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Introduction

This document reports the outcomes of the Third case study region stakeholder workshop of the Romanian
CSR, which was held in Vatra Dornei, Suceava county on April 28th, 2017, at the Agency of Montain
Area(Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development), Runc Street no 23.
The workshop started at 11.00am and ended at 15.30pm. After the workshop, all the participants shared a
working break with catering, which finished at 16.30pm. Below are shown the participants of the workshop,
specifying their position/type. All of them were selected because their strong link to the HS(they live and work
in the region of Vatra Dornei), are specialists in agricultural and environmental domains.
The aim of the workshop was to present the results of the valuation exercise and to gather the views of
local/regional key stakeholders regarding these results, as well as regarding the adaptation of specific
governance mechanisms and strategies for the smart provision of public goods in the Romanian hotspot.
There were a total of 17 stakeholders present. Their main fields of experience are in agricultural consultancy
and financing, farming and NGOs. The work was carried out in 3 teams of 5-6 stakeholders.
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Discussion of the results from demand-side and supply-side valuation

Table 1. Information regarding the demand-side valuation assessment: Hotspot RO-1.
a) Reliability of demand-side results
Overall assessment:

4

(1-Very much non-reliable; 2-Moderately non-reliable; 3-Some results reliable, and
some non-reliable; 4-Moderately reliable; 5-Very much reliable)

Explanation of the scoring above:
The questions addressed to the respondents may have been somewhat difficult to understand. In addition
the novelty of the issue being discussed can also mean that respondents require more time to become
comfortable with the questions being asked. In spite of these minor limitations, the stakeholders agreed that
the results are moderately reliable and relevant to the local hotspot.
b) What are the key/most striking results and reasons behind them in the study area? Do these reasons
represent issues challenging valuation assessments?
Results:
Interpretation/reasons:
Related valuation issues:
The WTP for water quality
(8.8 EUR per mg of NO3)
was
surprisingly
high
Issue I1
(pointed out by one of the
three teams)

The respondents may stem from
regions where the quality of the
water is lower, compared to the
Vatra Dornei region, so they may be
WTP more than the local
population.

- All respondents may not have
the same level of awareness
regarding the impact of
moderate/low quality water on
human health

c) What are the main determinants impacting benefits (i.e. WTP) derived from the PGBs provided in the
study area?
Determinant:
Effect (+/-) Explanation:
Ecosystem services/public goods in tourist areas such as
Vatra Dornei are available primarily to moderate/high
income individuals.
The high level of quality associated with goods and
services from the Vatra Dornei region is highly sought
after by consumers.

Determinant
D1

Individual’s income

+

Determinant
D2

Quality of
services/products

+

Determinant
D3

Public policies

+

Aimed at improving the provision of public goods.

Determinant
D4

State of health

+

Consumers are increasingly interested in acquiring
healthy food products as well as services that have a
positive impact on their state of health (landscapes,
serenity).

Determinant
D5

Amount of leisure time
available

+

Directly correlated with the possibility of using public
goods.

Determinant
D6

Openness towards culture
and religious practices

+

Determinant
D7

Quality of the
infrastructure

-

Vatra Dornei also provides cultural benefits to
consumers, so those who are interested are WTP more
for developing rural vitality in the region.
Some main/secondary roads in the area have a poor
quality and impact the desirability of tourists to visit the
area. However, when developing transport
infrastructure, this is generally achieved at the expense
of landscape quality.

d) Potential uses and usefulness of the results (and for whom), especially for designing governance
mechanisms?
Importance that the
stakeholders gave to
Actors:
Usefulness
this usefulness (from 1Very low importance to 5-Very
high importance)

5

Administrative
Authorities and
These actors can use the data for drawing future development
Institutions at
policies, as well as adjusting them for local/regional specific
regional,
conditions, including rural vs. urban areas.
national and
EU level

5

Education
The data from the study can be used as a basis for teaching and
and research
performing further research on the topic.
institutions
Private
Informational sources for developing professional and
producers of entrepreneurship abilities, as well as adjusting farming practices to
PGBs
limit the environmental impact of their activities
Tourism and
Can use the data to promote the region, taking into account the
business
WTP of consumers for public goods.
associations
e) Relevance of the valuation assessments for other areas/PGBs
AFS for which these results could be especially relevant

