for any of the topics listed,
please explain this in more detail here (optional)

23. If you selected “7 — Strongly aligned” or “6 — Aligned” for any of the topics listed, please
explain this in more detail here (optional)

24.1n 2024, the EU Nature Restoration Regulation came into effect with its legally
binding targets to restore 20% of EU land by 2030 and all ecosystems in need by
2050. Do you think that the EU Nature Restoration Regulation targets are aligned*or
misaligned with national level policies in Spain related to the following topics?
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* Policies are aligned when policy goals can be achieved simultaneously
*[Show same matrix as in Question #10]
*** This question is not included for Switzerland

25. If you selected “1 — Strongly misaligned” or “2 — Misaligned” for any of the topics listed,
please explain this in more detail here (optional)

26. If you selected “7 — Strongly aligned” or “6 — Aligned” for any of the topics listed, please
explain this in more detail here (optional)

27. Please use this space to add any additional comments that you would like to share in
relation to the topic (optional)

28. If you are interested in staying in touch regarding the results of this study and other
project activities, please provide your e-mail (optional)
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Appendix 3: Interview guideline for EU policy stakeholders
— Semi-structured interviews

Main questions
General understanding of rewilding

1. Rewilding means many different things to policymakers and policy stakeholders. What
does rewilding mean to you?
If not addressed, ask explicitly:
a. Isthere a difference to you between rewilding and restoration?
b. What is the role of humans in rewilding?
c. Do you think rewilding is a relevant conservation approach?
2. How is your professional work related to rewilding? Please describe briefly.

Rewilding and EU policymaking

3. When looking at the EU policy level, how has rewilding been taken up in the formal
and informal policy processes?
a.  What are important policy initiatives related to rewilding?
b. How has the concept of rewilding evolved in comparison to that of
restoration?
4. Where do you see potential for rewilding to contribute to existing EU policy
objectives?
If not mentioned, ask specifically:
a. Regarding biodiversity, such as in the EU Biodiversity Strategy?
b. Regarding restoration, such as in the EU Nature Restoration Regulation?
c¢. Regarding climate change mitigation, such as in LULUCF?
d. Regarding climate change adaptation, such as in the EU Adaptation
Strategy?
e. Regarding forest management, such as in the EU Forest strategy?
5. Do you see conflicts between rewilding and existing EU policy objectives?
6. From your view, what should be done politically about rewilding today at the EU
policy level?
If not mentioned specifically:
a. Is action needed related to finances and budget for rewilding?
7. Who do you think is responsible for taking these actions?

Implementation

8. What do you see as the main challenges when implementing rewilding in practice?
Rewilding in the forest
The Wildcard project focuses on rewilding specifically in forests.

9. Where do you see a potential for rewilding in forests across Europe?
If not mentioned specifically:
a.  Which forest landscapes should be prioritized, if any?
b. Do you see a potential for rewilding on abandoned land?

Final question

Is there anything connected to rewilding at the EU policy level, which you consider important and which
we have not touched upon during the interview?
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Appendix 4. Wording of the semi-structured interview
applied to the local level stakeholders

Local stakeholder’s perceptions and acceptability of rewilding, Region:

1. Demographic data

Q1.1. Year of your birth:

Q1.2. Gender: F/ M/ Other/ prefer not to disclose

Q1.3. The highest level of education completed:

Less than primary education or no education
Primary education

Lower secondary education

Upper secondary education

Vocational education

Bachelor's degree or equivalent

Master's degree or equivalent

Doctoral degree or equivalent

I s

Q1.4. Stakeholder group:
(1 Landowners & Farmers agriculture
Forest managers & local forest administration
Representatives of local governments
Local NGOs
[]  Managers of natural protected areas
(1 Local representative in rural development
[]  Local representative in wildlife management

Q1.5. How would you describe the area where you live?
\ Urban or predominantly urban

Q1.6: Land ownership in the area:
yes

G Funded by
L the European Union

Rural or predominantly rural no
[J  Intermediate prefer not to disclose

2. General questions

Q2.1. How well-known is the concept of rewilding in your region?

O 1-not know at all [ 2-rather not known [ 3-somehow familiar [ 4-known in to a certain degree I 5-well-known

Q2.2. What is your own relationship with landscape and nature from your region, considering the statements listed below:

In the area | live, Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat | Strongly | don't
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree know
Disagree

1....1 like to tak ti looki t

_|.eoaemy ime looking a O O O O O O
details in a landscape
2....l like to take my time to visit wild-
e v VISt Wi O O O O O O
like areas
...l prefi | ith fi
3....I prefer to see andscape.s with few O O O O O 0
or no traces of human activity
4.1 like d tati | th

|. e gnse vegetation along the O O O O O O
roads in this area
5...1 like the green meadows on the

ke the & W O O O O O O
farms in this area
6..D f t ke the land
. gnse orests make .e andscapes O O O O O O
in this area more attractive
7..D f ts limit to pl

ense' ores s .|m| access to places O O O O O O
| would like to visit
8..Active farms make this area
S ACHV ! O O O ] O ]
interesting

