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1 Introduction and participants 

This document template is a suggested format for reporting back the results from the second regional case 

study area workshop held in your area 

This document reports the outcomes of the second public goods stakeholder workshop of the Romanian CSR, 

which was held in Iași on June 17th. The aim of the workshop was to gather the views of national/regional key 

stakeholders regarding the selected PG Hotspots stories and systems, the informational tool, as well as the 

associated governance mechanisms. 

The workshop succeeded in achieving the following: 

- The stakeholders expressed their views on the selected PG hotspots, the HS stories and the system 

diagrams. 

- The stakeholders became familiar with the concept of governance mechanisms and provided their 

thoughts regarding: how the mechanisms are designed in the region, how they interact with the PG 

and PB provision and what makes them “good” or “smart”; they also provided recommendations 

regarding which governance mechanisms may be efficient in improving the provision of PGs and 

reducing PBs in the two selected hotspots. 

- The stakeholders also provided some feedback on what kind of information would be needed in order 

to design and efficiently implement “smart” governance mechanisms in the region. 

There were a total of 13 stakeholders present. Their main fields of experience are in agricultural consultancy 

and financing, farming and NGOs. 
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2 Presentation and validation of the storylines  

Black – storyline as presented to the stakeholders and approved during the discussions 

Red – storyline adjustments based on stakeholder input 

SUMMARY/DESCRIPTION OF VALIDATED HOTSPOT STORYLINE RO-1 IN  THE CSR NORTH-EAST REGION, ROMANIA 

1. Short Description of Agriculture & Forestry system considered 

This area is located in the NE of Iaşi County and covers a surface of approximately 1200km2 of the NUTS 3-

RO213 region. It presents a high concentration of various public goods favoured mainly by the 

geographical position and the wealth of natural resources in this area (high quality of soil and availability 

of water). In comparison with the other counties of Romania, Iasi has a high degree of population living in 

rural areas (54% of the population in Iasi lives in rural areas in comparison with the national average of 

47%), and the selected area for case study is fitting this pattern. Nevertheless, within the main communes 

on whom the selected area overlaps (Tiganasi, Vladeni, Andreseni), the businesses register turnovers 

above the average of the county. The main economic activities are in the fields of farming, livestock 

production and fishing, but these were thought to be characterized by a low level of intensity. 

The stakeholders’ input was that the area is in fact characterized by some high intensity agricultural businesses 

(above average level of mechanization, especially in Ţigănaşi, irrigation, some specialized workforce, large 

farms), even though small scale low intensity farms are also present (as is the usual case in most of Romania).  

In addition, there is an increasing interest for private investment in agriculture. However, due to the low 

profitability of farming, livestock production and fishing as well as problems regarding the limited 

availability of specialized workers, funding is necessary to support the development of businesses. There is 

also a high need to provide education to the local inhabitants in order to specialize them in the agro-food 

sector and to reduce the need to “import” expensive specialists from outside the region. 

2. Short description of the Public goods/bads considered and the issues/problems/mismatches about 

them 

Due to the limited economic development, there is reduced pressure on the natural ecosystems. This 

allows for a better than average availability of public goods. However, the situation also creates a 

mismatch between PG demand and supply, given that the local population would likely be willing to 

sacrifice environmental quality for a higher level of income. This may also be due to the fact that there is 

almost no valorization of the existing public goods (thus, they are considered as a given and not regarded 

as something with potential to add value).  

With regard to public goods, the ones that were considered initially ware: water quality (although polluted 

with packaging in some areas), soil quality (due to the specific agricultural practices, such as periodic 

retirement of land), air quality (due to almost non-existent industrial activities and the presence of a few 

forested areas), biodiversity, rural vitality. 

The stakeholders underlined that soil quality has, indeed, remained significantly high over the long term and 

that water availability (used in irrigation), not just quality, is also relevant for the region and tends to attract 

businesses. In addition, recent improvements of the main roads have raised the air quality (less dust in the air). 