5

5

3

Level of transferability
(from 1 to 5)

AFS1: The data is relevant for similar mountainous areas, such as the
Mountainous Ozana and Trotus river valleys. The data can also be used in
regions in the comparative studies regarding WTP for PGBs in these areas.
Moldova
region
The data can also be relevant for forested areas or areas with a high
AFS2: urban quality landscape close to major cities in the Moldova region. The
peripheral consumers with the highest WTP stem from such areas and may be
areas highly interested in the level of provision of PGBs in their
“neighbourhoods”.
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Table 2. Information regarding the supply-side valuation assessment: Hotspot RO-1.
a) Reliability of supply-side results
Overall assessment:
(1-Very much non-reliable; 2-Moderately non-reliable; 3-Some results
4
reliable, and some non-reliable; 4-Moderately reliable; 5-Very much
reliable)
Explanation of the scoring above:
The stakeholders have flagged similar issues regarding the novelty of the research topic and the complexity
of the task potentially impacting the reliability of the results. The estimated costs seem to be too low.
However, the overall reliability of the results was considered moderate (level 4), especially due to the direct
contact with the providers of PGBs (farmers in the area).
b) What are the key/most striking results and reasons behind them in the study area? Do these reasons
represent issues challenging valuation assessments?
Results:
The values for different
governance
mechanisms
related to water quality
improvement
Issue I1
(0.05/0.27/0.37 EUR for a 1
mg reduction of NO3 in
1000 liters of water) is
considered relatively low.
The cost of education (0.5
thousand EUR per 1 ha of
additional forest / 30.9 EUR
Issue I2 for a 1% increase in the
proportion of young people
living in the area) is
considered too high.

Interpretation/reasons:

Related valuation issues:

The issue of water quality may not
be sufficiently promoted and
understood by respondents.

- One team suggested that,
perhaps, water quality is not
sufficiently
relevant
for
respondents in order to be
included in the study (e.g.
compared to landscape)

The impact of education as a
governance
mechanism
is
considered by some stakeholders as
being unreliable.

- Some stakeholders believe that
the
valuation
somewhat
overestimates the values for
education.

c) What are the main determinants impacting costs of provision of PGBs in the study area?
Determinant:

Effect (+/-)

Determinant
D1

Interest for profit

-

Determinant
D2

Interests to receive AES
payments

+

Determinant
D3

Farmer’s pride in having a
good looking farm

+

Determinant
D4

Farmer’s desire to provide
an inheritance

+

Explanation:
It is more profitable to practice agriculture through
activities that lead to environmental pollution… lower
costs are correlated with higher pollution
Farmers are willing to accept higher costs, including
investment in environmentally friendly technologies, or
lower production levels, if they are compensated through
payments such as those of an AES mechanism
A high level of landscape quality satisfies a farmer’s need
to be appreciated for the aesthetics of their farm.
Farmers are motivated to maintain cultural and
traditional values and customs, as part of their heritage,
leading to a higher provision of PGs.

d) Potential uses and usefulness of the results (and for whom), especially for designing governance
mechanisms?
Explanation:
The stakeholders found that the results of the supply-side valuation are significant in order to identify the
concrete means through which the provision of PGs can be supported.
Governance
Specific usefulness related to the design of the different GMs assessed:
mechanisms:
Governmental authorities (local, national or EU level) can use the data to
establish development strategies with a stronger basis (collaborative design
GM1 AES
of policies with farmers). Farmer associations can use the valuation results
as a basis for negotiating contracts regarding AES payments.
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Professional associations, private actors and research & education
institutions can use the data for further studies. The results can also provide
Consultancy/
a basis for developing applied theories in the area of development
GM2
education
economics. The information resulting from the study can also serve as a
basis for informational campaigns and raising awareness regarding public
goods both on the supply, as well as the demand side.
Both private and public entities are interested in developing a market for
ecological farming. It is essential to understand the costs that farmers
associate with such practices in order to obtain high quality products that
GM3 Eco-labelling
have a viable place on the market (i.e. are not priced above of the WTP of
consumers). Public entities can also have a basis for constructing a strategy
through which to raise the level of participation of farmers in this
mechanism.
e) Relevance of the valuation assessments for other areas/PGBs
Level of transferability
AFS for which these results could be especially relevant
(from 1 to 5)