Q2.3.1. Would you say that the area with natural landscape in the region is:
O too small [0 about right [ too large O 1don” know

Q2.3.2 How natural would you say the region where you live is?
[0 Not natural at all [ Slightly natural (I Neither unnatural nor natural I Moderately natural (I Very natural [ | don’ know

Q2.3.3. How satisfied are you with the current level of wilderness in your region?
0 I would prefer a lot less wilderness; [ | would prefer less wilderness; (I about right; CI | would prefer more wilderness;
I I would prefer a lot more wilderness; [J 1 don” know

Q2.4.1. What can you tell us about the process of land abandonment that is occurring/has occurred in the region?
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Q2.4.2. What can you tell us about the process of forest management abandonment that is occurring/has occurred in the

G Funded by
L the European Union

region?

Q.2.5. To what extent do you agree with the following statements about the potential return of wild animal species?

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly I don't
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree know
Disagree
1. It is desirable because they O O O O O 0
have the right to be here
2. We should protect more
land to allow all species to 0 U 0 0 0 U
come back
3. The presence of wild animal
species is compatible with our O U O O O U
future society and economy
4. It is desirable as long as they
cause no economic or other O U O O O .
(e.g. psychophysical) harm
5. It is desirable as long as they
stay restricted in protected O O O O O O
areas or nature reserves
6. It would not matter/make O O O O O O
much of a difference to me

3. Questions about personal beliefs and perceptions on abandonment of land and forest management

Q3.1. What do you think about allowing forests to develop without human intervention?

Q3.2. Would you say that the area of unmanaged forests in your region is:

[ too small [ about right [ too large (11 don’t know

Q3.3. Imagine that in your region more of the existing forest was allowed to develop freely, without any management. Do
you believe this would have an overall positive or negative effect for the issues listed below?

1-Very 2- 3- 4- 5- 6- 7 - Very |
negative | Negative | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat Positive positive don’t
effect effect negative positive effect effect know
effect effect
Nature and wildlife O O O O O O O Od
Rural culture and ways of O O O O O O O O
life
Commercial forestry O O O O O O O O
The beauty of the O O O O O O O O
landscape
Risk to people or their O O O O O O O O
property (e.g., from
wildfires or falling
branches)
Reducing climate change O O O O O O O Od
and its impacts

Q3.3.1. In the case that you see a strong negative effect with any of the topics listed, please explain them in more detail

here (optional)

Q3.3.2. In the case that you see a strong positive effect with any of the topics listed, please explain them in more detail here

(optional)

Q3.4. What do you think about the abandonment of agricultural land (such as former pastures and arable land) in your

region?

Q3.5. Would you say that the area of abandoned land in your region is:
[ too large [ 1don’t know

[J too small [J about right
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Q3.6. Imagine that more farmland from your region was abandoned and left unmanaged. Do you believe this would have
an overall positive or negative effect for the issues listed below?

1-Very 2- 3- 4 - 5- 6 - 7 -Very |
negative | Negative | Somewhat | Neutral Somewhat Positive positive don’t
effect effect negative positive effect effect know
effect effect
Nature and wildlife O O O O O Od O Od
Rural culture and ways of life O O Od Od O O O O
Commercial forestry O O O O O Od Od Od
Rural economy O O O O O O O Od
The beauty of the landscape O O O O O O O O
Risk to people or their O O O | O O Od O
property (e.g., from wildfires
or falling branches)
Reducing climate change O O O O O O O O
and its impacts
Food security O O O O O Od Od Od

Q3.6.1. In the case that you see a strong negative effect with any of the topics listed, please explain them in more detail

here (optional)

Q3.6.2. In the case that you see a strong positive effect with any of the topics listed, please explain them in more detail here

(optional)

4. Questions about personal beliefs and attitudes on rewilding

Q4.1. What would be your reaction if the following natural processes occurred spontaneously in your region?
Strongly | Somewhat Neither Agree | Somewhat Strongly | don't
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree know
1. Spontaneous return of shrubs
and forest vegetation on O O O O O O
abandoned agricultural land
2. Natural development of existin
) P g o o o o O o
forests without any management
3. Spontaneous return of large
herbivores (moose, auroch or O O O O O O
auroch-like species, etc)
4. Spontaneous return of large
P & o o o o O o
predators (wolf, lynx, bear)
5. The restoration of original
ecosystems as a natural process O O O O O O
with limited human intervention
Q4.2.1. Are there any animal wild species that retuned spontaneously in your region? [ 1donotknow [ No [IYes.
Q4.2.2. If yes, whichone?  ......ccccvvviiiennns
Q4.2.3. What is your feeling about the return of these species?
(please name species) fear Joy interest anger | am not sure
O O O O O
O O O O O
O O O O O

Q4.2.4. For the species you have mentioned above, which measures would be accep

table for managing the population size?