However, biodiversity was regarded as less relevant for the area than was initially considered. With regard to 

rural vitality, although the aging population increases the importance of maintaining local cultural values and 

customs, the “import” of specialists tends to dilute this trend, while generating a better economic vitality. 

With regard to public bads, the ones that stand out are the pollution of water flows with plastic packaging and 
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other residues, the pollution of the soil through non-ecological agricultural practices.  

Initially, the underutilization/abandonment (and subsequent degradation) of some lands with agricultural 

or grazing potential was included as a public bad, but the discussions with the stakeholders pointed out 

that what seems to be abandonment is actually retirement for the regeneration of soil (supported through 

financial mechanisms).  

The area cannot be characterized from the perspective of the forestry sector, as very few forested areas 

exist in the hotspot. 

3. Which PGBs need improved governance and should be investigated in the context of the HS? 

Firstly, with regard to public goods provision, it was noted that economic underdevelopment reduces the 

demand for public goods in the area. The issue is expected to persist with provision decreasing as 

agricultural practices become more intensive. 

Aside from various financial, informational and regulatory mechanisms suggested for improving soil, air 

and water quality in the region, one of the most important areas where improved governance 

mechanisms should be focused is education at all levels (starting from primary school, professional schools 

and specialized studies for existing farmers and local inhabitants who wish to work in agriculture). 

The stakeholders suggested that, overall, the area is not highly representative for the North-East region as 

a whole and expect that further intensification of agricultural practices is more desirable compared to a 

focus on an improved provision of public goods. Existing standards will be considered sufficient.  

For these reasons, the decision was made to shift the focus from this hotspot to RO-2, which was 

considered more relevant for the study of PB/PG and governance mechanisms. 

FINAL SYSTEM MAP – RO-1 (HOTSPOT TO BE DISREGARDED FROM FUTURE ANALYSES) 

 



 
 7 

 

Black – storyline as presented to the stakeholders and approved during the discussions 

Red – storyline adjustments based on stakeholder input 

SUMMARY/DESCRIPTION OF VALIDATED HOTSPOT STORYLINE RO-2 IN  THE CSR NORTH-EAST REGION, ROMANIA 

1. Short Description of Agriculture & Forestry system considered 

This area is located in the SW of Suceava County and covers a surface of approximately 800km2 of the 

NUTS 3-RO215 region (it pertains to what is known as the Bucovina region). It presents a high degree of 

concentration of public goods and is located mainly around Vatra Dornei, a municipality with high 

potential in tourism. Although it is the smallest and youngest municipality in the county, the area (with 

beautiful mountainous landscapes, forests, clean and plentiful water resources, mineral waters for health, 

stable climate, fresh air) has a high potential in attracting people for various kinds of tourism (leisure, 

health, summer and winter sports etc.) and AF investments. Nevertheless, there is a problem with illegal 

deforestation in the area and insufficient financial resources for the development of the area to its full 

economic potential.  

The main economic activities are in the fields of mountain agriculture, rural and health tourism, 

forestry, winter sports, local handicraft. The continued development of AFS and tourism activities is 

hindered by the high level of illegal deforestation and corruption. The inadequate infrastructure, low 

mechanization and, most of all, the mountainous landscape do not encourage intensive agricultural 

practices. Moreover, the focus on cultural, health and hiking/sports tourism, as well as the low 

profitability of logging in the area does not encourage high intensity forestry systems. Thus, the selected 

area is characterized by a low intensity Agriculture and Forestry System. 

Some of the points suggested by the stakeholders are: 

 The economic activities in the area, although diverse, are still in development – the area cannot be 

considered to be highly developed or a high income region. 

 Growing interest exists for fishing and animal farms. 

 The mountainous landscape is predominated by small land owners, who are both unable to intensively 

exploit them or to sell them – lands adequate for more intensive agriculture are available in neighbouring 

areas, thus decreasing interest for such activities in the less accessible Dorna region. 

