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Chernobyl as a natural laboratory

Total dose rate per organism (UGy h?) RESEARCH

1.6E+02
knowledge about the possible outcomes of re-
1.4E+02 REVIEW wilding endeavors (37). In addition, concerns
have been raised about rewilding activities being
1.2e+02 planned ina manner that excludes people from
1.0E+02
i

REWILDING landscapes rather than being designed with
local support (32).

Rewilding complex ecosystems o rehling ot . ko s e

mentioned critidsms. We start by briefly review-
Andrea Perino**, Henrigue M. Pereira'®**, Laetitia M. Navarro*2, ing the history of the rewilding concept, from its

8.0E+01
6.0E+01
4.0E+01
2.0E+01
0.0E+00

Néstor Fernindez'?, James M. Bullock®, Silvia Ceangu™®, Ainara Cortés. g initial emphasis on protecting large connected
Roel van Klink', Tobias Kuemmerle®, Angela Lomba®, Guy Pe'er™™, areas for carnivons conseraation (£) o the diver-
Tobias Plieninger'™2, José M. Rey Benayas'®, Christopher J. Sandom®, sity of rewildn:u;j mww:mzsx We pmn;rsc
. : 6 16,1718 afl rk n an rewilding
l Jens-Christian Svenning®®, Helen C. Wheder™ it ey >

The practice of rewilding has been both promoted and criticized in recent years. Benefits ing approaches. Our framework draws on ewlog-

might anticipate effects on wildlife

pering their apadty © recover from pertu.rbar
tions (7-9). Akhough wthek
eris 4 blish olprcucm

nmmﬂwﬂdwmwﬁﬂnmhummtn
vention (26). Although r

o° & o8 (\ ‘\\Q’ \.}c)c’ (9\\‘ & é\\)z’ o\\f’ ‘6\(\ ‘o\‘}@ "(‘ N (A'b (__,Q R include flesibility to react to environmental change and the promotion of opportunities 1l u‘“":‘mm u";"!“":m“ =
@ g}’ & & 3 & &8 & 'b"‘\ 'a‘ & «© N & Q{b for society to reconnect with nature. Criticisms include the lack of a dlear conceptualization resd sl N DhE e of
& F? <@ ST P +6‘ @ & & N A A of rewilding, insufficient about and the that SONe sl m"o“"ﬂl i i
r,‘é é)"’ 352 @0 & EF P WE » be,'ﬂ : \(@ @ <@ _*\0 people from Here, we present a framework for rewilding that rewilding rOCEmNES,
TS R R i & @ 2 N addresses these concems. We suggest that rewiding efforts should target trophic complexity, | FView ccvlogical knowledge and iden'ify rewikl-
‘Jz,‘\ v% QO Ob S 6\(‘ & o Q & natural disturbances, and di las T that can i ¥ ing ﬂ?.lf)m that can assist the restoration of se¥-
N5 UM W e & ) resilience and maintain biodiversity. w. a d to rewiid resilient (Fig. 1). Notably,
& & & that of the of nature to people and the socia-ecological | Wese actions will vary depending on the societal
Q§ w‘\ q;o constraints on restoration. context. Rewilding can oceur spontaneously if
H,D humans withdraw from landscapes —for exam-
6\9 ple, after agricultural abandonment (34-36) or
-\é hifting sodetal and environmental condi- Rewilding is ch approach to i in areas that have become inhos pitable as a result
@\ tions, including hnd-utdnm nndlnu'eu- This !.rm:gy alms to restore sclf-sustaining and | of armed conflict (37-39) nrctMrmmualcln-
ing demand for with interinked ecological
‘hodiversity hmarﬂmmdqndnﬂon pmemslhat promote and support one another
- - (1-4). The associated loss of many impor- | while or gradually red hulnun Ao W SOCTenS
Dose are still high enough that we i s B v o e T e
complexity and resilie noe of ecosystems by ham- | the emaotional experience and perception of wild | @n accept an autonomy of natural processes. In

these cases, the feasibility of mwﬂdlng projects

projects often aim to minimize human interven-

also d ds on rial 1, and reg-
ulal.im contributions from nature (Fig. 2). We

- duced bis y loss in some | tion, many scientists and practitioners consider | discusshow rewilding projects need to account

instances (10-12), mponsduw(umepmtoued some level of management as critical to replace | for social-ecological dynamics by addressing

W' d f .ldl 'f - areas (13) and i of th that have been lost because of | people’s preferences as well as human effects
1 e range O Wl 1 e SpeCleS species (14) indicate that conservation strategies | human activities or 1 maintain important aspects | on ecosystems. Finally, we appy our framework

must go beyond aurrent efforts (15, Jb] of cultural landscapes (27) Such to a set of ongoing rewilding projects and lus-

Can study a range of radionuclides:

Ag ng body of I
nmd for novel, process-oriented nppmachﬁ w
restoring ecosystems in our rapidly changing
world (4, 17-19). Dynamic and prtm—orkma']

often focuses on selected processes via predsely
defined actions targeting concrete goals [eg, man-
agement of Satoyama landscapes in Japan (28)].
Rewilding, on the contrary, recognizes and works

trate how interactions among the key processes
can be promoted to increase both ecosystem
resilience and sodetal benefits.

C 1 3 7 S 9 0 A 2 4‘ 1 P I t approaches focn. om the adapcees chpacky of | with lexity and autonomy as ecosystem- | A brief history of the rewilding concept
- - - - (#) and the r tion of i h ristics and acknowledges their | Rewildi igrinall ived 20
S ) r ) m ) u ISO Opes’ promoting b ly, rather than | dynamic unpredictable nature (29). w(sa).td:nvdw“bcscmbcmfl‘:

[-129, U-isotopes, Tc-99, C-14

aiming to maintain or restore panimlar eco-
system states d

Despite the potential for rewilding to address
ion challenges, critics have

by
compaositions u'm.rﬁm!arbundlcsolmmm

pointed out several shortcomings that have as

hig based on the Y
roles of large predators™ (n)lhntmuld actas
!:y!meqacduuﬂ maintain the resilience and

services. Such

ity of terrestrial ecosystems through twp-

as dynamic systems (20) whose future develop-

yet pered the of prin-
ciples. Criticism includes alack of a consistent
definition of rewilding (30) and insufficient

down ntrol (33,49). The protection and restora-
tion of “large, strictly protected core reserves,

Published studies contentious et cnno vy bepeiet (21,2
http://dx.doi. org/10.1126/science.aav5570

https://radioecology-exchange.org/content/chernobyl-
exclusion-zone

UK Centre for ;
‘ Ecology & Hydrology @ Radloecology

EUROPEAN RADIOECOLOGY ALLIANCE



Do wildfires increase radionuclide

From 2018 fire: Percentage of
radionuclide presented in m? as ash
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Impacts

Impact of large scale fires on wildlife
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Radiation and fire - multiple stressors? 2016 Red Forest Fire
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