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Supplement to the complaint of 27 March 2026 case reference number: 
PLT (2026) 01105. The progressive lowering of Sweden's national 
minimum level for lynx without a documented scientific basis 

 

Vilda Djurens Skydd 

To: European Commission, Directorate-General for Environment (DG ENV), Nature Protection 
Unit, Rue de la Loi / Wetstraat 200, B-1049 Brussels, Belgium 

From: Vilda Djurens Skydd, Barnsjövägen 61, 437 35 Lindome, Sweden. Magnus Orrebrant, 
Chairman 

Reference: Formal complaint to the European Commission — Sweden's incorrect FRP value for 
the Eurasian lynx and licensed hunting in breach of the Habitats Directive, submitted 27 March 
2026, case reference number: PLT (2026) 01105. 

Date: 8 August 2026 

1. Introduction and purpose of this supplement 

Vilda Djurens Skydd hereby submits a supplement to the formal complaint sent to the Commission 
on 27 March 2026 concerning Sweden's incorrect reference value (Favourable Reference 
Population, FRP) of 870 Eurasian lynx. 

This supplement presents a tightly documented line of evidence, supported throughout by original 
Swedish government and parliamentary sources. Since Sweden first fixed a national minimum 
level for lynx in 2001, that level has twice been revised downward, from 300 to 250 family groups in 
2009, and in substance again with the 2014 adoption of the current FRP of 147 family groups (870 
individuals). Vilda Djurens Skydd submits that these reductions were not driven by new scientific 
findings about what the lynx population itself requires for long-term viability, and that the 2009 
reduction was expressly justified by anticipated competition with a growing wolf population for 
shared prey a, ground unrelated to lynx conservation science. 

This evidence directly supports the complaint's submission in section 3.2 and section 5.5: that the 
disputed FRP of 870 reflects a political trade-off rather than a scientific assessment of long-term 
viability. 

2. The three legislative decisions 

The national minimum/reference level for lynx has been set, and twice revised, through three 
separate legislative decisions: 

Year Level set Legal source Stated justification 

2001 Minimum level: 300 
family groups (≈1,500 
individuals) 

Government Bill 2000/01:57 
(section 5.2.5, p. 36–37). Encl. 1 
 

Level proposed by the 
Swedish EPA in its 
consultation response and 
adopted by the 
Government; a genuine 
scientifically informed 
minimum, exceeding the 
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Year Level set Legal source Stated justification 

inquiry's own 1,000-
individual recommendation 

2009 Lowered to 250 family 
groups 

Government Bill 2008/09:210. Encl 
2 

Anticipated increase in the 
wolf population and 
resulting competition for 
shared prey species, not a 
new scientific assessment 
of lynx viability 
requirements 

2014 FCS level: 147 family 
groups (870 
individuals) 

Government Bill 2012/13:191 Based on minimum viable 
population (MVP) 
methodology, not FRP as 
defined by the 
Commission (complaint, 
section 3.2) 

 

2.1 2001: The original minimum level 

Government Bill 2000/01:57 (Sammanhållen rovdjurspolitik) records, in section 5.2.5, that the 
underlying government inquiry (SOU 1999:146) had itself proposed a minimum level of 1,000 
individuals for Sweden. The Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (Naturvårdsverket), in its 
consultation response, proposed the higher level of 300 family groups (≈1,500 individuals), and the 
Government adopted the Agency's higher figure: 

"Naturvårdsverket anser i sitt remissvar att miniminivån borde vara 300 föryngringar per år, 
motsvarande 1 500 individer medan utredningen föreslår att miniminivån bör anges till 1 000 djur... 
Regeringen delar Naturvårdsverkets bedömning av lämplig miniminivå för lodjursstammen. 
Regeringen föreslår alltså att miniminivån för lodjursstammen skall vara 300 föryngringar per år, 
vilket motsvarar ca 1 500 djur." 

This 300-family-group level was therefore, at the time, a genuine scientifically-informed minimum, 
set higher than the inquiry's own recommendation, not lower. 

2.2 2009: Reduction to 250 family groups, justified by wolf-related prey competition 

Government Bill 2008/09:210 (En ny rovdjursförvaltning) proposed lowering the minimum level to 
250 family groups. The Government's own stated reasoning, set out in the bill, was explicitly about 
competition with a growing wolf population for shared prey, not new science on lynx viability: 

"Ökningen av lodjur i mellersta Sverige tillsammans med ökningen av antalet vargar medför en 
konkurrens mellan arterna om tillgången på föda eftersom antalet bytesdjur inte har ökat i samma 
takt som stammarna av varg och lodjur." 