AFS1:
Mountainous
regions in the
Moldova
region

The data is relevant for similar mountainous areas throughout the
North-East region of Romania. The data can also be used in
comparative studies to assess any differences that may exist (thus
identifying the factors that can contribute to such differences).

4

Table 3. Information regarding combining both valuation assessments: Hotspot RO-1.
a) What hints do you reveal from stakeholder’s discussion on the usefulness of comparing/combining the
results from the demand-side and supply-side valuation assessments?
A lot of emphasis on the supply side was put on the need for the government to support sustainable farming
practices through payments and subsidies. This is considered the most widely accepted mechanism and it is
highly motivational for many agro-forestry entrepreneurs. Stakeholders did not directly find a practical
connection between consumers’ WTP and the support of PG provision by farmers. However, it was widely
agreed that increased consumer demand for high quality landscapes in tourist areas, as well as eco-farming
products can eventually reach a significant impact on how farmers design their practices.
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Discussion of the target levels of public good provision

Aim of activity: Discussion of which levels of public goods/which levels of reduction of public bads
should be envisaged to best meet the demand as well as the costs for supply.
Expected outcome: Defined target levels for the public goods investigated - in the optimal case, the
scale represented by these levels is also defined (e.g. emissions mitigated per hectare/ per region/ per
inhabitant/ etc.). The target levels should be useable in your evaluation of the effects of the
governance mechanisms on PGB provision in WP5 Task 5.3.2
Please provide here for each PG/PB you investigated in the WP4 exercise as well as additional PGs you will
further investigate in WP5:






level of public good provision (of the specific CSR PGs) that participants think is appropriate and
realistic to best meet all societal demands in the CSR (societal demand includes all stakeholders
interests and will therefore constitute a compromise) (this can be done in the format of a table, see
Table 1)
What scale is represented by these levels (e.g. emissions mitigated per hectare/ per region/ per
inhabitant/ etc.).
Main points from the discussion (main points are the minimal requirement, of course the more
information and details you can provide us on the discussion the better)
Please include information on where there were disagreements amongst stakeholders.
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Table 4 – Public good levels
Public
Target levels you
Goods
used in WP4
demand (and/or
supply) exercises
Natural
WP4
Target
landscape
level(s) PG1:
quality
700-1400 ha of
additional
forested areas
Water
WP4
Target
quality
level(s) PG2:
1-2 mg of NO3
per
litre
in
mineral waters
Rural vitality

WP4
Target
level(s) PG3:
28-33% of the
population
consisting
of
young people

Appropriate/
realistic
level(s)
agreed upon
700-1400 ha
of additional
forested
areas
1-2 mg of NO3
per litre in
mineral
waters

under 28-33%
of
the
population
consisting of
young people

Main points from discussion:

Disagreements amongst stakeholders:

Financial support mechanisms for forestation do
already exist, although it is difficult to access due to
unrealistic
qualification
criteria
(most
farmers/foresters are unable to qualify for
financing).
The Dorna region already has a low level of NO3 in
waters, much lower compared to several other
regions across Europe. The current governance
mechanisms encourage farmers to reduce the
infiltration of waste and other pollutants in the
underground water.
A high degree of attractiveness of urban settlements
contributes to a sustained phenomenon of
migration, especially among young people, from
rural areas to large urban settlements. Most
stakeholders have argued that, even though some
policies that encourage youths to remain in the
Dorna or other rural areas do exist, these are not
effective and will not stem the phenomenon of
migration to urban areas or even abroad.

