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NOTICE TO MEMBERS

Subject: Petition No 0057/2017 by Sari Kantinkoski (Finnish) on behalf of the Tapiola 
Nature Conservation Union, on speeding up the complaint addressed to the 
Commission regarding the protection of the wolf (Canis Lupus) in Finland

1. Summary of petition

The petitioner explains that the wolf is a native species in Finland and has been threatened in 
the 2000s. The species is listed in Annex IV of the Habitats Directive for outside of the 
reindeer preserve areas and in Annex V within the reindeer preserve areas. The wolf 
population grew in a relatively steady pace until 2007, when a control of population by 
hunting was introduced. Since then no growth in the population was achieved, the numbers 
stagnate around 200 individuals. The petitioner believes that the government’s actions do not 
aim at long term protection as recommended in the Convention on the Conservation of 
European Wildlife and Natural Habitats Standing Committee (2012) opinion or in line with 
the Favourable Conservation Status defined in the Guidance document on the strict protection 
of animal species of Community interest under the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC.   In the 
recent 2 years altogether 106 wolves were killed based on different permits and quotas. Out of 
these animals 25 were confirmed (or potentially) reproductive alfa animals. The petitioner 
informs that the Nature Conservation Union of Tapiola addressed a complaint to the European 
Commission on 28 April 2016 concerning the failure of measures to protect wolves, after 
having used all legally available channels of redress at the national level. The petitioner adds 
that during the present hunting year so far there were already 36 wolves killed and permits are 
continuously issued. The petitioner also points out that the wolf population in Finland is so 
inbred that the widespread hunting activity reduces the diversity of the genetic pool and 
provides the threat of the wolf disappearing from Finland’s nature. The petitioner concludes 
that government action is not sufficient for the protection of the wolf as the government has 
also not ratified international protection agreements (here the petitioner mentions the Bern 
Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats). The petitioner 
asks for the European Parliament’s help to intervene with the European Commission for swift 
intervention for the cause of the protection of the wolf (Canis Lupus) in Finland.

2. Admissibility
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Declared admissible on 31 May 2017. Information requested from Commission under Rule 
216(6).

3. Commission reply, received on 29 June 2018

The Commission can confirm that the petitioner has submitted a complaint on Finland's wolf 
management to the Commission. The Commission services have been frequently in contact 
with the competent authorities in Finland dealing with wolf management. The contacts started 
prior to the adoption of the new wolf management plan in 2014 and the start of a two-year 
trial period for the so-called wolf management hunting (suden kannanhoidollinen metsästys). 
The Commission services and the Finnish authorities have met several times to discuss the 
outcome of the trial period and its follow-up.

The Commission notes that the petitioner has appealed various wolf hunting decisions before 
national Courts. As a consequence of the appeals, the Finnish Supreme Administrative Court 
has in November 2017 referred a number of questions for preliminary ruling to the Court of 
Justice of the European Union (CJEU, or "the Court"). As explained to the 
petitioner/complainant in letters sent in January and May 2018, the CJEU will issue a ruling 
on the interpretation of the provisions in question in Article 16 of the Habitats Directive 
which will be binding on all Member States' courts and tribunals. The ruling is expected to 
provide clarifications and guidance which will be useful for the competent national authorities 
in all Member States when dealing with hunting of strictly protected species and it will clarify 
whether or not the system for management of the wolf population in Finland is compatible 
with EU law. 

In line with the Rules of Procedure of the CJEU, the Commission has been invited to submit 
its observations on the reference for preliminary ruling to the Court. We can confirm that we 
have recently submitted such observations to the Court.

Under such circumstances, it is not appropriate for the Commission to pursue the 
investigation of the complaint and the complainant has been informed accordingly by letter in 
May 2018. 

Conclusion

The Commission has investigated the complaint and has, on the basis of the request for 
preliminary ruling submitted by a Finnish Court to the CJEU, decided not to further 
investigate the complaint pending the ruling by the Court. The complainant/petitioner has 
been informed about this course of action.

4. Commission reply (REV.), received on 1 July 2021

The Commission's observations

The petitioner refers to Case C-342/05 (Commission v Finland, judgment of 14 June 2007). In 
that case, the Court of Justice of the European Union (CJEU) declared the following: ‘By 
authorising wolf hunting on a preventive basis, without it being established that the hunting is 
such as to prevent serious damage within the meaning of Article 16(1)(b) of Council Directive 
92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and 
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flora1 [hereafter: the Habitats Directive], the Republic of Finland has failed to fulfil its 
obligations under Articles 12(1) and 16(1)(b) of that Directive.’ Article 12(1) concerns the 
strict protection of wolf, among other species, and Article 16 concerns derogations to Article 
12.

The petitioner questions the way the judgment was followed in Finland. She also claims that 
Article 16(c) of the Habitats Directive, which concerns derogations in the interests of public 
health and public safety, or for other imperative reasons of overriding public interest, 
including those of a social or economic nature and beneficial consequences of primary 
importance for the environment, is being used to restrict the growth of the wolf population in 
the country. She is asking the European Parliament to accelerate the treatment of her 
complaint CHAP(2016)01579 concerning the protection of wolf in Finland. 

The complaint was made in 2016. In 2017, a request for a preliminary ruling under Article 
267 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) was made by the 
Supreme Administrative Court of Finland to the CJEU. The request concerned the 
interpretation of Article 16(1) of the Habitats Directive in proceedings brought by 
Luonnonsuojeluyhdistys Tapiola Pohjois-Savo – Kainuu ry (‘Tapiola’) concerning the 
lawfulness of decisions by which Suomen riistakeskus (Finnish Wildlife Agency) granted 
derogation permits to hunt wolves. On 10 October 2019, the CJEUt gave its judgment in Case 
C-674/17, Tapiola (hereafter the Tapiola judgment).

In the Tapiola case, the CJEU gave detailed clarifications of the scope of Article 16 of the 
Habitats Directive. The case is directly linked to the petition and thus relevant in this context, 
because the petitioner was the applicant at national level.

The Commission has brought the CJEU’s ruling in the Tapiola case to the attention of the 
Member States. The ruling binds all Member States authorities, whether administrative or 
judicial. The Commission also regularly raises the matter in its bilateral exchanges with 
Members States, including Finland. 

Following the Tapiola judgment, the Finnish Supreme Administrative Court gave its decision 
KHO:2020:28,2 in which it reiterated the grounds given by the CJEU in the Tapiola judgment. 
This decision is relevant to the application of the law in other similar cases in Finland. 

At this stage, the Commission has no evidence of either any systemic breach of Article 16 of 
the Habitats Directive or disregard of the above-mentioned rulings by the authorities in 
Finland.

Conclusion

In the light of these findings, the Commission will not intervene further and invites the 
petitioner to use national means of redress to solve any remaining problem.

However, the Commission would like to emphasize that it will continue to engage with the 
Finnish authorities in order to ensure that the overall Finnish wolf policy is in line with the 
Habitats Directive, including with regard to the use of the derogations under Article 16, as 

1 Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and 
flora, OJ L 206, 22.7.1992, p. 7–50.
2 https://www.kho.fi/fi/index/paatokset/vuosikirjapaatokset/1584437840273.html 
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interpreted by the CJEU.