 There is a strong local culture and sense of belonging for the local population. The vitality of the area is also 

maintained by a strong entrepreneurial spirit and the rich culture and traditional background. People who 

leave the area for work, often return and invest their earnings back in the region. 

 

2. Short description of the Public goods/bads considered and the issues/problems/mismatches about them 

Due to the low intensity of AF activities and the existence of natural parks and protected areas (protected 

by regulation, such as Natura 2000 sites), there is a better than average availability of public goods. There 

is limited mismatch between PG demand and supply, given that the overall economy of the area does 

directly benefit from the provision of PGs.  

With regard to public goods, the ones that were considered initially ware: water quality and soil quality 

(due to low intensity of AFS activities, the geographical position, and the naturally occurring water 

resources), air quality (due to the extensive presence of forested areas, lack of heavy industry and the 

mountainous location), green pastures, national parks, landscape. 

In addition, the stakeholders identified additional public goods, such as: the health and welfare of animals 

(which benefit from the ecosystem quality and make it easier for farmers to obtain ecological products), 
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rural vitality (fostered by the strong local culture and traditions and the entrepreneurial spirit of the local 

population), quality and availability of forest products (fire kindling, forest fruits and other plants etc.), and 

the biodiversity (supported by the presence of natural parks, forests and the inaccessible landscape). 

With regard to public bads, some that stand out are:  

 The relatively high abundance of fallen/broken trees (due to aging, weather phenomena), as a result 

of a lack of intensive forestry management/silviculture 

 High concentration of water pollution in specific river flows, such as the Neagra river (high pH and high 

concentration of tailings from a large nearby Sulphur mine – now abandoned) and the Bistriţa main 

river (which has been polluted by direct connections of sewage systems in new real estate 

developments and residue dumping by some local businesses – a practice that is now more under 

control) 

 Logging residue (braches, tree bark, sawdust etc.) is abandoned in the forest, providing favorable 

conditions for specific wood pests and diseases, which affect a larger forest area 

These issues have an impact primarily on the quality of the landscape and scenery, water quality, 

biodiversity and the quality of the tourism infrastructure. 

In short, some of the main factors influencing the AFS in the area are: regulations, targeted subsidies, 

illegal deforestation, the inadequate infrastructure and the sectorial diversification of the economy (but 

with small/medium scale businesses). 

3. Which PGBs need improved governance and should be investigated in the context of the HS? 

Regulation is a key tool in conserving public goods provision in the region, especially in protected areas. 

Furthermore, enforcement of regulation with regard to deforestation has improved significantly over the 

last few years with new laws and systems being adopted for control of logging activities. 

Financial support already exists, with special allocations for mountainous regions in the areas of 

infrastructure, non-agricultural activities and population stability. In addition, targeted subsidies for 

ecosystem conservation and animal welfare are also used. Finally, more general subsidies for AF 

businesses also exist. 

The stakeholders suggested several approaches that could be used to improve PG provision: 

 Promotional campaigns for natural parks 

 Subsidies for buildings that fit with the scenery/environment/local architecture 

 Establishment of performance standards for soil quality improvement and financial support for 

sustainable farming practices 

 Financing for conservation of landscape and forest scenery, as well imposing requests for approval for 

any logging activities that impact scenery 

 Support/encouragement for the establishment of environmentally focused networks (with the aim of 

providing public goods, preserving pastures, eco-farming, eco-labelling, accessing funds for 

environmentally friendly projects etc.) 