Some areas in the Dorna region can no longer be
reforested, so the 1400 ha target may be difficult to
reach.
Natural reforestation can also contribute to the
improvement of landscape quality.
Some stakeholders consider that governmental
authorities at the national level do not consider
water quality to be a priority in the design of
governance strategies related to agriculture or
rural/urban development.
In contrast, some stakeholders have stated that
mountainous areas, such as Dorna are becoming
increasingly attractive for entrepreneurial activities
in the tourism sector. Support for such activities,
including improved provision of PGs will create
opportunities for youths to build a satisfying career
in rural mountainous regions.

+15…+20% new
dwellings in the
area compared to
the year 2000

+15…+20%
new dwellings
in the area
compared to
the year 2000

Homes are being built, partially because of the Some stakeholders have argued that the 20% target
support provided by local/regional authorities for may have already been surpassed (i.e. official
young people to settle in rural areas and start statistics do not take into consideration all existing
businesses. Another factor that encourages people dwellings).
to settle in rural areas is the capital saved up while On the other hand, other stakeholders have
working abroad for several years – these funds are proposed lower targets, as the construction of
then used to invest in small businesses in the Dorna homes implies significant investment in utility
region, contributing to an expected trend of infrastructure (e.g. gas, electricity lines), which are
improvement in rural vitality in the long term. supported by the end-user and are very costly in
However, this is not necessarily a result of a mountainous areas. Thus, many rural inhabitants are
governance mechanism, but rather by the free unable to afford the building of new homes.
labour market that exists in the EU.
Space for general (not PGB related) points from discussion:
Stakeholders have found it difficult to provide other quantifiable targets. They also found these values to have a limited applicability in the discussions with
supply and demand respondents, as the scope of the improvement and the actual effects are difficult to comprehend.

11

4

Refinement of governance mechanisms considering main criteria of good
governance

Table 5 – Public good levels, governance mechanisms, and adaptations to meet the criteria of good
governance
Please report here which PGBs at which target levels you aimed at addressing when discussing and
elaborating the governance mechanisms together with the stakeholders:
Natural landscape quality

Target level(s) PG1 (from Activity 2): 1400 ha of additional forested areas

Please report here the original version of the Governance Mechanisms/Mix of GM, you presented to the stakeholders
at the workshop to enhance the provision of the above listed PGB:

- combining payments for ecological practices in agricultural and forestry activities with the provision of
educational, information and consultancy services regarding the available sources of financing and the
ecological practices available for farmers and foresters;
- these measures should support (both directly and indirectly) the forestation of land areas in the Dorna
region that are currently damaged or unused/abandoned.
Please report here the version of the Governance Mechanisms/Mix of GM, which was suggested by the stakeholders at
the workshop to enhance the provision of the above listed PGB:

Although, during the discussions, it seemed that other complementary or independent measures should be
adopted, the initially proposed mechanisms were ultimately considered to be the best possible option for
reaching the proposed target of natural landscape quality. Some opinions and suggestions provided during the
discussions include:
-

-

-

Punishment measures: in addition to the supporting role of the mechanisms, authorities also need to
consider strict enforcement of regulations regarding reforestation or planting of trees in specific areas
of farmlands (such rules are already in place in the new financing lines available for farmers and they
constitute requirements which, if not met, lead to the loss of financing and reimbursement of any
payments already received).
Particular focus should be placed on mountainous areas, where the proposed PG is primarily
provided.
Supporting measures to encourage end-users of PGs to directly support the provision of PGs by, for
example, purchasing eco-farming products or visiting areas where the landscape is being intentionally
preserved. This could be possible through the use of an adapted “green” certification mechanism for
agro-forestry systems being developed and operated in a sustainable manner.
It has also been argued that, in some cases, having a free market may provide better results than
using subsidies or payments, which discourage the entrepreneurial spirit of new farmers.

Please report here, which concrete adaptations/elaborations the
stakeholders suggest to ensure that the specific GM/Mix of GM meets the
main criteria of good governance:
Criteria:
Targeted to the topic:  How Significant focus should be placed on efficient punitive measures for
does the mechanisms need to beneficiaries of AES payments which do not strictly meet the required
be designed to specifically operational standards. More straightforward protocols and procedures for

target the provision of the
addressed PGB as well as their
the providers
Avoidance of ancillary costs 
How does the mechanisms need
to be designed to have only few
negative costs/side effects on
other PGs
Ancillary benefits  How can
the mechanisms best yield
positive benefits/side effects on
other PGs (win-win situations)
Measurability  How can the
effects of the implementation
be made measurable

meeting and verifying the required standards are also needed.