Species Measures Strongly Somewhat Neither Agree | Somewhat Strongly I don't
Disagree Disagree nor Disagree Agree Agree know

Species Hunting O O O O O O

1: — —
. Maint
aintaining sr.)e.ues in O O O O O O
zoos/captivity
Fencing them i ifi
encing them in specific O O O O O O
areas
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Let them roam freely O O O O O O

Roam freely but very
closely monitored
Increasing their legal
protection status
5. Questions on social acceptability and policy measures in favour of wildlife: herbivore species

O O a O a O

O O O O O O

Q5.1. Imagine that the number of large herbivore species (such as moose, auroch or auroch-like species) increased in the
region you live, or that they returned to the landscape if they are not currently present. Do you believe this would have an
overall positive or negative effect for the issues listed below?

1- Very 2- 3- 4- 5- 6 - 7 -Very |
negative | Negative | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat Positive positive don’t
effect effect negative positive effect effect know
effect effect
Nature and wildlife O O O O O O O Od
How enjoyable it is to visit O O O O O O O O
the landscape
Livestock farming O O Od O O O O O
Local tourism O O a a | O O O
People’s safety and O O O O O | | O
wellbeing in the landscape

Q5.2. If managed appropriately, the financial impact of the presence of large herbivory mammals can be reduced to
acceptable levels. How far do you agree with this sentence?

[ strongly disagree [0 somewhat disagree [ neither agree nor disagree [1 somewhat agree [ strongly agree (11 do
not know

Q5.3. To cope with the presence of large herbivory mammals, is there a need for new policy interventions supporting the
coexistence with human activities? [ 1do not know O No [ Yes.

Q5.4. If you answered 'Yes,' please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements by selecting the
appropriate option:

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly I don't
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree know
Disagree
...compensation against
damages - - = -
...insurance for livestock and O O O O O O
crops
...payment/incentives/tax
reduction for recording O O o o O o
presence (PES style)
...payment/incentives for O O O O O O
preventive measures
... funding to build protective O O O O O O
measures (fences, etc.)
...economic incentives to offset O O O O O O
the loss of income
... training on how to cope with O O O O O O
large mammals
...no need for further incentives O O O O O O

6. Questions on social acceptability and policy measures in favour of wildlife: predatory species

Q6.1. Imagine that the number of large predatory mammals (such as lynx or wolves) increased in the region you live, or that
they returned to the landscape if they are not currently present. Do you believe this would have an overall positive or
negative effect for the issues listed below?

1-Very 2- 3- 4- 5- 6- 7 - Very |
negative | Negative | Somewhat | Neutral | Somewhat Positive positive don’t
effect effect negative positive effect effect know
effect effect
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Nature and wildlife O O O O O O O O
How enjoyable it is to visit O O O | O | O Od
the landscape

Livestock farming O O O | O O O Od
Local tourism O O O O O O O O
People’s safety and O O O O O O O Od
wellbeing in the landscape

Q6.2. If managed appropriately, the financial impact of the presence of large predatory mammals can be reduced to
acceptable levels. How far do you agree with this sentence?
I Strongly Disagree [ Somewhat Disagree [ Neither Agree nor Disagree [1 Somewhat agree [ Strongly agree (1 | do

not know

Q6.3. To cope with the presence of large predatory mammals, is there a need for new policy interventions supporting the

coexistence with human activities? [J | do not know

O No

[ Yes.

Q6.4. If you answered 'Yes,' please indicate how much you agree with each of the following statements by selecting the

appropriate option:

Strongly Somewhat Neither Somewhat Strongly | don't
Disagree Disagree Agree nor Agree Agree know
Disagree
...compensation against
damages O O -
...insurance for livestock and O O O
crops
...payment/incentives/tax
reduction for recording 0 O . o O o
presence (PES style)
...payment/incentives for O O O O O O
preventive measures
... funding to build protective O O O O O O
measures (fences, etc.)
...economic incentives to offset O O O O O O
the loss of income
... training on how to cope with O O O O O O
large mammals
...no need for further incentives O O O O O O

7. Take-away message about factor of social acceptability in favour of proforestation on the area

Q7.1. Which are the main opportunities and threats that people around you perceive about proforestation (letting forests
develop freely, without forest management)?

Q7.2. Which are the main opportunities and threats that people around you perceive about natural vegetations developed

on abandoned agricultural lands?

Q7.3. Inyour opinion, do you think that there are local measures that have to be implemented to lower the level of rewilding-

perceived threats in the region?
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