 Increased monitoring of how efficiently and correctly subsidies and other financial support is used (eg. 

subsidies for maintaining pastures may not be used for actual maintenance) 

 Establishment of environmental quality monitoring systems (with societal involvement), such as those 

that are already used successfully in forestry supervision (“Forest Radar”) 
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FINAL SYSTEM MAP – RO-2 
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3 Identification of governance tools 

Some characteristics that define a ‘smart’ or ‘good’ governance mechanism are: 

Design 

 The mechanism should be based on rigorous analyses and large volumes of information/data 

 The mechanism should be created based on an existing demand for public goods (e.g. there is no 

reason to provide financial support for eco-farming if there is no room/demand on the market for 

such products) 

 It should provide high quality information regarding its usefulness and impact 

 It should be built based on the final goal to be achieved and not the available budget 

Promotion 

 It should be promoted through a combination of media channels 

 Some of the key information should be less technical in nature, presented in a clear, well-

structured manner and be easily understandable 

 It should be supported by consultancy/information services, perhaps though established agencies 

Impact 

 It should aim to generate a behavioural shift... it should seek to shape mentalities and fulfil an 

educational role 

 It should generate examples of best practices, which could be used in future promotional 

campaigns 

 It should seek to have a snowball/multiplication effect within the industry and society 

Evaluation 

 The quantitative as well as the qualitative (e.g. shift in mentalities) effects should be measured 

 The medium/long term impact of the mechanism should be evaluated: are the results sustainable, 

or will the established systems collapse once financing ends? 

 

 

With regard to public policies (which represent the vast majority of governance mechanisms), a 

specific overall budget is set. The mechanisms are designed with some environmental goals in mind, 

and the most efficient cost/benefit ratio is pursued. Some examples include: direct financing or 

subsidies for eco-businesses and eco-friendly practices, information/awareness campaigns, promotion 

of best-practices etc. 

There are a few cases in which an environmental target is set, and the mechanism is designed to reach 

that goal (e.g. forest owners are only allowed to cut down up to x% of the forested area).



 

 
 

 

 

1. Which existing or novel governance mechanisms could be used to ensure a good/desired delivery of the PG/PBs.  

Selected 
PG/PBs 

Governance mechanism Where in the system would it 
intervene?  

Advantages & disadvantages of 
Governance mechanisms 

Who would benefit/experience 
disbenefits?  

How does it deal 
with 
heterogeneity?   

Natural parks 

• Regulations, protected habitats 

• Promotional and informational 
campaigns, including related 
events (e.g. thematic summer 
camps, guided tours) 

• Special financing for ecosystem 
services and conservation 

It would impact the 
lawmakers, funding bodies, 
mass-media and civil society. 
In the end, it would change 
the way some businesses 
operate and the mentalities 
of the population 

+ long term effect; wide scale 
impact (population) 

– results/efficiency is not 
immediately observable; only a 
limited number of parks can be 
established 

Benefits: General population; 
local businesses (tourism, 
commerce etc.), local 
administration,  
Disbenefits: Businesses that rely 
on natural resource use 

Regulations are 
applied 
uniformly  

Landscape 
and scenery 

• Local regulations for approving any 
logging activities 

• Financing for landscape 
preservation 

• Financing of cooperation networks 
for landscape preservation 

• Subsidies for buildings and 
structures that fit into the local 
architecture/landscape/scenery 

• Informational and educational 
campaigns 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local administration, funding 
bodies, government, local 
businesses, NGOs, media 
channels. It would also impact 
the provision of PBs via a 
feedback effect (if landscape 
needs to be protected, some 
of the PBs mentioned below 
need to be better mitigated). 

+ easier to coordinate and 
implement, as it involves 
mostly local actors 

– impact is focused on a local 
level (narrow), although the 
lessons learned can be 
replicated in other regions 

Benefits: Local population, 
Tourists, local businesses that 
benefit from increased numbers 
of visitors, civil society, public 
administration 
Disbenefits: Large scale 
companies (limited development 
opportunities), logging companies 

Best practices 
can be replicated 
at a national 
level 

Green 
pastures 

• Tax relief schemes 

• Subsidies and payments for 
preservation / management 

• Monitoring of correct/efficient 
subsidy use 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local administration, farmers, 
owners of livestock (micro-
farmers), tourists. 

+ efficient use of financial 
resources; easy to manage 
mechanisms; positive impact 
beyond this particular PG 
(helps with landscape, animal 
welfare etc.) 