Support should be offered only in cases in which forestation is useful and
sustainable (e.g. the new forests will continue to exist in the long term).
The historical traditions of the population (i.e. traditional farming
practices) can help magnify the impact of the proposed mechanism in an
‘organic’ manner, rather than artificially.
Ancillary benefits will result directly from the improvement of the
proposed public good. Other public goods, such as water, air, soil quality or
rural vitality due to economic development should be enhanced by having
a high quality forest landscape in the region.
The forested area can be measured through direct observation in the field.
These should be conducted continuously, at specific intervals (e.g. 1, 5, 10
years) in order to monitor the long term impact of implementation.
Indirect measurement of the effects can be made by observing and
measuring the ancillary benefits of reforestation (as listed above).
Effectiveness is already achievable through existing monitoring measures.
The implementation of these measures should be strict and thorough
(referring again to the punitive actions mentioned above).

Effectiveness  How does the
mechanism need to be designed
to in fact lead to a better
provision of PG
Acceptance  How can be
A higher level of acceptance can be achieved through an increase in the
ensured that the mechanism is
value of the payments/subsidies. In addition, as mentioned before, the
accepted; Who is eligible / able
mechanism needs to be permissive enough in order to realistically allow
to participate in GM X, who
most agro-forestry agents to take part in the reforestation activity.
isn’t?; Who is likely to respond?
Please provide here key points from the discussions, including the following:
Advantages of the GM/Mix of What are the main advantages of the proposed Governance
Mechanisms/Mix of GM from the stakeholders’ point of view?
GM discussed
Such mechanisms improve the stability of the population in the long term.
The economic effects are multiplied, leading to an improved quality of life,
which is a determinant factor of increasing rural vitality and development.
Sustainable farming and forestry practices are encouraged at the
microeconomic level and may become habitual for any new investors.
Disadvantages of GM/Mix of GM

Involved actors

What are the main disadvantages of the proposed Governance
Mechanisms/Mix of GM from the stakeholders’ point of view?
Direct payments can discourage the entrepreneurial and risk-taking
behaviour of inverstors.
Who are the main actors (e.g. authorities, organisations…) to be included in
the case of the implementation of the GM. In which way would they need
to be included?
1. Farmers
2. Public authorities at all levels, but especially those at the
regional/local level
3. Consultants (facilitators of the process)
4. NGOs
5. Professional associations (encouraging cooperatives and
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consolidation of micro-farms)

Supplementary
mechanisms

to

other To which other mechanism could the mechanism discussed be
supplementary? Could mechanisms be combined? In which way?

General points from discussion

Complementary measures for sustaining the development of rural areas
should be allowed to overlap in some cases for the same entrepreneur
(e.g. the same farm project can benefit from financial support for ecofarming, forestry, creation of new jobs, investments in underdeveloped
regions).
Civil society can have a consulting role in the mechanism design phase (it
can help improve the targeting of the GM to solve specific issues observed
in the field) and in the monitoring of the implementation.
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Table 6 – Elaborated version of the Governance Mechanisms/Mix of GM to be used in further WP5
evaluation
On the basis of what was learned at the workshop, and including your own reflections considering your
research-objectives in WP5, please report here your elaborated version of the Governance Mechanisms/Mix
of GM.
This elaborated version of the Governance Mechanisms/Mix of GM will be the basis for your evaluation
exercise in Task 5.3.2, where the performance of the GM strategy, as regards public good provision, will be
measured.

For now, we are working on the elaborated version of the mix of GM. Mainly, we are maintaining the two
mechanisms:
-

Payments for forestation of non-agricultural (unused or damaged) areas,
Provision of educational, information and consultancy services regarding the financing measure and
its ancillary benefits.
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