This reduction was directly and publicly challenged in Motion 2008/09:MJ23 (Wiwi-Anne 
Johansson), which recorded that the original 300-family-group target had never even been reached 
before the Government proposed lowering it: 

"2001 beslutade riksdagen om miniminivåer för de stora rovdjuren. Lodjurens miniminivå 
fastställdes till 300 föryngringar per år. Dessvärre har målet inte uppnåtts. Det är därför mycket 
olyckligt att regeringen vill frångå..." 

2.3 2014: The current FRP of 870, based on MVP rather than FRP methodology 

Government Bill 2012/13:191 (En hållbar rovdjurspolitik) is the source of the currently disputed FRP of 870 
individuals (147 family groups), already addressed in section 3.2 of the original complaint: the figure reflects 
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a minimum-viable-population (MVP) calculation rather than the Commission's FRP definition, which requires 
a level sufficient for long-term viability, considerably above MVP. 

Note: the individual-to-family-group ratio implicit in the 2014 figure (870 ÷ 147 ≈ 5.9) is higher than the ratio 
implicit in the 2001 figure (1,500 ÷ 300 = 5.0) and is consistent with the conversion factor currently applied by 
Swedish authorities (e.g. 234 family groups ≈ 1,400 individuals in the 2025/26 national inventory, a ratio of 
≈5.98). This likely reflects updated scientific conversion methodology (see Andrén & Liberg's later work on 
the family-group-to-individual ratio) rather than an inconsistency as such. It does mean, however, that the 
reduction in the national target is somewhat greater when measured in family group than when measured in 
the derived individual count: 300 to 147 family groups is a reduction of 51%, compared with a 42% reduction 
when expressed as 1,500 to 870 individuals. 

3. Assessment 

These three original government and parliamentary sources establish a clear and fully documented 
sequence: 

• 2001: a minimum level was set that exceeded even the underlying scientific inquiry's own 
recommendation (300 family groups against the inquiry's proposed 1,000 individuals ≈ 200 family 
groups). 

• 2009: that level was lowered for a reason, competition with wolves for prey, that has nothing to do with 
the scientific requirements for lynx conservation, and against a documented backdrop in which the 
original target had not even been met. 

• 2014: the level was replaced altogether by a lower figure (870) explicitly acknowledged elsewhere 
(complaint, section 3.2) to be an MVP rather than FRP calculation. 

Vilda Djurens Skydd submits that this documented sequence, resting entirely on the Swedish Government's 
and Parliament's own bills, committee reports and motions demonstrates that Sweden's current reference 
value for lynx has been shaped by political and inter-species management trade-offs, rather than by an 
independent scientific assessment of what the lynx population itself requires for long-term viability. This is 
contrary to the requirements of the Habitats Directive. 

Vilda Djurens Skydd notes that its original complaint of 27 March 2026 already addresses, on the basis of 
Liberg & Andrén (2006) and other sources, the population level present in Sweden at the time of EU 
accession in 1995 (complaint, section 3.3) was higher than 870. 

4. Supplemented request to the Commission 

With reference to the above, Vilda Djurens Skydd maintains and supplements that: 

• The Commission should examine whether the progressive lowering of the national minimum/reference 
level for lynx — from 300 family groups (Government Bill 2000/01:57, 2001) to 250 (Government Bill 
2008/09:210, 2009) to the current 147 (Government Bill 2012/13:191, 2014)  has at any stage been 
based on an independent scientific assessment of what is required for the long-term viability of the 
species. 

• The Commission's particular attention is drawn to Government Bill 2008/09:210 and Motion 
2008/09:MJ23, which together document that the 2009 reduction was justified by anticipated 
competition between lynx and a growing wolf population for shared prey species (and probably the 
human hunter). This is a management consideration unrelated to the scientific criteria for favourable 
conservation status of the lynx itself. 

• The Commission should require Sweden to demonstrate, for each of the three levels set out above, the 
specific scientific basis (if any) relied upon at the time, and to explain why the current FRP of 870 
individuals is lower than the level (300 family groups, ≈1,500 individuals) that Sweden's own competent 
authority, the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, itself proposed in 2001 as the appropriate 
minimum. Sweden should further be required to explain why 870 individuals is lower than the population 
level present in Sweden at the time of its EU accession on 1 January 1995, as already raised in the 
original complaint (section 3.3), since Article 17 guidance requires that the FRP must not fall below the 
population level at the time the Directive first applied to the Member State. 
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