Benefits: Local administration, 
farmers, owners of livestock, 
tourists, inhabitants, end-
consumers of agro-food products. 
Disbenefits: Land owners who 
want to implement more 

Regulations and 
funding can be 
applied in a 
uniform manner. 
Monitoring 
insures better 
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Selected 
PG/PBs 

Governance mechanism Where in the system would it 
intervene?  

Advantages & disadvantages of 
Governance mechanisms 

Who would benefit/experience 
disbenefits?  

How does it deal 
with 
heterogeneity?   

– absolute costs of 
implementation are relatively 
high 

productive businesses compliance in all 
areas. 

Water quality 

• Tax relief schemes 

• Payments based on performance 
level 

• Polluter Pays mechanisms 

• Moral suasion 

• Payments for ecosystem services 

• National and local advisory 
services 

• Systems of monitoring compliance 
with regulations 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local population, government, 
local administration, SMEs, 
large companies 

+ would address a wide variety of 
economic sectors; the vital 
nature of the resource allows 
for the implementation of 
diverse mechanisms (market, 
consultancy etc.) 

– slows down economic 
development; effects are 
visible in the long term and 
require restructuring of the 
local economy 

Benefits: Population close to 
water bodies or water flows (incl. 
outside the region), businesses 
which depend on high quality 
water (e.g. fisheries, drinking 
water manufactures, health 
tourism) 
Disbenefits: businesses which 
depend on using water resources, 
large companies which generate 
wastewater, some land owners 

Along water 
flows, the action 
needs to be 
collective. 
Monitoring 
systems can 
supervise static 
water bodies 
and should be 
provided by 
independent 
third parties. 

Air quality 

• Tax relief schemes 

• Polluter Pays mechanisms 

• Payments for measured 
performance improvements 

• Systems of monitoring compliance 
with regulations 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local population, government, 
local administration, large 
industrial and transportation 
companies 

+ combines positive and negative 
reinforcement 

– difficult to monitor air pollution 
by each entity 

Benefits: local and regional 
population, tourists, eco-farmers 
and green businesses 
Disbenefits: companies using 
technologies which tend to 
pollute the air, complicated 
implementation by public/local 
authorities 

Monitoring is 
difficult. 
Heterogeneity is 
usually 
addressed using 
secondary data 
(equipment 
used, polluting 
standards etc.). 

Rural vitality 

• Tax relief schemes for population 
stability 

• Financial support for new farmers 
or non-agro businesses 

• Events that promote local culture 
and rural lifestyle 

• Education/information/consultanc
y services for developing human 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local population, businesses, 
local administration 

+ ensure sustainable, long-term 
development of the region and 
maintenance of low intensity 
systems 

– specialization and large scale 
enterprises are not encouraged 

Benefits: local population, 
businesses, tourism, local 
administration 
Disbenefits: large companies 

Through 
education/devel
opment of 
human 
resources the 
population is 
better able to 
adapt to shifts  
in the socio-
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Selected 
PG/PBs 

Governance mechanism Where in the system would it 
intervene?  

Advantages & disadvantages of 
Governance mechanisms 

Who would benefit/experience 
disbenefits?  

How does it deal 
with 
heterogeneity?   

resources economic 
context  

Health and 
welfare of 
animals 

• Tax relief schemes 

• Targeted subsidies 

• Eco-labelling 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
end consumers, local 
businesses, local 
administration, evaluation 
bodies 

+ supported by market trends 
(demand for eco-products); 
targeted, efficient use of 
resources 

– can encourage corruption of 
evaluation bodies (in order to 
gain a positive classification 
without meeting the criteria) 

Benefits: local population, local 
businesses, end consumers 
Disbenefits: high intensity 
farmers 

Not all 
businesses are 
able / interested 
in implementing 
such practices. 
Financial 
motivation will 
be a deciding 
factor 

Soil quality 

• Tax relief schemes 

• Payments based on performance 
level 

• Payments for measured 
performance improvements 

• Subsidies for retirements and 
improvements 

• Systems of monitoring compliance 
with regulations 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
farmers, lawmakers, local 
administration 

+ based primarily on financial 
rewards, making them more 
desirable for businesses; 

– difficult to monitor and 
implement (complex 
combination of mechanisms); 
high overall cost 

Benefits: farmers, end 
consumers, land owners 
Disbenefits: local administration, 
government (high budgetary 
pressure) 

Difficult to 
monitor 
efficiently, but 
highly 
motivating. 

Biodiversity 

• Tax relief schemes 

• Compensation payments system 
for eco-management 

• Payments for measured 
performance improvements 

• Tradable property rights for 
biodiversity (floor and trade) 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
land owners (including forest 
owners), farmers, local 
administration, government, 
lawmakers 

+ based on positive 
reinforcement, promoting a 
view of responsible business 

– are effective only at the levels 
of those willing to become 
involved in these mechanisms; 
non-compliance is somewhat 
difficult to monitor 

Benefits: land owners, tourists, 
researchers, local businesses, 
local population 
Disbenefits: some land owners 
(using intensive practices) 

Positive 
reinforcement 
would attract 
participation in 
the mechanisms. 
Non-compliance 
is difficult to 
monitor. 

Forest 
products 

• Tradable property rights (cap and 
trade) 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local businesses, local 

+ relatively easy to implement; 
low costs 

– not effective in the case of 

Benefits: end consumers, local 
businesses using forest fruits and 
other plants as raw materials 

Property rights 
are strictly 
defined and the 
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Selected 
PG/PBs 

Governance mechanism Where in the system would it 
intervene?  

Advantages & disadvantages of 
Governance mechanisms 

Who would benefit/experience 
disbenefits?  

How does it deal 
with 
heterogeneity?   

administration (public land 
owners), other land owners 

private land owners; difficult to 
enforce on publicly owned 
lands 

Disbenefits: entities wishing to 
use the land for other activities 
(e.g. loggers, some farmers) 

mechanism can 
be adjusted as 
needed. 

Water 
pollution 

• Local systems for collection of 
special waste  

• Stricter regulation and 
enforcement 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local population, government, 
local administration, SMEs, 
large companies 

+ the immediate impact of 
pollution is easily noticeable 
and people would be willing to 
take rapid action; 

– difficult to enforce given the 
wide variety of polluters; high 
costs of compliance in the 
short term (for polluters) 

Benefits: Population close to 
water bodies or water flows (incl. 
outside the region), businesses 
which depend on high quality 
water (e.g. fisheries, drinking 
water manufactures, health 
tourism), heavy polluters can 
benefit from the new local waste 
collection systems 
Disbenefits: businesses which 
depend on using water resources 

Monitoring 
systems are 
likely to be 
efficient and 
should be 
provided by 
independent 
third parties. 

Fallen/ 
Broken trees 

• Stricter regulation and 
enforcement 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local administration, forest 
owners, tourism companies 
(who can be involved in 
monitoring and flagging 
problems) 

+ provides a more rigorous 
structure to a low intensity 
system 

– high costs of enforcement / 
implementation 

Benefits: tourists, forest owners 
(fewer losses of trees), tourism 
businesses 
Disbenefits: forest owners 
(additional costs) 

Public 
involvement in 
enforcement / 
flagging of issues 
is needed to 
insure 
homogeneity. 

Logging 
residue 

• Stricter regulation and 
enforcement 

It would intervene in the 
system at the following levels: 
local administration, forest 
owners, logging companies 

+ addresses a specific and ardent 
issue in the area with a 
potential for wide reaching 
negative consequences 

– difficult to monitor and enforce 
due to frequent instances of 
illegal logging and corruption 

Benefits: forest owners 
Disbenefits: logging companies 

Difficult to 
monitor due to 
illegal logging 
activities in the 
area. 



 

 
 

 

 

 


